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PART ONE

Truth and Fiction






What ever happened to the correspondence
theory of truth?

MICHAEL P. LYNCH

Introductory remark Pascal Engel is an inspiration. For those of us who
have toiled in the rough fields of the truth literature, his work is celebrated
for, among other things, having established the question of the value of truth
as central to the question of the nature of truth. Engel’s work here as else-
where combines thoroughness and technical sophistication with an extraor-
dinary grasp of how and why the details matter for not only philosophy in
general but for our intellectual lives. As such, he remains the very model of
what a good philosopher should be. I am honored to contribute to this sym-
posium.
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1. Overview

Once upon a time, the story goes, the correspondence theory was everyone’s
theory of truth. Everyone believed it, or at least everyone believed that every-
one else believed it. It was — so were’ told— the “everyman” of truth theories.

This is no longer the case - if it ever was. While many philosophers who
work on truth for a living continue to pay some lip service to the theory, sus-
tained defenses are increasingly rare. If you were to judge just by the airtime
it gets among the truthies, so to speak, one might well wonder: What ever
happened to the correspondence theory? And where is it now?

Here, in brief, are my answers to these questions. The correspondence
theory of truth is missing in action because, at least as it is traditionally con-
ceived, itis a bad theory of truth. But that doesn’t mean it should be rejected.
For it is a good theory of something else.

2. What counts as a theory of truth?

I want to explain why the correspondence theory, as traditionally conceived
is implausible. So I first have to explain how the correspondence theory is
traditionally conceived.

Well, as it has been traditionally conceived, the correspondence theory of
truth is... a theory of truth. Now for the less obvious: when would a theory
count as a theory of truth? I suggest that a theory counts a theory of truth
when it incorporates many of the key truisms about truth — when it addresses
truth’s nominal essence, as Locke might have put it. The nominal essence of F,
in the sense I intend, is our folk concept of F. It embodies our preconceptions,
the way we tacitly think about it in ordinary life — even if, normally, we don’t
even recognize ourselves as doing so. A natural way of identifying some-
thing’s nominal essence, therefore, is to appeal to the set of largely implicit
beliefs we folk have about it. By appealing to those folk beliefs, or truisms, we
won't typically learn everything about the object or property we are interested
in. And our later discoveries may force us to revise our preconceptions of
it. But however these questions play out, keeping one eye on our folk beliefs
about the thing about which we are curious will hopefully tell us whether our
subsequent theories of its nature address the topic we were concerned with
when our theorizing began.
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So I suggest that a theory is a theory about truth as opposed to something
else if it incorporates most of core truisms about truth— the nominal essence of
truth. So what are these? Here I am interested in just one: the idea that truth
is objective. To speak truly is to “say of what is, that it is”, as Aristotle said’
And since what we say, at least when we are sincere, is an expression of what
we believe or judge, a parallel truism holds about belief. That is,

Objectivity: The belief that p is true if, and only if, with respect to
the belief that p, things are as they are believed to be.

Together with some further and reasonably obvious assumptions, Objectivity
underwrites further derivative principles which are typically highlighted by
philosophers. One related principle is that when, for example, I believe that
roses are red, things are as I believe them to be just when roses are red. That
is,

With respect to the belief that p, things are as they are believed to
be if, and only if, p.

With this point in hand, we can derive, together with Objectivity, instances
of:

BS: The belief that p is true if and only if p.

So I we’ll count a theory as a theory of truth (as opposed to something else)
just when, arguably, it incorporates truisms like the above. But we’ll count
it as a THEORY of truth (as opposed to just a chat about it say) just when it
explains those truisms.

To explain the truisms, in the sense of “explain” relevant here, is to show
why they are true by pointing to some property or properties that all true
propositions have that results in those propositions satisfying the truisms.

The correspondence theory, as traditionally conceived, attempts to give an
explanation of truth in this sense, and moreover to give a reductive explana-
tion. That is, it attempts to explain the nominal essence of truth in terms of an
underlying real essence. Correspondence is the name for that underlying real
essence—the property that all true beliefs have in common to which, we might
say the property truth is “reduced”. And it is the having of this property that
—according to the theory — explains why true beliefs satisfy the central truisms
I'just discussed.

L Aristotle, Metaphysics: Books Gamma, Delta, and Epsilon (Clarendon Press, 1993)..
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3. Vacuity

The version of the correspondence theory that is most well known — what
we might call, probably misleadingly, the “original theory” — is also the one
which is easiest to be skeptical about. Since its problems are generally well-
known, I won’t spend much time discussing it. But a few words are in order.
The starting point for the original correspondence theory is the idea that

C: A belief is true just when it corresponds to reality.

Taken by itself, however, C is not much of a “theory”. For unless we are
told what “correspondence” and “reality” mean, this seems to amount to lit-
tle more than a restatement of the Objectivity truism, or at the most, another
simple truism any theory could accept. Indeed, most advocates of the coher-
ence and pragmatist accounts for example, did accept C.

As a result, advocates of the correspondence theory often suggested that
C really comes to

CT The belief B is true =def B corresponds to some fact.

And a belief is false, the typical thought runs, just when it fails to correspond
to any fact? (. This is, perhaps, no longer completely vacuous. But it isn’t es-
pecially promising either, and for by now well-known reasons. Since I have
other fish to fry, I'll just briefly mention two.

First, CT is committed to a ontology of facts. And one might wonder what
they are. If, on the one hand, we have a rather thin account of “facts” — that is,
by “fact “ we mean something like “true proposition” then CT might amount
to nothing more than the thought that beliefs are true when beliefs correspond
to truths. If on the other hand, we say that facts are distinct entities — so
distinct that they are over and above the objects and properties that populate
the world, we must say something about what they consist in. And that can
prove difficult

However, the big problem with CT is not typically thought to be with
“facts”. It is with “corresponds”. Here again the most obvious answers
threaten to be vacuous. Thus Millikan writes:

2 For discussion of recent formulations, see: Pascal Engel, "Truth’, (McGill Queens Univ, 2002),
177, Marian Alexander David, ‘Correspondence and Disquotation’, An Essay on the Nature of Truth
(Oxford University Press, 1994), 206, Richard A Fumerton, ‘Realism and the Correspondence
Theory of Truth’, (Rowman & Littlefield, 2002), 149.
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If any certainty has emerged from the last thirty years of philoso-
phy it is that a pure correspondence theory is vacuous. By a pure
correspondence theory I mean a theory that signs or representa-
tions when true or correct, are true or correct merely by virtue of
their being a, some, mapping function that maps these represen-
tations onto part of the world or reality. [Such a theory will not
work] because mathematical mapping relations are infinitely nu-
merous and ubiquitous ... If any correspondence theory of truth is
to avoid vacuousness, it must be a theory that tells what is differ-
ent or special about the mapping relations that map representations
onto representeds...

In order words, what the original theory needs — to really count as a theory —is
an understanding of correspondence that allows there to be a real, substantive
relationship between beliefs — items in the head—and fact-sized bits of reality.
Moreover, this relation must be such as to pick out some particular fact-sized
bit of reality. And it is difficult to see what that relation could be.

4. Truthmaking to the rescue?

So far, one might think that all I've really said is that the original correspon-
dence theory is not much of a theory. But surely there are more plausible
theories that could count as successors of the original correspondence theory?

For example, Far from thinking the correspondence theory is dead, some
think the correspondence theory is alive and well but living under an assumed
name in Australia. This is the idea that what is right about the correspondence
theory is captured by

Truthmaker: For every truth, there is something that exists which
makes it true.

The thought is that Truthmaker captures two core thoughts behind the tra-
ditional correspondence theory. First, truth “supervenes on being”. Second,
truths are made true by something. Correspondence is truth-making*

3 Ruth Garrett Millikan, "Language, Thought, and Other Biological Categories’, New Founda-
tions for Realism (MIT Press, 1984), 355 at 86-88.

% David Lewis, ‘Forget About the ‘Correspondence Theory of Truth”, Analysis, 61/272 (2001),
275-80, Marian David, ‘Don’t Forget About the Correspondence Theory of Truth’, Australasian
Journal of Philosophy, 82/1 (2004), 42 — 47.
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Moreover, Truthmaker, as it is typically understood, is sometimes thought
to answer the question that the original theory had difficulty with: what is the
special relation that exists between a truth and some particular bit of reality.
This is because Truthmaker theorists typically say that truth-making is plain
old necessitation. A proposition is true when made true. It is made true when
necessitated by some existing entity. An existing entity necessitates a propo-
sition just when its existing is metaphysically sufficient for that proposition’s
being true. And so what was earlier a vice is now a virtue: one entitiy can
necessitate more than one truth. There are, so to speak, “many correspon-
dences.””

This is all well and good. But it shows that whatever else we might say
about Truthmaker — whether it is true for example—it is not a theory of truth,
or at least not a correspondence theory traditionally conceived. Here’s why.
If Truth-maker were a theory of truth, it would be a theory that according
to which being true is being made true. But as we just saw, truth making is
defined in terms of necessitation, and necessitation in terms of truth. That’s
a small circle. Thus truthmaker theory may be many things, but it is not an
account of truth — or at the very least, it is not a traditional, reductive account.

5. Heir to the throne? Representational theories

A more promising successor to the original correspondence theory is what I
call the representationalist theory of truth.

Many of the core elements of the representational theory of truth were
initially developed to understand how sentences and their component words
represent, or refer to the world. But the basic elements can, and have been
adapted to mental representations, to beliefs and their component concepts.
And whether it is applied to sentences or beliefs, contemporary naturalistic
representationalism can be understood as offering a two-part theory of truth.®
First, the truth of a belief, say, is defined in terms the representational features
of its component concepts (what I will here call “denotation”). Thus in the

5 Trenton Merricks, Truth and Ontology (Oxford University Press, 2007).)

6 For early statements of the view, see Hartry H Field, 'Tarski’s Theory of Truth’, The Journal
of philosophy (69: Journal of Philosophy, Inc., 1972), 347-75, Michael Devitt, ‘Realism and Truth’,
(Princeton University Press, 1997), 371. An important recent formulation of this sort of approach
can be found in Terence Horgan, ‘Contextual Semantics and Metaphysical Realism: Truth as In-
direct Correspondence’, The Nature of Truth: Classic and Contemporary Perspectives, 2001.See also R
Barnard and T Horgan, "Truth as Mediated Correspondence’, The Monist (2006).
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case of a belief whose content has the simple predicational structure a is F, we
get:

REPRESENT: The belief that a is F is true if and only if the object
denoted by <a> has the property denoted by <F>. 7

The basic thought is that beliefs are true because their components stand in
certain representational relations to reality and that reality is a certain way.
Adopting machinery made familiar with Tarski, the representationalist then
applies this insight to beliefs with more complicated structures.® The result is
a view according to which the truth of complex beliefs is recursively defined in
terms of the truth of simpler beliefs and the rules for logical connectives, while
less complex beliefs “correspond to reality” in the sense that their component
parts — concepts — themselves represent objects and properties.

The second part of any representational view of truth is a theory of how
concepts denote objects and properties. Toy versions of two familiar views are
these.

CAUSAL: <cat> denotes cats = cats, cause, under appropriate con-
ditions, mental tokenings of <cat>.?

TELEOLOGICAL: <cat> denotes cats = the function of <cat> is to
be mentally tokened in the presence of cats.

Iam not interested in defending either of these familiar proposals here. Rather,
I want to stress simply that both are best thought of as a framing hypothe-
sis for naturalistically investigating mental representation. And for our pur-
poses, the real promise of a naturalistic theory of representation is that theo-
ries like CAUSAL and TELEOLOGICAL can be combined with REPRESENT
to give a representational theory of truth. According to this theory, truth is
defined in terms of representation, representation is defined in terms of deno-
tation, and denotation is defined as a property that either is, or supervenes on
natural relations like those specified in CAUSAL or TELEOLOGICAL. Thus,

7 Throughout, I use brackets in the usual way: <dog> means the concept of a dog; <snow is
white> means the proposition that snow is white.

8 Alfred Tarski, "The Concept of Truth in Formalized Languages’, in A. Tarski (ed.), Logic,
Semantics, Metamathematics (Oxford University Press, 1936), 152-278.

9 Obviously I am simplifying in the text the complexities of these theories, and passing over
numerous differences in formulation.
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to give a toy example, a representational view might be constructed as fol-
lows. Let’s say that an object or property, which, under appropriate condi-
tions, causes (or its instances cause) mental tokenings of some concept to be
“causally mapped” by that concept. If so, we can construct:

CC (Causal-correspondence): The belief that a is F is true if and
only if the object causally mapped by <a> has the property causally
mapped by <F>.

Likewise with a teleological theory of representation: Let us say that a concept
that has as its biological function to be mentally tokened in the presence of a
particular object or property functionally maps that object or property. If so,
then one might construct:

TC (Teleological correspondence): The belief that a is F is true if
and only if the object functionally mapped by <a> has the property
functionally mapped by <F>.

6. Two problems

There are various objections and challenges one might raise against any par-
ticular representational theory of truth, including of course, against the views
just presented.!” But there are two more general points to make. As I see it,
representational theories — even when more sophisticated than the toy ver-
sions just presented — are implausible theories of truth. But I think that very
are plausible theories of something else.

Why do I think representational theories are implausible when taken as
theories of truth? I'll give two reasons. The first is that it is open to doubt
whether they really count as theories of truth in the first place, plausible or
implausible. According to the standard introduced above, a theory counts as
a theory of truth just when it not only incorporates the truisms as part of the
theory, and offers an explanation of at least most of those truisms. Consider,
for example:

10 For objections and discussion, see for example, Jerry A Fodor, ‘Psychosemantics: The Prob-
lem of Meaning in the Philosophy of Mind.’, (MIT Press, 1987). Peacocke A Study of Concepts;
(Cambridge: MIT Press 1992); K. Neander “Malfunctioning and Misrepresenting” in Philosophi-
cal Studies, 79 (1995): 109-141; Millikan, 1996, “On Swampkinds” Mind and Language, 11 (1996):
70-130.
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Objectivity: My belief that p is true if only if, with respect to the
belief that p, things are as I believe them to be.

How does (CC) or (TC) explain Objectivity? Presumably their advocates will
say they explain Objectivity by giving an account of what it is for things to be
as I believe them to be. Suppose, for example, that I believe that Oliver is a cat.
According to (CC), things are as I believe them to be if and only if the object
causally mapped by <Oliver> has the property causally mapped by <cat>. A
similar explanation is available for advocates of (TC).

But is this really an explanation in terms of truth? What makes it different
from the following conjunctive explanation, roughly:

Where I believe that Oliver is a cat, things are as I believe them to
be if and only <Oliver> maps Oliver; <cat> maps cats and Oliver
is a cat.

More broadly, one can complain that the representationalist theory is some-
thing of this form:

B is true if and only if B = the belief that p; and p.

The second half of this biconditional is a conjunction. And representational-
ism, one might argue, really only enters into the account of the first conjunct.
If we stipulate that the belief has content, the first conjunct falls out, and we
are left with

The belief that p is true if and only if p.

In short, the complaint is that representationalism is really a theory of content
married to a simpler theory of truth.

In and of itself, this objection is not, I think, all that devastating. For the
representationalist can say that their view just is, in effect, a theory of both
content and truth at once. So there.

Yet I think a worry behind this first objection —that representationalism
isn’t really about truth — remains. That worry takes on more force when com-
bined with a second problem. Representational theories face what I've else-
where called a problem of scope. This is because such theories require that
the objects and properties mapped by our beliefs be capable of entering into
at least indirect causal interaction with our minds. This is plausible when we
are concentrating on beliefs about cats and cars. But it implausible when we
are talking about beliefs like two and two are four; or torture is wrong. Whatever
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these beliefs are about, they aren’t plausibly about objects and properties that
are in causal contact with our thoughts. Yet both beliefs seem true.

Of course, representationalists are well aware of these examples. Indeed,
the history of twentieth century philosophy is replete with isms that have been
posed to deal with them — from expressivism to fictionalism. Such theories try
to explain away the appearance of truth for the troublesome sorts of beliefs.
And maybe these strategies — tired as they are—will work out. I have a differ-
ent suggestion. It seems to me that the very fact that we feel the need to construct
such theories — to explain away the appearance of truth—points to our having a grip
on truth independently of having a grip on representation. This was, in effect, the
point of the first objection as well, but we now have another reason to accept
it. It doesn’t seem that in order to get a grip on what truth is in general, we
need to get a grip on the nature of representation, if only because beliefs that
don’t represent can be true.

Representationalists favor examples involving cats on mats and the like.
There is a reason for this. Theories like (CC) or (TC) are plausible wherever
we can make the case that our thoughts about G’s are responsive to the antics
of the G’s themselves. And when it comes to cats on mats, this case seems
easy to make. If my belief that there is a cat on the mat is true, it is a response
to — what else? — there being a cat on the mat. When things are working
as they should, when our cognitive machinery is firing on all cylinders so
to speak, human beings are good detectors of cats on mats. This suggests a
constraint on representationalist theories. A correspondence theory like (CC)
will seem likely as theory of what makes mental states with X-ish content true
only when we can establish that mental states with X-ish content are causally
responsive to an external environment that contains X’s. In a bumper sticker,
if we are to correspond, we must respond.

Moreover, where responsiveness does seem plausible, and we have inde-
pendent reasons for thinking that the content in question is assessable for
truth or falsity, it becomes more likely that our mental states with x-ish content
have that content in virtue of representing X’s. Accordingly, it will seem more
likely that when I believe such content correctly— when cognitively speaking,
success has been achieved —what makes my belief that, e.g. the ubiquitous cat
is on some mat correct is that it accurately represents an actual cat on an actual
mat.

But where responsiveness is not plausible — either because the states in
question aren’t appropriately causally responsive or because the external en-
vironment contains no x’s that can be so causally responsive, then it is less
likely that mental-states with x-ish content have that content because they
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represent x’s. Some other explanation of their content becomes more likely.
And thus if we nonetheless wish to maintain that the relevant mental states
are true, then — to anticipate my closing point — some other account of what
makes them true must be pushed onto the field.

Wrapping up, the scope problem suggests that representationalist theories
of truth are implausible because they face counterexamples. Certain beliefs
are true which couldn’t be so if the representationalists theories are correct.
We might well conclude then, that as a theory of truth, representationalism
fails. But this would be to throw the baby out with the bathwater. For what
I think we should conclude is not that representationalism is a false theory of
truth, but that it is a true theory of a property the possession of which makes
some beliefs true. Representational theories are about what makes some kinds
of belief true, not truth itself.

The possibility I am suggesting might be put this way: when we talk about
the nature of truth, we are speaking ambiguously. First, we might be inter-
ested in giving an account of what is in common between all and only those
beliefs that are true — be they about mathematics or macramé. That is, we
might be talking about truth itself. Second, we might be talking about what
makes some particular kind of belief true. That is, we might be talking about
a property which, when had by a particular kind of belief, entails that it is
true.

And notice: Once we distinguish the projects in this way, the following
possibility arises. There may be only one property being true, but there may
be more than property the possession of which makes or entails that a belief
is true. Tempting analogy: there may be only one property being in pain, but
there may well be more than one neural property the possession of which
makes an organism possess that property.

In conclusion: The correspondence theory of truth, taken as a theory of the
property of truth, is implausible. But taken as a theory of what makes some
kinds of belief have that property, it is very plausible. The correspondence
theory of truth is dead. Long live the correspondence theory!
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Engel vs. Rorty on Truth

ERIK J. OLSSON

Abstract My concern in this paper is with a debate between Pascal Engel
and Richard Rorty on truth, as documented in What's the Use of Truth? There
Engel defends, against his opponent, the view that truth plays a crucial role in
our intellectual and daily lives. In the present paper, I attempt an evaluation
of the debate, which can give the superficial impression of ending in a stand-
off, from the point of view of a general theory of rational goal-setting. This
move has the notable effect that Rorty’s central argument against truth being
a goal of inquiry is undermined, and that Engel’s truth-friendly position is
correspondingly vindicated.

15
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1. Introduction

I would like to start by paying tribute to Pascal Engel’s great contribution to
analytic philosophy in France, where he has been for a long time a leading an-
alytical philosopher, as well as in Europe at large. Trained in the continental
school, he at some point converted to analytic philosophy and has remained
an enthusiastic devotee ever since. No doubt his change in view was in part
caused by an insider’s realization that intellectual anarchy looms if central dis-
tinctions such as that between true and false, rational and irrational, objective
and subjective are neglected — a failure for which some French thinkers like
Derrida and Foucault have demonstrated a particularly tragic disposition.

On a personal note, my first encounter with Pascal must have at one of the
many workshops he arranged in the 1990s at the Sorbonne, at the time a center
for the continental school thought, as part of his persistent efforts to introduce
analytical philosophy in his home country. I am greatly indebted to him for
repeatedly inviting me to give talks in this stimulating setting although at the
time I was a doctoral student and not an established researcher. Since then I
have had the privilege to meet and discuss with Pascal on many occasions as
well as to enjoy his friendship and kindness.

I turn now to the actual topic of this article. In a stimulating little book
entitled What's the Use of Truth?, edited by Patrick Savidan, Pascal Engel and
Richard Rorty engage in a debate which, according to an observer quoted on
the back cover, “starts off in university tweed and ends up in a street fight”. It
is not difficult to foresee that there should be a certain philosophical tension
between the two because their intellectual trajectories could hardly have been
more divergent. Where Engel converted from continental to analytic philos-
ophy, Rorty made the opposite intellectual journey. From Engel’s perspective
Rorty must be something of an intellectual conundrum: how could he, hav-
ing had the great fortune of being schooled in the analytical tradition in the
company of some of its most distinguished American practitioners, even con-
template taking seriously thinkers such as Derrida and Foucault? Similarly,
Engel’s decision to distance himself from the continental tradition must ap-
pear, from where Rorty stands, as equally incomprehensible and erratic.

After reviewing the Engel-Rorty debate in section 2, I will make, in section
3, the move to invoke, as a vehicle of conceptual clarification and reconstruc-
tion, the theory of goal-setting as it has been developed and applied in man-
agement science and technology. The benefit of this framework, which may
strike the reader as an unlikely source of philosophical enlightenment, is that
it in fact provides a standard vocabulary for discussing goal rationality that
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is richer and more precise than the apparatus typically used by philosophi-
cal authors writing on the subject. As I argue, this richness and precision can
inform the evaluation of the slippery claim that truth is the goal of inquiry,
upon which so much of the Engel-Rorty controversy depends. A concrete il-
lustration is given in in section 4 where I consider Peirce’s view on the aim of
inquiry as a preliminary to identifying, in section 5, what I take to be Rorty’s
central thesis on the subject.!

2. The Engel-Rorty debate on truth

The dialogue takes off with a main statement by Engel, the author The Norm
of Truth and Truth, reflecting on the curious conflict between our general long-
ing for truth, on the one hand, and the deep skepticism regarding that very
concept expressed by some intellectuals, on the other. Engel recalls having
observed firsthand the personification of this tension in Foucault (Rorty and
Engel 2007, p. 2):2

“It always used to astonish me, when I was attending Michel Fou-
cault’s courses at the College de France in the 1970s, to hear him
explaining to us that the notion of truth was no more than an in-
strument of power, and that, since all power was bad, truth could
only be the expression of some malign intent, and then see him
marching in demonstrations under banners bearing the slogan Truth
and Justice.”

Engel proposes, tentatively, that intellectual skepticism regarding truth does
not concern its role in our daily affairs but rather Truth as a metaphysical
concept: “We dislike preachers who speak in the name of Truth, but we pay
attention to everyday truths, like the ones in the periodic statement of our
bank balance” (p. 3). But, he asks, what is the concept we are meant to reject
and what is the concept that can supposedly still cling to? And is it really
coherent to reject the one while retaining the other?

One could ask the further question: why engage with Rorty on these mat-
ters? As Engel notices, Rorty has defended ideas similar to those expressed by
Derrida, Foucault and others but without succumbing to their abstruse prose
and literary ambitions, writing in the more accessible and systematic style of
the analytical philosopher he used to be. Where Derrida and Foucault simply

1Sections 3-5 draw on Olsson (in press).
2 Page references are to What's the Use of Truth? unless otherwise indicated.
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state their views, one finds in Rorty’s work explicit arguments much to the
same effect, drawing on American pragmatists like William James and John
Dewey but also on broader thinkers like Quine, Davidson and Sellars. As
Engel observes, “Rorty claims a place in the American pragmatist tradition”,
adding that “his pragmatism is very different from that of the founder of this
current, C. S. Peirce”. In a later section, I will problematize the last statement.
Although it is indeed true that Rorty’s pragmatism is in many ways differ-
ent from Peirce’s, both denounce the idea that truth figures essentially in the
goal of inquiry, and they do so for very similar reasons, or so I will argue.
Finally, because of his background “Rorty knows exactly what he is talking
about when he discusses the thesis of analytic philosophy” (p. 5) increasing
the prospects of a fruitful and informed debate.

Engel proceeds (pp. 6-8) to describe what he takes to be Rorty’s view on
truth, as summarized in the following catalogue:

1) The notion of truth has no explanatory use and does not cover any essence
or substance or designate any profound substantial or metaphysical prop-
erty or any object (the True).

2) The traditional correspondence or realist theory of truth is “devoid of
meaning”.

3) The debates between realism and antirealism are “hollow”.

4) There is no distinction to be made between truth and justification, and
the latter “is nothing other than agreement among the members of a
group or a community, and there is no ultimate, final agreement or ideal
convergence of statements”.

5) The concept of truth being empty, truth cannot be a norm of scientific
or philosophical inquiry or an ultimate goal of our search. A fortiori,
neither can it be a value.

6) We cannot hope for a naturalist, reductionist theory of representation and
reality.

7) Rather than objectivity and truth, the values that are to be pursued are
those of solidarity, tolerance, liberty, and a sense of community.

As Engel notices, Rorty relies in his argumentation on a deflationist or mini-
malist theory of truth, according to which the legitimate uses of the word true
are exhausted by the following list:
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a. an endorsing or performative use as in “your belief is true”
b. acautionary use as when one says “your belief is justified but it is not true”

c. a disquotational use in the sense of the Tarski equivalences (“p is true” is
true if and only if p”)

Engel gives a detailed account of where he thinks he and Rorty advocate dif-
ferent views. This is not the place to give a complete coverage of Engel’s
intricate argumentation. Rather, I will be mainly concerned with claims 4) an
5) above, i.e. on Engel’s reasons for rejecting Rorty’s theses that truth and jus-
tification are in a sense indistinguishable and that truth cannot be the goal of
inquiry.

The rejection of what he calls the “argument from indistinguishability”
plays a central role in Engel’s critical reflections on Rorty. As an “initial re-
sponse”, Engel suggest the following indirect approach. Suppose it were true
that the words true and justified (or warrantedly assertible) mean the same
thing.

“If that were the case, the negation of a statement would be the
same thing as the affirmation that it is not warrantedly assertible.
But to say that the Loch Ness monster does not exist is not the
same thing as saying that it is not warrantedly assertible that the
Loch Ness monster does not exist.” (p. 19)

Engel proceeds, in his second line of criticism, to concede that there is a close
link between justification and truth, but this link, he claims, is not one of iden-
tity (ibid.).

“When one has reasons, guarantees, or justifications for believing
that P, these are justifications for believing that P is true. But this
does not entail that saying ‘I am justified in believing that P” and
saying ‘P is true’ signify the same thing. On the contrary, this
shows that, when one has reasons to assert or believe a proposi-
tion, one has reasons to believe that it is true. One cannot therefore
maintain that true and justified convey the same thing, since justi-
fied presupposes the very notion of truth.”

Yet, Engel may have misinterpreted Rorty on this particular point. As I un-
derstand him, Rorty is not claiming that justification and truth can be strictly
speaking identified. The point is rather that once we are in possession of the
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one, we cannot tell the difference between that situation and one in which
we are in possession of the other. At the end of his response to Engel’s first
statement, Rorty clarifies his position thusly: “I am perfectly ready to admit
that one cannot identify the concept of truth with the concept of justification
or with any other”, adding that “this is not a sufficient reason to conclude
that the nature of truth is an important or interesting question” (p. 45). In
Engel’s favor, it should be noted that Rorty was not always this explicit about
the content of his actual thesis.

Finally, Engel considers the possibility of a collective brainwashing, ask-
ing “would we say in that case that our beliefs were justified in relation to one
audience but not in relation to another?” His answer is no because “we would
say that our beliefs are justified but false”. In response, Rorty could probably
agree that, in the case of collective brainwashing, we would say that our be-
liefs are justified but false. It is only that he would reinterpret these words in
a way that does not refer to truth or falsity. This is also what I take to be the
gist of actual Rorty’s response to this particular point, in which he does little
more than restate his position.

I am inclined to think of the subsequent discussion of Rorty’s rejection of
truth as being a goal of inquiry as a central part of Engel’s critique (pp. pp.
22-). In this connection, Engel ascribes to Rorty the following argumentative
chain:

A. If there is a truth as norm or goal of inquiry, then there must be a real
property in it such as “the truth of our assertions”.

B. There is no real property of this kind.
C. Thus there is no truth as norm or goal of inquiry.

But premise A is false, Engel thinks, “because the fact that there does not exist
a property such as the correspondence between our utterance and reality does
not entail, from the point of view of inquiry, that we are not seeking to attain
a certain objective” (p. 22). In other words, “[t]he notion of a norm does not
presuppose the existence of the property in question or its reality” (p. 23). This
seems to me to be on the right track. However, it should be bore in mind that
Engel concurs with Rorty, perhaps merely for the sake of the argument, that
truth is not a goal of inquiry in a “profound” sense of being a Supreme Value
(p. 23). Rather, what Engel has in mind is “the relatively innocent sense in
which we say that our beliefs aim at truth because it forms part of the concept
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of belief that if we discover that one of our beliefs is false we try to change it”
(ibid.).

This is a point where I believe that Engel may be conceding too much to
Rorty. While I acknowledge that our practice of belief is governed by the
norm mentioned by Engel, I will argue below that Rorty’s, and before him
Peirce’s, argument to the effect that there is no profound sense in which truth
is the goal of inquiry is unconvincing, or even refutable. However, because
the matter is delicate and philosophical pitfalls abound we need to approach
it more systematically than is typically done.

3. A general theory of goal-setting rationality

Goal rationality has been studied extensively in management theory, where
it is central in so-called MBO, an acronym standing for Management By Ob-
jectives (e.g. Mali, 1972). This has led to the development of a common ap-
proach, codified in the acronym SMART, according to which goals should be
Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time-bound. This theory has
been refined and systematized by Sven Ove Hansson and his research group
at the Royal Institute of Technology (KTH) in Stockholm (e.g. Edvardsson and
Hansson, 2005). In the following, I will refer to the framework developed by
Hansson et al as SMART+, signaling that it represents an updated, philosoph-
ically more sophisticated, version of the original SMART conditions. (This is
my terminology, not theirs.) The KTH group has used the theory in its study
of environmental (Edvardsson, 2004) and transport objectives (Rosencrantz et
al, 2007).3

The thesis that a theory originating in management science could have any
bearing whatsoever on a philosophical issue as sublime and profound as that
of truth may seem chocking to some. I intend to prove this argument from
guilt by association wrong. It is only from an implausible “first philosophy”
standpoint that one could object to philosophy being informed by other parts
of science. For an epistemological naturalist like myself, there is no problem
in principle with borrowing ideas and concepts from other fields if there is
some concrete hope that greater clarity can thereby be achieved. From this
perspective, management science seems to be as good a field as any other.

A goal is typically set for the purpose of achieving it. We will say that a
goal is achievement-inducing if setting it furthers the desired end-state to which

3 The account of SMART+ in this section draws mainly on Edvardsson and Hansson (2005).
The reader is advised to consult that paper for additional references.
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the goal refers. Thus the goal of becoming rich is achievement-inducing (for
me) if my setting that goal makes it more likely that I will in fact become rich,
e.g. by inspiring me to focus on accumulating wealth, which may eventually
lead to my actually becoming wealthy. As a first approximation, a goal G is
achievement-inducing for a subject S just in case the probability that S attains
the goal G is increased by S setting herself the goal G, i.e., in semi-formal
terms, just in case P(S attains the goal G |S sets herself the goal G) >P(S attains
the goal G).

Edvardsson and Hansson proceed to use the notion of achievement-indu-
cing to define the concept of goal rationality: in their view, a goal is rational
if it performs its achievement-inducing function (sufficiently) well. This is a
satisficing rather than an optimizing notion of rationality (Simon, 1956). Ev-
idently, in order to be achievement-inducing and therefore, on this proposal,
rational a goal should guide as well as motivate action. One could also argue
that rational goals serve to coordinate actions among several agents, but that
aspect will not play any major role in the following.

There is certainly more to be said about this proposed concept of goal ra-
tionality. First, as it stands it begs the question against visionary goals such as
“world peace” or, in general, goals that cannot be fully attained. An example
from Swedish transport policy is the so-called “vision zero” goal stating that,
in the longer run, no one should be killed or seriously injured as the effect of
a traffic accident (Rosencrantz, Edvardsson and Hansson, 2007). A goal that
cannot be attained is not achievement-inducing and is therefore irrational ac-
cording to the proposed definition. However, there is an obvious way to avoid
this untoward result by a suitable redefinition of the concept of achievement
inducement. A goal G is achievement-inducing for a subject G, on the revised
proposal, just in case the probability that S attains the goal at least partially or,
alternatively, at least approaches the attainment of G, is increased by S setting
herself the goal G.

Second, achievement-inducement, even in the less demanding sense, can-
not be all there is to goal rationality. If it were, the rational thing to do would
be to set oneself trivial goals that can be easily attained: poking one’s nose,
lifting one’s hand, and so on. The likelihood that I manage to raise my hand if
I set myself the goal to do so is very close to one. Goals which are more diffi-
cult to achieve, such as getting oneself a solid education, would be dismissed
as irrational. However, the proposal does make good sense as a tie-breaking
condition in a setting where there are already a number of candidate goals
that have been singled out on the basis of other considerations. Faced with
a set of goals that are equally attractive in other respects, it is reasonable to
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select one that is achievement-inducing.

With these clarificatory remarks in mind, what does it mean, more specif-
ically, to say that a goal can guide and motivate action? It is useful at this
point to distinguish between three types of criteria of goal-rationality: those
related to what the agents know, what they can do and what they want to do.
From the first, epistemic perspective, goals should be precise and evaluable. A
goal such as “achieving a better society” fails on the first account, that of pre-
cision. That goal is not very useful for guiding action unless supplemented
with more precise instructions. There are at least two different aspects of pre-
cision: directional and temporal. A goal is directionally complete if it specifies
in what direction one should go in order to reach the goal. Take for example
the goal to substantially decrease the number of unemployed in Sweden. That
goal is directionally complete because it suggests in what direction progress
towards the goal is to be made. If employment has decreased, then the goal
has been approached or achieved, otherwise not. A goal is temporally complete
if it specifies the timeframe within which it should be attained.

A goal is end-state evaluable, moreover, if it is possible to know whether
it has been achieved. The goal to reduce a pollutant in the atmosphere to a
certain level that is far below what can be measured would fail to satisfy the
criterion of end-state evaluability. A goal is progressively evaluable if it can be
determined how far we are from satisfying it. This property of goals is cru-
cial in determining whether a certain course of action should be maintained,
changed or given up. It has also been argued that such feedback enhances the
agent’s motivation so that she will make an intensified effort to act in ways
that further the goal.

For an illustration, suppose my goal is to reach Geneva by the end of the
day. In order for that goal to be rational, I must be able to determine whether
or not this is the city [ am actually in by the end of the day. However, in many
situations it is not enough to be able to determine whether or not the goal state
has been fully achieved. In the example, I must also be able to tell whether I
am travelling in the right direction, and how far I have left to go. In particular,
if a goal is distant, or difficult fully to achieve we need to be able to judge the
degree of success in approaching the goal. In other words, degrees of partial
attainment must be distinguishable.

The second aspect of goal rationality concerns what the agent can do. It
is reflected by the requirement that a goal should be attainable, or at least ap-
proachable (i.e. attainable at least to some degree). The goal to become a wizard
(in the sense of a person with true magical powers) would not be classified as
attainable or even approachable. There are at least three dimensions of ap-
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proachability: closeness, certainty and cost. The dimension of closeness is the
most obvious one. It concerns how close to the goal it is possible to come.
The goal to achieve a perfectly just society is probably not fully achievable,
and would therefore qualify as utopian, but it can be approached by acting in
ways that increase social justice.

The third aspect of goal rationality is the volitional one. It concerns what
we want to do. Goals, in order to be rational, should be motivating. Setting
ourselves the goal should motivate us to act in a way which furthers the re-
alization of the goal state. The motivation that a goal may give rise to in the
agent can be characterized according to degree of intensity or durability. Stud-
ies indicate that goals are more action-generating when they are explicit and
specific, and that such goals are more likely than do-your-best goals to in-
tensify effort. There is also evidence suggesting that specific and challenging
goals lead people to work longer at a task. We have already mentioned a
connection between evaluation and motivation: when people can check how
they stand in relation to a goal, their motivation to carry out the task often
increases.

An insight into the nature of goal-setting emerging from SMART+ is that
the criteria of rational goal-setting may conflict in the sense that the satisfac-
tion of one criterion to a high degree may lead to a failure to satisfy substan-
tially some other criterion. The probably most common type of such conflicts
are occasioned by the fact that some of the properties that make a goal action-
guiding may at the same time make it less capable to motivate action. Con-
sider, for example, the following two goals (Edvardsson and Hansson, 2005):

(1) The team shall win 12 out of 20 games with a least a two goal advantage,
3 out of 20 games with at least a one goal advantage, and never lose a
game with more than one goal.

(2) The team shall beat all opponents hands down.

Here, the second goal, though less action-guiding than the first, is plausi-
bly more achievement inducing, and therefore more rational, because of its
greater action-motivating capacity.

In general, visionary and utopian goals are more likely to motivate ac-
tion than less visionary goals, which on the other hand may be more action-
guiding. This point is elaborated in Edvardsson and Hansson (2005). The task
of goal-setting therefore may very well involve a trade-off between goals that
are action-motivating and goals that are action-guiding. This may lead to the
formulation of one single goal reflecting this compromise. However, it is often
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a better idea to adopt not a single goal but a whole system of goals at differ-
ent levels. As Edvardsson and Hansson point out: “One way of balancing the
criteria so as to optimize goal realization is to adopt goal systems in which
goals are set on different levels in order to supplement each other. In this way
visionary and highly motivating goals can be operationalized through more
precise and evaluable subgoals, or interim targets.” (ibid., p. 359)

On first sight, goal rationality in inquiry seems attractively simple: the
goal of inquiry is simply to find the truth. If this were correct, there wouldn't
be any need for a theory of goal-setting in this domain. On closer scrutiny,
however, considerable complexity emerges. For one, the goal to find the truth
does not by itself suggest any very definite course of action; it does not specify
in what direction one should go in order to reach the goal, except possibly
that one should use a method that is reliable — one that is likely to lead to true
beliefs. Still, the goal itself does not indicate what those methods are. In fact,
not only directional completeness but also the other aspects of goal rationality
identified in the SMART+ model make good sense as principles governing
goal rationality in inquiry, and it is not clear that they are maximized by the
goal of truth.

For another example, it would clearly be desirable in science to have a goal
that is end-state evaluable in the sense that it is possible to know whether it
has been achieved. Once more, the goal of truth is not an obvious candidate.
Similarly, we would like scientific goals to be temporally complete, progres-
sively evaluable, attainable, and we would be happy to have goals that exert
the proper motivational force on the inquirer. Finally, there seems to be no
reason to think that science is devoid of goal conflicts. For instance, the goal
of truth could be satisfied by simply adopting a trivial theory, one which is
logically true. To avoid this, we need the further goal of informativity. But as
many epistemologists have observed (e.g. Levi, 1967), if we decide to adopt
both goals as ultimate ends this is likely to lead to a goal conflict since a more
informative theory is often less likely to be true. A theory that is very specific
regarding the causes of a particular kind of cancer may thereby be less likely
to be true than a less committed ’rheory.4 These remarks will, I hope, suffice as
a background and dialectical bridge to the following reconstruction of Peirce’s
argument to the effect that truth cannot be a goal of inquiry.

4 For a related issue and some complications, see Bovens and Olsson (2002).

5 For the purposes of simplicity and definiteness, I will in the following take “truth” in its ob-
jectivist or realist sense as referring to correspondence with an external reality, although I conjec-
ture that much of the reasoning that follows would survive a weakening to “empirical adequacy”,
or the like.
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4. Peirce on belief as the goal of inquiry

In a famous essay, Peirce argues that, contrary to the received view, the goal
of inquiry is not truth, or true belief, but merely belief or “opinion” (Peirce,
1955, pp. 10-11):

[T]he sole object of inquiry is the settlement of opinion. We may
fancy that this is not enough for us, and that we seek, not merely
an opinion, but a true opinion. But put this fancy to the test and
it proves groundless; for as soon as a firm belief is reached we are
entirely satisfied, whether the belief be true or false. And it is clear
that nothing out of the sphere of our knowledge can be our object,
for nothing which does not affect the mind can be the motive for
mental effort. The most that can be maintained is, that we seek for
a belief that we shall think to be true. But we think each one of our
beliefs to be true, and, indeed, it is mere tautology to say so.

We recall that, for Peirce, belief or opinion is, by definition, that upon which
an inquirer is prepared to act. Hence, Peirce is proposing to reduce the goal of
scientific inquiry to the goal of attaining that upon which we are prepared to
act.

In the latter part of the quote, Peirce seems to be maintaining that the true
state of things does not affect the mind and therefore cannot be the motive of
mental effort. But the claim that the facts of the matter do not affect the mind
is a counterintuitive one. When I look out the window, I come to believe that
there is a tree just 10 meters away. Normally, this belief is caused by the tree,
or the fact that there is a tree, which is thus affecting my mind.®

On another interpretation, Peirce is thinking of objective truth as essen-
tially “mind-independent”. If so, one could be led to think that it follows
trivially that objective truth cannot affect the mind, for nothing that is mind-
independent can if that is what “mind-independent” means. But this is an
irrelevant sense of mind-independence. In a less trivial sense, something is
mind-independent and objective if it does not depend entirely on our will.
Truth is mind-independent in the latter sense but not in the former. What is
true — for example that there is a tree outside the window — does not depend

6 It could be objected that Peirce is here using “truth” in a technical sense, signifying what is
collectively accepted by all researchers once scientific inquiry has come to an end. Truth in that
sense presumably does not exert any direct influence on a particular mind now. Still, this is an
implausible interpretation of Peirce in the present context, as there is no concrete sign that truth
should be given any special technical meaning.
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entirely on our will but it is still something that can affect us in various ways,
and typically does so through our observations.

Peirce is right, though, in stating that once we believe something, e.g. that
there is a tree out there, we cannot, pending further inquiry, distinguish the
state we are in from a state of true belief. If S believes that p, or believes truly
that p, she cannot tell whether she has attained the first goal or the second. She
will, from the position of the goal end state, judge that she believes that p just
in case she will judge that she believes truly that p. Peirce can be understood
as maintaining that this fact alone makes it more rational, or appropriate, to
view the goal of inquiry in terms of fixing belief rather than in terms of fixing
true belief. Is that correct?

Let us look at the matter from a more abstract perspective. We will say that
two goals Gy and G; are end-state evaluation equivalent for a subject S if, upon
attaining one of G; or Gy, S cannot tell whether she attained G; or G,. Peirce,
in the argument under scrutiny; is relying on the following principle:

(Peirce’s Principle) If (i) G; and G, are end-state evaluation equiv-
alent for a subject S, and (ii) Gy is logically stronger than G,, then
G, is more rational, or appropriate, than G; for S.

Is this principle valid as a general principle of goal rationality? I will argue
that it is not. Here is a counterexample:

Suppose that P is a pollutant that is dangerous to humans and that M is
a device which indicates whether or not the amount of P in the air exceeds
the limits that have been set by an international body. Moreover, there is no
other device that can be used for this purpose. However, M is not fully reli-
able and it sometimes misfires. Let G; be the goal of using the device M and
successfully determining whether the air is free of P-pollution; and let G, be
merely the goal of using the device M. G; and G; are end-state evaluation
equivalent for the measuring person S: upon attaining G; or G, she cannot
distinguish one from the other. Moreover, G, is logically entailed by Gy. It
would follow from Peirce’s Principle that G; is more rational than G;. But this
conclusion can be questioned. It is true that G, is more easily attained than
G1. But Gy is surely more inspiring than Gy; it is, to use Peirce’s own expres-
sion, a stronger “motive for mental effort”. It cannot, therefore, be concluded
that G, is more rational, or achievement-inducing, than G;. Hence, the prin-
ciple presupposed by Peirce is plausibly not generally valid. This observation
is sufficient to undermine Peirce’s argument that the goal of belief is more
rational, or appropriate, than the goal of true belief.
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Indeed, the goal of true belief, or the goal of truth for short, does sound
more inspirational than the goal of settling belief. Many people, not least those
equipped with a scientific mind, will go to almost any length to find the truth
of the matter, sometimes even in practically insignificant affairs. Disregarding
the special case of religious faith, comparatively few would be willing to incur
similar personal and other costs for the sole gain of settling a corresponding
opinion.

Apart from the general invalidity of Peirce’s Principle, there may be other
differences between the goal of belief and that of true belief that are worth
attending to. One such factor is a difference in precision. We recall that a goal
is said to be directionally complete if it specifies in what direction one should
go in order to reach the goal. We have noted that the goal of true does not do
terribly well on this score. But it might still do better than the goal of belief.
For the goal of true belief suggests, albeit imperfectly, that the belief be fixed,
not by any old method, but by one that is likely to establish the truth of the
matter. This would suggest to the inquisitive mind such things as evidence-
gathering, hypothesis-testing, the use of scientific instruments, and so on. The
goal of belief does not suggest as vividly any particular course of action. It is
compatible with using a wider range of methods, including methods that are
not truth-oriented but focus, say, on the systematic disregard of contravening
evidence.

Finally, there is a difference between the two goals on the ability dimen-
sion, concerning what we can do to approach the respective goals. This is
related to the presumed difference in directional completeness. The goal of
belief can be approach and evaluated along one dimension only: degree of
belief. The stronger our belief is, the closer we are to achieving the goal of
(full) belief. The goal of truth, by contrast, can in addition be approach, at
least in principle, along the dimension of truth-likeness: the closer we are to
the truth, the closer we are to achieving the goal of true belief ceteris paribus.

5. Rorty on justification as the goal of inquiry

After this warm-up on Peirce, I turn now to Rorty himself and an argument
presented in a paper from 1995, drawing partly on earlier work (e.g. Rorty,
1986), to the conclusion that truth is not legitimately viewed as the goal of
inquiry. This is a conclusion also drawn by Peirce, as we saw, but where Peirce
thought that the goal of truth should be replaced by the goal of belief, Rorty
proposes that the proper replacement is rather justified belief. Apart from this
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notable difference, their respective arguments are strikingly similar.
The starting point of Rorty’s 1995 paper is the following declaration (p.
281):

Pragmatists think that if something makes no difference to prac-
tice, it should make no difference to philosophy. This conviction
makes them suspicious of the philosopher’s emphasis on the dif-
ference between justification and truth. For that difference makes
no difference to my decisions about what to do. If I have con-
crete, specific doubts about whether one of my beliefs is true, I can
resolve those doubts only by asking whether it is adequately jus-
tified — by finding and assessing additional reasons pro and con. I
cannot bypass justification and confine my attention to truth: as-
sessment of truth and assessment of justification are, when the
question is about what I should believe now (rather than about
why I, or someone else, acted as we did) the same activity.

He adds, a few pages later on (p. 286):

The need to justify our beliefs and desires to ourselves and our
fellow agents subjects us to norms, and obedience to these norms
produces a behavioral pattern that we must detect in others before
confidently attributing beliefs to them. But there seems no occa-
sion to look for obedience to an additional norm — the command-
ment to seek the truth. For ... obedience to that norm will produce
no behavior not produced by the need to offer justification.

Thus, in Rorty’s view the goal of scientific inquiry is not truth but being in
a position to justify one’s belief. Rorty, moreover, views justification as es-
sentially unrelated to truth, which in the end is a notion he favors dropping
altogether (p. 299). One of the conclusions of his essay is that, on the Dewey-
inspired theory which he advocates, “the difference between the carpenter
and the scientist is simply the difference between a workman who justifies his
action mainly by reference to the movements of matter and one who justifies
his mainly by reference to the behavior of his colleagues” (ibid.).

Let us properly dissect this central line of reasoning, drawing on the theory
of goal-setting previously introduced. Rorty, as quoted above, is contrasting
two goals: the goal of attaining a true belief and the goal of attaining a justi-
fied belief. On the reading I would like to highlight, he is offering an argument
that is similar to Peirce’s argument for the propriety of the goal of belief, but —
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again - for a slightly different conclusion. Rorty is pointing out that the goal
of attaining a true belief and the goal of attaining a (sufficiently) justified be-
lief are end-state evaluation equivalent from the point of view of the inquirer:
once the inquirer has attained either of these goals, she cannot tell which one
she attained. This much seems true. Yet Peirce’s Principle is not directly ap-
plicable as it demands that, among the goals under consideration, one goal
be logically stronger than the other. The two goals of true belief and justified
belief are not at all logically related, at least not as justification is standardly
conceived.”

Still, the goal of justified belief is plausibly more directionally complete
than the goal of true belief, it specifies more clearly in what direction to pro-
ceed in order to satisfy the goal, and in the quote above this is a feature that
Rorty highlights. On a plausible reconstruction, the general principle under-
lying Rorty’s reasoning, then, is this:

(Rorty’s Principle) If (i) G; and G, are end-state evaluation equiva-
lent for a subject S, and (ii) G is more directionally complete than
G, then G, is more rational, or legitimate, than G; for S.

But this principle shares the fate of Peirce’s Principle of being plausibly gener-
ally invalid. Since the problem is similar in both cases, I shall not this time give
an explicit counterexample. Suffice it to note that beside directional complete-
ness, there are — as we have seen — several other aspects of a goal that play
a part in determining its relative rationality or suitability. One such aspect
is, to repeat, the motivational one. This aspect is interesting in this context
because, as we noted, it often offsets the directional aspect. Goals that are
strongly motivational are in practice rarely directionally complete, and vice
versa. Thus many are motivated by goals such as achieving “world peace”
or “a completely just society” and yet these goals do not per se suggest any
particular cause of action. Conversely, goals that give detailed advice for how
to act tend, as a matter of psychological fact, to be less inspirational.

As we have already noted, the goal of truth, though directionally less com-
plete than the goal of justification, may still be more rational in virtue of its
inspirational qualities. Hence, pace Rorty we cannot conclude, from the pre-
sumed fact that the goal of true belief and the goal of justified belief are end-
state evaluation equivalent and the latter more directionally compete than the
former, that the latter is also the more suitable aim.

7T am here assuming a standard fallibilist account of justification according to which a belief
can be justified without being true.
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Leaving Rorty’s discussion aside, a natural view to adopt concerning the
relation between the two goals of true belief and justified belief, from a SMART+
perspective, is that they could very well live side by side, supplementing each
other: the goal of truth providing the visionary, motivating factor and the goal
of justification playing the more action-guiding part. Drawing on the upshots
of section 3, there are prima facie two ways of implementing this recommen-
dation. One would be to adopt a system of goals wherein both goals figure,
the goal of truth as a high-level goal and the goal of justification as lower-level
goal, the latter operationalizing the former. The other way would be to com-
press the two goals into one goal, the goal, namely, to attain a justified true
belief. The latter goal amounts, incidentally, to the goal of attaining knowledge,
as that concept is traditionally conceived.

6. Conclusion

Reconnecting to the Engel-Rorty dispute, the first point I wish to make, based
on the above considerations, is the marginal one that while Engel is right to
point out that Peirce and Rorty advocate very different versions of pragma-
tism in general, they reject the proposal that truth is a goal of inquiry for rea-
sons that are, in fact, striking similar. They both rely on an “indistinguisha-
bility” principle according to which a subject is unable to distinguish the goal
of truth from some other, more mundane goal, an observation which is then
taken to speak in favor of the latter as the more legitimate aim to pursue.

More important, I have tried to make likely that Rorty’s argument against
truth as a goal of inquiry, the force of which Engel seems to concede, possibly
only for the sake of argument, is unconvincing from the perspective of the
general theory of goal-setting. The main problem is that the argument relies
on an empirical thesis which, in its general form, is plainly false or at least
highly controversial: the thesis, namely, that visionary and utopian goals —
to which we must count the goal of truth as a special case — do not affect
practice. The general theory of goal-setting, and the empirical work upon
which it partly relies, suggests that exactly the opposite holds: such goals
do affect practice through the increased “mental effort”, to borrow Peirce’s
phrase, which they induce in the subjects entertaining them. They do so to
the extent that their disadvantages from a goal-setting perspective are in many
cases offset.

To make the point more vivid, consider the following closing statement by
Rorty in the the debate with Engel (pp. 44-45):
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“Trying to do the right thing will lead us to do just the same things
we would do when we try to justify our actions to ourselves and
others. We do not have any way to establish the truth of a belief or
the rightness of an action except by reference to the justifications
we offer for thinking what we think or doing what we do. The
philosophical distinction between justification and truth seems not
to have practical consequences. This is why pragmatists think it is
not worth pondering.”

We can now see that, far from being a priori certain, Rorty is here relying
on a substantial empirical hypothesis about human psychology, a hypothesis
which we have — once more — considerable reasons to doubt.

Very probably, then, the goal of truth should be cherished rather than
shunned by pragmatists as a goal which, due to its inspirational qualities, is as
practice-affecting as one could ever wish. It is indeed curious that this point
has not yet, as it appears, received widespread recognition and acceptance. In
his patient and insightful engagement with Rorty on these and other issues,
Engel makes much in the direction of setting the record straight.
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La vérité regonflée? Réflexions sur le
réalisme minimal de Pascal Engel *

CLAUDE PANACCIO

1. Vers une théorie de la vérité

La notion de vérité a fasciné Pascal Engel depuis les tout débuts de sa car-
riere philosophique. Son premier livre, en 1989, s’intitulait La norme du vrai et
la deuxieme partie (sur quatre) en était consacrée au théme « Vérité et signi-
fication ».! L'ouvrage sur Donald Davidson ensuite, Davidson et la philosophie
du langage en 1994, accordait comme de raison une place centrale a la théorie
de la vérité qui est I'un des accomplissements les plus connus du philosophe
américain.? Et sans parler de nombreux articles ici et 1a3, il y a eu encore le
petit livre de 1998, La vérité. Réflexions sur quelques truismes*, le débat de 2002
a Paris avec Richard Rorty, publié sous le titre A quoi bon la vérité ? et traduit
depuis en plusieurs langues5, et surtout, en 2002, aussi, son livre en anglais,
Truth, sur lequel je me concentrerai ici principalement.® ouvrage se présente

*Une premiére version de ce texte a été présentée lors des Conférences Hugues Leblanc 2008
de I’'Université du Québec a Montréal, dont Pascal Engel était I'invité d’honneur.

1p Engel, La norme du vrai. Philosophie de la logique, Paris, Gallimard, 1989.

2 p Engel, Davidson et la philosophie du langage, Paris, PUF, 1994.

3 Par exemple : P. Engel, « Truth and the aim of belief », dans G. Gillies (éd.), Laws and Models
in Science, Londres, King’s College, 2005, pp. 77-97 ; « Is truth effable », dans R. E. Auxier et L. E.
Hahn (éds.), The Philosophy of Jaakko Hintikka, La Salle, I11., Open Court, 2005, pp. 625-641 ; « Vérité,
croyance et justification : propos d'un béotien dogmatique », dans A. Wald Lasowski (éd.), Pensées
pour le siecle, Paris, Fayard, 2008, pp. 212-234.

* P. Engel, La vérité. Réflexion sur quelques truismes, Paris, Hatier, 1998.

5 P. Engel et R. Rorty, A quoi bon la vérité ? Paris, Grasset, 2005.

6 P Engel, Truth, Montréal/Kingston, McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2002.
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en quatriéme de couverture comme un « introduction critique aux questions
philosophiques contemporaines en théorie de la vérité », mais Pascal Engel,
en réalité, y met en place sa propre théorie, qu’il appelle le réalisme minimal,
une position qu’il avait commencé & développer des La norme du vrai, mais qui
trouve la sa formulation la plus achevée.

Comme dans ses autres travaux, Engel développe son approche a tra-
vers une discussion riche et précise de ce qu’il y a de plus pertinent sur la
question dans la philosophie analytique depuis les Frege, Russell, Wittgen-
stein, Quine, Davidson et Putnam jusqu’aux écrits les plus récents, dont il est,
comme d’habitude, exceptionnellement bien informé, qu’il s’agisse de Cris-
pin Wright, Hartry Field, Paul Horwich, John McDowell, David Wiggins ou
d’autres. Cette érudition, cependant, ne cache jamais qu’il y a 1a une démarche
unifiée, une perspective fermement assumée et surtout une théorie, qui s’arti-
cule en un certain nombre de theses précises.

Une des composantes de la ligne qu’adopte Engel? je le dis d’emblée
parce que c’est un élément majeur de sa démarche, mais sur lequel je ne re-
viendrai pas dans ce qui va suivre ?, c’est bien évidemment la polémique, la
« dispute » oserais-je dire, qu’il poursuit depuis des années avec le courant
postmoderniste frangais, pour lequel la notion méme de vérité n’est qu'un
leurre assez suspect. Au cceur de son ouvrage de 1997, La dispute’, ot la no-
tion de vérité occupe une place centrale, ce débat est aussi présent dans Truth,
du moins en filigrane. Foucault notamment entre en scéne deés I'introduction,
avec Heidegger et Nietzsche, pour reparaitre ensuite dans les derniéres pages
du livre, ot il est décrit comme I« un des plus flamboyants représentants » de
cet historicisme postmoderniste que Pascal Engel entend récuser.® Mais entre
ces deux apparitions spectrales du trio de sorcieres, le scénario de Truth se
développe a l'intérieur du paradigme de la philosophie analytique.

Le premier chapitre est consacré aux théories « classiques » de la vérité
de Wittgenstein, Russell et d’autres, Engel les qualifie de théories substantielles
parce qu’elles tiennent la vérité pour une propriété véritable, objective, indé-
pendante de l'esprit et que 1’on peut caractériser ou définir de fagon éclairante
dans une théorisation qui a une portée réelle, métaphysique méme, que ce
soit dans les théories de la vérité correspondance, dans les théories cohéren-
tistes ou méme dans certaines théories pragmatistes comme celle de Peirce. Il
souleve a propos de chacune un certain nombre de difficultés importantes, de

7P. Engel, La dispute. Une introduction a la philosophie analytique, Paris, Editions de Minuit, 1997.
8P. Engel, Truth, op. cit., p.149. Toutes les traductions frangaises de citations tirées de cet ou-
vrage dans la suite du présent article sont de moi.
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sorte qu’a la fin du chapitre, si l’on suit 1’auteur, on ne met plus trop d’espoir
de ce coté-la.

Le chapitre 2 se tourne vers les approches dites « déflationnistes », qui
soutiennent que la vérité n’est pas une propriété réelle de quoi que ce soit.
Les expressions comme « il est vrai que » et le prédicat de vérité? le terme
« vrai » ? ne servent a leurs yeux qu’a marquer 1’assentiment du locuteur a
I'endroit de certains contenus. Dans les versions les plus radicales du défla-
tionnisme, une expression comme « il est vrai que » n’est rien d’autre qu’'un
marqueur de force illocutoire. Il y a certes des positions déflationnistes plus
modérées que d’autres, mais 1'idée de base est toujours que du point de vue
du contenu d’information, « il est vrai que p » ou « p est vrai » n’ajoutent rien
a « p » tout court et n’introduisent, en particulier, aucune nouvelle référence
a une propriété ou une relation objective quelconque. Mais de nouveau En-
gel souléve toutes sortes de difficultés et 'on semble dans I'impasse a la fin
de ce chapitre puisque ni les théories qui gonflent la vérité (les théories sub-
stantielles) ni celles qui la dégonflent (le déflationnisme) ne paraissent avoir
quelque chance de succés.

Que faire donc ? Les trois derniers chapitres, et surtout le 3 et le 4, montrent
la voie et mettent en place la solution qu’Engel favorise, le réalisme minimal.
Cela consiste, pour le dire caricaturalement a stade-ci, a dégonfler la notion
de vérité dans un premier temps, mais pas completement (c’est la compo-
sante minimaliste de la théorie) pour ensuite la regonfler (c’est la composante
réaliste). Regardons-y de plus preés.

2. Leréalisme minimal

Engel lui-méme caractérise cette approche en termes un peu semblables dans
la conclusion de Truth :

... l'approche réaliste minimale [...] permet a notre concept de
vérité de rester mince sans nous empécher d’accepter le réalisme
quant a la véri-aptitude [truth-aptness]. Cela nous a conduit & un
regonflement, ou une resubstantialisation du concept de vérité et
de la propriété qu’il dénote. Mais la « substance » ainsi réintro-
duite n’est pas celle que visaient les tentatives définitionnelles des
théories traditionnelles.’

°Tbid., p. 147.
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Le probleme que je souléverai, autant le dire tout de suite, est qu’il est bien
difficile a la notion de vérité de rester mince une fois qu’elle est regonflée!
Mais il faut d’abord dire plus précisément en quoi consiste le réalisme mini-
mal d’Engel. Je le ferai en commentant les sept theses par lesquelles l'auteur
le définit, quatre pour la composante minimaliste et trois pour la composante
réaliste.'0

These 1 : La notion de vérité est une notion « mince » qui se caractérise
par un certain nombre de truismes sur I'assertion, la correspondance, efc.

C’est la these minimaliste de base. Les truismes dont il est question sont ins-
pirés de Crispin Wright!! ; Engel déja en avait donné une liste dans La vérité
en 1998!2

(a) Asserter un énoncé, c’est le présenter comme vrai.

On ne peut pas, en d’autres mots, asserter sérieusement un énoncé et refuser
en méme temps de le tenir pour vrai. C’est la d’entrée de jeu un probleme
majeur pour ceux qui prétendent récuser la notion de vérité, mais qui ne se
font pas faute pour autant d’affirmer toutes sortes de choses.

(b) «p » estvrai si et seulement si p.

C’est la célebre condition d’adéquation matérielle & laquelle devait satisfaire

selon Tarski toute théorie acceptable de la vérité.!?

(c) Les énoncés susceptibles d’étre vrais ont des négations suscep-
tibles d’étre vraies.

A quoi I’'on peut ajouter que ces énoncés peuvent également étre insérés dans
des conjonctions, des disjonctions et des conditionnelles susceptibles, elles
aussi, d’étre vraies.

(d) Etre vrai n’est pas la méme chose qu’étre justifié.

10 1bid., p. 89.

My/oir C. Wright, Truth and Objectivity, Harvard, Mass., Harvard University Press, 1992.

12P, Engel, La vérité, op. cit., p. 57.

13Cf. A. Tarski, « The semantic conception of truth and the foundations of semantics », Philoso-
phy and Phenomenological Research, 4, 1944, pp. 341-376 ; trad. fr. : « La conception sémantique de la
vérité et les fondements de la sémantique », dans G. G. Granger ef al. (éds.), Alfred Tarski. Logique,
sémantique, métamathématique 1923-1944, Paris, Armand Colin, 1974, vol. II, pp. 265-305.
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L’idée de vérité n’est pas essentiellement épistémique. Dire que quelque chose
est vrai, ce n’est encore rien dire quant a la fagon dont nous le savons ni quant
a ce qui justifie épistémiquement de le dire. C’est 1a un point crucial méme si
c’est un truisme, et & propos duquel on se heurte a de fréquentes confusions
dans les débats philosophiques.

(e) Etre vrai, c’est correspondre aux faits.

Encore faut-il prendre cet énoncé lui-méme de fagon relaxe et purement tau-
tologique : dire « c’est un fait qu’il pleut » revient exactement au méme que
« c’est vrai qu’il pleut ». Tel quel, ce principe n’est pas censé nous engager sur
la voie d"une métaphysique de la correspondance et d’une ontologie des faits
et des états de choses comme celle de David Armstrong par exemple.'4

Tel est le genre de truismes dont parle la thése 1. Engel en propose une
liste un peu différente dans Truth!'®, mais elle demanderait des explications
supplémentaires qui sont moins directement pertinentes pour mon propos et
je m’en tiendrai ici a ces cing-la. Deux remarques s’imposent tout de suite ce-
pendant. D’abord, la thése minimaliste n’est pas que la notion de vérité doive
satisfaire au moins a ces truismes, c’est qu’elle n’a pas besoin de satisfaire a
plus : ’ensemble des truismes devrait nous fournir a toutes fins pratiques des
conditions suffisantes pour la notion de vérité. Deuxiemement, truismes ou
pas, la série proposée ci-dessus est déja trop exigeante, parce que (b), la chose
est bien connue, conduit a des paradoxes, celui du Menteur notamment : toute
notion qui satisfait a la condition d’adéquation matérielle de Tarski (« p » est
vrai si et seulement si p) est ultimement incohérente. La notion minimaliste
de vérité telle qu’elle est présentée par Engel parait donc prima facie condam-
née. C’est un indice, déja, de la nécessité d"une reconstruction théorique plus
robuste que ce que laisse entendre au départ le minimalisme. La chose est
majeure et Engel lui-méme reproche a Paul Horwich de laisser de coté le pro-
bleme des paradoxes'®, mais il ny insiste guere non plus dans Truth et je lais-
serai moi aussi ce point de c6té dans le présent contexte.

These 2 : Le terme « vrai » ne constitue pas un simple marqueur d’asser-
tion ou de décitation.

C’est ici que le minimalisme d’Engel, avec celui de Crispin Wright, s’écarte du
déflationnisme radical : le terme « vrai » et les autres expressions apparentées

14Voir notamment D. Armstrong, A World of States of Affairs, Cambridge, Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 1997 ; ou Sketch for a Systematic Metaphysics, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 2010.

15Voir P. Engel, Truth, op. cit., p. 67.

161bid., p. 51.
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ne sont pas pour lui de purs marqueurs de force illocutoire. C’est pourquoi je
disais plus haut que méme a 1’étape minimaliste de la théorie, la notion de vé-
rité n'y est pas entierement dégonflée. Engel la-dessus offre divers arguments
assez classiques, et qui me paraissent décisifs. Le déflationnisme radical, no-
tamment, s’Taccommode mal du fait qu'un énoncé de forme « p est vrai » peut
étre inséré dans une clause conditionnelle ol1 « p » n’est pas asserté.

These 3 : Les porteurs de vérité sont des propositions.

Engel prend le terme de « proposition » au sens qui est courant en philo-
sophie analytique pour désigner des entités abstraites et non linguistiques
qui peuvent étre exprimées par des phrases et sont des contenus possibles de
croyances. La these donc est litigieuse puisque I'existence méme de telles en-
tités est problématique. Je trouve préférable, pour ma part, d’élire des unités
linguistiques comme porteurs de vérité, des phrases notamment, ou mieux
encore des occurrences de phrases. Mais il ne sera pas nécessaire d’entrer ici
trés avant dans cette question controversée. Je me contenterai de signaler que
cette these pose au réalisme minimal un probléeme de cohésion interne. L'ap-
proche en effet? on y reviendra ci-dessous ? accorde une grande importance
a l'idée de « véri-aptitude » (truth-aptness), la véri-aptitude, dans ce vocabu-
laire, étant la capacité d’une unité quelconque d’étre vraie ou fausse. Mais
les propositions, si elles existent, sont toutes vraies ou fausses et la notion de
véri-aptitude donc n’a pas grande pertinence dans leur cas. L'intérét de cette
notion dans la démarche d’Engel tient a ce que la question se pose pour cer-
tains types de discours? ceux de I'éthique, par exemple, ou de l'esthétique
ou méme des mathématiques? de savoir si les énoncés produits dans ces do-
maines ont ou non des valeurs de vérité. Cette question, bien évidemment, ne
concerne pas les propositions, puisque la réponse alors serait triviale. Dans la
mesure oil la question de la véri-aptitude est philosophiquement intéressante,
comme Engel le pense, il faut que les porteurs de la véri-aptitude soient en
général des énoncés ou des phrases, c’est-a-dire des unités linguistiques. Et
c’est bien ainsi qu’Engel formule lui-méme les problemes de véri-aptitude au
chapitre 4 de Truth. Un certain antiréalisme en éthique, par exemple, y est pré-
senté comme soutenant que les énoncés moraux (ethical statements) ne sont pas
véri-aptes, alors que le réalisme au contraire affirme qu’ils le sont.!” Mais cette
querelle n"aurait pas de sens si les « énoncés » n’étaient pas, dans ce vocabu-
laire, quelque chose de linguistique ? ou du moins qui dépende du langage de
facon essentielle.

1bid., pp. 105-112.
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Le probleme que je veux signaler au sujet de la thése 3 est donc le sui-
vant. Pour que la véri-aptitude joue le role qu’Engel veut lui confier dans le
cadre de son réalisme minimal, les porteurs de la véri-aptitude doivent étre
des unités linguistiques. Or la véri-aptitude étant la capacité d’étre vrai ou
faux, les porteurs de la vérité ou de la fausseté doivent en principe étre les
mémes que ceux de la véri-aptitude. Il en résulte que les porteurs de la vérité,
dans le cadre du réalisme minimal, devraient étre des unités linguistiques et
non des propositions. On peut certes éviter cette conséquence en disant que la
véri-aptitude n’est pas en fin de compte la capacité d’étre vrai ou faux, mais la
capacité d’exprimer quelque chose de vrai ou de faux, c’est-a-dire la capacité
d’exprimer une proposition. Les porteurs de la véri-aptitude pourraient dif-
férer des lors des porteurs de vérité. Dans ce cas, cependant, la fagon méme
d’introduire la notion de véri-aptitude devrait étre revue de méme que son
rapport précis avec la notion de vérité. La chose est faisable sans doute, mais
on se simplifierait la vie, de ce point de vue du moins, en admettant d’em-
blée que les valeurs de vérité sont attribuées a des unités d’ordre linguistique.
C’est en tout cas ce que je ferai dans la suite de ce texte, mais a vrai dire cela
n’aura pas grand impact quant au probléme principal que je veux soulever.

These 4 : La notion de vérité est univoque d’un domaine a l'autre.

Engel s’oppose ici au pluralisme de Crispin Wright. On n’a pas, selon lui, une
notion de vérité en sciences, une autre en éthique et une autre encore en esthé-
tique etc., mais une seule et méme notion partout, une these que je concéderai
bien volontiers.

Ces theses 1 a 4 constituent la composante minimaliste du réalisme mi-
nimal. L'important parmi elles pour ce qui nous concerne, ce sont les deux
premiéres : minimalisme, oui (thése 1), mais non pas déflationnisme radical
(these 2). La composante réaliste ensuite s’exprime dans les theses 5a 7.

Thése 5 : Malgré 'univocité de la notion de vérité, la question du réa-
lisme et de I'antiréalisme ne se pose pas de la méme fagcon dans tous les
domaines.

L’idée ici est que I'on peut étre réaliste dans un domaine sans 1’étre dans un
autre, ce qu’Engel exprime - un peu énigmatiquement, me semble-t-il - en
disant que le minimalisme eu égard a la vérité n'implique pas le minimalisme
eu égard a la véri-aptitude. Le réalisme minimal se révele alors ne pas étre
minimaliste eu égard a la véri-aptitude. C’est la quelque chose d’étonnant a
ce stade-ci et d’assez problématique. ]’y reviendrai.
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These 6 : La véri-aptitude dans chaque domaine doit étre évaluée a I'aune
d’un critere réaliste.

La question qu’il faut se poser est en gros la suivante : jusqu’a quel point
le domaine en question est-il indépendant des jugements que nous portons
ou pourrions porter a son sujet ? On doit alors recourir pour évaluer la véri-
aptitude des énoncés d'un domaine en particulier a des considérations com-
plexes et beaucoup moins truistiques que celles de la these 1.

These 7 : Dans chaque domaine, la vérité réaliste, au sens de la these 6,
est la norme de nos enquétes.

Ainsi se retrouve-t-on en bout de piste, petit coup de théatre, avec une vérité
regonflée, qu’Engel appelle ici la « vérité réaliste au sens de la these 6 », c’est-a-
dire au sens d’'une indépendance totale par rapport a nos jugements et méme
a nos capacités de jugement.

Je voudrais soulever a propos de cette approche un probleme de fond :
pourquoi ne s’oriente-t-elle pas sans réserve vers une conception substantielle
de la vérité?

3. Le réalisme minimal et la vérité substantielle

Arrétons-nous d’abord, pour amorcer cette réflexion, sur les rapports entre
vérité et véri-aptitude. Si la véri-aptitude est la capacité d’étre vrai ou faux,
tout ce qui est vrai est véri-apte. Ou du moins, pour faire une concession a
l'idiome des propositions : un énoncé ne peut pas exprimer une proposition
vraie s’il n’est pas véri-apte. Cela parait tautologique. Mais s’il en est ainsi,
le théoricien ne peut pas en toute cohérence se montrer plus restrictif pour
la véri-aptitude que pour la vérité. Prima facie donc, il parait difficile de s’en
tenir avec Engel a des conditions minimales pour ce qui est de la notion de vé-
rité, mais d’imposer a celle de véri-aptitude des criteres réalistes plus contrai-
gnants et je trouve difficile a comprendre a ce stade-ci la thése 5 ci-dessus,
selon laquelle le minimalisme eu égard a la vérité n’implique pas le minima-
lisme eu égard a la véri-aptitude.

Deux interprétations semblent possibles. La premiere est que 1’on se re-
trouve en fait avec deux notions différentes de vérité. Cela est suggéré par la
formulation méme de la these 7 quand elle évoque « la vérité réaliste au sens
de la these 6 », comme si l'on avait une notion minimaliste de vérité pour les
theses 1 a 4 et une autre, plus exigeante, pour les theses 6 et 7. La premiere,
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plus relaxe, satisferait aux truismes énumérés plus haut ef a rien d’autre, alors
que la seconde, plus robuste, satisferait en plus a la contrainte d’indépendance
eu égard a nos capacités épistémiques. Cette lecture dualiste, cependant, ne
saurait convenir a Engel. D’abord, elle compromettrait 1'unité méme du réa-
lisme minimal. Au lieu d"une seule, on aurait la deux théories, une approche
minimaliste pour la notion relaxe et une théorie réaliste pour 'autre.

Il en découlerait en outre que d’un point de vue philosophique, la notion
relaxe n’aurait que bien peu d’intérét, puisque les questions philosophiques
les plus pertinentes, au dire d’Engel lui-méme, concernent les débats régio-
naux entre réalisme et antiréalisme, par exemple en éthique, en mathéma-
tiques ou méme en physique.!® Un antiréaliste qui soutiendrait, disons, que
les énoncés éthiques ne sont ni vrais ni faux « au sens réaliste » serait assez
mal venu d’asserter quand méme certains de ces énoncés. Il est incohérent de
dire qu’il n’est ni vrai ni faux que le mensonge soit moralement condamnable,
et d’affirmer néanmoins : « le mensonge est moralement condamnable ». Un
tel antiréaliste ne peut pas de fagon cohérente asserter sérieusement des énon-
cés moraux et n’aura que faire donc, dans le cadre de 1'éthique, d"une notion
de vérité qui satisferait aux truismes de la thése 1. Il ne pourrait pas de fagon
cohérente soutenir que les énoncés moraux ne sont ni vrais ni faux au sens
réaliste (c’est-a-dire qu’ils ne sont pas véri-aptes), mais que pour autant cer-
tains sont vrais au sens relaxe, parce que les poser comme vrais au sens relaxe
le commettrait a les asserter, ce qu’il ne peut pas faire sans incohérence, si du
moins il parle sérieusement. Peut-étre cet antiréaliste prétendra-t-il, pour trou-
ver une échappatoire, qu’en disant « le mensonge est moralement condam-
nable », il n’entend pas faire une assertion, mais une prescription sous un
mode déguisé. Mais dans ce cas, soit il refusera de dire « il est vrai que le men-
songe est moralement condamnable », méme au sens relaxe du terme « vrai »,
et du coup puisqu’aucune assertion n’est faite, le truisme (a) ci-dessus (asser-
ter un énoncé, c’est le présenter comme vrai) ne s’appliquera tout simplement
pas. Soit il acceptera quand méme 1'énoncé « il est vrai que le mensonge est
moralement condamnable », mais en précisant que de méme que la pseudo-
assertion « le mensonge est moralement condamnable » releve d'une fagon
de parler non sérieuse, et méme trompeuse, de la méme maniere 1"énoncé « il
est vrai que le mensonge est moralement condamnable » constitue une facon
non sérieuse de s’exprimer. Mais alors, la notion relaxe de vérité deviendrait
non seulement mince, mais carrément frivole sur le plan philosophique. Dans
un cas comme dans l'autre, seule la notion réaliste serait philosophiquement

18Tout le chapitre 4 de Truth (. 99-124) est consacré a ce genre de discussions.
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intéressante et des deux théories engéliennes seule 1’approche réaliste serait
pertinente.

Une autre raison enfin pour laquelle l'interprétation dualiste est inaccep-
table pour Engel est qu’elle est incompatible avec la these 3, selon laquelle les
porteurs de vérité sont des propositions. Pour ceux en effet qui admettent les
propositions, un énoncé qui n’est pas véri-apte n’exprime aucune proposition.
Si donc les propositions sont les porteurs de la vérité minimaliste (la these 3
appartient a la composante minimaliste de ’approche engélienne), alors on ne
peut avoir quoi que ce soit de vrai au sens minimaliste si 1’énoncé correspon-
dant n’est pas véri-apte au sens réaliste et il n'y a pas lieu au bout du compte
de distinguer la deux notions de vérité. Récusons par conséquent ? avec Engel
lui-méme, j’en suis stir ? l'interprétation dualiste.

L’autre interprétation que je puisse voir requiert d’accepter que le vrai
soit un sous-ensemble du véri-apte. Il n’y a rien de vrai, donc, qui ne soit
véri-apte (ou qui ne corresponde a un énoncé véri-apte). La contrainte réaliste
d’indépendance vaudrait alors tout autant pour la notion (unique) de vérité.
Mais quelle est dans ce cas la pertinence de distinguer les deux composantes
de la théorie? Ce serait, pour autant que je puisse voir, de distinguer entre
une caractérisation de la notion de vérité et une caractérisation de la propriété
correspondante. La chose du reste est nettement suggérée par Engel :

Il y a en fait deux questions : I'une est de savoir si la vérité
est minimale, l’autre est de savoir si la véri-aptitude est également
minimale. Il n’est pas clair qu’il s’agisse la de la méme question,
car la premiere porte sur notre concept de vérité et ’autre sur la
propriété de vérité. Une réponse affirmative a la deuxieme n’est pas
donnée par une réponse affirmative a la premiére.!”

Les theses 1 a 4 dans cette optique caractérisent entierement la notion de vé-
rité : le prédicat de vérité est celui qui satisfait aux quatre conditions en ques-
tion. Mais pour qu’une unité quelconque tombe sous ce prédicat (ou exprime
quelque chose qui tombe sous ce prédicat), elle doit satisfaire certaines condi-
tions supplémentaires qui requiérent une explicitation d’un autre ordre. Il fau-
dra, par exemple, que des entités correspondantes existent réellement, indé-
pendamment de nos capacités épistémiques.

Cette démarcation entre ce qui caractérise la notion de vérité et ce qui
caractérise la propriété de vérité revient a la vieille distinction que tragaient
les médiévaux entre une définition quid nominis et une définition quid rei. La

19P, Engel, Truth, op. cit., p. 84 (avec les italiques de l'auteur).
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premiere sert a circonscrire 1'usage d’un terme donné et ses rapports analy-
tiques avec d’autres termes. Ainsi considérée, la caractérisation minimaliste
de la notion de vérité fournie par les theses 1 a 4 est strictement analytique.
Une définition quid rei, en revanche, est une caractérisation plus substantielle
de la chose méme. Ce serait en 1’occurrence une caractérisation substantielle
de ce que c’est pour un énoncé quelconque que d’étre vrai ou faux. Mais s’il
s’agit bien de cela, alors la composante réaliste de la théorie engélienne ? les
theses 5 a 7? commet son auteur a la recherche d'une définition quid rei de la
vérité, c’est-a-dire a la recherche d'une théorie substantielle de la vérité. Tant
que le philosophe n’a pas précisé, notamment, quelles sont les relations quun
énoncé doit entretenir avec les choses réelles pour étre dit vrai ou faux, il n’a
pas encore caractérisé de fagon éclairante la propriété méme de vérité. Notre
conclusion a ce stade-ci doit étre qu’une théorie réaliste de la véri-aptitude
appelle une théorie substantielle de la vérité.

Engel, cependant, nie cela, sur la base de deux arguments qu’il nous
faut maintenant examiner : « Si la véri-aptitude est une propriété de la vé-
rité, et si la véri-aptitude est robuste », écrit-il, « ne devons-nous pas conclure
que la vérité est elle-méme robuste et revenir a une conception substantielle ?
Non, pour deux raisons ».2? Le premier de ses arguments est que quoi qu’il
en soit des exigences réalistes, nous sommes en mesure de spécifier « les pro-
priétés de base du prédicat de vérité pour chacun des domaines » (éthique,
mathématiques, physique etc.) en évoquant seulement les conditions minima-
listes ? les truismes notamment de la thése 1.2 A quoi je répondrais que oui,
nous sommes en mesure de le faire. C’est 1a la caractérisation quid nominis,
c’est-a-dire analytique, du prédicat de vérité. Ce prédicat est tel, par exemple,
que quiconque affirme qu’il est vrai que p est tenu a concéder que p. Mais que
cette caractérisation quid nominis soit possible en termes minimalistes n’em-
péche pas qu’une caractérisation plus substantielle ? quid rei? soit requise si
'on est réaliste dans au moins un domaine. Engel lui-méme semble aller en ce
sens lorsqu’il explique que le réaliste scientifique peut bien admettre, avec le
nominalisme, que « il existe des électrons » est vrai si et seulement si il existe
des électrons, mais qu’il nous doit alors quelque explication supplémentaire
par dela cette simple équivalence.?? Je ne prétends pas autre chose : le réa-
liste? en physique par exemple ? ne peut s’en tenir au minimalisme, il doit
fournir une théorie substantielle.

D1bid., p. 120.
21bid., pp. 120-121.
21bid., p. 84.
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Engel répliquera peut-étre que ce dont le réaliste a besoin a ce stade-ci
n’est pas une théorie substantielle de la vérité, mais une théorie des électrons.
Telle réponse, cependant, ne suffit pas. Une théorie réaliste de la véri-aptitude
des énoncés portant apparemment sur les électrons devrait spécifier d"une fa-
¢on ou d’'une autre les rapports que ces énoncés doivent entretenir avec les
électrons pour étre vrais, par exemple qu’ils doivent contenir un terme réfé-
rant a des électrons ou un prédicat qui a des électrons dans son extension.
Il faudrait, en d’autres mots, caractériser de fagon plus que minimale les re-
lations que doivent entretenir pour étre vrais les énoncés véri-aptes avec les
choses du monde. Or cette exigence n’est satisfaite ni par la théorie physique
des électrons ni par une caractérisation minimaliste du prédicat de vérité ni
méme par la conjonction de 1'une et de 'autre. Le premier argument d"Engel
pour refuser de s’engager dans la voie d'une théorie substantielle ne parait
donc pas convaincant.

La deuxiéme raison est la suivante :

[...] nous n"avons pas besoin d’accepter que notre critére de véri-
aptitude réponde au criteére d"une théorie substantielle de la vérité
au sens classique que nous avons examiné au chapitre 1.2

Il n’est pas nécessaire, en particulier, de ramener la vérité au sens réaliste a
une question de correspondance avec la réalité. Le lecteur est alors renvoyé a
la critique des diverses théories substantielles qu'Engel a proposée plus haut
dans l'ouvrage. Mais il y a la quelque ambiguité. L'argument en effet peut
étre concédé si on le prend de maniere purement extensionnelle : la théorie
réaliste dont nous avons besoin n’est pas 1'une de celles qui ont été discutées
au chapitre 1 de Truth. Mais cela n’empéche pas pour autant ladite théorie de
devoir étre « substantielle » en ceci qu’elle doit nous dire quant aux condi-
tions sous lesquelles un énoncé peut étre déclaré vrai ou faux quelque chose
de plus que les truismes minimaux, quelque chose qui ait trait a la constitu-
tion de la réalité elle-méme ? c’est-a-dire a ’ontologie ? et aux relations que les
énoncés doivent entretenir avec les choses du monde pour étre vrais ou faux.
Il lui faudra, en d’autres mots, une sémantique substantielle ; je veux dire par
la : une sémantique couplée a une ontologie. Que les diverses théories discutées
au chapitre 1 de Truth échouent a réaliser ce projet n’annule pas 1’obligation
philosophique a laquelle conduit le réalisme d’Engel, celle de rechercher une
telle « onto-sémantique ».

B1bid., p. 121.
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Engel, certes, semble penser qu’une théorie correspondantiste de la vérité
est tout bonnement impossible et il propose en ce sens plusieurs arguments,
que je ne saurais discuter ici de fagon précise.?* Mais pour l'essentiel, ces ar-
guments ne visent qu’une variété particuliere de correspondantisme, celui qui
est basé sur la notion de fait. La considération décisive a cet égard revient a
ceci : il n'y a aucune fagon de spécifier ce qu’est un fait, ni a fortiori ce qu’est
la correspondance avec un fait, indépendamment de la notion de vérité ; au-
cune théorie de ce genre, donc, ne peut fournir une explication satisfaisante
et non-circulaire de la vérité ou de la véri-aptitude. Admettons-le, aux fins du
moins de la présente discussion. Mais il n’en découle pas qu’aucune théorie
substantielle de la vérité ne soit possible, ni méme qu’aucune théorie corres-
pondantiste ne soit possible.

Le probleme de fond des théories de la vérité qui reposent sur la cor-
respondance avec les faits est qu’elles prennent les phrases pour unités sé-
mantiques minimales. C’est 'approche d’un Davidson, par exemple, ou d'un
Quine, ou plus récemment d'un Robert Brandom comme de multiples autres.
Engel lui-méme du reste parait souscrire a cette approche dans son livre sur
Davidson.?’> Mais c’est 1a une erreur, & mon avis, et je ne trouve guere éton-
nant qu’elle menea l'impasse en théorie de la vérité. Dans tous les langages
que nous connaissons, les phrases sont décomposables en unités de signifi-
cation plus petites et il y a lieu de présumer, par conséquent, qu'une théorie
substantielle de la vérité doit ramener celle-ci en derniére analyse a un jeu de
rapports entre certaines composantes subpropositionnelles des énoncés et les
choses du monde. A monnayer ainsi la vieille idée de correspondance, on évite
les objections qu’Engel adressait aux théories correspondantistes (les apories
de la notion de fait, la régression de Frege, le lance-pierre de Davidson, etc.),
lesquelles n’atteignent, a ce qu’il me semble, que les approches de la vérité qui
endossent ce qu'Engel appelle ailleurs le « holisme de la phrase ».2°

Pour ne considérer qu'un cas tres simple a titre d’exemple, on dira dans
l'optique que je propose, qu'un énoncé atomique de forme « A est F » est
vrai si et seulement si I'individu dénoté par le nom propre sujet « A » ap-
partient a I'extension du nom commun prédicat « F ». Cela suppose en pre-
mier lieu une analyse syntaxique de 1’énoncé, capable d’en repérer les compo-
santes subpropositionnelles, d’assigner a chacune une catégorie grammaticale
(comme celle de nom propre ou de nom commun) ainsi qu'une fonction dans

21bid., pp. 14-26.
ZVoir Davidson et la philosophie du langage, op. cit., pp. 8-12.
2 Ibid.
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la phrase (comme celle de sujet ou de prédicat). Il y faut aussi, deuxiémement,
un domaine d’objets, qui puissent étre les corrélats des expressions en ques-
tion, c’est-a-dire une ontologie. Et 'on doit pouvoir puiser, troisiemement,
dans un répertoire des rapports sémantiques possibles entre les expressions
linguistiques et les objets du monde (I'exemple considéré n’évoque a ce titre
que la dénotation pour les noms propres et 1’extension pour les noms com-
muns, mais d’autres rapports, de toute évidence, devront étre ajoutés selon
les besoins conjugués de I'analyse linguistique et de 1'ontologie).”” La théorie
de la vérité, a partir de la, peut ramener celle-ci, pour une phrase p donnée,
a un jeu de rapports entre les composantes de p et les objets du monde.?
Ce genre d’approche est controversée, a n’en pas douter. Elle implique no-
tamment une théorie atomiste de la signification, que plusieurs philosophes
aujourd’hui pensent devoir récuser.”? Mais elle fournit bel et bien I'esquisse
d’une théorie réaliste et substantielle de la vérité et pour autant que je puisse
voir, rien de ce que dit Engel dans Truth ne la met en péril.

Ma conclusion, bref, est la suivante. D’une part, le réalisme de Pascal
Engel a I’endroit de la véri-aptitude le commet & rechercher une théorie sub-
stantielle de la vérité. Sa critique du correspondantisme associé a I'idée de fait,
d’autre part, le commet a récuser toute théorie substantielle qui accorde aux
phrases le statut d'unités minimales de signification. Ma suggestion, dans ces
conditions, est qu'une approche atomiste du genre esquissé ci-dessus pourrait
bien lui permettre d’approfondir et de consolider ce réalisme minimal dont il
s’est fait le défenseur.

e pense, notamment, a ce que divers auteurs, de Guillaume d’Ockham a John Stuart
Mill, appellent « la connotation », qu'ils caractérisent de diverses facons selon l’ontologie qu’ils
adoptent. Je me suis particulierement intéressé pour ma part a ’approche ockhamiste, notam-
ment dans Les mots, les concepts et les choses. La sémantique de Guillaume d’Occam et le nominalisme
d’aujourd’hui, Paris/Montréal, Vrin/Bellarmin, 1992, pp. 240-247, et dans Ockham on Concepts, Al-
dershot, Ashgate, 2004, pp. 63-83.

28La théorie des conditions de vérité de Guillaume d’Ockham, par exemple, telle qu’il la dé-
veloppe dans la deuxieme partie de sa Somme de logique (trad. fr. par J. Biard, Mauvezin, TER.,
1996), constitue précisément une approche de ce genre. ]’en ai proposé une reconstruction théo-
rique dans Les mots, les concepts et les choses, op. cit., pp. 23-67.

2La conception atomiste de la signification, cependant, a vigoureusement été défendue de-
puis plusieurs décennies par Jerry Fodor, et sur la base d’arguments tres forts. Voir notamment J.
Fodor et E. Lepore, Holism. A Shopper’s Guide, Oxford, Blackwell, 1992.
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Valueless Truth *

PAOLO LEONARDI

By means of the predicate ‘is true” we monitor our use of language, thereby
claiming truth for, or denying it to, what we say or are said.! For instance, we
monitor what we say by a tag question like Isn't it true? or what we are said
by replying That’s not true! The unit of measure of these evaluations is cases
in which we assume that what is said tells (or does not tell) how things are.
Truth matches a linguistic representation with a state of affairs.

What we assume to be true, I shall argue, are cases of name placement, i.e.
cases in which an object or a kind of object is given a name.>? What I have in
mind are not baptisms, or not only. Introductions, giving an example, and
occasionally many other uses of a name can do. Names are tools to investi-
gate the nature of things and by themselves names do not carry any, though
a practice in using them carries with it information.®> If a proper name is at-
tributed to an object, the name ideally distinguishes it from anything else; if a

*Pascal Engel has cooperated very much to the Summer School in Analytic Philosophy I

organized for some six years, and one of which was held in Paris. But I remember Pascal since the
first ESAP meeting in 1992 in Aix-en-Provence, and remember his kindness then in immediately
offering himself an organizational matter which was upsetting a session and a speaker. Pascal is
a kind and a curious, jokeful, cultivated, all virtues that come up in discussing with him and in
reading his writings.
I'have discussed ancestors of this paper in Bologna and in Palermo. I thank you for their remarks
Patrizia Violi, Claudio Paolucci, Franco Lo Piparo, Francesca Piazza, Marco Carapezza, Francesco
La Mantia, and Pietro Perconti. Some of the ideas here presented I have discussed also in Leonardi
2013a and 2013b.

IBut 'p is true’ and p do not assert the same, see Bolzano 1837: 1, 147 and 1849 §13.

2 Or, cases of name displacement, in which a name is negated to an object or a kind of objects.

3 Names are like baby’s bites — at the core, they trace an interest and an appropriation.

48



VALUELESS TRUTH 49

predicative name is applied to an object, it potentially groups it together with
other objects and distinguishes the group from other groups.* It is uses of a
name for the same object or kind of object that develop and transmit concepts
and conceptions of the object and the kind.

Minimal and modest views of truth are concerned with the predicate ‘is
true” and the like, and act as if in asserting s is true if and only if p or its modest
version there were not already an issue with the truth of p — truth comes in
before the predicate ‘is true’. If minimalism and modesty are pursued to avoid
correspondentism, the fact is that a sentence, or a discourse, are no mirror of
a state of affairs — if there are atomic sentences there are not atomic state of
affairs. Moreover, linguistic expressions are made up of parts to which no
thing corresponds in the state of affairs it speaks of (the state of affairs it is used
to speak of), the most well known issue being syncategorematic expressions.
And that in any state of affairs there are many elements to which no thing
corresponds in what speaks of it. ‘Mark and Ann were playing chess in the
dining room, when I came in’, say L. In the dining room there were many
other things too, the dining room was located in some house or flat, Ann was
drinking a beer besides playing chess, and I have come in with two friends of
mine. Etc. This is only a sketch of one of indefinitely many different states of
affairs, in which what I say could be deemed true. Rather, by a true sentence
we point out some features in a state of affairs.

1.

Minimalism, which Pascal half endorses, would have truth as «a merely “for-
mal” or “logical”» property (Engel 2002: 50) plus some platitudes. The formal
or logical properties are fully expressed by the equivalence the proposition that
p is true if and only if p. The platitudes consist in understanding the schema as
saying that a proposition p is true (i) if and only if it corresponds to the facts,
(ii) if and only if things are the way it says they are, or (iii) because p. (Engel
2002: 51)

With some good reasons, because of its problems, minimalism and mod-
esty skip giving an analysis of «the internal structure of the truth-value bear-
ers», which Tarski tackles with his recursive strategy (Kiinne 2003: 317) and
in doing which words and objects get connected.”> The core of their theory

* See Leonardi 2011.
5 Field 1972 claims that Tarski accounts for the semantic predicate ‘is true’ by means of the
semantic predicates of denotation and satisfaction.
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of truth consists of the T-sentences, which Tarski derives as consequences in
his own theory. Keeping to the linguistic side, minimalism reduces truth to a
formal property and little else, modesty to little more — their accounts leaves
truth dangling.

Would, for instance, the biconditional ‘The water is sparkling’ is true if and
only if the water is sparkling account for the truth conditions of the sentence “The
water is sparkling’? Surely, if the water is sparkling, ‘the water is sparkling’ is
true, and, if it is not sparkling, ‘the water is sparkling’ is not true. But what
are the conditions for accepting the right element of the biconditional? “The
water is sparkling’ is acceptable if and only if the water is sparkling... (How
do acceptance conditions differ from truth conditions?) The situation is not
very different if we move from a minimalist conception to a modest one, i.e.
to one according to which Vx(x is true <+ Ip(x=[p]&p)). (Kiinne 2003: 337, but
see the whole account 333-74.)

One could conjecture that the grounds for claiming that the water is sparkling
do not call for truth. Writes Horwich:

In mapping out the relations of explanatory dependence between
phenomena, we naturally and properly grant ultimate explanatory
priority to such things as basic laws and the initial conditions of
the universe. From these facts we deduce, and thereby explain,
why for example

Snow is white

And only then, given the minimal theory, do we deduce, and thereby
explain why

“Snow is white” is true (Horwich 1990: 111)°

We give priority to basic laws and initial conditions of the universe, which in
our explanations figure by means of sentences. However, these sentences do
if and only if they are true.” We are rather careful at that, monitoring their
case and revising our conjectures anytime we find wanting the basic laws and

6 Pascal quotes the passage, see 2002: 51.

"Horwich 1998 accounts for meaning by introducing acceptance properties, «a small set of
properties which [...] explain total linguistic behaviour with respect to that word.» Then, he
offers as instances the acceptance properties of ‘and’, ‘red” and ‘true’. We «accept ‘p and ¢” if
and only if we accept ‘p” and ‘q’»; we accept «to apply ‘red’ to an observed surface when and
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initial conditions of the universe that we have posited, i.e. anytime we suspect
them to be false or not precise. Indeed, the relevance of the truth predicate can
be inferred from the fact that any biconditional along the equivalence schema
above is true if and only if its left element and its right element are both true
or both false. It does not matter that in the right element does not occur the

predicate ‘is true’.®

2.

We ground truth assuming to be true some sentences in some circumstances.
In his definition of truth, Tarski assumes the extension of any predicate to be
defined, and hence the truth or falsity of any atomic formula to be established.
This is not actually the case. Language is a cognitive tool, and as a matter of
fact predicative names are applied to a limited number of things, and their
application is always revisable.” In any event, we accept some contingent
truths, which are relevant as proper and predicative names placement relative
to some circumstances.

The truth of other sentences, as the occasion comes up, is decided by as-
similating them and the occasion to, or distinguishing them from, the sen-
tences and the circumstances previously described by the proper and predica-
tive names. Mark is a child, is George a child too? The Earth is a planet, is
Mu Arae e a planet too? If the cases cannot be assimilated to any previously
assumed one, we introduce new sentences — George is an old child, or George
is a boy, George is a young man, etc — and assume they properly describe
their circumstance. Or, alternatively, we refute assimilating the present case
to the previous one — George is not a child. These are mixed waters, where
epistemology and semantics mesh together, and they do not concern me here.

Let us call the uses of language I am examining coordinative uses. In any
such use, language and reality touch each other. The set of cases has neither to

only when it is clearly red»; and we accept ‘true’ when we «accept instances of the schema "the
proposition that p is true if and only if p".» Then the question becomes when do we accept ‘p’, ’q’,
‘red’, and again ‘p’.
None of these is a basic law or part of the initial conditions of the universe.

8 Sher and Wright 2007 remark that deflationist views of truth reduce truth to the predicate
‘is true’. This choice has, they claim, two drawbacks. It forgets other ways truth surfaces in
natural language sentences — for instance, by means of adverbs as ‘truly’ — and what they call the
illocutionary role truth plays in defining assertoric uses of sentences. On the second point, they
refer to Frege 1918. On the stroke symbol and assertion in Frege, see also Picardi 1989.

9 If I were careful, I would have claimed that the application of a predicate is almost always
revisable. If something, however, is not revisable maybe we cannot claim that it is not.
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be stable nor the same for all of us. The sentences have neither to be elemen-
tary as Tractarian propositions were, nor to be fully explicit — “Boy’, “The boy’,
‘That’s a boy’, “Ann’s boy’, “The boy is Ann’s’, etc, all can do. With such units
of measure, we distinguish boys from children and adults (and judge the case
in which someone is claimed to be a boy).

Only rarely we decide our coordinative uses. Occasionally, we revise sin-
gle assumptions, but we do not decide anytime the whole asset of cases. We
happen to revise our assumptions without deciding — because we are absent-
minded and do not even realize we have changed sentences, instances or
vievizos, or a change of views may impose on us. Any change is consequen-
tial.

Now, I would push my point linking it with some stands that I feel close
to it.

What I have in mind articulates a thing that, in “A Defence of Common
Sense” in 1925, Moore en passant says, namely that he knows the meaning
of the truisms, but not how to analyze that meaning. Moore claims to be
using the words with their ordinary meaning. Some truisms — for instance, ‘I
am a human being’, or ‘Here is a hand’ — place common nouns — respectively,
human being and hand.! ‘Here is a hand’ is not a sentence (a proposition) with
an empirical look and a grammatical role, as Wittgenstein would have argued,
but a use of the noun ‘hand’ to which Moore attributes a paradigmatic value,
and which he suggests his audience to attribute the same value. The use plays
the role of a standard. Any use in which a word and what it is about come
together can play that role, and the better the more perspicuous it is.!?

There are three relevant aspects in Moore’s case. (i) He commits himself
to the existence of what is named, whose nature has yet to be investigated.
(ii) The existence of two things is acknowledged at once, the noun ‘hand” and

19Coordinative uses do not relate to truth-aptness. Truth-aptness is an illocutionary issue, so
to speak, whereas coordinative uses are a semantic one. Perhaps, any field of discourse is true-
apt, and all judgments but perceptual ones are. That is, sentences about any field of discourse
are possibly true or false. Coordination is not about what can be linguistically represented, but
about how a linguistic representation acquires content, and the idea is that anchoring a linguistic
representation to a state of affairs is what generates its content.

This is how Kant seems to have argued (see Vanzo 2012). Burge 2010 claims that perceptual
judgments too are truth-apt — that objectivity begins with perception is a central claim of the book.

1 “Here is a hand’ is the first premise in Moore’s 1939 proof of the existence of an external
world.

12The placement of a common noun is the placement of a predicative name. And there is also
proper name and relational name placing.

I would call “perspicuous’ a use the more easily it is understood by the higher number of
people to whom it is offered.
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the hand itself. (iii) The previous history of the two things is relevant but
inessential. There could be previous concepts and conceptions of the relevant
thing that are picked up, or retrieved, together with the suggested standard
use of the term — but they may change — or concepts and conceptions of it
may develop after the standard, and be transferred by the term which the use
anchors.'?

Schlick, in 1918-1925, advocates a less informal but similar picture, to which
Reichenbach later subscribes. Dealing with the introduction of units of mea-
sure, they assert that such units are introduced by coordinative definitions,
that is by definitions that coordinate physical objects and concepts (I would
say ‘terms’ rather than ‘concepts’). Writes Reichenbach:

In principle, a unit of length can be defined in terms of an obser-
vation that does not include any metrica! relations, such as “that
wave-length which occurs when light has a certain redness.” In
this case a sample of this red color would have to be kept in Paris
in place of the standard meter. The characteristic feature of this
method is the coordination of a concept to a physical object. These
considerations explain the term “coordinative definition.” If the
definition is used for measurements, as in the case of the unit of
length, it is a metrical coordinative definition. (1928 [1957]: 15)

A coordinative definition transforms a particular length, weight, volume into
a standard respectively for length, weight, volume, linking the level of objects
with that of language and thought (with words and concepts). The definition
supplies no information, but constitutes a tool to collect information. As it is
well known, we reflect on our standard and keep looking for better ones. Lat-
eral information and indefinitely many adjustments (how to apply the stan-
dard, how to keep properly the physical standard, like the meter bar in Paris,
in what circumstances its use can be trusted, etc) point at how to revise the
standard itself.!*

13Quine’s denial of a distinction between linguistic and factual elements goes with my
Moorean understanding. See Quine 1953. However, Quine 1960, and later, turns the problem
towards his indeterminacy thesis.

The idea that naming helps recognizing and developing concepts of things is a topic investi-
gated by Markman 1989 and Bloom 2000.

14 Speaking of the standard meter, Kripke 1972-1980 investigates how the standard is fixed
and kept in the Sévres Museum as a case of an a priori contingent truth. That the standard bar
is one meter long is one such truth, and it fixes the reference of ‘one meter’. Wittgenstein 1953 (
§50) too discusses the standard meter case, asserting that the standard meter cannot be said to be
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Predicative names introduced coordinating them with some instances are
thereby defined and true of the instances.!> At the same time, as with coor-
dinative definition in physics, the coordination by itself does not endow any
articulated content, which comes later investigating what there is thanks to
the coordination.

Thirdly, I would compare Wittgenstein’s discussion on Moore’s truisms in
On Certainty with my claim. The sentences we assume true are, in my view,
partially alike and partially different from Wittgenstein’s hinge propositions.

519. Admittedly, if you are obeying the order “Bring me a book”,
you may have to check whether the thing you see over there really
is a book, but then you do at least know what people mean by
“book”; and if you don’t you can look it up, — but then you must
know what some other word means. And the fact that a word
means such-and-such, is used in such-and-such a way, is in turn
an empirical fact, like the fact that what you see over there is a
book.

Therefore, in order for you to be able to carry out an order there
must be some empirical fact about which you are not in doubt.
Doubit itself rests only on what is beyond doubt.

But since a language-game is something that consists in the recur-
rent procedures of the game in time, it seems impossible to say
in any individual case that such-and-such must be beyond doubt if
there is to be a language-game — though it is right enough to say
that as a rule some empirical judgment or other must be beyond
doubt.

one meter long because it plays a grammatical and not an empirical role. Wittgenstein touches
the issue in many other places, indirectly already in the Tractatus, in conversations with members
of the Wiener Kreis, in his works on the fundaments of mathematics — distinguishing all along
the logical (grammatical) role of the standard and its empirical application. AsIargue in the text
Wittgenstein 1969 seems to doubt this distinction, though he does not give it up (see, for instance,
§§ 309, 319, 321, 519). Wittgenstein writes that «Not only rules, but also examples are needed for
establishing a practice.» (1969 §139) In the examples, words and objects meet, and if we kept only
to the linguistic formulation of the rule we would have loop-holes in the practice. On Kripke and
on Wittgenstein cf Salmon 1988, Diamond 2001, Pollock 2004, Macha 2012.

15 Proper names distinguish their bearer from anything and anyone else and do not categorize
their bearer. I am inclined to think that “This is George’ and ‘That is not Ann’ respectively assert
and deny the appropriateness of applying to two individuals the distinctive marks ‘George’ and
‘Ann’.
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With some hesitance, Wittgenstein calls the sentences that formulate the re-
current procedures of a language game grammatical propositions. Any sen-
tence, however, can play the role of a grammatical proposition, offering a
paradigm rather than voicing a rule, and being used as a standard. Playing
this role does not conflict with its being also an empirical proposition. Any
sentence can play the two roles — tell, imagine, inquire, comment on what is
the case and offer a standard for future uses. Any example does. If I am
right, there is no problem in telling true a grammatical proposition as Moore
does, and in claiming to know it, though not in the sense of being able to
justify it. The dilemma between grammatical and empirical propositions is
one Wittgenstein has faced throughout. It shows up already in the Tractatus
logico-philosophicus:

2.0211 If the world had no substance, then whether a proposi-
tion had sense would depend on whether another proposition was
true.

World (and its substance) and language come together in assuming true some
uses of a sentence.1®

Wittgenstein’s claim comes very close to mine, substituting ‘truth’, ‘true’,
and ‘assumed to be true’ in the quote from On Certainty, above, as follows,

Therefore, in order for you to be able to carry out an order there
must be some empirical fact which you assume to be true. Truth
itself rests only on what is assumed to be true.

But since a language-game is something that consists in the recur-
rent procedures of the game in time, it seems impossible to say in
any individual case that such-and-such must be assumed to be true
if there is to be a language-game — though it is right enough to say
that as a rule some empirical judgment or other must be assumed
to be true.

My claim, let me repeat, is that some uses of sentences have to be assumed to
be true — for instance, that this is a hand, that the Earth exists by more than
five minutes, that the White Mountain exists by more than four minutes, that
George is a boy, etc.

16 Wittgenstein was Kantian enough at the beginning to pursue the idea of conditions of ex-
perience as something detachable from experience itself.
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Assuming something true, fourthly, is not part of an interpretation — and
hence it is not what Davidson aims at when he speaks of retrieving what peo-
ple hold true. Interpretation reconstructs a language going from words to
things, whereas what I am pursuing goes in the other direction.

Rather the case, fifthly, can be compared with Donnellan” referential uses
of descriptions. In “Reference and Definite Descriptions”, in 1966. Donnellan
sketches the referential and the attributive use of a definite description. Ina
referential use, a person has a thing in mind and by the description calls others’
attention to it. In an attributive use, a person attributes properties or relations
to, or looks for, etc, a thing satisfying the description, possibly not having it
in mind. Here is an example of the same description once in referential and
once in attributive use. I am invited to dinner by a couple of friends. On
the coffee table there are some architectural photographs, my host tells me the
when and the why of most shots, her preferences in this special category of
pictures, etc. Understanding that it was her to take the shots, in leaving, I
say «The photographer knows her job!» — I use ‘the photographer’ to refer to
her. At the entrance of a female civil engineering trade exhibition there are
some architectural photographs. Suggesting you to have a look, I say «The
photographer knows her job!» and add «Can you tell whom she is?» — I use
‘the photographer’ attributively to denote whoever took the pictures.

Donnellan neatly sketches the attributive and the referential use of a defi-
nite description:

To illustrate this, we can imagine the following games: In the first
a player gives a set of descriptions and the other players try to find
the object in the room that best fits them. [...] In the other game the
player picks out some object in the room, tries to give descriptions
that characterize it uniquely and the other players attempt to dis-
cover what object he described. In the second game the problem
set for the other players (the audience in the analogue) is to find
out what is being described, not what best fits the descriptions.
(1970: 356; see also Donnellan 1968: 214, n 12.)

Using a description to refer is a game of the second kind.

Section IX of “Reference and Definite Descriptions” assimilates a descrip-
tion in referential use to a Russellian (logically) proper name. As a Russellian
proper name does not require that what it names satisfies any description, so
a description in referential use does not. It does not even require that what
it refers to satisfy its descriptive condition. Almost at the conclusion of the
second last paragraph of that section, Donnellan asserts that
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[...] this seems to give a sense in which we are concerned with
the thing itself and not just the thing under a certain description ...
(1966: 303)

In the referential use, the speaker grasps what she refers to independently
from the description she offers and claims that it satisfies the descriptive con-
dition. The descriptive condition advocated, whatever its previous usage,
offers a standard, and if the use deviates from the previous one, it is the oc-
casion for a language shift.!” Donnellan’s claim can be extended to predicate.
In the referential use of a description, it is the descriptive condition which is
directly linked with the particular that is thereby claimed to be an instance
satisfying that condition. Then, the same phenomenon happens when a pred-
icate is applied to a thing the speaker grasps independently from what she
predicates of it.

3.

How does linguistic representation develop and how does it get its content?
How can we assess whether it is affordable? (This issue is distinct from that
of how language and things are related.) Everything is grounded, I suggest,
on assuming some representations to be affordable, a lighter requirement if
we require a minimal content to be relevant at that. A coordinative definition
attributes no content. The bar offer no content to the standard meter, it offers
its length, whatever it is, as a standard of measure. Another bar will be said,
if itis as long, to be long one meter, if it is twice as long, to be long two meters,
... If it is a proper name to be coordinated, the definition further distinguishes
a thing from the other ones — my brother and me are distinguished by me be-
ing named ‘Paolo” and him not being so named. If it is a predicative name
to be coordinated, the definition further assimilates things in groups and dis-
tinguishes among groups of things — my cat is assimilated to your cat by both
being said to be cats, both cats are distinguished by Ann’s pet, who is said to
be a dog. By acknowledging my cat as a cat, I am driven to acknowledge your

7Writes Kripke:

In particular, I find it plausible that a diachronic account of the evolution of lan-
guage is likely to suggest that what was originally a mere speaker’s reference may,
if it becomes habitual in a community, evolve into a semantic reference. And this
consideration may be one of the factors needed to clear up some puzzles in the
theory of reference. (1977: 271)
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pet as a cat too.!8

nature to things.!?

Truth as I have discussed it is a property of linguistic representations and
concern attributing a predicative name to things. By that property we monitor,
in everyday contexts as in more sophisticated ones, the adequacy of linguistic
representation. It is not exactly a semantic property, but fixing elements to
evaluate truth fixes the semantic of the language.

As most people, I have an instinctive inclination to take truth as correspon-
dence. But truth is not correspondence. Any sentence whatsoever matches
little of the circumstance it is about. Any sentence has a structure much sim-
pler than the circumstance it is about has, and at the same time many parts of
a sentence do not match anything in the circumstance. «Marco has left with
Anna» say I. What Marco does is something much more complex than the
sentence I utter. Marco has legs, arms, ears, eyes, nose, etc, his going out is
along a path — different in space-time from Anna’s path. The name "Marco’
has no semantic parts — ‘arc’ is not a semantic element of ‘Marco’, but a pho-
netic string that distinguishes the name ‘Marco’ from the name ‘Mario’, in
which figures the string ‘ari’. If Marco’s forehead has an arc shape, the ‘arc’
in ‘Marco’ does not represent it. Leaving is a complex activity which starts in
a location and ends in another one, involving a sophisticated motor perfor-
mance — things which have no elements corresponding to them in ‘has left’.
One can think that my remark on ‘arc’ is irrelevant. The problem it poses at the
level of individual word cannot be hidden when we move to sentences which
contain sentences as elements, and specifically those which are logically eas-
ier to deal with, i.e. sentences in which occur a logical connective, or in my
example a sentence in which a preposition occurs such as ‘with’. What does a
logical connective, such as ‘and” or ‘or’ (to use their natural language version),
correspond to? What does a preposition such as ‘with’ correspond t0??° Even

Thereby, the realist engagement starts before attributing a

18 Russell 1903 §48 writes: « [...] things and concepts. The former are the terms. indicated
by proper names, the latter those indicated by all other words.». My point is that names keep
indicating things, even when we connect with them a richer content entertaining views, and
mastering information, about the nature of the things named.

19Could the meaning or content of language be differently accessed? Imagine content were
innate. It could be that our words have meaning because God endowed us some ideas. God
knows what ideas are appropriate to our world — hence, this is only a indirect link between ideas
and things, and it doesn’t detach ideas from things, giving ideas a priority. Ideas could be innate
because of the biological evolution of our species. But biological evolution tells the experience of
the species rather than that of the individual, and again it is does by having ideas directly selected
by fitness to the case.

20 Perhaps, it corresponds to an operation to be applied to the linguistic string itself in which
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if we had straight up which linguistic pieces have to match which pieces in
a state of affairs, any bit of discourse matches only a limited number of the
relevant pieces in a state of affairs. There are indefinitely many circumstances
that match what has been said.

Sometimes [ imagine that the correspondence problem can be solved posit-
ing an injective relation between a sentence and the circumstance it tells about.
That is, the match is between the relevant elements making up the sentence
and only some elements of the circumstance. If that were right, a sentence
would constrain the circumstance it is about, by picking out some elements in
it. Then, however, it could be related to indefinitely many different circum-
stances. Which one is that to which the sentence corresponds??! Has Marco
left alone or did he go with some other people besides Ann? Did they leave
by foot or by car? To go out of town or to another place in town? Etc. Any
match leaves the relevant circumstance largely indeterminate.

Hence, the relation between words and objects is more sophisticated than
how a correspondence view takes it to be. It is a limited match, which starts
from matching two complex units as if each where point form. That does not
introduce any indeterminacy, because there is no question about which object
the words have to be linked with — the object involved in the link was involved
in the linking.

4.

A very short remark on the norm of truth, in closing. If truth is a property of
some linguistic expressions, and it is about the adequacy of the application of
a predicate, one such application either is true or it is not.?> That is, truth is a
factual property. On the relevance of entertaining proper information about
what’s the case, we come to value pursuing truth. Pascal dedicates a chapter
in his book Truth to the norm of truth, a norm which he formulates in two
ways, at p. 129:

the connective occurs. But it corresponds to nothing in the circumstance.

21 Austin 1950 introduced demonstrative conventions in his analysis of truth, I believe, to
overcome this difficulty. He didn’t solve the problem, yet, because he said nothing on how these
conventions are supposed to work in selecting the relevant circumstance.

22 This is a standard formulation of realism by Dummett. An antirealist would add that in the
undecided case we cannot claim neither truth value. In my case, I would say that the linguistic
representation of the case may be undecided, and hence that in make no sense as yet to imagine
the case to be anyway true or false. In my case, the fault, if fault there is, is on language, i.e. we
have not yet a proper linguistic representation of the case.
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(BT) For any p, one ought to believe that p only if p (is true).
(BK) For any p, believe that p only if, for all you know, p (is true).
One might agree, but these are norms of belief, which assume truth as a value,

and which most likely tell what belief is. But here the norm of truth has truth
as object and not as subject.
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5

‘Happiness is overrated: It’s better to be
right.” On Truth as Emergence

MAURIZIO FERRARIS

Eating mushrooms in a restaurant involves an act of great faith in truth: the
person who picked the mushrooms knew (or, in some unfortunate cases, thought
he knew) that they were not poisonous, and this knowledge of his corre-
sponded to a property of the world, namely the fact that the mushrooms were
not poisonous. It also involves a no less important act of faith in humanity:
people who, usually, we have never seen before and will never see again feed
us with mushrooms that may be poisonous, but are not. It is hard to see why
one should place an antithesis between the solidarity of the cook who is not
poisoning us intentionally by adding cyanide to the mushrooms and the ob-
jectivity of the mushroom picker who was not mistaken. It is also hard to see
why the cook’s solidarity should be bigger and more true than the picker’s
objectivity if, prescinding from that objectivity, the cook gave us poisonous
mushrooms, pursuing the humanitarian ideal of sparing us the inevitable pain
of existence.

And yet, these are the assumptions of what I propose we call “post-realism’,
i.e. the thesis — which dominated the philosophical debate of the second part
of the past century — that reality and truth are historical notions, just as feu-
dalism and courtly love, and that we can do without them, not so much for
ontological parsimony but rather for an emancipative goal. Post-realism has
two versions, the pragmatist and the nihilist. The first has the merit of be-
ing explicit: we must get rid of truth and reality, which (if we move from the
prosaic mushroom example to the more sophisticated weaves between knowl-
edge and power) are useless if not dangerous. The second is more insincere,
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and argues that we should move beyond the realism / anti-realism issue, since
it is not philosophically relevant. In a memorable confrontation with Richard
Rorty,! Pascal Engel faced the pragmatist version.

In dialogue with Rorty in 2002, at a time when realism was still unpop-
ular, Engel had the merit of reinstating the crucial philosophical opposition
between realism and anti-realism and of proposing the theory of truth as cor-
respondence. One can certainly demythologize truth and stop thinking that it
has magical properties, as it were. But the best way to demythologize it is not
to get fully rid of it, but rather to acknowledge where it lies: it is true that the
amanita phalloides is poisonous, and this depends on the amanita phalloides,
not on us.

In these pages, I would like to return to that debate by proposing an ar-
gument in favour of correspondentism, which I call * truth as emergence.” In
a way, truth pops up like a mushroom, emerging from the world towards
other parts of the world — us. Which is the exact antithesis of Rorty’s thesis
according to which, after all, mushrooms are socially constructed too, and the
amanita phalloides can become edible if society wishes so. And yet, a poi-
sonous mushroom is such even if the United Nations Assembly decrees that it
is not and the truth —if fortune (or misfortune, because the truth is not always
welcome) helps us — can pop up like a mushroom, without anyone construct-
ing or seeking it. Before describing the characteristics of truth as emergence I
will outline the characteristics of internalism (i.e. the post- realist thesis that
truth is completely internal to conceptual schemes) and externalism (i.e. the
commonsense thesis that truth is the encounter between conceptual schemes
and something external to them).

1. Internalism

As I have just said, post-realism is internalism: the argument that everything
lies within conceptual schemes. This means that if a mushroom is poisonous,
it is because of the conceptual frameworks that assess it as poisonous. At the
origin of internalism there is a broadly political concern: objectivity is seen as
an instrument of domination and an obstacle to solidarity, so that truth is re-
garded as something potentially dangerous or at least useless. With respect to

1 P. Engel - R. Rorty, A quoi bon la vérité, Paris, Grasset 2005. English translation: What's the
Use of Truth, New York, Columbia University Press, 2007. For the references mentioned in this
article, and for a further clarification of my perspective, I refer the reader to my Documentality.
Why It Is Necessary to Leave Traces, New York, Fordham University Press 2012.
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this state of affairs, internalism plays a dual role. On the one hand, it lightens
the weight of truth by making it suspect (truth is socially constructed, so there
is nothing absolute); on the other hand, it proposes alternative perspectives:
if truth is socially constructed and objectivity is a totalitarian myth, it is better
to engage (in the pragmatist version) in more fruitful constructions, such as
democracy, or (in the nihilist version) in more daring deconstructions, for ex-
ample by stating that 2 + 2 = 4’ is a proposition of the same family as ‘woman
is by nature inferior to man.’

Analyzing the reasons of internalism, Engel pointed out that the Bush ad-
ministration was the promoter of a potentially externalist objectivism, but he
also noted that the fact that externalism has bad advocates is not enough to
disqualify the appeal to objectivity.? And we can say more. At the time when
Engel was dialoguing with Rorty, the Bush administration seemed to have
abandoned its externalism (whether real or apparent) in order to embrace a
radical internalism, arguing — a la Rorty, after all — that reality is not absolute,
but simply the fixation of ‘reality-based communities’, where the Empire is
able to construct its own reality® (but then why pursue externalist degrading
practices such as phone hackings?). This was a case of Fichtian internalism
that, alone, suffices to make any kind of internalism problematic, including
non-governmental and leftist ones.

But in general the whole internalist system seems to describe a wish of the
heart rather than a philosophical theory. For example, the argument about the
superiority of solidarity over objectivity does not consider the obvious coun-
terexamples, such as the fact that the mafia is an extremely supportive orga-
nization that, moreover, relies on objective factors, such as the effectiveness
of firearms. And when Rorty argues that ‘our responsibilities are exclusively
toward other human beings, not toward ”reali’cy,”’4 he seems to be placing
human beings in the context of unreality, with the paradoxical outcome that
we are responsible only towards unreality.

2 P. Engel - R. Rorty, What's the Use of Truth, p. 74 fn.

31 quote from “Reality-based Community” in Wikipedia: ‘The source of the term is a quotation
in an October 17, 2004, The New York Times Magazine article by writer Ron Suskind, quoting an
unnamed aide to George W. Bush (later attributed to Karl Rove): The aide said that guys like me
were "in what we call the reality-based community," which he defined as people who "believe
that solutions emerge from your judicious study of discernible reality." ... "That’s not the way the
world really works anymore," he continued. "We're an empire now, and when we act, we create
our own reality. And while you're studying that reality—judiciously, as you will—we’ll act again,
creating other new realities, which you can study too, and that’s how things will sort out. We're
history’s actors ... and you, all of you, will be left to just study what we do.”

4 P. Engel - R. Rorty, What's the Use of Truth, p. 41.
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The fact that internalism expresses a wish of the heart is the key to every-
thing. On closer inspection, the basic problem of the internalist perspective is
that it takes the fact / value dichotomy as valid, and then proposes to cancel
the facts (objectivity) for the exclusive benefit of the values (solidarity). Thus
there is a world of facts, which is regulated by causes and effects, and then a
world of values transcending causes, magically surrounded by freedom. This
contradicts everything we know of values: their binding character, their be-
ing able to go against our interests, their being much more solid and grounded
than our philosophies. This is not to say that we can not change values, but
we can be sure that if it depended on us and a our freedom we could change
them without too much effort, which is not the case.

Values do not fall from the sky: they emerge from the world. Suffice it
to think that the first value, the value of all values, is the real that imposes
itself and demands our attention. Any value claims to hold for everyone, and
nothing better represents this claim than the presence of something we cannot
avoid nor amend: reality. For this reason, ethics is not conceivable without an
ontology. Imagine a hyper-internalist world of values without facts. What
kind of world would it be? And above all, would those values be such? I do
not think so. Let us look at the experiment of the ethical brain, which is a vari-
ation of the Gedankenexperiment of the brain in a vat. The idea is this: imagine
that a mad scientist has put some brains in a vat and is feeding them artifi-
cially. By means of electrical stimulation, these brains have the impression of
living in a real world: some are evil and some are holy. But are they really
evil or holy? Can we attribute values to a body-less and world-less brain?
Would terms like ‘happiness’ or ‘unhappiness’ make sense at all if there were
no outside world? I think not.

2. Externalism

The British Medical Journal has recently published the results of a somehow
Rortian experiment.® In the attempt at answering the question ‘Do you care
more about being happy or being right?” a husband was asked to always
agree with his wife (even when he though she was wrong). This seemed to
drive the wife crazy, so the experiment ended after twelve days. As the Los
Angeles Times put it when giving an account of the experiment, ‘Happiness is
overrated: It’s better to be right.” Truth has a peculiar importance: it cannot

5 BMJ 2013;347:£7398.
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simply be given by virtue of an intersubjective consensus, and it is the pre-
requisite of all our practices. Hence the inevitability of externalism, namely
the argument that there are things actually independent of, and external to,
conceptual schemes. Dinosaurs existed long before us, and the fact that they
have never known to be called ‘dinosaurs” does not deprive them of any es-
sential property. Our perceptual apparatuses select a certain colour wave as
‘white’, but ‘being white’ is still a property of the snow and not of our eyes
(which, we should not forget, are a part of the external world). Not to mention
that a certain degree of externalism is the basis for the very notion of ‘concep-
tual scheme”: in order to really be a scheme (a form), it needs a content that
lies outside itself.

Externalism also regards the sphere of words: ‘dog’ is external to ‘cane’
no less than the words ‘dog’ and ‘cane’ are external to (i.e. are not identical
with) the being they refer to. These considerations suggest that the domain
of internalism, which for the post-realist is immense, turns out to be rather
small. Not only does the external world comprise natural and ideal objects
(unless we want to confuse arithmetic with psychology or sociology), but, in
many cases, it also includes social objects — an area where often one regards
as ‘socially constructed” what, at most, can be considered ‘socially dependent’.
Again, if - in agreement with Engel — we apply King Lear’s principle ‘I'll teach
you differences,” we will realize that externalism exists in the sphere of social
objects as well.

For example, the Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales is unques-
tionably ‘socially constructed’, as we have the written documents proving the
origin of the institution. Consequently, there are also responsibilities to be as-
signed. For example, in an institution that was significantly different from the
EHESS, i.e. the Third Reich, Goering, by signing the document for the final so-
lution of the Jewish problem, became responsible for genocide. One can also
claim without too much difficulty that anti-Semitism is a socially constructed
phenomenon. We have historical data that signal the deportation to Egypt or
the Babylonian captivity, then the diaspora. Hence — with political, social and
psychological motivations that one might be able to reconstruct — the genesis
of anti-Semitism as a reaction to a sense of guilt, as a search for scapegoats, as
the pursuit of economic gain, as religious fanaticism, and so forth.

I would have much more difficulty in saying that monotheism is socially
constructed. Because not only there is no name or signature (as in the case of
the final solution), but there are no generic historical testimonies either, un-
like the case of anti-Semitism. One can make conjectures, but they would all
be equivalent because we might never have any kind of historical evidence
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on the social genesis of monotheism or polytheism. Therefore it is amus-
ing and instructive to see that Hume explains how we went from polytheism
to monotheism, while Schelling explains how we went from monotheism to
polytheism.

Despite appearances, these difficulties are not empirical but transcenden-
tal. I have no difficulty in accepting that the monotheism of Akhenaten was
socially constructed, given the historical evidence about a pharaoh’s decision
to impose (without success, the impact factor of Moses was much higher) a
monotheistic worship of the sun. On the contrary, I have great difficulty in
accepting the idea that monotheism, polytheism, or religion in general are so-
cially constructed. One might say that Christianity is socially constructed and
a fortiori Islam and Protestantism are, but I am not so sure about Judaism. Did
the Jews know they were constructing a religion? And when did it start? It
wasn’t even called ‘Judaism’, and the covenant between God and Israel took
place after the religion, at least if you believe in the Bible.

Here we are entering ancient ages, where the notion of ‘social construction’
seems to be problematic if not altogether ridiculous. Arguing that animals
have a social organization is a form of anthropomorphism: the bee queen is
not actually a queen. In the same way, one can do nothing but smile at Pliny
when he speaks of the religion of elephants. Of course one can see a continuity
between the alpha male in wolf packs and the CEOs of multinational corpo-
rations or bullies on facebook. But this proves, in fact, that ‘alpha male’ is not
a socially constructed notion, since its origin lies in a past in which we cannot
— if words have meaning and we are not willing to seriously support the the-
sis according to which the hermit crab is the ancestor of squatters — speak of
society. Indeed, how could something be socially constructed at a time when
there is no society in any serious sense of the term? Wolf packs do not bury
the corpses of their members, they do not administer justice; they celebrate no
weddings and have no taboo against incest or cannibalism. Rather than being
‘socially constructed’, the burial of the dead, the various forms of union be-
tween people, the administration of justice and taboos mark the passage from
nature to culture. After them there can be social construction, but not before.

At this point, once there is a society (and a society, at least in its earliest
forms, is not something socially constructed, otherwise we would enter the
vicious circle of the social construction of society, which is the same circle
we find in the social contract), through a gradual process — as gradual as the
transition from early hominids to the directeurs d’études at the EHESS — we
get to social constructions (absolute monarchy, interest rates) and to social
justifications or discredits of natural facts. An enlightened culture blames the
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alpha male, Clint Eastwood fans appreciate it, but the alpha male is neither
socially constructed nor socially dependent, nor mind-dependent. The alpha
male is part of nature, since nature admits hierarchical structures and, indeed,
is inherently hierarchical — whereas the main effort of culture is to deconstruct
this hierarchy.

Now, let us consider the gender issue, one of the flagships and underlying
motivations of internalism and social construction. To say that genders are
socially constructed is very important from the political point of view, since
the strong ideological weight of the category of ‘nature” makes it more entic-
ing to say that women or slaves have different physei, thereby justifying their
subordination. But, if things are as I said, this is only a rhetorical move, which
is understandable, but unfounded: the subordination of women and slavery
are socially dependent.

Philosophically speaking, the opposition to slavery, female subordination
etc. is the one to be socially constructed. And the most significant thing is that
the reasons for the opposition do not depend on the solidarity-related strate-
gies of some benevolent internalism, but on the perception of something that
was both social and external to consciousness. At some point, in some cultures
(and not in others) slavery or the subordination of women appeared unac-
ceptable, and we proceeded to the social construction of anti-slavery and anti-
sexism. But these phenomena we now react against were long part of society,
along with the alpha male, and belonged to a legacy prior to the formation of
society itself — which, by the way, explains why they appear so beastly. From
this point of view, history is indeed a revelation in which pieces of a huge
non-constructed collective unconscious progressively come forward. And it
is very likely that, within a few years, many other pieces of this unconscious
will appear, as history goes much faster today than ever before.

3. Emergentism

As I mentioned above, in King Lear we find the famous sentence: ‘I'll teach
you differences’. In Hamlet we find another well-known and often quoted pas-
sage: ‘There are more things in heaven and earth, Horatio, Than are dreamt
of in your philosophy’. There are many more differences in things than in the
spirits contemplating them. The Inuit people have ten names for the colour
white. This is not because the names create the colours, but simply because the
colours are there and emerge in the environment, standing out much better as
they are all together, so that their comparison and differentiation become eas-



70 MAURIZIO FERRARIS

ier. The fifty shades of gray we see do not depend on the famous pornographic
novel, but on the fact that gray is in fashion, and this has made it easier to rec-
ognize different shades of this colour; these shades certainly existed prior to
the names, as shown by the fact that so many colours are named after flowers.
This is the fundamental intuition behind emergentism.

In the first section I showed the unsustainability of a generalized internal-
ism. In the second I showed you how the scope of externalism is much broader
than we are willing to admit. At this point, however, there is a rather obvi-
ous question, which concerns truth. Internalism erases the notion of ‘truth’,
making it indistinguishable from error. On the contrary, externalism gives
great importance to truth, but at the same time it comes across the difficulties
of the theory of correspondence, which Engel rightly considers essential but
problematic. In fact, there is an inherent difficulty in the idea that the mind
relates to the world producing a magical event that we call ‘truth.” Now, the
magical bit is already greatly reduced if we integrate correspondentism with
coherentism, instead of opposing them.

It may be true that if we look at our body, this paper, this fire, we might be
overwhelmed with sceptical doubts. But these doubts, so plausible when we
are alone, are much reduced in a sphere of interaction and interobservation.
Typically, when a philosopher wants to be a sceptic, he explains his scepticism
by questioning the existence of things that are on his desk, and not those found
on a restaurant table surrounded by diners (with a form of coherentism that,
in fact, confirms correspondentism) interacting with one another and proving
the existence of the external world. It may be objected that the interaction
between coherentism and correspondentism is a antisceptical ontological argu-
ment, that still does not solve the epistemological difficulties of corresponden-
tism: in fact, how does the mind to faithfully represent the world? I would
like to respond to this objection with the theory of emergentism, which means
the following: the mind relates to the world without difficulty because, first of
all, it does not represent it, but rather records it and, secondly, because in most
cases it is not we who seek the world, but the world seeks us, encountering us
and often upsetting us.

Let me try and clarify what I mean. Austin rightly said that, just like with
marriage, it takes two to make a truth. We could push the metaphor a little fur-
ther noting that, just like the spouses, the two poles of truth are rarely equiv-
alent, if ever. There is a solemn concept of truth, the one that is sanctioned by
the Nobel laureates in physics, in which one partner chased the other across
seas and mountains, and sees truth as the culmination of a romantic epic. But
there is also an ordinary concept of truth in which the partner has found a soul
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mate next door, without any effort. Or one may realize too late that the soul
mate was the one who wanted to get married at all costs, and that the partner
was not even that much of a soul mate, after all. Of course these are anthro-
pomorphisms, but they clearly illustrate why certain things always appeared
to be obviously true without us ever reflecting on them. It also explains why
unexpected or unpleasant truths appear before us, with irrefutable evidence,
and without us ever seeking them.

Now, the mind does not necessarily have to represent the world for the
encounter between mind and world to take place in the form of correspon-
dentism. The Aristotelian theory of knowledge, which lies at the basis of
correspondentism, is not a representational theory — a sign that correspon-
dentism in itself implies by no means representationism. Aristotle’s thesis is
that the form of things is placed in the soul, without the substance, but that
does not mean that the forms are present in analogical form: the soul does not
turn green or square when it sees something green or square. That this is not
a kind of representation is made clear by the fact that Aristotle, like all ancient
philosophers, does not compare the soul to a dark room or a canvas, but to a
wax tablet: a writing surface on which thoughts and feelings are imprinted.
Note that the Greek writing was alphabetical, not ideographic, and what was
imprinted were not images, but the symbolic or stenographic recordings of
things. This is even more evident in Plato, who argues that first there is a
writer, which only later is joined by a painter who illustrates impressions (in
terms of reconstruction of experience, not of experience itself, one imagines).

These correspondist theories assume a theory of truth as recording, not as a repre-
sentation. A trace is recorded, and the gradual accumulation of traces produces
knowledge, which can be adequate even if it is not necessarily representative
(it is not similarity that makes us think that when we create a mental image of
our parents we are thinking of our parents!). It is essential to note that state-
ments are not ‘representations’ of states of affairs: there is no similarity. We
have no difficulty in thinking that our inner painter does not exactly belong to
the figurative school: a state of things, which is imprinted in many different
forms, emerges. What we cannot do without and is absolutely necessary is
the recording that allows what emerges from the outside to be imprinted.

In the frame of the emergencist theory of truth — which, I repeat, cannot be
considered separately from correspondentism and coherentism — there may
well be competence (a true ontological relationship with something) without
understanding (an epistemological relationship). Objects exert a peculiar af-
fordance towards us and interact with us with an ‘invitation’ that, in the case
of artefacts, was not even present in the mind of the inventor (the person who
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invented coffee cups did not foresee their use as pen holders, and the person
who invented the cell phone did not foresee its evolution into a typewriter
and archive). The gradualist theory of knowledge in Leibniz illustrates this
point very well: we have obscure perceptions, clear but confused, and only
occasionally clear and distinct ones. As we can see, we are dealing with an
evolutionary theory of truth, which regards representationalism as an emer-
gence that is rather sporadic in the cognitive process.

This competence without understanding appears in a countless number
of demonstrations in the constant interaction not only between human beings
(who share the same world, but look at it from different perspectives), but also
between beings who have totally heterogeneous perceptual apparatuses and
conceptual schemes — or none at all. It would obviously be difficult to argue
that this interaction is made possible by the sharing of conceptual schemes or
representations. What kind of representations could I share with a bat when
I am trying to dodge it, while helping it understand where the window is,
so that it can go out? Once we have made all these considerations, we will
understand that the concept of evidence has nothing mystical or subjective
about it. The ‘feeling of evidence’ is certainly something that may accompany
wrong evidence — no one has ever denied that error is possible. Rather than
the sign of truth, evidence must be considered (along with surprise and disap-
pointment) as belonging to the realm of all those experiences that demonstrate
the emerging nature of the real, its coming from the world toward the subject,
and not the opposite. This can undoubtedly be a source of bad surprises, but
itis also true that without the world words like ‘happiness’ and ‘unhappiness’
would not make sense. Indeed, "happiness is overrated: It’s better to be right.”
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Truth and Excluded Middle in
Metaphysics I' 7

PAOLO CRIVELLI

In chapters 7 and 8 of book I' of the Metaphysics, the last two chapters of the
book, Aristotle examines the Principle of Excluded Middle. He offers several
arguments in its support. The purpose of this study is to reconstruct and
evaluate the first of these arguments, which is based on a definition of truth
and falsehood.

73



74 PAOLO CRIVELLI

What principle is at stake? ~When in Metaphysics I' he discusses a principle
or principles which commentators normally call ‘the Principle of Excluded
Middle’ (henceforth ‘PEM’), Aristotle uses variants of two formulations:

[a] It is not possible for there to be anything in the middle of a
contradiction

and

[b] It is necessary either to affirm or to negate any one thing of
one thing?

Elsewhere in the Metaphysics and in other works, Aristotle uses mainly vari-
ants of [b].3> Only once, in the Physics (5.5, 235" 15-16), does he employ the
formulation ‘Everything must either be or not be’, which may be plausibly
cashed out as ‘Everything must either be so-and-so or not be so-and-so” (where
‘so-and-so’ can be replaced with any general term).

Formulations [a] and [b] might induce one to believe that in Aristotle’s
view PEM is a linguistic or ‘logical’ principle,* i.e. a thesis that concerns ex-
clusively linguistic expressions or speech-acts: either the claim that there is no
linguistic expression intermediate between affirmative and negative declara-
tive sentences or the claim the only truth-evaluable linguistic expressions are
affirmative and negative declarative sentences. Such an exegesis however sits
uneasily with the fact that at several points of his discussion Aristotle appears
to treat the denial of PEM as an ontological claim. (1) At the end of his first
argument in support of PEM (1011P 23-9), Aristotle describes (1011P 28-9)
the person denying it as committed to something that neither is nor is not,
i.e. something that neither is so-and-so nor is not so-and-so. (2) In his sec-
ond argument in support of PEM (1011° 29-1012% 1), Aristotle distinguishes
two ways of understanding the position that there is something in the mid-
dle of a contradiction: either the thing in the middle of a contradiction is like
something grey between black and white or it is like something that is be-
tween man and horse by being neither a man nor a horse. He goes on to argue
that things in such a condition would be exempt from change and claims that
such a conception is untenable. Here, the thing that is supposed to be in the

1 Cf. 1011° 23-4; 1011P 30; 1011P 35; 10122 26.

2 Cf. 1011P 24; 10122 2-3; 10120 11-12; 4, 1008* 3—4.

3 Cf. Int. 13,22b12-13; APo. 1.1, 71 14; 4, 73> 23; 11, 772 22; 772 30; 32, 88 1; Metaph. B 2,
996P 29; Frede (1985), 79-80.

4 Cf. Cavini (2007), 147.
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middle of a contradiction does not seem to be a linguistic expression interme-
diate between affirmative and negative declarative sentences; rather, it seems
to be an entity in a condition that in some sense falls between those of being
so-and-so and not being so-and-so. (3) In his fourth argument in support of
PEM (10122 5-9), Aristotle argues that one cannot assert that the principle that
nothing falls in the middle of a contradiction fails only for a restricted area: if
one takes this principle to fail, one must go for a universal failure. The per-
son defending such a position is therefore committed to the claims that one
will neither be right nor not be right and that ‘there will be something out-
side what is and what is not [7rapd TO 6v kal TO un 6v]” (1012* 7-8). Again,
the things supposedly in the middle of a contradiction seem to be entities in
a condition that in some sense falls between those of being so-and-so and not
being so-and-so. (4) In the chapters of Metaphysics I' that precede those dealing
with PEM, Aristotle examines the Principle of Non-Contradiction, which he
expresses both by an ‘ontological” formulation (‘It is impossible for the same
thing to hold and not to hold of the same thing at the same time and in the
same respect’)’ and by a linguistic or ‘logical’ formulation (‘It is impossible
to affirm and negate truly the same thing’).® It wold be surprising if in his
discussion of PEM Aristotle were to adopt exclusively linguistic or ‘logical’
formulations.

Formulation [b], ‘It is necessary either to affirm or to negate any one thing
of one thing’, undeniably concerns linguistic expressions or speech-acts. But
the evidence just reviewed makes it reasonable to regard formulation [a], ‘It
is not possible for there to be anything in the middle of a contradiction’, as
an ontological principle. When he uses formulation [a], Aristotle probably
does not mean that there is nothing in the middle of a contradictory pair con-
sisting of an affirmative declarative sentence and the corresponding negative
declarative sentence, but that there is nothing in the middle of a contradic-
tory pair consisting of the situation that consists in something being so-and-
so and the situation that consists in that thing not being so-and-so. If this is
right, by employing formulation [a] Aristotle commits himself to all instances
of the schema ‘Everything either is so-and-so or is not so-and-so’. This solu-
tion is corroborated by a passage from Metaphysics I 4: *... there is nothing
in the middle of a contradiction, but there is in the case of some privations:
for everything is either equal or not equal, but not everything is either equal
or unequal’ (1055° 8-10). In this passage, a claim expressed by means of a

5 T3,1005P 19-20, cf. 4, 1006® 3-4.
6 T'4,1008* 36-1008P 1, cf. 1007° 21-2; 1007° 29-30; 1007° 34; 6, 1011P 20-1.
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version of formulation [a] is justified by a claim expressed by an instance of
‘Everything is either so-and-so or not so-and-so’, which may be regarded as a
mere stylistic variant of the corresponding instance of ‘Everything either is so-
and-so or is not so-and-so’. Note that in the Categories (10, 12 6-15) Aristotle
holds that the relation of contradictoriness obtains not only between linguistic
expressions like ‘is sitting” and ‘is not sitting’, but also between what is “under
[orré]” (120 6,120 9, 120 14) these linguistic expressions.

The first argument for PEM, which is based on a definition of truth and
falsehood, is as follows:

T1 GAAQ Py 000€ peTadh UTIQPaATews EVOExeTaL € Wil 1011523
000V, AN avdryky 1) pdvat 1) drropdvat Ev kaf” EVog OTIO LY.
5 nAov 8¢ TTp wTOV PtV dpLTapévoLg T TO dANBEG Kal Pe udog. P25
TO HEV YOp AEyel TO OV UM € WaL 1) TO um Ov € wai e v-
60G, TO 0t TO OV € wat Kl TO uv) OV un € wat aAnbég, dote
Kol & Aéywv” € wat i) ui dGAnBedoer 1) PeboeTar GAN
0UTe TO oV Aéyetard pum & war iy € war obTe TO i) Sv. 1011P29

Nor is it possible for there to be anything in the middle of a con-
tradiction, but it is necessary either to affirm or to negate any one
thing of one thing. First, this is clear to those who define what
truth and falsehood are. For, to say that what is is not, or that what
is not is, is false; to say that what is is, and that what is not is not,
is true, so that it’s he who says that something is or that it is not
who will be right or wrong: but neither what is nor what is not is
said not to be or to be. (Arist. Metaph. T 7,1011°23-9)

The difference between the ‘or” in the definition of falsehood and the ‘and” in
the definition of truth is probably a purely stylistic matter.” The main diffi-
culty posed by T1 is that it is hard to see how a definition, and in particular a
definition of truth and falsehood, can serve the purpose of supporting a sub-
stantial thesis like PEM.

7 The reading ‘kai & Aéywv’ is attested in Eand J; AP has “&xelvo Aéywv’ (the reading printed
by Brandis (1823), 83 and favoured, but not printed, by Schwegler (1847-8), 111 182); Alexander
(in Metaph. 328, 25) seems to have read ‘xai 6 Aéywv To uto’ (printed and defended by Bonitz
(1848-9),179 and 11 212).

SE and J read ‘Aéyer, ‘Aéyetar is in AP.

9 Cf. Bonitz (1870), 357° 20—4; Cavini (1998), 12.
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A pragmatic reconstruction. A first attempt at reconstructing the argument
is based on the assumption that it has a rather pragmatic character, i.e. linked
to the practice of conversation. The definition of truth and falsehood relies on
the assumption that the only declarative sentences that can be true or false are
affirmations and negations. For: to say of what is that it is not or of what is not
that it is is to negate being of what in fact is or to affirm being of what in fact is
not; to say of what is that it is or of what is not that it is not is to affirm being
of what in fact is or to negate being of what in fact is not. Since the only cases
contemplated by the definition are that of affirmation and that of negation,
and since the definition presupposes that all possible cases are contemplated
(for a definition that says nothing about some of the possible cases would be
faulty), affirmations and negations are the only sentences that can be true or
false. Thus, if anyone wants to produce a declaration, i.e. a truth-evaluable
sentence,'? he or she will have to produce either an affirmation or a negation.
Hence there is no intermediate between an affirmative and a negative decla-
ration. Such a claim may be regarded as supporting PEM, in particular of the
principle expressed by the second of the two formulations mentioned at the
beginning of T1: ‘It is necessary either to affirm or to negate any one thing of
one thing’ (10117 24).

This reconstruction faces some objections. (1) It credits Aristotle with a
defence of a version of PEM which is far from the ontological version which
there are reasons to attribute to Aristotle (i.e. a claim to the effect that every-
thing either is so-and-so or is not so-and-so). (2) It does not make much of
the last part of the text, i.e. of the remark that ‘neither what is is said not to
be or to be, nor what is not [sc. is said not to be or to be]” (1011P 28-9): this
remark does not immediately lend itself to be read in a way that agrees with
the reconstruction under consideration. (3) The version of PEM defended by
Aristotle according to the reconstruction under consideration is disappoint-
ingly weak because it amounts to the claim that every declarative sentence is
either an affirmative or a negative declarative sentence. This claim enjoys the
double drawback of being false (because some declarative sentences, e.g. dis-
junctive and conditional ones, cannot be classified as affirmations or denials)
and of clashing with Aristotle’s own pronouncements in de Interpretatione (5,
172 8-9, 172 20-2), where he mentions affirmation and negation as the two
types of simple declarative sentence while allowing for the existence of other
declarative sentences (those which are one by composition and thanks to the
presence of some connector).

10 Cf. Int. 4,172 2-7.
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A reconstruction based on the Principle of Bivalence. = Some commentators
put forward an interpretation that does not incur the difficulties faced by the
one which has just been considered and relies on a variant of the principle
normally called ‘the Principle of Bivalence’ (henceforth ‘PB’).!! PB states that
every declarative sentence is either true or false.!? The variant of PB on which
the argument relies is the claim that ‘he who says that something is or that
it is not will be right or wrong’ (1011° 28), i.e. the claim that both someone
who produces an affirmation by saying about something that it is so-and-so is
either right or wrong and someone who produces a negation by saying about
something that it is not so-and-so is either right or wrong (here ‘so-and-so” can
be replaced with any general term).

The easiest way to see how this interpretation goes is to present it as a re-
ductio ad absurdum of the assumption that there is an exception to PEM in its
ontological formulation, i.e. as a reductio ad absurdum of the assumption that
there is an exception to the claim that everything either is so-and-so or is not
so-and-so. Thus, suppose there to be such an exception, i.e. that there is an
object x that neither is so-and-so nor is not so-and-so. Consider anyone who
produces an affirmation by saying about x that it is so-and-so: this person will
be neither right (because, according to the definition of truth and falsehood, '3
in order for him or her to be right, x should be so-and-so, while x by hypothe-
sis is not so-and-so) nor wrong (because, according to the definition, in order
for him or her to be wrong, x should not be so-and-so, while by hypothesis
it is not the case that x is not so-and-so). This clashes with the version of PB
on which the argument relies, which requires that someone who produces an
affirmation by saying about something that it is so-and-so is either right or
wrong. Consider then anyone who produces a negation by saying about x
that it is not so-and-so: this person will be neither right (because, according
to the definition of truth and falsehood, in order for him or her to be right,

11 Cf. Alex. Aphr. in Metaph. 328, 19-329, 4; Schwegler (1847-8), 111 182; Bonitz (1848-9),
11 212; Ross (1924), 1 284-5; Kirwan (1971/93), 117-18.

12 Aristotle characterizes declarative sentences as the sentences of which truth and falsehood
hold (cf. Int. 4, 17* 2-3). This characterization may be taken to require merely that truth and
falsehood hold only of declarative sentences; it need not be taken to require that either truth or
falsehood holds of every declarative sentence (cf. Crivelli (2004), 86-7). Thus, the version of PB
in the main text above need not be regarded as a logical consequence of the characterization of
declarative sentences as the sentences of which truth and falsehood hold.

13 The exegesis under consideration assumes that Aristotle’s definition of truth and falsehood
involves a predicative elliptical use of ‘to be’, i.e. a predicative use of ‘to be’ where the predicated
general term is omitted for the sake of generality. Such a reading of Aristotle’s definition is en-
dorsed by several commentators: cf. Sommers (1969-70), 281-2.
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x should not be so-and-so, while by hypothesis it is not the case that x is not
so-and-so) nor wrong (because, according to the definition, in order for him or
her to be wrong, x should be so-and-so, while x by hypothesis is not so-and-
s0). This also clashes with the version of PB on which the argument relies,
which requires that someone who produces a negation by saying about some-
thing that it is not so-and-so is either right or wrong. Thus, the variant of PB
on which the argument relies rules out an exception to PEM in its ontological
formulation. In other words, the variant of PB on which the argument relies
requires that everything either be so-and-so or not be so-and-so. The second
branch of the argument, which concerns someone who produces a negation
by saying about x that it is not so-and-so, is redundant: the first branch of
the argument suffices. The second branch is offered merely because produc-
ing only the first would give the wrong impression that the argument can go
through only by considering the case of affirmations.

This interpretation of Aristotle’s argument has several strengths: it is close
to the actual wording of the argument’s second part and it yields as a con-
clusion an ontological version of PEM, i.e. the claim that everything either
is so-and-so or is not so-and-so. But it also faces some objections. Specif-
ically, the interpretation under consideration crucially relies on a variant of
PB, which invites two objections. (1) Aristotle himself in chapter 9 of de In-
terpretatione denies PB while accepting PEM (at least according to the most
widespread interpretation of this chapter):'# it would be awkward on Aristo-
tle’s part to argue for PEM on the basis of PB. (2) It is not clear that Aristotle’s
argument would be effective against someone who denies PEM: such a per-
son would probably have no qualms rejecting also PB.!® The first criticism
may perhaps be dealt with by noting that in Metaphysics I there is no indica-
tion of an exception to PB such as the one usually found in de Interpretatione
9: this might be an indication that de Interpretatione 9 is a late piece and that at
the time when he wrote Metaphysics I' Aristotle endorsed PB. As for the sec-
ond criticism, one might try to answer it by claiming that the effectiveness of
a defence of PEM based on PB can only be evaluated by taking into account
the motivation that one’s antagonist might have for rejecting PEM. Aristotle
mentions three reasons that might induce someone to reject PEM (10122 17—
28): giving in to eristic arguments, demanding a reason for everything, and a
metaphysical view such as that of Anaxagoras (in a situation of complete mix-
ture, things are allegedly neither good nor not good). In the case of the third

14 T defended this interpretation of de Interpretatione 9 in Crivelli (2004), 198-233.
15 Cf. Kirwan (1971/93), 117-18.
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type of motivation, one might expect that someone rejecting PEM might still
want to endorse PB (because bearers of truth or falsehood might be deemed
to be foreign to the condition of complete mixture envisaged by Anaxagoras).
This reply is however not convincing because it leaves the other motivations
mentioned by Aristotle unaccounted for.

A new reconstruction. We have considered two reconstructions of Aristo-
tle’s argument in T1. The first reconstruction does not fit in well with the argu-
ment’s final part; the second saddles Aristotle with an argument that relies on
PB, a principle at least as controversial as PEM. It is reasonable to search for a
new exegesis that fits the whole of Aristotle’s formulation while crediting him
with a plausible argument.

Suppose that there were a condition, call it ‘M’, which is ‘in the middle of
a contradiction’ (1011P 23), i.e. intermediate between the condition of being
so-and-so and the contradictorily opposite one of not-being so-and-so. The
opposition between the condition of being so-and-so and that of not-being
so-and-so does not have to do with the attribute so-and-so: both conditions
are ways of being related to the attribute so-and-so. The opposition between
the two conditions depends on the fact that their constitutive relations to the
attribute so-and-so are themselves opposed: things in these conditions are
related to the attribute so-and-so in opposite ways. For this reason condition
M, which is supposed to be intermediate between the two opposed conditions,
consists in being related to the attribute so-and-so in a way that is different
both from that of being so-and-so and from that of not-being so-and-so.

Given that condition M exists, there must also be a predicative expression,
say ‘neither-is-nor-is-not so-and-so’, that corresponds to condition M in that it
is used to say of things that they are in condition M. This predicative expres-
sion, ‘neither-is-nor-is-not so-and-so’, would then be truly applicable to any
entity in condition M. We thus have three different conditions, namely be-
ing so-and-so, not-being so-and-so, and M, and three corresponding predica-
tive expressions, namely the affirmative predicative expression ‘is so-and-so’,
the negative predicative expression ‘is-not so-and-so’, and the intermediate
predicative expression ‘neither-is-nor-is-not so-and-so’. Just as the difference
between the three conditions is determined (not by the attribute so-and-so,
but) by their different constitutive relations that combine with the attribute
so-and-so, so the difference between the three predicative expressions is de-
termined (not by the general term ‘so-and-so’, but) by the predicative links
that combine with the general term ‘so-and-so’, namely the affirmative pred-
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icative link “... is ...”, the negative predicative link “... is-not ...’, and the
‘intermediate’ predicative link ‘... neither-is-nor-is-not ...” Being constructed
around the ‘intermediate’ predicative link ‘... neither-is-nor-is-not ...’, which
is different both from the affirmative *... is ...” and from the negative ’... is-
not ..., the intermediate predicative expression ‘neither-is-nor-is-not so-and-
so’ is neither affirmative nor negative. Thus, the intermediate predicative
expression ‘neither-is-nor-is-not so-and-so” is different both from the affirma-
tive predicative expression ‘is so-and-so’ and from the corresponding negative
predicative expression ‘is-not so-and-so’. A clear indication of this difference
is given by the fact that if something were in condition M, it could be truly
described by ‘neither-is-nor-is-not so-and-so’, but would neither be so-and-
so nor not be so-and-so and therefore could not be truly described by means
of the affirmative predicative expression ‘is so-and-so” nor by means of the
negative predicative expression ‘is-not so-and-so’ (cf. 1011° 28-9).

An application of the predicative expression ‘neither-is-nor-is-not so-and-
so’ could then be described as an exception to the claim that ‘it is necessary
either to affirm or to negate any one thing of one thing’ (1011° 24). However,
the only cases contemplated by the definition of truth and falsehood are those
of affirmation and negation. Since the definition presupposes that all relevant
cases are contemplated (for a definition that says nothing about some relevant
cases would be faulty), affirmations and negations are the only sentences to
be considered when issues of truth and falsehood come up: the definition
entails that ‘it’s'® he who says that something is [sc. affirms] or that it is not
[sc. negates] who will be right or wrong’ (1011° 28). Hence, according to the
definition, the only predicative expressions are affirmative ones and negative
ones, so there is no place left for an intermediate predicative expression that is
neither affirmative nor negative. Hence the definition of truth and falsehood
tells against the existence of a condition M ‘in the middle of a contradiction’
(1011P 23), i.e. intermediate between the condition of being so-and-so and
the contradictorily opposite one of not-being so-and-so. Therefore everything
either is so-and-so or is not so-and-so.

This reconstruction has the advantage of fitting the whole formulation of
the argument and assigning a role to each of its clauses. Its drawback is that
it relies on a premiss that does not appear in the text, i.e. the assumption
that if there were a condition M which is different both from being so-and-so

16 [ regard the occurrence of ‘xai’ at 1011° 28 as emphatic: it indicates that it is just the person
who is making an affirmation or a negation who speaks truly or falsely. For the emphatic use of
‘kai’ (whereby it may also be rendered by ‘just’), see LSJ s.v. ‘kal” B 6; Denniston (1954), 320-1.
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and from not being so-and-so, then there would be a predicative expression
‘neither-is-nor-is-not so-and-so’ that could be used to offer a true description
of any entity that enjoys condition M. The absence of this assumption from
the argument is somewhat disturbing in view of its crucial importance within
the argument it contributes to.
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7

Littérature et vérité. Engel lecteur de Benda

FREDERIC NEF

Le logicien Boole, qui fonda la logique algébrique, écrivit en 1854 An Investi-
gation of the Laws of Thought. Pascal Engel substitue aux lois de la pensée, celles
qui permettent de déduire, d’inférer, de généraliser, les lois de l'esprit qui
gouvernent de maniere plus large la recherche intellectuelle, qui recouvrent
ce que 'on entend de nos jours par ‘normes épistémiques’, c’est-a-dire des
normes de la connaissance désintéressée, scientifique notamment : objectivité,
détachement. .. Pascal Engel est a la fois un philosophe de la science, un épis-
témologue, qui explicite ces normes scientifiques et s’interroge sur leur nature,
le type de contrainte qu’elles exercent et un philosophe de l'esprit qui pour-
suit une enquéte patiente sur les normes de la connaissance en général, sur la
vérité et I'expression vérace des croyances véridiques. C’est dans cette double
perspective que se situe la publication de son dernier livre, sur Benda. On
s’expliquerait mal en dehors de cette double continuité le passage d'une ré-
flexion sur les croyances vraies a une méditation sur la littérature par le biais
d’une lecture de Benda. Le philosophe et logicien Michael Dummett a écrit un
livre sur le tarot, d’autres philosophes ont écrit sur le catch (A. Philonenko) ou
les conneries (H. Frankfurt) mais Engel ne se situe pas dans cette optique de
défi intellectuel : Julien Benda est un personnage hors du commun, mais ce
n’est pas ce qui intéresse Engel : il ne cherche pas le tour de force.

Pascal Engel souhaite en effet étendre a la littérature un travail sur les
normes de la connaissance, du travail intellectuel, commencé sur les sciences
(théorie de la justification), la philosophie spécialisée (philosophie de 1’esprit
et du langage). Cela fait partie d'un mouvement certes marginal mais impor-
tant : des philosophes spécialistes de 1’esthétique comme Roger Pouivet se
sont illustrés déja par ce genre de démarche. L'idée que 1’on apprenne & aimer
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dans les romans (idée assez voisine d"une conception normative de la littéra-
ture) est une idée couramment débattue — on s’accorde souvent de nos jours
sur le fait que la littérature est une sorte de base de données encyclopédiques
sur la maniére de monter a cheval, de nouer sa cravate, tout autant que de
faire une scene de jalousie réussie ou de souffrir avec distinction de l'ingrati-
tude de nos collegues (en ce sens un des écrivains favoris de Engel, Woolhouse
est une mine). Pascal Engel se situe grosso modo dans ce mouvement mais il sy
inscrit a partir de sa position propre : il ne s’intéresse pas tant a la vertu édu-
catrice de la littérature qu’a sa fonction de connaissance, de vérité. On connait
les travaux de Pascal Engel sur la vérité et on retrouve dans l'analyse de la
littérature les mémes interactions entre croyance, normes et vérité.

Mais alors, cela posé, pourquoi Benda? Pourquoi pas Mallarmé? Mel-
ville ? H. James (que Engel aime tant) ? Samuel Johnson (que Engel me fit lire).
Pourquoi un auteur vieillot au style suranné, voire ampoulé ? Pascal Engel
reconnait d’ailleurs la faible valeur du versant strictement littéraire, surtout
narratif, de 'ceuvre de Benda, marqué par la préciosité et l'artifice. Je crois
que Pascal Engel s’est attaché a Benda, parce que la situation du philosophe
qui croit a la norme de vérité dans le contexte de la pensée actuelle, construc-
tivisme, contextualisme, perspectivisme, relativisme du genre (gender studies)
ou de la culture, est analogue a celle de Benda qui dans les années 30 ne croit
pas a la toute puissance de la littérature, pronée a la NRF et qui dans les années
50 s’oppose a la funeste théorie sartrienne de I'engagement. Engel traite dés
lors le versant théorique et polémique de 1'ceuvre de Benda (sans oublier des
textes comme Les mémoires d'un enterré vif). Engel donc ne choisit pas seule-
ment Benda parce qu’il serait un écrivain qui croit a la vérité, mais parce qu’il
le traite pratiquement comme un égal, a la fois humainement, par cette faculté
de résistance (qui provient autant d"une allergie musilienne a la sottise que de
la vertu intellectuelle, empressons-nous de 1'ajouter) et intellectuellement par
l'efficace décorticage des vices intellectuels de ses contemporains (vices des
écrivains et des philosophes pour Benda, vices des philosophes pour Engel).
Est-il besoin de saluer tout ce versant bathologique de Pascal Engel ? En ce
sens Pascal Engel est a la foi le descendant de la tradition classique anglaise,
de Swift, Pope, Samuel Johnson et de la tradition des moralistes francais. Dans
un autre sens, il prolonge la lignée des Taine, Cournot, Boutroux, Meyerson
tragiquement négligés des deux cotés de 1’ Atlantique.

Je dois confesser que ayant lu Benda tres tot j’en avais conclu, dans mes
catégories de jeunesse, a la fois qu'il était un écrivain réactionnaire et de droite
(I’époque, qui succédait immédiatement a la Révolution Culturelle était a tout
ce qu’il détestait et on ne faisait pas couramment cette différence entre étre de
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droite et étre réactionnaire qui plus tard pouvait nous dédouaner aux yeux
des progressistes et des humanistes du centre droit, alors que nous étions déja
plus ou moins secretement des réactionnaires de gauche). Le livre de Louis-
Albert Revah (Julien Benda) me 1’avait rendu tres antipathique tout en attirant
mon attention sur sa judéité, et seul la France Byzantine resta pour moi au fil de
ces années littéralement un livre de chevet. L'ouvrage de Pascal Engel, comme
tant d’autres de ses livres, m’a ouvert les yeux et enlevé ce qui m’a toujours
empéché d’y voir clair dans les multiples facettes du génie de Benda. Mais
un peu d’obscurité demeurent et les questions se pressent : Qui est Benda?
Un non conformiste ? Un républicain de droite ? Il n’est pas sir qu’on puisse
répondre facilement & ces questions et en tout cas ce ne sont pas celles que
Engel se pose.

Disons quelque mot sur Benda, puisqu’il est a peu pres totalement oublié.
Benda est né en 1867, mort en 1956. Cette longévité 1’a rendu contemporain
de l'affaire Dreyfus, de la guerre d’Espagne, des deux guerres mondiales et de
la guerre froide. Il connut la réaction spiritualiste dans sa jeunesse, 'apogée
du systeme NRF (ah! la « Kommandantur de la rue Bottin » (E. Martineau) a
I’age mir, et la capitulation des intellectuels francais dans leur grande majo-
rité, y compris Sartre, devant le stalinisme dans sa vieillesse. Il commenca en
bourgeois, en rentier, fut ruiné a la cinquantaine apres une jeunesse aisée, et
il finit en communiste, approbateur docile de proces manipulés par Moscou,
ce qui pour un fanatique des cocktails en son jeune temps, de la vérité et de
la raison n’est pas totalement surprenant. Ami un temps de Péguy, soutenu
par Paulhan a la NRF, symétrique de Thibaudet, Benda n’était pas un soli-
taire vaticinateur et ronchon, une sorte d’arbitre auto-proclamé des mceurs
littéraires de son temps animé par une rage équivoque en faveur de la vérité,
quoique cette position puisse, si elle n’est pas haineuse, comme chez Marcel
Aymé, dans le Confort Intellectuel — qu'il est de mauvais ton d’apprécier — avoir
quelque charme.

Il est parfaitement distinct aussi de la critique radicale de la société mo-
derne, et qui englobe une critique tout aussi radicale des meeurs et des théo-
ries littéraires chez ceux que l'on appelle a la suite d’Antoine Compagnon
les ‘anti modernes’ (Bloy, Bernanos...) bien que ceux ci se désintéressassent
des jeux littéraires qu’ils trouvaient futiles et peu dignes d’effort et qu’ils ver-
sassent parfois dans la mystique que haissait Benda en bon rationaliste. Benda
est aussi différent d'un Thibaudet (son exact contemporain), éleve de Berg-
son auteur du Bergsonisme (1924), Thibaudet qu'il critique souvent, mais qui
partage avec lui tant de choses, séparé cependant de lui donc par son berg-
sonisme. Ce dernier mot, ‘bergsonisme’, livre une derniére clé pour ce rappel
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rapide de qui fut Benda : cette mode intellectuelle a représenté pour Benda
I'entiereté des vices intellectuels. Bien entendu, on reviendra sur ce point ca-
pital, la bergsonophobie de Benda, mais il faut d’ores et déja insister sur le
fait que Benda attribue a I'influence de Bergson 'anti-intellectualisme de son
époque et son influence négative sur la littérature, la critique et la théorie litté-
raire. Benda n’est pas loin de faire de Bergson un philosophe romantique (en
tous les cas cela s’applique assez bien aux bergsoniens, que la durée et I'in-
tuition enivrent). Bergson est certes une des pires catastrophes intellectuelles
qu’a connu la France (avec probablement la nomination du logicien Ramus
en 1551 au Collége de France), et Benda ne fut pas le seul a s’en apercevoir
(sur ce point il était allié, ‘objectivement’ comme disent les marxistes, a cer-
tains catholiques, par exemple Maritain et Blondel, quoique le spiritualisme
de ce dernier s’'oppose au sien propre, athée) mais il fut probablement le plus
acharné dans sa critique. Hélas, l'irrationalisme de Bergson a gagné, mais un
vaincu comme Benda n’en a que plus de valeur : il s’est opposé de maniére
résolue au ressac obscur, vague et prétentieux qui devait emporter une grande
partie de la philosophie francaise. Comme le dit si bien Sollers dans 1'Eloge de
Uinfini : « il y a eu des tripotées de médiocres dans la philosophie francaise ».

Revenons donc a la connaissance littéraire et a sa radiographie par Engel &
travers Benda. Celui-ci rejette de maniere quasiment véhémente le culte de la
littérature rendu par la grande majorité des intellectuels francais, favorisé par
le mélange de littérature et de philosophie du style bergsonien et le caractere
littéraire de presque tous ses concepts, vagues et chatoyants. On pourrait ré-
torquer que cela remonte méme a 1’age classique et par exemple aux écrivains
du Grand Siecle, comme Pascal, Bossuet ou Corneille. Pour Benda il n’en est
rien. A travers Corneille ce sont des valeurs héroiques auxquelles on rend
hommage, tandis qu’a travers Rimbaud c’est a la figure de I'écrivain absolu
qu’on rend hommage (quand, encore pire, on ne rend pas hommage & Rim-
baud a travers Rimbaud, culte de la singularité purement tautologique et vide
de contenu). On tient le rationalisme comme opposé a la littérature et 1’anti-
intellectualisme est de regle, comme on peut le voir dans les pages (injustes)
que Benda consacre a Claudel dans La France Byzantine. Depuis, de nouveaux
abysses de 1’absence d’intellect ont été explorés par les bathyscaphes de 1’au-
tofiction, de la post littérature, du métissage des cultures. Le culte de la litté-
rature va donc de pair avec la salutation du vide et le conformisme moral et
politique de la pensée.

Selon Engel, Benda conduit cette offensive contre les irrationalistes litté-
raires parallelement a celle contre les philosophes irrationalistes. D'un coté
Mallarmé, Valéry, Gide ... de 'autre Bergson, Lavelle, Sartre, Jean Wahl ...
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Engel désigne Benda comme le ‘tonton flingueur du bergsonisme’. Il est vrai
qu’il y a chez Benda une tournure obsessionnelle dans sa haine de Bergson —
«il y a plus de vingt ans que Benda me poursuit avec une haine et un acharne-
ment pour lesquels tous les moyens sont bons. Je crois qu’il y a des hommes
qui veulent le mal pour le mal » (Bergson in Engel, p. 84). On doit avouer que
la philosophie francaise n’a guere eu de chance. Avec Bergson le seul grand
métaphysicien avec Malebranche a versé dans le mysticisme mou, compatible
avec la séparation de I’Eglise et de ’Etat, et dans l'irrationalisme. Mais Benda
n’est pas spécialement concerné par le triste destin de la métaphysique fran-
caise; il critique la notion d'intuition de maniére générale et finalement I'intui-
tion mystique bergsonienne va au-dela de la métaphysique, beaucoup plus du
coté de Plotin que du coté de Platon et cet au-dela de la métaphysique differe
pour Benda d'une « mysticité étrangere aux plaisirs des sens telle que 1'ont
pratiquée les grands mystiques, tels Bohme ou Madame Guyon » (La France
Byzantine, p. 85). Et: « C’est une mystique sensuelle, un peu coquette, dans
laquelle on fait carriére » id.)

Julien Benda a pu critiquer l'irrationalisme bergsonien et celui des exis-
tentialistes. La terrible catastrophe du tsunami bergsonien a détruit a la fois
les infrastructures et les superstructures de la philosophie probablement pour
plusieurs centaines d’années. En un certain sens Sartre a visé le méme ob-
jectif de la destruction de la philosophie normative (éthique, métaphysique,
logique) mais il a échoué sur le plan philosophique et triomphé provisoire-
ment sur le plan littéraire et politique. Tout d’abord en un certain sens c’est un
meilleur philosophe que Bergson (sauf peut-étre si on met a part les Données
immeédiates de la conscience, mais Sartre aussi a commencé par de la psycho-
logie rigoureuse cf. la période 1936-1940 de I'Imagination a I'Imaginaire). Mais
il souffre de ses limitations : pas de philosophie de la connaissance ou de la
science, ni éthique ni morale. Bergson a été accusé par les misogynes d’étre un
‘philosophe pour les dames’ et Sartre est un philosophe pour les jeunes gens.
Comment la philosophie francaise pouvait-elle se relever de ce double coup
du sort? La réponse est simple : elle ne s’en est jamais relevée. Pascal Engel
est un philosophe qui mesure la radioactivité dans un champ de ruines. Il est
plus désolé que méchant.

Une these intéressante de Benda que reprend et développe Engel est que
I'existentialisme est un bergsonisme. Si on compare les univers thématiques
et sensibles, on serait évidemment étonné que par dela cette identité suppo-
sée il y ait une telle différence : au visqueux, a I'informe s’oppose la boule de
neige, la durée fuyante et la neige elle-méme. McTaggart a discuté du caractére
consolant que 1’on peut attribuer a telle ou telle these philosophique. On peut
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soutenir que Bergson souhaite retenir ce qui est consolant (d’ou I'intérét pour
le métapsychique, le spiritualisme pour les nuls), et je fais I’hypothese que les
dames qui allaient I’écouter au Collége de France furent efficacement conso-
lées. Sartre (comme Schopenhauer), au contraire, choisit chaque fois I'hypo-
thése qui désespere le plus, ce qui est aussi contestable et aussi peu rationnel
—labonne réponse c’est que I’'on doit étre indépendant de la consolation : C’est
la religion qui est consolante, procure le confort spirituel ; la philosophie n’est
de droit ni consolante, ni désespérante. Cependant tous nos jeunes gens le di-
manche aprés-midi sur les ondes tentent de nous réconforter avec Nietzsche,
Pascal etc. Bergson est a I’origine de cette déviance sentimentale et romantique
de la philosophie.

Sur le fond, qu’est-ce qui permet a Engel de rapprocher Sartre et Bergson
aussi étroitement ? On peut citer : d’une part leur philosophie de la liberté,
cette derniere n’étant pas congue comme un libre arbitre générateur de choix,
comme chez Descartes et Leibniz, mais comme un ‘acte créateur’ et d’autre
part I'opposition de la pensée et de I'existence. Ce qui les unit négativement
c’est leur impossibilité de penser les catégories modales. On comprend qu’une
philosophie comme la philosophie frangaise ait pratiqué jusqu’a assez récem-
ment et d’ailleurs aussi dans sa version analytique” un rejet assez tranché de
la pensée modale, ce qui l'isole complétement des autres métaphysiques?. On
voit donc que la lecture raisonnée de Benda nous permet de comprendre la
situation actuelle de la philosophie frangaise : il a vécu assez longtemps pour
voir s'insinuer et s’instituer le bergsonisme et se combiner avec lui la pensée
dite existentialiste. Au fond, ce qui vient apres, la philosophie des années 60 et
70, tout de suite apres sa mort, n’ajoute rien de décisif : qu’est-ce que Deleuze
sinon un Bergson structuraliste ? Qu’est-ce que Derrida sinon un Sartre tex-
tualiste ou nihiliste ? Benda permet donc de comprendre mieux pratiquement
un siecle de philosophie francaise. Mais a c6té de cet apport radicalement cri-
tique, assez décourageant, il y a une autre facette de son travail, qui ouvre des
perspectives positives : la recherche de la nature des normes et valeurs et de
la connaissance intellectuelles et plus spécialement littéraires.

Pour Benda les valeurs éternelles sont soit intellectuelles, soit morales ; la
valeur intellectuelle supréme est la raison et la valeur morale supréme est la
justice. (p. 147, op. cit.). Ne nous attardons pas sur notre déception premiere :
quoi de plus vague apparemment que la raison, quoi de plus dangereux que

1t Stéphane Chauvier Le sens du possible, Vrin, Paris, 2010, un retour a la critique bergso-
nienne des modalités, une désinvolture toute francaise.

2 11 faudrait nuancer évidemment ces affirmations. Pascal Engel a jadis montré que la philo-
sophie frangaise rationaliste avait développé une pensée des modalités (par exemple Renouvier).
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la justice, combien de massacres ont été commis au nom de cette valeur? Il
est vrai que Benda ajoute la vérité scientifique a c6té de la raison, mais c’est
également ambigu. Quelle est 'interprétation de la mécanique quantique qui
est la vérité scientifique? Parmi les dizaines de systemes de logique, lequel
représente la vérité scientifique ? Ces valeurs ‘cléricales’ ne sont donc pas trés
convaincantes. Benda a raison de faire des valeurs fondamentales des valeurs
éternelles, mais les valeurs éternelles qu’il choisit ne sont pas de nature a faire
tenir tout 1’édifice des normes et des valeurs. D’ailleurs Pascal Engel reconnait
que « Ni la vérité ni la raison ne sont en elles-mémes des valeurs » (p. 160,
op. cit.) et affirme qu’elles sont des propriétés descriptives des énoncés et des
théories.

Engel inscrit sa défense, son apologie de Benda dans le cadre d"une théorie
générale de la littérature, différente de ou opposée a la théorie structuraliste
ou existentielle. Il le place a égale distance de l'esthétisme et du moralisme et
le défend contre 1’accusation d’intellectualisme qui lui fut souvent adressée.
Le point sur lequel il est difficile de défendre un Benda c’est son silence sur
le double systéme concentrationnaire qui se mit en place a son dge mir. On
peut comparer ce silence avec celui a I’égard du colonialisme il se tait devant
les situations réelles et un irrationaliste, nihiliste comme Gide lui en remontre.
Benda est plus attentif a la violence d"un style qu’a la violence de masse. C’est
la raison pour laquelle on ne peut croire complétement a son ‘culte buté de
la vérité’ dans le domaine de la politique. La partie de l'ouvrage de Engel
sur Benda et la politique est par la méme peut étre la plus passionnante, car
elle révele 'ampleur du débat sur la position de Benda, mais elle est aussi
probablement la plus décevante en ce qui concerne la personnalité de Benda.
Comment croire a une théorie politique dont son auteur finit au Parti Com-
muniste dans les années de plomb ? Comment a-t-il pu croire que c’était une
protection? Si 'on compare avec George Orwell, ou méme avec Raymond
Aron, cela devient cruel. Mais en France dans les années 50 il ne fut pas le
seul parmi les intellectuels a soutenir activement la Russie stalinienne, bien
que cela ne I'exempte nullement, lui qui avait revendiqué, a raison, la lucidité
politique la plus exigeante. Il n’a pas eu l'itinéraire d"un professeur d’épisté-
mologie a la Sorbonne qui se rendit coupable d"un « Staline savant d"un type
nouveau » et c’est a I’aune de tels désastres moraux qu'il faut le juger.

Ce livre sur Benda a le mérite de situer dans le contexte actuel (malgré la
fragilité de la comparaison actuelle entre notre époque et les années 30) 1’en-
semble des idées, elles-mémes profondément contradictoires (ce qui en fait
d’ailleurs 'intérét). Il est certain que Benda ne mérite pas tant d’éreintement,
et que Engel le défend souvent fort bien contre les attaques qu’elles soient de
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droite ou de gauche, mais mérite-t-il vraiment autant d’éloges ? Le versant dé-
fense est plus réussi que le versant apologie, et ce n’est pas la faute d’Engel : les
critiques adressées & Benda étaient particulierement malveillantes, de mau-
vaise foi et souvent stupides, mais ses idées n’étaient pas toujours forcément
trés profondes (il était plus brillant que profond), ce qui était normal vu son
absence de formation solide, si on le compare par exemple a Louis Rougier
(un autre électron libre de droite), remarquable en économie et en philoso-
phie’. Le probléme de Benda c’est qu'il est un homme de lettres, un homme
de cabinet, a une époque ot Malraux, Gide, Leiris, Hemingway, Orwell ou
s’engagent dans des résistances militaires au totalitarisme ou visitent les lieux
d’internement et d’exploitation coloniale. On peut, méme quand on est Benda,
critiquer certes le style de Gide, mais ce dernier a été en Afrique, en URSS, eta
été chroniqueur de proces d’assise (sans parler de sa défense de l’homosexua-
lité dans Corydon). Au risque de choquer je dirais qu'un écrivain n’a pas a
soutenir ex professo une théorie morale et politique correcte et a s’y conformer
exactement. Si ¢’était le cas, on condamnerait peut-étre par exemple Renaud
Camus et Richard Millet, sans lire bien stir leur ceuvre : il suffit de les accuser
d’étre réactionnaires, alors que leur ceuvre émerge et domine la bien pensance
littéraire de leurs négligeables accusateurs.

Le livre de Pascal Engel contient deux versants, ou deux parties distincts.
Ce qui concerne le combat de Benda contre le bergsonisme permet d’apporter
des piéces importantes au proces contre la philosophie francaise des années
sombres. Les légendes rassurantes sur Politzer, Nizan en sortent écornées et
c’est justice. Le caractere spiritualiste de cette philosophie (avec la réaction
générale contre le positivisme de Comte et Taine, notamment du coté de 1'in-
évitable Bergson) est dénoncé efficacement. En ce qui concerne Bergson lui
méme, Benda, quoiqu’injuste, détruit le mythe du grand philosophe francais.
Cependant ce qui concerne le second versant, la politique et la morale ne per-
met pas, c’est mon sentiment de sauver complétement Benda. Je pense que la
France Byzantine est un livre admirable et son c6té ultra réactionnaire ne géne
plus, grace en partie a Antoine Compagnon : quand on a lu ces deux admi-
rables écrivains que sont Léon Bloy et Joseph de Maistre on ne s’effarouche
pas facilement devant les exces rhétoriques de Benda, mais je ne trouve pas
I’équivalent chez Benda dans le domaine politico-moral de qui est si impor-

3 Louis Rougier a la différence de Benda était au courant de la pensée de Bertrand Russell (cf.
son livre Le langage et la métaphysique), capable d’intervenir dans le débat sur le néo-thomisme (cf;
son Scolastique et Thomisme), parfaitement informé de la mécanique quantique. En économie, il a
rejoint la Société du Mont Pélerin (ot s'illustrérent Maurice Allais, Hayek, Bertrand de Jouvenel,
Popper, Polanyi, Von Mises ....).
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tant dans le domaine de la polémique contre les Grandes Tétes Molles de notre
Temps. La France Byzantine est un livre efficace (quoique profondément faux
dans les détails) par ce qu’il fait le travail d"une lecture fouillée des doctrines,
des styles, mais il n'y a pas I'équivalent chez lui sur la fascination de la France
pour le totalitarisme, brun ou rouge, dans les années 30 — il faudra attendre
Aron, Furet, et Castoriadis pour décrypter cet aspect complémentaire de I’en-
fermement hexagonal.

Le livre d’Engel sur Benda c’est Engel se cachant derriere Benda (comme
I’a remarqué Roger Pouivet dans un récent compte-rendu). On se demande
périodiquement a la lecture qu’est ce qui a pu motiver un philosophe de la
connaissance d'une part dans une telle entreprise, au carrefour de la litté-
rature, de la morale et de la politique et d’autre part pourquoi ce choix de
Benda. Simone Weil, Bernanos, Péguy, étaient tout de méme plus intéressants
historiquement et littérairement (mais ils sont marqués par le sceau désormais
infame du religieux, quoique Péguy et Simone Weil eussent refusé les sacre-
ments). Les écrits de combat de Bernanos offrent plus de matiere et ils pré-
sentent de magnifiques changements de cap, de la Grande peur des Bien pensants
(1931) aux Cimetieres sous la Lune (1938). La prise de parti pour les républicains
espagnols d’un ancien de l'action frangaise est tout de méme plus passion-
nante que les disputes internes a Gallimard d’'un homme de lettres. Il y a donc
un mystére Benda dans la pensée de Pascal Engel. Toutefois ce mystere se dis-
sipe si I'on note l'aspect normatif de la pensée de Benda qui s’accorde bien
avec le projet de Pascal Engel de dégager les normes de la connaissance litté-
raire. Tout cela ne rend pas ce livre moins passionnant, moins important, mais
c’est Engel qu’au final nous apprécions, par son aspect de procureur incorrup-
tible et courtois, érudit et implacable — et pas toujours Benda dont l'unité de
grand bourgeois communiste échappe quelquefois.
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Can we solve the paradox of fiction by
laughing at it?

CAROLA BARBERO

I have known Pascal Engel for several years and I have always appreciated,
in addition to his bright intelligence, his strong sense of humor and his subtle
irony. But it was only in May 2010, when I was invited by Pascal to give a
lecture in his course on the philosophy of laughter,! that I had the opportunity
to discuss with him laughter (in all its variants) and philosophy, obtaining
useful suggestions for my research — and laughing a great deal.

My starting point consisted in the emotions we feel when dealing with a
work of fiction, in this particular case the laughter that some literary or cine-
matographic works evoke in us. The laughter-fiction relationship seemed to
me (and still seems) interesting enough to push me to go to Geneva to talk
with Pascal Engel and his students. Why? Because the comic, unlike what
happens with tragic works or scary ones, apparently presents no issues. This
is what I found fascinating and in need of further study.

Let’s think about what happens when we are told a joke. We laugh, and
that’s it. No one would ever think of asking us “why are you laughing?” or
“are you laughing for real?”. Unlike other emotions (like sadness and fear),

1 The lecture, given at Uni Bastions, Université de Genéve on May, 4th 2010, was entitled:
“L’humour et le paradoxe de la fiction”.
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in fact, laughter does not seem to establish any paradox? relatively to the fic-
tional stories we call jokes, although they clearly are not real events or objects.
But if we really laugh for something we know is fake, then it is not true that, in
order to feel emotions toward an object, we must believe in its existence. Thus
the paradox vanishes.

However, it is legitimate to wonder why we have questioned for so long
the authenticity and rationality of emotions directed at objects that arouse fear
or pity, while instantly recognizing the legitimacy and authenticity of the emo-
tions we feel for the fictional objects and events that make us laugh. Perhaps
the reason is simply that, since fear and compassion are negative emotions,
and therefore have a high cost, we tend to dispense them at our discretion in
those situations in which it seems to be actually worth it (i.e. in real situa-
tions). Instead, as laughter is always a source of income, we accept it in all its
forms (whether it relates to real objects or fictional ones).

From this, we may conclude then that while fear and tears are authentic or
justified only when caused by real objects, laughter is always true, regardless
of the type of object causing it. But this argument is unacceptable: if we admit
that the type of object is crucial to determine the authenticity of the emotions
it arises, then we cannot make a distinction according to the type of emotion.
Either only real objects can cause genuine emotions — so that both a melodra-
matic novel and a joke cause false ones — or all kinds of objects (real, fictional,
past, dreamed, etc.) can arouse in us authentic emotions (which, of course,
vary depending on the type of objects to which they are addressed). The topic
of laughter clearly invites us to choose the second option.

Let’s briefly recall the subject matter and see to what extent it can be char-
acterized as a good answer to the paradox of fiction. It is a simple modus
ponens: if we really laugh when we are told a joke, it is not true that, in order
to feel authentic emotions, we must believe in the existence of what we are
told (as no one believes that jokes are true stories); when we are told a joke we
really laugh, therefore it is not true that in order to feel authentic emotions we
must believe in the existence of what we are told.

Moral of the story: if instead of considering Anna Karenina we had focused
on any one joke, it probably would have taken much less to find a solution to
the paradox of fiction. Take the following joke:

2Here the reference is the famous paradox of fiction, placed at the center of philosophical
debate since the publication of the article by Radford (1975).

30n the importance of laughter and jokes in order to demonstrate the absurdity of the para-
doxes arising in relation to fiction, see Ferraris (2009, 77): “Jokes are the shining example of laugh-
ter that is completely independent of the truth or falsity of the things described”.
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A man walks into a pet store and asks to see the parrots. The store
owner shows him two beautiful ones out on the floor: “This one is
$ 5,000 and the other $10,000,” he says.

“Wow!” says the man. “What does the $5,000 one do?”

“This parrot can sing every aria Mozart wrote,” says the store
owner.

“And the other?”

“He sings Wagner’s entire Ring cycle. There’s another parrot out
back for $30,000.”

“Holy moley! What does he do?”.

“Nothing that I've heard, but the other two call him "Maestro”"4

We laugh without thinking about the legitimacy or rationality of doing so (or
better, if we ask ourselves if our laughter is legitimate, we will probably laugh
even more). This clearly highlights how, in order to feel authentic emotions,
it is sufficient to have an object toward which they are directed, without this
necessarily being a real object. Of course reality can be full of very real anec-
dotes that make us laugh and cry, but this does not mean that fiction is unable
to elicit authentic emotions. It simply means that reality, understandably, has
its share in provoking an emotional response in us.

But what is it that makes us laugh at a joke? What, exactly, is the object
or event that makes us laugh? Obviously much depends on the skill of the
person who tells the joke, her ability to involve us building a well-structured
story, with the necessary pauses, gestures, looks and everything else. Let us
assume that our narrator is very good. What's funny about the story of a man
who goes into a store to ask about parrots? First of all, there’s nothing funny
and this already augurs well. The guy enquires about the prices of the birds
and the reasons given by the trader to justify them are most striking. But
the argument advanced in favor of the most expensive one is the spring that
triggers the laughter: it is a fallacy of relevance, more precisely a fallacy ad
auctoritatem which is an invalid argument in which a thesis is accepted only
on the basis of the (alleged) prestige of those who propose it.

There is nothing wrong in invoking the authority of an expert, but it is
wrong to use the respect for such authority as the sole evidence in support of a

4 Although it is widely accepted that jokes do not have an author in the proper sense, but
are rather just discovered — as claimed by Ferraris (2009, 77): “[...] just like myths, jokes do not
have authors” — we would like to report the text from which we took the joke because it is smart
and funny, managing to set out the main issues and themes of philosophy through jokes and
paradoxes. It is Cathcart and Klein (2007, 44).
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thesis. Why has the trader decided that the third parrot had to be the most ex-
pensive? Because he listened to the other two parrots. What makes us laugh is
the fact that the price has not been decided on the basis of some characteristic
of the parrot, but only by making reference to the fact that his fellow parrots,
already very gifted and talented, call him “Maestro”. It makes us laugh be-
cause, obviously, this is not a good reason to justify $30,000 (without thereby
arguing that the less expensive parrots are liars). An important element that
characterizes this type of fallacy (as the joke makes clear) is that often the per-
sonality to which reference is made so as to justify the validity of an argument
does not seem to be a legitimate authority.> That’s why the reasoning of the
trader makes us laugh.

So we laugh because of the final answer of the trader to the customer, even
though we know perfectly well that neither the former nor the latter exist —let
alone the parrots. If we were to outline what happens to us, we could propose
something like this, which yet would seem absurd:

X laughs for the answer of the trader and X knows perfectly well
that the trader is a fictitious entity;

Believing in the existence of what makes us laugh is a necessary
condjition for the corresponding emotion;

X does not believe in the existence of fictitious entities.

Such scheme seems absurd because whether the trader exists or not is abso-
lutely irrelevant with regard to the authenticity of the emotions we feel. It
would obviously be different if the client were our father and the joke, far
from being a joke, was a true story: our father could be the customer entering
the store and being fooled by the trader to pay 30,000 dollars for a mute par-
rot. If, after being robbed by the trader, our father told us this story, we would

5 1t is not a coincidence that this type of fallacy frequently occurs in commercials where the
only guarantee of the quality of a product is the celebrity spokesperson. Here, of course, it all
depends on the type of product you want to advertise and the relevance of the authority you
choose. Models are often chosen to advertise beauty products, sportsmen for health products,
“beautiful and damned” actors for spirits, etc. and the reasons for these choices are obvious. A
model, for example, guarantees for cosmetics and moisturizers because, being beautiful, she is
also supposed to have the authority to pass judgment on the validity of these products. The point
is that it is unclear what it means to be the most reliable authority to justify the conclusion that has
been reached or we want to reach. On what grounds should I believe that this brand of products
is valid? Because I am told so by a beautiful model: X is true because P tells me so. But does P
really know something of cosmetics, or has she merely been paid to ensure, with her image, the
quality of a series of products she knows nothing about? That is the question on which the fallacy
ad auctoritatem is based.
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not laugh so much (although we would still laugh a little bit, we must admit
it: maybe we would refrain from doing so simply because it is not very nice
to laugh at the misfortunes of others) and we would sue the trader for taking
advantage of him.

We laugh so heartily because we know it is a joke telling the story of fic-
tional objects and events: their status as fictitious objects, far from making
our emotions less authentic, explains and justifies them.® Laughter, and more
generally comedy, thus resolves the paradox of fiction and demonstrates its
groundlessness.

1. Laughter as a solution to the paradox of fiction

Why did not we think of that before? Why do we concentrate on negative
emotions, asking whether or not they are authentic when not directed toward
existing objects, when it would be enough to have a laugh to make all para-
doxes vanish? In fact, it would have been enough to think of a hypothetical
paradox of fiction based on comedy to figure out where to find the solution:
just as it is not necessary to believe in the existence of what makes us laugh in
order to laugh out for real, so it is not necessary to believe in the existence of
what makes us cry in order to cry our heart out. But if the paradox of fiction
has no reason to exist as regards comedy, then it is unclear why it would still
stand as regards tragedy. And, as we have seen, it would not be a good argu-
ment to claim that the paradox of fiction has the right to exist only in relation
to tragic works (and this regardless of the fact that the first book of Aristotle’s
Poetics, on tragedy, did not go astray unlike that on comedy).

In fact, the problem with the emotions we feel for the non-existing char-
acters of novels or films seems to emerge if and only if we are talking about
the so-called “negative emotions”. Why cry for someone who does not exist?
Why be afraid of a vicious murderer who only exists in fiction? On the other
hand, though, when we are told a joke or watch a movie with Mr. Bean, we
laugh without questioning the authenticity of the emotions we feel. In the
case of comedy apparently no problem arises, although we know perfectly
well that even in that case our emotions are not directed toward objects that
exist in the world of space and time. But why should we doubt the sincerity of
the tears we shed for Anna Karenina while not doubting at all the authenticity
of the laughter aroused by Mr. Bean?

50n true emotions we feel for fictitious objects I refer the reader to Barbero (2013), pp. 45-58.
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We could answer this question by arguing that jokes or comedies do not
really cause emotions, but merely states of mind or moods.” The difference
between laughter (for Mr. Bean) and sadness (for Anna Karenina) lies in the
fact that in the latter there supposedly is what we might identify as a cognitive
component, in virtue of which we say that our emotions are directed toward
an object, wonder whether it is reasonable to feel emotions for objects that do
not exist and ask ourselves if these objects could move us to act or behave in
certain ways. It is allegedly under this cognitive component that the paradox
occurs in cases of sadness and fear felt for fictitious objects but not in cases in
which such objects arouse laughter and joy. This explains, in theory, the reason
why there is a paradox of tragedy but not a paradox of comedy® relatively to
the existence of fictitious objects.

It might seem like a good solution, but it is not, since it is based on the
highly questionable assumption that laughter and happiness are states of mind
devoid of cognitive content. What does it mean “to be devoid of cognitive con-
tent”? Does this mean that when I laugh at Mr. Bean it is a bit as if [ was in
a state of euphoria (while when I cry for Anna Karenina, there are character-
istics of Anna and the events she is involved in that make me sad)? It really
seems implausible. Suffice it to say that if we see a person who laughs out
loud on the couch and ask her “why are you laughing?”, she could answer us
“for no reason” (meaning “my laughter does not have a cognitive content”) -
and then we would rightly think she is euphoric (just as we think that those
who cry for no reason are depressed). But if she answers that she is laughing
at a Mr. Bean gag, then we will probably think that there is a reason (i.e. an
object) for which she laughs: Mr. Bean, in fact. It is therefore not possible to
make a distinction between tears and laughter for fictional objects by simply
referring to the cognitive content supposedly possessed by the first, but not
the second. In fact, as we have seen, laughter also has a specific cognitive
content. The person who laughs at the scene where Mr. Bean tries to dive
from the trampoline is neither euphoric nor generally happy: she is laughing
because she just saw a funny scene with a guy making a thousand grimaces
and trying to dive off a diving board.’?

7 The position that laughter is not exactly an emotion but a simple state of mind was defended
by Stuart Brock during a series of conversations with him about these topics.

8 Later we will see how another paradox can be found in comedy. It does not regard the status
of the fictional objects our emotions are directed to (which, as we have seen, is not a problem),
but the circumstances for which in comedies, in general, we laugh at the misfortunes of others
(which, in normal life, we usually do not do).

9 The Curse of Mr. Bean: http:/ /www.youtube.com/watch?v=K_bX_jX908w.
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There is no paradox of fiction in the case of comedy, not so much because
laughter and happiness are not emotions, but because they are not negative
emotions. Is the cost of the emotions that determines the level of ontological
concern: this is why sadness and fear raise many issues, while laughter does
not (let alone giving rise to paradoxes). If we have to pay personally by crying
or being scared, we want to know why exactly we despair, while trying to
figure out what it means to pity or fear a fictional character and how this is
different from feelings we have for real people and situations. Instead, for
those emotions that only bring advantages (like the good humor and joy that
comedies often give us), we do not bother asking questions and just enjoy
them. However, seeing a paradox only where it suits us is never a good move,
especially if we are interested in taking into account the issue parte objecti: we
deal with fictional objects both in comedy and in tragedy, so either we admit
that in both cases our emotions are genuine as directed to those objects, or we
refuse to regard what we feel in those cases as emotions in the true sense of
the word.

I am committed to defending the position that the emotions we feel for
fictitious objects are authentic and rational both in the case of tragedies and
in the case of comedies (because in both cases we are dealing with fictitious
objects).!? The theory of the object identifies an object (a fictitious object, be
it Anna Karenina or Mr. Bean) as the cause of a specific emotion (sadness or
happiness), thus enabling us to dissolve the paradox of fiction.!!

An emotion, to be authentic and rational, merely needs to be focused on an
object (and not, as the fictionalists obstinately assert, an existing one).!> When
we laugh at Mr. Bean all we need is to believe that there is an object with
certain characteristics involved in events such as to provoke in us emotions
like enjoyment and happiness. With these assumptions, it is clear that the
paradox does not arise: we believe Mr. Bean is ridiculous for some of his
features, but we do not believe that Mr. Bean actually exists (meaning the
character, of course, because the actor Rowan Atkinson exists in all respects).

Another possible objection to the idea that the emotions we feel for come-
dies can be a proof of the groundlessness of the paradox of fiction might con-
sist in pointing out that laughter arises no paradoxes for the simple reason
that it is not a serious thing. After all, one does not laugh that often (only
children and madmen do it on a frequent basis) and above all it is never really

10Barbero (2010).
11See Meinong (1904).
12See Walton (1978, 1990, 1997).
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clear what there is to laugh about. Risus abundat in ore stultorum, said those
who believed that the outward manifestations of joy and laughter, as well as
the body with all its demands, should be silenced so as not to harm the soul
and the spiritual dimension of individuals in general. How can we forget that
in The Name of Rose,'® Jorge of Burgos commits the most atrocious crimes pre-
cisely to keep the last surviving copy of the second book of Aristotle’s Poetics
on laughter and comedy hidden? Of course, there laughter and comedy were
condemned only because, if indeed, as Aristotle argued, it was possible to
laugh at everything, then there was a risk that one could even laugh at God.
It was therefore a moral condemnation of laughter: if you can laugh at every-
thing, then there is nothing absolute, and everything depends on individual
choices. However, it is not the moral side of emotions that is discussed here,
but the purely ontological side. In this respect, laughing because of a com-
edy is an emotion just like crying for a tragedy. From an ontological point of
view, in fact, laughing at Mr. Bean is not significantly different from crying for
Anna Karenina: in both cases we have an object capable of arousing certain
emotions in us.

So the fact that laughter has been regarded as a manifestation of the devil
(as suggested by the doctor Mellifluus Bernard Clairvaux), a sign of stupidity, a
loss of control or rationality and so on,*isnot important for us here, as we are
interested in the object of laughter and not laughter itself. Another interesting
case is that of the laughing object, which could be seen as a sort of mid-point:
what about a laughing statue? The starting point is offered by the famous
film Scusate il ritardo,'> in which Massimo Troisi explains why the real miracle
would be a Madonna laughing (and not crying). Mind you, an inanimate
being (object) such as the statue of the Madonna weeping is already quite a
miracle, but the idea that it could possibly laugh would make it — as Troisi
says in the movie — much more miraculous.

Why? For three reasons: first, because it is more difficult to pretend to
laugh than to cry (try to pretend to laugh, if you are not a professional actor
it will be really hard, while you can easily pretend to be sad by looking down,
talking little, etc.). Secondly, because laughter requires more facial changes
than crying (which, at most, requires a few tears in the eyes). Finally, it would
be a super miracle because while it is assumed that the Madonna may have
many reasons to cry (basically the evils of the world and the wickedness of

13U. Eco, The Name of the Rose, Boston, Houghton Miffin Harcourt, 1983.
4For an interesting history of laughter, see Minois (2000).
15 M. Troisi Scusate il ritardo, with M. Troisi, G. De Sio, L. Arena (Italy, 1982).
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men), we do not believe that she has that many reasons to laugh (in fact why
would she laugh? because she finds us funny? because our lives are more
ridiculous than a hilarious joke? Because we are like her and her son, the
only difference being that we do not have a fast track to reach the Father?).
However, in both cases (of the Virgin laughing and weeping) it would be a
full-blown miracle, since inanimate objects, as is well-known, do not have
emotions. Nevertheless, if they could, we might assume that they would have
emotions in response to (or even just awareness of) those we feel for them, as
it normally happens in relations between human beings.'®

The Madonna crying (or laughing) would be a curious phenomenon to be
tackled because of its intermediate status between the object of the emotion
and the subject feeling it, and yet for many reasons, not least that of common
sense (which, especially in philosophy, always comes in handy) I'll discuss
it no further. Let us return then to our viewer, who laughs heartily at a Mr.
Bean gag, or to refer to a classic of comedy;, let’s say she is watching a movie
of Laurel and Hardy. What is she laughing at? What’s so funny in a man
breaking through the floor with a simple hop and ending up downstairs?

2. The concept of “humor”

In order to understand what’s funny about what makes us laugh, it is neces-
sary to dwell on the concept of “humor”. What is the basis of humor? Why
do we find something funny or entertaining? What does it mean to say that
something makes us laugh? Is there a definition of comical? The question can
be tackled from two different points of view: parte objecti and parte subjecti,
because it is one thing to ask what features an object must have in order to be
funny, but asking why a person finds something funny or amusing is another
thing. However, it is clear that these two distinct levels affect each other. In
fact, it often happens that something is funny because there are users that, un-
der certain conditions and in the appropriate context, find it such. The context
of use and the awareness of the object to which we address our emotions are
basic elements: we can find the features of an object funny only if we believe

16]n this sense Ferraris (2007: 195-196) speaks of works of art as automatic sweethearts, works
that pretend to be people: “Thus we account for the specific form of illusion that is common to all
forms of art. [...] Artworks are things that pretend to be people, i.e. automatic sweethearts. What
do I mean by this? [...] In works, as well as in the Automatic Sweetheart, we are dealing with
physical objects that are also social objects, and yet [...] arouse feelings, just as people do when
we consider them as such and not as simple functions — except that, unlike people, they do not
expect nor offer any kind of reciprocity.”



CAN WE SOLVE THE PARADOX OF FICTION BY LAUGHING AT IT? 101

that the object is fictitious!” and, likewise, we can find something funny only
if we experience it in an appropriate context.!®

But what, exactly, makes us laugh at a given object or event? Philosophy
has basically given three possible answers: one referring to the absurdity that
characterizes some objects and events, one referring to the superiority that the
viewer feels towards what makes her laugh, and one insisting on a sense of
relief that the object arouses in the viewers. These responses have been for-
mulated in many different ways by philosophers,'® but we will address them
very generally by referring to the theory of absurdity, the theory of superiority
and the theory of relief.2°

Theory of absurdity. According to this theory, absurdity can be perceived
both within the comic element itself and between the world of fiction and the
real world. It is a position that has noble origins and that can be traced back
to Kant: “In everything that is to excite a lively convulsive laugh there must
be something absurd (in which the understanding, therefore, can find no sat-
isfaction). Laughter is an affection arising from the sudden transformation of
a strained expectation into nothing.”?! This theory finds the essence of what
makes us laugh in the lack of compliance with certain laws (logical, moral,
etc.) or even with our expectations. This absurdity, however, must be de-

17 Just think of the following joke, which makes us laugh only if we believe that it is just a
joke and not a news story on yet another tragic plane accident: “An Italian, a Frenchman and a
German are on a plane that is plummeting. There are only two parachutes. The Italian begins
to cry saying that he has seven children, a wife, elderly parents without pension and if he dies
it is as if they all died, then prays Santa Rosalia throwing himself on the ground, writhing and
crying like a baby. Then he gets up, takes a parachute and jumps off, leaving the other two with
the simple phrase ‘forgive me, but I have to save myself’. Then the Frenchman asks the German:
‘what do we do now?’. The guy calmly opens a bottle of beer and replies: ‘No worries, the Italian
jumped off with a rucksack’. “

18 For example, if we watched a comedy in the dentist’s waiting room we would certainly en-
joy it less than if we watched it at home with a couple of friends, comfortably sat in our armchair.

19For a critical presentation of the main theories that, from Aristotle to the present, have tried
to explain the phenomenon of the comic, see Morreal (2009a).

20See Levinson (2006: 390-394). Obviously the theories classified here are the result of the sim-
plification of different philosophical positions. It is also evident that, with deeper explanations,
some philosophers might be seen as defenders of a theory different from that which I here at-
tribute to them. For example, Kant could be seen both as a supporter of the theory of relief and as
an advocate of the theory of absurdity. In fact, he insists on both the sense of pleasure that invades
the viewer when he understands that what he thinks is going to happen will not happen, and on
the perception of something absurd in the object that causes us to laugh. Similarly to Kant, many
authors mentioned herein may be brought under one or the other theory. Therefore this classifi-
cation does not claim to be exhaustive and is presented with the sole purpose of broadly exposing
the main theories on the essence of the comic.

21Kant (1790), First Part, sec. 54.
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tected in the object by a subject whose rationality is firm: this explains the link
between laughter and intelligence, which clearly highlights the reason why
only humans (the rational beings par excellence) are able to laugh in the proper
sense.

Actually, that funny objects or events should have something absurd about
them seems to be neither a necessary (there may be funny jokes that have
nothing absurd about them) nor a sufficient condition (many absurd situa-
tions do not elicit laughter). One could even argue that, in any case, the fun-
niest jokes are the ones that do have some element of absurdity, but even if it
were so, the absurdity would be at best a necessary condition (and therefore
fall within the definitions of humor and comical without exhausting them).??

Then what else do we need to laugh? The absurdity should not simply be
detected, but it would also be important that it was appreciated by itself, giv-
ing rise to no negative emotions (as in the above-mentioned case in which the
joke was about our poor father being fooled by the parrot-seller) and having
no potentially harmful practical implications.?® In any case, the characteristic
of absurdity does not seem to cover all the cases** that we would be willing
to place under the category of “comical”,?®> and therefore we should perhaps
look elsewhere.

Theory of superiority. It is a theory that goes back to Hobbes who, in his Trea-
tise on Human Nature?® and in Leviathan,?” explains the reasons for laughter by

22Martin (1983), pp. 74-84.

23 A. KOESTLER (1964): 27-63. Here we also find a possible formulation of the paradox of
laughter, although a substantially different one from that proposed here in § 3.

24 Also, it does not explain the interesting circumstance for which we also laugh the second
time: if it were only a matter of perceiving the absurdity, then in theory we should just laugh the
first time, when we detect the absurdity and are surprised by it. Instead, it often happens that
we laugh several times (when, presumably, the element of surprise is gone) for the same joke or
comedy.

%5 Also, even when we find the absurdity, it is not always clear that this is the main reason why
we laugh (for example, this does not explain why there are some people elected to become the
protagonists of some jokes), and in fact much also depends on the attitude of the user. One way to
save this feature from the many objections is to argue that the absurdity must be a characteristic
not so much of the content, but of the structure of what we find funny. See Lipitt (1992).

26The passion of laughter is nothing else but a sudden glory arising from sudden conception
of some eminency in ourselves, by comparison with the infirmities of others, or with our own
formerly” Hobbes (1650), Ch. 9.

?In Leviathan, laughter is seen as a typical manifestation of the weak, who constantly need to
be compared to people below them so as to be reassured about their value: “Sudden glory, is the
passion which makes those grimaces called laughter [...] And it is incident most to them, that are
conscious of the fewest abilities in themselves; who are forced to keep themselves in their own
favor by observing the imperfections of other men. And therefore much laughter at the defects of
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referring to the sudden awareness of the user’s own superiority, which puts
him in a position of strength. In this definition, Hobbes assimilates the posi-
tions of Plato?® and Aristotle,? for whom laughter was just a strange combi-
nation of pleasure and malice aroused in the viewer by someone who believes
to be better than he actually is and, in any case, is worse than the viewer.

Laughter is thus an emotion of pleasure mixed with pain because in fact
the user laughs at the ignorance, flaws or misfortunes of others, thereby prov-
ing to be petty and mean. To this perspective also belongs the view proposed
by Bergson,*’ who dwells much on the great social power of comedy: far from
being a mere expression of pettiness, comedy is used by people to criticize so-
ciety or deviant behaviors, with the aim of stigmatizing and/or defending the
conduct of society’s members. This also explains why we better enjoy comedy
together: it is a social phenomenon that can be fully understood, accepted and
enjoyed only in a social context. Laughter is aroused by the perception of cer-
tain characteristics that turn any object into a caricature: a sort of inauthentic
object that can elicit laughter and derision in us. The viewer feels superior to
such an imperfect object, and this acknowledgment of others” imperfections
(it is not by chance that we always laugh at people or humanized objects) pro-
vokes a kind of pleasure that is naturally manifested in laughter (the comic,
thus, often has a Schadenfreude victim).

Although this theory is also very convincing, it seems clear that the feeling
of superiority cannot be identified neither as a sufficient condition (not all feel-
ings of superiority can be found in our emotional responses to the comic), nor
as a necessary condition of the comic (because we might find a joke funny by
itself or we may experience feelings other than superiority). Also one could -
thus rejecting the theory of superiority —not share the basic assumption of this
position, which is that the essence of the comic does not reside in the object
judged comical or funny, but in the person considering it such. It appears that
the foundation of this theory is some sort of confusion between the genesis
and the structure of the comic: it is one thing to speak of the mechanism that
is activated in the users causing them to find a particular object funny, but
to identify the characteristics that make an object funny is another thing (and
between the two levels there must not necessarily be a relationship of depen-

others, is a sign of pusillanimity. For of great minds, one of the proper works is, to help and free
others from scorn; and to compare themselves only with the most able.” T. Hobbes (1651), part 1,
ch.6.

28 Plato, Republic, Book 111, 389, and Philebus, 48-50.

29 Aristotle, Poetics, 1449a, 33-38, Nicomachean Ethics , 1127b-1128b.

30Bergson (1900).
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dence or emanation, as the theory of superiority seems to take for granted)>!.

Furthermore, one could object that, even if there is a feeling of superiority
in the fruition of the comic, it is very different to laugh at someone ridiculing
and almost despising them, and to merely poke fun at someone. Last but not
least, this theory makes it difficult to explain the widespread phenomenon of
self-irony: my present I does not always laugh at an earlier I (and therefore it
does not always laugh at someone else), but it often happens that we laugh at
what we are now (and smile, perhaps, at what we used to be). So let’s look at
the third and final theory on the comic and its essential characteristics.

Theory of relief. This is the theory®? according to which the comic relieves
tension (like a safety valve) by breaking the rules (social, moral, logical, and
even plain common sense — such as the rule to be serious) and momentarily
releasing the users from their grip. The main proponents of this theory are
Spencer3 and Freud®* who see the essence of the comic in the ability to free
people from constraints allowing them to vent (for a short period of time) their
pent-up energy.

Freud interpreted reactions to comedy in the light of his theory of con-
sciousness and the unconscious: the fruition of the comic is important because
it allows for the fulfillment of the drives linked to aggression and sexuality,
which are usually repressed. Freud, like Bergson, also notes the social dimen-
sion of the comic, claiming that jokes and witticisms require the presence of at
least two people to have the desired effect (at least, in fact, one tells the joke
and the other laughs). According to Freud, there are two main types of jokes:
the innocent — the typical serene laugh after a good joke — and the interested
one, i.e. the laughter produced by the pleasure derived from having vented
aggressive or sexual energies.

In general, the theory of relief detects the essence of the comic in its effects:
the comic is what frees us from the constraints of life, taking away inhibitions
and allowing us to unleash our pent-up energy. However, it seems that this
position does not work either: referring to the unleashing of repressed energy
helps us understand what happens when we have fun, but still it does not tell

310r at least it is taken for granted by the classic presentations of the theory (see Morreall
(1998), pp. 401-405; Levinson (1998), pp. 562-567, for which in fact the superiority felt by the
public is what properly constitutes the essence of the comic.

2For a good presentation of the theory of relief, see Morreall (2009b).

3Spencer (1860). In addition to identifying the essence of the comic, Spencer is also interested
in understanding why it provokes the outward manifestation of laughter, venturing in the search
of a physiological explanation.

34Freud (1905).
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us anything about why this happens. In fact, the position that seems to be
more suited to play the role of the general theory of the comic is the theory
of absurdity, since neither the theory of superiority nor that of relief seem to
have sufficiently broad a scope to play such a role, and also seem to be more
focused on users and on the mechanisms that trigger the enjoyment of the
comic than on the object as such.®

3. Humor and horror

Let us now move on from the theories that try to explain the essence of humor
and focus on a matter concerning fruition parte subjecti. For example, think
about what happens when we watch a comedy: we normally laugh out loud,
sometimes even to tears. How come? A possible answer is that we laugh
because what we are watching is very funny. But is it true that what we see
is really funny? Take for example County Hospital,*® the film in which Laurel
and Hardy go through an odyssey (as they always do): Hardy, poor fellow,
was hospitalized with a broken leg. He’s visited by Laurel who, because of a
stupid accident, nearly kills the doctor getting Hardy early discharged. Then
Laurel, to make it up to Hardy, decides to give his friend a lift home but,
without knowing it, he is under the influence of a sleep-inducing medicine
that he has inadvertently taken in the hospital by sitting on a syringe. So,
barely able to keep his eyes open, he causes a new serious accident in which
also his friend is involved. In the last scene, when they crash, the audience
usually laughs like crazy.

Perhaps it would be worth asking what it is we laugh at. Is it funny to see
a friend go to the hospital? Is it funny to risk killing him while driving him
home because you are falling asleep? No, in fact, put it this way the story does
not seem funny at all, and yet when we watch the film we just cannot help but
cry with laughter. This is the paradox of comedy.

Why do we laugh at things that, if they occurred in real life, would make
us sad or at least worried? How is it that we feel a pleasure so great that it
turns into laughter when watching or reading about the misfortunes of oth-
ers? Terrible accidents happen, people risk dying, floors collapse, cars crash,
and we laugh. In order to bring out the real paradox, the questions to be con-
sidered are the following: 1) why do we seek in comedies what in everyday

35Levinson (2006: 393).
36 J. PARROTT, County Hospital, with S. Laurel and O. Hardy (USA, 1932).
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life we strive to avoid (and which, if it happened, would arouse anything but
laughter)? 2) how can we laugh at the misfortunes of others?

First, let us ask whether it is contradictory that, in comical works of fiction,
we look for what in real life we try to avoid (vases on the head, pianos on the
feet, destroyed houses, etc.). As much as this is a strange behavior, we cannot
really call it contradictory, since it is not contradictory to search in fiction for
objects and events that we would rather avoid in real life. From this point of
view, the conflict is only apparent.

The issue raised by the second question is more interesting: how can we
find the misfortunes of others funny? How is it possible to be aware of the
seriousness of what is happening to our characters and still have fun seeing
their misfortunes? There seems to be a real conceptual impossibility: if it is
true that we are aware of their misfortunes, then it is unclear how we could
laugh at them. This is the paradox of comedy, which it consists of three theses
that are individually plausible but, if taken together, contradict one another:

1) Laughter is the manifestation of a positive emotion experienced
by the user;

2) The characters of comedies often undergo misfortunes of which
the user is fully aware;

3) The user of comedies laughs and enjoys herself.

The paradox dissolves when we recognize that when we enjoy comedies, our
entertainment is not addressed directly (or mainly) to the characters under-
going all those disasters and catastrophic events, but to the narrative structure
and style of composition of the work. Not surprisingly, if the style of the play
is poor we do not laugh out loud, but we die of boredom, or worse, begin to
suffer along with our hapless characters.3’” What is crucial is then how objects
and events are presented, what role they play within the broader narrative
structure and how the misfortunes described are part of the whole. That is
why it is substantially misleading to ask what is the reason why we laugh at
all those disasters: the fun we have, in fact, is simply a function of the way in
which the object is presented within the work as a whole.

Resume the initial question: what is it that makes us laugh in the com-
edy of Laurel and Hardy? They destroy everything, everything always goes
wrong, and yet they make us laugh out loud. It is not so much a question,
as Aristotle claimed, of laughing at those who are worse than us (because in

37 Exactly the same mechanism well described by Hume (1757).
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this case the paradox of comedy would still stand), but above all, as Hume ob-
served, of appreciating the way in which their stories are constructed and ar-
ticulated, of recognizing the appropriateness of the chosen style and language.
This perfection is what awakens laughter within us, not the misfortunes the
protagonists are involved in.

That’s why the vision of County Hospital keeps us entertained so much: be-
cause it expresses a surreal comedy where, according to the classical scheme
of comedy, an insignificant episode (Laurel tries to crack a nut with a coun-
terweight that keeps Hardy’s leg raised) is the cause of a series of disasters
(Hardy finds himself upside down with the broken leg in the air and the doc-
tor is thrown out the window threatening to fall out). Then, according to the
classical scheme, Hardy is the one to pay for the consequences of his friend’s
actions (and in fact is thrown out of the hospital), and Laurel, who is the naive
character par excellence, is (as always) amazed by what happened.

Therefore, it is not at misfortunes that we laugh, but at the way in which
they are presented. In fact, if the same misfortunes were presented differently
or were real, then we would be likely not to laugh at all. Likewise, if the
person telling a joke is very good, hearing him talk in a certain way and seeing
him make certain gestures will probably suffice to make us laugh, at least
initially, regardless of the content of the joke itself. This is the reason why we
usually laugh more at jokes than at life: not so much because life is sad, but
because jokes are built and told better (on the other hand, when would we
ever get an Italian, a German and a Frenchman having to jump off a plane
with a parachute?).

A film genre that well illustrates how the structure and style of the nar-
rative are what causes us to laugh almost independently from the content are
parodies: what about a work that has substantially the same content as an-
other but, through a completely different narrative style and language, has a
diametrically opposite effect to that elicited by the original? Think of Young
Frankenstein® or Repossessed,®® which are respectively the parodies*’ of Franken-

38M. Brooks, Young Frankenstein, with G. Wilder, M. Feldman, P. Boyle (USA, 1974).

39 B. Logan, Repossessed, with L. Blair, N. Beatty, L. Nielsen (USA, 1990).

40 T am only reporting here examples of film parodies. There are some interesting parodies of
literary works too, but I will not take them into consideration since often, behind the parody, they
express opinions critical of culture and society, so that they tend to be much more complex than
the simple parodies of movies. This is the reason why in literary works it is often very difficult to
distinguish clearly the genre of parody from that of satire. Suffice it to say that the literary parody
par excellence is Animal Farm (G. Orwell, Secker and Warburg, London, 1945), which in fact is a
satire in which, behind the history of the revolt of the animals in an English farm, lies an allegory
of Soviet communism.
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t,*2 where the content is in many ways equal to that of

stein*! and The Exorcis

the originals. And yet, they elicit an opposite emotional response in viewers:*>
not fear but fun and laughter. The parody is based on the idea of using ele-
ments of an existing model and taking them to the absurd, thus inducing the
viewer to laugh at things and events that otherwise would make him scream
with fear.

This passage from fear to laughter that the style (of parodies, in this case)
is able to operate is made possible by two different orders of factors concern-
ing respectively the pars objecti and the pars subjecti of the fruition. On the one
hand, there is an intimate relationship between horror and humor because
the fictional objects and events presented by both genres are characterized by
similar properties** (think of the classical ones: being chased, being the vic-
tim of a disaster, being misunderstood, being unfortunate, etc.). Only, in the
former case they terrorize us and make us laugh in the latter. The objects and
events that both horror and humor are based on might be in principle indis-
tinguishable,*> and yet the emotion resulting in either case would be different,
precisely because the user’s emotional response is not directed at individual
objects and events as such, but at the work as a whole.

Not only is Hume’s answer#® effective for the comic, but it also allows us
to explain some aspects of the relationship between comedy and horror: in
fact, if the emotional reaction of the users is not so much caused by fictitious
events or objects as such but by their representation in a particular rhetorical
frame, then we can understand why the representation of the same object can
terrorize us or make us laugh depending on the style or narrative structure
adopted. We do not act foolishly if, seeing the actress Linda Blair spinning
her head and goggling her eyes, we are terrified in one case (The Exorcist) and
laugh out loud in the other (in Repossessed). In fact, what triggers our reac-
tion is not the event itself (which is the same in both films), but the narrative
style and the general structure in which such event is inserted. These are the
reasons why we are afraid in one case and we laugh in the other.

On the other side, the one related to the pars subjecti, the transition from
horror to comedy seems to be favored by a certain similarity between the two

41 1. Whale, Frankenstein, con C. Clive, M. Clarke, J. Boles, B. Karloff (USA, 1931).

42 'W. Friedkin, The Exorcist, con L. Blair, J. Miller, E. Burstyn (USA, 1973).

43Carroll (1999), pp. 145-160.

4 Ibid: 147.

45 Sometimes it is the same actor that plays the role of the same character in the parody. Think
of Linda Blair, who is possessed by the devil both in The Exorcist and in Repossessed.

46 D. Hume (1757).
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types of reactions that in both cases contain elements such as stupor and anx-
iety mixed to pleasure (well summarized in the concept of the “uncanny”).#’
This may explain why the boundary between the two genres is perceived as
thin: we easily move from one emotional reaction to the other by the mere
change of narrative register. I will not dwell further on this last point, the
implications of which would lead me too far, and I will conclude this essay
by presenting one of the rare cinematographic works where actually horror,
tragedy and comedy coexist (and the effect on users is understandably explo-
sive): The Meaning of life.*8

The Meaning of Life is meant to represent human life from the moment of
birth until death, and does it by changing the style of the narrative so often,
and so constantly violating the most basic narrative rules, that it is simultane-
ously hilarious and horribly tragic. The events narrated are the most varied,
ranging from a couple in financial difficulty selling their children for exper-
iments, to a sex education class where the students are forced to watch the
teacher have sex with his wife; then two men dressed as tiger cut a soldier’s
leg for a joke, followed by two nurses who go to the house of a gentleman and
take his liver. Finally we move towards the end by seeing a scene in which a
man eats to the point of exploding and then one in which a person sentenced
to death personally chooses the type of execution as if he were choosing a pair
of socks.

Not only do the objects and events described in this work have all the
features that are typical both of comedy films and of horror movies, but the
interplay between a change of register and the other highlights how the style
and narrative determine a certain kind of emotional response instead of an-
other. From the Humean theory it can be concluded that the user’s emotional
response is always directed at the work as a whole (be it comical, tragic or
both), which is characterized as an object of higher order that can never be
reduced to its constituent objects (and in fact, as we have seen, the same scene
with the same actors can make us laugh and cry).

As candidly put by the announcer at the end of Monty Python’s film, now
that “What [viewers] want is filth: people doing things to each other with
chainsaws during tupperware parties, babysitters being stabbed with knitting
needles by gay presidential candidates, vigilante groups strangling chickens,

#7For an analysis of the concept of the uncanny - the feeling that develops when the same
object or event is perceived as familiar and strange at the same time — which is at the center of the
link between horror and humor, the classic texts of reference are Jentsch (1906) and Freud (1919).

8 T. Gilliam, T. Jones, Monty Python’s - The meaning of life, with G. Chapman, J. Cleese, T. Gilliam,
E. Idle, T. Jones, M. Palin (UK, 1983).
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armed bands of theatre critics exterminating mutant goats. Where’s the fun
in pictures?” It is hard to answer, but with Pascal Engel’s help we will surely
keep trying.
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Fictions, émotions et araignées au plafond *

FABRICE TERONI

Il faut remarquer que la fiction,
quand elle a de lefficace, est
comme une hallucination
naissante: elle peut contrecarrer le
jugement et le raisonnement, qui
sont les facultés proprement
intellectuelles.

H. Bergson, Les deux sources de la

morale et de la religion

*Mes remerciements a Florian Cova, Julien Deonna, Amanda Garcia, Federico Lauria et
Hichem Naar pour leurs précieuses remarques.
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On compte au nombre des intéréts philosophiques de Pascal Engel les dif-
ficiles questions entourant la nature de la rationalité ainsi que certains des
problémes fondamentaux liés a nos interactions avec les ceuvres de fiction.
Aussi m’a-t-il paru approprié de le féter a travers une contribution tentant de
faire le pont entre ces deux domaines : celle-ci portera donc sur la question
de savoir si et dans quelle mesure les émotions que suscitent les ceuvres de
fiction peuvent étre rationnelles.

Le sans doute trop fameux et a vrai dire un peu barbant paradoxe de la fic-
tion (Radford 1975) restera pour l'essentiel a 1’arriére-plan de ma discussion;
la raison principale en est que les débats qui font rage depuis la parution de cet
article fondateur ont donné lieu a des interprétations tres diverses de la nature
de ce paradoxe et que je ne souhaite pas particulierement, en cette occasion
festive, ennuyer mon lecteur avec des questions d’exégese post-Radfordienne.
Ceci étant dit, une distinction importante qui affleure bien souvent au sein
de cette littérature, pour se voir presque aussitot négligée, est celle entre les
deux questions suivantes : « comment les émotions peuvent-elles étre sus-
citées par des ceuvres de fiction? » et « les émotions suscitées par de telles
ceuvres peuvent-elles étre rationnelles ? »! Dans ce qui suit, je me concentrerai
exclusivement sur la seconde de ces questions et chercherai a montrer, a I'en-
contre de ce que suggere Bergson, que la plupart de nos réponse affectives a
la fiction ne sont pas plus irrationnelles qu’hallucinatoires.

Je souhaite par ailleurs délimiter le champ de mes investigations comme
suit. Je m’intéresserai spécifiquement a ce que Stacie Friend (2010) a décrit
comme le « contexte d’engagement » avec les ceuvres de fiction, a savoir le
contexte dans lequel le sujet se trouve en rapport direct avec ces ceuvres. Il
se distingue des différents contextes ot le sujet n’est pas dans un tel rapport
bien que s’y dévoile une influence plus ou moins directe de son interaction
avec des ceuvres de fiction — comme par exemple le cas ol sa récente lecture
d’un roman a I’eau de rose lui fait prendre sur le chemin du travail un simple
clignement de paupieres pour une ceillade. Mon attention se dirigera en outre
vers la rationalité dite épistémique et je ne me mélerai pas de savoir si la fré-
quentation des ceuvres et personnages de fiction peut étre approuvée pour
des raisons prudentielles ou morales — cela ne fait de toute fagcon aucun doute
dans la mesure ot elles nous sont indispensables afin d’affiner nos sensibilités
affectives.? Enfin, je laisserai en suspens pendant la majeure partie de ma dis-

! Pour une confirmation particuliérement frappante de ce constat, voir Tullmann et Buckwal-
ter (2013). Livingston et Mele (1997) soulignent quant a eux avec insistance combien ces deux
questions different.

2 Pour une discussion de ces différents types de rationalité affective, voir en particulier Rabi-
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cussion le questionnement strictement ontologique concernant la possibilité
pour des situations fictionnelles d’instancier les propriétés évaluatives aux-
quelles nous allons rapidement constater que les émotions sont intimement
liées ; je présuppose donc que la question de la rationalité des émotions susci-
tées par la fiction ne s’y réduit pas.? ]’y reviendrai vers la fin de ma discussion.

Ainsi délimitée, je suis d’avis qu'une investigation de la rationalité des
émotions suscitées par la fiction offre un point de vue privilégié a qui sou-
haite mieux cerner la nature de notre implication dans la fiction ainsi que
celle de l'intelligence affective. C’est en tout cas ce que je m’efforcerai de mon-
trer au cours de ma discussion, qui se structure de la maniére suivante. La
premiere section esquisse la nature du lien entre émotions et valeurs et in-
troduit une conception selon laquelle les émotions sont des attitudes évalua-
tives. Au cours de la deuxiéme section, nous nous tournerons vers le probleme
de la rationalité des émotions pour mettre 1’accent sur deux de ses aspects
— celui qui regarde le rapport entre une émotion et sa base cognitive, d'un
coté, et, de l'autre, celui entre I’émotion elle-méme et les jugements et com-
portements auxquels elle peut donner lieu. La troisieme section applique ces
considérations a propos de la rationalité affective aux émotions suscitées par
la fiction, dont je distingue trois types principaux : les émotions esthétiques,
les émotions-blob et les émotions-pour. Une quatrieme et derniére section ex-
plore quelques conséquences des conclusions auxquelles m’auront amené ce
qui précede.

1. Lelien aux valeurs

Un certain nombre de théories des émotions se détachent clairement des autres
en ce qu’elles partagent I'idée selon laquelle les différents types d’émotions se
distinguent des autres états mentaux et les uns par rapport aux autres de par
leurs rapports aux valeurs — ce qu’illustrent les liens entre la peur et le danger,
la tristesse et la perte, la joie et le succes, la honte et le dégradant, I'admiration
et 'admirable, et ainsi de suite. Parmi ces théories hétérogenes, certaines ana-
lysent les émotions en termes de jugements évaluatifs, d’autres en termes de
perceptions évaluatives, d’autres encore en termes d’attitudes évaluatives.

nowicz et Ronnow-Rasmussen (2004).

3 Cette présupposition me parait appropriée dans la mesure oi1 les protagonistes des débats
quant a la rationalité des réponses affectives a la fiction ne semblent pas mus par un souci de cette
nature.
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Que l'on incline pour 'une ou l'autre de ces théories, il est aujourd’hui
assez usuel de décrire ce rapport aux valeurs en affirmant que ces derniéres
sont les objets ‘formels” des émotions — un terme d’origine scholastique qui
a pour fonction de démarquer ce lien, d’une nature nous allons le voir as-
sez singuliere, de celui qui unit les émotions a leurs objets ‘particuliers’. Les
objets particuliers d"un certain type d’émotion sont ainsi susceptibles de va-
rier considérablement — Jean a peur du loup, Marie des araignées, Jacques de
perdre son pécule et Michelle de voir la Suisse renoncer a son indépendance.
Tel n’est pas le cas de 1’objet formel d'un certain type d’émotion, qui reste
quant a lui constant —1'un de ses roles consiste en effet a I'individuer. On affir-
mera ainsi que la peur est ce type d’émotion qui a pour objet formel le danger,
la honte cet autre type d’émotion pour lequel le dégradant joue ce role. Cette
individuation des types d’émotion n’est que l'un des rdles joués par les objets
formels ; un autre consiste a entrer dans la spécification des conditions de cor-
rection des émotions. La peur est en effet correcte ou incorrecte en fonction de
la dangerosité avérée ou non de son objet particulier (le loup, la perte de son
pécule).

Souligner le fait que les objets formels jouent ces deux roles laisse cepen-
dant completement ouverte la question de la nature du lien entre un certain
type d’émotion et 1'objet formel qui lui est propre. Afin de mieux la com-
prendre, il vaut la peine de prendre un peu de recul et de considérer différents
types d’états mentaux et leurs objets formels. Voici trois exemples : le lien entre
croyance et vérité, celui entre conjecture et probabilité et celui entre supposi-
tion et possibilité. Dans les trois cas, nous faisons référence a une propriété
qui permet de dissocier les contributions respectives de deux aspects fonda-
mentaux des états mentaux, a savoir 'attitude et le contenu. En premier lieu,
on peut spécifier a son aide ce que les différentes instances d’un méme type
d’état mental ont en commun en dépit du fait qu’elles possedent différents
contenus. Ainsi, si les croyances que la Terre est ronde, que 1'herbe est verte et
que les chats sont gris la nuit possedent des contenus bien distincts, un certain
rapport a la vérité en fait trois instances de 'attitude de croire. En second lieu,
le rapport entre types d’états mentaux et objets formels permet d’expliquer
comment des états possédant le méme contenu peuvent néanmoins avoir des
conditions de correction distinctes. Michel peut par exemple supposer ce que
Marie croit : 1’état mental du premier sera correct si son contenu est possible,

4 Les différentes facettes des rapports entre émotions et objets formels sont discutées dans
Teroni (2007). Les développements qui suivent s’inspirent de la discussion plus détaillée dans
Deonna et Teroni (2012 : chap. 7).
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alors que celui de la seconde ne le sera que s’il est vrai. Ce qui explique cette
différence, c’est bien stir la présence de deux attitudes distinctes par rapport a
un seul et méme contenu.

Ce qui conduit naturellement a se demander dans quelle mesure les objets
formels en question permettent d’élucider la nature des types d’états men-
taux. Je suis tenté de répondre : au moins dans la mesure oti nous pouvons
dire, ce qui n’est aprés tout pas rien, que 1’on est en présence d'une croyance
lorsque l'attitude est correcte si et seulement si p est vraie, en présence d'une
conjecture lorsque celle-ci est correcte si et seulement si p est probable, et ainsi
de suite. Prendre ceci pour argent comptant revient a souligner que les atti-
tudes contribuent de maniére significative aux conditions de correction des
états mentaux sans pour autant figurer dans leur contenu — apres tout, on
pécherait sans doute par exces si 1’on exigeait d'un sujet qu'il représente 1’at-
titude qui est la sienne afin de 1’avoir. Il n’est pas plus requis de croire qu’on
croit pour croire que de conjecturer qu’on conjecture pour conjecturer.’

Revenons-en aux rapports entre types d’émotions et différentes valeurs :
ils paraissent analogues a ceux que 1’on rencontre entre un type d’état mental
comme la croyance et une propriété comme la vérité. Craindre un loup ou de
perdre son pécule, c’est avoir une certaine attitude envers un contenu donné.
Ce contenu fournit a I’émotion son objet particulier, le loup ou la perte de son
pécule, vers lequel les instances de peur en question sont intentionnellement
dirigées. Ce contenu pourrait étre celui d'une croyance et devoir donc étre
vrai afin que I'état mental soit correct. Or, il est ’objet d’une autre attitude :
la peur. Dire que cette derniére a une certaine valeur, le danger, pour objet
formel revient a dire que son contenu représente quelque chose qui, afin que
cette attitude de peur a son encontre soit correcte, doit constituer un danger
pour le sujet. De méme que dans le cas de la croyance, c’est donc bien en vertu
du fait que les différents types d’émotions sont autant d’attitudes distinctes
qu’ils ont des valeurs pour objets formels, et non en vertu du fait que ces
valeurs sont représentées par ces émotions. Il n’est pas plus requis de craindre
qu’on craint pour craindre que de croire qu’on croit pour croire. Cela me parait
somme toute assez évident : une saine dose de bon sens devrait nous conduite
a affirmer que la différence entre peur, joie, tristesse et colére n’est pas —ou du
moins pas en premier lieu — une différence au niveau de ce qui est représenté,
mais bien plut6t au niveau de l'attitude prise par rapport a ce qui l'est.

Les considérations qui précédent autorisent donc a donner sa préférence

5 Au vu du son passé davidsonien, on m’excusera peut-étre de laisser ici a Pascal Engel le
soin d’établir de mémoire les passages exacts ol cette affirmation est remise en question.
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a une théorie qui comprend les émotions comme des attitudes évaluatives
plutét que comme des jugements ou des perceptions de valeur. Je n’ai pas
pour intention de défendre ici une conception particuliere de la nature des
attitudes émotionnelles. La discussion qui va suivre présuppose néanmoins
que I'on souligne certains de leurs traits fondamentaux. Premiérement, les at-
titudes émotionnelles contribuent de la maniére que je viens d’esquisser aux
conditions de correction évaluatives — c’est en cela qu’elles constituent des at-
titudes évaluatives. Ensuite, elles sont basées sur d’autres états mentaux. On
ne prend pas peur ‘tout court’ : la peur porte toujours sur quelque chose que
I'on voit ou entend, dont on se souvient ou encore a propos duquel on a une
pensée. En forme de slogan : le contenu des émotions est hérité de celui de
leurs bases cognitives. La peur que l'on prend en percevant ou en se souvenant
d’un objet ou d’une situation est dirigée de facon intentionnelle vers cet objet
ou cette situation percue ou remémorée. Et, ainsi que je le soulignais précé-
demment, les bases cognitives sont susceptibles de varier considérablement,
des épisodes émotionnels les plus simples fondés sur des états perceptifs a
ceux qui reposent sur des inférences complexes de la part du sujet qui les
ressent. Enfin, le fait que les émotions possedent de telles bases explique au
moins en partie pourquoi nous sommes enclins a demander des raisons en
leur faveur. Si nous constatons que la peur de Jean est basée sur la perception
d’une boule de poils rabougrie et édentée, nous ne nous en formerons ainsi
pas une trés bonne opinion.

Ceci étant clarifié, je vais maintenant tourner mon attention vers les consé-
quences épistémiques du fait que les émotions sont des attitudes évaluatives
possédant des bases cognitives.

2. Deux facettes de la rationalité émotionnelle

Il convient de distinguer ici deux grandes questions concernant la rationalité
des émotions. La premiere porte sur ce qui se passe en amont d"une émotion et
plus particulierement sur la relation qu’elle entretient avec sa base cognitive.
La seconde porte sur ce qui se passe en aval d’une émotion et donc sur les
rapports entre celle-ci et les jugements et comportements auxquels elle donne
typiquement mais, bien sfir, pas nécessairement lieu. Considérons-les tour a
tour.

Que la rationalité d’un sujet doive se mesurer en partie a ’aune de ce qui
se passe en amont des émotions qu’il ressent ne fait pas ’'ombre d’un doute : il
est somme toute évident que nous la mesurons souvent de la sorte. C’est ainsi



118 FABRICE TERONI

que nous considérons la crainte d'un défaut de paiement des banques euro-
péennes d'un investisseur au fait de leur situation financiére comme ration-
nelle, et comme irrationnelle la colére suscitée par I'innocente remarque d’un
proche connu pour son ingénuité. Naturellement, dans la mesure ot les émo-
tions possedent des conditions de correction évaluatives, les bases cognitives
d’une émotion d’un certain type doivent, d'une maniére ou d’une autre, four-
nir des raisons étroitement liées a I'instanciation d'une valeur donnée. Cher-
cher a dépasser ce constat, c’est faire face aux problemes que 1’on rencontre
des lors que l'on s’évertue a spécifier les conditions devant étre remplies par
des considérations afin qu’elles puissent constituer les raisons pour un sujet
d’adopter une certaine attitude. Doit-il se rendre compte que ces considéra-
tions sont des raisons pour cette attitude ? Si tel est le cas, de quelle maniere
précise doit-il en prendre conscience ? Plus spécifiquement, la base cognitive
d’une émotion doit-elle permettre au sujet d’accéder (ou lui donner I'impres-
sion d’accéder) a la valeur pertinente ? Ou alors un lien d’indication plus lache
suffit-il ? Laissons ces questions importantes de c6té dans la mesure ou seule
I'existence d’une rationalité en amont des émotions importera pour ce qui
suit.®

Il est tout aussi évident que la rationalité d"un sujet se manifeste également
en aval des émotions qu'il ressent, et plus particulierement au niveau de leurs
conséquences sur les jugements qu’il forme ainsi que sur les comportements
qu’il adopte. On se demande ainsi couramment si telle ou telle personne a
eu raison de juger la situation dangereuse ou la remarque offensante, étant
entendu que ces interrogations portent sur des situations dans lesquelles ces
jugements sont formés parce que de la peur ou de la colere est ressentie. Et,
pour ce qui regarde le comportement, on peut se demander si cette instance
de peur justifie de prendre ses jambes a son cou, ou si cette colere justifie une
certaine forme de punition.

Nous faisons donc face a une séquence typique de la forme suivante : une
certaine base cognitive suscite une émotion qui, a son tour, engendre certains
jugements et comportements. C’est pourquoi l’on peut interroger la rationalité
du sujet en deux points, les questions pertinentes étant : « ces bases cognitives
donnent-elles de bonnes raisons pour cette réaction affective ? » et « cette ré-
action affective fournit-elle de bonnes raisons de juger ou de se comporter de
telle ou telle facon ? » Comme on le constate aisément, la rationalité des émo-
tions est semblable a celle des croyances (« quelles sont les raisons de croire
que tel est le cas ? », « cette croyance donne-t-elle des raisons pour cette autre

6 Pour une tentative de réponse, voir Deonna et Teroni (2012 : chap. 8).
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croyance ou de se comporter de cette maniére ? ») et se distingue de celle des
états perceptifs, plus circonscrite car ne concernant que ce qui se passe en
leur aval. On ne se demande en effet jamais si un sujet possede de bonnes ou
de mauvaises raisons de percevoir, mais seulement si ses états perceptifs lui
donnent de bonne raisons de croire ou de se comporter.

A la lumiere des deux aspects de la rationalité propre aux émotions que
je viens de distinguer, la question qui va maintenant m’intéresser est celle de
savoir si 1’on peut conclure que l'interaction avec les ceuvres de fiction est un
centre de formation d’émotions irrationnelles.

3. Application a la fiction

Afin d’y répondre, il faut garder a I’esprit la grande variété des émotions qui
peuvent étre suscitées par les ceuvres de fiction. Pour ce faire, je vais m'in-
téresser a trois grands types d’émotions qui me paraissent symptomatiques
de notre interaction avec ces ceuvres — sans pour autant présupposer, bien
stir, que la distinction entre ces types soit toujours aisée a opérer en pratique
ou qu’il n’existe aucune relation intéressante entre les phénomenes qu’ils re-
groupent. Ces trois types d’émotions peuvent étre désignés comme suit : les
émotions esthétiques, les émotions-blob et les émotions-pour. Je vais écarter
de ma discussion les émotions qui, bien qu’occasionnées par des ceuvres de
fiction, sont dirigées vers des objets non-fictionnels — comme lorsque 1’on s"in-
digne d"une remarque que 1’on avait crue innocente mais dont la lecture d'un
roman nous fait prendre la véritable mesure. Non que je les considere insi-
gnifiantes, mais elles ne me paraissent pas soulever de questions ressortant
spécifiquement de la rationalité de nos réponses affectives aux ceuvres de fic-
tion.

Considérons en premier lieu les émotions esthétiques, comme 'admiration
que 'on peut ressentir a la contemplation d"un tableau de Chardin, ou le dé-
golt que peut susciter un long-métrage sursaturé de références idéologiques,
al’exemple de ces indigestes Neiges du Kilimandjaro (Robert Guédiguian, 2011).
L’admiration est rationnelle pour autant que les conditions suivantes soient
remplies : le sujet perqoit certaines des propriétés de I'ceuvre (la délicatesse
du coup de pinceau, I’originale intimité du sujet, la subtile harmonie des tons)
qui donnent des raisons de 1’admirer et réagit a 1’'occurrence de son émotion
par un comportement (le tableau est l'objet d’une attention soutenue de sa
part, il est exploré du regard pour mieux en cerner les symétries, etc.) et un
jugement (« Quelle petite merveille! ») justifiés par I’émotion. Ce diagnostic
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me parait parfaitement similaire a celui que I’on souhaite poser pour tout type
d’émotion non-esthétique, et il ne me semble pas plus problématique ici. Re-
marquez en particulier qu’il ne présuppose nulle forme de réalisme a propos
de l'admirable, mais tout au plus que certains contenus perceptifs donnent
des raisons d’admirer.

Tournons-nous maintenant vers un type d’émotion au pedigree plus incer-
tain et qui a joué un réle non négligeable dans les réflexions philosophiques
récentes sur I'irrationalité des émotions engendrées par les ceuvres de fiction.”
Ces émotions-blob, ce sont bien stir ces instances de peur ou d’effroi dont cer-
tains metteurs en scéne a la Chuck Russell ont fait un juteux fond de commerce
et vers lesquelles I'on ne s’est que trop systématiquement tourné pour com-
prendre le rapport entre réactions affectives a la fiction et irrationalité. Trop,
parce que les réactions de ce type ne manifestent aucune forme substantielle
d’irrationalité de la part du sujet, pas plus qu’elles ne possedent un lien privi-
légié aux ceuvres de fiction. Voyons pourquoi.

Comment caractériser les émotions-blob ? Il s’agit de réponses affectives
a certaines classes restreintes de stimuli que 1’on pourrait qualifier avec John
Deigh (1994) de naturelles et qui sont totalement imperméables a ’évidence
qui pourrait se trouver a la disposition du sujet. On lorgne ici du c6té des fris-
sons suscités par les serpents, de I’arachnophobie ou encore du dégotit pour
les matiéres organiques en putréfaction, réactions dont l'existence se préte
sans doute a des explications évolutionnaires plus ou moins édifiantes. Les
long-métrages du type Le blob (Chuck Russell, 1988) se greffent sur et para-
sitent pour ainsi dire un lien stimulus-réponse affective de ce type. En outre,
le peu d’entrain des émotions-blob a se laisser pénétrer cognitivement les rap-
proche des illusions perceptives du type Miiller-Lyer et des jugements qu'un
sujet naif pourrait étre amené a former lorsqu’il y fait face. La plupart, si ce
n’est toutes les émotions-blob suscitées par les ceuvres de fiction possedent
en effet des bases cognitives visuelles ou auditives qui ne donnent au sujet
aucune bonne raison de réagir affectivement par de la peur ou du dégotit -
et c’est bien stir un diagnostic sur lequel les observateurs et le sujet qui res-
sent I’émotion se rejoignent, du moins si ce dernier n’est pas d'une effarante
naiveté. Pour autant, il ne faudrait pas en conclure que le sujet y révele son
irrationalité. C’est ce que l’application de notre distinction entre rationalité en
amont et en aval d'une émotion va nous permettre de constater.

A propos de ce qui se déroule en amont, j’ai déja souligné le fait que le sujet

"Pour une grand part, cet état de fait s’explique bien str par I'immense influence exercée par
la discussion de Kendall Walton (1978).
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ne peut tout simplement pas controler sa réponse affective ou encore faire en
sorte qu’elle réponde a I'évidence qui se trouve a sa disposition — sa rationalité
ne peut dans cette mesure pas se manifester d'une quelconque maniére a ce
niveau. Autant reprocher a un sujet de voir les lignes de Miiller-Lyer comme
étant de tailles différentes ou de lever son tibia lorsque le médecin joue de son
marteau. C’est une conclusion qu’il me semble difficile d’éviter pour autant
que l'on entende par « irrationnel » quelque chose de plus qu’ « incorrect ».8
Dans cette mesure, la rationalité d'un sujet en proie a une émotion-blob ne
saurait se manifester qu’en aval de sa réponse affective, a savoir au niveau
du controle qu’il exerce sur les conséquences comportementales et judicatives
habituelles de ’émotion qu’il ressent. Et si certains des premiers soubresauts
de la peur et du dégotit peuvent se montrer quelque peu rétifs, une absence
de contrdle de ce type est bien plutdt 'exception que la regle — le fait si sou-
vent souligné que seuls de rares spectateurs quittent les séances de cinéma
d’horreur dénote l'existence d'une capacité répandue a exercer un controle
rationnel sur les émotions-blob. Lorsqu’elles sont déclenchées par des ceuvres
de fiction, celles-ci ne sont donc pas plus systématiquement irrationnelles en
raison de ce qui se passe en leur aval qu’en leur amont.

En outre, lorsque ce qui a lieu en leur aval dénote une coupable absence
de controéle, celle-ci n’est en aucun cas propre a la fiction ; au mieux joue-t-elle
un role de miroir grossissant pour une forme d’irrationalité qui se manifeste
aussi bien lorsque, par exemple, le mouvement des herbes provoqué par ce
que le sujet sait étre un inoffensif orvet lui fait néanmoins prendre ses jambes
a son cou. Ceci rejoint un constat plus général : il serait erroné de considérer
les émotions-blob comme un phénomene privilégié pour la compréhension de
notre implication affective dans les ceuvres de fiction et, plus généralement, de
la forme de rationalité a laquelle elles sont sujettes. Au mieux peut-on conclure
que des émotions de ce type sont suscitées par quelques genres de fiction bien
circonscrits qui parasitent des liens rigides entre stimuli et réponses affectives.
Négliger ce constat a eu et continue d’avoir un impact regrettable sur la phi-
losophie contemporaine des émotions en permettant d’entériner l'idée selon
laquelle la rationalité d"un sujet s’exerce sur ses émotions de la méme facon
qu’elle s’exerce sur ses états perceptifs, a savoir exclusivement en leur aval.

8 Davies (2009) est conscient de la possibilité d’opter pour une telle stratégie, qu'il attribue a
Morreal (1993). Il considere cependant que 1’absence de réaction des sujets habitués a une ceuvre
de fiction donnée interdit une analyse en termes de ce qu'il décrit comme des « émotions réflexe ».
Par ailleurs, il me semble présupposer qu'une émotion doit nécessairement étre accompagnée des
jugements existentiels pertinents. Ces deux raisons de rejeter cette stratégie ne me paraissent pas
résister a 'examen.
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C’est en tout cas ce qui se laisse aisément déduire du role joué par les illusions
perceptives du type Miiller-Lyer dans les discussions contemporaines a pro-
pos de la proximité des émotions et des états perceptifs. Pourtant, le fait que
certaines émotions résistent bel et bien a I'évidence a la disposition du sujet
ne parle pas plus en faveur d’une assimilation de 1’ensemble des émotions
aux états perceptifs qu’aux états doxastiques dont on sait, apres tout, que la
sensibilité a I'évidence est plus souvent que de raison de jure plutét que de
facto. En tout état de cause, ces rares cas de résistance tétue a I’évidence ont
fait prendre a beaucoup des vessies pour des lanternes : dans une immense
majorité de cas, la rationalité d'un sujet se mesure prioritairement a 1’aune
des raisons pour lesquelles il ressent. A ce niveau, les émotions s’assimilent
plus aisément aux croyances et aux conjectures qu’aux états perceptifs. Notre
exploration des émotions-blob aboutit donc a la conclusion suivante : celles-ci
ne sont pas plus symptomatiques de notre implication émotionnelle dans des
ceuvres de fiction que de la rationalité affective.

Il nous reste a considérer le troisieme type d’émotions suscitées par la fic-
tion, & savoir les émotions-pour. A ce stade de notre discussion, un exemple
qui vient immédiatement a 1’esprit est celui de la peur ressentie par le specta-
teur pour Meg Penny alors qu’elle se trouve a portée des attaques visqueuses
du blob. Un autre, plus propret, est la tristesse d'un lecteur de Flaubert pour
Emma. Il s’agit peut-étre la des émotions les plus révélatrices de nos interac-
tions avec les ceuvres de fiction. Et, bien str, la séquence complete, tronquée
en son amont dans le cas des émotions-blob, est ici intégralement restaurée.
Elle s’amorce cependant par une croyance ou, plus vraisemblablement, par
un ensemble de croyances possédant un contenu distinctif : le sujet croit que,
dans la fiction, ceci ou cela est le cas. C’est la un trait essentiel qui les distingue
des émotions pour des entités non-fictionnelles.

Les émotions-pour suscitées par les ceuvres de fiction sont-elles systéma-
tiquement irrationnelles ? En raison de leur sensibilité a 1’évidence fournie
par la fiction, leur proces ne saurait se dérouler de la fagon dont nous avons
instruit celui des émotions-blob. Ce trait ne les immunise naturellement pas
contre plusieurs types d’irrationalité. Ainsi, un spectateur peut étre suffisam-
ment inattentif pour s’emméler les pinceaux : Meg Penny est en sécurité, c’est
Brian Flagg qui se retrouve, sil’on ose dire, nez a nez avec le blob. Je profite de
I'occasion pour souligner également que certaines émotions-pour peuvent fa-
cilement se transformer en émotions-blob. Confortablement installé dans son
salon, un spectateur ressent en premier lieu de la peur pour Meg, mais celle-ci
laisse place a une pulsion de plus en plus irrépressible de vérifier ce qui se
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trouve derriére le sofa ...on ne sait jamais.” Mais laissons ces cas particuliers
de coté pour nous intéresser plus généralement a cette catégorie des émotions-
pour des entités fictionnelles et a leur éventuelle irrationalité.

Une ligne argumentative qui a séduit plus d'un philosophe porte sur ce
qui a lieu en amont de ces émotions : elle revient & souligner l'irrationalité
d’un sujet qui maintient sa peur pour Meg Penny ou sa tristesse pour Emma
une fois qu'il réalise que ces femmes n’existent pas. Mais, au fond, pourquoi ?
Rappelez-vous que j'ai décidé d’omettre pour l'instant la question ontolo-
gique de savoir si les entités fictionnelles peuvent faire face a des situations
instanciant les valeurs pertinentes. Il me semble en tout état de cause que la
raison invoquée par les partisans de l'irrationalité n’est pas de cette nature :
on pointe plutot du doigt le fait que le spectateur traite ses émotions-pour des
entités fictionnelles différemment de ses émotions-pour des entités concretes.
Sil’on a peur pour la personne qui est en train de réparer la chaudiére dans la
cave — c’est une étuve et le risque d’explosion est accru — et que l'on se rend
compte que nul ne s’y trouve, notre émotion va bien stir se dissiper. Mais alors,
comment la peur de notre spectateur pour Meg Penny peut-elle raisonnable-
ment persister alors qu’on lui asséne a I’envi que cette femme n’existe pas ? Ne
révele-t-il pas par cette obstination affective une forme profonde d’irrationa-
lité ? Nullement, puisqu’il faut au contraire reconnaitre dans cette obstination
une pré-condition de la rationalité de son émotion-pour.

En effet, nous avons constaté plus haut que les émotions sont des attitudes
qui peuvent posséder une grande variété de bases cognitives et qui doivent
en conséquence étre modulées par I'évidence pertinente. Sil'émotion de notre
spectateur est dirigée vers les événements qui affligent Meg dans la fiction,
alors il doit, bien sfir, afin que sa réaction affective soit rationnelle, moduler sa
réponse en fonction du flux d’informations que la fiction lui fournit a propos
de ces événements : sa peur doit faire place a du soulagement si le blob se re-
trouve coincé et laisse a la protagoniste le temps de prendre le large, et ainsi de
suite. Un verdict semble donc devoir s'imposer : si la peur de notre spectateur
pour Meg disparait dés lors qu’il en vient a apprendre qu’elle n’est qu'une
création hollywoodienne peu inspirée, cela nous donnerait de bonnes raisons
d’affirmer que quelque chose cloche dans la base cognitive de son émotion.
On conclura, par exemple, qu’il a formé des croyances « tout court » au lieu
de croyances comprenant un opérateur de fiction, convaincu peut-étre, a 1'ins-
tar de certains participants a la premiere projection de L'arrivée d’un train en
gare de La Ciotat, que I'écran qu’il contemple est une fenétre. Au contraire, le

9 Ce genre de situation correspond aux cas que Davies (2009) décrit comme « leaky fear ».
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fait que sa peur persiste lorsqu’il apprend que « ce n’est qu'un film » ne nous
donne aucune raison de l'affirmer : sa réaction affective est de la peur pour
une créature fictionnelle qu’il sait parfaitement étre telle. Il n’a des lors aucune
raison de chercher a se dépétrer d'une telle combinaison d’états mentaux : il
ne doit pas se décider entre modifier sa croyance que I’entité est fictionnelle et
renoncer a sa réponse affective.!”

Rappelons-nous maintenant combien émotions et croyances sont similaires
pour ce qui regarde la rationalité en amont : le philosophe qui insiste sur l'ir-
rationalité d’une émotion-pour une fois que le sujet est convaincu que l'en-
tité pour laquelle il ressent son émotion est fictionnelle se trouve dans une
situation inconfortablement proche de celle de quelqu'un qui insisterait, a
I'encontre du bon sens, pour que 'on cesse de croire que, dans la fiction,
un groupe d’Anglais a rasé la moustache d’Hitler (Hitler, Dead or Alive, Nick
Grinde, 1942) puisqu’il est de notoriété publique qu'il est resté moustachu
pendant toute la durée du conflit. Bien stir, nous serions irrationnels dans ce
cas si nous omettions de prendre en compte le contexte fictionnel pour, par
exemple, reprocher a un historien d’avoir fait I'impasse sur cet événement.

Cette derniere remarque débouche naturellement du coté de la rationalité
en aval des émotions-pour suscitées par la fiction : un sujet ressentant une telle
émotion est-il en proie a une forme d’irrationalité systématique quant a son
activité judicative et comportementale? Une réponse positive reviendrait a
affirmer que nous sommes souvent disposés a agir et juger d'une fagon qui ne
serait appropriée et rationnelle que si les personnages de fiction pour lesquels
nous ressentons des émotions existaient vraiment. Que de tels cas existent
est indéniable — de nombreux acteurs et actrices sont par exemple regardés
par leurs admirateurs d’une maniere qui parait amalgamer les informations
fournies par la fiction a celles des journaux people. Pour parler le langage
de John Perry (voir par exemple Perry 1980), ces fans n’ouvrent qu’un dossier
mental alors qu’au moins deux seraient requis. Mais de telles formes de douce
folie demeurent tout de méme assez peu fréquentes.!! Elles manifestent a un

10 En ce sens, de telles combinaisons d’états mentaux ne font pas 1’objet de « réquisits a portée
large » chers aux amateurs de raisons. Sur cette question, voir la riche discussion de Kolodny
(2005).

11 Un cas plus complexe auquel le lecteur peut étre amené a penser est celui ol un spectateur
se projette dans un personnage de fiction pour se donner l'illusion qu’il posséde un sentiment
dépeint dans 1’ceuvre, puis se comporte dans la vie réelle comme s'il le possédait bel et bien. A son
niveau paroxystique, cette forme d’irrationalité peut conduire aux formes de suicides mimétiques
qui ont suivi la parution des Souffrances du jeune Werther. Pour fascinante qu’elle soit, cette forme
d’irrationalité ne me concerne cependant pas dans la mesure ot je n’ai pas souhaité m’intéresser
aux émotions occasionnées par l'interaction avec des ceuvres de fiction mais dirigées vers des
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haut degré I'incapacité dans laquelle se trouvent certains sujets & « faire la part
du réel et de la fiction », alors que la plupart des émotions-pour ne donnent
lieu qu’a des jugements ou a des comportements modulés par l'influence des
bases cognitives faisant référence a un contexte fictionnel.'?

Ce rapide survol de trois types d’émotion suscitées par la fiction — les
émotions esthétiques, les émotions-blob et les émotions-pour — me conduit
a conclure qu’elles ne révelent a 'examen aucune irrationalité systématique
de la part du sujet qui les ressent. Ce qui se passe en amont et en aval de ces
émotions encourage a poser un tel diagnostic.

4. Quelques conséquences

Je souhaite terminer ma discussion en examinant brievement ot ménent nos
conclusions concernant les émotions-pour. Partant de I’hypothese selon la-
quelle les émotions héritent du contenu de leurs bases cognitives, j’ai souligné
que les émotions-pour des entités fictionnelles ont un contenu de la forme :
dans la fiction, p. Il est tentant de se servir de ce constat afin de mettre a jour
le dilemme suivant : soit nous acceptons une théorie de l'erreur radicale et
peu satisfaisante a propos de la fiction, soit nous reconnaissons que certaines
émotions-pour des entités fictionnelles sont rationnelles. Examinons cela de
plus pres.

Il semble en premier lieu difficile de nier que certaines croyances a propos
de la fiction soient vraies. Affirmer de but en blanc que, dans la fiction, Meg
n’est pas poursuivie par un blob semble suffisamment absurde pour qu’on
fasse autant que faire se peut pour éviter une telle théorie de l'erreur. Ce qui
a pour suite qu'il existe un vaste ensemble de vérités du type : dans la fiction,
p- On introduit alors un principe qui me parait assez séduisant. Selon ce prin-
cipe, si le fait que a est F est une situation instanciant telle ou telle valeur pour
a, alors le fait que, dans une fiction, une entité fictionnelle a’ soit F est une
situation instanciant telle ou telle valeur pour a’. Si Jean est en danger lors-
qu'il se retrouve dans le bois de Boulogne face a un sanglier écumant de rage,
alors un personnage de fiction dans une situation analogue sera également en

objets non-fictionnels.

12 1 es fictions interactives, dont le jeu vidéo est I’exemple le plus saillant, compliquent quelque
peu la relation entre émotion-pour et comportement dans la mesure o1 le sujet peut directement
influer sur les situations vécues par le personnage fictionnel (voir par exemple Davies 2009). Rien
de ceci ne va a I'encontre de ce qui figure dans le texte, mais force a ne pas conclure que toute
forme de comportement déclenché par une émotion-pour une entité fictionnelle est eo ipso irra-
tionnelle.
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danger.!® Ce principe me parait intimement li¢ a 1'idée cheére a de nombreux
philosophes selon laquelle I'évaluatif survient sur le non-évaluatif, et il serait
possible de le défendre par ce biais."* Quoi qu'il en soit, c’est une question
que je souhaite laisser ouverte ici, ce qui ne me parait pas constituer un pro-
bleme sérieux dans la mesure ot le principe a une composante intuitive assez
robuste.!® Et, si 'on y souscrit, il semble difficile de ne pas conclure que cer-
taines émotions-pour des entités fictionnelles sont rationnelles. En effet, j’ai
souligné plus haut que les émotions avaient pour effet d’ajouter une dimen-
sion évaluative aux conditions de correction du contenu fourni par leurs bases
cognitives. Or, nous avons admis que les bases cognitives du type ‘dans la fic-
tion, p’ pouvaient étre vraies et que les entités auxquelles ces bases se réferent
pouvaient faire face a des situations instanciant des valeurs. Des lors, il n'y a
plus aucun obstacle a admettre que des émotions correctes lorsque de telles
valeurs sont instanciées puissent s’y rapporter de maniére correcte et ration-
nelle.

Cette conclusion peut enfin étre mise en rapport avec un souci souvent
exprimé a 1’'encontre des émotions suscitées par la fiction. La meilleure fagon
de I'exprimer est a mon avis la suivante : pour autant qu’elle soit rationnelle,
la force d’'une émotion dirigée vers une entité fictionnelle ne peut pas étre
identique a celle d'une émotion du méme type dirigée vers une entité non-
fictionnelle. C’est a mon avis la meilleure maniére de comprendre la séduction
exercée par 'appel a des états similaires aux émotions mais distincts d’elles
comme les tristement célebres quasi-émotions invoquées par Kendall Walton
(1978, 1990). A la lumiere de ce qui précede, on peut conclure que ce souci
est engendré par une conception erronée du domaine. Les émotions sont des
attitudes qui adjoignent une dimension évaluative aux conditions de correc-
tion fournies par leurs bases cognitives. Afin de jouer un tel role, elles doivent
conserver leur nature d’attitude a travers une immense variété de contenus —
on ne voit pas bien comment elles pourraient contribuer de la méme maniere
aux conditions de correction si, ainsi que le suggerent les partisans des quasi-
émotions, leur nature se transformait de maniere significative lorsqu’elles sont

13 Beaucoup de paramétres doivent naturellement étre ajustés afin de disposer d’un principe
satisfaisant — il faut par exemple que a et a’ se ressemblent sous certains aspects. Ainsi, il est
possible que les talents de Thésée le mettent hors de danger méme lorsqu’il fait face au sanglier
de Calydon. Je présuppose que les ajustements nécessaires sont possibles.

1% Sur ces questions, voir en particulier la discussion de Jackson (1998).

15 Ce qui ne signifie pas, cela va sans dire, que tous les philosophes y aient adhéré. Ainsi,
Currie (1990) le rejette dans la mesure ot il considere que les événements fictionnels jouissent
d’une certaine autonomie par rapport a leurs contreparties concretes. Pour une discussion, voir
Livingston et Mele (1997 : 166f).
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suscitées par des ceuvres de fiction.!® En fait, la différence pertinente ne doit
pas étre située au niveau des émotions elles-mémes, mais en amont, au niveau
de leurs bases cognitives : certaines émotions possedent des bases ‘sérieuses’,
d’autres des bases fictionnelles. Pour autant que le sujet soit rationnel, la na-
ture de ces contenus ainsi que des attitudes qui les accompagnent doit avoir
un impact tout a la fois sur 1’émotion ressentie (c’est une émotion-pour plu-
tot qu'une émotion tout court, par exemple), sur la nature de I'évidence qui
compte en sa faveur et en sa défaveur, ainsi que sur les jugements et compor-
tements qu’elle suscite.
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Common Sense and Skepticism : A Lecture

KEITH LEHRER

It is with great pleasure that I contribute the essay that follows to a volume to
honor my esteemed friend and colleague, Pascal Engel. Whatever the merits
of the current essay, it was provoked by Pascal when he invited me to contri-
bute a lecture on common sense to a conference in Geneva. Having presented
a lecture, I thought no more of what use to make of it until the invitation to
contribute to this volume arrived. Then I thought, whatever the merits or
lack thereof, it was my good friend Pascal who was responsible for the lecture
coming into existence. So here are my thoughts, in the form of a lecture, on
common sense for a philosopher of admirable philosophical sense that is not
at all common.
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1. Moore’s Proof

G. E. Moore (1925) is famous for his defense of common sense. Moore says,
famously, perhaps, infamously, that he can prove the existence of two external
objects :

“Can I prove, now, for instance that two human hands exist ? How ?
By holding up my two hands, and say, as I make a certain gesture
with the right hand, ‘Here is one hand’, and adding, as I make
a certain gesture with the left, ‘and here is another.” ... But did
I prove just now that two human hands were in existence? I do
want to insist that I did ; and that it is perhaps impossible to give a
better or more rigorous proof of anything whatever.”

He says three conditions that must be satisfied for this to be a proof.

1. The premiss is different from the conclusion.
2. I'must know the premiss was the case.

3. The conclusion must follow from the premiss.

The conditions are satisfied he says, and so it is a proof.
He adds wisely at the end, that the proof is

“

. shown only by the use of premises which are not known to
be true, unless we do know of the existence of external things. I
can know things, which I cannot prove : and among things which
I certainly did know, even if (as I think) I could not prove them,
were the premisses of my two proofs. Ishould say, therefore, that
those if any, who are dissatisfied with these proofs merely on the
ground that I did not know their premises, have no good reason
for their dissatisfaction.”

So we are left with the claim that Moore proved the existence of external ob-
jects, two hands, by appealing to premisses that such objects existed, which
premisses he knows to be the case but cannot prove.

2. Reid and Hume’s Skepticism

The argument is historically influenced by Moore’s reading of Reid (1863),!
and an obvious dissatisfaction with the argument was anticipated by Reid,

L All subsequent pages references to Reid are from Reid (1863).
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namely, that Moore’s assumption that he knew the premisses makes the proof
question begging and leaves us without any account of the evidence and jus-
tification of those premisses.

Moore also formulated his argument as a reply to Hume. We will find
clarification of the issues concerning evidence and justification by returning
to the dispute between Hume and Reid. Hume (1739) began with the premiss
that all the perceptions of our mind resolve themselves into impressions and
ideas by which he meant sensations and feelings. I will not trace the well
know skeptical consequences of his starting point. Reid noted the skeptical
consequences of Mr. Hume’s theory and remarked that we need not despair
of a better theory.

Reid set out his theory in reply to Hume. Reid assumed that he and Hume
agreed in a common project, to give a theory of the operations of the human
based on experience. This commitment to theory separates Reid from Moore.
Moore seems to be engaged in a simple modus tollens rejection of Hume’s
skeptical consequences, while Reid sees the need of providing an alternative
theory that does not have the skeptical consequences. Reid’s objections to Hu-
me’s theory were diverse. However, primary among them was that Hume’s
theory of impressions and ideas, to wit, that all the perceptions of the mind
consist of impressions or ideas, which Reid termed the ideal theory, was an in-
adequate theory of the following :

1. The aboutness (now intentionality) of thought and conception,
which allows for the possibility of thinking and conceiving of im-
manent objects that do not exist.

2. Our conceptions and beliefs concerning consciousness, external
objects, other minds and the past.

3. Evidence or justification of our beliefs about consciousness, the
external world other minds and the past.

Hume seems, on one interpretation, to be sanguine about the third of these.
However, he claims to provide an account of conception and belief, even if the
conceptions and beliefs are in error. Note the important distinction between
having a theory of our conceptions and beliefs concerning the external world
with the consequence that such conceptions and beliefs are erroneous, and
failing to provide a theory of such conceptions and beliefs at all.

Why must Hume fail to provide a theory of such conceptions, and what is
the better theory that avoids the untoward consequences of the ideal theory ?
One basic argument is that sensations lack intentionality. They exist but they
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are not internally about anything. I may say that I feel a pain, suggesting
a distinction between the sensation, the pain, and the feeling of it, but Reid
argues that feeling a pain is not distinct from the sensation of the pain, though
we may attribute the pain to some external cause. The pain, in itself, lacks the
structure of intentionality. Whatever you think of this argument, it must be
conceded to Reid that Hume appears to leave the introduction of intentiona-
lity, of aboutness, of the immanent objects of thought, unexplained. Actually,
I shall in the end fabricate a reply on behalf of Hume, but let us follow the
theoretical alternative developed by Reid.

3. Reid’s Theory

To account for conception and belief, in the existence of conscious states as
well as external objects, Reid argued, we require original capacities that are in-
nate and that are realized as we mature. The experience of impressions would
not suffice because their existence does not explain our capacity to conceive
of them or believe that they exist. Reid’s empirical hypothesis is that that our
conception and belief in the existence of conscious states as well as external
objects is the result of principles of the faculties of our mind, of conscious-
ness, perception, memory and reason, to form some original conceptions of
objects and their qualities. We are not justified in accepting the hypothesis
simply because it fills a gap in Hume’s theory, however tempting that would
be. Hume and Reid were committed to the empiricism of Newton, which
meant that experience must be the basis for accepting general principles. The
criteria of evidence for the existence of the innateness of the principles of our
faculties Reid employed has become standard. They must appear before they
can be acquired from tutelage and they must be universal. Reid added that
they must be irresistible, and thought that they were revealed in the character
of all languages. The main point was that a theory of innate capacities, fa-
culties, could not be rationally justified simply because it avoided skepticism
about the external world. It could only be justified empirically.

Let me cut to the chase. Here is Reid’s theory in a capsule. An adequate
theory of thought and conception requires first principles of our faculties that
govern the operations of our minds. The principles give rise, as the child
matures, to conceptions and convictions of the existence of consciousness, the
existence of external objects and their qualities, the past, and the existence of
other minds. These conceptions are not innate ideas in use at birth but arise
in us as we mature. What evidence do we have, if any to justify the existence
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of those things our faculties lead us to believe exist? Evidence, Reid, says
is the ground of belief. It is something felt. The principles of our faculties,
of whose operations we are conscious, reveal themselves as the grounds and
evidence of our beliefs. The result is that we are conscious of the evidence of
our beliefs whatever difficulty we may have in describing the evidence. We
feel the force of the operations of our faculties.

In another place, Reid speaking of the justification of beliefs arising from
our original faculties denies that it is derived from reasoning. Their justifica-
tion is their birthright. It is, however, an internally grounded right, for we feel
the evidence of such beliefs as they arise. I think this is a deep insight of Rei-
d’s and argues against externalist views of conception and evidence as well
as externalist interpretations of Reid. People have suggested that memory be-
liefs cannot be supported by evidence because we do not remember how we
acquired them. The ground of such beliefs is not ancient history of how they
arose but the feeling that arises from the operation of the faculty of memory
when the memory is clear and distinct. The feelings are the evidence of an
operation of the faculty and the justification of the belief to which it gives rise.

4. Reid versus Moore

Now, finally, let us return to the issue of proof of the existence of the external
world. Reid, unlike Moore, says the matter does not admit of proof to a to-
tal skeptic. Suppose someone questions the existence of the external objects,
the hands of Moore. Reid notes that such common sense beliefs arise from
the faculty of perception. Suppose someone, Hume, as Reid and I interpret
him, denies the existence of external objects by appeal to philosophical argu-
ment. What reply is available? The reply Reid gave is that the conception
and conviction of the external world is the result of a first principle of the fa-
culty of perception. Such beliefs, Reid says, do not require the justification of
reasoning. Moreover, they do not admit of it either because they come into
existence with all the evidence of which the matter allows.

Is this just dogmatism? Reid has an additional argument. He lists what
he takes to be the first principles of our faculties which are also principles of
evidence and, hence justification. Someone might ask, “Why should we trust
our faculties?” Reid has a reply to anyone, who, like Hume, appeals to phi-
losophical reasoning. It is a consistency argument. Hume, Reid avers, trusts
reason, for he reasons to his conclusions with his great genius of argument.
Reid asks what justification Hume has for trusting one faculty but not ano-
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ther, reason or consciousness but not memory or perception ? If Hume has no
answer, then he proceeds in a philosophically inconsistent manner.

If someone, Hume perhaps, were to inquire what evidence Reid has that
his faculties are not fallacious, his reply is simple. It is a first principle, the se-
venth in his list, but one I have called, Lehrer (1998), the First First Principle,
that our faculties are not fallacious. He puts this in another way by saying
they are trustworthy. He notes that this first principle seems to have a prio-
rity in evidence over all the rest. Returning to the First First Principle and
Moore, it is clear why Reid concedes something very much like what Moore
concedes about a lack of proof of the knowledge of his premisses. If proof of
knowledge is pressed back by a total skeptic to the First First Principle, the
prior principle of evidence and knowledge, and the total skeptic is willing to
deny the trustworthiness of all our faculties, Reid says he puts his hand over
his mouth in silence. The reason is that you can give no proof of the First First
Principle that does not assume it as a premiss, and so you can give no proof.
However, as Moore and Reid agree, though we cannot prove the total skeptic
wrong, we can know that he is wrong. The First First Principle provides the
evidence for us to know what we cannot prove.

This brings us to the issue of common sense. The First First Principle is
the first principle of common sense. Common sense on this account is not
simply the judgments on which people agree, for they may come to agree on
all sorts of foolishness from some common error. Common sense consists of
those judgments that arise from the first principles of our faculties. Of course,
we may try to ignore them, as Mr. Hume attempted to do in philosophical
treatise. But Hume conceded that he failed to do so as soon as he left his
study.

Why should we trust those judgments, the judgments that result from ori-
ginal first principles of our faculties ? There are two main answers.

One concerns self-trust as I would put it, or trust in our faculties, as Reid
would put it. Any reasoning, pro or con, concerning a judgment appeals to
the faculty of reason and to other faculties that give rise to the premisses. We
either trust our faculties, at least some of them, or reasoning is useless, and,
most critically, that includes any reasoning against trusting our faculties. We
may modify and qualify the trust we place in some judgments arising from
our faculties as experience instructs us about the fecundity of error. But any
correction of the use of our faculties presupposes that we place our trust in our
faculties. We cannot even find grounds for mistrusting our faculties without
appealing to them and assuming the First First Principle affirming that they
are not fallacious.
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The second answer is that we cannot resist. Indeed, Reid suggests, that
there are conceptions and convictions that reveal their origins by their irresis-
tibility. Try to put aside the original judgments of your faculties, if you wish to
do so, but you will find, like Mr. Hume, that you cannot succeed. The second
answer fills in a limitation of first. Someone might, like Cratylus, attempt to
refuse to accept any view and satisfy himself by remaining silent and only
moving a finger. But he will not succeed in his attempt to proceed in this way.
Whether he speaks or not, he cannot resist the force of his faculties as they
give rise to conception and conviction without his bidding and, as might be
the case here, contrary to his will.

This brief account of Reid’s defense of common sense replaces dogmatic
rejection of skepticism with a theory of common sense conception, conviction
and the evidence and justification thereof. Reid admits this is no reply to the
total skeptic. But, he might add, it is probable than none exists. The skeptic
who reasons on his behalf assumes some faculty ; reason at least, is not falla-
cious.

5. Skepticism versus Self-Trust

What are we to make of this? Someone might reply, as I once did, Lehrer
(1971) that the skeptic need not suppose he is justified to proceed with his
argument. He may tell you what he believes without any claim to justifi-
cation or knowledge, and thereby, acknowledging his common sense beliefs,
refuse to trust them, treat them as fallacious, and not at all justified. Perhaps
Hume shared such an attitude. I once suggested that such a skeptic could
remain consistent. I now have my doubts. The fundamental doubt concerns
self-trust concerning what one accepts or refuses to accept. Any reasoning
about the merits of beliefs, whether it leads to a positive evaluation, what I
have called and will here call, acceptance, or the opposite, rejection, depends
on trusting oneself as one proceeds. The contrast between acceptance and be-
lief is examined in detail by many authors in Engel (2000). Without adopting
Reid’s theory of our faculties, I note that to involve oneself in any reflection
about the merits or defects of what one believes, one cannot escape from self-
trust. Moreover, the person who trusts himself must consider himself worthy
of his trust, or he shall find that self-trust, like trust of another one considers
unworthy it, will fail to support the undertaking.

By now you see the familiar schema revealing itself from my previous
work, Lehrer (1997), for example. A person considers himself worthy of his
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trust in what he accepts. So as he accepts whatever he does, even something
appealing to premisses intended to support skepticism about evidence and
justification, he will accept that he is trustworthy in what he accepts to achieve
the goals of reason. If he is right, and he is trustworthy in what he accepts to
satisfy the demands of reason, then he is reasonable in what he accepts. His
acceptance of his trustworthiness, supported by other things he accepts, sup-
ports his acceptance of them in a loop of mutual support. Finally, his accep-
tance of his trustworthiness, supported by other things he accepts, supports
the acceptance of itself. Of course, the person must be trustworthy in what he
accepts and not deluded as the mad sometimes are. But if his acceptance of
trustworthiness in what he accepts is true and leads to the conclusion that he is
reasonable in what he accepts. Thus, the loop of reason ties his acceptance of
his trustworthiness into the knot of reasonableness and, I have argued, Lehrer
(2000) finally into justification and knowledge.

6. Truth and Justification

Justification and knowledge result once we can compare the reasonableness
of what a person accepts to the objections against it. The strong arch of justi-
fication and knowledge comes into view with self-trust and the worthiness of
it holding the components in place. Justification must be successfully connec-
ted with truth, however, to convert to knowledge. So how do we get truth
into arch of justification? Justification built on acceptance and replies to ob-
jections may fail the test of veracity. Here I want to depart from Reid a bit and
note a connection with Hume. The question is whether when we engage in
self-trust in accepting how we represent our world and ourselves can we find
any security against error. I suggest that it is impressions, the individual qua-
lities of experience, and what are now called tropes, that can provide us with
the security we seek. However, the security will not be found in appeal to
properties or predicates connecting impressions with truth. Instead, we must
note, what Hume did, that the individual quality may itself become the gene-
ral vehicle of representation used as an exemplar to represent a plurality. In
a process of exemplar representation, what I, Lehrer (2012), have called exem-
plarization, the exemplar, is used to represent a plurality of objects reflexively
representing itself. The exemplar exhibits what it represents, and exhibits it-
self in the process. So, the exemplar, which is an impression, also represents
impressions, it is true of what it represents, and, in a loop, represents and is
true of itself.
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To obtain the truth security of exemplarization, it is essential that exemplar
reflexively represents itself. To say the representation is reflexive is to deny
that it represents itself by virtue of instantiating some property. Both Hume
and Reid denied the existence of properties, though the latter thought it was
useful to think about properties. He noted that thinking about them and even
affirming things of them did not commit you to their existence any more than
thinking about fictional characters and affirming things of them commits you
to their existence. Moreover, it is essential to notice that exemplarization is a
cognitive process, and though reflexive when it operates successfully, has the
fallibility of human representation. What we can say is that exemplarization,
when it occurs, has the result that the exemplar is reflexively true of itself at
the same time that it is less directly true of other things. The truth security of
exemplarization is restricted to the application of the exemplar to itself.

7. Exemplar Impressions of the External World

Where do we stand with common sense? We have found a truth connection
for an operation of a faculty in exemplarization. It shows us that as we engage
in world making, in the conceptual construction of our world, we may find a
secure connection with truth in impressions. But so far, this does not take us
beyond the impressions and ideas of Mr. Hume to the common sense world
of external objects and their qualities. Can we proceed from the truth security
of exemplarization of impressions back onto themselves to the justification of
the truth of claims about external qualities and their objects ?

Here is a beginning of a development of theory beyond what I have so far
advocated. The exemplar impression, on Hume’s account, is used to represent
a class of impressions. It is reflexively a member of the class, but the reference
of the impression extends beyond the exemplar itself and stands for, repre-
sents and refers to other impressions. This Hume admits. Hume must agree
that the exemplar as a sign representing other impressions extends beyond
itself. That is part of the meaning of a sign used in exemplar representation.
It exhibits what the things it represents are like. Note, and this is crucial, the
relationship between the exemplar sign and what it represents is not conven-
tional. The conventional sign of an object does not exhibit or in any way show
us what the represented object or class of objects is like. The black word “re-
d”, for example, does not in any way show us what red things, or red impres-
sions, for that matter, are like. The exemplar, by contrast, represents things by
showing us what they are like.
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This role of the exemplar to represent, stand for or refer to objects by sho-
wing us what they are like makes the exemplar part of its meaning or content.
In a functional theory of meaning, the exemplar functions in the meaning of
the sign as an exhibit of what the represented objects are like. Once this ob-
servation is made, we understand the importance of Reid’s reply to Hume’s
argument that we do not perceive external objects because the appearances
of the external objects change. Reid’s reply is that the changing appearances
of the object show us what the external object is like. Indeed, those changing
appearances show us what the external object is like by serving as a sign of
what the unchanging external object is like. Think about how the external
object looks, perhaps how it appears smaller as it recedes into the distance as
you move away from it. Those appearances become exemplars of meaning
exhibiting what the external object and the qualities of it are like. The sensory
impressions do not exhaust our conception of what the object is like, for part
of that conception is of an object that has a constant size and shape. Howe-
ver, another part, and an important part, of our conception of the object and
its qualities is how it looks. The exemplar impressions of the external object
exhibit the exemplar part of the meaning. That is another way of saying that
we conceive of objects in terms of how they look to us.

8. Phenomenalism and Realism : Meaning and Evidence of
Sense

The conclusion of the preceding reflections is that our sensory impressions are
exemplars of representation exhibiting part of the meaning of our representa-
tion of the external world. They do not give us the whole of the meaning.
Phenomenalism was a mistake generated by the correct insight that pheno-
menal impressions are part of the meaning. But they are not all of it. Just as
the phenomenalists were wrong to think that sensory impressions exhibit all
of the meaning of our conception of the external world, so the direct realists
were wrong when they thought that impressions were no part of the meaning
of our conception of external objects. The mere fact that an impression can
represent other impressions already entails that an impression can represent
something beyond itself. Of course, the phenomenalist thought that a sensory
impression could not show us anything about what a thing of another kind is
like. But where is the argument that the appearances of a material object are
so different in kind from the object that they cannot show us anything about
what the object is like? Where is the argument that an appearance cannot be
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sign of the existence of an entity unless the entity is itself another appearance ?
There is no sound argument, and the assumption creates a chasm between ap-
pearance and reality that is closed by the meaning of exemplar representation.
Exemplars, like other signs, words, for example, permit multiplicity of mea-
ning and reference. So just as the exemplar impression exhibits what the class
of represented impressions is like, though distinct from them, so the exemplar
impression exhibits what the external objects are like, though distinct from
them.

I shall not undertake to argue further here that sensory experience serves
as exemplars of meaning of our representations of external objects. This amounts
to no more than that part of the meaning of our thoughts about the external
world is in terms of how external objects appear to us, that, for example, that
part of meaning of our thoughts about red things is how red things look to
us. I do not say this is beyond controversy, only that, as Reid argued, it is a
reasonable assumption that Hume and phenomenalists have not refuted.

How do we proceed from idea that that impressions of sense exhibit part
of the meaning, the exemplar part of representation, to the conclusion that
we have the sort of evidence and justification that we need for knowledge
of the external world? If an impression of sense is part of the meaning of
our thought about external objects, then the impression provides evidence
and justification for the existence of the external object. We must, of course,
concede, as Reid did, that we are fallible. However, the fact the exemplar im-
pressions of meaning of the existence of the external object is fallible is com-
patible with it being trustworthy and not fallacious. In short, the evidence of
sense, the evidence of sense impressions, may give us evidence of the external
world that is as reasonable as our faculties allow. Our justification depends
on the evidence of sensory exemplars exhibiting to us a central part of the
meaning of our common sense conception of the external world.

9. Back to Moore

Where does this leave us in the discussion with Moore with which we be-
gan? We should agree with Moore that he knew what he said he knew. We
now, however, are in a position to explain how he knew. He knew because
the sensory experiences he produced by shaking his hands at us are part of
the meaning, the exemplar meaning, of the conception of those things, and,
therefore, evidence and justification for what he claimed to know. However,
this is, contrary to Moore’s claim of proof, not a proof against the skeptic, be-
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cause it begs the question against the skeptic. Moore needed to assume that
his faculties, in this case perception, were trustworthy and not fallacious. So,
Moore was partly right and partly wrong. Moore knew what he said he knew,
but what he argued was not, contrary to his claim, a proof of the existence of
external objects. We have an explanation of what he knew and how he knew
in terms of the self-trust placed in his faculties and the meaning of sensory
experience in terms of exemplar representation. It is notable, and perhaps
ironic, that Hume introduced the idea of an impression being used to stand
for things beyond itself that explained, contrary to what he concluded, how
we can know of the existence of external objects from the evidence of the chan-
ging appearances of the unchanging external object.

Of course, to get from meaning, evidence and justification to knowledge,
our evidence and justification, though fallible, must not be refuted or defeated
by errors in what we accept. That takes us beyond Hume and Reid to 20t
century epistemology, Lehrer (2000), but the insights they offered us remain.
Hume taught us the lesson of exemplar representation of impression of sen-
sory experience, while Reid taught us the lesson of epistemological primacy
of trust in our faculties. Reid said that Hume was the genius of the age, and of
any age, noting, however, that it is genius and not the want of it that leads to
false philosophy. The combination of genius and common sense, Hume and
Reid, leads us to an explanation of our knowledge of the external world, and,
I have argued elsewhere, Lehrer (2012), to knowledge of the world of theore-
tical entities as well. The legacy of Hume and Reid is the construction of an
epistemology combining their genius and common sense.
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Engel on pragmatic encroachment and
epistemic value

DUNCAN PRITCHARD

Abstract. Idiscuss Engel’s (2009) critique of pragmatic encroachment in epis-
temology and his related discussion of epistemic value. While I am sympathe-
tic to Engel’s remarks on the former, I think he makes a crucial misstep when
he relates this discussion to the latter topic. The goal of this paper is to offer
a better articulation of the relationship between these two epistemological is-
sues, with the ultimate goal of lending further support to Engel’s scepticism
about pragmatic encroachment in epistemology. As we will see, key to this
articulation will be the drawing of a distinction between two importantly dif-
ferent ways of thinking about epistemic value.

144
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Introduction

Let me begin by saying that it is a pleasure and an honour to be able to contri-
bute to this festschrift for Pascal Engel. In a long and highly distinguished ca-
reer, Pascal has made distinctive contributions to many of the most important
philosophical debates. He has also been an active and prominent member of
the European philosophical scene. I know that I have learnt a lot by engaging
with his work and with him personally over the years, and I am very pleased
to be able to contribute to this volume in tribute to the man on his sixtieth
birthday. Pascal is now at the peak of his intellectual powers, and long may
he continue ! (As Woody Allen is reported to have quipped on his sixtieth bir-
thday : ‘I'm sixty years old—a third of my life is over already!” I have similar
optimism for my friend Pascal’s longevity).

It is customary in these volumes to follow one’s eulogy to the person being
honoured with a devastating critical broadside against his or her work. I'm
afraid that I must disappoint the reader on this score, as no such broadside is
in the offering here. This is because I am broadly in agreement with much of
what is to be found in Pascal’s work. Instead, I want to focus on a very interes-
ting recent piece by Pascal which is concerned with the question of pragmatic
encroachment in epistemology. I will argue that there is an interesting way
of developing Pascal’s position in this regard. As we will see, key to this de-
velopment will be the introduction of a distinction regarding epistemic value
which I think is both extremely important but also often overlooked.!

1. Engel on Pragmatic Encroachment and Epistemic Value

Pragmatic encroachment in epistemology is best understood in terms of what
it rejects. In particular, it is usually understood as the rejection of the widely
held view (until quite recently anyway) that whether an agent counts as ha-
ving knowledge is purely a function of epistemic factors, and not determined,
even in part, by non-epistemic factors (such as the practical consequences of
having knowledge).? Jeremy Fantl and Matthew McGrath describe this view
as epistemological purism, and express it as follows :

! In the interests of maintaining at least the appearance of scholarship, I will henceforth refer
to Pascal as ‘Engel’.

2 T am here focusing on pragmatic encroachment about knowledge, specifically, though of
course there are versions of the pragmatic encroachment thesis which apply to other epistemic
standings.
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Epistemological purism : two subjects alike with respect to their strength
of epistemic position with respect to p are alike with respect to
whether they know that p (or at least with respect to whether they
are in a position to know that p). (Fantl & McGrath 2010, 562 ; Cf.
Fantl & McGrath 2007, 558)

Fantl and McGrath reject epistemological purism and argue that two subjects
alike in their epistemic position might nonetheless differ in terms of whether
they have knowledge in virtue of non-epistemic (e.g., purely practical) fea-
tures of their situation. They are not alone in arguing for this claim.3

The cases marshalled in support of pragmatic encroachment in epistemo-
logy are now familiar. They characteristically involve two agents who are pu-
tatively in the same epistemic situation—they have the same overall evidence,
say—but where the agents are in very different conditions from a practical
point of view. So, for example, both agents have the same evidence about
when a certain train will arrive, but whereas nothing much hangs on the cor-
rectness of the target belief for the one agent, a great deal hangs on its correct-
ness for the other agent (the agent’s livelihood, say). The thinking goes that
we are less inclined to attribute knowledge to the second agent (the one in
the "high-stakes’ context), and that this reveals that there is something amiss
with epistemological purism, in that non-epistemic factors—in this case pu-
rely practical factors—are having a bearing on whether an agent counts as
having knowledge.

I don’t want to get into such cases in detail here. My view, which broadly
accords with Engel’s (2009), is that we should not take our intuitions about
these cases at face-value. More precisely, while I would grant that we do feel
a prima facie pull to treat these two agents differently vis-a-vis their possession
of knowledge, even despite their putative sameness of epistemic standings, I
think there are better explanations available of why this is so.

For example, it seems plausible to me that conversational contexts might
affect the propriety of knowledge ascriptions. This idea is particularly com-
pelling when it comes to self-ascriptions of knowledge. In a conversational
context where it is made clear that a lot hangs on the correctness of p, an un-
qualified claim to know that p might conversationally imply that one is in a
particularly strong epistemic position with regard to p, one that is far higher

3 For the main defences of pragmatic encroachment, see Fantl & McGrath (2002 ; 2007 ; 2009),
Hawthorne (2004), and Stanley (2005). For a helpful survey of recent work on pragmatic encroach-
ment, see Fantl & McGrath (2010).
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than what one would typically demand for knowledge that p. This would ex-
plain one’s reluctance to self-ascribe knowledge in such conditions in a way
that is entirely compatible with epistemological purism. And once this point
is granted about self-ascriptions of knowledge, it doesn’t take too much ima-
gination to see how this detail might have a bearing on our intuitions about
knowledge ascriptions more generally. In particular, if we explicitly set to one
side the question of whether it would be appropriate for our agent in the high-
stakes to make an unqualified knowledge claim, and focus instead on whether
this agent counts as having knowledge (bearing in mind too that it has already
been granted that the counterpart agent has knowledge), then what is left of
the intuition that we should issue a negative verdict to this question? My
guess is : ‘not much’.*

And note that we have only considered one defensive response to the cases
in support of pragmatic encroachment in epistemology. Properly developed,
I think that a range of responses can be made to this proposal. In particular—
and here Engel (2009) is especially clear—we also need to keep in mind that
pragmatic factors can have a bearing on such matters as whether one forms a
view at all about a certain proposition without this thereby having any nega-
tive implications for epistemological purism.’

In any case, let us not try to settle the issues about pragmatic encroach-
ment in epistemology here. It suffices to say that the position is controversial,
and that there are at least points to be made against this proposal. Engel and
myself stand with the epistemological purists on these questions. What inter-
ests me for the purposes of this paper is a conclusion which Engel draws from
this claim, and which I think should be resisted. The conclusion in question
is that Engel argues—see especially Engel (2009, §5)—that once we grant that
there is no such phenomenon as pragmatic encroachment on knowledge, then
it follows that the kind of pragmatic factors appealed to by proponents of this
view cannot confer any value on knowledge. I want to suggest that this is a
mistake. Indeed, as we will see, my claim is that we can strengthen Engel’s re-
jection of pragmatic encroachment by allowing the kind of pragmatic factors
appealed to by proponents of this view as having a role to play in determi-
ning the value of knowledge. Essentially, my point will be that provided we
are clear about the manner in which pragmatic factors can confer value on
knowledge, then one can accept this claim without it having any bearing at all

41 discuss such conversational effects on knowledge ascriptions in Pritchard (20125, part 3).
5See also Pritchard (20074) for a different kind of response to the lottery-style cases that Haw-
thorne (2004) employs to motivate a version of pragmatic encroachment.
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on whether epistemological purism is true.

2. Knowledge, Action, and Epistemic Value

In order to sharpen up our discussion in this regard, let’s focus on the claim
that knowledge has a kind of practical value in virtue of its role in action. In
particular, this is the claim that, at least in some suitably restricted sense, it is
knowledge, as opposed to true belief, which guides action and which there-
fore plays a pivotal role in practical reasoning. Versions of this kind of thesis
have been defended by a number of prominent philosophers, and Engel is
happy to endorse a version of this thesis too.® One might see in a thesis of this
sort a direct argument for pragmatic encroachment, but given the foregoing it
should be clear that this conclusion is at least resistible. As Engel himself puts
the point, this conception of the relationship between knowledge and action :

“[...] does not in any way show that there is pragmatic encroach-
ment on knowledge, for it is quite open to someone to hold that
knowledge is relevant to the explanation of action while denying
that whether one knows that p turns on practical matters.” (Engel
2009, 201)

I think that this is absolutely right.

Suppose, however, that we set aside the further claim about pragmatic en-
croachment and instead focus on the point about knowledge playing a funda-
mental role in action. Indeed, let us grant this point for the sake of argument.
Ought it not to have axiological consequences for one’s thinking about know-
ledge ? That is, shouldn’t it follow from this thesis that knowledge is more va-
luable than mere true belief on account of the fact that only the former plays
a fundamental role in action ? Engel is, however, quite explicit that one can’t
derive a claim about the greater value of knowledge over mere true belief by
appeal to these factors. He writes :

“[1]s knowledge more valuable than any of its subparts ? We would
have the beginning of such an answer if it could be shown, for ins-
tance in the reliabilist way, that knowledge is apt to produce more
true beliefs than sheer luck or absence of method, or if the way

6 See, for example, Engel (2009, 199). For some of the main defences of this general view
about the relationship between knowledge and action, see Williamson (2000), Fantl & McGrath
(2002), Hawthorne (2004), Stanley (2005), and Hawthorne & Stanley (2008).
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in which knowledge matters could be associated to some specific
dispositions of knowers, as virtue epistemology proposes. But the
fact that our judgements about knowledge are relevant to our eva-
luation of actions, or that they are relevant for practical reasons, to
repeat, shows nothing.” (Engel 2009, 201)

I find this rather mysterious. Why do such ‘facts” about the relationship bet-
ween knowledge and action “show nothing” about the value of knowledge ?
Indeed, to put this point into sharper relief, why is that the kind of epistemo-
logical ‘facts’ that are attributed to reliabilists and virtue epistemologists here
can confer value on knowledge but these other facts about the practical import
of knowledge in action cannot ?

I think the answer lies in a failure to recognise a crucial ambiguity in the
very notion of epistemic value. With this ambiguity made clear, we can allow
that there is a perfectly legitimate sense in which pragmatic factors, such as
concerning the relationship between knowledge and action, can contribute to
the value of knowledge. Moreover, the way in which they make this contribu-
tion offers no basis at all for endorsing pragmatic encroachment about know-
ledge.

3. Epistemic Value and the Value of the Epistemic

The ambiguity I have in mind can be brought out by considering a distinction
that Peter Geach (1956) draws between ‘predicative’ and ‘attributive” expres-
sions. Consider the following two expressions :

1) Xis a red fly.
) Xis a big fly.

According to Geach, (1) is a predicative expression while (2) is an attributive
expression. What he means by this is that while we can re-phrase (1) as the
claim that X is both red and a fly, it would be a mistake to rephrase (2) as the
claim that X is both big and a fly. After all, the claim at issue in (2) is precisely
that X is big for a fly.

In the same way, we can distinguish between a predictive and an attri-
butive version of claims about epistemic value. On a predicative reading, this
means that we are dealing with something which is both epistemic and of va-
lue. On an attributive reading, in contrast, this means that we are dealing with
something which is valuable in a specific way—uiz., that it is of specifically
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epistemic value. These are clearly distinct claims, as we will see. Henceforth,
when we talk of ‘epistemic value” we will mean a particular kind of value
(i.e., we will presuppose the attributive reading), and we will refer to the pre-
dicative reading of ‘epistemic value’ by talking instead about ‘the value of the
epistemic’. With this in mind, let us now see how epistemic value comes apart
from the value of the epistemic.

That something is epistemically valuable does not in itself mean that it
is valuable simpliciter, any more than a big fly is thereby big simpliciter. Of
course, it may be that there are bridging claims that one can bring to bear in
this regard that make the necessary connection. Perhaps the epistemic axiolo-
gical realm is such that it generates a kind of value which would sustain the
predicative reading. There are precedents for this after all. For example, it is
plausible that ethical value is both a kind of value and also value simpliciter—
i.e., from the fact that something is ethically good one can plausibly infer that
it is good simpliciter. Equally, however, there are also domains where this infe-
rence would be illegitimate. For example, that something is practically good
does not mean that it is good simpliciter. In any case, absent a case being made
for the relevant bridging claims, one cannot derive the value of the epistemic
from epistemic value.

There is a similar distinction to be drawn in the opposite direction, from
the value of the epistemic to epistemic value. Indeed, arguably the point here
is even more straightforward : that an epistemic standing is valuable does not
entail that it is of specifically epistemic value, since the value in question could
be wholly non-epistemic (such as practical value, ethical value, aesthetic va-
lue, and so on). As before, some sort of bridging claim would be required to
make the relevant transition, though here it is not particularly obvious how
such a claim would be motivated. Why should the value of an epistemic stan-
ding entail epistemic value specifically ?

Once this distinction between epistemic value and the value of the episte-
mic is made clear, then I think we are in a position to understand why Engel’s
response to pragmatic factors having a bearing on the value of knowledge is
too strong. In particular, there is nothing to prevent us from admitting that
pragmatic factors, such as the relationship between knowledge and action,
can add value to knowledge just so long as we are clear that when we talk of
‘epistemic value” here we have in mind the predicative reading of this expres-
sion (i.e., the value of the epistemic, as we have characterised it above). That
is, all we are saying is that knowledge has a value in virtue of these pragmatic
factors that lesser epistemic standings, such as mere true belief, lack. But this
value is not a specifically epistemic kind of value; indeed, it is, presumably,
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just the practical kind of value that it appears to be.

Engel is, however, quite right to resist the thought that these pragmatic fac-
tors generate specifically epistemic value. This would indeed be highly contro-
versial and would imply that pragmatic encroachment about knowledge is
true.” But in saying that knowledge has value in virtue of practical factors we
are not making a claim about epistemic value at all.

Moreover, we can now explain why Engel maintains that reliabilism and
virtue epistemology are able to offer accounts of knowledge which can ex-
plain (in contrast to appeals to the practical value of knowledge) the greater
value of knowledge over its subparts. Since these are accounts of the value of
knowledge which appeal to the nature of knowledge (i.e., its essential episte-
mic properties), I take it that Engel is quite naturally understanding them as
making a claim which is specifically about the epistemic value of knowledge.
In contrast, since appeals to the practical value of knowledge are not appea-
ling to the nature of knowledge—particularly once it is granted that pragmatic
encroachment about knowledge is false—such a proposal will not have a bea-
ring on the value of knowledge in this sense.

Let us grant that this is the correct way to unpack Engel’s reasoning in this
regard. We might now ask : is Engel right to reason in this way ? I think not.
With our distinction between epistemic value and the value of the epistemic
in hand, it ought to be clear that in offering an account of knowledge which
explains its value one is not thereby committing oneself to making a claim
about the epistemic value of knowledge. In particular, it is at least an option
that one’s theory of knowledge explains the greater value of knowledge over
its sub-parts by arguing that this value is exclusively non-epistemic. Indeed,
I think that recognising this point is crucial to charting a way through the
debate about the value of knowledge.

Consider the so-called ‘swamping problem’, for example, which is often
alleged to show that knowledge cannot be more valuable than mere true be-
lief.? Very roughly, this problem asks how knowledge can be more valuable

7 Actually, I think that rather than lending support for pragmatic encroachment about know-
ledge, this claim would simply be incoherent. For pragmatic encroachment to even make sense
we need a fairly clear sense of the distinction between epistemic and non-epistemic (e.g., practi-
cal) factors. If practical factors are now allowed to generate a specifically epistemic kind of value,
then in what sense is this still pragmatic encroachment at all ? Haven’t we instead just extended
the realm of epistemic to take in factors hitherto considered non-epistemic ? This is not to say that
such a view is unavailable, only that it is not best thought of in terms of pragmatic encroachment
but as a different claim entirely.

8 For more on the swamping problem, see Jones (1997), Swinburne (1999), Kvanvig (2003),
and Zagzebski (2003). See also Pritchard, Millar & Haddock (2010, ch. 1) and Pritchard (2011).
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than mere true belief given that we evaluate epistemic standings instrumen-
tally in terms of their propensity to promote true belief. Just as a cup of coffee
created by a ‘good’ (from a coffee-making point of view) coffee-making ma-
chine is no more valuable than an identical cup of coffee produced by a ‘bad’
(from a coffee-making point of view) coffee-making machine, why should we
care whether a true belief is accompanied by an epistemic standing which is
the mark of it being acquired via an epistemically good process ?°

In fact, properly understood, this problem at most only demonstrates that
on a particular veritistic conception of epistemic value—whereby the funda-
mental epistemic good is true belief—knowledge is not of greater epistemic
value than mere true belief.!? But that conclusion is compatible with the idea
that knowledge is more valuable than mere true belief (i.e., where the addi-
tional value is of a non-epistemic variety). Accordingly, even if, for example,
the reliabilist is committed to the relevant veritistic claim about epistemic va-
lue, they can still potentially tell a story about how the nature of knowledge is
such that its epistemic properties ensure that knowledge is more valuable than
mere true belief.!! Perhaps knowledge is of greater value than mere true belief
because of the greater practical value of reliably formed belief, for example ?'?
It follows that one can explain the value of knowledge by appeal to the nature
of knowledge without thereby making any claim about the greater epistemic
value of knowledge over lesser epistemic standings.'®

9 The coffee cup analogy is due to Zagzebski (2003).

10 The chief exponent of veritism is Goldman (1999 ; 2002), though a view of this sort is implicit
in the work of a lot of key contemporary epistemologists. For further discussion of veritism, see
Pritchard (forthcominga ; forthcomingb).

1 For more on this point, see Pritchard (2011 ; forthcomingb).

12 Indeed, I think that the best responses that reliabilists offer to the question of the value
of knowledge are essentially of this form (though to my knowledge they do not register the dis-
tinction between epistemic value and the value of the epistemic that I mark here). See Olsson
(2007 ; 2009) and Goldman & Olsson (2009). For further discussion of reliabilism in this regard,
see Pritchard (forthcominga ; forthcomingb).

Note that the possibility that one’s theory of knowledge can explain the value of knowledge
by appealing to non-epistemic value is even clearer in the case of virtue epistemology. This is
because of the general plausibility of the idea that intellectual virtues have broadly ethical value.
Thus it could follow from the nature of knowledge that knowledge is of greater value than its
sub-parts in virtue of its greater ethical value, even though it is conceded that knowledge is not
of greater epistemic value than its sub-parts. For more on virtue epistemology and the value of
knowledge, see Pritchard (2009a; 2009b) and Pritchard, Millar & Haddock (2010, chs. 1-4). See
also Pritchard (2012a).

13 T think that understanding this point also helps us to see why the claim that truth is the
fundamental epistemic good is not nearly as problematic as it is (these days anyway) typically
supposed to be. For further discussion of this claim, see Pritchard (forthcominga).
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There could be another thought underlying Engel’s reasoning here though.
For one might think that there is something essentially contingent about ex-
plaining the value of knowledge by appeal to practical value, in contrast to
explaining the value of knowledge by appeal to its essential epistemic pro-
perties. One can see the attraction of this idea. Whether or not knowledge has
practical value will very much depend on the particular conditions in which
it is possessed. In contrast, if one is appealing to the essential epistemic pro-
perties of knowledge in order to explain its value, then one is showing that it
has this value regardless of the particular conditions under which this know-
ledge possessed. Despite the attraction of this idea, however, I think it should
be resisted.

To begin with, we need to think a bit more about what it is we are trying to
show when we say that knowledge is valuable. There are stronger and wea-
ker theses that we might have in mind, along at least three axes. One axis,
which we’ve just noted, concerns epistemic value versus the value of the epis-
temic. The claim that knowledge is valuable in both these senses (i.e., both
epistemically valuable and valuable simpliciter) is on the face of it stronger
than the claim that it is valuable in just one of these senses (e.g., just episte-
mically valuable). A second axis concerns the relevant contrast. Is the claim
that knowledge is more valuable than mere true belief, or more valuable than
its sub-parts, or more valuable in comparison to something else entirely 24 A
third axis concerns the strength of the claim that knowledge is valuable. On
a very strong reading this could mean that it necessarily always of value. But
weaker readings seem available too. Suppose it were true that knowledge is
generally the kind of thing that is of value to creatures like us (i.e., creatures in
the sort of conditions that we tend to find ourselves in). Wouldn't that suffice
to show that knowledge is valuable ?1°

This third axis is particularly relevant to our current purposes. If one thinks
that the intuition that knowledge is valuable is to be understood as the claim

14 Elsewhere—see Pritchard (2007b), Pritchard, Millar & Haddock (2010, ch. 1), and Pritchard
& Turri (2011)—I've referred to the value problem in terms of these first two contrasts as the
“primary” and “secondary” value problems, respectively. See also endnote 15.

15 There are other axes along which to cast the question of the value of knowledge. For
example, one issue we haven’t touched on here is whether knowledge has a distinctive kind
of value that its sub-parts lack, such that the difference in value in play is not merely a difference
of degree but of kind. (This is a problem that I've elsewhere called the “tertiary” value problem—
see Pritchard (2007b), Pritchard, Millar & Haddock (2010, ch. 1), and Pritchard & Turri (2011)).
Relatedly, one gets different versions of the value problem for knowledge by combining different
axes : why is knowledge epistemically more valuable than mere true belief ? ; why is knowledge
more valuable than its sub-parts ?; and so on.
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that knowledge is generally the kind of thing that is of valuable to us, then

there need be no particular bar to supposing that contingent facts about knowledge—
such that it generally has a certain practical utility—could underwrite its va-

lue.

Moreover, notice that even where one is appealing to essential features
of knowledge to explain its value, it still doesn’t follow that one is thereby
undertaking the project of showing that knowledge is necessarily always of
value. Reliabilism is a case in point in this regard. We noted earlier that it is
open to the reliabilist to maintain that the explanation for why knowledge
is more valuable than its sub-parts is that an essential epistemic property
of knowledge—that it is true belief reliably gained—has practical value. But
that’s entirely consistent with the thought that such practical value is contin-
gent on the nature of the circumstances that one has the knowledge in ques-
tion.

The upshot is that theories of knowledge like reliabilism or virtue episte-
mology are not better placed to account for the value of knowledge than prag-
matic accounts of the value of knowledge. The only difference in play here is
that the former can explain the value of knowledge in terms of the essential
epistemic properties of knowledge (something which is not available to the
latter since it is not an account of knowledge). As we have seen, however,
even that point is consistent with their explanation of the value of knowledge
being in terms of non-epistemic value.

We are thus back to our original contention, which is that there is nothing
inherently dubious about the idea that the value of knowledge might be attri-
butable to purely pragmatic factors. As we have seen, one can accept this claim
without conceding anything at all to pragmatic encroachment about know-
ledge.

4. Concluding remarks

Although I have here been critiquing something that Engel has argued, I hope
it is also clear that this line of critique is one which is very sympathetic to En-
gel’s general approach in this regard. What I have been arguing, after all, is
that we can reject pragmatic encroachment about knowledge while nonethe-
less accepting that the kind of practical considerations which the proponents
of pragmatic encroachment appeal to can have a role to play in explaining the
value of knowledge. If anything, this is yet another count against pragmatic
encroachment about knowledge, since in denying this thesis we are not led
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into making claims about the value of knowledge that are otherwise conten-
tious. In this sense, then, these critical remarks are in the spirit of Engel and
myself being comrades against pragmatic encroachment in epistemology.

5. Références

Brady, M. S., & Pritchard, D. H. (eds.) (2003). Moral and Epistemic Virtues, Ox-
ford : Blackwell.

Engel, P. (2009). ‘Pragmatic Encroachment and Epistemic Value’, Epistemic Va-
lue, (eds.) A. Haddock, A. Millar & D. H. Pritchard, 183-203, Oxford : Ox-
ford University Press.

Fantl, J., & McGrath, M. (2002). ‘Evidence, Pragmatics and Justification’, Phi-
losophical Review 111, 67-94.

— (2007). “On Pragmatic Encroachment in Epistemology’, Philosophy and Phe-
nomenological Research 75, 558-89.

— (2009). Knowledge in an Uncertain World, Oxford : Oxford University Press.

— (2010). ‘Pragmatic Encroachment’, Routledge Companion to Epistemology,
(eds.) S. Bernecker & D. H. Pritchard, 558-68, London : Routledge.

Geach, P. T. (1956). ‘Good and Evil’, Analysis 17, 32-42.

Goldman, A. (1999). Knowledge in a Social World, Oxford : Oxford University
Press.

— (2002). "The Unity of the Epistemic Virtues’, in his Pathways to Knowledge :
Private and Public, 51-72, Oxford : Oxford University Press.

Goldman, A., & Olsson, E. J. (2009). ‘Reliabilism and the Value of Knowled-
ge’, Epistemic Value, (eds.) A. Haddock, A. Millar & D. H. Pritchard, 19-41,
Oxford : Oxford University Press.

Hawthorne, J. (2004). Knowledge and Lotteries, Oxford : Oxford University
Press.

Hawthorne, J., & Stanley, J. (2008). ‘Knowledge and Action’, Journal of Philoso-
phy 105, 571-90.

Jones, W. (1997). “‘Why Do We Value Knowledge?’, American Philosophical
Quarterly 34, 423-40.

Kvanvig, J. (2003). The Value of Knowledge and the Pursuit of Understanding,
Cambridge : Cambridge University Press.



156 DUNCAN PRITCHARD

Olsson, E. J. (2007). ‘Reliabilism, Stability, and the Value of Knowledge’, Ame-
rican Philosophical Quarterly 44, 343-55.

— (2009). “In Defence of the Conditional Probability Solution to the Swamping
Problem’, Grazer Philosophische Studien 79, 93-114.

Pritchard, D. H. (2007a). ‘Knowledge, Luck, and Lotteries’, New Waves in Epis-
temology, (eds.) V. E. Hendricks & D. H. Pritchard, 28-51, London : Palgrave
Macmillan.

— (2007b). ‘Recent Work on Epistemic Value’, American Philosophical Quarterly,
44, 85-110.

— (2009a). 'Knowledge, Understanding and Epistemic Value’, Epistemology
(Royal Institute of Philosophy Lectures), (ed.) A. O'Hear, 19-43, Cambridge :
Cambridge University Press.

— (20090). "The Value of Knowledge’, Harvard Review of Philosophy 16, 2-19.

— (2011). “What is the Swamping Problem ?’, Reasons for Belief, (eds.) A. Reis-
ner & A. Steglich-Petersen, 244-59, Cambridge : Cambridge University
Press.

— (2012a). “Anti-Luck Virtue Epistemology’, Journal of Philosophy 109, 247-79.
— (20120). Epistemological Disjunctivism, Oxford : Oxford University Press.

— (Forthcominga). ‘Truth as the Fundamental Epistemic Good’, The Ethics of
Belief : Individual and Social, (eds.) ]. Matheson & R. Vitz, Oxford : Oxford
University Press.

— (Forthcomingb). ‘Veritism and Epistemic Value’, Alvin Goldman and His Cri-
tics, (eds.) H. Kornblith & B. McLaughlin, Oxford : Blackwell.

Pritchard, D. H., Millar, A., & Haddock, A. (2010). The Nature and Value of
Knowledge : Three Investigations, Oxford : Oxford University Press.

Pritchard, D. H., & Turri, J. (2011). ‘Knowledge, the Va-
lue of’, Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, (ed.) E. Zalta,
http:/ /plato.stanford.edu/entries/knowledge-value/.

Stanley, J. (2005). Knowledge and Practical Interests, Oxford : Oxford University
Press.

Swinburne, R. (1999). Providence and the Problem of Evil, Oxford : Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Williamson, T. (2000). Knowledge and its Limits, Oxford : Oxford University
Press.


http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/knowledge-value/

ENGEL ON PRAGMATIC ENCROACHMENT AND EPISTEMIC VALUE 157

Zagzebski, L. (2003). “The Search for the Source of the Epistemic Good’, Meta-
philosophy 34, 12-28 ; and reprinted in Brady & Pritchard (2003), 13-28.



12

Engel on Knowledge and Assertion *

J. ADAM CARTER

Abstract Pascal Engel has insisted that a number of notable strategies for re-
jecting the knowledge norm of assertion are misguided ; the limited defence
of the knowledge norm he offers does not go so far as to insist that the know-
ledge norm is correct. In a similarly qualified spirit, and without insisting the
knowledge norm is false, I shall argue that a prevailing rationale for accepting
the knowledge norm is misguided.

*Thanks to Pascal Engel for originally peaking my interest in norms of assertion during my
time as a post-doctoral research fellow in Geneva. Thanks also to Mikkel Gerken and Emma
C. Gordon for helpful conversation.
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1. Engel on the Knowledge Account of Assertion

It is a great pleasure to contribute to Pascal Engel’s Festschrift on the occasion
of his 60t birthday. Pascal is really a remarkable philosopher—somehow, and
I'm not sure how (an eidetic memory, maybe ?), he manages to keep abreast
of current debates in nearly every area of philosophy (and, moreover, can talk
about most papers as though he’s just recently read them—maybe he has!).
One particular topic I've had the opportunity to discuss with him in some
detail is assertion, and in particular, assertoric norms, and so naturally, this is
a topic I thought would be most fitting to explore here.

In his excellent paper ‘In What Sense is Knowledge The Norm of Asser-
tion?’, Engel begins by noting three components that, taken together, consti-
tute the Knowledge Account of Assertion :

Knowledge Account of Assertion (KAA) :
(i) There is a norm for the speech act of assertion
(ii) This norm is unique and constitutive of assertion

(iif) This norm is that one must assert that P only if one knows
that P

Whilst Engel’s paper does constitute a kind of defence of the KAA, no where
does Engel insist that the KAA is correct; rather, he treads a more cautious
line, which is to identify a variety of lines of criticism that have emerged
against the KAA and to show how these criticisms are based on different kinds
of confusions.

One such confusion has its source in the subtle differences between dif-
ferent articulations of the knowledge norm in (iii). Following Engel, let’s call
the basic formulation of the knowledge norm ‘KN :

(KN) : One must : assert p only if one knows that p

KN is Williamson’s (1996 ; 2000) presentation of the norm (and Engel’s pre-
ferred formulation). But notice that KN is not equivalent to Moore’s “To assert
that P is to imply that one knows that P’ nor to Unger’s “To assert that P is to re-
present oneself as knowing that P!". Consequently, commentators are missing
the mark when overlooking that challenging these other articulations of the
knowledge norm needn’t be successful against the more basic KN.

Another problem Engel locates is the too-common failure to appreciate
the sense in which assertion is subject to a norm. In particular, it is sometimes

1 Cf. Pagin (2006) for a criticism.
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overlooked that it is perfectly compatible with KAA that some bona fide asser-
tions violate the norm, and that other norms or dimensions of evaluation of
assertions come into play?. Engel at this point makes a number of analogies
between assertion and belief. We can believe on the basis of bad reasons?, but
this point seems orthogonal to the matter of whether belief is subject to a par-
ticular norm of correctness (e.g. truth). As Engel notes : “The fact that the norm
can be in many cases violated, overridden by other norms, or be applied in a
very loose and relaxed way in many conversational circumstances does not
show that the norm is not in place.’

Although I do not think the KN or KAA are correct, I agree with much of
what Engel has to say, and on reflection, this should not be surprising. This is
because a major theme in Engel’s work over the years has been normativism
about belief, and in defending this position, Engel has taken care to show
what does and does not count as a legitimate objection to this view*. Engel’s
rationale for defending normativist accounts of belief strikes me as broadly
right, and so I am accordingly sympathetic to his drawing attention to ways
in which KN and KAA have been resisted for the wrong reasons.

In this contribution my aim will be to register some ways that I think KN
and KAA have been accepted for the wrong reasons. As Engel is not outright
saying KN and KAA are true, I won’t here be saying the position is false. Ra-
ther, I'll take a similar approach and explain why I think that some of the
philosophical motivations for accepting these accounts rest on mistakes.

2. Uniqueness

A starting point to this end will be to examine more carefully a presupposition
of condition (ii) in the KAA. Condition (ii), recall, states that the knowledge

2 In particular, Engel thinks that such oversights explain why we some are taken to thinking
Jennifer Lackey’s (2007) selfless assertion cases—cases where assertions are claimed appropriate
in the absence of the satisfaction of the belief condition—are a datum from which it should be
concluded that KN and KAA are false.

3 As Engel puts it, ‘There is a clear sense in which a belief which is held for reasons which
fall short of being epistemic — for instance a self deceptive belief or one which we aim to have
to secure a form of comfort- still counts as a belief, so why could not assertions which are made
for reasons which fall short of being epistemic, or which happen to be epistemically weak fail to
count as assertions ?’

% See here, for instance, Engel (2007 ; 2013). In doing so, he’s taken particular care to make it
apparent how being subject to a norm needn’t involve any positive avowal to conform to it (which
is why desiring to hold false beliefs for pragmatic reasons, for instance, is not a datum that should
lead us to think truth is not the standard of correctness for belief.) Cf. Shah & Velleman (2005).
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norm is unique and constitutive of assertion. A presupposition of this condi-
tion is that there is one unique epistemic rule for assertion, and that such a rule
will govern assertions uniformly. This is obviously the assumption in play in
mainstream debates about the norm of assertion ; the rules of the game seem
to be : some epistemic rule governs assertion; it’s plausibly either the truth
norm (Weiner 2005), the justification norm (e.g. Douven (2006), Lackey (2007),
Kvanvig (2009)), or the knowledge norm. The philosophical objective is to
work out which one is right.One would think that the ‘uniqueness’ assump-
tion is on safe ground, and that at the very least there is some (reasonably
compelling) positive rationale for proceeding this way®. And even more, gi-
ven Williamson’s classic defence of this norm in his 1996 paper Knowing and
Asserting, one would have expected that just such an argument for unique-
ness would have come straight from him. Interestingly, as Jessica Brown notes,
though “Williamson provides no argument for the assumption of uniqueness
when he introduces it®” (Brown 2008 : 97) Williamson'’s reasons for accepting
uniqueness are rather indirect.

There might be several rules of assertion. There might be one ...
Nevertheless, a simple account of assertion would be theoretically
satisfying, if it worked.” (Williamson 2000 : 242).

And because Williamson of course finds the knowledge norm to ‘work’, he
thus takes himself to have reason to prefer a unique norm.

It is important to be clear here that the kind of support we find from
Williamson for uniqueness does not rationalize the presumption we actually
find in play in the literature—uviz., that if one norm is shown to (for instance)
deal with problem cases better than the other two main contenders, then we
should endorse that norm as ‘the” norm of assertion. This ‘last norm standing’
approach simply bypasses the matter of whether we should be looking for just
one norm in the first place. For reasons of simplicity, Williamson is probably
right that a unique norm would be ceteris paribus more theoretically satisfying.
But even if the KN can be argued to do better than weaker norms, such as Wei-
ner’s truth norm and the Lackey/Douven/Kvanvig justification norm, this
falls short of a compelling reason to accept the uniqueness assumption.

5 For discussion on this point, see also Carter & Gordon (2011).
6 My italics.
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3. Sufficiency

Engel and Williamson might point out here that if the KN is not the unique
norm of assertion, it is not because one of the weaker norms is ‘also” a norm of
assertion. Engel quotes Williamson here, in response to cases of lying and sel-
fless assertion (where assertion would appear proper despite a lack of know-
ledge), as remarking that :

Such cases do not show that the knowledge rule is not the rule
of assertion. They merely show that it can be overridden by other
norms not specific to assertion. The other norms do not give me
warrant to assert p, for to have such warrant is to satisfy the rule of
assertion” (Williamson 2000 : 256), cited also in Engel (2004), my
italics.

This reply is telling in two ways. Firstly, it suggests a kind of cook-book recipe
for explaining away challenges to KN on the basis of being ‘too strong’ an
epistemic norm. The recipe is to locate a non-epistemic norm satisfied in such
cases (e.g. perhaps a Gricean or ‘institutional norm’,) and then to insist that
the apparent propriety of the assertion is a matter of satisfying that norm, all
whilst maintaining that ‘the rule” would have been satisfied only were one to
have knowledge. Setting aside questionbegging-worries (vis-a-vis the unique-
ness assumption), notice that this reply reveals also the thought that whatever
epistemic norm it is that uniquely governs assertion, it is one that would be sa-
tisfied were one to satisfy ‘the’ rule, which is knowledge. This is tantamount
to an endorsement of knowledge as a sufficient epistemic credential for ‘wha-
tever the assertion rule is’.

As I've argued elsewhere’, the idea that knowledge is sufficient as an epis-
temic credential® is something that operates in the background not only in the
replies of proponents of KN in response to charges that the norm is too strong,
but also in the thinking of those who endorse epistemically weaker unique as-
sertion norms. This is revealed in modus operandi of asking ‘how much episte-
mic strength’ is needed to warrant assertion ? Given that knowledge is about
as much as one could hope for, both critics and proponents of the KN and KAA
implicitly maintain that ‘the epistemic rule’ is satisfied if one knows what one
asserts.

7 See Carter & Gordon (2011).
8 The term ‘epistemic credential’ is Lackey’s (2012).
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4. Uniqueness, revisited

Reason to resist the sufficiency thesis vis-a-vis knowledge is at the same time
reason to doubt that the KN ‘works’. After all, if sufficiency fails, then some-
times there is a different epistemic rule in play, one not satisfied just by having
knowledge. Recall that (a la Williamson) it was because KN ‘worked’ that we
were entitled to think that a unique rule governs assertion. If the sufficiency
thesis fails, then, there is a kind of undercutting defeater for the initial reason
for ever having accepted uniqueness. And moreover—as I've stressed—it is
precisely because uniqueness is presumed that writers are often lured into ac-
cepting the KNA because they claim it does better than certain weaker norms.
In (1.) I presented my aim as to diagnose what I thought were some mista-
ken reasons for thinking that KN and KAA are correct, and now it should be
clear both that (i) if uniqueness is wrong, then so is a popular rationale for
accepting KN ; and (ii) if the sufficiency thesis is wrong, then all the worse for
“uniqueness’.

Why is the sufficiency thesis mistaken ? I think there are two arguments on
this score, one that draws from Lackey’s recent cases of what she calls ‘Isola-
ted Second-Hand’ knowledge, and another that draws from cases that feature
what I'll call ‘epistemic hypocrisy.’

5. Against Sufficiency : Isolated Second-hand Knowledge

The very suggestion that knowledge might not be ‘sufficient’ for assertion
might sound bizarre on first blush. After all, what more could be expected ? Consi-
der, though, the following case Lackey offers, in her paper ‘Assertion and Iso-
lated Secondhand Knowledge’ :

DOCTOR : Matilda is an oncologist at a teaching hospital who
has been diagnosing and treating various kinds of cancers for the
past fifteen years. One of her patients, Derek, was recently referred
to her office because he has been experiencing intense abdominal
pain for a couple of weeks. After requesting an ultrasound and
MR, the results of the tests arrived on Matilda’s day off; conse-
quently, all of the relevant data were reviewed by Nancy, a com-
petent medical student in oncology training at her hospital. Being
able to confer for only a very brief period of time prior to De-
rek’s appointment today, Nancy communicated to Matilda sim-
ply that her diagnosis is pancreatic cancer, without offering any of
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the details of the test results or the reasons underlying her conclu-
sion. Shortly thereafter, Matilda had her appointment with Derek,
where she truly asserts to him purely on the basis of Nancy’s re-
liable testimony, “I am very sorry to tell you this, but you have
pancreatic cancer. (Lackey 2008 : 3-4)

Whilst Lackey offers other cases, I think this example is the most convincing®.
As she putsit:

The question we must now consider is whether, under these condi-
tions, Matilda is properly epistemically positioned to flat out as-
sert to Derek that he has pancreatic cancer. And here the answer is
clearly no. (Lackey 2008 : 6).

One reason to balk at Lackey’s negative answer here is to think that we’re
entitled to fall back on Williamson’s ‘cook-book” recipe for explaining such
examples away, and in particular, that we might explain away the apparent
impropriety of Matilda’s assertion simply with reference to her failing to satisfy
some other, non-epistemic norm (all while the unique epistemic rule, know-
ledge, is satisfied). Such a norm might be, for instance, an institutional norm
according to which first-hand testimony is expected, in hospital settings, when
the verdict is grave. But this tack won’t work here, at least, not in this case.
To see why, let’s distinguish between two kinds of institutional norms. Call
the first kind non-epistemic institutional norms : for instance, in the ancient Ro-
man republic, the institutional role of being an ‘augur’ of the republic carries
the expectation that augurs declare the signs propitious on the occasion of
the election of a new consul. This institutional role of the augur is of course
is not that they say the signs are propitious on the basis of anything in par-
ticular; gua augurs, they are just supposed to say it (and then the incoming
consul will be pleased). But not all institutional roles that carry with them
speech-act expectations are roles wherein the expectations are just that cer-
tain relevant speech acts be made. Some institutional roles have more refined
epistemic expectations—uviz., some institutional roles require that assertions
be made on the basis of certain kinds of epistemic support. Call these episte-
mic institutional norms ; Matilda’s assertion seems defective here because her

9 Lackey (2012) takes the DOCTOR case to be an example of a wider phenomenon she calls
isolated second hand knowledge; on this she says ‘There are two central components to this
phenomenon : first, the subject in question knows that p solely on the basis of another speaker’s
testimony that p—hence the knowledge is secondhand ; and, second, the subject knows nothing
(or very little) relevant about the matter other than that p—hence the knowledge is isolated.”
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assertion to Derek should be made with a particular kind of epistemic sup-
port which she lacked, even though she possessed second-hand testimonial
knowledge.

Now, is it fair to brush this case aside (as a proponent of the KN and KAA)
as just another case that shows that some ‘other norm’ overrides (without
counting against the truth of) the knowledge rule in this case? I don’t think
so. But that’s because I think we should reject the idea that so long as the im-
propriety of an assertion is in some way dependent on an institutional norm,
that therefore, the impropriety isn’t a datum that could ever count against KIN.
With such thinking in place, it would simply be too easy to explain away any
potential counterexample to KN (inviting the charge of irrefutability) ; institu-
tional norms after all govern all manner of assertions—it’s not as though the
practice of assertion is a practice out with the institutional norms that pervade
it.

At any rate, to take seriously that DOCTOR does not count against the
KN sulfficiency thesis, an argument is needed—one which doesn't reduce KN to
an irrefutable thesis—and yet can make sense of how KN ‘works’ in cases like
DOCTOR, where the impropriety is epistemic. (Indeed, Matilda’s assertion was
improprietous because she failed to have a certain kind of epistemic support).

If no such explanation is forthcoming, we should just conclude that (alas)
knowledge isn’t always enough to warrant assertion ; sometimes there is ano-
ther rule in play. I've suggested elsewhere that cases like DOCTOR are ones
where a certain degree of explanatory understanding is the epistemic creden-
tial needed for assertion, where explanatory understanding doesn’t reduce
to propositional knowledge!®. But the point that the sufficiency thesis is in
trouble, however, doesn’t rely on the argument that understanding in particu-
lar is what is lacking. The point here has been to show how it’s hard (without
already assuming KN, or endorsing it in a way that leaves it irrefutable) to
explain away certain challenges that seem to pose a genuine problem for the
supposition that the uniqueness thesis relies on—that KN ‘works.”

6. Against sufficiency : epistemic hypocrisy

Like cases of isolated second-hand knowledge (like DOCTOR), cases of what
I'll call ‘epistemic hypocrisy” are cases where assertions satisfy the knowledge

10 Carter & Gordon (2011). See also Carter & Gordon (2013) for some reasons to doubt that
understanding reduces to knowledge. On this point, see also Pritchard (2009).
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norm but are nonetheless epistemically criticisable. In cases of epistemic hypo-
crisy, the target assertion would (like in cases of isolated second-hand know-
ledge) be appropriate were one just to have had better epistemic support than
one does when one asserts. Here’s the idea :

Epistemic hypocrisy : An assertor A’s assertion p exhibits what I'll
call epistemic hypocrisy if (i) A asserts p; (ii) A wouldn’t use p as a
premise in A’s own practical deliberation ; but (iii) would do so if
only were A’s epistemic support for p better.

Epistemic hypocrisy is I think a widespread phenomenon; consider a plau-
sible view about the function of assertion; as Jessica Brown (2012) puts it,
that one of the characteristic functions of assertion is to entitle hearers to rely
on the asserted proposition in their practical reasoning (e.g. Brandom 1983 ;
Milne 2009). If this ‘licensing’ view of the function of assertion is plausible,
then epistemic hypocrisy is as widespread as the phenomenon of me giving
you a premise to use in your practical reasoning, which I wouldn’t act on un-
less my grounds were better.

Importantly for the present purposes, cases of epistemic hypocrisy can in-
clude cases in which individuals satisfy knowledge conditions and where the
impropriety (as in cases like DOCTOR) is epistemic ; in DOCTOR and in cases
of epistemic hypocrisy, the target assertions would not be criticisable so long
as the epistemic support possessed by the asserter were stronger. And so I take
it that if the argument in the previous section that (as Lackey had originally
suggested) DOCTOR poses a problem for the sufficiency claim is right, then
this also gives us reason to think that epistemic hypocrisy cases are trouble for
the sufficiency thesis.

Obviously, the suggestion that epistemic hypocrisy of an assertion is re-
levant vis-a-vis whether one satisfies ‘the” or ‘a’ epistemic rule of assertion
commits me to thinking that something like the epistemic ‘integrity” of an as-
sertion bears on whether an assertion passes epistemic scrutiny. No objections
here. We can think of the epistemic integrity of an assertion is a function not
only of the epistemic grounds one has simpliciter, but also of the grounds one
has relative to one’s disposition to act on these same grounds. If those grounds
are such that—Dby asserting on those grounds one’s assertion is criticisable, but
would not be were the grounds better—then the kind of criticism here is epis-
temic. But once the assertion is epistemically criticisable on such a basis, then
if one has (say) second-hand testimonial knowledge of what one asserts, we
have cases structurally akin to DOCTOR in so far as they are a problem for the
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sufficiency thesis—viz., cases where the epistemic impropriety of an assertion
is epistemic even though the knowledge norm is satisfied.

7. Concluding remarks

I've not argued that the KN or KAA is false any more than Engel has argued
them correct. My goal has been, like, his diagnostic; it is a mistake to search for
an epistemic assertion rule by first supposing there is one unique norm, and
that knowledge is the strongest of them. If the knowledge norm ‘worked’ then
as Williamson noted, will have (of course) ourselves good reason to accept the
uniqueness thesis. But as I've suggested here, challenges to the sufficiency
thesis should lead us to worry that the knowledge norm does not work, even
if it were to fare all-things-considered better than the leading weaker-norm
candidates (e.g. the TN and the JBN). Given then that we shouldn’t start out
by taking for granted the uniqueness assumption, where does that leave us ? I
think that where that leaves us is a spot where we should be more prepared to
think that the epistemic rule governing assertion will not always be uniform.
(This is tantamount to thinking outside the box of the uniqueness assump-
tion). Recent work by Gerken (2013) has moved in this direction, and in par-
ticular, in the direction of supposing different epistemic rules will be in play
in different contexts. This is messier than Williamson wanted—uniqueness is
much cleaner—and it would be preferable if one unique norm ‘worked.” But
it’s hard to see just how one would.

8. Références

Brandom, R. (1983). ‘Asserting’, Nofis 17.4 (1983) : 637-650.

Brown, J. (20082) "'The Knowledge Norm for Assertion’, Philosophical Issues,
18, Interdisciplinary Core Philosophy, 2008.

— (2008b). ‘Knowledge and Practical Reason’, Philosophy Compass, 3.6 1135
1152.

Carter, J. A., & Gordon, E. C. (2011). ‘Norms of Assertion : The Quantity and
Quality of Epistemic Support’, Philosophia, 39(4), 615-635.

— (2013). ‘Objectual Understanding as an Epistemic State’, (manuscript).

Douven, L. (2008) “Assertion, Knowledge and Rational Credibility’, Philosophi-
cal Review 2006 115(4) :449-48.



168 J. ADAM CARTER

Engel, P. (2008). ‘In What Sense Is Knowledge the Norm of Assertion?’, Gra-
zer Philosophische Studien, 77(1), 45-59.

— (2007). ‘Belief and Normativity’, Disputatio, 2(23), 1-25.

— (2013). ‘Doxastic Correctness’. Aristotelian Society Supplementary Volume,
87 :199-216. doi : 10.1111/j.1467-8349.2013.00226.x.

Gerken, M. (2013). ‘Same, Same but Different : the Epistemic Norms of As-
sertion, Action and Practical Reasoning’, Philosophical Studies, 1-20.

Kvanvig, J. (2009) ‘Assertion, Knowledge, and Lotteries’, Williamson on Know-
ledge, eds Pritchard, D. & Greenough, P. (Oxford : Oxford University Press,
2009) pp. 140-160.

Lackey, J. (2008). Learning From Words : Testimony as a Source of Knowledge. Ox-
ford University Press.

— (2007). ‘Norms of Assertion’, Noils, 41(4), 594-626.

— (2012). ‘Assertion and Isolated Secondhand Knowledge’, forthcoming in
Jessica Brown and Herman Cappelen (eds.), Assertion (Oxford : Oxford
University Press).

Milne, P. (2009). “What is the Normative Role of Logic ?’, In Aristotelian Society
Supplementary Volume (Vol. 83, No. 1, pp. 269-298). Blackwell Publishing
Ltd.

Pagin, P. (2006). ‘Against Normative Accounts of Assertion’ (draft).

Pritchard, D. (2009). ‘Knowledge, Understanding and Epistemic Value’, Royal
Institute of Philosophy Supplement 64, 19.

Shah, N., & Velleman, J. D. (2005). ‘Doxastic deliberation” The Philosophical Re-
view,114(4), 497-534.

Williamson, T. (1996). ‘Knowing and asserting’, The Philosophical Review 105,
489-523.

—(2000). Knowledge and its Limits, Oxford : Oxford University Press.



13

Epistemic Justication, Normative Guidance,
and Knowledge *

ARTURS LOGINS

Abstract. Recently, Pascal Engel has defended a version of a compatibilist
view in epistemology that combines both an element of externalism and an
element of internalism (Engel 2007, 2012). According to this position exter-
nalism has to be adopted about knowledge, whereas internalism has to be
endorsed concerning epistemic justification. In this paper I argue that consi-
derations that, allegedly, motivates Engel’s internalism about epistemic justi-
fication, can be explained equally well, or, indeed, even better by a knowledge
based externalist account of epistemic justification.

*This paper is dedicated to Pascal Engel. I would like to express my gratefulness to Pascal for
his teaching and support. His work has made an important impact on me. In particular his Engel
2000, and his Engel 2007 contributed largely to my initiation to analytic philosophy and contem-
porary epistemology, respectively. The research work that lead to this article was supported by
the Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF) grant number 100015_131794 (project Knowledge,
Evidence, and Practice).
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1. Introduction

Recently, Pascal Engel has defended a version of a compatibilist view in epis-
temology that combines both an element of externalism and an element of
internalism (Engel 2007, 2012). In short, according to this view, knowledge has
to be characterized in externalist terms, whereas epistemic justification and ra-
tionality has to be characterized in internalist terms.

The externalist view about knowledge that Engel favours integrates a ver-
sion of safety account of knowledge that requires that knowledge is safe belief
and does not require that a subject has a reflective access to p in order for the
subject to know that p (see Engel 2012 : 8). Where safety requirement (which is
not to be conflated with a necessary and sufficient conditions for knowledge)
that Engel has in mind is one defended by Timothy Williamson. According
to Williamson’s account of safety “a belief P is safe if the subject S could not
easily been wrong in similar cases" (Williamson 2000 : 124, see Engel 2012 : 4).

The internalist element that Engel aims to accommodate in his account is
the view that possession of epistemic reasons has to be understood ultimately
in an internalist sense. According to a paradigmatic, or traditional interna-
lism, when a subject is justified in believing that p, she has to have some kind
of availability or access to reasons for p. Engel accords to the traditional in-
ternalist understanding that there is an intuitive force in supposing that it is
in a sense essential to (epistemic) reasons for (believing in) a proposition that
these reasons are available to the subject who possesses them (cf. Engel 2012 :
1, 9). Nevertheless, Engel demonstrates that internalist access requirement is
implausible, because it implies a kind of vicious regress of epistemic support.
In short the objection goes as follows : first, we acknowledge the following le-
gitimate question - once, you have an access to a reason r for a proposition p,
why shouldn’t you also be required to have an access to the support relation
that obtains between r and p in order to be justified in believing that p ? Then,
we observe that the same question can be iterated, and so on ad infinitum. But
such an access requirement is too demanding, for it seems it cannot stop the
vicious regress in a non ad hoc way. Hence, the conclusion follows - internalist
access requirement is implausible.

Despite the problems of access internalism, Engel thinks that a version of
internalism is true. According to Engel, a sort of sensitivity to epistemic rea-
sons counts also as possession of epistemic reasons. In Engel’s view, this sen-
sitivity to reasons is best understood in a specific internalist (quasi-externalist)
way. Engel accepts a broad sense of epistemic reasons. According to this sense,
epistemic reasons include epistemic norms (such as the normative principle of
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correctness for belief : “A belief that p is correct if and only if p is true" (Engel
2012 : 8), for instance). In order to have a reason for a belief, agent has to pos-
sess that reason. If epistemic norms are epistemic reasons, then they also have
to be possessed by subjects. It seems reasonable to think that in order for an
agent to possess N as a norm, she has to be guided by N. The internalist ele-
ment in Engel’s account comes from his commitment to a sort of internalism
about normative guidance. For Engel seems to assume that the requirement
of normative guidance can be understood only as an internalism-compatible
requirement (see for instance Engel 2012 : 9).

The aim of the present paper is to argue that while Engel is right to give
justice to our intuitions about possession of reasons and normative guidance,
he is mistaken in endorsing a quasi-externalist rather than a full blown ex-
ternalist account of epistemic justification. For, I will argue, contra Engel, one
can be externalist about knowledge, externalist about justification or rationa-
lity, and still accept that one has to be guided by a norm in order to possess it
as reason. Notably, I will argue that the crucial intuition according to which
one has to have some kind of sensitivity to epistemic norms in order to have
justified belief can and, indeed should, be accounted in terms of knowledge.

In what follows I will, first, present in more details Engel’s view and argu-
ments that he proposes for his compatibilist position. I will, then, argue that a
purely externalist account can also explain all the data - the intuitions that En-
gel puts forwards as main reason for accepting a compatibilist position. More
specifically, I will argue that knowledge based account of normative guidance
can deal with all the relevant intuitions. Moreover, I will claim that know-
ledge based account of normative guidance is even more plausible than other
accounts. This, in turn, will authorize us to endorse a purely externalist posi-
tion in epistemology. Third, I will claim, that although this resulting position
is not faithful to the letter of Engel’s account, it is still faithful to the spirit of
Engel’s approach, so to say. It is faithful to Engel’s approach, for it does not
conflict with the kind of rationalism that Engel seems to be favourable to.

2. Engel on internalist requirements

In his recent paper on knowledge and reasons (Engel 2012), Pascal Engel has
advocated a compatibilist view in epistemology. Engel characterizes the view
in the following way :

“The view suggested here is a form of epistemic compatibilism
about knowledge. It combines externalist elements - since it allows
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a definition of knowledge as ungettierized safe belief, and does not
require access - with internalist elements - since beliefs have to be
sensitive to reasons and to epistemic norms." (Engel 2012 : 8).

In short, the compatabilism that Engel endorses is a conjunction of (i) a version
of safety account of knowledge and (ii) a version of internalism about reasons
and epistemic norms. In what follows I will be concerned with (ii). Ultimately,
I will suggest that there is a plausible externalist account of justification that
can deal with the data that Engel takes to support (ii). If I am right, then a full
blown externalism is preferable, since it is an unified position in epistemology.
Other things being equal, a unified theory should always be preferred, since
it is theoretically more simple.

Before considering my argument for a full blown externalism, let’s consi-
der, first, Engel’s account and motivation for (ii). A crucial element in his in-
ternalism is assumption about sensitivity to reasons and to epistemic norms
of believers. In short, there is a requirement of sensitivity to reasons and epis-
temic norms that a subject has to satisfy in order to be justified in her belief,
according to this assumption. This sensitivity, according to Engel is to be un-
derstood in some kind of internalist terms. Hence, a version of internalism
about epistemic justification, namely, what he call “quasi externalism", is true,
according to Engel. In the remainder of this section we will specifiy in more
details what is this sensitivity to reasons and how view about justification that
is based on it differs from other forms of internalism.

Engel on access, epistemic reasons, and norms Traditionally, internalist re-
quirements for epistemic justification have been understood as requirements
of a certain kind of access to that which justifies one’s belief. Namely, an ac-
cess to one’s epistemic reasons or evidence, or justificatory basis. Pacal Engel
distinguishes, very usefully, various kinds of traditional internalist unders-
tandings of this access requirement. Going from the weakest to the strongest,
Engel, distinguishes : (first level) the requirement of “an awareness of our rea-
sons and an access to them", where “the access can be only potential and need
not be conscious", and even “mere sensitivity to reasons" would count as ac-
cess ; (second level) the requirement of actual access to reasons where in order
for a subject to have a reason she has to have an actual access to them “through
reflective second-order beliefs" ; (third level) the requirement of ability to treat
reason as reason, where internalists who endorse this understanding of the ac-
cess requirement “require not only that the agent has reasons and has access
to them, but also that he can be capable of treating them as reasons, by being
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able to argue in favour of them, to deliberate about them, and to defend them
against opposing view." (Engel 2012 : 6).

Engel observes that the main motivation for internalist views comes from
the observation that we have to base our beliefs on relevant reasons in order
for them to be epistemically justified :

“The main motivation for the internalist requirements comes from
the fact that the basing relation is naturally construed as a requi-
rement upon the availability of a reason to the person who holds
the belief : in order for one to have a reason or a justification in vir-
tue of believing P on the basis of a reason R, one must believe that
R supports P - because otherwise, one wouldn’t count as basing
one’s belief that P upon R." (Engel 2012 : 5).

At the end of the day, however, neither of the traditional characterizations of
access requirement will be accepted by Engel. To the contrary, Engel observes
that traditional internalist accounts are all vulnerable to the objection from
vicious regress.

The main argument that Engel considers against the views that require ac-
cessibility of reasons (of any of the three levels that he has distinguished), is
the argument from regress. In short, according to this objection, if we accept
the view that one’s justificatory basis need to be accessible, then we are enga-
ging in a vicious regress, since we also have to accept that we have to have
access to the support relation that obtains between the basis for p and p itself.
And so on ad infinitum. Such regress requirement is highly implausible. There-
fore, it seems very implausible that we have to have access to the justificatory
basis (reasons/evidence) in order to be justified.

Some internalists themselves tend to take this objection seriously and adapt
their views in accordance. See for instance Smithies, forthcoming, who res-
tricts his version of access internalism to propositional justification, on pain of
implausible consequences of infinite regress for access internalism of doxas-
tic justification!. Assessment of whether strategy that is used by Smithies is a
plausible is not the aim of the present discussion, though.

IWhere a propositional justification determines what a subject is justified in believing, inde-
pendently of whether she actually believes it or not. Whereas doxastic justification concerns her
actual beliefs, namely, whether a subject is doxastically justified in believing that p depends on
whether the subject has proposition justification for p and whether she has actually based her
belief in p on the right grounds. See for more details on this distinction Swain 1979, Korcz 1997
and many others. For the same distinction in a different terminology see the distinction between
ex ante and ex post justification, in Goldman 1979.



174 ARTURS LOGINS

Despite the failure of traditional internalist accounts, however, Engel still
holds that a version of internalism has to be accepted. He accepts a kind of
the internalist requirement without endorsing the internalist understanding
of access requirement :

“It is not the place to settle the dispute between internalism and
externalism about epistemic reasons and justification. I shall only
grant that the internalist requirements on reasons are well motiva-
ted, and that an externalist theory of knowledge has to take them
into account anyway." (Engel 2012 : 5)

According to Engel’s view, there is no requirement of having a reflective or
even only conscious access to r in order to have r as one’s epistemic reason
for p. One has only to be sensitive to epistemic norms, such as truth norm of
belief formation, for instance?. This is how what Engel labels “internalist re-
quirement on reasons" has to be understood - it is not about (internalist) access
to some propositional content, it is rather about subject’s sensitivity to norms
that govern belief formation. Hence, Engel states :

“Such normative principles [e.g. as “A belief that p is correct if
and only if p is true"] need not be explicitly before the mind of
believers, nor do they need to figure in their doxastic delibera-
tions as explicit prescriptions which they would have to follow
consciously. Their cognitive status can remain largely implicit. They
can nevertheless figure among our reasons to believe in a broad
sense." (Engel 2012 : 8).

To resume then, according to Engel’s broad sense of “epistemic reasons", epis-
temic norms also count as epistemic reasons. Epistemic norms, however, can
remain implicit. That is, it is not required that one has an (internalist) access to
them (of first, second or third level sort) in order to possess them. However,
their possession is to be understood in internalist terms. For Engel seems to as-
sume that sensitivity to norms is something that only internalism can account
for. Hence, a version of internalism has to be accepted, according to Engel.

It is natural, however, to ask what exactly does internalism about sensiti-
vity to epistemic norms means.

2Engel presents some of epistemic norms, discussed by a number of philosophers, such as
Pollock and Cruz 1999, Boghossian 2008. These norms include, among others the following ones
for instance : (Truth norm) “A belief that p is correct if and only if p is true", (Evidence norm) “A
belief that p is correct if and only if it is based on sufficient evidence" (Engel 2012 : 7).
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The sensitivity to epistemic norms, as Engel understands it, seems to be
characterized by an “implicit guidance" by a norm that a subject has :

“Even the most general norm for belief, the truth-norm (i) [the
truth norm of the footnote 1] need not imply more than an im-
plicit guidance. A familiar feature of belief is that it is transparent
to truth — if one tries to figure out whether to believe that P, the
best way to answer this question is to ask oneself whether P. This
feature is enough to explain why we are sensitive to the truth norm
(Shah 2003, Engel 2010). Although these epistemic norms have
been most of the time invoked by internalist, we can understand
them in a quasi-externalist sense." (Engel 2012 : 8).

The last sentence of the quote may lead to a confusion, if one takes the contrast
between “internalist” and “quasi-externalist" to denote mutually exclusive po-
sitions. The underlying idea is that we should understand the sensitivity to
epistemic norms not in traditional internalist accessibilist terms. It is not re-
quired that we have reflective or conscious access to these norms. However,
Engel, maintains that implicit guidance is a sort of internalist requirement.

3. Internalism, guidance, and knowledge

In the previous section we have seen in some details what Engel’s “internalist
elements" of his compatibilist view are supposed to be. We have seen that En-
gel rejects traditional internalist requirement of reflective or conscious access
to one’s epistemic reasons. We have also seen that Engel advocates a view ac-
cording to which in order to be justified one has to be sensitive to epistemic
norms. The sensitivity in question has not to be understood in reflective or
conscious access terms. However, the mere fact that it implies a kind of im-
plicit guidance, makes it, according to Engel, an internalist requirement on
epistemic justification.

In this section, I aim to challenge the assumption that implicit normative
guidance constitutes an internalist requirement for epistemic justifiction. My
view is that, if there is anything that is genuine implicit guidance by an epis-
temic norm, then it is fully compatible with the view that all the epistemic
reasons (or evidence) that a subject has supervenes the subject’s knowledge.
Moreover, it seems that there are some reasons to think that a knowledge ba-
sed account of normative guidance explains best some of the features of nor-
mative guidance.
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Before we discuss my view, however, we should first consider why one
would think that implicit guidance by an epistemic norm should be unders-
tood in internalist terms. In order to succeed in this task, it might be useful to
ask ourselves what is implicit guidance. But before considering what is impli-
cit guidance, we have to say something more about one central distinction that
we have used only in an unspecified way until now. Namely, we have to spe-
cify in more detail what exactly internalism and externalism about epistemic
justification amounts to.

A common way to distinguish internalism from externalism about epis-
temic justification in contemporary epistemology is to appeal to non-factive
mental states. In short, any position that states that epistemic justification that
a subject has of her beliefs, supervenes on her non factive mental states, is
an internalist theory of epistemic justification. Where by non-factive mental
states we understand states that do not entail the truth of their content (see
for instance Wedgwood 2002a for this canonical understanding of non-factive
mental states). Whereas an externalist theory of epistemic justification is any
theory that deny internalism about epistemic justification. We can formulate
this distinction more precisely in the following way :

Internalism about epistemic justification Necessarily, if two subjects, S; and
Sy are internally alike, then S1 and and S, are equally alike with respect
to what epistemic justification they have for their beliefs. (See, for ins-
tance, Bonjour 1999, Audi 2001, 2007, Wedgwood 2002a, Huemer 2001,
Conee and Feldman 2004, 2008, Silins 2005).

Non-factive mental states Non-factive mental states include beliefs, seemings,
apparent experiences, appearings, feelings, imaginings, desires, hopes,
wishes, etc. These states have in common that they do not require the
truth of their content (see Wedgwood 2002a).

Externalism about epistemic justification It is false that necessarily, if two
subjects, 51 and S, are internally alike, then S; and and S, are equally
alike with respect to what epistemic justification they have for their be-
liefs.

One sort of externalism about epistemic justification is a view that endorses
evidentialism about justification (in short, the view that justification is deter-
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mined by one’s evidence) and epistemicism about evidence (the view that
evidence that one possesses supervenes on one’s knowledge)®.

Evidential Epistemicism Necessarily, if S; and S, are alike with respect to
what they know, then they are alike with respect to what evidence they
possess. (Cf. Williamson 2000).*

With these precisions in mind we can now turn to the question of normative
implicit guidance and it’s alleged implication of internalism about epistemic
justification.

A good place for gaining a deeper insight about Engel’s view about im-
plicite normative guidance of epistemic norm is his views about the norm of
belief. In short, according to Engel and other so called normativists (e.g. Wedg-
wood 2002b, Shah 2003, Shah and Velleman 2005), the correctness condition
of belief (i.e. the condition that states : “For any D, a belief that P is correct iff P
is true" Engel 2013 : 2) constitutes main and unique norm of belief. In a sense
the correctness condition is constitutive of belief (see Engel 2013 : 3). This nor-
mativist understanding of the correctness condition is expressed by Engel in
the following principle :

“(NT) It is the norm of belief that one ought to believe that P if and
only if P is true." (Engel 2013 : 3)

Normativist accounts of correctness of belief have met various objections. In
response, normativists have defended their approach in subsequent work.
Pascal Engel has largely contributed to this debate. Our aim, however, is not
to enter into this debate here. Such task would take us much further than what
we can discuss in the present work. We present the debate about normativism
about correctness of belief only as long as it can help us to understand bet-
ter normative guidance. Which in turn is indispensable for assessing properly
Engel’s compatibilism.

3In general, in this paper, we treat the question of possession of reasons (which we take to
be equivalent to the possession of evidence or justificatory basis) as the question of epistemic
justification. This, however, is not precise enough. One could coherently endorse internalism or
externalism about justification without endorsing the corresponding view about possession of
reasons. For one could think that reasons are not necessary or sufficient for justification. Such po-
sition, of course, is incompatible with evidentialism. For our purposes, however, this distinction
is not crucial.

“Where knowledge does not supervene on one’s non-factive mental states. Thanks to Julien
Dutant for pointing to me this possibility.
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The debate concerning normativism about correctness condition of belief
has been partially a debate about normative guidance of epistemic norms. For,
a prominent objection against normativism has been relying on the assump-
tion that correctness condition cannot constitute a norm of belief because it
cannot guide belief formation (see notably Gliier and Wikforss 2009). In a
sense (NT) is, the objection goes, impotent and, hence, cannot be the norm
of belief. The argument presupposes that in order for a principle to be a norm
for someone, it should be able to guide the subject. Norm has to have, as it
was famously put by Peter Railton, a normative force and a normative free-
dom (Railton 1999, see also Engel 2013 : 8).

Now, as it happens in philosophy, it comes out that it is notoriously diffi-
cult to say something uncontroversial and at the same time more substantial
than that there is this necessary condition of normative guidance as normative
force and freedom for any norm.

Recently, Peter Railton has proposed an insightful analysis of normative
guidance (see Railton 2006). In particular, he has distinguished two substan-
tial accounts of normative guidance. Where a substantial account has to iden-
tify “mental acts", “states of mind" or “attitudes” that underwrite normative
guidance by a norm for a subject (see Railton 2006 : 13). According to one of
the two views, the relevant mental relata underwriting normative guidance
by a norm N of a subject S is acceptance of N by S, whereas according to the
second it is endorsement of N by S. Where accepting is not the same as be-
lieving, even though it is ultimately depending on some beliefs (see Ralton
2006 : 20), and endorsement has to do more with subject’s judgemental rather
than psychological part of agency (see Railton 2006 : 23). At the end of the
day, however, Railton does not endorse any of these two views as universal
characterization of normative guidance. He judges that describing normative
guidance as acceptance without identifying which mental relata underwrites
acceptance is not sufficient for a substantial account of normative guidance
(see Railton 2006 : 16). It seems reasonable to Railton that the relevant kind
of mental state is not belief (Railton 2006 : 20). Nevertheless, he acknowledges
that the relevant states that underwrites norm-acceptance (i.e. normative equi-
valent to doxastic acceptance), has to be belief-like. A natural candidate accor-
ding to Railton for such state is endorsement (Railton 2006 : 20). However,
Railton also argues that in certain cases it makes sense to describe subjects
as not being normatively guided by their judgement, but rather by psycholo-
gical aspects of their agency, such as their (moral) character for instance (see
Railton 2006 : 31). Hence, it seems that endorsement is not the mental state
that underwrites normative guidance neither. For, it does not account for all
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cases of normative guidance. Instead, Railton proposes to accept a pluralism
of mental relata that can underwrite normative guidance. In Railton’s view, we
should abstain from proposing a universal characterization of normative gui-
dance. We should rather accept that what normative guidance is can be best
explained “from inside-out", that is, by considering every particular case and
every particular agent and her perspective. Hence, according to Railton :

“No privileged attitude—of endorsement, acceptance, or identifi-
cation—accounts for the role of norms in shaping our lived world
and contributing to the reasons for which we act. Humble internali-
zation of norms without the self’s permission, approval, or identifi-
cation, like humble acquisition of beliefs without the benefit of jud-
gement or reflection, provides much of our substance as agents."
(Railton 2006 : 31-32)

Independently of whether Railton is right in rejecting acceptance, endorse-
ment any other unification and universal account of normative guidance, we
can observe here one crucial point that seems to be accepted by many within
that debate. Namely, in order for a subject to be guided by a norm, she has to
internalize it in some way or another. That is, if a special connection between
a given norm and central parts of one’s agenthood has not been established,
it is not the case that the norm guides the subject. It seems that the majority
in the debate about normative guidance will accept this point. In difference to
others, Railton only thinks that in terms of universal characterizations nothing
more can be said about normative guidance. The rest of the picture about nor-
mative guidance has to be filled “from inside-out", according to Railton.
Crucially, however, from the fact that normative guidance via internaliza-
tion of norms supervenes on some mental relata it does not follow that inter-
nalism about epistemic justification is true. There is no reason to think that
the requirement of internalization favours internalism about epistemic justi-
fication over externalism. Why should we think that internalization of norms
supervenes on one’s non-factive mental states ? Indeed, if one is willing to
grant, as is Railton and Engel with respect to epistemic norms, that norma-
tive guidance does not have to be explicit, that is, that an agent in order to be
guided by a norm does not have to have reflective or conscious access to the
norm, then it seems that there is no other independent reason to think that
internalization of norms supervenes on one’s non-factive mental states®. For

50f course, I also think that there is no good reason for holding that internalization of norms
supervenes on reflective or conscious access to norms. For as Williamson has shown, there is good
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it is usually accepted that reflective and conscious access has to be unders-
tood in terms of non-factive mental states. And I don’t see any other reason
that could motivate the view that internalization of norms has to supervene
on one’s non-factive mental states.

It seems that common understanding of the term “internalization of norm"
is that of acquisition by a subject of a deeply agenthood-impacting and strong
connection between her and a norm. This also seems to be the core of the usage
that Railton makes of this term. But acquisition of a deeply agenthood impac-
ting and strong connection between a subject and a norm need not necessarily
be underwritten by a non factive mental state. Hence, it seems that interna-
lization of norms does not imply internalism about epistemic justification or
about epistemic reasons.

Moreover, there is a reason to think that normative guidance supervenes
on agent’s knowledge. For a natural way of explaining what internalization of
norms is, is to claim that it is a kind of learning. Surely, it is a special kind of
learning, it is learning of norms, but it is learning nevertheless. But a common
way to describe what learning is, is to characterize it as a kind of acquisition
of knowledge (it is important for what will follow to notice that we don't
claim that all acquisition of knowledge is learning). That is, when a subject
learns that p, then the subject comes to know that p. If we are right about
these two last assumptions, then it follows that when one internalizes a norm,
one comes to know a norm. Therefore, internalization of norms is acquisition
of knowledge.

Interestingly, in describing one particular case of an agent acquiring nor-
mative guidance by a norm, Railton himself refers to it explicitly as learning.
He describes a case of a subject, Felicity, who comes from modest rural region,
and has got a scholarship for attending an expensive college in a different re-
gion. She believes that her success depends on her being able to overcome her
rural manners, and, as states Railton, on her ability to “generally learn to com-
port herself in accord with the Upper Middle Class Professional norms". Fele-
city learns the relevant norms and takes them to guide her everyday actions
(Railton 2006 : 19). Hence, according to Railton, acquiring normative guidance
is, at least in this case, underwritten by learning.

Now, it is important to notice that we allow to classify as learning not only
acquisition of beliefs, but also acquisition of certain moral (and other) traits

reason to think that for any non trivial mental condition C, it is never the case that we can always
know that we are in C. This applies also to reflective and conscious access. See Williamson 2000,
2007.
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of character, for instance. This in turn commits us to the view that there may
be different kinds of knowledge, or at least different kinds of acquisition of
knowledge. But this assumption does not seems to be theoretically costly. In-
deed, it seems plausible, independently of our discussion, to suppose that we
can have theoretical knowledge, as well as practical knowledge (often refer-
red to by the term “know-how"), and knowledge of norms)®. The existence
of different sorts of learning and knowledge in turn seems to fit well with
Railton’s observation about internalization of norms. Namely, it fits well the
observation that internalization of norms doesn’t involve only the judgemen-
tal part of agenthood, but it depend also on psychological part. Knowledge
based account of internalization of norms then may provide grounds for an
unificatory account of normative guidance.

Furthermore, another reason that speaks in favour of knowledge based ac-
count of internalization of norms is that knowledge guarantees the stability
aspect that is necessary for normative guidance. It is reasonable to think that
normative guidance is stable. That is, when someone is guided by a norm,
then she will be guided by it in various contexts. In particular, it is not easy
for someone to lose a norm that she has acquired. Hence, a plausible account
of internalization of norms has to pay sufficient attention to the stability fea-
ture of normative guidance. Knowledge, contrary to many non-factive mental
states, possesses the desired stability aspect. In the sense that once someone
has a bit of knowledge, she cannot easily lose it, all other things being equal.
Hence, it seems that knowledge is the best candidate for guaranteeing the sta-
bility feature of normative guidance.

To conclude, internalization of norms does not imply internalism about
epistemic justification, at least, as long as one is willing to abandon strong in-
ternalist accessibilism. Furthermore, there are also reasons to think that inter-
nalization of norms is underwritten by acquisition of knowledge. Hence, there
are reasons to think that normative guidance supervenes on knowledge. But
if we are right about this point, then it seems that there is no more motivation
to endorse a compatibilism of the sort that Engel has proposed. For a more
simple and hence theoretically preferable view is a full blown externalism (i.e.
externalism about knowledge and externalism about justification). Moreover,
there is no other plausible competing view (in particular a full blown interna-
lism is not an option). Therefore, we should prefer a full blown externalism.

®Which is not to say that knowledge can be non-propositional. See Williamson and Stanley
2001, Stanley 2011.
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4. Conclusion : Knowledge and Rationalism

In this paper we have presented and opposed Engel’s comptabilism - the view
that externalism has to be adopted about knowledge, whereas internalism has
to be endorsed concerning epistemic justification. We have argued, that the
main considerations that, allegedly, motivates Engel’s internalism about jus-
tification, can be explained equally well, or, indeed, even better by a know-
ledge based externalist account of epistemic justification. The considerations
that have motivated Engel to adopt internalism about epistemic justification
concern normative guidance aspect of epistemic norms. Engel claims that our
belief formation is subjected to epistemic norms. These norms have to be un-
derstood as part of subject’s epistemic reasons. To have a justified belief, one
need to possess epistemic reasons in favour of that belief, in particular, it is
not enough that some reasons merely exist in favour of that belief. Possession
of epistemic norms by a subject has to be understood in internalist terms, be-
cause of the nature of normative guidance, according to Engel. For one has
to be guided by the norm in order for her to have that norm. And normative
guidance, according to Engel has to be understood in internalist terms. We
have shown, however, that there is no conclusive reason for thinking that nor-
mative guidance supervenes on one’s non-factive mental states (according to
paradigmatic statement of internalism about epistemic justification, posses-
sion of epistemic reasons supervenes on subject’s non factive mental states).
Moreover, there are good reasons for thinking that normative guidance su-
pervenes on knowledge. If we are right then there is no independent motiva-
tion for Engel’s internalism about epistemic justification. This authorise us to
conclude that we have better to accept a full blown externalism, rather than
compatibilism.

There rests, however, one last possible worry for our argument. A worry
that can be also found in Engel 2012. According to this line of worry, a full
blown externalism rules out a plausible version of traditional rationalism. In
these closing remarks we consider briefly this objection and respond to it. In
short, we think that a kind of rationalism is compatible with the knowledge
based externalism.

According to a version of rationalism, norms are a priori relations. Ac-
cording to some views, having norms is even a prerequisite of agenthood
(see Railton’s discussion of kantian positions in Railton 2006). What is im-
portant for our purposes is that, according to this understanding of norms,
norms are not learned. Our central argument against internalist view of nor-
mative guidance supposed that norms are learned. We claimed that internali-
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zation of norms is learning of norms. But learning is acquisition of knowledge.
Hence, to acquire norms is to acquire knowledge. Normative guidance does
not supervene on non factive mental states, according to our conclusion, since,
knowledge is not a non factive mental state. Now, if norms are not learned, but
are rather accessed a priori, without any learning, or at least some norms are
not learned, then our conclusion doesn’t follow, it seems. For learning has no-
thing to do with having norms according to this picture. One may think that
this is the kind of objection that Engel has in mind when he states that : “It
is inconsistent with the notion of normativity to suppose that normative rela-
tions are ultimately purely factual. It is at this point that the classical concerns
of the philosophers whom the philosophical tradition has called “rationalists"
come back into the picture" (Engel 2012 : 9).

This objection fails to undermine our argument, however. For our argu-
ment can be restated in purely rationalist terms. It suffice to replace learning
of norms, by a priori knowledge of norms. A priori knowledge is not a non
factive mental state. Hence, even if norms are prerequisites and are accessed
in a priori way, there is no conclusive reason to think that normative guidance
supervenes on non factive mental states.

Engel states that :

“One feature, however, of the traditional notion of reason, is re-
sistant to a strong externalist conception : the epistemology of the
relation of being a reason for and the kind of knowledge that we can
have of epistemic reasons and norms seem to be purely a priori. En-
titlement itself is also, on most views, an a priori status. It is incon-
sistent with the notion of normativity to suppose that normative
relations are ultimately factual." (Engel 2012 : 9)

Indeed, Engel is right, norms contrast with facts. To say that something ought
to be the case, is fundamentally different from saying that something is the
case. However, it is not inconsistent with the notion of normativity to suppose
that normative relations are known. Only a strongly empiricist externalism
would be inconsistent with the notion of normativity, as Engel understands
it. Only, an externalism that states that all knowledge comes from learning
would be resistant to what Engel calls “the traditional notion of reason". We
haven’t based our argument on this kind of externalism, however.

Crucially, Engel himself states that the possession of epistemic norms is
knowledge of norms, when he claims that “(..) the kind of knowledge that we
can have of epistemic reasons and norms seem to be purely a priori" (ibid, my
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italics). Engel talks about a priori knowledge, but a priori knowledge is a kind
of knowledge. Hence, there is no reason to suppose that normative guidance
supervenes on non factive mental states and not on knowledge, even if a kind
of traditional rationalism is true.

We can therefore conclude that we have shown that our argument for a
full blown externalism holds. And knowledge based account of normative
guidance is compatible with and, indeed, friendly to the rationalist spirit of
Engel’s approach.
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Commodious Knowledge

CHRISTOPH KELP AND MONA MARICA

Abstract This paper offers a novel account of the value of knowledge. The
account is novel insofar as it advocates a shift in focus from the value of indi-
vidual items of knowledge to the value of the commodity of knowledge. It is
argued that the commodity of knowledge is valuable in at least two ways : (i)
in a wide range of areas, knowledge is our way of being in cognitive contact
with the world and (ii) for us the good life is a life rich enough in knowledge.

1. Introduction

We care a lot about knowledge. As a society, we invest a lot of time and energy
in the development of institutions whose aim it is to accumulate or distri-
bute knowledge. Universities, schools, libraries and the internet are among
the most prominent of these. On an individual level, we send our children
to school and encourage them to go to university so that they can acquire
knowledge about a wide range of topics. Some of us go to considerable finan-
cial lengths in order to make this possible. Finally, in philosophy, the study of
knowledge has historically received a great deal of attention. A lot of effort
has been made to get clear on what exactly is involved in knowing.

From a philosophical point of view, the fact that we seem to care so much
about knowledge gives rise to a number of interesting questions : First, is our
concern with knowledge warranted ? In other words, does knowledge have
value that is special at least in the sense that it would warrant this concern?
Second, in what respect(s) exactly is knowledge valuable? The aim of this
paper is to provide novel answers to both of these questions.

186
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2. The Value Problem

Three Challenges

What does it take to provide a satisfactory answer to the question whether
knowledge has value that is special enough to warrant our concern with it?
There are a number of proposed answers in the literature. They differ from
one another in the strength of the demands imposed.

Let’s begin with what is widely regarded as the most lenient proposal,
which dates back as far as Plato’s Meno. To begin with, notice that it is nearly
universally accepted that knowledge requires true belief.! Now suppose it
turns out that knowledge is in no respect more valuable than true belief. In
that case it would seem wrong to care about knowledge rather than true belief.
Our special concern with knowledge would seem misplaced. This motivates
a first constraint on satisfactory accounts of the value of knowledge :

(1)  Any satisfactory account of the value of knowledge must explain why
knowledge is in some respect more valuable than frue belief .

Some have claimed that simply meeting C1 won’t be enough to give a satis-
factory account of the value of knowledge. Jonathan Kvanvig, for one, argues
that more is needed : Suppose knowledge consists of a set of constituents.
Suppose, next, it turns out that knowledge is in no respect more valuable
than some proper subset of its constituents. In that case it would be wrong
to care specifically about knowledge rather than the proper subset of equally
valuable constituents. Our special concern with knowledge would still seem
misplaced. In view of these considerations, Kvanvig favours the following
constraint :

(2)  Any satisfactory account of the value of knowledge must explain why
knowledge is in some respect more valuable than any proper subset of its
constituents (Kvanvig 2003, xii—xiii).

Duncan Pritchard ups the stakes even further. He argues that a satisfactory ac-
count of knowledge must, in addition, show that knowledge enjoys a different
kind of value that belief that falls short of knowledge. According to Pritchard,
then,

INotable exceptions are David Lewis (1996) and Colin Radford (1966) who have denied that
knowledge requires belief and Allan Hazlett (2010) who has challenged the thesis that knowledge
is factive.
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(3)  Any satisfactory account of the value of knowledge must explain why
knowledge is in some respect more valuable than any proper subset of its
constituents not just as a matter of degree but as a matter of kind (Pritchard et al.
2010, 7-8).

Riggs’s Requirement

It has widely been taken for granted that the task of explaining the value of
knowledge consists in showing that individual items of knowledge are more
valuable than individual beliefs that fall short of knowledge. Wayne Riggs, for
one, is very clear about this when he proposes that the best way to understand
C2 is as follows :

(Vs)(¥p)[Value (sKp) > Value (sRp)] (where R is some relation comprising
elements of K, and R # K)
(Riggs 2009, 334)

Roughly, the idea here is that in order to meet C2 we need to show that it is
better for one to know that p than to have a belief that p that falls short of
knowledge, for all propositions p.

While the challenge Riggs unpacks in the above quote is of course C2, it
is not hard to see that C1 and C3 can be given the same treatment. In case
of C1, for all propositions p, knowledge that p must be more valuable than
mere true belief that p, and in case of C3 knowledge that p must have a dif-
ferent kind of value than belief that p that falls short of knowledge. Key to this
way of fleshing out the challenges is that they require showing that every item
of knowledge is more valuable than the corresponding belief that falls short
of knowledge. (In what follows, we will refer to this requirement as ‘Riggs’s
requirement’.)

Let’s get one thing out of the way : We think that knowledge is valuable in
a way that satisfies Riggs’s requirement. By way of explanation, consider first
the following distinction between two types of value : final and non-final.?
For something to have final value is for it to be valuable for its own sake.
For instance, it is widely acknowledged that happiness is valuable for its own
sake. In contrast, for something to have non-final value is for it to derive its
value from something else that is of value. There may be different species of
non-final value. Our main focus will be on the most widely discussed species,

2For more on different types of value see e.g. (Korsgaard 1983; Kagan 1998, Rabinowicz
& Rennow-Rasmussen 2000) all of which are reprinted in (Rennow-Rasmussen & Zimmerman
2005).
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to wit, instrumental value. For something to have instrumental value is for it to
have value as a means to an end. For instance, it is widely acknowledged that
money is instrumentally valuable, at least in the kinds of society we live in : it
allows its possessors to buy things that enable them to achieve a certain level
of comfort in life. The reason we think knowledge is valuable in a way that
complies with Riggs’s requirement is that we believe that knowledge but not
belief that falls short of knowledge is finally valuable. We take this to establish
that every item of knowledge is more valuable than the corresponding belief
that isn’t knowledge.

That said, for the purposes of this paper, we’d like to bracket responses
to the challenges in terms of the final value of knowledge and focus on res-
ponses in terms of instrumental value instead. Curiously, once we are clear
that we are aiming for this kind of response, the prospects of success look
somewhat dim. The reason for this is that, when focusing solely on instru-
mental value, some items of knowledge appear to be of no value whatsoever.
(Let’s call items of knowledge that have no instrumental value whatsoever
items of ‘useless knowledge’.) Knowing the exact number of grains of sand in
the jar you brought back from last year’s summer holiday is but one popular
example (Sosa 2003). If some items of knowledge are useless, however, they
are no more valuable than the corresponding beliefs that fall short of know-
ledge, which are useless as well. A satisfactory response to any of C1 — C3
appears no longer available.

On the other hand, recall that C1 — C3 are to be motivated by our concern
with knowledge. That is to say, we wanted an account of the value of know-
ledge that reflects our concern with knowledge. If so, however, it is far less
evident that a satisfactory account of the value of knowledge must satisfy
Riggs’s requirement. After all, our concern with knowledge does not appear to
extend to all items of knowledge. In particular, we seem to have little concern
for items of useless knowledge—and, we want to add, rightly so. If so, examples
of useless knowledge are best understood as suggesting that a satisfactory ac-
count of the value of knowledge need not satisfy Riggs’s requirement.

Once we abandon Riggs’s requirement, we might think that it will be en-
ough to rise to the challenges if we can show that enough items of knowledge
are more valuable than the corresponding beliefs that aren’t knowledge. While
we do not mean to deny that this is a promising line to pursue, in what follows
we’d like to explore a different approach.
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3. The Value of Knowledge

Commodity Value

‘Knowledge’ is a mass term, like ‘water’. It is widely agreed, however, that
mass terms denote stuff that can be measured but not counted.? In the case of
knowledge and water the stuff is a kind of commodity—something one can
have more or less of. Now suppose that it can be shown that the commodity
of knowledge has special value, that an account of the value of the commodity
can be given that satisfies C1 — C3. There is reason to believe that this will also
be sufficient to adequately meet these challenges. After all, an account of the
value of the commodity would make good sense our concern with knowledge.
What’s more, if we did succeed in providing an account of the value of the
commodity of knowledge we would still stand as a good chance as any of
vindicating the special focus on knowledge in the history of epistemology.
For that reason, it seems that everything is to be gained and nothing to be lost
by exploring the prospects for an account of the value of the commodity of
knowledge.

Before moving on to the value of the commodity of knowledge, we’d like
to take a look at the value of another central commodity in our lives, to wit,
water. Water is of course valuable in many respects. For the purposes of this
paper, we’d like focus on one valuable quality of water, its power to quench
our thirst. Suppose liquid hydrogen were just as well suited to quench our
thirst as is water. The constituents of liquid hydrogen, Hp, are a proper subset
of the constituents of water, H,O (so that liquid hydrogen stands to water
as, for instance, justified true belief stands to knowledge.) Now suppose you
have before you two glasses, one containing water, the other liquid hydrogen.

3[2, 128]. Pelletier also points out that mass terms are generally regarded to have divisive and
cumulative reference : one can subdivide the stuff of which a mass term is true infinitely and the
mass terms will continue to true of its parts (divisive reference) and one can add as much of the
stuff to an existing quantity of it as one likes and the term will continue to be true of the resulting
mass (cumulative reference). One might think that this is implausible for knowledge. After all, if
we take away the justification component from a bunch of beliefs that make up some quantity of
knowledge, for instance, ‘knowledge” won't be true of the resulting mass. But notice that this is
not a special problem for ‘’knowledge’. After all, if you chop up some water molecules that make
up a quantity of water and take away the oxygen atoms, say, ‘water” won't be true of the resulting
mass either. Pelletier [?, 129] suggests that this problem may be solved by distinguishing between
metaphysical and semantic facts. The thought is that while as a matter of metaphysical fact water
consists of hydrogen and oxygen atoms, this is not recognised semantically, at least not in English.
Whether or not this solution works need not concern us here. After all, so long as the problem is
not exclusive to ‘knowledge’, we can, for present purposes at least, safely ignore it.
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It is plausible that the glass with water is no more valuable than the glass with
liquid hydrogen, at least not with respect to its power to quench your thirst.
After all, ex hypothesi, liquid hydrogen is as well suited to do the job as water is.
Does that mean that water, the commodity, couldn’t have special value, value
that warrants our concern with water ? No. To see this, suppose (as happens to
be the case) that liquid hydrogen is extremely rare and can exists only in very
special environments. Suppose that, at the same time, water is easily available
in a wide range of places and to a wide range of people. In that case water
is plausibly valuable to us in a way that would warrant our concern with it.
What makes water thus valuable is not just the fact that it has the power to
quench our thirst. After all, we are supposing that water shares this property
with liquid hydrogen. It is a combination of the fact that it has this property
and the fact that it is so widely and easily available. To put a snappy label to
it, water is of special value because it is our way of quenching our thirst.

Now, we want to suggest that the situation is in essence the same with
knowledge on the one hand and true belief that falls short of knowledge on
the other. One valuable property of knowledge is that it is a way of correctly
representing the world around us. It is undeniable that the same holds for true
belief that falls short of knowledge. If we compare two agents, A and B, where
A knows that p and B truly believes but doesn’t know that p. Here it is very
plausible that A’s belief that p is no more valuable than B’s, at least not with
respect to its correctly representing the world—just as it is very plausible, in
the imagined case above, that the glass of water is no more valuable with res-
pect to thirst-quenching than the glass of liquid hydrogen. Arguably, however,
just as in the case of water and liquid hydrogen, this result is compatible with
knowledge being valuable in a way that would warrant our concern with it.
In fact, the very same properties that account for the special value of water in
the imagined case account for the corresponding special value of knowledge :
in a wide range of areas, knowledge is widely and readily available.

To see this, consider first perceptual beliefs about middle-sized dry goods.
On any non-sceptical account of knowledge, given formation by suitable pro-
cesses (alternatively : on suitable grounds) in sufficiently hospitable epistemic
environments, these beliefs will qualify as knowledge. For instance, my be-
lief that there is a computer on the desk before qualifies as knowledge : it
is produced by a highly reliable ability to recognise tables in an epistemically
hospitable environment. Now the crucial point is that, for beliefs in this range,
formation by suitable processes in hospitable environments is the norm ; for-
mation of beliefs by unsuitable process, or in inhospitable environments is the
exception. If this isn’t immediately clear, consider again my belief that there is
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a computer on the desk before me and ask yourself what would have to be the
case for my belief to remain true but fall short of knowledge. Those with some
training in epistemology will find it easy to answer this question : I mistake a
hologram for a computer, whilst unbeknownst to me there is a computer so-
mewhere else on the desk, I acquire my belief by a highly unreliable process
such as a coin-toss, etc. While any of this might come to pass, it is undeniable
that, as a matter of fact, it only rarely does. For that reason, cases of know-
ledge are the norm and cases of true belief that fall short of knowledge are the
exception.

Perceptual beliefs about middle-sized dry goods are not the only cases in
point. Consider testimonial belief about propositions of crucial practical im-
portance in our lives : propositions about bills that need to be payed, the na-
ture of the sickness of your child and the medication that will cure it, what’s
available at the local restaurant, etc. Or consider inferentially supported be-
liefs that exploit a variety of natural and social regularities : that my car is still
parked outside the institute, that Cameron is still the prime minister of the
UK, etc. Here too, when beliefs in these ranges are formed by suitable pro-
cesses in sufficiently hospitable epistemic environments, they will qualify as
knowledge. Here too, cases of knowledge are norm and cases of true belief
that fall short of knowledge are the exception.

These considerations suggest that in wide range of cases, knowledge is
widely and readily available. All we have to do to acquire knowledge is open
our eyes, listen to what other people tell us, attend to our feelings, etc. In
comparison, in those areas true belief that falls short of knowledge is a rare
commodity that it exists only in very special environments. In parallel with
the case of water, then, what makes knowledge specially valuable is not just
the fact that it involves a correct representation of the world. It is the fact that
it has this property in combination with the fact that, in a wide range of areas,
it is so widely and easily available. Just as water is of special value because it
is our way of quenching our thirst, knowledge is of special value because, in
a wide range of areas, it is our way of correctly representing the world.

Value Inheritance

Suppose that the above account of the value of the commodity of knowledge
is successful. One question that we might ask ourselves at this stage is what,
if anything, this entails for the value of individual items of knowledge.

One possible answer is that individual items of knowledge inherit special
value from being instances of a specially valuable type and that, in conse-
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quence, individual items of knowledge turn out to be more valuable than in-
dividual items of true beliefs that fall short of knowledge. (We will henceforth
refer to the thesis that tokens of a valuable type inherit value from the type as
‘Value Inheritance’.)

Now we think that Value Inheritance is most plausible when the value of
type is final value. For instance, if happiness as a type of state is finally va-
luable, one might think that instantiations of happiness are finally valuable
also. At the same time, we said that we would bracket the issue of final value
for the purposes of this paper. So the crucial question is whether Value In-
heritance holds for instrumental value. For instance, do individual glasses of
water inherit value from the fact that they are instances of a commodity that is
valuable because of its wide and easy availability ? That seems somewhat im-
plausible. To see why, consider an individual glass of water that it is currently
on an unmanned spaceship in the orbit of a faraway planet. It seems plausible
that no value whatsoever need attach to this glass of water. In other words,
it may be a useless glass of water. So, suppose it is. If the individual glass is
useless, however, it cannot have inherited value in virtue of being an instance
of a valuable commodity. The fact that there can be useless instances of an
instrumentally valuable commodity suggests that Value Inheritance does not
generally hold for instrumental value.

In a recent paper, Alvin Goldman and Erik Olsson (2009) argue, roughly,
that Value Inheritance is possible even for instrumental value. They offer the
state of possessing money as a case in point. The idea is that possessing mo-
ney is an instrumentally valuable type of state as it frequently produces states
that are valuable for their own sake (e.g. happiness). Crucially, Goldman and
Olsson claim that “each token of this type inherits instrumental value from
the type” (Goldman & Olsson 2009, 32). If they are right, Value Inheritance
might still hold for instrumentally valuable types in some cases.

It may look as though, compatibly with Value Inheritance, Goldman and
Olsson can allow for the existence of token states of possession of money that
are useless. As they point out, each token state inherits value from the type
even though they may not actually produce finally valuable states. In the case
of money, this may happen when the money isn’t spent at all or it is badly
invested (Goldman & Olsson 2009, 32). On reflection, however, it cannot be
the case that a token state of possessing money is genuinely useless (i.e. has
zero instrumental value) and yet inherits positive instrumental value from the
instrumentally valuable type. One of the two has to go. The question is which
one and why.

Given that Goldman and Olsson accept that Value Inheritance holds for
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possessing money, it has to be useless money. What appears to be going on
here is that the value of token states of possessing money resides in a disposi-
tional property—roughly, its power to bring about something finally valuable
(though perhaps only by producing something else of instrumental value).
Since a dispositional property can be had even when the disposition is not
manifested, if the value of a token state of possessing money resides in the
dispositional property, money can be valuable even when it does not bring
about something of final value. Crucially, however, in that case the token state
is not useless.

But couldn’t there be useless money ? We think there could be. Suppose
you own a one hundred Euro bill. Unfortunately, however, the bill is on an
unmanned spaceship that is now in such a remote part of the universe that it
is certain to have disintegrated before it can reach the next living being. In this
case, we submit, the token state of your owning this bill is useless. There is a
rationale behind this verdict. Even when the instrumental value of a certain
item resides in a dispositional property, the item can be useless if there is no
chance at all that the disposition will be manifested. This is what is happening
in (a suitably fleshed out version of) the above case. There is simply no longer
any chance that the money is spent and hence that the disposition in which
the money’s value resides will be manifested. That’s why the state of your
owning the bill in this case is useless.

There is thus reason to believe, pace Goldman and Olsson, that Value In-
heritance does not hold for money. Goldman and Olsson also offer a second
example, namely that of good motives for actions. The idea is that good mo-
tives are a type of state that acquires value from its relation to good action.
Over time, good motives have come to be valued independently, “in them-
selves” (Goldman & Olsson 2009, 33) as they put it. Now, it is not clear to us
what exactly Goldman and Olsson mean here. Is it that good motives come to
be valued for their own sake ? Whatever the answer to this question may be,
we think that it is very plausible that good motives are valued for their own
sake. As we already pointed out, we are also sympathetic to idea that Value
Inheritance holds when the value of the type is final value. So, we are happy to
grant that Goldman and Olsson have succeeded in identifying a case of Value
Inheritance. It’s just that the case is not of the kind we were looking for. After
all, at least for all Goldman and Olsson have argued, the value inherited here
is final, not instrumental.

In view of these considerations, we are suspicious of the idea that Value In-
heritance holds for instrumental value. Of course, we are open to be convin-
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ced otherwise.* Suppose it can be established that Value Inheritance holds
in a certain range of cases and that knowledge is within that range. All that
follows from our account is that individual items of knowledge are more va-
luable than the corresponding beliefs that aren’t knowledge after all. While
this would require us to change our verdicts about the value of beliefs about
the number of grains of sand in some jar and like cases, the result is not un-
welcome. After all, prospects for an alternative explanation of the intuition
of zero value are fairly bright : in case of knowledge, the value of the type is
often overlooked and, additionally, instrumental value is often not inherited
by all tokens of the type. No surprise that the inherited value could remain
unrecognised in case of knowledge.

4. The Third Challenge

On the account developed in §3., knowledge is valuable because it is our way
of correctly representing the world. Note that this will serve to address the
first two challenges from §2. (C1, C2) as it explains why knowledge is more
valuable than mere true belief and more valuable than beliefs that fall short
of knowledge. At the same time, it is not hard to see that our account does
precious little to address C3, according to which knowledge must have a dif-
ferent kind of value than beliefs that falls short of knowledge. For that reason,
we’d now like to take a brief look at whether C3 can be met as well.

Superiority

First, we’d like to express a worry about the challenge. Suppose it can be
shown that knowledge is finally valuable. In that case, it would seem that
we have everything we could hope for. By the same token, any plausible chal-
lenge for an account of the value of knowledge should at this stage be met.
Unfortunately, there is no guarantee that C3 will be met. To see this, suppose

4 A promising place to look are normative properties. For instance, possession of legal tender
is a type of state that has the instrumentally valuable normative property of entitling you meet
financial obligations by using it. We think that the idea that the instrumentally valuable normative
property is inherited by each token of the state type carries promise. If, in addition, knowledge
has instrumentally valuable normative properties, we would have what it takes to argue that
knowledge has instrumental value that is inherited by each token item of knowledge. That said,
we will not pursue this line in any more detail here. Suffice it to say that the instrumental value
that we argue attaches to the commodity of knowledge is not a normative property. Even if Value
Inheritance holds for normative properties, there still is little reason to think that it holds for the
properties that, according to our proposal, make the commodity of knowledge valuable.
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that true belief turns out to be finally valuable as well. Given, additionally,
that all other kinds of value are equally shared between true belief and know-
ledge, there will no kind of value that attaches to knowledge that does not
attach to true belief. C3 will not be met. As a result, there is reason to believe
that C3 is too demanding.

At the same time, we think that Pritchard may have been on to something
when he introduced C3. To see this, let’s take a look at how he motivates it :

[1]f one regards knowledge as being more valuable than that which falls
short of knowledge merely as a matter of degree rather than kind, then
this has the effect of putting knowledge on a kind of continuum of value
with regard to the epistemic, albeit further up the continuum than any-
thing that falls short of knowledge. The problem with this ‘continuum’
account of the value of knowledge, however, is that it fails to explain why
the long history of epistemological discussion has focused specifically on
the stage in this continuum of value that knowledge marks rather than
some other stage (such as a stage just before the one marked out by know-
ledge, or just after). Accordingly, it seems that accounting for our intui-
tions about the value of knowledge requires us to offer an explanation of
why knowledge has not just a greater degree but also a different kind of
value than whatever falls short of knowledge.

(Pritchard et al. 2010, 7-8)

What becomes clear here is that Pritchard takes it, first, that no account of the
value of knowledge on which it is on a continuum with the value of belief
that isn’t knowledge can be successful. He also seems to think, second, that
the only way in which we can avoid placing knowledge on such a continuum
is by showing that knowledge enjoys a different kind of value.

Importantly, the second claim is false. Even if a difference in kind of value
is sufficient to get knowledge off the value continuum with belief that falls
short of knowledge, it isn’t necessary. There are other ways in which the value
of one type of good, A, can be discontinuous with the value of another type
of good, B. For instance, it may be (i) that any amount of A is better than any
amount of B (henceforth also ‘Strong Superiority’) or (ii) that some amount
of A is better than any amount of B (henceforth also “Weak Superiority’). Mill
famously put forth such a discontinuous account of value relations :

It is quite compatible with the principle of utility to recognise the fact,
that some kinds of pleasure are more desirable and valuable than others.
— Of two pleasures, if [...] one of the two is, by those who are compe-
tently acquainted with both, placed so far above the other that they [...]
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would not resign it for any quantity of the other pleasure which their na-
ture is capable of, we are justified in ascribing to the preferred enjoyment a
superiority in quality, so far outweighing quantity as to render it, in com-
parison, of small account.

(Mill 1963, 210)

Both Strong and Weak Superiority will take knowledge off a continuum with
belief that isn’t knowledge. At the same time, neither requires a difference in
kind between these two. So, a more promising way of understanding C3 is
that in order to account for the special value of knowledge, we have to show
that knowledge is, in some respect, at least weakly superior to belief that falls
short of knowledge. That is to say, we need to show, at a minimum, that some
amount of knowledge is in some respect better than any amount of true belief.

Eudaimonic Value

While we aren’t certain that even the modified version of C3 constitutes a rea-
sonable demand on adequate accounts of the value of knowledge, in the re-
mainder of this section we want to try and provide some support for the claim
that knowledge is weakly superior to belief that isn’t knowledge. We take this
part of the paper to be rather speculative : a sketch of an argument that it may
be worth pursuing in more detail elsewhere rather than a thorough defence.
Roughly, the idea is that a certain amount of knowledge is required to achieve
one of the highest goods in life : human flourishing or what Aristotle called
‘eudaimonia’. Eudaimonia is a type of happiness. Crucially, however, it is not
happiness of any old sort. As Rosalind Hursthouse points out, eudaimonia is
“the sort of happiness worth seeking or having.” (Hursthouse 2007, 52)

We will assume that a eudaimonic life is at least weakly superior to a life
without eudaimonia. To put it in Mills’s terms, no one fully acquainted with
both lives would sacrifice a eudaimonic life for a life without it, no matter how
good the non-eudaimonic life may be in other respects. Derek Parfit nicely
illustrates the spirit of this idea in the following passage :

I could live for another 100 years, all of an extremely high quality. Call this
the Century of Ecstasy. I could instead live forever, with a life that would
always be barely worth living [...] the only good things would be muzak
and potatoes. Call this the Drab Eternity. I claim that, though each day of
the Drab Eternity would be worth living, the Century of Ecstasy would
give me a better life. Though each day of the Drab Eternity would have
some value for me, no amount of this value could be as good for me as the
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Century of Ecstasy. )
(Parfit 1984, 17-18)

Now suppose it can be shown that a eudaimonic life requires a certain amount
of knowledge and that no amount of belief that falls short of knowledge will
do the trick. In that case, knowledge will also be weakly superior to belief that
isn’t knowledge. After all, there will be an amount of knowledge that cannot
be sacrificed for any amount of belief that falls short of knowledge without
losing something of superior value, to wit, the eudaimonic life.

What remains to be shown is that the eudaimonic life requires a certain
amount of knowledge. Here is one way of venturing to achieve this. Recall
that knowledge is widely and easily available to us in a wide range of areas.
As aresult, in these areas we often have the ability to know, knowledge is wi-
thin our reach as cognitive agents. Notice, furthermore, that knowledge often
features in our motivations and aims, which seems reasonable, given that it
is within reach. Now, anyone who systematically failed to attain knowledge
would systematically fall short of his potential as a cognitive agent and, when
aiming for knowledge, would systematically fail to attain his aims as a cog-
nitive agent. Plausibly, however, no one who systematically falls short of his
potential as a cognitive agent and systematically fails to attain his aims as a
cognitive agent will attain intellectual flourishing. For that reason, agents like
us, for whom knowledge is within reach in a wide range of areas, won't be
able to attain intellectual flourishing without attaining a wide range of know-
ledge. Insofar as it is plausible that, in agents with our cognitive sophistication
and potential, eudaimonia also requires intellectual flourishing, knowledge is
requisite for eudaimonia in agents like us. For us, the eudaimonic life is a life
rich (enough) in knowledge.
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The Value and Normative Role of
Knowledge

JULIEN DUTANT

Over a decade as my supervisor and mentor, Pascal has skilfully managed to
keep me under the impression that I carried my research freely while quietly
guiding my attention towards deeper and unfamiliar issues. He thus introdu-
ced me to knowledge-first epistemology, the debate over pragmatic encroach-
ment and the role of norms, values and reasons in epistemology before I quite
grasped their significance. Each time the new thoughts would slowly make
their way into my own and I would eventually find myself intensely preoccu-
pied with the issues that were central to Pascal’s seminars a few years back.
The present paper is another instance of this phenomenon. I dedicate it to
Pascal, with all my respect and gratitude, and with apologies for my esprit
d’escalier.

In his (2009), Pascal connects two topics that epistemologists have mostly
kept apart. One is the debate over pragmatic encroachment, namely, the idea
that whether one knows (or believes, or justifiably believes) partly depends
on practical factors such as one’s interests and the stakes one faces. Central
to this debate is the claim that knowledge is the norm of action : that is, that in
some salient sense of “ought”, one ought to act in view of what one knows.
The other issue is the question of the value of knowledge, namely, whether and
why knowledge is a good thing, and in particular, a better thing than mere
true belief. Most of Pascal’s paper deals with pragmatic encroachment. It was
what attracted all my attention then. But it also raised a second question that
epistemologists seldom discuss : could the idea that knowledge is the norm
of action explain the value of knowledge ? Pascal’s answer was negative. At

200
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the time I could hardly get my mind around the question. It is not prima facie
clear how one could even try to derive one claim from the other. One may
sketch some paths; for instance, if you should act only on what you know,
then when you know you have “more” to act on than when you merely have a
true belief. But these hardly constitute a suitable basis for discussion. Pascal’s
negative answer supported the widespread attitude of keeping the two ideas
apart. | went along and forgot all about it. A few years later, I feel I have finally
reached a perspective from which I can take up Pascal’s question. My views
on the matter are far from settled, so this is more of a progress report. The
option that I currently find the most appealing differs from Pascal’s. Like him,
it denies that we can explain the (alleged) value of knowledge by its normative
role, but unlike him, it does take the normative role of knowledge to shed light
on its value, by showing why it need not have value at all. Before I get to this,
however, I will lay out the perspective from which I take up Pascal’s question.

1. Why knowledge matters

Epistemology in the second half of the XX century enjoyed a spectacular
revival. But when it came to knowledge it focused almost exclusively on two
questions : what it is and whether we have it. It also asked when a belief
was “justified”, which, to some at least, was the same as asking what one
ought to believe. But the latter question was mostly treated as independent
of, and prior to, questions about knowledge. For a variety of reasons, by the
1990s epistemologists increasingly wondered whether and why knowledge
mattered. It is well to ask what knowledge is and whether we have it, but,
they began to ask, why should we care ?

The question is pressing if we distinguish knowledge from justified true
belief — as is common in post-Gettier times. Suppose I come to the conclu-
sion that I do not know whether there are lions. That may be an unsettling
conclusion to reach. But why, exactly ? I may start wondering whether there
really are lions. And I may be unsettled at the thought that there are no lions.
But all that suggests is that whether there are lions matter, not whether I know
that they are. Similarly, I may be unsettled at the thought that I may have been
mistaken on that matter and others. But all that suggests is that whether my be-
liefs are true matters. Another reaction I may have is to judge that I ought not
to believe that there are lions. But all that suggests is that whether my belief that
there are lions is justified — whether I ought to believe — matters. If whether I
ought to believe it does not whether I know it, then again that does not entail
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that knowledge itself matters. Putting it all together, it may matter whether p,
whether I have a true belief that p, whether I am justified in believing that p;
but if I can have a justified true belief that p without knowing p, it is unclear
whether and why knowing itself matters.!

A somewhat shallow answer defers to common sense. We think about
knowledge a lot. The verb know is currently one of the ten most used verbs in
the Oxford English Corpus. It is the second propositional verb (after say) and
the most common verb describing a mental state (just before see, think, look
and want). It is much more used than believe, true, justified and even more used
than ought, should and must.2 Since we talk about knowledge a lot, we think
about it a lot. Moreover, we take ourselves to know many things and we want
to know many things.> So philosophers can rest assured that knowledge at
least matters to us.* The answer is somewhat shallow, however. First, even on
the assumption that knowledge is something we desire, we may still wonder
whether and why it is desirable.? Second, similar remarks can be made about
other common notions. We take ourselves to do, make and get many things, and
we want to do, make and get many things. Yet few philosophers would say that
doing, making or getting matter. That is so, I venture, because philosophers take
these notions to be too crude to describe the underlying phenomena. There is
little useful theory to be made about the making that is common to making a
plan, making a present and making a soup. Philosophers found it more useful
to theorize about the underlying phenomena in terms of intention, action, cau-
sation, ownership and so on. One may worry that knowledge is also too crude
a notion for picking up something that matters and that is worth theorizing
about. The worry is made more acute by the existence of epistemological tra-
ditions that do without the notion altogether, adopting instead notions such
as justification, evidence, confirmation and probabilistic notions.®

I This line is forcefully pushed by Mark Kaplan (1985).

24The OEC : Facts about language”, Oxford University Press,
http:/ /www.oxforddictionaries.com/words/the-oec-facts-about-the-language, retrieved Jan
4th2014.

3 As Aristotle famously notes in Metaphysics A, 1.

4See Williamson (2000, 31) : “For knowing matters ; the difference between knowing and not
knowing is very important to us. Even unsophisticated curiosity is the desire to know.”

SEven subjectivists who think that things are at bottom made valuable by our valuing them
are not committed to the view that everything we desire is desirable.

6Peirce was an early defender of the view that the notion of knowledge is disreputable : “there
will remain over no relic of the good old tenth-century infallibilism, except that of the infallible
scientists, under which head I include [...] all those respectable and cultivated persons who,
having acquired their notions of science from reading, and not from research, have the idea that
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Two more substantial answers have been prominent in recent literature.”
The first is that knowledge is good, or, as philosophers prefer to say, that it
has value. Good things obviously matter; so if knowledge is good, it matters.
The idea famously figures in Plato’s Meno, where Socrates approvingly reports
that “knowledge is prized higher than correct opinion”.® The answer only
goes so far. We may still wonder why knowledge is good, and in particular
why it is better than justified true belief. This has been the subject of much
discussion in the last decade. But as long as we grant that knowledge is good,
as the recent value of knowledge overwhelmingly does, we already have an
answer to why it matters. Call it the value answer.

The second answer comes from the idea that knowledge is something we
ought to have in order to do certain things or have certain attitudes. I will focus
on two such claims. The first is that one ought to act only on the basis of what one
knows. Call it the Knowledge—Action Principle. The second is that one ought to
believe only what one knows. Call it the Knowledge—Belief Principle. There are
alternative or additional claims in the vicinity : one ought to do what is best in
view of what one knows ; one ought to believe only on the basis of what one
knows ; one ought to be certain only of what one knows ; and so on. It does not
matter for our purposes which ones we choose ; the two selected above will
serve as concrete illustrations. Now what one ought to believe and what one
ought to do obviously matters. So if what one knows partly determines what
one ought to believe and to do, then knowledge matters. So principle like the
two above also offer an answer to the question why knowledge matters. Call
it the normative role answer.

What the normative role answer amounts to is not entirely clear because
ought may mean many things. For now we just flag the issue; it will take a
central importance later on.

The normative principles have an ancient pedigree as well. Zeno (of Ci-
tium, the founder of the Stoa) claimed that the wise only assent to what they
have a “grasping impression” of — by which he essentially meant, what they
know.’ Since he clearly thought that one ought to do what the wise does,

“science” means knowledge, while the truth is, it is a misnomer applied to the pursuit of those
who are devoured by a desire to find things out.” (Peirce, 1950, 3) (It does not seem to occur to
Peirce that finding something out may come down to coming to know.)

"They are not the only ones. Another one (inspired by Craig, 1990) is that knowledge is pro-
perty of people that is useful for us to spot while inquiring : we figure out who knows what to
decide who to use as source of information.

898a, trad. G.M.A. Grube.

°See e.g. Cicero, Academica 2.77-8, quoted in Long and Sedley (1987) as 40D. Stoics would
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that amounts to an endorsement of the second principle. Academic sceptics
agreed ; but since on their view neither we nor the wise knew anything, they
argued that one ought not to assent to anything. As a result they were under
pressure to deny the first. Confronted with the Stoic objection that the wise
would have to act, Carneades developed the idea that one could act on the
basis of merely convincing impressions. The fact that Stoics saw that as an ob-
jection shows that they endorsed the first principle as well. Just as the claim
that knowledge is better than mere true belief is often called Meno’s thesis, we
may call the two principles Zeno’s norms.

The two answers are mutually compatible : it may be that knowledge mat-
ters both because it is a good thing and because it plays a certain normative
role. But it is tempting to see whether one could be used to derive the other.
A Value to Norm derivation would derive Zeno’s norms from Meno’s thesis
and plausible. A Norm to Value derivation would derive Meno’s thesis from
Zeno’s norms. In both cases we would allow the use of plausible background
assumptions. Since there is little about norm or value that is uncontroversial,
we may also generously allow the use of controversial claims about norms or
values in general. As I understand “derivation” no order of priority is requi-
red : it may be that both Meno’s thesis follows from Zeno’s norms and the
other way round.?

This paper discusses both derivations. Section 2. discusses the Value to
Norm route. I am not optimist for it. Some reasons for pessimism come from
Firth (1998a) and Berker (2013a, 2013b). They argue that “consequentialist”
or “teleological” ways of deriving epistemic norms from epistemic values fail
because they result in norms allowing for trade-offs that the correct epistemic
norms for belief forbid. I do not find the objection decisive, however. It leaves
some “teleological” derivations standing, as well as non-teleological ones. A
more serious problem seems to me to be the impossibility of deriving anything

say that what we would now describe as paradigm situations of perceptual knowledge (seeing
that an apple is on a table) involve “having a grasping impression”. But they would not call it
“knowledge” (episteme) yet, for they thought that knowledge required resistance to dialectical
cross-examination. Once we set aside this inflated view of knowledge — or once we read Stoics’
notion of episteme as denoting something like science or scientific understanding —, we can take
their theory of “grasping impressions” as a theory of knowledge. (Commentators sometimes do
so without further ado, e.g. Long and Sedley 1987 and Frede 1983/1987 ; see Frede 1999 and Han-
kinson 2003 for more guarded statements.)

19Some characterize “consequential theories” as those that explain the right in terms of the
good and “deontological theories” as those that explain the good in terms of the right. Because
these terms have many associations and because they are meant to be exclusive of each other, I
think it would be misleading to use them to label the Value to Norm and Norm to Value deriva-
tions, respectively.
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like the Knowledge—Action Principle. In a nutshell, the problem is that Meno’s
Thesis cannot ground a difference in value between a case where one has a
good and a bad belief, but acts on the good one, and a case where one has
a good and a bad belief, but acts on the bad one. Thus the problem arises
because the Knowledge—Action Principle is not simply a norm about belief
but about the coordination of belief and actions.

Section 3. discusses the Norm to Value route. It is prima facie more promi-
sing. Saying so goes against a strong trend in current epistemology : while
there has been much debate over why knowledge is good, little of it has ex-
plored the idea that it is good because of its normative role. Epistemologists
appear to have assumed that something like the Value to Norm derivation will
in turn explain the normative role of knowledge, and that it would therefore
be illicit to appeal to the normative role of knowledge to explain its value. That
being said, I have doubts about it as well. As far as I can tell, the derivation
would have to rely on the idea that knowledge is good because it is required
to be allowed to believe or act on one’s belief. But in general it is not the case
that necessary conditions for being allowed to do something are good — not
even that necessary conditions for being allowed to do something good are
themselves good. The problem does not show that the derivation fails, but it
indicates that more needs to be say.

Section 4. turns the apparent failure of the Norms to Value derivation into
a virtue. For once we assume that knowledge plays a central normative role,
it becomes unclear what is left of the motivation for the idea that it is a good
thing. For instance, the fact that it plays a central normative role is sufficient
to explain why knowledge matters. There is no need to make the additional
claim that it is a good thing. So we may try to use Zeno’s norms to explain
away Meno’s Thesis. I have put the suggestion forward elsewhere (Dutant
2012, forthcoming). Here I want to discuss two problems for it. The first is that
the proposal has a hard time explaining why knowledge is something worth
aiming at, for Zeno’s norms themselves do not prescribe acquiring knowledge.
In reply I argue that such prescriptions follow from Zeno’s norms in conjunc-
tion with other aims and other norms of action. Another is that the proposal
requires a strong primitive, namely a layer of normativity distinct from the
usual “objective” and “subjective” ought that are commonly accepted. I will
put forward a few considerations in its favour.



206 JULIEN DUTANT

2. From Value to Norms

Let us assume Meno’s Thesis and examine whether we can derive Zeno’s
norms. Meno’s Thesis, expressed as the slogan “knowledge is better than mere
true belief”, is somewhat unspecified. It is unclear whether it is a generic or
universal claim and what exactly the bearers of value are supposed to be. For
the sake of concreteness we will use on a more precise claim. The claim as-
cribes values to states of affairs. It states that knowledge is pro tanto good and
that belief without knowledge is pro tanto bad :

(MT) For every S, t, p, the state of affairs of S knowing p at t is (pro tanto)
good, and the state of affairs of S believing p without knowing p at ¢ is
(pro tanto) bad.

It follows from (MT) that knowing p is better than having a true belief in p
that does not constitute knowledge. For there is a disvalue in the latter that
is absent in the former, namely believing without knowing. It also follows
from (MT) that knowledge-constituting belief is better than lack of belief, and
that lack of belief is better than belief that does not constitute knowledge. It
does not follow from (MT) that knowing p is always overall good ; the value
that it has in virtue of being knowledge can be offset by other considerations.
Similarly, it does not follow from (MT) that believing without knowledge is
always overall bad ; its disvalue may be offset by other considerations. (MT) is
neutral on whether the pro tanto value of knowing p is the same for every p.
Perhaps some things are more valuable to know than others.

(MT) is stronger than the claim that some or most state of affairs of knowing
are pro tanto good. It is also stronger than its first conjunct alone. If the deriva-
tion fails with that strong assumption, it will fail with weaker ones. We may
give the derivation its best chance.

Norms are about what we ought to do; values about what is good or bad.
How do we derive one from the other? A common paradigm is consequen-
tialist : roughly, one ought to do what has or tends to have the best conse-
quences. As Berker (2013a, 351-7) notes, much contemporary epistemology
adopts such a framework.!! It is assumed that we have certain epistemic aims

n Berker (2013a, 342) prefers the term “epistemic teleology”, because he thinks that “epis-
temic consequentialism” will evoke the view that what one ought to, epistemically speaking, is
what promotes practical (non-epistemic) goods. Firth (1998a) uses the term “epistemic utilitaria-
nism” ; others “epistemic instrumentalism” (Kelly, 2003) . “Epistemic consequentialism” is used
by Percival (2002), Stalnaker (2002) and Berker (2013b), among others. There are some differences
in how these authors characterize the view so labelled. For instance Kelly takes it to include the
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— such as having true belief and no false beliefs — and that what we ought
to do, epistemically speaking, is what promotes those aims. Berker (2013a,
2013b), building on a problem due to Firth (1998a, 1998b), argues that any
such derivation of epistemic norms will fail. That is, any such derivations will
misclassify some justified beliefs as unjustified and conversely. While I share
the view that consequentialism is unsuited to derive norms of belief and I
agree that Firth and Berker’s problem shows that many versions of epistemic
consequentialism fail, I do not think they rule out all such versions. Be that
as it may, Berker’s and Firth’s problem leave untouched non-consequentialist
ways of deriving norms from value. So for our purposes, the discussion of
epistemic consequentialism is mostly a side-show. Since, however, the para-
digm is the most familiar one, it is worth going through it.

Berker (2013a, 344-7) characterizes consequentialist normative theories as
having three components. First, a theory of final value, which states what things
have value in themselves. Second, a theory of overall value, which ascribes va-
lue to things according to whether and how they promote finally valuable
things. Third, a deontic theory, which states what one ought to do in terms
of overall value. For our purposes we call a belief one ought to have (or is
allowed to have) a justified belief and a belief one ought not to have a unjus-
tified belief. In our attempted derivation, the theory of final value is given by
(MT).!2 To illustrate a complete theory :

Theory of final value. For every S, ¢, p :
S’s knowing p at t is (pro tanto) finally good,
S’s believing p without knowing p at ¢ is (pro tanto) bad.

We call “final epistemic value” the value that things have in virtue of these
clauses. We assume that there is some way of summing final values so that
the total final epistemic value of a compound state of affairs is the sum of the
final epistemic value of its components.

Theory of overall epistemic value (for state of affairs).
A state of affairs is epistemically better than another iff the total
final epistemic value it brings about (or would bring about if it

idea that epistemic norms and values are contingent upon one’s having certain epistemic goals
— an idea he objects too. But all share the core idea that what one ought to do, epistemically
speaking, is a matter of what promotes the epistemically best consequences.

12Rather, we treat it as final. The theory leaves open the possibility that the value of knowledge
is ultimately reduced to something else, e.g. the value of true belief or practical value.
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obtained) is greater than the total final epistemic value the other
brings about (or would bring about if it obtained).

We leave open what exactly counts as brought about by a state of affairs : all ef-
fects, including long-term ones ; proximate effects ; constitution ; constituents
(see Berker, 2013a, 347 for some discussion).

Deontic theory (for beliefs). For every S, p, t :
S ought to believe p at t, epistemically speaking, iff S’s believing p
at t is overall epistemically better than S’s not believing p at £.

The qualification “epistemically speaking” leaves room for one’s epistemic
duties to be overruled by other duties. The ought claim we derive here is an
‘objective’ one : it roughly says that one ought to have the beliefs that in fact
have the best epistemic consequences, whether or not one is aware of them. As
in consequentialist ethics, we may associate a ‘subjective’ ought to the objective
one :

S (subjectively) ought to believe p at ¢, epistemically speaking, iff
S’s believing p at t is expectably overall epistemically better than S’s
not believing p at t.

Where something is expectably overall better iff its expected overall value (to S
at t) is higher.!?

The crucial feature of consequentialist views, in Berker’s characterization,
is to ascribe overall value to what promotes final value. As a result, overall
value typically allows for trade-offs : something may be overall good des-
pite having bad consequences, provided it has many good consequences as
well. Berker take these trade-offs to generate mistaken epistemic norms. He
does not propose a general argument that it is so, however ; rather, he mainly
argues by generalizing from cases.

Berker’s prediction seems borne out when we consider a direct deontic
theory. I call a direct deontic theory one that prescribes a belief directly as a
function of its overall value. Their form is along the lines of :

Believe p iff the (expected) overall value of doing so is above a
certain threshold.

13The principle assumes that a notion of expected overall value is defined — e.g., a sum of
values of possible outcomes weighted by their probability. It leaves open what sort of expectation
is relevant, e.g. what degrees of belief the subject has, or what degrees of belief she should have
in view of her evidence, and so on.
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The theory given above is an illustration. Now take a case of unjustified be-
lief — say, a belief based on reading tea leaves, while one knows very well
that tea leaves do not indicate anything. We can alter the case so that the be-
lief has many epistemically good consequences — for pretty much any notion
of consequence and any notion of epistemic good. With enough good conse-
quences, the belief will be counted as overall good. We can even pile up the
good consequences until any desired threshold of overall value. By the direct
deontic theory, the belief will be counted as justified, contra hypothesi. So the
theory is false.

Firth (1998c) has put forward cases along those lines (see also Berker 2013b,
369). A brilliant set theorist is on the verge of a ground-breaking discovery, but
she is suffering from a serious illness and the doctors give us less than two
months’ time. Against all evidence, she clinches to the conviction that she will
live one full year. The belief in fact raises the chances that she survives long
enough to complete her work. Her present belief that she will live has good
epistemic consequences : it is a means for her to acquire further knowledge.
However, it is not a belief she ought to have, epistemically speaking; it is
unjustified. So the theory stated above misclassifies it.!*

It is less clear that Berker’s prediction holds good when we consider in-
direct deontic theories. Broadly, we may call “indirect” deontic theories those
that prescribe beliefs in virtue of a relation to something of overall value. But
more precisely, prominent indirect theories all prescribe beliefs in virtue of the
overall value of the process, disposition or rule they result from.!> These deontic
theories are along the lines :

Believe p on basis X iff the (expected) overall value of X is above a

14The example targets the ‘objective’ ought claim, but we can adapt it to ‘subjective’ ones. We
may suppose, for instance, that the set theorist knows that if she somehow manages to convince
herself that she will live fen more years, that will keep her alive for the six months needed to com-
plete her work and acquire much new knowledge. Hence the theorist may expect the belief to have
good epistemic consequences ; yet it is not a belief she ought to have, epistemically speaking, since
everything indicates that she will not survive ten years.

15There is a rough parallel between act- vs. rule-utilitarianism and direct vs. indirect theories.
The theories require a theory of overall value for process types, dispositions or rules. Typically it
is characterized in terms of effects of (actual and possible) instances of the process, manifestations
of the dispositions or applications of the rule.

Berker’s (2013a, 347) characterization of indirect theories is slightly different. On his account
an indirect deontic theory comprises (a) a norm that directly prescribes processes (rules etc.) on the
basis of their overall value, and (b) a norm that prescribes beliefs depending on whether they result
from allowed processes (rules etc.). My characterization leaves (a) out and replaces “allowed” by
“overall good enough” in (b). They are equivalent for present purposes.
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certain threshold.

The argument sketched above does not apply to those theories. By the trade-
off aspect of overall value, there will be bases with some bad consequences —
but many good ones — that will have an above-threshold overall value. But
why think that we will find unjustified beliefs with such bases ? Considering
a few concrete cases will help.

If we are liberal about consequences, we will certainly find such cases.
Take a case of unjustified belief resulting from a certain process X. Modify
the case so that uses of X regularly but indirectly bring about good episte-
mic consequences. For instance, whenever one reads tea leaves, one gets in
a good mood that greatly increases one’s inferential abilities. In the resulting
case process X has overall good epistemic consequences. But the belief based
on it is still unjustified. As Berker (2013b, 374) notes, these cases are avoided
by indirect theories that restrict the consequences relevant to overall value to
proximate ones.

Berker (2013b, 374) puts forward a further type of case. The case targets
epistemic consequentialist theories that use frue belief as final value. It goes as
follows : a man has a single process to evaluate whether a number is prime :
namely, when presented with any number, he forms the belief that it is not
prime. The process is quite dumb, but it produces a high ratio of true beliefs,
given the relative rarity of primes among numbers. Hence it has an overall
good value; by the indirect deontic theory, the beliefs it produces are justi-
fied. But they are not. I agree, but it is not easy to generalize the example to
theories that take knowledge as final value. For the envisaged process does not
produce any knowledge : when the man forms the true belief that 8 is not
prime, he is merely guessing. So knowledge-based indirect epistemic conse-
quentialism does not have to ascribe the process any overall value. To get a
parallel example with knowledge, we need a process or disposition that typi-
cally produces knowledge, but on one occasion produces an unjustified belief.
It is not clear that there are such cases. Prima facie, if one forms one’s belief in
a manner that would typically yield knowledge, that one’s belief would seem
justified. To discuss precise examples would get us into unclear debates about
what counts as “the” process by which a belief is formed. For present purposes
it suffices to register the worry that Berker’s case reveals a problem with the
idea that reliability — in a sense relevant to justification — is merely a matter
of ratio of true beliefs.
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A perhaps more serious problem with knowledge-centred indirect conse-
quentialism is the following.!® Suppose that a process typically fails to pro-
duce knowledge, but sometimes does. An indirect consequentialist account
may count the overall value of the process bad, and as a result the belief it
produces as unjustified. In particular, those that constitute knowledge would
nevertheless be unjustified. That goes against the common idea that know-
ledge entails justification. However, there may be independent reasons to re-
ject it (Lasonen-Aarnio, 2010). Alternatively, one may as before doubt whether
such cases are possible.

So while Firth and Berker’s problem rule out direct epistemic consequen-
tialist theories and truth-belief-centred ones, it is less clear that it arises for
knowledge-centred indirect theories restricted to proximate effects. Such theo-
ries need not even adhere to the “separateness of propositions” (the idea that
final epistemic value with respect to one proposition cannot be aggregated
with final epistemic value with respect to another proposition) and the “se-
parateness of times” (the idea that overall value at a time is only a matter of
promoting final value at that time) that Berker takes to be necessary to avoid
certain trade-offs.

Whatever we think of epistemic consequentialism, there are non-consequentialist
ways of deriving epistemic norms from values. A simple one is :

S ought to believe p at t iff S’s believing p at t has (would have)
final epistemic value.

In conjunction with (MT) it follows that S ought to believe p if S knows p, or
if S would know p were they to form the belief. So the theory gives us the
Knowledge-Belief Principle.

But I fail to see how to derive the Knowledge—Action Principle from Me-
no’s Thesis alone. Meno’s thesis does imply that acting on knowledge has
more value than acting on a belief that is not knowledge. For the first entails
having knowledge, which is good, and the second entails having a belief that
is not knowledge, which is bad. But consider the following pair of states of
affairs :

(a) one knows that p, has a mere belief that g, and acts on p.

(b) one knows that p, has a mere belief that ¢, and acts on 4.

16T owe the problem to John Hawthorne.
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Meno’s Thesis cannot count one state of affairs as better than the other. Both
include a piece of knowledge and a belief that is not knowledge. The only dif-
ference between the two is that the action is caused by the piece of knowledge
in one and the mere belief in the other. But that difference is not valued by
Meno’s Thesis. It need not have effects that are valued by Meno’s Thesis ei-
ther. So from Meno’s Thesis alone we cannot derive different values to the two
states of affairs. Without different values, it is hard to see how we could derive
a deontic theory that prescribes the first and forbids the second. Of course we
could simply build the Knowledge—Action Principle in our deontic theory;
but that would not be deriving norms from values.!”

In sum, it appears possible to derive one of Zeno’s norms from Meno’s
Thesis : namely, the Knowledge-Belief principle according to which one ought
to believe only what is known. That can be done in a straightforward non-
consequentialist way, and perhaps also in a consequentialist manner. But it
does not appear possible to derive Zeno’s other norm : the Knowledge-Action
principle, according to which one ought to act only on what is known. It is not
possible to do so because Meno’s Thesis only ascribes value to knowledge, not
to relations between one’s action and knowledge.

3. From Norms to Value

Let us consider the opposite direction instead. We assume that Zeno’s norms
hold and try to derive Meno's thesis. But before we do this, it is worth spelling
out the norms more carefully. We stated them as follows :

Knowledge-Belief Principle One ought to believe only what one knows.

Knowledge-Action Principle One ought to act only on the basis of what one
knows.

But ought is a notoriously slippery term. It can be used to mean many things,
so the claims above should be clarified. I will distinguish two dimensions of
variation in what ought claims express.!® First, they may vary along normative

7There are further loops one may go through in this argument, but I do not think they alter
the conclusion. One may consider adding more assumptions about value. For instance, we may
assume that some actions are good. Insofar as these actions are based on beliefs, the total state
of affairs of doing those actions based on those beliefs would be better if the beliefs in questions
constitute knowledge. Still, pairs like the one above may still be built.

18 As far as semantics is concerned, we may assume that these variations correspond to va-
rious contextually-specified semantic values of “ought”. The standard contextualist semantics of
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sources. Normative sources are usually put under broad headings such as mo-
ral, prudential, legal, aesthetic, all-things-considered, and so on. But I think ought
claims may reflect much more fine-grained sources, such as what is prudent for
a given task, what is prudent relative to health, and so on. An attractive hypothe-
sis is that normative sources correspond to values : each dimension or aspect
of value is a source of ought claims. Second, ought claims vary along norma-
tive layers. A typical distinction of normative layer is the one commonly made
between ‘objective’ vs. ‘subjective’” ought. The distinction is orthogonal to the
previous one : if you have mistaken information about the laws, for instance,
we can distinguish what you objectively legally ought to do from what you
subjectively legally ought to do. The same goes for any other source of value.
Thirdly, some ought claims are arguably not normative.'”

The best reading of Zeno’s norms, I claim, is that (a) they are normative,
though perhaps hypothetically so; (b) that do not express any specific nor-
mative source, but a normative layer; (c) that the normative layer is expressed
is distinct both from the traditional ‘objective” and ‘subjective’ ones. Let me
detail these points.

Genuinely normative

First, not all ought claims are normative. When ought is used normatively,
there is something amiss with somebody who sincerely accepts that some-
thing ought to be so but does not in anyway favour its being s0.2? When it is
used non-normatively, there is nothing amiss in doing so. In their most natural
reading, the sentences below make non-normative claims :

The sky ought to be cloudy tomorrow morning.

Kratzer (2010) could be used. But we need not endorse such semantics here ; we can leave open
how exactly the various things that ought claims express or convey correlate with the semantics
of “ought”.

19See e.g. Broome (2013, chap. 1).

20Some characterize an all-things-considered ought as the sense of “ought” which makes the
following schema true : it is irrational to believe that you ought to ¢ without intending to ¢
(Broome, 2013, 22). Normative oughts may be characterized by a weaker schema : it is irrational
to believe that S ought to ¢ without being to some extent in favour of S ¢-ing. (As the phrase is
used here, one can be to some extent in favour of something without being overall in favour of
it.) For some expressivists the schema holds because believing that something ought to be so in
the normative sense just is to have a favouring attitude towards it. I do not want to endorse this
idea here; perhaps there are cases where one sincerely believes that one ought to do something
without in any way favouring it. I am content with the vague albeit clear enough idea that when
one believes that they ought to do something, they would normally (they are expected to, meant
to, supposed to) favour it to some extent.
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The plural of “mouse” ought to be “mouses”. (Broome 2013, 9)

The first would normally be used to express what you expect to be the case
— an “epistemic” reading of ought. It would not suggest that you somehow
favour a cloudy sky. The second may be used not to express one’s expecta-
tions about English nor one’s recommendations for it, but to register instead
a regularity.

The simplest view on Zeno’s norms is that they are normative. Unfortuna-
tely, things are not so simple. For Zeno’s norms may also be hypothetical oughts,
which, if there are any, are neither of the straightforward normative type nor
of the straightforward non-normative type. The idea is best illustrated with
have to. Consider :

How can one get to the sarcophagus? — Well, it’s not easy. You
have to demolish the painted wall in the antechamber.

The dialogue may take place between two people to whom it is very clear that
nobody ought in any sense to get to the sarcophagus. So the claim is not a
straightforward normative ought. On the other hand, the claim has normative
implications. For it clearly follows from what the second person says that if
one has to get to the sarcophagus, then one has to demolish the wall. Thus the
claim may be understood as a shorthand for the conditional form such as “if
you want to get to the sarcophagus you have to demolish the wall”. Similar
phenomena may arise with ought. Call them hypothetical oughts.

Whether hypothetical oughts are normative or non-normative is moot. Condi-
tionals of the form “If you want A, you ought to B” have at least in principle
two readings, often labelled “narrow-scope” and “wide-scope”.?! On the first
reading, the claim is that if some condition obtains (you want A), some norm
holds (you ought to B). On the second, the claim is that a norm holds, whose
content is : (either you do not want A or you B). On the first reading, the
claim is strictly speaking not normative, though its combination with additio-
nal claims may entail something normative. On the second reading, the claim
is normative. It forbids a certain combination of attitude and action. The two
readings would arise for ought claims that are implicitly hypothetical, if there
are any.

21Broome (1999) ; see Kolodny (2005) and Broome (2013) for further discussion. Talk of scope
should not be taken too literally. The two readings may be achieved by several linguistic mecha-
nisms : for instance, one can get the “narrow-scope” reading by having a wide-scope ought whose
domain of quantification is restricted by the if clause.
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Now some philosophers would treat vast ranges of ought claims as hypo-
thetical. Some would treat all prudential ought claims as hypothetical ; some
would treat all pro tanto ought as hypothetical. On a wide-scope account, some
could even treat all oughts as hypothetical, that is, they could hold that correct
oughts claims all bear on combinations of attitudes and actions.

I do not want to take a stake on such views. I want to leave open whether
Zeno's claims are of the simple normative kind or of the hypothetical one.
Since the later may turn out to be not strictly speaking normative, I leave open
that Zeno’s claims are not strictly normative. All that matters here is that they
are no less normative than e.g. ordinary prudential ought claims are.

A distinct normative layer

Second, normative layers. Let us first illustrate the common distinction bet-
ween “subjective” and “objective” ought. A doctor has a patient with a well-
known disease. There are two treatments for it, the old and the new. The old
has strong side-effects and is now almost entirely out of use. The doctor na-
turally prescribes the new. But the patient turns out to have an hitherto unk-
nown allergy to it. The doctor then switches to the old and the patient is cured.
Is the following true?

The doctor ought to have given the old treatment straight away.

We are pulled both ways. On the one hand, the right treatment for the patient
was the old one. So the doctor ought to have given it straight away. If we had
knew in advance of the patient’s allergy, that is what we would have told the
doctor, and it would have been correct for us to do so. On the other hand,
the doctor did what she should have done. Since the new treatment is bet-
ter, and there was nothing to indicate that the patient would react badly, she
had to give the new treatment. Indeed it would have been inappropriate for
her to give the patient the old one. So what ought the doctor to have done?
A common answer to the puzzle is to distinguish two senses of ought, cal-
led “subjective” and “objective”. What one objectively ought to do is what one
ought to do in view of the facts. What one subjectively ought to do is what one
ought to do in view of one’s information or one’s perspective on the facts.
From the doctor’s original perspective, the right action was to prescribe the
new treatment. But in view of the facts, the right action was to prescribe the
old treatment straight away.

There are two misconceptions to avoid here. The first is to think that sub-
jective ought claims are not normative. For instance, one may think that “S
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subjectively-ought to F” is roughly equivalent to “S believes that they objectively-
ought to F”. The fact that it expresses S’s belief about what they in fact ought
to do would explain why we expect S to act accordingly. But the fact that it
merely expresses S’s belief about what they ought to do would mean that it is
not normative. But that picture of the relation of the two oughts is wrong. To
see this, it is best to consider a case where the two come apart and the subject
knows that they do. Regan’s Mine Shafts story (1980, 265n1, see also Parfit 2011,
159) is one such case. Ten miners are trapped either in shaft A or shaft B, but
we do not know which. The water is rising, and we have three options : open
gate A, open gate B, or open both. If we open only the gate of the shaft where
they are, they will all die; if we open the gate of the other shaft, they will all
be save. If we open both gates, one of them, but only one, will die, no matter
what shaft they are in. In that case we know that what we objectively ought to
do is either to open gate A or to open gate B. It is not to open both gates. But
arguably what we subjectively ought to do is to open both gates. Since we do
not know which shaft the miners are in, we must minimize risk and avoid the
death of all. The cases illustrates several points about the relations between
‘subjective’ and ‘objective’ ought claims. First, it shows that we subjectively
ought to do is not what we believe we objectively ought to do : for we do
know that closing both shaft is not what we ought to do in view of the facts.
Second, it shows that there is something genuinely normative about ‘subjecti-
ve’ oughts : there is a clear normative sense in which we ought to close both
shafts. It is neither the expression of some non-normative standard nor a mere
appearance or illusion. Third, it shows that there is something genuinely nor-
mative about ‘objective” oughts : if we learned that we objectively ought to do
close shaft A, then that would become what we subjectively ought to do as
well. There is a (hard to specify) sense in which ‘objective’ oughts prevail over
‘subjective’ ones wherever possible. So both oughts are genuinely normative.
Now once we have said what S objectively ought to do and what they subjec-
tively ought to do, it is tempting to react as follows : “granted, what S ought
to do in view of the fact is this, and what they ought to do in view of their
information is that, but what ought they to do in the end ? What ought they to
do, simpliciter ?”. But the question makes no sense; the two oughts both hold,
they are both normative, and they do not conflict.

The second misconception is that the ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’ oughts
express different sources of normativity. We we are confronted with sources
of normativity, there is conflict : what we owe to the state vs. what we owe
to our family, what we ought to do for ourselves vs. what we owe to do to
others, what we ought to do for the task at hand vs. what we ought to do for
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our long-term goals, and so on. (Of courses two sources of normativity may
prescribe the same thing; but at least conflict may in principle arise.) Conflict
is solved by compromise, prevalence of one norm, or even not resolved at
all. But it always involves some considerations in favour of doing something
and some considerations against that are balanced against each other. Nothing
such arises with ‘objective’” and ‘subjective’ readings of ought claims. First, ‘ob-
jective’ ought is not one category of ought alongside moral, legal, prudential and
so on. There is no situation where what we “objectively” ought to do is F but
what we “prudentially” ought to do is not F. Rather, for each of the categories
moral, legal and so on, there are objective oughts. It may be, for instance, that
in view of the facts the legal thing to do would be F but, still in view of the
facts, the prudent thing to do would not be F. The same holds for ‘subjective’
ought : it is not one category alongside moral, prudential and so on. One may
be tempted to think so, if one calls it the ought of rationality ; one could think
that in some cases we have a conflict between what is rational to do and, say,
what is morally right to do. But I think this is a confusion. For each normative
source such as the legal, the moral and so on, there is a rational way to pur-
sue it; to each of these correspond distinct ‘subjective” ought claims. The kind
of cases where we seem to pit morality against rationality are in effect cases
where we pit what is morally required against what is prudentially required
— for instance, what we subjectively ought to do, morally speaking and what
we subjectively ought to do in view of our interests alone. Second, ‘objective’
ought and ‘subjective’ ought are not such a conflict with each other. Suppose
we observe somebody caught in a dilemma between two moral duties. We
will see the two duties in opposition; we will often look for a compromise;
if one duty prevail, we will still feel the force of the considerations brought
by the other. We may say, for instance : “On the one hand she must be true
to her mother; on the other hand she should not break the promise made to
her sister to keep their secret; the only way for her to do both is to avoid tal-
king to her mother at all ; but if it came to that, she would have to betray her
sister.” Contrast when we observe a “conflict” of ‘objective’ ought and ‘subjec-
tive’ ought, as in the Mine Shafts case. We do not say : “On the one hand the
miners are in A and she objectively ought to open gate B; on the other hand
she subjectively ought to open both gates”. We do not try to find a compromise
between the two oughts. If we are about to offer advice, the ‘objective” ought
alone will matter and considerations of what the agent subjectively ought to
do at that time will have no force whatsoever. If we are discussing whether the
agent acted in a stupid or evil manner, the ‘subjective’ ought alone will have
weight. Each corresponds to a distinctive layer of normative claims. They are
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not different sources in conflict within a single layer.

The best way to understand Zeno’s norms is that they intend to capture
a distinctive layer of normativity. The ‘subjective’ ought is supposed to corres-
pond to what is best in view of one’s ‘information” or from one’s ‘perspective’.
But there are various notions of ‘information” or “perspective’ to consider. In
our original example, giving the new treatment was what the doctor ought
to do in view of what they knew, but also what they believed. But the two can
come apart. In some cases, the doctor irrationally believes that the patient will
respond well to the new treatment. Doing so would then be what she ought to
do in view of what she believes but not in view of what she knows or rationally
believes. In some cases, what the doctor ought to do in view of what they know
may differ from what they ought to do in view of what they rationally believe.
That may be so, for instance, if all the doctor as ever heard about the new treat-
ment is in fact a fabrication ; she rationally believes it, but there is nothing to
it. If so in view of all that she knows — namely, that the old treatment works
— what she ought to do is to give the old treatment, even though in view of
what she rationally believes it is to give the new one. Now one may argue
that these difference correspond to distinct but genuine normative layers. If
someone does what she believes to be best, without rationally believing that it
is best, then there is a sense in which they do what they ought to be doing and
a sense in which they do not. If someone does what she rationally believes to
be best, without it being best in view of what they know, then, it is argued,
here as well there is a sense in which they do what they ought to be doing and
a sense in which they do not.

So the most charitable way to assume Zeno’s norms is to grant that there
is a distinctive layer of normativity about which they hold. There is a sense
of ought in which one ought to believe only what one knows and one ought
to act only what one knows. It is distinct from some ‘subjective’ oughts, such
as (some notions of) rationality : it is sometimes rational to act on something
we do not know, for instance when everything misleadingly indicates that we
know it.?? It is not an ‘objective’ ought : in the Mine Shaft case, it matches the
‘subjective” one instead.

22Philosophers sometimes distinguish “procedural rationality”, which is merely a matter of
having coherent attitudes and “substantial rationality”, which requires more, e.g. having beliefs
that fit the evidence and desire things that are worth desiring. These would also correspond to
distinct layers of rationality ; the one is clearly distinguished from a knowledge-based normative
layer ; the second less clearly so.
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No distinctive source

We should not read Zeno’s norms as expressing a distinctive source of norma-
tivity. That is most defensible for the Knowledge—Action Principle. We may
imagine a case where in view of what you know, you morally ought to help so-
meone but it is not in your best interest ; while in fact, you morally ought not
to help them but it is your best interest. That may happen for instance if an ec-
centric rich man pretends to be in dire poverty and need your help. In view of
what you know, the moral thing to do is to help them, though it is not in your
interest. In view of all relevant facts, there is no moral requirement to help
him, though doing so will happen to bring you a hefty reward. In such a case
we do not have a knowledge-based ought that enters in conflict with a moral
one and a prudential one. Rather, morality and prudence each generate their
knowledge-based ought alongside their ‘objective’ one. The requirement to
act on what you know is a distinctive normative layer, not a normative source.

With the Knowledge — Belief principle, the claim is more debatable. Consi-
der standard cases of believing for practical reasons. An athlete knows that
they have no chance to win the race, but they also know that believing that
they will win will improve their time. One may feel a conflict analogous to a
conflict of prudence and morality here. What the athlete epistemically ought to
do is to believe that they will not win; what they prudentially ought to do is
to convince herself that she will win. The two oughts conflict; and both are at
the layer of knowledge-based oughts.?> So one may be tempted to count the
Knowledge — Belief principle to reflect a particular normative source.

If we did so we would get Meno’s thesis fairly straightforwardly. An at-
tractive hypothesis about normative sources is that they all reflect values.
What one ought morally to do derives from what is morally good, what one
ought prudentially to do derives from what is good for one, and so on. More
precisely, what one ‘objectively’ X-ly ought to do is what is X-ly good ; what
one X-ly ought to do in view of what one beliefs is what has higher expected
X-ly value, where the expectations are given by one’s beliefs ; what one X-ly
ought to do in view of what one beliefs is what has higher expected X-ly va-
lue, where the expectations are given by one’s knowledge ; and so on. Now if
the hypothesis holds, one ‘objectively’ ought to believe only what one knows

2To parallel the foregoing case, one can imagine a variant where in view of what the athlete
knows, they have no chance to win but believing that they do is likely to improve their time,
while in fact they are likely to win but the belief would lower their chances. We seem to have an
epistemic vs. prudential conflict both at the ‘objective’ and knowledge-based layer, and the two
layers are distinct.
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if and only if it is bad to believe what one does not know. So the norm would
entail (part of) Meno’s Thesis.?* The resulting set of claims is virtually indistin-
guishable form the non-consequentialist derivation of the Knowledge—Belief
principle we examined earlier. While we would have derived Meno’s Thesis,
it would not be clear, however, that we would have explained it. For one may
think that the hypothesis holds because values ground norms; if so, we are
in effect explaining the Knowledge-Belief Principle by Meno’s Thesis and not
the opposite.

Be that as it may, I will focus on another construal of the Knowledge—Belief
Principle. It is best seen by rewriting the principle thus :

Knowledge-Belief Principle (rewritten) One ought to believe only what is
true in view of what one knows.

We start with the idea that having true beliefs and not having false beliefs is a nor-
mative source; that is, something that a source of oughts that may in principle
conflict with moral, prudential, legal considerations and so on. The source will
generate various layers of oughts. Roughly : that one “objectively’ ought to be-
lieve what is in fact true; that one purely subjectively ought to believe what
is true in view of what one believes; and that one ‘knowledgeably’ ought to
believe what is true in view of what one knows. The latter is the Knowledge-
Belief Principle. It reflects both a normative source, in its requirement of be-
lieving the truth, and a normative layer, in its focus on what one ought to
believe in view of what one knows. To take the dimension of layer apart, we
may focus on a more general principle :

Generalized Knowledge-Belief Principle One ought to form one’s belief in
view of what one knows.

The principle generates epistemic oughts, when combined with the idea that
one ought to form true beliefs, but also prudential oughts, when combined
with the idea that one ought to form useful beliefs, for instance.

Back to the derivation

The Knowledge—Action principle and the Generalized Knowledge-Belief prin-
ciple delineate a significant normative role for knowledge. Can we derive

24To entail Meno’s Thesis we should add the positive principle that one should believe what
one is in position to know.
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from them the claim that knowledge is better than belief that is not know-
ledge ? Engel (2009) takes the answer to be negative, but does not discuss
why.? Prima facie, there seems to be a way. First, we assume that believing the
truth is good and that acting in the light of true propositions is good. These
are assumptions about value, but distinct from the straightforward assump-
tion that knowledge itself is good. Second, it follows from Zeno’s norms that
in order to do these good things, we are in some sense required to have know-
ledge — and not merely true belief. (The sense in which we are required to do
so is the one that corresponds to the sense ought has in Zeno’s norms.) From
this, it seems, we can conclude that knowledge is better than true belief.

The derivation has some appeal. It seems plausible that (normative) condi-
tions for doing good things are themselves good. If knowledge (normatively)
allows you to form beliefs and act on them, then insofar as these beliefs and
acts are good, knowledge would seem to be a good thing.

As it stands, the derivation fails. It is not in general true that (normative)
conditions for doing good things are themselves good. Apologizing for one’s
faults is good; one ought to apologize for one’s mistakes only if one made
mistakes ; but making mistakes is not good. That being said, there are unde-
niably many cases where conditions for doing good things seem good, and
seem good precisely in virtue of being such. One would need a restricted ver-
sion of the principle. If the restricted version applies to the case of knowledge,
the derivation would succeed.

The route from Norms to Values is more promising. Whether it ultimately
succeeds depends on whether we can find a plausible motivation of the idea
that knowledge is good because it is normatively required to do good things.
It is worth stressing that, if it is ultimately successful, it would yield a picture
of the value of knowledge that is at odds with much of the current literature.
Much current literature tries to show that knowledge is valuable by showing
that it is a worthwhile thing to aim at, either as an end or as means to some
end. On the present perspective, knowledge would be good because it is nor-
matively required to aim at anything.

Z5Engel (2009, sec. 5) calls the idea that knowledge is relevant to what we ought to do “prag-
matic relevance” and writes : “Of course if the phenomenon of pragmatic encroachment reduces,
as I have claimed, to that of pragmatic relevance, question (2) [the question whether pragmatic
encroachment explains why knowledge is valuable] has to be answered in the negative”. He does
not discuss the idea further, but assumes that it is only if pragmatic encroachment is more that
something like the Knowledge-Action principle that it could explain the value of knowledge.
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4. Doing Without Value

We started with a pair of ideas : that knowledge has value, and that it enters
certain norms. We have tried to derive one idea from the other. I have argued
that the norms cannot be derived from the value and I have expressed doubts
as to whether the value can be derived from the norms. Now I want to stress
another perspective : namely, that once we assume the knowledge-involving
norms, it is unclear whether there is any way to motivate the idea that know-
ledge has value. I have made the suggestion elsewhere (Dutant, 2012 ; forth-
coming). Here I will discuss a couple of objections to it.

Why should we think that knowledge has more value than true belief?
Many philosophers treat it as a (at least prima facie) platitude in need of no
defence. To them, it is (at least prima facie) obvious that there is something
commendable about believing something when you know it that there is not
about believing it when you do not know it. But note that that is explainable
on the basis of the Knowledge — Belief principle alone. If that principle holds,
then there is a sense in which you do what you ought to do when you believe
p while knowing p and you do not when you believe p while not knowing p.
That is enough to explain that there is something commendable about know-
ledge that mere true belief lacks. That does not require or entail that there is
something genuinely better about it. What we ought to do and what is good
may come apart. If you face a choice between A and B, if A is bad but every-
thing indicates that it is good and better than B, then there is a sense in which
you ought to choose A, but we may deny that choosing A is genuinely good.?

Some will think that doing what one ought to do has value in itself.”
They would endorse the straightforward derivation of Meno’s thesis from the
Knoweldege-Belief principle that we sketched earlier. But there is no need
to accept that view. In particular, normative sources and levels may stand dif-
ferently in their relation to value. There is some plausibility that normative
sources reflect different values : the morally required derives from the morally
good, the prudentially required derives from the personally good, and per-
haps the epistemically required derives from the value of believing the truth.

26We use adjectives like “good” fairly liberally. There are very natural uses on which “you
should do that” and “doing that would be good” are virtually interchangeable. With these uses
we may well say that choosing A was the “good” choice. But in laying out a theory of value and
norms one may need use “good” and “value” more strictly. Strictly speaking, choosing A was not
good ; it just seemed good. That it seemed good made it the choice you ought to make; but that
need not itself make it genuinely good.

2Piller (2009) pursues this line to explain the value of knowledge.
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But normative layers do not require additional values. Rather, each normative
layer correspond to a different way to derive an ought from a value. Given mo-
ral goods, there is when we objectively ought to do for the moral good ; what
we ought to do for the moral good in view of what we believe ; what we ought
to do for the moral good in view of what we know ; and so on. We have ar-
gued that the Knowledge—Action principle and the Generalized Belief-Action
principle express a normative layer and no particular normative source. If that
is so, they need not be associated with any value at all.

Do we have any other reason to think that knowledge is valuable ? Know-
ledge is definitely something that matters. But as we have seen, its normative
role is enough to explain that it does.

The best reason to think that knowledge has value is, I think, the idea that
knowledge is worth aiming at. We want knowledge ; we strive for it and we
are ready to make sacrifices for it. We are not foolproof; but assuming that
we are right in this, knowledge is something we ought to aim at. Conversely,
a theory that denies that knowledge is something we ought to aim at has to
claim that we are misguided in that respect. If knowledge is good, we have
a straightforward explanation of why we ought to aim at it. For in general,
we ought to aim at good things. Conversely, if knowledge has no value, it
becomes doubtful whether we should aim at it.

The idea raises a difficulty for the view that knowledge plays a important
normative role but has no value. Zeno’s norms alone do not entail that we
should acquire knowledge. One may comply with both norms by avoiding
belief and action altogether. Less radically, one who complies with the norms
at one point may comply with them onwards by not acquiring any new belief
and acting only on what they already know. In reply, I would point out that
the norms entails requirements to acquire knowledge in conjunction with other
norms or values. For instance, if we assume that it is better to act on more
relevant facts, we may derive that one ought to acquire more knowledge of
relevant facts. Similarly, we may assume that it is good to have true beliefs
on a range of topics; if so, we may derive that one ought to acquire more
knowledge. It is not trivial to work the reply out properly. For instance, it is not
obvious that it is always better to act on more relevant facts. For our purposes,
it is sufficient to show that there are some ways to ground requirements to
acquire knowledge that do not assume that knowledge is itself valuable.

Another difficulty for the view that grants knowledge a normative role but
no value is worth discussing. The view assumes Zeno’s norms, or something
like them. The assumption is not trivial. As we have argued, the best way
to understand them is to postulate a normative layer distinct from the tradi-
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tional ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’ ones. One may fell uneasy about the very
idea of layers of normativity, and about the idea that knowledge-based ought
claims delineate a distinctive layer. In reply, I will make a couple of points.
First, as I have argued, it is difficult to make sense of cases such as Regan’s
Mine Shafts case without accepting that there are at least two distinct layers
of normativity ; each genuinely normative but not conflicting. Second, once
we have admitted the idea of layers, it is easy to see how they multiply. Wi-
thin a belief-based layer alone, we can often distinguish opposite ought claims
derived from various natural subsets of one’s beliefs. For instance, one may
have a set of salient beliefs in view of which one ought to do A ; but one may
at the same time have some deeply buried beliefs, such that in view of them
and the salient ones, one ought not to do A. In such cases, an onlooker may
feel both the pull of “they ought to have done A” and the pull of “they ought
not to have done A”. Or again, one may impeccably infer a conclusion from a
set of crazy premises. In such a case we may feel both the pull of “they ought
to have inferred that conclusion” and of the opposite ; one is what one ought
to do in view of one’s premise beliefs, the other what they ought to do in view
of some broader background. The divisions may be multiplied : there may be
cases where one’s conclusion is correct in view of the premises, insane in view
of the premises of the premisses, correct again in view of the premisses of the
premisses of the premisses, and so on indefinitely. I see no reason to reduce
the profusion of these normative layers to one or two. As long as each ought-
question we care about manages to pick up a specific enough layer, we can
leave with many oughts. On the backdrop of these many normative layers, the
knowledge-based one is not a cost.

Summing up, once we grant that knowledge plays a central normative role
along of the lines of Zeno’s norms, it is not clear that there is anything left to
motivate the idea that knowledge is of distinctive value. So Zeno’s norms can
be used to explain away Meno’s thesis. In that perspective, the normative role
of knowledge allows us to explain why it matters without having value.

5. Conclusion

I'have highlighted two possible answers to the question why knowledge mat-
ters. One is that it has value. Another is that it plays a significant normative
role. I have granted that if knowledge had value, or if it did play the alleged
normative role, then it would matter. For most of the discussion I have re-
mained neutral on whether knowledge has value or does play that normative
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role. My central question has been instead whether we can derive one idea
from the other. That is, whether assuming the idea that knowledge has value
— and some defensible general hypotheses about norms and values —, we
could derive the claim that it plays the alleged normative role. Or whether,
assuming that knowledge does play that role — and some defensible gene-
ral hypotheses —, we could derive the claim that it has value. I have found
the route from Value to Norms unsuccessful. The main problem here is that
the idea that knowledge has value does not seem enough to derive the idea
that one should act on what one knows. I have found the route from Norms
to Value more promising, though a complete path is missing. The main idea
here is that knowledge is good because it is normatively required to do good
things, such as believing the truth and acting in view of true propositions.
But since not all normative condition for doing something good is itself good,
we still lacked an explanation of why knowledge would be so. Finally, I have
suggested an alternative perspective, on which we would not try to derive
the idea that knowledge has value from its normative role, but rather use its
normative role to explain away the idea that it has value. The general idea is
that if knowledge does play the normative role in question, then the fact that
it does explains while knowledge seerms to be something that has value. But
there is no need to think that it has; all that matters about knowledge could
be explained by its normative role.
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Construction ou critique ? Carnap et Kant
sur le concept de synthese

KATSUYA TAKAHASHI

1. Une théorie de la synthese sans synthétique a priori

Dans sa Construction logique du monde (Der logische Aufbau der Welt), Carnap dit
a plusieurs reprises que la théorie avancée dans son oeuvre traite du processus
synthétique, non pas celui analytique, de la connaissance de 1'objet (Aufbau,
sec.68, 69, 74, 83,100). Cette théorie, nommée théorie de la constitution, en-
visage de présenter et illustrer I'idée d'un systeme dans lequel tous les objets
(ou tous les concepts) se redéfinieraient comme « constitutions » logiques ré-
ductibles a certains concepts fondamentaux. La procédure de la constitution
est un analogue rationnel du processus effectif de la cognition consistant a
construire divers concepts d’objet & partir des donnés empiriques. Elle con-
cerne « le traitement du donné pour former et représenter les choses, la réal-
ité ». Or ce dernier n’est autre chose que ce que les philosophes appellent
depuis Kant la « synthese cognitive » (sec,100).

Il existe donc une certaine parenté avec le kantisme dans la théorie carnapi-
enne de la constitution. Comme Michael Friedman le fait justement remar-
quer, la théorie dans I’Aufbau incarne, outre la motivation empiriste souhai-
tant réduire toute connaissance a des donnés empiriques (avec l'aide de la
logique), une autre motivation qui viennent de la tradition kantienne : celle
désirant décrire en détail le fonctionnement du pouvoir rationnel et construc-
tif de cognition qui impose ses propres formes aux donnés empiriques (Fried-
man, 1999, p.125-126, pp.140-141).

228
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Cependant, la parenté avec le kantisme ne doit pas étre surestimée, car
I"Aufbau exclut de sa théorie une idée qui était essentielle au kantisme, a savoir,
I'idée de la connaissance a priori synthétique (sec.106, 179). Carnap déclare
que la théorie de la constitution n’accorde aucune place aux propositions syn-
thétiques a priori (sec.106,179). De ce fait, on peut dire que cette théorie est une
théorie de la synthese qui veut se passer de I'idée du synthétique a priori.

Comment Carnap a-t-il pu concevoir une théorie de la synthése sans in-
troduire le synthétique a priori ? Est-il possible de concevoir en général une
théorie de la synthese sans synthétique a priori ? Cet article envisage d’affronter
ces questions, mais cela dans une certaine limite. Nous aborderons les ques-
tions, notamment la dérniére, par 'intermédiaire de la comparaison de Kant
et de Carnap plutbt que par la lecture immanente.

Est-il possible de concevoir une théorie de la synthése en excluant le syn-
thétique a priori? 1l y a deux voies par lesquelles on peut lire I’Aufbau du
point de vue de cette question. La premiere consiste dans 1’examen directe
du systeme carnapien assumé pour savoir si ce systéme est vraiment cohérent
et suffisant a la lumiére de son propre objectif. Cette sorte de lecture a déja
été entreprise par un bon nombre de commentateurs dont certains semblent
avoir montré des défauts non négligeables de ce systeme. Par exemple, on
connait les « difficultés » signalées par Nelson Goodman et les tentatives de
les examiner, entreprises par d’autres auteurs éminents!. Nous trouvons fort
signifiantes les problemes de cette sorte, mais nous n’entendons pas les ex-
aminer concretement ici. Nous nous contenterons de suggérer le rapport que
ceux-ci peuvent avoir a notre conclusion, laquelle s’obtiendra plutét a travers
la deuxiéme voie.

La deuxiéme voie de I’examen, qui est celle que nous choissions, départ de
la conception kantienne de la synthese et de la problématique qu’elle envisage
de résoudre. La problématique que Kant désirait affronter par sa théorie de la
synthése concerne, naturellement, le processus et la possibilité de I’élaboration
des concepts, portant sur la réalité empirique, susceptibles de 'utilisation sci-
entifique. Par exemple, on peut se demander comment il se fait que le con-
cept de temps capable de formuler les lois physiques ou le concept de couleur
maitrisé par les artistes se construisent a partir des donnés sensibles. Cette
question, portant sur la formation des concepts empiriques et rationnels, peut
s’exprimer aussi comme celle de la correspondance, ou de la coordination
(Zuordnung), entre 'empirique et le conceptuel. Celle-ci consiste a savoir com-

1 Sur ce sujet, les discussions dans Vuillemin 1971, Proust 1986/1989 et Granger 1994 nous
semblent surtout importantes.
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ment on peut établir et s’assurer la coordination entre le systéme de concepts
et la réalité empirique. Résumons désormais tous ces questions simplement
par le terme « la problématique de la coordination ». Le fameux concept de
synthétique a priori, congu comme désignant les formes pures de la synthese
par Kant, est introduit pour expliquer et justifier la possibilité de cette co-
ordination. Nous verrons que cette problématique est reprise dans la théorie
carnapienne et est reformulée en nouveax termes. Notre tAche consistera alors
a mettre en valeur la différence des deux philosophes a légard du concept de
synthese et a tenter de savoir quelles solutions ceux-ci sont censés étre donner
a la problématique de la coordination.

De la comparaison, il ressortira que le concept carnapien de synthése ne
parle pas de la synthese mais plutdt de 'analyse. C’est pourquoi ce philosophe
viennois a cru possible de rompre avec le synthétique a priori dans son épisté-
mologie, dirons-nous. L'absence de la synthese chez Carnap nous justifiera
également de dire que son systeme de constitution n’atteste pas de la possi-
bilité d"une synthése sans synthétique a priori.

Cependant, ne faut-il pas dire alors que l'entreprise de 1’Aufbau suggere la
possibilité d’affronter la problématique de la coordination en excluant le con-
cept de « synthése » lui-méme? A ce propos, la comparaison nous permettra
le scepticisme en montrant que les approches des deux philosophes vers la
problématique sont fort différentes et qu'il n’est pas évident que I’Aufbau ait
résolu la problématique.

Ces résultats mettront en évidence la signification importante que peut
avoir la théorie kantienne de la synthese au sujet du probleme de la coordi-
nation d’empirique et de conceptuel. Evidemment, il n’en suivra pas que la
possibilité et I’existence du synthétique a priori soient soutenues. Nous aurons
eu alors tout au plus le droit de poursuivre la défence de cette notion. La con-
frontation de I’Aufbau carnapienne et de la Kritik kantienne n’en est pas moins
avantageuse pour le synthétique a priori ; en nous permettant de dire ce qui
échappe a la formulation carnapienne de la problématique, la comparaison
nous indique vers quelle direction le kantien aujoud’hui peut porter ses pas
pour avoir une notion signifiante du synthétique a priori.



CONSTRUCTION OU CRITIQUE ? 231

2. La constitution comme synthése

La tache qu’assume I’ Aufbau est de nature épistémologique®. Mais cette oeu-
vre n’entend pas décrire le processus effectif de la genése ou du développe-
ment de la connaissance. Il s’agit plutdt d’exposer un systéme dans lequel
divers concepts d’objet auraient leurs définitions rigides en terme de certains
concepts de base ainsi que de la logique mathématique. « Classe » et « re-
lation » sont les concepts de base choisis par Carnap. Naturellement, toute
classe a ses éléments. Le systeme désire donc réduire les concepts a des classes,
a des relations et a certains éléments moyennant le langage formel. Il est
a souhaiter que la réduction relie les concepts par degrés afin d’en former
un arbre généalogique. Tous les concepts se rapporteront alors, directement
ou indirectement, a des éléments qui sont fondamentaux. Or la motivation
épistémologique exige que ces éléments soient empiriques et simples. Le sys-
teme offrira ainsi la réduction des concepts d’objet a des donnés empiriques
immédiats. Sil’on suit la procédure de la réduction dans la direction inverse,
on aura la procédure de la « constitution ». Aussi le systéme de ’Aubau se
nomme « systeme de constitution ». Comme nous l'avons dit, ce systeme est
envisagé par 'auteur comme « reconstruction rationnelle (rationale Nachkon-
struktion)» (sec.100, 143) du processus synthétique de la cognition. Il exprime
par le langage formel les opérations telles que « la formation de 1’objet, son
identification ou sa classification en especes » (sec.100). Quant a la « ratio-
nalité » des constitutions, elle peut étre garantie, selon 1'idée de Carnap, par
la logique mathématique (ou la logistique) de Whitehead et Russell ; étant
pourvue de la théorie des relations, cette arme est assez puissante pour for-
maliser les concepts scientifiques.

Quelques remarques terminologiques sont a ajouter avant de voir la « syn-
these » carnapienne plus concrétement.

Premiérement, Carnap parle « tantot des objets tantot des concepts sans
faire de différence essentielle » (sec.3). Cette indifférence tient a une idée de
l'auteur selon laquelle a tout concept correspond son objet méme s’il s’agit
d’un concept dit « général » ou d'un concept de propriété. C’est que le terme

2Dans la Préface de la premiere édition de I’Aufbau, Carnap dit : « il s’agit avant tout ici de la
question de la théorie de la connaissance, par conséquent de la réduction des connaissances les
unes aux autres » (fr.p.53). Mais il ne tardera pas a rejeter I'idée méme de la théorie de la con-
naissance qui avait retenu son « premir livre important » (Aufbau, Préface de la seconde édition)
dans le voisinage de la problématique kantienne. Dans le Logische Syntax der Sprache, il refuse
d’employer le terme « théorie de la connaissance (épistémologie) » dans la crainte que sa pro-
pre tache, baptisée maintenant « la logique de la science », soit confondue avec 1'épistémologie
traditionnelle (Carnap, 1934/1937,pp.279-280).
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objet est employé dans 1’Aufbau dans son sens le plus large ; il désigne « tout
ce sur quoi peut porter une proposition (Aussage) » (sec.1).

Deuxiémement, le systeme de constitution exposé dans I’ Aufbau n’est pas
l'unique systéme possible de la constitution. Il n’est pas imposssible, souligne
Carnap, de concevoir différents systémes construits dans le but similaire. Ceux-
ci se différeraient selon diverses conditions qu’on décide de choisir. Ce qui
caractérise avant tout le systeme de I’Aufbau, c’est la décision a 1’égard des élé-
ments fondamentaux & partir desquels on va constituer d’autres objets. Car-
nap suggere la possibilité de considérer des entités physiques comme fonda-
mentaux mais il décide, par respect pour l'intérét épistémologique, de com-
mencer a partir des donnés psychiques rencontrés dans la conscience d'un
individu quelconque. Conformément a cette décision, les relations qu’on doit
supposer reconnaissables parmi les éléments fondamentaux sont également
a déterminer ; ce choix-ci peut aussi influencer la structure du systéme. On
verra Carnap conclure qu'une seule relation (nommée « le rappel de ressem-
blance ») suffit pour en faire dériver les autres relations importantes et pour
constituer divers types d’objets. Suivant son ambition réductrice, il prend
cette seule relation pour relation fondamentale. Ces décisions constituent en-
semble le probléeme de la « base » du systeme. Il nous faut donc retenir que
le systéme de I’ Aufbau est fondé sur une base vonlontairement choisie. Nous
allons entendre désormais par « le systéme de constitution » ce systeme choisi
dans I’ Aufbau et non pas le systéme de constitution en général.

Le probleme de la base nous incite a relier la théorie de la constitution a
la théorie traditionnelle de la synthese, car ce probleme semble concerner la
question sur les matériaux et les formes du traitement conceptuel dans la con-
naisance. De fait, Carnap explique parfois I'idée de la constitution en termes
kantiens. De méme que la synthése a ses matéraux et ses formes, on peut par-
ler des matériaux et des formes de la constitution, dit-il. Quelles sont alors les
matériaux et le formes de constitution en tant que « synthese » ?

Pour avoir la réponse a cette question, il nous est nécessaire de prendre
en compte le fait que la constitution comprenne différents niveaux, a partir le
niveau fondamental vers les niveaux supérieurs, dont chacun peut également
étre appelé « constitution ». En d’autres termes, la constitution du systéme en-
tier se compose des constitutions particulieres. Les « formes de la synthese »
chez Carnap sont donc les formes générales qui rend possible a chaque niveau
la constitution des objets depuis les objets du niveau précédent. Ces formes
générales se nomment « les formes des niveaux (Stufenformen) ». D’apres Car-
nap, classes et relations jouent cette fonction. En effet, la constitution des ob-
jets d’un niveau se réalise toujours comme classification des objets du niveau
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précédent ou comme mise en ordre de ces derniers par 1’application d'une
relation quelconque. Une fois que de nouveaux objets se constituent ainsi
comme nouvelles classes ou nouvelles relations, ils peuvent servir d’éléments
(ou de membres) destinés a des constitutions des niveaux supérieurs. Cepen-
dant, Carnap dit que seul le concept de relation peut étre dit « forme de la
synthése » au sens propre parce que les classes peuvent se réduire en fin de
compte aux éléments fondamentaux, lesquels sont plutot les matériaux de la
synthese. Plus exactement, seules un petit nombre de relations qui sont fonda-
mentales doivent étre remarquées : la resseblance partielle, I'dentité partielle,
la relation mémorielle, etc. Il n'est pas impossible d’accorder aux relations
fondamtentales la qualification de « catégorie », dit Carnap (sec.83). Comme
nous l'avons déja dit, la déduction du nombre des relations fondamentales
peut étre poursuite encore plus loin jusqu’a ce que seule une relation reste : le
rappel de ressemblance. Cette relation est sans doute 'unique catégorie « au-
thentique », dit ’auteur. Le systéeme de constitution se base effectivement sur
cette relation au final. Cependant, Carnap fait noter que cette conclusion ne
promet aucune réponse défintive a la question des catégories et que I’ Aufbau
ne peut parler que d’une supposition a ce sujet.

Quant aux matériaux de la constitution, les éléments du chaque niveau
sont en principe dignes de cette qualification, mais les matériaux ultimes sont,
naturellement, les éléments fondamentaux. Les éléments fondamentaux du
systeme de I'’Aufbau sont les donnés psychiques de la conscience d'un indi-
vidu. Chaque élément est une expérience qu’a un sujet a un instant. Cette
expérience crue, nommée « vécu élémentaire », fait une unité dont les consti-
tuants ou les caractéristiques ne sont pas isolées.

Comme un vécu élémentaire est une unité indivisible, la tache de la pre-
miere constitution consiste a comparer des vécus et a former par abstrac-
tion les concepts de constituants, tel que le concept de la qualité sensible
rouge. Le systéme suppose qu’on ait en vertu de la comparaison une large
liste des paires dont chacune indique deux vécus élémentaires qui sont en
relation de « rappel de ressemblance » I'un avec I'autre. Le rappel de ressem-
blance est I'unique relation fondamentale a partir de laquelle Carnap désire
dériver d’autres relations importantes. Mais qu’est-ce que c’est que le rap-
pel de ressemblance ? Cette relation est 1a lorsqu’on reconnait une ressem-
blance partielle entre deux vécus élémentaires dont 1'un s’est produit dans le
temps passé et est conservé dans la mémoire. Par exemple, si un vécu contient
I'apparition d"une couleur a un endroit et qu’on se rappelle un autre vécu qui
contenait I’apparition d"une couleur similaire, alors on dit que les deux vécus
se ressemblent partiellement et sont en relation de rappel de ressemblance.
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(I n’est pas demandé que les endroits oli ces couleurs apparaissent dans les
vécus soient identiques.) En profitant de cette liste, on pourra classifier les
vécus selon les groupes qu’ils font et définir par la divers constituants portés
par eux. Telle est la procédure de la premiere constitution, qui est appelée
« quasi-analyse ». On peut dire que la quasi-analyse est la premiere rencon-
tre qui doit se dérouler entre les formes et les matériaux de la contitution. La
« quasi-analyse » semblerait désigner la procécure consistant a décomposer
des vécus en leurs constituants, mais elle opere en réalité la contitution des
nouveaux objets qui sont dits d’habitude « qualités sensibles ». De méme que
toutes les constitutions ultérieures, elle est une procédure synthétique : d’ou
la remarque carnapienne qui souligne que « la quasi-analyse est une syntheése qui
revét la forme linguistique d’une analyse » (sec.74).

En résumant I’explication ci-dessus, nous pouvons décrire le déroulement
« synthétique » de constitution de la manieére suivante : on reconnait d’abord
les relations qu’entretiennent les éléments les uns avec les autres, et puis clas-
sifier les éléments selon ces relations ou crée de nouvelles relations en profi-
tant des anciennes. Les classes et les relations ainsi produites sont appelées,
dans le systeme de constitution, « objets » ou « concepts ».

3. L’exclusion du synthétique a priori

Bien que la constitution est une procédure synthétique ayant formes et matéri-
aux, la théorie de la constitution ne soutient pas l’existence des propositions
synthétiques a priori. Cela veut dire que le systeme de constitution ne contient
que deux sortes de proposition : analytique et empirique. Voyons la raison de
cette division dualiste.

Le systeme de constitution est un systeme formulé en terme d’un langage
formel. Mais il ne faut pas prendre ce systéme pour un systeme déductif dans
lequel toutes les propositions dériveraient logiquement a partir des axiomes.
I1 n’est pas une axiomatique mathématique mais un systéme de concepts of-
frant les formulations rigides des concepts empiriques et des lois empiriques
fondamentales. Exprimées ainsi formellement, les concepts et les lois devien-
dront aptes au discours scientifique rigoureux. Telle est I’ambition de Carnap
incarnée dans le systéme. Cette ambition s’éteint, a son tour, vers un idéal
concernant la science en général : celui-ci réve encourager et faciliter la col-
laboration des chercheurs de tous les domaines en intégrant les sciences par-
ticulieres dans un ensemble bien organisé, nommé « la science unifiée (ein
Gesamtwissenschaft) » (Aufbau, Préface de la premiere édition, sec.179). Dans
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la science unifiée, tous les concepts apparaissant dans le discours scientifique
seraient devenus clairs grace a la définition rigide et a la systématisation. Le
systéeme de constitution, qui lui-méme est encore ouvert a 1’élaboration par
les philosophes et les scientifiques, s’occupe de la partie formelle de la science
unifiée. Ainsi, on se rend compte que le systeme de constitution est censé
étre servir d'un fondement pour l’application du langage formel aux sciences
empiriques. Les lois logiques et mathématiques ne sont pas exposées mais
présupposées dans ce systeme.

Pour remplir la fonction de médiateur, le systeme de constitution doit
introduire et réconcilier deux facteurs hétérogenes, c’est-a-dire le formel et
I'empirique, lors de 1’élaboration des propositions. Comment les proposi-
tions de ce systeme se rapportent-elles a ces deux facteurs ? Les propositions
du systeme peuvent étre divisées en deux catégories : les définitions et les
théoremes. Les définitions ne sont autre chose que ce que Carnap appelle
« constitutions ». Elles concernent des objets empiriques mais dépendent de
notre convention, si bien qu’elles sont a qualifier d’analytique. Quant aux
théoremes, leur role consiste a indiquer 1'introduction ou la dérivation des re-
lations. Or nous avons vu que les relations dans ce systeme sont les formes
de la « synthese ». Ce sont donc les théorémes qui peuvent entrer en ques-
tion quand on discute de la question du synthétique a priori, car cette question
concerne le statut des propositions affirmant quelque chose sur les formes de
la synthése. Selon ce que souligne Carnap, ses théoremes impliquent aucune
composante qui s’accorderait avec la qualification de synthétique a priori.

Les théoremes se divisent, d’apres lui, en deux sortes : les théorémes an-
alytiques et les théoremes empiriques. Les théoremes analytiques sont ceux
qui sont déduits logiquement des définitions. Les théorémes empiriques, qui
déterminent les relations ou les structures des objets, ne peuvent étre établis
qu’au moyen de l'expérience (sec.106). Par exemple, une fois que la relation
de ressemblance partielle est définie ou constituée a partir d’une relation plus
fondamentale (a savoir celle de rappel de ressemblance), on aura la proposi-
tion : « la ressemblance partielle est symétrique » comme conséquence logique
de la constitution. Cette proposition est un théoréme analytique (sec.110).
En revanche, la proposition : « la relation du rappel de ressemblance est
asymétrique » est un exemple du théoreme empirique (sec.108). « Le champ
visuel est bidimentionnel » appartient aussi a cette derniere sorte. Outre ces
deux sortes, il n'y a aucun d’autre théoreme.

Certes, il reste encore les lois logiques et les lois mathématiques présup-
posées dans le systeme de constitution. Mais elles sont toutes analytiques
selon l'avis de Carnap. En conclusion, la théorie de la constitution n’accorde
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aucune place au synthétique a priori dans la connaissance.

« Les jugements synthétiques a priori » qui sont a la base de la prob-
lématique kantienne de la théorie de la connaissance n’existent pas
du tout du point de vue de la théorie de la constitution. (sec.106.
cf.aussi sec.179)3

La conclusion ne changera pas méme si I’on prend en considération la science
unifiée incluant toutes les sciences particulieres. Celles-ci n"ajoutent en effet
que des propositions empiriques.

Nous venons de voir que la théorie de la constitution est une théorie de
la synthese qui exclut le synthétique a priori. Mais est-il vraiment possible de
concevoir une telle théorie?

En général, la cohérence de la position carnapienne a I'égard de ce con-
cept traditionel peut étre examinée de divers points vue. Il est a s’interroger,
par exemple, sur le statut du langage philosophique au moyen duquel Car-
nap présente toute cette réflexion. Sa conclusion sur le statut analytique des
propositions mathématiques n’est pas non plus évidente. Mais nous désirons
rester dans le concept de synthese lui-méme pour savoir si l'idée de la syn-
thése sans synthétique a priori peut étre cohérente. Evidemment, une telle
réflexion dépend de la conception qu'on a a propos de la synthése. Nous
croyons qu’il faut retourner a Kant a ce propos. Dans la section suivante, nous
allons jeter un coup d’oeuil sur la théorie kantienne de la synthese. Il nous est
surtout important de savoir quelle nature la synthese kantienne montre a la
différence de son opposé, ’analyse, et a quelle problématique la théorie de la
synthese est censée étre répondre.

4. L’intuitif et le discursif — problématique kantienne

Pour Kant, la « synthése » signifie 1’acte de notre pensée consistant a « ajouter
les unes aux autres des représentations différentes » et a « saisir leur diversité
en une connaissance ». Lorsqu’il s’agit de la connaissance de la réalité em-
pirique, la « synthése » signifie l'acte qui parcours le divers, donné dans la
sensibilité, et le lie pour en faire une connaissance (A77/B102). La « connais-
sance » formée par cette opération peut étre encore brute et confuse, si bien

3Dans la section 179, Carnap semble identifie I’analytique avec le conventionnel. « Pour la
théorie de la constitution, il n'y a dans la connaissance que ces deux composantes, convention-
nelle et empirique ; il n'y a donc pas de composante synthétique a priori ».
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que I’analyse doit venir pour la rendre claire et distincte. Telle est I’explication
initiale que Kant donne a la synthese.

On peut dire avec justesse que la « synthese » chez Kant signifie « le traite-
ment du donné pour former et représenter les choses » (Aufbau, sec.100). Mais
il faut étre assez attentif pour ne pas identifier le traitement synthétique avec
la procédure de classification, laquelle consiste a diviser des objets en groupes
selon caractéristiques communs. Cette dernieére procédure, bien qu’étant in-
séparable de la synthese, appartient plutot a ’analyse. Ce qui est essentiel a
la synthese de Kant, c’est qu’on pense 1'unité de représentations non pas dans
un systéme de concepts mais « dans une intuition » (A79/B105, souligné par
Kant).

L'opposition de l'intuition et du concept constitue la présupposition ul-
time de la philosophie critique ; toute problématique épistémologique et sa
solution en elle repose sur elle tant a I'égard de la formulation qu’a I’égard du
contenu. Si nous désirons nous rendre compte de la nature de la synthese et
du role que joue celle-ci dans la problématique épistémologique, il nous fau-
dra nous référer a cette dichotomie kantienne. Cela nous permettra de mettre
en contaste le concept kantien et le concept carnapien de synthese.

Quelle est la différence de l'intuition et du concept ? Comme on le sait,
Kant explique la différence par celle de la connaissance directe et de la con-
naissance indirecte. Etant connaissance directe, une intuition représente un
objet dans son individualité. Par exemple, on rencontre par l'intuition une
pomme individuelle dont on peut apprécier la couleur, le toucher et la saveur.
Par contre, un concept est une représentation générale qui se rapporte a plusieurs
objets (ou plusieures représentations). On ne peut pas manger ni toucher de
pomme au moyen d'un concept. En contraste avec la connaissance intuitive
qui est de nature directe, la connaissance indirecte moyennant concepts est
appelée parfois connaissance « discursive ».

La relation dans l'intuition est extensive ; plusieurs individuels y se rap-
portent de telle maniere que le composé qu’il forment ensemble est lui-méme
quelque chose d’individuel. L'espace, qui est repésenté par nature d’apres
Kant, fait un exemple important. Un espace composé des espaces indivduels
est lui-méme un individuel. Ici, les individuels font un tout qui est de la méme
nature que la leur. On peut dire que la relation de composition dans 'espace
est la relation d’un tout a ses parties ; en termes kantiens, l'espace contient ses
parties « en lui ». Il en est de méme pour un chien individuel qui se trouve
dans l'espace. Il se rapporte a ses membres selon la relation d’un tout a ses
parties. En revanche, quand on dit que plusieurs individuels font un concept,
le concept constitué n’est pas quelque chose d’individuel. Il se peut que les
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éléments sont eux-mémes concepts. Mais a ce moment-la le concept qui les
inclut sera plus general qu’'eux. Si une intution comprend ses composantes
«en lui », un concept inclut ses concept « sous lui » (A25/B40, cf.A78/B104).

La distinction analyse/synthese peut se définir maintenant par référence
a deux types de connaissance ou deux types de représentation ainsi mise en
opposition. L’analyse et la synthese ont ceci de commun qu’elles emploient
des concepts pour connaitre queque chose et envisagent d’établir 1'unité de la
conscience (ou des représentations). Elles different en ce qu’elles envisagent
des représentations de types différents. C’est que l'analyse apporte l'unité
pour les concepts tandis que la synthese apporte 1'unité pour les intuitions.
L'unité du premier type est applée « l'unité analytique » et I'unité du dernier
type « l'unité synthétique ». L'unité analytique est l'unité de conscience par
laquelle nous relions diverses représentations 1'une a 1’autre selon un carac-
téristique commun ; elle nous permet de penser a plusieurs choses « sous » un
concept général. Quant a I'unité synthétique, elle est I'unité de conscience par
laquelle nous nous représentons un objet individuel qui se compose des par-
ties « en lui ». Mais, a la différence de la connaissance intuitive prise isolément,
les composantes de 1'objet individuel est reliées dans l'unité synthétique a la
connaissance discursive, c’est-a-dire, elles sont pensées au moyen des con-
cepts. Ainsi, si l'on se représente une pomme comme ayant propriétés telle
que la couleur rouge, la forme ronde, etc., on aura une unité synthétique. Si,
par contre, on se représente la couleur rouge de maniére général, c’est-a-dire,
comme appartenant beaucoup d’autres objets particuliers outre cette pomme,
on aura une unité analytique.

Sans craindre la simplification, nous allons dire que 1'unité synthétique
consiste toujours dans la coopération de la connaissance intuitive et de la con-
naissance discursive, et que 1'unité analytique peut rester dans la connaissance
discursive. Car Kant souligne souvent que 1'unité synthétique doit précéder
l'unité analytique quand il s’agit de connaitre des objets empiriques.

L’'unité analytique de la conscience s’attache a tous les concepts
communs comme tels : par exemple, si je pense le rouge en général,
je me représente par la une qualité qui (comme caractéristique)
peut étre trouvée quelque part ou liée a d’autres représentations ;
ce n’est donc qu’au moyen d’une unité synthétique possible, pen-
sée auparavant, que je puis me représenter 1'unité analytique. Une
représentation qui doit étre pensée comme commune a des choses
différentes, est considérée comme appartenant a des choses qui, en
dehors de cette représentation, ont encore en elles quelque chose
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de différent ; par conséquent, elle doit étre pensée d’abord en une
unité synthétique avec d’autres représentations (méme si ce sont
des représentations seulement possibles), avant que 1’'on puisse
penser en elle 'unité analytique de la conscience, qui en fait un
conceptus communis. (B133 note, souligné par Kant)

L'unité synthétique doit précéder 'unité analytique pour reconnaitre des choses
comme ayant propriétés qui sont a décomposer ultérieurement par abstrac-
tion et classification. L'abstraction et la classification, qui visent faire représen-
ter des choses par un systéme des concepts généraux, ne peuvent venir qu’apres
ce traitement initial. Telle est I'idée qu’affirme Kant ici. Nous voulons la ré-
sumer en disant que la nature de la synthese consiste dans la médiation qui
doit avoir lieu entre I'intuitif et le conceptuel (ou le discursif) pour rendre le
premier apte au dernier.

C’est par cette notion que Kant a voulu résoudre sa problématique épisté-
mologique. La problématique épistémologique qui avait motivé la réflexion
de ce philosophe est la question de savoir « sur quel fondement repose le rap-
port de ce qu’on nomme en nous représentation a 1'objet » (Lettre & Marcus
Herz, 1772). Dans la philosophie critique, la question devient celle concernant
le rapport de l'intuition a la connaissance conceptuelle ; il s’agit d’expliquer
comment il est possible qu’on crée, a partir des donnés sensibles, des concepts
et des propositions qui sont susceptibles de 1'usage scientifique?. Comme
nous l'avons déja dit, nous appelons tous ces probleme « la problématique
de la coordination ».

On se plaindrait sans doute que la « synthese » kantienne n’est pas 1’explication
recherchée a propos de la médiation mais plutdt une simple dénomination en
un autre terme, lequel a encore besoin de l’explication. A quoi la syntheése
ressemble-t-elle, demandra-t-on. A ce sujet, nous présenterons notre com-
mentaire plus tard. Avant de plaider pour la théorie kantienne, il nous faut

“I1 se peut qu’on nous reproche de I'identification des deux problemes différents : le probleme
sur le rapport de représentation a I’objet et le probleme sur la formation des concepts scientifiques.
En réalité, le premier probléme peut se traduire par le dernier. Car un concept scientifique a ceci
d’essentiel qu’il nous permet de corriger nos jugements éronnés sur ce que la perception nous
présente. Par exemple, le concept (plus ou moins) scientifique de longueur nous permettra de
dire que les deux fleches apparemment différentes en longueur, qu’on voit dans l'illusion de
Miiller-Lyre, sont en réalité de la méme longueur. En général, pourvus des concepts (plus ou
moins) scientifiques, nous pouvons juger si notre représentation intuitif correspond bien a son
objet ou non. De ce fait, « la problématique de la coordination » peut concerner tantot le rapport
de représentation a 1’objet, tantdt le rapport des concepts a I'intuition.
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voir quelles métamorhoses son concept et sa problématique subissent dans
I"Aufbau.

5. La prédominance du discursif — conception iconoclaste de
la synthese chez Carnap

I existe dans ’Aufbau une idée analogue de la distinction kantienne intu-
itif /discursif. On peut la trouver dans la section 36, ou1 la distinction de la
« complexe » et de la « totalité » est introduite. Selon cette idée, lorsqu’un ob-
jet est réductible & d’autres objets, il peut étre appelé un « complexe logique »
ou simplement un « complexe ». Une classe constituée de ses éléments ou une
relation constituée des paires de membre sont typiquement des complexes
logiques. Par contre, si « un objet se rapporte a d’autres objets comme a ses
parties relativement a un milieu extensive, espace et temps par exemple », il
se nomme la « totalité extensive » ou simplement le « tout » des autres ob-
jets. Il n’est pas injuste, nous semble-t-il, de comparer cette distinction a celle
kantienne de l'intuitif et du discursif. Ayant introduit cette distinction, Car-
nap déclare que ce que la constitution envisage ne sont pas les totalités mais
les complexe. Il dit : « ... la théorie de la constitution a justement affaire
avec les complexes qui ne se composent pas de leurs éléments comme une
totalité de ses parties » (sec.36). Si l'on emploie 1’expression figurée de Kant,
on pourra dire que la constitution carnapienne veut nous faire connaitre les
choses par des représentations qui incluent leurs éléments « sous elles ». C’est
que la « synthese » dans I’Aufbau veut accomplir sa tiche au moyen de 'unité
analytique. Détaché de 1'unité synthétique, la synthése semble étre devenue
opération purement discursive.

La métamorphose de la « synthese » tient au fait que la théorie de la consti-
tution soit congue comme application de la logique mathématique a la théorie
de 'objet (sec.2). Tous les objets y sont considérés comme classes ou relations,
constituées de leurs éléments ou de leurs membres. La connaissance par intu-
ition n’entre plus en jeu, dans la reconstruction rationnelle de la connaissance,
pour se représenter des objets.

Cela ne veut pas dire, toutefois, que la théorie de la constitution traite
seulement de ce qu’on appelle habituellement les concepts généraux et qu’elle
laisse de coté les concepts individuels. Traditionnellement, on distingue ces
deux types de concepts ou, dans le méme esprit, le concept et I'objet®. Le
systéme de constitution dévalorise cette distinction elle-méme. Etant systéme

SKant préférait cette derniere formulation de la distinction. Diviser les concepts en concepts
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compréhensif de concepts, il traite tous les concepts (ou tous les objets), qu’ils
soient « généraux » ou « individuels », également comme complexes logiques.
Une illustration donnée par Carnap peut nous aider pour saisir cette idée
(sec.158).

Supposons qu’on a un chien nommé Luchs. Le chien en tant qu’espece
est une classe a laquelle appartient ce chien Luchs. Par conctre, du point de
vue de la maniere habituelle de voir, « Luchs » est un concept individuel et
correspond a un objet individuel ou particulier. Mais, selon le systeme de
constitution, il est possible de dire légitimement que « Luchs » est une classe ;
ses éléments sont alors les états de Luchs. Un état particulier de Luchs (en tant
qu’objet de la perception), & son tour, est une classe dont les éléments sont des
points du monde (Weltpunke) de la perception. Un tel point est une relation
dont les membres sont les coordonnées spatio-temporelles et une ou plusieurs
qualités sensibles. Une qualité sensible est une classe de « mes vécus ». De
cette maniere, on peut considérer toujours un objet apparemment individuel
comme classe ou relation, a savoir comme complexe. Seuls les éléments fon-
damentaux (ce sont ici « mes vécus »), refuse la qualification de « complexe
logique ». Dans cette série hiérarchique des objets ayant différents niveaux,
la différence qu’on voit d’habitude entre l'individuel (le chien Luchs) et le
général (I'espéce chien ou la qualité sensible brun) est relativisée® ; chaque
terme apparaissant dans la série peut étre qualifié tantot de général tantot
d’individuel selon le niveau qu’on choisit comme point de vue. Du fait de
cette relativisation, tous le concepts, y compris ceux des objets individuels
existant dans 1'espace et le temps, ressortissent a présent a la connaissance
discursive. L'exclusion de 1'unité synthétique ne signifie donc pas 1’exclusion
des objets dits « individuels ».

Naturellement, la relativisation de la généralité signifie aussi I'élargissement
de la notion d’individualité. De ce point de vue, tous les concepts, méme les
concetps dits généraux, pourront étre considérés comme individuels. Carnap
formule cette I'idée par celle de la pluralité des milieux dans lesquels les ob-
jets de divers niveaux d’abstraction trouvent respectivement leurs principes

généraux et en concepts individuels était populaire dans les manuels de logique du XVIII® siecle
(par exemple, Georg Friedrich Meier, Auszug aus der Vernunftlehre, 1752, sec.260, 262). Kant aussi
parle de cette division dans sa lecture de la logique. Mais il n’aimait pas de dire « concepts indi-
viduels » parce que, selon la philosophie critique, seule I'intution peut représenter un individuel
et les concepts sont tous généraux. Ce qui peut étre qualifié d’individuel n’est pas un concept
mais un usage de concept, dit-il (Kant, Logique Jische, sec.1).

6« Contrairement a la doctrine traditionnelle du concept, la généralité d’un concept nous
semble relative et par suite, la limite entre concepts généraux et individuels varie suivant le point
de vue (voir sec.158) » (Aufbau, sec.5).
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d’individuation. Un milieu de cette sorte, incarnant ’arrangement struturel
des objets d'un certain type, est appelé un « ordre ». Tout objet, qu’il soit
de nature spatio-temporel ou non, peut maintenant étre congu comme appar-
tenant a un ordre quelconque dans lequel il prend place parmi d’autres objets
du méme type. Ainsi, de méme que le chien Luchs est qualifié d’individuel
relativement a I’ordre spatio-temporel, la qualité sensible brun a son lieu dans
un autre ordre, dans lequel toutes les couleurs se distinguent I'une de l’autre
et s’ordonnent selon le degré. Cet ordre, I'« ordre des couleurs », a trois di-
mensions servant de points de vue pour la mise en ordre : le ton, la saturation
et la luminosité.

On pourrait dire que les « ordres » sont les représentations schematiques
des relations conceptuels, lesquels sont par ailleurs de nature discursif. Il
arrive méme qu’on apporte un ordre dans une représentation intuitive ou
imagée. Par exemple, 1'ordre des couleurs peut étre représentée par I'image
d’un corps ayant trois dimensions. Celui-ci s’appelle d’habitude « le corps
des couleurs » (sec.81, 90). Le corps des couleurs n’est pas un corps spatial
au sens littéraire, mais est néanmoins susceptible d’étre exposé intuitivement.
De méme que le chien Luchs occupe un certain domaine des points spatio-
temporels, on peut dire maintenant que le brun occupe un point ou un do-
maine de corps des couleurs ; s’il s’agit d’un ton tout a fait déterminé, un point
de ce corps lui correspond et, s’il s’agit du brun en général, un sous-domaine
connexe du corps lui correspond (sec.158). Ce n’est pas seulement les concepts
de couleurs qu’on peut mettre en image. Carnap suggere la possibilité de con-
cevoir un corps imaginaire dans lequel les espéces animaux s’ordonnent et se
distinguent : « le corps zoologique » (ibid.). Naturellement, on ne peut pas
dire que tous les ordres sont susceptibles d’étre représentés intuitivement. Si
le nombre des dimensions déterminant un ordre dépasse trois, il sera impos-
sible de I'exprimer par un image.

Quoi qu’il en soit, tout en quittant le dualisme de l'intuitif et du discur-
sif, la constitution de Carnap s’assure toujours le parallélisme du concept et
de I'objet. Ce parallélisme se reproduit a chaque niveau de constitution en se
complétant par un ordre quelconque. La synthése carnapienne semble n’avoir
plus besoin de procédé médiateur que Kant supposait pour la coopération
des deux connaissance hétérogenes. Tout semble se dérouler maintenant a
I'intérieur de la connaissance discursive. Sila synthese doit signifier I'opération
qui médiatise 'intuition spatio-temporelle et les concepts généraux, alors il
faudra dire que la synthése carnapienne n’est pas syntheése mais plutot anal-
yse. La théorie de la constitution exclut non seulement le synthétique a priori
mais aussi la synthese elle-méme.
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Mais est-il possible d’affronter la problématique épistémologique, a laque-
lle Kant voulait répondre par sa théorie de la synthése, sans recourrant a la
synthese? Il n’est pas illégitime de poser cette question parce que Carnap lui-
méme a l'intention d’en traiter. Il croit possible de donner la solution a la
problématique de la coordination par sa méthode dont I'unique arme est la
logistique.

6. La caractérisation structurelle — la problématique de la
coordination chez Carnap

Ce que nous appelons la problématique de la coordination se revétit d'une
nouvelle formulation dans ’Aufbau et regoit une solution qui différe radicale-
ment de celle offerte par la Critigue. Cela n’est pas étonnant, car la métamor-
phose de la « syntheése » (ou plus précisément, le licenciement de la « syn-
theése ») ne peut avoir lieu que si la problématique lui-méme se métamor-
phose. La métamorphose de la problématique chez Carnap est motivée sans
aucun doute par la puissance remarquable que la nouvelle logique lui parais-
sait prométtre concernant la question de 1’organisation des concepts. On sait
maintenant organiser les concepts dans les « ordres » qui leur sont propres et
a les spécifier par leurs relations mutuelles ; cela signifie qu’on a un moyen
fort sophistiqué pour décrire des objets. Cette situation a permis Carnap de
délimiter sa problématique épistémologique a la question sur la possibilité de
la désignation univoque des objets par un systeme de symboles. Nul doute
que "Aufbau présente une idée tres prometteuse dans le cadre de cette ques-
tion.

C’est surtout la théorie mathématique des relations, introduite par Russell
et Whitehead dans la logistique, qui a inspiré Carnap de la solution. Elle a
rendu possible de développer et maitriser I’arme indispensable de la théorie
de la constitution, a savoir le concept de structure. Voyons la nature de cette
arme. D’abord, Carnap distingue deux fagon de décrire des objets : la « de-
scription de relation » et la « description de propriété » (sec.10). La description
de propriété indique quelles propriétés appartiennent aux objets parculiers
d’un domaine quelconque. La description de relation indique, par contre,
quelles relations existent entre les objets sans rien dire des objets en eux-
mémes. Par exemple, supposons qu’il y trois hommes a, b, c. La proposi-
tion : « a est agé de vingt ans et grand » offre une description de propriété.
En revanche, les propositions comme « a est le fis de b » et « b a trente ans
de plus que c » offrent des descriptions de relation. Dans ces derniéres, on
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n’énonce plus quelque chose d’intrinséque des objets particuliers. Si l'on
poursuit I'abstraction encore plus loin et décide de n’énoncer plus les noms
des relations d’objets, on aura des « descriptions de structure » ou des « car-
actérisations structurelles (strukturelle Kennzeichnungen) » (sec.11).

La méthode de caractérisation structurelle est ceci d’avantageux qu’elle
nous permet de désigner des objets systématiquement et d’en traiter ainsi
dans le discours intersubjectif ou scientifique. Elle peut résoudre la question
de la désignation univoque la ot1 les objets en question sont « discernables par
des moyens scientifiques » (sec.15). De plus, elle nous permet non seulement
de désigner des classes d’objets mais aussi des objets individuels. Un bon ex-
emple est une carte des voies ferrées qui représente un réseau férroviaire sans
conserver la similitude avec la forme dans la réalité. Sous conditions favor-
ables, seules les relations que montrent les lignes et les points sur la carte suf-
firont pour dire de quel région et de quelles stations il s’agit. L'idée de discuter
de la connaissance objective en terme de la désignation univoque avait déja
été avancée dans le traité de Schlick sur 1'épistémologie. Mais, a la différence
de la méthode de la définition implicite employée par Schlick, la méthode de
Carnap ne s’adresse pas seulement aux concepts dits « généraux » mais aussi
aux objets « individuels ». C’est pourquoi, comme l'indique Richardson, Car-
nap peut étre fier de I’avantage qu’a sa théorie sur celle de Schlick ; la théorie
de I'’Aufbau a la possibilité d’assurer aux concepts, logiquement construits, le
contacte avec la réalité empirique, lequel restait problématique dans la Théorie
générale de la connaissance’ .

La méthode de caractérisation structurelle semble si prometteuse que Car-
nap n’hésite pas a exprimer sa réponse a la problématique de la coordination
sous une formulation fort paradoxale. Selon cette formulation appartenant
originairement a Reichenbach?, il s’agit, dans la connaissance de la réalité em-
pirique, de réaliser une relation de correspodance (ou une coordination) uni-

7«Un systéme des vérités édifiées au moyen de la définition implicite ne repose nulle part sur
le sol de la réalité, mais se meut pour ainsi dire librement, portant en lui-méme — tel le systéeme
solaire — la garantie de sa propre stabilité» (Schlick,1918/1925, sec.7 ; p55, fr.p.84). Cf. Aufbau,
sec.15 ; Richardson 1998, p.42

8Reichenbach avance cette idée en la mettant en contraste avec I'idée ordinaire de la corre-
spondance telle que la correspondance mathématique entre deux ensembles. Dans ce dernier cas,
on a d’abord les éléments déterminés pour chaque ensemble et ensuite définit une correspodance
entre les deux cotés. Mais, dans la connaissace de la réalité, le c6té de la réalité n’a pas, au début,
d’éléments déterminés, car ce sont les déterminations de ces éléments qu’on a a établir par la
connaissance, dit-il. « Ainsi, nous sommes en face de ce fait singulier, que nous établissons dans
la connaissance une relation de correspondance (Zuordnung, cosrdination) entre deux ensembles,
dont I'un [ I'ensemble des objets empiriques ] obtient non seulement son ordre mais aussi les déf-
initions de ses éléments en vertu de cette correspondance elle-méme » (Reichenbach, 1920/1965,
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voque entre les signes et les objets et cela de telle maniere que les objets ne
deviennent les termes de la correspondance qu’en vertu de cette correspon-
dance elle-méme. Carnap dit dans I’ Aufbau :

Par la méthode de caractérisation structurelle, il devient a présent
possible de faire correspondre de maniére univoque des signes aux
objets empiriques et de les rendre ainsi accessibles au travail con-
ceptuel, quoique par ailleurs les objets empiriques ne peuvent de
toute fagon étre déterminés individuellement que par cette sym-
bolisation. (Carnap, 1928, sec.15)

Ce passage nous montre combien la théorie des relations et le concept de struc-
ture ont encouragé Carnap a affronter « la question de la théorie de la connaissance
(die Frage der Erkenntnislehre) » en excluant non seulement le synthétique a pri-
ori mais aussi le synthétique lui-méme. Si Kant a di s’attacher a la description
de propriété et chercher le moyen rationel qui ferait I'intermédiaire des carac-
téristiques générales et des objets individuels, Carnap sait relier les concepts
mutuellement dans une caractérisation structurelle et rendre le royaume de
concepts lui-méme un analogue rationnel des objets empiriques « individu-
els ».

Mais la solution par la caractérisation structurelle peut-elle étre vraiment
une réponse a la problématique épistémologique de la coordination ? Le syn-
thétique s’est-il avéré inutile devant la nouvelle arme qu’a obtenu la constitu-
tion ?

7. Delafiction au pratique

A propos de cette derniére question, le kantien peut repousser la conclusion
affirmative. Deux points de vue, qui s’entrecroiseront sans doute au bout de
l'examen, peuvent étre avancés. En premier lieu, 'idée de la solution par
caractérisation structurelle fait ressortir la différence des approches que pren-
nent les deux philosophes vers la problématique, plutdt que l'inefficacité de la
vieille solution. En second lieu, il n’est pas évident que la théorie de la consti-
tution ait résolu la problématique de la coordination. Nous allons développer
principalement le premier point de vue pour finir cette étude comparative.
Le kantien peut légitimement mettre en question, a notre avis, la délimi-
tation de la problématique en celle des moyens de la description. Certes, la

p-40).
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théorie de la constitution maitrise d'un langage efficace et important a I'égard
de la description d’objets qui est apte au discours scientifique. Mais elle ne dit
pas comment on distingue les objets en sorte que ceux-ci se manifestent aptes
a la caractérisation structurelle. La possibilité de cette derniere dépend sans
aucun doute de quelques moyens rationnels ou scientifiques employés pour
discerner les différences des objets. De fait, Carnap est bien conscient de cette
condition.

Il ressort que la caractérisation univoque au moyen de pures indications
de structure est en général possible, pour autant qu’est possible en général
une différenciation scientifique : cette caractérisation ne fait alors dé-
faut pour deux objets que s’ils ne sont pas du tout discernables par
des moyens scientifiques. (sec.15)

Le passage fait remarquer avec justesse la nécessité des moyens pratiques
qu’on applique a des objets pour en reconnaitre des différences et des rela-
tions. En effet, si 'on peut se rendre compte qu’une carte représente un réseau
férroviaire, n’est-ce pas parce qu’on sait compter le nombre des stations d'un
région réel ou le nombre des lignes qui sortent de ces stations ? Si les sci-
entifiques peuvent légitimement accorder le terme H,O a l'eau, n’est-ce pas
parce qu'ils savant décomposer effectivement de I’eau en deux substances ? Na-
turellement, reconnaitre les différences des objets ressort, au final, a la fonc-
tion de la perception qui a lieu par nature indépendamment du controle in-
tentionnel. Il n’en est pas moins nécessaire de discuter de la nature rationnelle
des moyens pratiques, qui sont pris d’habitude consciemment, pour utiliser la
perception en faveur de la description scientifique. Or la théorie de la consti-
tution ne semble pas prendre en considération la question de ces moyens pra-
tiques lorsqu’elle détermine les formes des niveaux. En séparant ainsi la ques-
tion de la description de celle des moyens pratiques de recherche, la théorie
carnapienne a pour effet d’écarter une voie, qui appartenait a I’approche kanti-
enne et qui est prometteuse a notre avis, pour faire coordonner I'empirique et
le formel.

Pour justifier notre diagnostic, nous allons comparer la conception canapi-
enne et la conception kantienne sur les « formes de la synthése ». Nous ver-
rons que la conception kantienne repose sur 'idée qu’il y a une interdépen-
dance essentielle entre les moyens pratiques de recherche et les moyens de
description. Grace a cette présupposition, dont la légitimité est indubitable,
I'approche kantienne de la problématique de coordination n’a pas besoin de
formulation paradoxale telle que celle aimée par les empiristes logiques. Pre-
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nons pour exemple la connaissance des relations de couleurs dans le but de
mettre en contraste les conceptions des deux philosophes.

Dans I’ Aufbau, la constitution des qualités sensibles telles que les couleurs
vient en premier et précede toutes les autres étapes de constitution. Comme
nous l'avons vu, cette constitution initiale se déroule par la procédure de
« quasi-analyse » et la seule relation fondamentale disponible a celle-ci est
le rappel de ressemblance. Or la supposition que la comparaison s’appuie
uniquement sur la mémoire et que les donnés de la comparaison vont se clas-
sifier en sorte qu’ils se conforment a I’ordre des couleurs, nécessite que le sys-
téme convoque ceraines fictions extrémement imaginaires pour se montrer
une théorie de la synthese. Deux « fictions » introduites par Carnap importent
ici: la fiction de « la séparation du donné » et celle de « la rétention du donné »
(sec.102). Selon la premiere fiction, la réception des donnés élémentaires et le
traitement cognitif de ces donnés sont séparés et distribués a deux périodes
différentes ; il est a supposer qu'une personne recoit des donnés dans la pre-
miere partie de sa vie sans effectuer aucun traitement, et qu’elle s’'occupe du
traitement des donnés dans la seconde partie de sa vie sans recevoir de nou-
veau donné. Selon la deuxiéme fiction, la fiction de la rétention du donné,
tout donné recu dans la premiére période est censé étre retenu dans la mé-
moire ; en conséquence, la personne pourrait opérer le traitement cognitif sur
un ensemble suffisamment riche des donnés dans la deuxiéme période.

C’est sous ces conditions imaginaires que 'esprit assume la tache de la
quasi-analyse. Il doit parcourir les souvenirs dans son stock pour classifier
les vécus élémentaires selon diverses ressemblances partielles. Au cours de ce
processus, les vécus ayant certaines couleurs similaires constituent un groupe,
dans lequel ils s’ordonnent selon le degré de ressemblance (« les cercles de
ressemblance », sec.80). Depuis les groupes ainsi formés, la quasi-analyse con-
struit des classes dont chacune incluent les vécus comportant en commun une
certaine couleur déterminée (« les classes de qualité », sec.81). On obtient ainsi
les concepts déterminés des couleurs.

Manifestement, tout ce processus présuppose la stireté et la capacité énorme
de la mémoire, ce qui n’est pas le cas en réalité. On pourrait dire que le pre-
mier travail de I’abstraction, que I'esprit effectue inconsciemment dans sa vie
réelle, ressemble a la quasi-analyse dans une certaine mesure. Mais le travail
élémentaire de 'esprit ne sait pas encore trouver des relations aussi rigides et
systématiques que celles maitrisées par la quasi-analyse. Notamment, la ca-
pacité de notre mémoire ne nous permettra qu'une performance tres pauvre a
I'égard du jugement sur le degré de similarité.

Nous savons bien que l'objectif de 1’Aufbau ne consiste pas a décrire le
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processus effectif de la cognition mais a reconstruire de toute sorte d’objets
par un langage formel. Il n’en est pas moins important de noter l'indifférence
que le systéeme carnapien montre pour la finitude de notre mémoire. Car c’est
cette indifférence qui caractérise la conception carnapienne des « formes » de
la syntheése. On peut la reconnaitre surtout par le fait que 1'opposition de
I'ordre spatio-temporel et d’autres ordres se voie minimisée dans ce systeme
(sec.158).

Quant a la théorie kantienne de la synthese, elle prend pour essentielles les
conditions que les fictions de I’ Aufbau considerent comme négligeables. C’est-
a-dire qu’elle commence par retenir la limite et la fragilité de notre mémoire et
recherche des régles qui permettraient la comparaison systématique en dépit
de ces défauts. Ce sont les schémes transcendantaux qui nous indiquent les
regles de cette sorte. En effet, ils ont pour fonction de faire I'intermédiaire de
I'intuitif et du discursif ou du temporel et de I'intemporel. Selon la philoso-
phie du schématisme, la médiation ne se réalise que quand on intervient in-
tentionnellement dans des empiriques pour y découvrir et exploiter des phé-
nomenes homogenes ou répétables. Compter, produire artificiellement, dis-
tinguer ce qui est constant d’avec ce qui ne l'est pas, etc. sont des actes
d’intervention qui sont en question. Si la comparaison des donnés se déroule
avec une shreté considérable dans la vie réelle, n’est-ce pas parce qu’on vertu
de ces actes stratégiques ? Habituellement, on fait la comparaison non seule-
ment en parcourant dans le stock des souvenirs, mais aussi en cherchant in-
tentionnellement de nouveaux données qui seraient pertinentes. Par exemple,
s’il est demandé de mettre en ordre des exemples de couleur selon le degré de
ressemblance, on transposera des objets colorés pour les regarder sur la table
dans divers arrangements. Ce moyen nous permettra de former un concept
(plus ou moins) scientifique et de corriger méme des érreurs de la mémoire.
Ce qui récomponse la finitude de la mémoire ici, c’est la liberté de la compo-
sition artificielle, laquelle s’exerce (non pas sur des souvenirs mais) sur des
choses elles-mémes. Or ce n’est autre chose, a notre avis, que ce que le schéeme
transcendantal de la qualité nous indique. Il enseigne a « produire contin-
uellement un réel » d’un degré a un autre. On peut penser aussi, comme ap-
plication de ce scheme, a la création des dégradés de couleur exercée par les
peintres ou par les ingénieurs dans le but d’apprendre a maitriser les couleurs.

La réflexion ci-dessus nous apprend que le concept de degré chez Kant
exprime non seulement une relation dont on a a profiter pour classifier des
objets, mais aussi le moyen pratique qu’on peut employer effectivement pour
découvrir la relation dans des donnés de I'intuition. En partant ainsi de l'idée
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de l'interdépendance essentielle entre la pratique et la description en science’,

autrement dit en partant de la finitude de nos capacités cognitives, la philoso-
phie critique s’assure un fondement qui lui permet de faire raison de sa théorie
des formes de synthese. Dans la théorie de la constitution, au contraire, le
choix des relations fondamentales ne doit étre sujet qu'a l'idée d’un systéeme
de la réduction. C’est qu’elle se décide a ne faire interposer aucun concept
de rationalité, sauf logique formelle, dans le dialogue des formes avec les
matériaux. Mais cette décision dispense-t-elle Carnap de se préoccuper par
la question de la médiation entre 'empirique et le logique?

La comparaison de Carnap avec Kant nous amene ainsi a la question de
savoir si '’Aufbau a résolu la problématique de la coordination. Nombre de
commentateurs ont indiqué 1’existence des soucis qui ont plus ou moins un
rapport a ce sujet. Il s’agit, dans la plupart des cas, de la suspicion que, pour
construire formellement les objets tels qu’ils nous sont connus comme objec-
tifs, la théorie de la constitution serait obligée d’introduire certains principes
non logiques sans justification interne!?. Certains de ces soucis pourraient
s’avérer apparents, comme le suggerent d’autres commentateurs (Proust 1986,
p-307 ; Richardson 1998, p.63), si I'on s’empéche de supposer une réalité in-
dépendante qui précéderait la constitution. Mais la question fondamentale
subsiste. En se déclarant une reconstruction rationnelle du processus cog-
nitif et en s’appropriant du moyen langagier permettant la transcription du
réel en symbolique, le systéme de constitution semble étre obligé de nou-
veau d’affronter la problématique de la coordination a son intérieur. La co-
ordination des concepts scientifiques et de la réalité empirique y sera reprise,
par exemple, dans le cadre de la question concernant la coordination correcte
qu’il faut établir entre la constitution du monde perceptible et la constitution
du monde physique. Carnap répete que le monde de la perception, con-
struit a partir des vécus élémentaires, a besoin d’étre corrigé et complété a
la lumiere des concepts des objets physiques et des lois physiques (Aufbau,
sec.136). Il nous faudra demander, avec Friedman, comment il est possible
que les concepts physiques de 1'objet peuvent nous servir a corriger et com-

9 Tel est, a notre avis, ce que Kant voulait signifier par l'interdépendance de I'unité analytique
et de l'unité synthétique. « La méme fonction qui donne 1'unité aux représentations diverses
dans un jugement, donne aussi a la simple synthese de représentations diverses dans une intuition
I'unité, qui, exprimée généralement, s’appelle le concept pur de 'entendement ». (A79/B105,
souligné par Kant)

10 Sur les fameux « difficultés » concernant la quasi-analyse, voir Goodman 1951 (p.121,
fr.pp.155-156) et Vuillemin 1971 (p.276). D’un point de vue plus général, Granger déclare aussi
I'échec de I’Aufbau (Granger 1994, p.320-321).
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pléter le monde de perception alors qu’il soit demandé de réduire les concepts
physiques eux-mémes a des donnés élémentaires (Friedman 1998, p.122). La
discussion portera alors sur la précision et 'examen de la solution que Car-
nap peut avancer a ’égard de cette question : le conventionalisme (Friedman
1998, loc.cit. ; Proust 1986, p.319, pp.326-327). A notre avis, le kantisme se
manifestera capable de se confronter avec le conventionalisme dans la mesure
otl la conception kantienne de la synthése telle que nous venons de mettre en
évidence se voit approfondie. Mais nous n’entendons pas poursuivre notre
discussion a ce sujet ici.

Evidemment, dire que le kantisme a plus d’avantage qu’il n’y parait ne
signifie pas nécessairement qu’il a montré l'existence du synthétique a pri-
ori. Mais, en remarquant ce qui échappe a 1'idée carnapienne de la théorie de
la connaissance, nous trouverons la direction vers laquelle le kantien aujour-
d’hui peut porter ses pas pour avoir une notion signifiante de synthétique a
priori. Sans faire dévaloriser I'importance de la question sur le langage logique
de description, il nous faudra retourner au processus effectif de la connais-
sance pour tenter de savoir s’il y a quelques principes généraux qui seraient
constitutive des moyens pratiques de la recherche empirique, propres a un
entendement fini comme le notre.
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Modes of knowledge and vagueness

PIERRE LIVET

1. Introduction

In Va Savoir! (Hermann, 2007), Pascal Engel claims that we can know a propo-
sition without necessarily knowing that we know this proposition. This im-
plies that we can know something without being able to give strong inferential
and reflexive justifications of our knowledge. In this conception, knowledge
is based upon external foundations and not only upon internal reasons. Nev-
ertheless, this externalist conception can give place to justifications, because
external justifications are possible, mainly the prima facie justifications given
by perception and its non-conceptual contents. This kind of modest dogma-
tism about knowledge allows Engel to share with Williamson not only the
conclusion of his argument on vagueness, the thesis that knowing p does not
ensure knowing that one knows p, but also the idea that knowledge cannot
be reduced to a kind of belief and that our concept of belief depends on our
concept of knowledge.

I agree with all these propositions, except the last one thatI find disputable,
because it seems difficult to give primacy either to the concept of belief or to
the one of knowledge. I will address this question only at the very end of
this paper. I will first concentrate on the articulation between the perceptual
and the inferential foundations of knowledge and their relation to the prob-
lem of vagueness. I will begin by some considerations upon Williamson's
argument. Then I will propose a formulation of the problem of vagueness
that makes us able to treat the problem of generalized vagueness (vagueness
of any procedure used to solve a vagueness problem). This leads to examine
more carefully the relation between the perceptive discrimination of a form
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or a quality and perceptual comparison. This relation will give us a basis for
anchoring a conceptual content (on a perceptive identification and linking the
difference between the two content to a move from the perceptual discrimi-
nation of a form, a quality or an object towards an inquiry on the reliability
of our epistemic access to their identification, a move that I will call an “epis-
temic ascent”. My conclusion will be that our cognition can only reach epis-
temic states compatible with knowledge — and, when we are able to build new
methods of inquiry, with knowledge of higher order. Belief, in this perspec-
tive, is compatible with a single step of this process, while knowledge (as in
Peirce’s conception) is compatible with new steps of inquiry.

2. Williamson’s argument

Let us briefly recall how Williamson’s argument works. In order to be reliable,
knowledge requires that the cases in which we are in position to know that p
cannot be too close to cases in which p is false. This implies that between cases
in which we know that p is true and cases in which we know that p is false,
there is an area in which we do not know whether p is true without knowing
that p is false, because, would have one a direct access to facts, p is still true in
this area'. This buffer zone ensures us the safety of our knowledge. In cases
very close to the considered case in which p is true, we would still tell without
error that p is true. We have a margin of safety, but such margin implies a zone
of vagueness.

Now consider M. Magoo. He knows that his visual powers of discrimina-
tion are bad. Suppose for example that, if a tree is x cm tall, M. Magoo does
not know whether it is x cm or x +1 cm or x — 1 cm tall. In this case his
margin of error is at least 2 cm wide. When the tree is in reality x 4 1 cm tall,
M. Magoo knows that he cannot exclude, just by using his bad visual powers,
that the tree is x cm, because x cm is still inside his margin of error. We can
claim: (1) “M. Magoo knows that, if the tree is x 4+ 1 cm tall, he does not know
that the tree is not x cm tall”. It is a general proposition, relating a hypothesis
(“if the tree is x + 1 cm tall”) and a negative epistemic consequence. It can be
true even if “the tree is x 4 1 cm tall” is not the case.

Suppose that (2) “Magoo knows that the tree is not x cm tall”. Let us as-
sume (KK): “everybody who knows p knows that he knows p” (Kp implies

L If it was not the case, a case of the first kind (p known true) could be adjacent to a case of
the second one (p known false).
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KKp). By KK we go from (2) to (3): “he knows that he knows that the tree is
not x cm tall”.

Notice that if Magoo’s margin of error is 2 cm, (2) would imply that the
height of the tree is equal to or more than x 42 cm if we go up, or than x —2 cm
if we go down. In either case, the tree cannot be x 41 cm tall. We would know
by (2) and the margin of error that proposition g =“the tree is x 4+ 1 cm tall” is
false?.

(2) implies also that “Magoo does not know that the tree is not x cm tall”
is false. Can be (1) still valid? Yes. The antecedent and the consequent of
its implication are assumed both to be false, and the only case in which an
implication is false is when the antecedent is true and the consequent false.
Therefore by (1), q implies not (2). But by the validity of (3), we obtain again
2).

From “q implies not (2)” and (2), we infer by contraposition that not g.
As Magoo is supposed to know a consequence of the set of propositions that
he knows, and he knows the content of (1), KK, (2) and (3), he knows not g:
“Magoo knows that the tree is not x + 1 cm tall”.

This one more step than knowing that the tree is nof x cm tall, a step in the
direction of the tree being taller than x cm and x 4+ 1 cm. The same reason-
ing can be repeated, leading to the conclusion of an immense tree, a tree that
even the myopic Magoo can distinguish from the tree that he is seeing at the
beginning of this reasoning. Williamson (p. 115-116, Oxford U. Press, 2000)
concludes that the only sensible thing to do in order to avoid the disastrous
conclusion of this sorites is to reject KK>. We can know something without
knowing that we know it.

I agree with the conclusion, but at first sight something in step (2) looks
strange with respect to Mister Magoo’s epistemic abilities. On one hand he is
able to know by (1) that something is under the threshold of his discriminative
power: it is a general property of his visual abilities that he cannot distinguish
x cm and x 4+ 1 cm. On the other hand, there are particular cases in which he
is supposed by (2) to be able to know that not x cm is true, while not knowing
that x + 1 cm is true. Why is M. Magoo unable to use his knowledge of the ex-
istence of a margin error and the contrast between knowing and not knowing

2This conclusion depends on knowing what margin of error is the one of M. Magoo.
3In this case we cannot obtain again (2), and cannot conclude not g (not x + 1 cm tall) by
contraposition.
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in order to conclude that x 4 1 cm is inside his margin of error, and is in this
respect a plausible measure?

I think that the oddity here is only apparent. But some elaboration is
needed to clear it away.

3. Breaking the symmetry of uncertainty

The difference between x cm and x + 1 cm is a particular case of a general
problem of categorization: has item i to be put in category A or in category
B (supposedly disjoint)? Our ancestors, the gatherer-hunters, have to solve
this kind of problem. Is this forked form in the bush a sign of the horns of an
antelope (category h) or the fork of a stump, to be put in the not h category?
There is an epistemic state in which the hunter is uncertain: neither he knows
h, nor he knows not h. In this state, there is an epistemic symmetry between
the two possible propositions h and not h, and the uncertainty state can be
written: (not Kk and not K not k). When the form seems to move, the hunter
gets a clue that breaks the symmetry in favour of & — if he has no other clue
in favour of not h. Now, his epistemic state includes that he knows that he
does not know not 4: (K not K not /). Does he know that he knows h? He has
a sign in favour of &, but he has no proof that this sign is decisive, because he
has noticed in the past that he could believe to see a move of an object, while
in fact this impression was due to a move of his head or to one of his visual
saccades. Therefore he does not know that he knows # : not KK h. But (not
KKHh) is still compatible with Kh. By contrast, (K not K not k) is not compatible
with K not h. The symmetry that characterizes the two parts of the epistemic
state of uncertainty is broken.

Breaking symmetry opens the possibility of another epistemic move, an in-
quiry about a second order knowledge. Does the hunter know that he knows
h? Rem