AGAINST FOUNDATIONALISM:
TOWARDS QUINE'S NATURALIZED EPISTEMOLOGY

A THESIS SUBMITTED FOR THE DEGREE OF

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

By

LAXMINARAYAN LENKA

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY
SCHOOL OF HUMANITIES

University of Hyderabad

HYDERABAD - 500 134 INDIA

1992



CERTIFICATE

Certified that the thesis entitled "Against Foundationalism
Tovards Qune's Naturalized FEpistemology" submtted by Si
Laxmnarayan Lenka for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy to the
department of Philosophy, School of Himanities, Wiversity of

Hyderabad, has been done under ny supervision and enbodies the result

of bonafide research work.

| recomend that the thesis be sent to the examners for

A:;‘fiﬁf iﬁ% 5%

Department of Philosophy
University of Hyderabad

eval uat 1 on.

et G O
e

JEPARTLLNT OF P 8sOP™

vpepABAP .-Pj
U ‘fﬂfﬂﬁ e . Q&flk&vf/ M«kﬁjqw

Dean,

School of Humam
University of Hyderabad,
HYDERABAD-500 134.



DECLARATI ON

|  hereby declare that the thesis entitled " Agai nst
Foundationalism Towards Qine's Naturalised Episteraology" submtted
by ne for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy, in the Departnent of
Phi | osophy, School of Humanities, Uiiversity of Hyderabad, has not
been submtted to any other university or institute for this or any

ot her pur pose.

ze.x;@mwﬁww M‘"

Laxminarayan Lenka
Department of Philosophy

University of Hyderabad



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Dr. Amtabh Dasgupta., ny supervisor, is the man who has devel oped ny
interest in Quine' s Naturalized Epistenology. H's comments and suggestions
on ny earlier drafts of this work helped me a lot for certain revisions.
Never can | forget his sincerity he has shown in a nunber of discussions.
| express ny regards and gratefulness for the love and freedom a rare
conbi nation, he gave to ne.

Dr. Chinnoy Goswanm, ny teacher and friend, has been al ways ki nd enough
to clarify many of my doubts. H's comments on an earlier draft of ny 3rd
and 6th chapters hel ped me to reorganize those chapters. | amgrateful to
himfor the constant encouragement he gave me to pursue the work.
Moreover, | would Iike to acknowl edge that he helped me a lot to get some
very inportant study materials.

Dr. Nrnalingsu"Mikharjee, Prof. Suresh Chandra, M. Anand Wzal war and
M. T.V. Mdhu have stinulated, through correspondence or verbal
discussions, to take care of certain aspects which would have been
ot herw se overl ooked by me.

M/ sincere thanks to Prof. P.K Sen, M. Bhina ch. Nayak, M. Y. Nayak
and Mss. Keya Miaitra for their help in nygetting sone val uable study
materials.

| amgrateful to Soujanya, Tony, Sagar, Uwa, and Sarvakala who took
the pain of reading the proof - pages of different parts of this work.

| would Iike to acknow edge the help and cooperation | have got from
Dr. P.K Choudhury, Dr. P.N Mhanty, Lalita Madam Prof. AK Pyari, D.
R C Pradhan, Dr. Kulkarni, Prof. Dr. A Ramanurthy, Dr. Prasad, Rama and
Pushpanj al i apa.



A few names | cannot but mention, for the friendly support they have
given, are Subrat, Hara, Chandan, Goutam, Purna, Satrughna, Bisu, Ashok,
Sinu, Sabita, Arbind, Giridhar, and Krishna Reddy.

My sincere thanks to Babi and Sunu for the moral support they have
given.

| owe sincere respect to my parents for their constant inspiration and
affection.

1 thank to Dr. A.K. Mukherjee and the staff of 1CPR library, Lucknow,
for their prompt response in sending the Photocopy of study materials, I
thank to the authority and the staff of Indira Gandhi Memorial Library,

University of Hyderabad, and Parija Library, Utkal University, for their
CO-oper ation.

| acknowledge that this work has been financially supported by U.G.C.
| have utilizedafellowship grant of JRF. (one year) and SRF. (Two
years) from U.G.C. in University of Hyderabad.

| thank Mr. Venkat Rao and Mr. Gangaji who helped in getting the thesis
typed.

Laxminarayan Lenka



ABBREVIATION

FLPV- From a Logical Point of View 2nd. ( End.) Revised,
University Press Canbridge, Massachusetts 1961,

R Ontological Relativity and Cther Essays, Col unbia
University press, NewYork, 1969.

PL Phil osophy of Logic,3rd Indian Reprint in Prentice
Hal | of India, NewDelhi, 1987, (PrenticeHall, Inc,
Englwood Qiffs, U USA (1970)

RR The Roots of Reference Qpen Court, La Selle, I,
1973,
T Theories and Things, Harvard University Press,

Canbridge, Hassaeusetts, 1981,

WB The Web of Belief, 2nd (End) Random House, New York,
1978, (1st End. 1960).

W0 Word and Coject, MT Press, Canbridge  Massachusetts,
1960.

WP Hays of Paradox and Other Essays( revised Edn) Havad

University press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1976, (1d
Edn. 1966.)



ACNOLEDEENTS
ABBREVI ATI QNS

PREFACE
(HPIR |

(HPTR |1

HPR ]

CHPTRR 1V

HPIR V

CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

BIBLIOGRAPHY

CONTENTS

The Conceputal  Backgrounds of  Foundati onal i sm
Conerentism and Nat ural i sm

Foundational isim— Beneath the  Analytic-Synthetic
O stinction

Indetermnacy of Translation A Refutaion of
Founaat fonl al 1stic  Semanti cs.

Orological Relativity: A Atithesis to Linguistic
Aosol utti sm

Qinfi's Naturalized Epistenology: Its nethodol ogical
Der specti Ve,

Againg Contemporary Foundationlism qua Justology:
An Extension of Quine's Three Generd Theses

Againgt Foundationalism: Towards Quing's Naturalizeg
Epistemology.

14

%)

a1

137

182

219

211



PREFACE

This work is against foundationalism Foundationalismas a system
of phil osophical investigations can be roughly characterized as an
I nvestigation whi ch presupposes a distinction in kind, not in degrees,
between epistenol ogical investigations and the investigations of
natural sciences in general. It presupposes a methodol ogical
di stinction between philosophy and science which is defended by a
supporting presupposition that an epistenol ogical inquiry is
conpl etely normative in character as opposed to the descriptive nature
of the inquiry of natural sciences. In other words, if we understand a
guiding normas to be the nethod of an inquiry and the guided
descriptions as to be the theories of that inquiry, a nethod is
di stingui shed fromthe theory through which it 1is expressed. And,
consequently, scientific theories are distinguished from the
epi stenol ogi cal theories for the reason that the nethods adopted into
the forner are founded on. determned by or evaluated in terns of a
uni que nethod whi ch stands as the subject nmatter of epistenol ogical
investigations. Epistenological theories are alleged to be the
theories of that wunique nethod. Thus foundationalistic theses

presuppose a distinction, in kind, between "nethod" and "theory".

This work adopts Quine's anti-foundationalistic qua naturalistic
met hod to argue against foundationalism In other words, the theory it
defends is the nethod it undertakes in defending that theory. It does
not presuppose a distinction between "nethod" and "theory". The prinma
facie circularity- the circularity of building a theory by adopting a

met hod which, in turn, is defended by a theory - disappears in the



i nseparability of a nethod and a theory. The circularity which
normal |y threatens to such an wundertaking is based on a false

presupposi tion (nanely, the separation of a method and a theory) which

has been criticized throughout this work.

(he of the prinmary notives of this work is to establish that
Quine's anti-foundationalismis not 'a far cry' against contenporary
foundationalism In this respect, it is inportant to understand that
"Agai nst Foundational i smf does not mean against the foundationalism
per se (if, at all, there is any !). It 1is against certain
uncritically accepted theses which express foundationalism It is not
scientific to claimthat an unexpressed sonething is there which has
been refuted. It is only an expressed something which is refutable. It
is equally unscientific to claimthat a particular thesis has been
refuted w thout going against the nethodology adopted in upholding
that thesis. Because, such a claim leads to the acceptance of a
' Met hod- Theory' distinction. In other words, if foundationalism is a
met hod of epistenological investigation, foundationalism as a
separ abl e nethod of epistenol ogical theories is not dead because never
it is born; and, foundationalism as an inseparable nethod of

epi stenol ogi cal theories is not dead because death can never occur to

it.

Thus, strictly speaking, foundationalismand naturalism do not
nullify each other. If it 1is rigidly accepted that there is no
separation of a nethod froma theory and, hence, there is no unique
met hod of investigation in philosophy or epistenology, foundationalism

Is as much a nethod as naturalism Wat is nullified or, rather,



rectified in one particular nethodol ogical investigation is one or
anot her of the theses upheld in carrying out that methodol ogy. There
seens to be no neta-level of wunderstanding. e system can be
interpreted or understood even if you are not exclusively involved in
the system And, nore i nportantly, t hese interpretations or
under standi ngs are not reductionistic. There renmains no nethod as to
reduce one met hodol ogical bearing of a theory to that of another.
Separation of theories by nethodol ogical criterion is fruitless if the
separation is neant to be sonmething like a 'category’ and "subcl ass

di vision. Consequently, indetermnacy of nethod is inevitable. But
this is not an obstacle for our intellectual progress, nor an obstacle
for philosophical analysis or clarification. It appears to be an
obstacle, to be a block to our intellectual progress, if we are in
need of a neta-nmethod to determne the nethodol ogical bearing of a
theory or to reduce (insted of interpreting or reinterpreting) that
into that of another. VW& do not need that and, hence, we are not in
search of that. For the searching of a neta-method is based on the
fal se presupposition that a nethod is separable from the theory or
system whi ch reveals or expresses it. Note that, as there is no
neta-nethod to separate two theories, epistenological and that of
natural science, on sone nethodol ogi cal ground, so also, there is no
neta-theory to separate tw nethods on sonme theoretical ground.

Consequent |y, an epi stenol ogi cal theory cannot be found to be a
netatheory so as to separate epistenology as a nethod quite
di stingui shed fromthe nmethods of natural sciences. An investigation
purported to build neta-theories to evaluate the nethods of different
theories and an investigation purported to discover a neta-nethod to

eval uate the theories undertaking different nethods are on the same



frail footing: the separability between 'nmethod" and 'theory'.

Wth the above understanding of anti-foundationalism Qine's
nat ural i sed epi st enol ogy has been advanced here so as to be identified
with anti-foundationalism However, even if one can find it to be
potentially there, the above said conception of anti-foundationalism
qua naturalismis not explicitly there in Quine's three semnal theses
on Analyticity, Translation and ol ogy. Mreover, | am doubtful
about a general acceptance of a presentation of Qine's naturalized
epi stenol ogy qua anti-foundationalismin terns of the distiniction
between 'nethod’ and 'theory'. For, Qine's sayings are not explicit
enough to claim that foundational i sm does survive as an
epi st enol ogi cal investigation though sone uncritical aspects which are
dogmatically accepted by the foundationalists are refuted by Qine's
naturalism But, if naturalismdoes survive, naturalism survives on
refuting the uncritical acceptances  whi ch really constitute
foundati onal i smand which really conpete with naturalistic theses in a
nore and nore sophisticated way. Miewing from this angle, the
foundationalistic ingredient associated with a Cartesian mnd is, if |
amallowed to say, a bit nore naturalized by Kanti an transcendental i sm
which, in turn, is further naturalized by the Carnapian "intension'.
Those naturalisations concei vabl e of the classical, transcendental and
anal yti cal foundati onal i sm are not hi ng but t he very
anti-foundationalistic noves they undertake against the preceding
systens although they inevitably | eave sore foundational i stic
ingredient for the succeeding systens to naturalize but not to
naturalize in an absolute manner. For the nmeaning of naturalization is

quite inconpatible with that of Absol uti sm



However, even if | suspect the general acceptance of ny vi ew, one
can be confident enough to claimthat Quine is antifoundationalistic
as well as naturalistic. To put antifoundationalism and naturalism
together, in an integrated manner, is the crux of the problem | have
undertaken. Thus | shall discuss on Qine's anti-foundationalistic
met hodol ogy qua naturalized epistenology in terns of his explicitly
said and well argued notions Ilike 'scientific skepticism and
"reci procal containnent' refraining nyself fromthe suspicion arising
due to the use of the notions I|ike ' met hod' and "theory' .
Neverthel ess, | believe, one nay find it appropriate to enploy these
notions, especially, one who is nore inclined to view Qines
enterprise as a critic of Carnap's distinction between "nethod of
intension' and "nethod of extension'. But as | see the nmatter, Qine's
naturali sed epistenology can be directed against any version of
foundationalistic theses though his works l'i ke " Two Dognas'
"Indetermnacy’ and 'Ohtological relativity' seem to be directly
against the GCarnapian enterprise. In fact | have attenpted to
integrate these two ways of understanding, fromCarnap to Quine and
fromQuine to Carnap, understanding naturalism in terns of the
anti-foundationalistic t heses and under st andi ng t he
antifoundationalistic theses in terns of the inportant features of
natural i zed epistenology. That is, towt, | have tried to visualise
the anti-foundationalistic theses (wiich are comonly known to be
sonmething like anti-Carnapian) in terns of Qine's nat ur al i zed
epi stenol ogy and, further nore, the anti-Carnapian thrust is retained
throughout this work by presenting Carnap as the representative of a
variety of foundationalismwhich is nore sophisticated than Kantian

foundationalismand |less conplicated than that of the present days.



The varieties of foundationalisml have considered interns of their
devel opnent in tine are the traditional, nodern and contenporary
foundationalisns which can be nanmed as the traditional (or

transcendental ), analytical and justol ogi cal respectively.

Bot h foundati onal i smand coherentisra, the two rival approaches to
know edge and justification, are considered here under one name, i.e.,
"justol ogy", so as to distinguish themfromnaturalized epistenology.
To put themtogether, as it has been found that they have a common
fal se presupposition which is antagonistic to Qine's naturalized
epi stenol ogy, | have enpl oyed and defended Kornblith's notion of 'The
Argurrent s- on- Paper Thesis'?, in chapter | of this work. Thus, unless
it is specifically told in relation to coherentism the term
"foundationalismi is used in the rest of the chapters as covering both
foundationalism and coherentism notwithstanding the rivalry they
convey. In this chapter, "The  Concept ual Backgrounds  of
Foundati onal i sm Goherentismand Naturalisni, | attenpt to show that
the rivalry between foundationalismand coherentism is fundamentally
based on the structure of a good account of justification and
naturalismis antagonistic to the very presupposition of a good
account of justification irrespective of the structure one can propose
in that regard. Above all,a possible understanding of Qui ne' s

anti-foundationalismand naturalized epistenology as one integrated

Kornblith, H (1980) "Beyond Foundationalism and the
Coherence Theory", The Journal of Philosophy, 77, pp.
597-612. Also in Kornblith, H (E.) (1985) Naturalising

Epi stenol ogy, The MT Press, Canbri dge, Massachuset t s,
London, England, pp. 115 128.



thesis has been hinted through the discussions of the conceptual
backgrounds for the foundationalistic questions and naturalistic
questions, in the sane chapter, i.e., chapter I.

In chapter 11, "Foundationalismbeneath the Analytic- Synthetic
D stinction", naturalized epistenology can be identified in Qines
anti-foundationalistic argunents agai nst t he Anal ytic-Synthetic
D stinction. The insufficiency of the clarification needed for that
distinction is shown to be the result of the GCartesian doubt. The
epi st enol ogi cal | mpor t of the Analytic-Synthetic distinction
presupposes the Cartesian doubt which is criticised in Qines
natural i zed epi st enol ogy. Abandonment of GCartesian  doubt and
acceptance of a *scientific doubt' is clearly a fundanental feature of
Quine's naturalised epistenol ogy. Mreover, Carnapian foundationalism
is considered to be 'one nore variant of Kantian philosophy' w thout
succunbi ng to the '"epistenol ogical nihilism 27of R chard Rorty. It is
done in view of the fact that the variation is considered to be nore
on the point of responding to the Cartesian skepticism than on the
point of Rorty's idea of "representation” itself. On the forner point,
the variation is on the conception of a priori - Kantian conceptual a
priori and the analytic philosopher's linguistic a priori. O the
later point, the variation is fromKantian transcendentalism to the

anal ytic phil osophers'linguistic representation of reality.

Sonetines it is called as "revolutionary nihilisnmi in order
todistinguish it from"revolutionary naturalism'. See, for
I nst ance, Haack, S (1S20) " Recent oituari es of

Epi stenol ogy", Anmerican Philosophical Quarterly, 27, pp.
199- 212.



The anti-foundationalismqua Qune's naturalised epistenology is
found to be there in Quine's other two semnal theses. The two sem nal
theses are discussed in two different chapters, IIl and |V, entitled
"Indetermnacy of Translation : A Refutation of Foundationalistic
Senmantics" and "Ontological Relativity: An Antithesis to Linguistic
Absol utismt respectively. The forner is purported to establish the
dependency of |anguage on reality in order to forbid any system or
method to be foundational on a senmantical ground. The latter is
purported to establish the dependency of reality on |anguage in order
to forbid any systemor nethod to be foundational on an ontol ogical
ground. The conbi nation of the tw is supposed to be establishing the
I Nt er dependence bet ween | anguage and reality, between | anguage and t heory
(theory, because reality is theory-relative but wthout being
absol utely determned by the theory). This nove runs parallel to that
of the "reciprocal containnment” between epistenology and natural
science, between epistenology and ontology, advocated in Qine's

natural i sed epi stenol ogy.

Wiether it iIs semantical or ontological, a foundation on either
of these grounds is tenable only when the separation between [|anguage
and reality, semantics and ontology, belief and experience, a
conceptual framework and the rules governing that framework or, in
general, between a nethod and the theory which undertakes that is

plausible. This separation is nmade, in turn, to respond a QCartesian
doubt .

(h senmantical ground, foundationalism can be upheld through the



det erm nancy of nmeaning. The neaning is allegedly retained to be the
"reference point' such that the Cartesian doubt can be appropriately

responded in terns of that indubitable ' reference point'.

Refutation of the neani ng, the semantical 'reference point', 1is
the well known anti-foundationalistic thene advanced by Quine in his
indetermnacy thesis. The integration, | have tried to bring about,
owes to the notion of "scientific skepticismi advocated in Qine' s
natural i zed epi stenol ogy. The anti-foundationalistic thenme as well as
the naturalistic thenme of the indetermnacy thesis are found to be on
the sane footing, nanely, the repl acenent of " phi | osophi cal
skepticism (i.e., the Cartesian doubt) by 'scientific skepticism.
Consequently, as a result of this integration, it has been shown that

foundationalistic semantics has to be replaced by naturalized

senanti cs.
Ohtological relativity is found, in chapter 1V, to be an
antithesis to linguistic Absolutism The GCarnapian 'nethod of

i ntension' has been refuted by neans of Qine's criticism against
quantification of nodal contexts. Indetermnacy of reference is shown
to be agai nst absol ute senantical determ nati on of ontol ogy as nuch as
against traditional Absolutismand essentialism The inportance of
objectual interpretation contra, substitutional interpretation of
variables is enphasised to integrate the anti-foundationalistic thene
against an 'intentional' nmethod and the naturalistic thenme against a
Cartesian mnd. Consequently, as aresult of this integration, though
it has not been said explicitly, a naturalised ontology is brought

about to replace linguistic Absolutism



The repl acenent of ' philosophical skepticismi by 'scientific
skepticismi and the 'reciprocal containnment' of epistenology and
natural science are the tw fundamental features  of Quine's
natural i sed epi stenmology. In the preceding three chapters, these two
features are found to be working agai nst the foundationalistic theses-
the Analytic-Synthetic D stinction, determnancy of neaning and
Absolutism (traditional as well as linguistic). In chapter V, "Qiine's
Nat ur al i sed Epi stenol ogy: Its nethodol ogi cal Perspective", these two
fundanental features along with some others are discussed in a nore

el abor at ed way.

Barry Stroud's criticismagainst Qine's "scientific skeptic',
R chard Rorty's nihilistic stand-point and Alvin Gldnan's reliabilism
are taken into account in chapter V. This is primarily neant to lay
down the nethodol ogi cal bearing of Qine's naturalized epistenol ogy
and, hence, not to fight against Sroud., Rorty or (ol dman. However, as
Stroud's standpoint is directly against the core of the nmethod of a
scientific doubt, | have tried to argue against Stroud but that is
also by interpreting Qine's argunents in favor of observation
sentences and logical truths as an argunment for the integration of

anti-foundationalism and Quine's naturalized epistenol ogy.

The net hodol ogi cal bearing of Qine's naturalized epistenol ogy
becones nore clear when It is distingui shed from Rorty's
epi stenological nihilismand Gldnan's reliabilism However, this has
been made in continuation with Stroud' s argunents. Qine's reply to

Stroud is very sketchy in the sense that Quine has not argued for his

10



natural i zed epi stenol ogy and, instead, retaining his naturalistic
spirit he has argued for the consistency in his own views on
observati on sent ences and | ogi cal truths vis-a-vis t he
anti-foundationalistic thene he advocates. Stroud' s argunents | eave us
inadlema : |If you denounce the phil osophical skepticism then it
leads to nihilism if you announce phil osophi cal skepticism then you
are a foundationalist or, at best, a reliabilist who announces
normativity along with descripticity. An attenpt to overcone this
dilemma has been made in this chapter by distinguishing the
met hodol ogi cal bearing of Qiine's naturalized epistenology from that
of Rorty's epistenol ogi cal nihilism and Goldnan's epi stem cs

(reliabilism.

The last but one chapter is meant to pr esent Qui ne's
anti-foundationalism qua naturalism as an investigation to argue
agai nst contenporary foundationalistic theses in epistenology. The
foundationalistic theses of these days have been conceived of under
one nane, i.e., justology, in face of the prima facie rivalry between

foundati onal i smand coherentismoutlined in the first chapter.

Alnost half of the discussions of this chapter owes to Lehrer's
exposition of the conditions of know edge. Besides showng the
I nsufficiency of those conditions which Lehrer takes into account as a
groundwork for his proposed 'fourth condition', |I have attenpted to

show the foundationalistic ingredients underlying those conditions and

Lehrer, K (1974) know edge, d arendon Press, ford.

11



how Lehrer is also not escaped fromthat trap. This has been attenpted
withthe belief that the discussionson the integration of Quine's
anti-foundationalism qua naturalism are clear enough. And,
consequently, any appeal to some unexplained foundationalistic
conception by wusing truth, belief, justification or conpl et e

justification as ‘'instrunents' for phi | osophi cal anal ysi s or

clarification is refuted.

CGettier' 54 pr obl em has been accounted as a paradi gmcase of the
probl em of contenporary foundationalists who attenpt to answer that
probl em These foundationalists are no less victimzed by Qines
anti-foundationalism qua naturalism than t he traditional and
anal ytical (CGarnapian) foundationalists are due to their attenpts to

respond the Cartesian doubt.

Ketchumis argunent against justol ogy has been taken into account
to show the unscientific nethod adopted in justology. In continuation
with that, the role of "scientific skepticismi and "reciprocal
cont ai nrent' between epi stenol ogy and natural science is shown to be

appropriate for a scientific epistenol ogi cal investigation.

4
Cettier, EL. (1963) "lIs Justified True Belief Know edge?"’,
Analysis, 23, pp. 121-123. In Qiffiths, A P. (E.) (1967
Know edge and Belief, ford University Press, London, pp.
144-146. In Feigl, Sellars and Lehrer (HEds.) (1972) New
Readi ngs i n Phil osophical Analysis, Appleton GCentury-Qofts
(Educational Dvision), Mredith GCorporation, New York, pp.

. 317- 319.

Ketchum R J. (1991) " The Paradox of Epi stenol ogy: A defense
of Naturalism', Philosophical Studies, 62, pp. 45 68.

12



The concl udi ng chapt er, "Agai nst Foundati onal i sm Towards Qui ne's
Nat ur al i sed Epi st enol ogy", is an outcone of the whole work and stands
as a proposal for the abandonnent of foundationalism However this
abandonment has been proposed with the conviction that foundationalism
iIs not to be seen as a nethod separable from the foundationalistic
theses. And, consequently, foundationalismis not nullified, rather,
t he foundationalistic t heses are r ef ut ed by Qui ne's
anti-foundationalism qua naturalism Barring the inclinations to
interpret Quine's witings in any fragnented way, as there are a
pl ethora of available interpretations which concentrate on particul ar
facets of Quine's witings without attenpting for the integration of
his early and later witings, the proposal nade here is through an

integration of Quine' s anti-foundationalism and naturalism

However, the conclusion has also been presented in Qi nean
term nol ogy. The abandonment of foundationalismis urged by show ng
the '"doctrinal' inconpleteness. In other words, it is described as

6

"The Hunmean predi canent i s the human predi canent”

R p 72

13



CHAPTER |
THE CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUNDS OF FOUNDATI ONALI SM
COHERENTI SM AND NATURALI SM

Foundati onal i sm and coherentism are often considered to be
two/rival accounts of justification of beliefs. Naturalism is nore
w dely known to be anti-foundationalistic than anticoherenti stic. To
put foundationalismand coherentism together notwthstanding their
well known rivalry and to distinguish naturalism from foundationalism
are the two points | discuss in this chapter. | borrow Kornblith's
noti on of "The Arguments-on-Paper Thesis" and defend his account of
showng the comon false presupposition of foundationalism and
coherentism This defense is particularly against Robert Audi's
criticisns. 2 To distinguish naturalismfromfoundationalism though |
start the discussion with Kornblith's three questi ons 3gi ven bel ow, |
rehearse in extending Kornblith's questions in order to hint it from
t he begi nning that a genuine naturalist can neither help the survival

of foundationalismnor help fighting against it.

To begin with, consider the followng three questions.

1 Kornblith, H (1980). Also in Kornblith, H (E.) (1985,
pp. 115 128.

Audi, R (1983, "Foundationalism Epistemc Dependence, and

Defeasibility". Synthese, 55 pp. 119-139.

3 Kornblith, H (K.) (1985, p.|
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CD How ought we to arrive at our beliefs?
How do we arrive at our beliefs?
() Are the processes by which we do arrive at our beliefs

t he ones by which we ought to arrive at our beliefs?

The "ought" of question (1) represents a normative account, an
account that presupposes a normor standard to evaluate and, thereby,
a conception of beliefs or knowngs to be essentially evaluative or
nornmative in character. That is, the "ought" epitomzes the nethod of
normati ve sciences such that a nornmative account s presupposed for
any answer to (). S mlarly, a descriptive account stands for any
answer to (2 in consideration of "do" in that question. The third
question is of nore inportance because it seeks an answer about the
rel ati on between the two met hods supposed to be undertaken for the two

types of answers to those two questions, (1) and (2.

The significance of framng these three questions in face of a
pl et hora of epistenol ogi cal questions which have literally tormented
many phi | osophers, of the past as well as of this century, is to shift
or, rather, to introduce the shift undertaken in recent years. The
shift is, roughly speaking, froman epistenol ogical investigation to a
nmet a- epi stenol ogi cal investigation. That is, from the traditional
probl ens of epistenology to the currently wundertaken nethodol ogi cal
probl ens over the nethodol ogy of epistenology. It is a kind of 'local
nmet hodol ogy', a local nethodology of epistenology. The current
undert aki ngs of epi stenol ogi cal problens suggest that we learn better

how to do epi stenol ogy by doi ng epi st enol ogy.
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The pl et hora of epi stenol ogi cal problens that traditionally cone
to the forefront are the probl ems4 like the distinction between
know edge and true belief, evidence for know dege-clains, criteria of
know ng, know edge and truth of reason, relation between conditions of
truth and criteria of evidence and so on. Wien these are viewed as the
probl ens of the phil osophers and, nore inportantly, exclusively of the
phi | osophers, epistenology is construed to be a nornative science. The
questions as well as the answers are invariably with the inport of an
"ought". Accordingly, to state in an explicit form, the above
nmenti oned problens can be reread as "What ought to be the distinction
bet ween know edge and true belief?', "Wat ought to be the evidence
for know dege-clains?' , "Wat ought to be the criteria of know ng?"
and so on. Thus the underlying thene is, to wit, the acceptance of
answers which are exclusively normative in character. Such a view on
epi stenol ogi cal questions is, what Kornblith calls, "The traditional
view.® Fromthis traditional viewpoint,(1l) is answered independent
of the available answers for (2 and it is presuned "Question 1 is in
the bailwick of philosophers; question 2 in the bailwck of

psychol ogi sts, and the answer to question 3 is produced by conparing

6
the answers to questions 1 and 2 "

a

A brief account of the differences underlying these problems

can be found in Chisholm, R.M. (1977), Theory of knowledge
Printice Hall of India, see pp. 1-4.

> Kornblith, H.(Ed.) (1985), p.1.

© Ibid.., p.2.



The turn has al ready been nmade in the very consideration of the
three questions. Instead of grappling with the epistenol ogical
probl ens said, disputed and unsolved traditionally, attenpt has been

made to ook into the general nature of the inquiries.

Gontenporary epistenology is nainly a battle between its
descriptive nodel and normative nodel, on a battle-field away from
that of traditional epistenology. It is a fight between the
foundationalists who try to perpetuate the nornative nodel and,
t hereby, to nourish the underlying theme of traditional epistenology
and the naturalist who try to annihilate or, at Ileast, condemn
foundational i stic approaches. Thus the naj or epi stenol ogi cal problens
of the day are not epistenological in its traditional sense, nor in
Its future sense (which would nean either in a nornative sense or in a
descriptive sense exclusively if, at all, the battle is over) but
Iin its peculiar sense of this day that really pertains to

epi st enol ogy- beyond, neta-epistenological in its transitional period.

Questions (1) and (2 of Kornblith becone secondary now  Wat
renains prinary is the question he introduces in (3. It 1is neither
the foundationalistic approach nor the naturalistic approach that
becones prinary in the debate. O the contrary, examnation of the
conflict between the descriptive and normative epistenology wll
enable us to arrive at a final answer overcomng the crisis posed by

the two nodel s of epistenol ogy.

(he may argue that question (3) is really significant when it is

nmeant to be potential enough to generate the questions of the

17



followng kind and when it is not neant to be formulated in support
of naturalistic approach by putting the "Are" in the begi nning of the
question and, thereby, when a descriptive account of the relation
between (1) and (2 has not been presupposed. The relation between
() and (2 is questioned in (3 by keeping a descriptive nmatrix,
i.e., are, between tw different (the descriptive are and the
normati ve ought) approaches such that it seens the answer nust be in
support of a naturalistic approach if it is affirmative and in support
of a foundationalistic approach if it is negative. Thus question (3
hel ps to distingui sh the two approaches in a sinple nanner but it does
not explain the true battle that survives between the two, nor it
exhausts the other possible relations between 1 and 2. The follow ng

four nore questions one nay put forward in this regard.

(4 How "the process by which we do arrive at our beliefs' ought
to determne "the ones by which we ought to arrive at our
beliefs'?

(5 How "the processes by which we ought to arrive at our beliefs’
ought to determne "the ones by which we do arrive at our
bel i efs' ?

(6) How "the processes by which we do arrive at our beliefs'are to
determne 'the processes by which we ought to arrive at our
beliefs'?

(7) How "the processes by which we ought to arrive at our

beliefs'are to determne "the processes by which we do arrive at

our beliefs'?

In (9 and (5 the nmatrix is nornmative (ought) but this
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normativity is over another normative inquiry determned by a
descriptive one in(4) whereas this normativity is over a descriptive
inquiry determned by another normative inquiry in (5. In (6 and
(7), the matrix is descriptive (are), the description Is a
determnation of a normative inquiry in (6) and determnation of a
descriptive inquiry by a normative inquiry in (7. That 1is, the
rel ati onshi p between the descriptive nodel and the nornmati ve nodel can
be constructed in descriptive terns as well as in nornmative terns
(viz; interns of (4 and (5 as well as in terns of (6 and (7)) as
one determning the other (viz (4 and (6) ask the descriptive nodel

and (5 and (7) ask the normative nodel to determne the respective

opposi ng nodel s).

(e nay add to it that the interest of framng four nore
questions is basically an interest of a neutral observer, a viewoint
of soneone | ooking fromoutside the battle-field. Accordingly, one nmay
argue, if Kornblith at all mnds to accept these questions to be
potentially there in question (3 and clains (1) (2 and (3 as the
three maj or questions of epistenology of which the third one is of
nore inportance at present, then either Kornblith is advocating
naturalistic epistenology in a biased nanner or he has taken the task
of "introduction" so rigidly that, for him it is too hard to include
the contenporary foundationalistic standpoint in epistenology. For the
relation between the normative questions and the descriptive questions
cannot be expected now, in atransitional period , to be exclusively
In descriptive terns (as it is superficially nmeant by (3) or in
nornmative terns. Neither the descriptive nor the nornati ve can be held

to be exclusively determning the other (although it is superficially
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nmeant by (3) that the descriptive nodel exclusively determnes the
normati ve one). The answer for the inquired question is to be expected

fromboth the groups, fromthe foundationalists as well as from the

natural i sts.

In fact, there are nany versions of foundationalismas well as
that of naturalism The stronger versions of both the kinds afford no
relaxation and rigidly stick either to a naturalistic determnation
over nornative nodels by naturalistic terns or to a foundationalistic
determnation over descriptive nodels by foundationalistic terns.
These stronger types correspond to (5 and (6) of the questions
extended for foundationalism and naturalism respectively. Modest
foundati onal i sm and nodest naturalismafford due inportance to certain
naturalistic view points and normative view points respectively.
Questions (49 and (70 roughly correspond to these types but ,
interestingly enough, (49 corresponds to weaker versions  of
natural i smthough the natrix is normative (ought} and (7) to that of
nmodest foundationalismthough the natrix is descriptive (are). (4 can
be associated with Gldman's epistemcs which ains at studying
epi stenol ogy parallel to the study of natural sciences but keeping the
normativity of epistenology intact. That is, psychology is to replace
epi stenology only for the latter's devel opnent and thus to an extent
that 'the processes by which we do arrive at our beliefs' can
determne 'the processes by which we ought to arrive at our beliefs’
but this determnation is not evaluated in descriptive terns. It is
a nornative standard that evaluates this very way, no matter, far to

what psychol ogy can repl ace epi st enol ogy.
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This outlining of the standard account of epistenol ogical
questi ons coul d have been adequat e enough by the exposition of (1),
(2 and (3) had it been interpreted that (1) and (20 are exclusively
associated with foundationalismand naturalism and that (3 is a
question regarding their relation. But Kornblith gives inportance to
an affirmative answer to (3 and, hence, to focus on naturalism
through (3. It can be noticed that in the way the three questions are
interpreted and furthered to (7), in the same way, it can be furthered
indefinitely. If () and (2 are said to be the tw possible
approaches to know edge then (3) is as nuch foundationalistic as
naturalistic if, at all, (3 questions the relation betwen a
descriptive nodel and a nornative nodel. Qe cannot avoid a
foundationalistic relation sinply by showng (3 to be answered
negati vely by foundationalism For the basic di sagreenent renai ns that
question (3) can be turned to

(3: "Qught 'the processes by which we do arrive at our
beliefs' be the ones by which 'we ought to arrive at our

bel i efs?' "

The two approaches fundanentally differ in such a way that it
seens inpossible to have a nethodol ogi cal conpr om se. Thi s
unconpor m sabl e poi nt between foundationalismand naturalism between
normativity and descriptivity, 1is an encouraging point for a
foundationalist. For, it 1is the |east to say about their
unconprom sing poi nt, a point of separation is good enough to argue
that foundationlismwns the gane. If foundationalism and naturalism
are two separabl e nmet hods, one does not admt the other in any nmanner

since those are two levels of understanding, one is bound to be the
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right method or both are bound to be wong so as to yield sone other
nethod of epistenmology to be the right one. Supposi ng t hat
foundationali smand naturalismare not two nethods since epistenol ogy
is a study of nethods, if no nethod is enpl oyabl e into epi stenol ogi cal
i nvestigations, then a neta-nethod can be appropriately enployable in
t hat r espect. Both the alternatives are suitabl e for a
foundationalist. Both the alternatives presuppose a point which is
exactly the wunderlying theme of foundationalism - that is, the
separation of the nmethod froma theory, a systems standard rules from
the descriptions carried out in terns of those rules, the "intension"
of a language fromthe "extensions" of a language built up on the
basis of that intension. This presupposed separation enables a
foundationalist to separate epistenology fromnatural sciences on the
ground that epistenology is an investigation over the methods,
constitutive rules or "intensions" etc., which are foundational to the
t heories, conceptual franeworks or |anguage systens advocated by the

nat ural scientists.

Thus, in a sense, the unconprcm sable point bet ween
foundationalism and naturalism turns to be the resul t of a
foundationalistic upholding of epistenological investigations. The
kind of regression anticipated in relation to Kornblith's third
questi on becones a threat to a foundationalist who, in response, turns
back to a foundation, possibly a neta-foundation, to stop the
regression. Anaturalist is no nore a naturalist if he is threatened
by that regression and puts forward naturalise (a pseudo one) at the
bottom of that investigation in order to step that regression- Oh the

other hand, a genuine naturalist is not threatened by that regression
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and does not attenpt to stop that. Because, for him the question of
that regression does not arise at all. It arises only when a nethod is
separated from a theory. Wen a foundationalistic nethod S
differentiated froma foundationalistic theory and a naturalistic
nmethod is differentiated from a naturalistic theory, It becones
plausible to ask for a (neta) nethod to determne one of the two
nmet hods to be the correct or justified one. If neither foundationalism
nor naturalismare so separable fromtheir respective theories, then
only it becones plausible to ask the correctness or adequacy of either
of the two nethods w thout appealing to a neta-nethod. For, in that
case, the theories or theses advanced by the nethods are subject to
exam nation, not the nethods thensel ves, because, there is no nethod
itself separebly there. Thus a naturalist 1is anti-foundationalistic
in the sense that he refutes the foundationalistic theories, not that
he refutes foundationali smas such. Because, for him there is no

foundational i smper se and, even, no naturalismper se. There is no

det erm nacy of nethod.

M/ purpose of enploying Kornblith's three questions and
rehearsing a foundationalistic regression, a regression which threats
to ascertain or determne sonething as well as tenpts to adhere sone
unclarifiable notions |ike foundationalismper se and naturalism per
se Cand the notions like "analyticity', 'neaning', "intension' and
‘ustification' which are to be discussed in the subsequent chapters)
as the foundation in order to stop the regression, is to explain the
conceptual background of foundationalism and natural i sm The
threatening regression is an outcone of a Cartesian doubt which works

in alnost all foundationalistic theses we cone across. Untenability of
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this doubt and its replacenent by a 'scientific doubt' are shown in
all the subsequent chapters. Thus, as we have di scussed, when we say
naturalism is anti-foundationalistic we mean that naturalism is
against the theories or theses of foundationalism That 1is, a
foundationlistic theory or thesis, not a foundationalism per se, is
refuted by naturalism Accordingly, when we say anti-foundationalism
qua naturalism anti-foundationalism qua Quine' s nat ural i sed
epi stenology, it is meant that naturalismis against foundationalism
only in the sense that it is against foundationalistic theses Iike
"analyticity', 'meaning', "intension' and "justification'. Thus a
typi cal foundationalistic criticism against naturalism is also
defended here. Any criticism against naturalism appealing to a
regression of methods in epistenology, that naturalism is inadequate
by the very fact that it advocates indetermnacy of nethod, is not an
acceptable criticism For, naturalismrefutes the very presupposition,

presupposition of the separibility of nethods from the theories,

behi nd such a criticism

In connection to Analyticity, Meani ng, | nt ensi on and
Justification one may argue, for exanple, that a  naturalist's
acceptance  of syntheticity, st i mul us- neani ng, ext ensi on and
explanation is self stultifying because this is an enploynment of
naturalistic nethod in the face of the fact that a naturalist
advocates for the indetermnacy of nmethod. This argunent is ill-based.
It presupposes a distinction, a nmnmethod-theory distinction, which
stands as the target of a naturalist's «criticism against t he
foundationalistic thesis. UWiless that false presupposition is upheld,

as we have discussed, such an argunent that the determnacy of method

24



I's indispensable for the tenability of naturali smdoes not cone into

f or ce.

Thus, by going against foundationalism one is to argue agai nst
the foundationalistic theses. Qine's criticism against Analyticity,
Meaning and Intention can be construed as anti-foundationalistic qua
naturalistic. Before discussing those criticisns (which are in fact
di scussed in succeeding chapters) another point about foundationalism
may be clarified here. | t is about the relation between
foundati onal i smand coherent i sm It is about the comon false
presupposi tion of foundationalism and coherentism which puts them

t oget her as antagoni stic to natural i sm

Foundati onal i smand Goherentismare just two "rival" methods of
t he same kind when epi stenol ogi cal nethods are broadly divided into
just two kinds -foundationalistic and naturalistic- on the basis of
the normativity and the descriptivity of epistenological questions.
Before unifying foundationalismand coherentisminto a single theory
on the basis of their common fal se presupposition, their rivalry can

be noted down. The inportant points for which the contrast is well

received are as it follows.

(i) Goherentism enphasi zes on the consistency of beliefs and,
since justification is supposed to be nonwhere fromw thout but in the
bel i eves thenselves being consistent, it makes  justification
"ultinately inferential”. It is reason or inference, not experience or
perception, in terns of what the consistency is examned. There is no

self-justified beliefs because every belief has to be justified by
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sone other beliefs.

Foundationalismrebuts it on the ground that it leads to
circularity and infinite regression. A fixed set of finite beliefs can
be consistent but each belief being dependent on other beliefs for its
justification, justification becomes circular. An infinite nunber of
beliefs can be allowed to break the circularity but, being beliefs
alone, it leads to infinite regression. Foundationalists attenpt to
avoi d these fatal consequences and thus keep certain basic beliefs to

break the possibility of circularity as well as that of infinite

r egr essi on.

(it) If initial credibility is maintained to be necessarily
there with every belief to be credible and hence to be necessarily
there for justification, then coherenti smaccepts a denocratic theory
of initial credibility whereas foundationalismaccepts an ari stocratic
theory of initial credi biIity.7 The denocratic theory holds equal
initial credibility wth each belief of a subject, S and to the nore
nunber of beliefs a particular belief is suitably related, the nore
credibility that belief gains and becones justified. To the fewer
nunber a particular belief suits so, the less credibility it gains and
becones unjustified. Oh the other hand, the aristocratic theory

extends privileged status to certain beliefs, the foundational or

This distinction of ‘democratic’ and "aristocratic’ initial
credibility of beliefs is borrowed from Meyers, R.G. (1988),
The Likelihood of knowledge, Kluwer Academic Publishers, p.
135.
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basi ¢ ones, supposed to be possessing a priori highest possible
initial credibility and need no justification because these are
self-justified and epistemcally prior to all other beliefs. Qher
beliefs are justified only on the basis of those foundational ones or
in terns of the beliefs already justified so. However, coherentism
can work wi thout any presupposition of initial credibility. Strictly
speaking, if the denocratic theory is true then it seens that no
belief has any initial credibility if we accept that two contradictory
proposi tions cannot posses the same initial credibility. If p is
believed by S and has initial credibility, howcould p possess the
sanme initial credibility if S should have believed ~p, instead of P?
To what coherentism thus, significantly enphasises is that 'the only
way to increase the warrant of a belief is by its inferential

relations to other beliefs, i.e., by coherence'.®

(iii) Goherentism as Pollock says, holds knowedge to be 'a
vast nebula w thin which no beliefs are in any nore basic than any
others and in which the process of justification goes around and
around without termnating any where.® Further he says that this
theory "cuts justification off fromthe world since nowhere are Ss

beliefs 'tied down in any way to the evidence of Ss senses''®. n the

other hand, Sellars insists "that the nmetaphor of ‘'foundation' is
8
Meyers, R. G.C1988), p.136.
9
Pollock, J. (1974), Knowledge and Justification, Princeton,
N.J., p. 26.
0 \bid., p.2s.
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m sleading in that it keeps us fromseeing that if there is a | ogical
di nensi on in which other enpirical propositions rest on observation
reports, there is another |ogical dinmension in which the latter rests
on the forner" . This M"another |ogical dinension" appeals to
i nference or reason. Wiatever the feature, g, nmay be, if it is due to
gqthat the basic propositions are <called basic and, t hereby, ¢
warrants the justification of the basic beliefs and g nmust be accepted
W th good reasons, then a "basic belief"” becones neaningless unless it
is justified that "a belief B has feature ' and that "beliefs having

feature q are highly likely to be true".lLZ

Instead of observing the situation which is approxinmating an
exchange of terms, it would be better to sumarize this issue in
neutral terras. Foundationalismand coherentism differ in providing

the structure of justification, not in their basic account of a

11 Sellars, W (1963), Science, Perception and Reality

Hunmanities Press, New York, p. 170, (Adapted from A ston,
Wp. (1983 "Wat's Wong with Imediate Know edge?"
Synt hese, 55, pp. 73-95. See p .81.

12

Bonjour's argument against the possibility of "basic
beliefs' largely depends on this I|ine of argument. .
Bonj our, L. (1978), "CGan Enpi ri cal Know edge Have a

Foundati on?". Aneri can Philosophical Quarterly, 15, pp. 1-13.
Alston, WP. (1983) concludes that 'in Bonjour, as in
Sellars, the contention that putatively imrediate know edge
really rests on higher-level reasons itself rests on a
foundati on of sand (p.91). A ston's account is a defence of
foundati onal i sm whi ch presupposes |evels of "reason'. Shat z
criticizes such accounts of foundationalists those accept
that the classic regress argunent for foundationalism does
not go through' and, yet, defend in other ways nainly by
uphol ding "a sharp distinction between first - and second -
level justifiedness'. Shatz, D (1933), "Foundat i onal i sm
Coherentism and the Levels Ganbit" Synthese, 55, pp. 97-118.
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nmet hodol ogy which endorses a nornative nodel. This structural
difference remains intact, both in connection to argunents regarding
the feasibility/defeasibility of basic statenents and in connection to
argunents regarding the reliability/unreliability of cognitive
mechani sm i ndependent of the basic beliefs. But, above all, it is a
structural difference of accounting justification and it can be well
treated as a unified theory against a naturalistic account which

bothers the |least about the nornmative argunents, least to say about

the structure of such argunents.

Behind the structural differences, a comon presupposition is
that justification of a belief needs certain epistenol ogi cal
(nornative) argunent and every belief has two distinct parts -a form
and a content. Beliefs are not causally dependent. An epistemc

dependency is alleged to be there by mneans of certain rules of

inference owing to the forns of beliefs contra, the beli ef contents.
This  noncausal dependency is "hi erarchical’ N case of
foundationalistic account whereas it is " webby’ in case of

coherenti sm

Foundational i stic argunents deny the prinmacy of reason and put
forward basic beliefs with the rationale that a system of statenents
nmust be related to reality and the fact that justification wthout a
foundation leads to either infinite regression or vicious circularity,
there nust be basic statenents which represent reality in the highest
possi bl e correct manner. The coherentist argunents deny basic beliefs
and put forward the prinmacy of reason with the rationale that a system

of statenents is a systemonly due to certain relations anong the
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statements thensel ves. And, since no particular statenent S
systemfree, no justification can be endowed on a statenent wi thout
accounting its dependency to the other statenents of the system A
basic statenent is untenable largely due to its representation of that

I npossi bl e endownent .

View ng fromthe organisms cognitive mechanism the argunents
can be sumarised as it follows. The reliability of the cognitive
mechani smcan be justified on the basis of its potentiality to
generate nore and nore nunber of true beliefs. Wth this rationale a
coherentist can argue that a supposed basic belief is bound to be
justified as being believed by a highest possible reliable cognitive
mechani sm because, otherwise it amounts to say that there are true
beliefs without any relation to the subject who believes. Again, it
must be justified that the justified true beliefs have certain
or gani c/ physi cal feature whi ch nust be possessed by the basic beliefs.
But the requirenment of such justifications sinply denies t he
tenability of basic beliefs. Oh the other hand, a foundationali st
woul d argue against the realiability of a nechani sm i ndependent of the
basi c beliefs. For whatever biological features a cognitive nechanism
does possess for its higher reliability, this reliability cannot be
justified by those biological features but by the beliefs it has
generated or supposed to generate. These generated beliefs nust
presuppose basic beliefs because t he beliefs justifying t he
reliability of the congntive nechanism cannot be nere ordinary true

beliefs said to be true by being generated by the supposed reliable

nmechani sm
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The rivalry between foundationali smand coherenti smseens to be
putting us into adilema. If you support a foundationalist you are
nost likely to stand on a dry land of foundational statenents. |If you
support a coherentist, you are junping into an open sea of statenents.
But your cognitive nechanism seens to be neani ngl ess unless either you
stand on that dry land or you junp into that open sea of statenents.
For reliability of cognitive nechanism seens to be justifiable either
by the basic beliefs or by the <cohering true beliefs. The nodest
versions of both foundationalismand coherent ismattenpt to get over
this dil emma. Mdest foundationalismholds that even if there are
basi c beliefs which are non-derivative and thus depend on no other
beliefs for their justification, yet those are not incorrigible or
I ndefeasible. This developnment from indefeasibly non-derivative
beliefs to defeasibly nonderivative beliefs is a developnent from
"omitenporal justification® to "nonentary justification" Kkeeping
intact the appeal to 'regress argunment'. And concern to the cognitive
mechani sm seens to be evident on the ground that the cognitive
nmechanismis liable to getting change of certain basic beliefs at any
noment. Thus there cannot be an "ommitenporal™ but "nonentary"
justification of any belief and, thereby. the corrigibility or
defeasibility of basic beliefs is also acceptable. On the other hand,
t he nodest version of coherentismwould hold that even if there cannot
be any non-derivative or basic beliefs, vyet justification is not
purely inferential; it owes to experience too. This devel opnent from
‘reason frombeliefs alone' to 'reason frombeliefs related to sense
experience' is largely due to a developnent of * experience based
belief content' over 'abstract belief content' but keeping intact the

appeal to argunments for justifying the belief content of every
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proposi ti on such that no non-deri vati ve proposition and, thereby, no
non-derivative beliefs can be possible. Its seemng concern wth
cogni tive mechanismis grounded on that a cognitive nechanism is
i ndi spensably accounted for our experiences and, hence, for the

experi ence- based-belief contents.

The rivalry does not end up with such devel opnents, nor any of
t he devel opnments tend themto be naturalistic, though a superficial
concern to human cognitive mechanismis accounted by both the nodest
versions. Their rivalry becones nore pin-pointed from their
I nsistence to two antagoni stic structures of belief dependency and
the non-naturalistic programme is evident fromtheir common aceptance
of an apsychol ogical account of justification. This apsychoogi cal
account enconpasses both of the conflicting structures but beconmes an
antithesis to the causal dependency of beliefs. The point of conflict
on the structure of belief dependency has al ready been discussed. To
explain the apsychol ogi cal account and, t her eby, to explain
foundati onali smand coherentismto be a unified single theory; | would

put forth Kornblith's 'The Argunents-on-Paper Thesis',

The Argurrent s-on-paper Thesis (AP is proffered to represent
an apsychol ogi cal account of justification,to unify foundationalism
and coherentisminto a single theory of justification, on the ground
that both of them share a coomon false presuppositon. This thesis

says that a proposition, p, is justified to be true for the subject,

13 \ereafter "APT" stands for "The Ar gurrent s- on- Paper Thesi s".

32



S. if Sbelieves that p and that either it requires no argunment, or a
good argunent can be given for it which takes, as premses, certain
ot her propositions on the list that accounts all that S believes. The
crucial point of this thesis is the account of "good argument” and
since both the foundationalists and the coherentists subscribe this
crucial point and provide us with rival accounts of what is to be a

"good argunent”, both parties endorse this thesis.

The inportance of a "good argument” for this thesis is this:
What ever an argunent it is, if the conclusion is derived solely from
the premses which are logically related but wthout any causal
rel ation, the argunent can be well noted down on a pi ece of paper. For
a causal relation can inpose certain natural flexibility to the rigd
logical relation, the premses are not causally related. An exact
concl usi on cannot be expected when flexibility survives through the
rel ati on anong the premses. And, obviously, such an account of a
"good argunent” where the premses are the propositions one believes
and the inference rules are the rules of certain logical rigidi ty14 and
the premses are related in arigd manner, it can be well on a piece

of psper. For exanple, ((p—q ) &)—=q) can be an acceptable rule of

inference for both the foundationalists and coherentists and endorsing

14

It is not necessarily the rigidity of deductive logical
conclusion. Cf. Pollock, J. (1370), "The Structure of
Epistemic Justification”™, American Philosophica Quarterly
Monograph seras, 4, pp- 62-73. Pollock  distinguishes
"conclusive" logical reasons from ‘prima facie' logical
reasons and argues in support of the latter. Neverthless he
upholds the fundamental foundationalistic disctinction
between logical reasons and a posteriori reasons in order to
advance his theory of prims facie logical reasons.
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the AFT they would hold that if S believes that (p->q) and S believes

that p then, Sis justified in believing that q.

What is surreptitiously distinguished here is an epistemc
dependence of beliefs from a causal dependence. The epistemc
dependence is supposed to be a priori in the sense that the rule of
nodus ponens enables g to be justified for S, w thout questioning that
whet her S really believes in nodus ponens or not. If the dependence of
bliefs were construed to be without any such apriority and put into a
test for their actual relation when S believes sonething, then a
question woul d have becone necessary regarding Ss belief on nodus
ponens. The urge of such a question is not felt when belief dependence
Is accounted in terns of belief contents as such. It s presupposed,
as it is so, also, in case of the Analytic-Synthetic distinction and
the determnay of translation, that a form of a belief renains
absol utely di stingui shed fromthe content it has and a abelief content
becomes unquestionably justified if its form is justified. Thus a
subject's believing or not believing certain propositioans does not
cone into account when the belief content is justified by itself due
to its privileged formand, the presupposition that belief content is
the nmeans to account belief dependency enabales one to explore

epi stemc justification apsychol ogically.

What exactly nmakes the APT to be false is that it goes against
the fact that the'notion of belief dependence cannot be accounted for
in terns of the contents of the various beliefs held . Belief
dependence "nust be accounted for by looking at the belief status of

persons and, in particular, at the relations anong them."Qestions
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about justification of beliefs are, argues Kornblith, "intimately
tied to questions about the sorts of processes responsible for the
presence of these beli efs"1515 S may very well 'distrust' nopdus ponens
and yet believe in gq for different reaons such that q cannot be said
to be justidied for S. Accounting epi stemc dependence of beliefs in
terns of the contents of the beliefs and construing* certain rules of
inference to be universally acceptable and, when applied to certain
forns of beliefs, the beliefs are true a priori whatever the content
they may have; the foundationalists and the coherentists provide rival
accounts of good argunent. It is not just "argunents" but "good
argunents”, and not even "what is a good argunent?' but "what ought to
be a good argunent?", are inportant for the APT. Wat vindicates it
to be so is that it essentially considers nothing causal to epistemc
dependence of beliefs for justification but accounts certain contents
of beliefs along with certain rules of inference and, thereby, with a
provision for a nornmative account of justification. Argunents becone
purely apsychol ogi cal when "good" is accepted in its nornmative sense.
When "good" is construed to be descriptive in the sense that even a
psychol ogi cal account can be said as "good' or "bad', "what is a good

argunent?" is not nornative but "what ought to be a good ar ugmant."?16

15 Kornblith, H (E.) 1985 p.1109.
16

. Pollock's distinction between "good |ogical reasons' and
"good a posteriori reasons', Pollock, J. (1970), pp. 66-
71.
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Kornblith's standardi zation of the accounts provided by
foundati onal i sns and coherentists into an apsychol ogical account is
seriously criticized by Robert Audi (1983). Audi counts "reasons" to
over shadow "argunents" of the APT. Characterizing treasons of different
kinds wwth different necessary conditions, he refutes Kornblith's
standardi zation which seens him to be based on an uni que
interpretation of "argunents”. Audi distinguishes areason to believe
p from a reason which S has For believing p and, further, these two
froma reason for which Sbelieves p. Again, all these three are
di stingui shed froma reason why S bel i eves p}7 Let these "reasons" to
be synbolized as R'gp, R.qp, Rsqp and R,gp. The necessary condition
for RQp is sone warranting relation, say W from g to p. R.qp
necessitates that S believes q besides Wjp, i.e., S believes the
relation Wfromqgq to p. The conditions for the characterization of
R:gp are (&) Bsp, that is, S believes that p;(b) Bsq, that is, S
believes that gq; (c) Bsp—Bsq, that is, S believes that p, partly
because of he believes that g: (d) Wip ., Wjp(s) , that is, either (¢
bears sone warranting relation to p or Stakes g to be so. Onh the
ot her hand, Rgp explains wahy S "actually' believes p and, thus,
presupposes no such conditions to be fulfilled to produce p. It rules
out "non-operative factors’ (i.e., condi ti ons conceptual |y
presupposed) and keeps "actual' factors which operate in producing p.
Thus Audi's characterization of the four kinds of "reasons"™ can be

synbol i sed to

7 Audi, R (1983), pp.122-128.
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1. Raigp-=Wagp
2. Rxgp ->Wqgp & Bsq
3. Rzgp-=((Wdap v Wgp(s))& ([Bsp ->Bsq) & (Bsp & BsQ))

4. R,gp presupposes no such conditions.

Now, replacing "argunents" by "reasons", the AFT can be
constructed as "Ss belief that p is justified if and only if either p
Is such that S needs no nore reason for ("justifiably) believing it, or

18 The inportance of

S has at |east one good reason for believing it"
"good reason” calls for the distinctions nade about reasons. The
I nportance is regarding the kind of reason that can. at all, replace
the inportance of "argunents” in the APT. As it appears to Audi, Rgp
can replace so and criticismagainst the APT is based on Kornblith's
hol ding of Rsqp to be a necessary condition for Ry,gp. Kornblith's
thematic conclusion in connection to the APT is that the normativity
of "good argunents" provided by foundationalists and coherentists
| eads to a standard apsychol ogi cal account but such an account is
unt enabl e because there is a causal dependence of beliefs which nust
be accounted in psychology. From "Bsp & Bsq and Bs(g —p)' wecannot
conclude that Jsp (i.e. Sis justified in believingp). For it may be
the case that Bs(~) (((d—p) & g>—p). Nowthis thenatic conclusion of
the APT can be said in terns of "reasons" that Rgp is not a good
reason. RgP is a good reason only if Ryqp. If Rgp is said to be an

i nferential epistemc dependence of p on g, then Rgp can be said to

be the causal dependence of p on q. And what is responsible for this

18 This is derived by replacing 'good argument’ of APT by
'‘good reasons'. See Audi, R. (1983), p- 124. and p. 127.
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"*'on Rqp is the necessary codition Rqgp nade on

Audi argues that the APT is 'mstaken' because it'cannot, after

19 There mnmust be certain

all, be represented in terns of reasons'.
conditions or restrictions which needs due consideration over and
above the conditions which characterize a reason to be a good reason
inrelation to the APT offered by Kornblith. That is, in a sense,
Kornblith mscharacterizes the "good reason" of foundationalists and
choherentists. If we accept the APT, we permt S to believe and
di sbeli eve p. A noncausal construction of argunents can allow S to
have good reasons (eg., R.gp) for believing p and good reasons for
di sbelieving p(eg. Rr~p) where q and r are two independent reasons.
But, surely, 'Ss reasons for believing p are not defeated by reasons
S has for believing ~p'. Hence there nust be certain restrictions for

Ss actually believing~por believing ~p over and above the reasons,

R.qp or R,r ~p, construed to be good ones in accordance to the APT.

If q and r are two i ndependent reasons and both can justify p,
then it is neither on g nor onr that p is causally dependent. For Ss
believing either of the two independent reasons plays an actual role
in sustaining his belief that p. Hence, even if the APT entails that
Rgpis a causal relation between R,qp and Rsgqp played by S's
believing that q, it does not entail the causal dependence of Ss
belief that p on Ss belief that g0 The APT is so constructed due to

an easy overlooking of the difference between R,qp and Rsgp. Again,

B adi, R (1983), p. 127,
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there remains the question that whether RQ@ can be R*;(P where Qis

anything (e.g., experiences)on what P, as a foundational belief,

depends.

Audi argues further that the APT is msattributed to Chisholm
Firth and Lehrer and others because the APT is <concerned wth
"justified beliefs actually held by S' whereas the philosophers

20 15 gt

concern is mainly with "Ss being justified in believing p" .
Is taken seriously that "the reasons for which S believes p" to be a
factor in epistemc justification (as it is presented in t he
construction of the APT by Kornblith) then "we are unlikely to infer,
fromSs being justified in believing p by a reason (or other factor),
that if S does believ p, this belief is justified S mght, e.g;, cone

to believe it for other reasons including bad ones".21

Another point that Audi marks is the anbiguity in Kornbliths's
characterization of "nodest foundationalismi as a theory that holds
"sone beliefs, though not incorrigfible, are justified independently
of their relations to other beliefs.22 The expression "justified

I ndependent | y" may nean to concern with "nonentary justification" as

well as with "omitenporal justification". In other words, "justified

I ndependent | y" being equal to "justified non-deri vati vel y",
2| bi d.

2 1bpid., pp. 127- 128.

“?Kornblith, H (Ed.) (1985, p. 122. Audi, R (1983, p.129.
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justification may be neant to be "defeasi bly non-derivative" as well

as "indefeasibly non-derivative". The forner being consistent to
"nmonmentary justification" and the latter being consisstent to
"omi tenporal justification”, Audi clains that Kornblith's position is
agai nst "indefeasi bly non-derivative" whereas nodest foundationalism
is commtted to "defeasibly non-derivative". This difference between
"defeasibility" and "non-defeasibility" is what inportantly nmarks the
di fference between foundationalism and nodest foundationalism although
both appeal to regress argunent and, thereby, both claim to
non-derivative beliefs called as foundational bel i ef s. Modest

foundationalism "takes justification to require that at any given tine
there are unnoved novers, but it does not tie justification to the

possi bility of unnovabl e novers” .23

Defeasibility does not entail
deri vari veness or dependency of foundational beliefs on other beliefs
because the said dependency is far away from the structure of
justification in relation to what a belief can be said to be
non-derivative at a particular tinme. It is defeasibly non-derivative.
Snce it is the "structure, not the content, of a body of know edge or
beliefs' on what foundationalists and coherentists are mainly
interested, defeasibility and non-derivability can go together.
Accordi ngly, nodest foundationalism becomes neutral to skeptisism
Skepticismquestions the certainty of know edge and, thereby, the

content of know edge. Mbddest foundationalism is concerned with the

structure of justification, not t he certainty attai nabl e by

23  Audi, R (1983), pp. 130-131
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justification.

Finally, Audi apprehends that Kornblith mght have overl ooked
the distinction between  epi st enol ogi cal theories which are
conceptually naturalistic and those which are substantively
naturalistic and, again, between epistenological questions and
epi stem c questi(agé . A conceptually naturalistic theory is not

enpi ri cal becuase, even if it "uses only non-nornative concepts', 'its

principles, at least, its major principles' are not factual and thus
in a certain sense not ' enpirical25 But epi stenol ogi cal questi ons,
not divorced from psychological questions, strongly suggest the
enpi rical character of epistenol ogical questions and, thereby, pertain
to "substantive naturalism". Hence, according to Audi, Kornblith's
reliabilismis conceptually naturalistic and conmes closer to nodest
foundationalism although Kornblith has taken reliabilism to be

non- nor nati ve and nodest foundationalismto be nornmati ve and, hence,

the two to be antagonistic by keeping reliabilismas naturalistic.

An "epi stenol ogi cal question" is conceptual in the sense, even
if it concerns with psychol ogi cal concepts, it does not entail to be
enpirical. Oh the other hand an epistemc question is substantive in
the sense, even if It advances concepts such as know edge or
"justified belief, it entails to be enpirical. OQverlooking of this

distinction, as Audi seens to argue, Kornblith assiml ates

*Ibid., pp. 135-136.

2 bid.
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epi st enol ogi cal questions of nodest foundationali smand coherentismto
t he epi st enol ogi cal questions of foundationalismand coherenti sm and,
again, he overlooks the epistenological character of reliabilism by
enphasi sing certain psychological process as to be indispensably

accounted for reliabilistic justification.

Now, from Audi's defensive account of nodest foundationalism it
seens that certain versions of foundationalism coherentism and
naturalismcan pace together (all being neutral to skepticisn).
Foundati onal i sm and coherenti smare concerned with the "structure, not
the contents of a body of know edge and belief and thus neutral to
skepticism Naturalism is neutral to skecpticism and : nor e
inmportantly, a conceptual naturalism(the sense allegedly attributed
to reliabilism) can be advanced to approxinate the broader

epi stenol ogi cal features of foundationalismand coherentism

Al though Kornblith's proffered APT and his reliabilismhas sone
prims facie obscurity, his approach is clearly naturalistic. The APT
iIs ained at representing an apsychol ogical account comon to both
foundationalismarid coherentism such that these two theories are
clearly opposed to a psychol ogical account i.e., naturalism | would
attenpt to show that Audi's notion of the 'conceptual naturalism is
untenable and, t her eby, natural i sm cannot be  approxi nating
foundationali sm and coherentism And, even if foundationalism and
coherentismare confined to the "structure" of know edge or Dbelief
justification, these apsychol ogical accounts lose their identity if
they becone neutral to sekpticism If | amright in showng these two

points, it anounts to that naturalismand the two apsychol ogi cal
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accounts can be wel | distingui shed as antagoni stic to each other and
Kornblith's aimin the APT is considerably fulfilled. Hence, as the
AFT becones a rightly taken standardisation, foundationalism and
coherenti smcan be reaffirned of sharing a common fal se presupposition

6

2
that distingui shes both fromnaturalismas an opposi ng nodel .

Conceptual naturalism is untenabl e because the basic distinction
bet ween conceptual naturalism and substantive naturalism would be
quite dogmatic in naturalismparallel to the dogma of the ASD in
enpiricism As the dogma of the ASD affords a privileged a priori
status to certain statenents, so also the dogma of this distinction in
naturali smwould afford a privileged status to certain inquiries on
the ground that they are allegedly based on pure conceptual gounds.
But, on the other hand, due enphasis can be given to Kornblith's
belief that what he favours as 'a psychol ogi cal approach to questions
about know edge and justification is the naturalized epistenology of

27

WYV. Quine and Al vin ol dnan' Gonsidering Quine's naturalismit can

be said that Audi's proposed distinction is dogmatic. Attribution of

substantive naturalismto Quine is a lift to smash down Qine' s

26
The sense of "antagonistic" as well as "opposing” should

not be confused with "annihilating”" or "nullifying". For, as
it has been discussed earlier, the tw nethods are not
I ndependent of their respective theories. Thus the best it
can be concieved of naturalism considering its theory
dependence, is that naturalismis neither nihilistic nor it
anni hilates any nethod but it is refromstic and advocates
for the indetermnacy of nethod. Note that we are against

neta-foundationalismthat may be suggested by Lehrer, K
(1988), "Metaknow edge: Undefeated Justifications", Synthess,
PP. 329-347.

2’p. Cit., p. 115
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naturali smas nuch as the dogna of the ASD is a |ift for |ogical
enpiricismto smash down enpiricismitself. Secondly, considering the
epi stem cs of Alvin ol dnan, the structure-content distinction can be

wel | ref uted.

The distinction between conceptual naturalism and substantive
natural i smcan, however, be plausible if it is sinply neant to be a
distinction of two parts of one study. That is, one study as a whole
and, the parts being inseparable fromone another, a sharp distinction
iIs inpossible. Such a construal does not lead to the fatal
consequences of concept ual naturalism which tends to be
foundationalistic in disguise. Even if Audi gives no explanation of
the existence of the said distinction, his observation is well
connected with the differences of 'reasons' he points out. The
differences he points out in order to criticize Kornblith's APT are
foundationalistic . Rygp and (Rgp—R:gp) are supposed to Dbe
representing two different approaches such that Rqgp tends to be
naturalistic without any causal inport whereas Rqp is bereft of a
naturalistic inport, it 1is neither conceptual nor casual (or
substantive ). But such a distinction between R.qgp and (Rgp->Rqgp)

i s unt enabl e.

Rgp and Rsqgp are not two different kinds of justification if the
difference is accounted in terns of the nethods adopt ed for
justification. Both are apsychological and in accordance to the APT.
The non-enperical sprirt is coommon to both. Wat is Riqp to Rgp,
Rgpis to Rqgp. The warranting relation fromq to p of Rgp is
further believed by S in Rqp. So also, in Rgp,to believe that
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Rgp wgp(s) is added further as a disjunctive to Wip and Bsq as a
necessary condition for Bsp. Very nmuch consistent to it, Audi rightly
poi nts out that (R;qp->Rsgqp) does not entail a causal dependence of p
on g, hence, not a psychologica account. Y et he Dbelieves
(Rgp - >Rz:qp) to be an inferential epstemic dependnece as well as a
causal relation, at least, in part. That is, he distingquishes
between a causal inferential epistemc dependence from a causal
dependence. He celains that the forner does not entail the latter.
This seens to give sense to the distinciton between conceptual
naturalism which can subscribe a causal inferenti al epi stemc
dependence and substantive naturalism which can subscribe causal
dependence. But this causal inferential epistemc dependence is
i nplausi ble owng to the basic obscurity that a causal relation of
epi stem c dependence has been equated with a conditional relation
bet ween two "reasons" which are apsychol ogical. It is not this
conditional relation but the untenability of such a rel ati on denmands a

causal dependence. Perhaps, Audi thinks of Kornblith's position

otherwse and finds a fault wth Kornblith. Preci sely, t he
untenability of "reasons", the search of what Audi advocates, is
refuted by Kornblith. If both Rgp and Rqgp are Pertinent to

apsychol ogi cal reasons, ( R p- =Rsgp) isnolessanapsychol ogi cal
approach. D strust to nodus ponens cannot be extended from(((g->p) &
q)->p) tothat of (((Rgp->Rsqp) & R.qp)->Rsqp) only when (Rgqp->
Rgp) is not apsyochological in the way (g->p) is apsychol ogical . It
can be so only when the "reason" construed in Rgp and Rgp are not
apsychol ogical. But the "ressons" are apsychological in character
because those are evidential as distinguished from causal ones.

"Argunent” of a "good argunent” is neant to provide an evidence, a
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‘good argunent' is supposed to be a good evidence. It is true that
premses for a good evidence or the propositions accounted in
evidential reason nay play an inportant role in causal reasons but,
nore inportantly, the events or states of the person who has the
belief are accounted for causal reasons. That is, the talk of
bel i eved (or known) propositions is appropriate in case of evidential
reason whereas the events or states of the person who has the belief
or who believes those propositions are appropriate for causal reason.
For propositions are not entities which can be causually related to
other entities, they can at best represent beliefs. The relations
anong thenselves can be the representations of relations anong
beliefs, not of relations anong belief states of a person. Thus,
al t hgough 'reason const r ued as an expl anatory  ground for
justification is conmon to both evidential reason and causal reason,
the explanation is with a non-enpirical spirit and apsychological in
case of eveidential reason whereas it is with an enpirical spirit and
psychological in case of causal r eason. The forner, t he
apsychol ogi cal one, pertains to the AFT and the latter pertains to
nat ural i sm And, since evidential reason cannot pertain to
natural i sm conceptual naturalismis untenable. Audi keeps evidential
reason as the 'reasons' to account epistemc justification, even if he
di stingui shes different kinds of reasons by different conditions and,
hence, (Rgp—>Rsqp) becones a conceputal account of epistenol ogy even
if this condition denands certain causal relation (but, not a causal

relati on between the belief-that-q and the belief-that-p). That is,

conceptual naturalismgets sense only on the basis of "evidenti al
reason'. But the untenability of such a reason, in general,that the
APT represents, proves the untenability of conceptual naturalism a
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cour se, (Rgp- >Rgqp) can be construed as a (| abel ) desi gnati on of the
bel i ef states of a person who believes Rgp->R;qp and thus, as the
designations can be accounted into a conceputalistic nmodel ,
( R>gp- Rzgqp) canbeaccount edfor conceptual natural i sm nsteadof for
an expression of naturalism But, thereby, it is not naturalism that
becones conceptualistic. The substantive el enents responsible for the
beliefs are supposed to be having certain general features. It s
as much as a horse is different fromthe word or neaning of 'horse'.
The worst is done when a hypothetical universal relation is construed
to be exclusively conceptualistic. Parallel to the fatal consequence
Anal yti c-syntheticdistinction
of the /(A), by construing analyticity to be a truth a priori due to
the non-enpirical a priori relations of concepts or neanings of the
statenents, runs the fatal consequences of the distinction between
conceputal naturalism and substantive naturalism In case of this
di stinction, conceptual or evidential reasons are construed to be
unrevi sabl e and justified unquestionably due to the non enpirical a
priori relation of reasons of two different argunents or evidences.
Designation of the relation between two states of beliefs does not
entail a conceptual franework of states of beliefs any nore than
designation of two belief states does entail so. The belief states
are not propositions, their relations cannot be accounted in terns of
evidential reasons. Thus there cannot be a snese of conceptual
naturalism Belief states and their relations cannot be divorced from
psychol ogy. There renmains no chance of a version of naturalistic
epi st enol ogy di vorceabl e frompsychol ogy. There is no sense of an
exploration of epistmc justification, conceptual ly naturalistic,
such that a privileged status can be conferred to certain "reasons'.

No 'reason Is conceded in naturalism that can conpletely or
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adequately justify beliefs a priori very nmuch like the privileged
foundational beliefs considered alike analytic truths in realation to
their frameworks. This alleged apriority is revealed in Audi's
di stinction between the strucure of justification and the content of

justification.

Epi stemcs is 'the relation between epistenolgy and cognitive

sci ence' . ® It is ‘'significantly continuous Wi th traditi onal
epistenology’ in the sense that it seeks *to regulate or guide our
29

intellectual activities.' It contrasts with traditional epistenology
because it has a 'close alliance with the psychol ogy of congintion.'

The aimof epistemcsis 'the genuine inprovenent of intellectual
practices'. Snce it is the genuine inprovenent of intellectual
practice, its rules nust be executable rules as opposed to i deal
rules. Epistemcsultinmately ains at fornul ati ng executable rules or

pri nci pl es. 31

Thus the structure of know edge cannot be held here in
any ideal sense except that it is a generalisation over regularly
observed instances of the particular pattern of beliefs produced or

processed by our cognitive mnmechanism The structure 1is found

2
8 ol dman, A. 1. (1986) Epistenology and Cognition, Harvard

Uhiversity Press, Canbridge, Massachusetts, and London,
England p. vii.

29
Gl dman, A l. (1978) "Epistemcs: The Reqgul ati ve Theory of
Cogni tion" The Journal of philosophy, 75, pp. 509523, also
in Kornblith, H (E). (1985 pp. 217-230. See Kornblith,
H , () (1985, p. 217.
0 Ibid.
3t Ibid., p.211.
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legitimately, in confirmation to the executable rules of our
intellecutal practice. This legitimzation of the structure owes to
psychol ogi cal exploration on belief or belief dependence, it is
concerned wi th a causal dependence of beliefs. It is not an apriori
| egitanacy of a structure by neans of sheer conceptual analysis of
beli efs nor belief dependencies are in confirmation to certain i dal

rul es of our intellectual practice.

Aclaimof epistemc questions as to be distinguished from
epi st enol ogi cal and skeptical questions is appreciable on the ground
that the very natrices of these tw types of questions are different.
The former's natrix roughly denands an 'is' whereas the latter's that
of 'ought'. But Audi's claimng for the diffeence is ill founded: he
nmaintains a significant gap between "structure' and 'content' of
know edge such that epistemicsis confined to the former and the
latter is meant for epistenol ogi cal and skeptical investigations. For
hi m epistenol ogical and skeptical inquiries are oriented to certainty
and doubt respectively whereas the structure (being separated fromthe
content which is liable to be certain or doubtful, either soleely on
the basis of the structure or on the basis of experience) renains as
an excl usi ve concern of epistemc question. And thus epistem cs,
bei ng di stingui shed formepi steml ogi cal questions, renains neutral to
skepticism In other words, Audi's nodest foundationalismas well as
coherentismare alleged to be a version of epistemcs which need not
denand a causal account of justification but neutral to skepticismdue

to its confined concern to 'structure'.

This bifurcation of knowedge into its 'structure' and 'content'
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gets support fromthe distinction of 'defeasible non-derivatives' and
"1 ndef easi bl enon-derivatives'. Questions on the structure of a body
of know edge or beliefs are mainly the questions on the way a belief
Is dependent on other Dbeliefs. An investigation confined to
"structure’ can maintain the defeasibility of non-deri vati ves.
Strictly speaking, it can be neutral to the questions of defeasibility
and indefeasibility. Modest foundationalism maintains defeasibility
of non-derivatives instead of being neutral, because, its confinenent
to 'structure’ does not cut it off froma psychol ogi cal account which
hol ds the defeasiability of non-derivatives. In other words, nodest
foundationalismtends to be foundationalistic only in connection to
the 'structure' such that it becones a rival thesis to coherentism
whi ch hol ds no non-derivatives. It tends to be naturalistic if it 1is
supposed to be concerned with the 'content'. However, it is no nore
naturalistic when naturalismkeeps up its conceptualistic stand-point

by alienating itself form substantive naturalistic stand-point.

| f substantive psychol ogical ground is kept as the reason behi nd
the neutral position of nodest foundationalism towards the skeptic,
then natural i smand nodest foundationlismcannot be distinguished, at
| east, in connection to their relation wth skepticism Thus the
ground is supposed to be conceptual naturalismor conceptual analysis
of psychol ogi cal concepts. But we have already observed the

untenability of the above said distinciton of the two grounds.
dving up the said distinction, an explanation can be attenpted

for defeasible non-derivatives Iin avoldance of a naturalistic

approach. Perhaps, this explanation should exactly suit to what Audi
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views as the stand-point of nodest foundationalism That the
non-derivatives are indispensable due to the argunent of regression
and i ndefeasibility is dispensable due to the i neffecti veness of back
ground beliefs. If anon-derivative is certainly changed by certain
changes in the content of background beliefs, then it is no nore a
non-derivative although it becones defeasible. And, i f It IS
defeasi ble but non-derivative, then chages in the contents of
backgournd beliefs nust not affect it. But such an expal anation
becones circular. 'Sructure’ and 'content' are separated and, thus,
the structure of a body of beliefs determnes its content in such a
way that its content is not affected fromoutside, even, not by its
background beliefs. The structure is endowed with a privileged status
of determning the content. Lest the content woul d have been changed
by the change occured in background beli efs. | neffective backgrounds
entail that the structure of a body of beliefs renains intact w thout
any consideration of the content of the beliefs. HEfectiveness could
have established defeasibility but the independence of certain beliefs
on other beliefs would not be possible. Besides this circularity, it
can be noted, if there renmains no such theory independent structure as
t hat dependency can be inferred fromQine's thesis of ontol ogi cal

relativity, then the distinction cannot be cl ai ned too.

Before concluding this chapter it can be nentioned that the two

I ssues taken up here, the relation between 'is' and 'ought' as well as
the ATP, are neant to show the plausibility of a particular
under standi ng of f oundat i onal i sm coherent ism and natural i sm
Plausibility of this understanding has been supposed to be sufficing

t he groundwork for the main thesis; Agai nst Foundati onali sm Towards
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Qui ne' s Naturalized Epi st enol ogy. "Agai nst Foundationalism is meant
to be against the foundationalistic theses, not agai nst
foundationali smper se. For, as the basic argunent runs throughout
this work, there is no theory-independent nethod of investigation,
whet her the investigation is epistenological or that of natural
sciences. Naturalized epistenol ogy, "an epi stenol ogi cal investigation
continuous with the investigation of natural sciences, does not permt
one to have a theory-independent nethod. Thus the ‘'ought' which
stands as a conceptual representation of foundationalism is not
conpl etely independent of 'is', though 'is represents naturalism
For the representation of naturalismin terns of 'is is baiscally due

to its descriptive inport which is associated with 'theory'.

A general or a neutral understanding of the  concept ual
backgrounds of foundationalism coherentismand naturalismcould have
been an exposition with an orientation of distinguishing or, rather,
separating one fromthe others. In other words, it woul d have been an
exposition enphasizing the differences between the | i near and
non-linear chains of beliefs as well as between the 'is' and 'ought'.
It is clear, | think, these distintions are not untouched but subdued
by two other distinctions in support of an under standi ng of

foundationalism coherentismand naturalismpresented in this essay.

The distinction between 'is' and 'ought' has been subdued by a
di stinction, roughl y speaki ng, bet ween ‘ought-in-is' and
"ought~outside-is' in order to focus on the relation between 'is' and
"ought', that is, between naturalism and foundationalism Smlarly,
the distinction between a "psychol ol ogi cal account '’ and an

"apsychol ogi cal account' has been enphasized instead of enphasizing
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the structural rivalry pertinent to theories of both the accounts,

especially to the rival theories of the latter account.

An under st andi ng supporting the relation between foundationalism
and naturalismas two quite separable nethods, even the nethods are
separable fromthe theories through whi ch they are expressed, is argued
here as an understanding of a foundationalist. The relation between
foundationalismand naturalismis argued here fromthe view of point
of a genuine naturali st. Hence, as a naturalist argues for the
i nt er dependence of nethod and theory, arguing against the possibility
of any neta-nmethod or nmeta-theory, foundationalismand naturalism are
understood as two antagoni stic investigations no nore than two net hods
of investigations offering t wo systenatical ly conflicting or
antagonistic theories. They do not conflict by thenselves because
they are nothing by thenselves devoid of the associated theories.
Thus the anti-foundationalismof Quine consists in the refutation of
the foundationalistic theses |ike analytic-synthetic distinction,
determ nacy of neaning, nethod of intension or Absolute reference in
terns of senmantics or linguistic analysis. An understanding of anti-
foundationalism as ‘'against foundationalistic theses' i nstead of
"agai nst foundationalismper se' enables to extend Quine's naturalism
to refute justol ogy. The conmon fal se  presupposition of
foundati onal i smand coherentism argued in terns of Kornblith's notion
of APT, can be taken for an anal ogy of Justol ogy. Justology as a
foundationalistic thesis has been refuted in the last but one chapter
of this work. The unifying of foundationalism and coherentism is
ained at the plausibility of justology and thus the refutation of

justology ammounts to . that Qine's anti-foundationalism qua
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naturalismis not a 'far cry against contenporary foundationalism'
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CHAPTER I

FOUNDATIONALISM BENEATH THE ANALYTIC-SYNTHETIC DISTINCTION

The general thene of this chapter can be indicated in the
foll ow ng terns.

(i) There is foundationalismbeneath the Analytic - Synthetic
D stinction (AD™

(i) ASD is untenable because it lacks sufficient explanatory
basi s.

(i1i) The underlying epistenological inport of the ASD can be
establ i shed only when ASD can be sufficiently explai ned.

<iv) Thus the untenability of the ASD questions the viability of

foundati onal i smwhi ch is presupposed there in the ASD

Kant is sparsely spared whenever there is any discussion on the
ASD. It seens to be ironical that the search for 'synthetic apriori',
instead of the ASD forns the core of Kant's epistenol ogical
enterprise undertaken in his Criti que.2 However, although synthetic a
priori is explicitly sad to be the genuine problem under
consideration, a particular conceptual framework is inplicitly

presupposed for the ASD which, in turn, supports the possibility of

Hereafter ' Anal ytic-Synthetic Dstinction' is abbreviated as ' ASD .

2F&eferences to Critique are from Smth, NK (trans.)
(1929), I )Mmanuel Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, The Macm || an
Press Ltd., [(1980) reprint of (1933) second i npression].

3I n the Critique B 19, Kant says "the proper problemof pure
reason is contained in the question. Hw are a priori
synthetic judgnents possible"?



synthetic a priori.

If analytic truths are sinply truths independent of experience
and a priori know edge® is just prior to experience, the conpound
"analytica priori' is not problematic. Synthetic truths and a
posteriori know edge being the opposite of analytic truths and a
priori know edge, the conpound 'synthetic a posteriori' also creates
no problem It goes without saying that the truths independent (or
dependent ") of experience are known prior (or posterior) to experience.
The possibility of '"synthetic a priori goes agai nst such an excl usive

bi partitedivision: 'analytic apriori' and'synthetic a posteriori’.

Note it fromthe beginning (@ that 'a priori' and ' a
posteriori' are, as Bennett. J. (1966), Kant's Analytic,
Canbridge WUniversity Press, p.8 says, 'Kant's hardest worked
technical terns' (b) that Kant provides no clear-cut
t heoretical account of the distinction between analytic and
synthetic a priori and, hence, one [particularly, an em nent
phi | osopher like Srawson,P. F. (1966), The Bounds of Sense :
An Essay on Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, Mthuen & o.
Ltd., 1982 reprint, p.43] can go to the extrene of saying
"Kant really has no clear and general conception of the
synthetic apriori at all '; (c) that, evenif it is true that
(b), it is clear that 'Synthetic apriori' has "a distinctive
character or status, and Kant's Qopernican theory is an
attenpt to explain that status” [l bid., p.443 such that the
"a priori character of analytic proposition presents no
pr of ound phi | osophi cal problem it is far otherwise with a
priori synthetic proposition' [.lbid., p.43]; (d) that the
I mredi at e purpose of discussing the synthetic a priori is two
fold: to showit as an answer to a Cartesian doubt, and to
show t he support it obtains fromthe ASD and; (e) that the
| ater purpose is to show that this profound phil osophi cal
problem as a foundationalistic problem of the synthetic a
priori renains in ana ytic philosophy. 3 course, it renans
in adifferent way.

(onsi dering the above nentioned points of note-4, besides
the point that there is anbiguity in wusing propositions,
statement, sentence or judgnent to be analytic or a priori
(though Kant nainly uses 'judgnent'), | have used 'truth’ and
"know edge' to be analytic or synthetic and a priori or a
posteriori respectively.



Thus, if 'synthetic a priori'is possible, either the analytic
truths are not sinply truths independent of experience or an a priori
know edge is not just a know edge prior to experience. It is, for
Kant, both that the analyticity and the apriority are uniquely
qualified on their own grounds over and above their insulation from
the world of experience. In other words, the reasons behind (or the
condi tions determ ning) analyticity's becom ng I ndependent of
experience and that of apriority's becomng prior to experience are so
different that it is possible to conpound experi ence dependent truth

(synthetic) with a know edge prior to experience (a priori).

The a priori concerned is due to the transcendent aI6 cat egori es
of human understanding that wunderlies any construction of proper
know edge about the external world. The syntheticity concerned is due
to the signifi cance7 or non-triviality sustained in any scientific
cl aimof know edge. S nce scientific knowedge essentially requires
sone stuff anew and syntheticity of a statenent fulfills it and
further nore, apriority guarantees the universal validity as well as
necessity of a know edge claimowng to the transcendental categories;

synthetic a priori is construed to be the '"true scientific know edge'.

6

"Transcendental " is obviously distinct from"transcendent".
The forner is the kind of investigations nade to track on the
framework of ideas and principles (the categories) which
limt the human understandi ng. Transcendental categories are
construed to be the conceptual structures presupposed in all
enpirical inquiries. Oh the other hand, "transcendent" is
nmet aphysi cal and inaccessible to enpirical experience.

If syntheticity can be called as 'the principle of
significance', apriority can be called as "the principle of
universalization'. The forner calling is due to Srawson,

(. dt).



G course, the universalization S nmade by virtue  of
delimtation: delimting hunan understanding to the categories or
framewor ks of ideas and, then, demanding a know edge claim (to be a
proper know edge clain) to fit into those categories or frameworks
which are said to be already there with every hunan bei ng' s
understandi ng. Again, of course, the significance is made by virtue of
‘contai nrrent'8: presumng, nore or less, the significant neaning of a
concept and, then, observing a concept (predicate) not to be contai ned
in anot her concept (subject) in order to render significance of the
statenment they belong to. Yet, barring these drawbacks, the advantage
of Kant's epistenological analysis is that it tries to justify our
belief in the objective world by investigating the experi ences9 (to
lay out the conceptual framework that |imts hunan understanding and

to find space and tine as the preconditions of any sense experience).

If the conventional rules of a language (ordinary, fornal or
artificial) is enployed as the criterion to determne the status of
the truth of a statenment, i.e., analytically true or synthetically
true, and if the criterion for the distinction between a priori and a
posteriori is retained as that of knowng sonething prior to
experience or posterior to experience; then, Kant assimlates a
| ogi co-linguistic distinction with an epi stenol ogi cal distinction. The

reverse would be true of logical positivism it espouses a 'linguistic

8ited by many, including Qiine (FLPV, p. 21), wth the

coment that this termis 'netaphorical', vague or obscure.
9 Kant views that to question as well as to answer, to doubt
as well as to prove, sonething beyond experience is a

"scandal to phil osophy and human reason'. See Qitique, Bxl.
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theoryof apriori’ ~.

"5+ 7 = 12", for exanple, would be analytically true if the

conventional rules of arithnetic constitute the criterion of the ASD

for any statenent of arithmetic. But, for Kant, "5 + 7 - 12" 1is
synthetic. "AIl mathematical judgnents, w thout except i on, are
synthetic'.™ However, even if the term'containment' is netaphorical,

it is the term'containment’ that gives sone sense (though an obscured
or vague one) of nmaking "5 + 7 = 12' synthetic. It 1is synthetic
because the concept of the sumof two nunbers (5 and 7) does not
contain the concept of one nunber(12) resulted out of the sum And,

of course, the sense of 'containnent' is quite metaphorical.

O the other hand, if to adopt a convention is a natural or
psychol ogi cal phenonenon w th human being and a convention is a nmatter
of fact or experience, the logical positivists are no less in troubl e.
If the conventional rules of arithnmetic are not prior to experi ence

but a natter of experience then, the know edge of "7 + 5 - 12" is not

apriori. But the logical positivists would accept "7 + 5 = 12" to be
a, priori.
If by 'synthetic a priori' Kant illegitinately conflates a

linguistic distinction (the ASD with an epistenol ogical distinction
(the a priori - a posteriori distinction) then the 1ogical

positivists' denial of the synthetic apriori is no less grounded on

1OVWCh holds that atruth is a priori because it is analytic
and, all a priori truths being analytic, there is no
possibility of 'synthetic apriori’

BCritique, B14



an illegitimate conflation. The  positivists confl ate t he

epi stenol ogi cal distinctionwiththe |linguisticdistinction.

The "If ..., then, ..." said above is due to the untenability
(yet to be shown) of the ASD and, hence, wth every doubt to the
categori zation made, fromthe beginning, for the tw distinctions
under the nane of "linguistic" and "epi stenol ogi cal . However, even if
the ASDis untenable, the initial categorization we have nmade hints it
wel | that the Carnapi an foundationalismis nore sophisticated than the
Kanti an foundationalism The forner enphasizes on the a priori itself
such that the syntheticity cannot be conpletely a linguistic kind and
the latter enphasizes on a linguistic framework such that the
epistemc apriori becones identified wth linguistic a priori. |If,
like Kant, the positivists urge apriority for the sake of epistemc
normativity, presupposing a privileged status for epistenol ogical
norns and principles, they presuppose the sane in a sophisticated

manner .

Kant's use of "judgnent"” instead of sentence, st at enent
proposition, belief or truth veils the assimlation he nmaintains. So
also is the case with positivists' use of "truth" in connection to a
priori. Ajudgnent is nore epistenological than linguistic, unlike a
sentence, such that it can have an a priori foundation as well as the
possibility of conveying synthetic truths. So  also, for t he
positivists, a truth being founded on neaningfulness (i.e. on a
linguistic ground) a priori (in its linguistic sense) epistemc norns

can be nai nt ai ned,

The foregoing discussion ains at an initial clarification of

ASD s epistenological inport: connecting the ASD wth Kant' s



epi tom sed epistenological problem of ‘'synthetic a priori' which
roughly runs parallel to the positivists' 'linguistic a priori', and
show ng the obscurity of the ASD due to the conflations
iIIegitimatter12 made to uphold a priori episteraic normativity. A
priori, as an epistemc concept, is the epistemc necessity that urges
the foundation.- transcendental or |linguistic - that renders the
di stinctiveness of epistemc norns. The conceptual clarification or
expl anation of that distinctiveness is supposed to be obtained by

neans of the AN

Wsing Kantian termnology, if analyticity is the relation of
"identity' between the subject and predicate of a judgnent, the fact

I ndependent 'necessity' of that judgnent 'contains’ no ingredient of

"significance'. O the other hand, since syntheticity iIs a
‘contingent' connection between the subject and predicate of a
judgment, 'syntheticity' does not 'contain' the kind of 'necessity'
enbodied with the relation of ‘'identity'. But, even if a true
scientific judgnent is nore than just the relation of ‘'identity'

between the subject and the predicate, it is no less necessarily true
(i.e. it 'contains' no less fact independent 'necessity' associated
wth analyticity or the relation of ‘'identity'}. Hence, if the a

priori is adduced to go beyond fact independent 'necessity’ as well as

12AI though the illegitimate conflations are in reverse
directions - epistenology to language and language to
epi stenol ogy - both are foundationalistic.

13Kant says: "analytic judgnents are very inportant and
i ndeed necessary, but only for obtaining that clearness in
the concepts which is requisite for such a sure and w de
synthesis" (i.e for a priori synthesis) [Bwyhasis added]
Critique, A10.B 14.



to open the possibility of '"significance' in terns of 'synthesis', it
is analytically true that a true scientific judgnent is a synthetic a
priori judgnent. The subject, "true scientific judgnent”, 'contains'
the predicate (i.e. synthetic a priori) and the relation becones a
"necessity' of the kind associated with "identity'. For the conceptual
analysis of "true scientific judgnent” enables to derive both the

"necessity' and 'significance' associated with 'synthetic a priori

If this argument is correct, if the Kantian explanation (of true
scientific know edge) ultinmately amounts to an analytic truth, then
Kanti an expl anati on becomes self stultifying. For, by identifying
knowedge with synthetic a priori, the analytic |udgnent it
presupposes fails to be an instance of true scientific know edge due
to its very nature of being analytic (instead of being 'synthetic a
priori'). Thus a block to the scientific pursuit of truth, to the
objective of significance, is <created in the very way of the

epi stenol ogi cal analysis which results into a so called analytic

truth.

The said block unravels the self created fatal consequence of a
foundational i stic approach’'s response to a Cartesian doubt. The doubt
al | egedl y knocks down every know edge claimand, hence, to dissipate
that doubt from any knowedge claim is to search for a unique
foundati on. That uni queness consists of the epistemc nornativity:
sonet hing which is not a know edge clai mbut stands as a normto every
know edge claimsuch that it allays the GCartesian doubt. Thus the
response to the Cartesian doubt, an epistemc nornativity placed
outside a 'Neurath's boat’ nust be a priori — transcendental or
linguistic - not sinply due to a sort of fact-independent truth it

requires but, nore inportantly, due to the very nature of the doubt it



attenpts to respond.

QGanted that the Cartesian doubt wns the epistenol ogical gane
and foundationalismloses, we cannot claimthat we know that we know
sonething. For 'knowng of sonething is, first of all, defeated; it
| eaves no ground to know of a "knowng . And, again, adding to that
that we cannot know that we are 'believing sonething; it results into
a pernicious situation that we cannot distinguish 'knowing  from
"believing. Smlarly, it can be said of ‘'thinking, having an
‘opinion', being ‘'convinced of sonething and so on that we
meani ngful |y di stinguish from  "'knowng as, for exanple, in cases |ike
"I think so but | amnot sure", "I believe it to be so but | don't
know, " "l am convinced by your argunents but | doubt"” and so on. Thus
if we let the CGartesian 'rot to begin, and once it is allowed to

start, it cannot be prevented fromgoing on indefinitely'. 14

This indefinite going on is tw fold: doubting each of the
criteria that can be linearly adduced for know edge and di sti ngui shi ng
one of the indefinite possible concepts simulating 'know edge'. A line
representing the justification of one criterion for a true claim of
know edge by another (neta) criterion and that, in turn, by another
(neta-nmeta) criterion gets no end unless a particular criterion is
granted to be the foundation. Such a grant is prevented once the
Cartesian doubt is allowed to start. The other indefinite going on can
be constructed as a corollary to the first one since a clear cut

distinction of know edge and its kindred depends on a prior acceptance

(1950), "Know ng and believing" in

“pPrichard, H A
P. Ed., (1967) p. 65.

Qiffiths, A



of acriterion for know edge. But, nore inportantly, the second fold
of the indefinite going on pertains to the conceptual dinension of
epi st enol ogy whereas that of a 'criterion' pertains to the doctrinal
dinension - i.e., to the explanatory and justificatory aspects
respectively. Neverthel ess, since the tw aspects are conpl enentary to
each other, the 'indefinite going on' of one aspect supports and 1is

supported by the ot her.

The foundationalists (Kantian or GCarnapian) attenpt to have
foundati on (transcendental or linguistic) in order to stop that
indefinite going on but it is done so at the cost of the reciprocal
support that an explanation and a justification do have. Before
di scussi ng how the reci procal support is checked in the very way of a
def ensi ve response nade against the Cartesian rot's threat, we can put
forward Carnap's distinction between internal and external questions

for the sake of sone ground worKk.

The ASD gets its epistenological inport in a nore sophisticated
and stronger way in Carnap's distinction between internal questions
and external questions. In his paper "Enmpiricism Senmantics and
tol ogy" he suggests that a philosopher should work for t he
devel opnent of semantical analysis, to knowthe reality of the world.
"Appeal to ontological insight will not carry much wei ght."*®I't is the
systemor the framework of l|anguage that determnes ontology. Qur

| anguage says what there is. Thus what we can say, at all, about an

BCarnap, R (1950), "Enpiricism Senantics, and Ontol ogy",
inFeigl, Sellars and Lehrer Eds., (1972). See P596. A so in
Carnap, R (1947), Meaning and Necessity, 2nd edn.(1956),
Lhiversity of Chicago Press, Chicago and London, P- 211.



ontol ogi cal question is predetermned by our language itself.

Questions 'of the existence of certain entities of the new kind
within the franework' are called the internal questions and 'questions
concerning the reality of the system of entities as a whole' are
called the external questions. For exanple, "lIs there a piece of white
paper on ny desk?' is an internal question in the franework of a thing
| anguage. Its answer is testable, said to be right or wong, by
enpirical investigation. Onh the other hand, since the validity of the
enpirical investigation is no less questioned in questioning the
things of the world as a whole, "Is the thing world real?* cannot be
answered by enpirical investigation;, it is an external question in
relation to the thing world. Once a systemitself is questioned, its

regulating or constituting rules are al so questi oned.

An internal question is a theoretical question; it is commtted
to the ontology of the theory. The answer can be tested, to be right
or wong, on the basis of their abidance or violation of the groundi ng
| aws, definitions or rules constituting that theory. No relation to
the grounding senantics that determnes the ontology anounts to say
that the answers are untestable and, thereby, the question is not
nmeant to obtain any right or wong answer. Thus an external question
IS a pseudo question and any answer produced, defended, refuted or
probl enati zed on that ground turns to be a fake of our intelligence.
It is not scientific; it hovers in air wthout any ontological
coommtnent. The best we can describe it is that it 1is a practical
question; though it has no theoretical significance, it is a question
on the adequacy of a systemtaken as a whole and their adequacy is

qui te dependent on our practical considerations of taking up a theory.
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Thus a Dbifurcation I1s created I1n the epistemc status of
statenments. The statenents pertinent to an internal question becone
cognitively contentful. The ot her-class of statenments, related to the
external questions, are alleged to be cognitively contentl ess. For the
respecti ve questions thensel ves, I nt er nal and external, are

L . L : 16
cogni tively neani ngful and cognitively nmeani ngl ess.

Kant's characterisation of an analytic judgnment as a judgnent
enpty of 'significance’ sinulates GCarnap's characterisation of a
statenents's becomng enpty of cognitive content. Wen the forner
enptiness is due to the "identity' relation between the subject and
predicate, the latter is due to an 'external' relation between the
statemrent and a particular linguistic framework. The difference
between the tw varieties of enptiness is sonething like the
di fference between the truth of "a - a" and "(a= b) is true in a
| anguage L for any value of 'a and "b'." 1 That is, in a sense, the

di fference between absolute identity and |inguistic absolute identity.

By "for any value of 'a and 'b'" it is neant that the neaning
postul ation decided for '"a" and 'b' in a |language is not dependent on

any know edge or belief of '"a=Db". Oh the contrary, it is on the

10 . Garnap's characterization of 'cognitive meaning in
Carnap, R (1347) p.237. It is suggested to be roughly
characteri zed as "the neani ng conponent which is relevant for
the determnation of truth' (and the non-cognitive neaning is
inportant for 'the psychol ogical effects of a sentence on a
listener' though it is irrelevant for 'questions of truth and
logic'). Thus t he cl ass of statenents conpl etely
scrutinizable as being true or false turns to be cognitively
contentful and the counterpart is cognitively contentl ess.

17I\bt quoted. Interpreted wth sonewhat over sinplifying
CGarnap's view that 'L-truth in L is the explicatum for
analyticity'. See Carnap, R (1247) p.226.



basis of that decision we are holding that 'a = b'.
How does one know, for exanple, that the 'properties' of bachel or

(B and narried (M are inconpatible and that therefore has to Ilay

Thus it is the decision or the 'nethod of intension' that stands
at the root of a statenent's becomng analytically true unlike the
Kantian 'identity' relation itself. Nonetheless the inport of this
relation is sustained by naking it to be |anguage-relative or

systemrel ative but relative in an absol ute sense.

Now, let us resune our discussion about the nutual support
bet ween expl anation and justification (truth) . A conceptual franework
provi des sone scientific explanation of a 'judgnent, 'statenment',
"propositon' or a 'sentence' that we nake in effect of know ng
sonething. This know ng sonet hi ng becones unscientific if it lacks a
conceptual franmework in its background. And, of <course, it is the
constituting rules of that framework which can be necessarily
(supposed to be 'analytically') true and therefore justified, in
relation to that framework but, wthout any scientific explanation
unl ess anot her conceptual franework is adopted as the background of
the fornmer one. But, on the other hand, any belief can obtain an
expl anation fromthe system or background system it or its system

bel ongs to but this explanation is w thout any sense of justification

BGarnap, R (1947), p. 225.



unl ess there are certain explicit constitutive rules of that framework

confirmng to what a belief can be said to be justified.

Thus a conceptual framework provides the theoretic reason as wel |
as the relative justification obtainable for a belief belonging to
that franework. But, nore inportantly, the relative-justification
cannot derive any conceptual explanation unless another background
systemof beliefs is there. For the relative-justification is obtai ned
due to the basic (constituitive) rules of the franework which, in
turn, cannot be explained by the framework itself but instead by
anot her franmework (the forner's background) as mnuch as a question
cannot be explained by the franmework to what it is external but only
towhat it is internal. Onh the other hand, since ajustification is no
less relative to the basic rules of a framework than an expl anation is
so to the whol e body of beliefs in the system the explanatory i nport
of a conceptual schene runs arbitrarily unless certain basic rules do

gover n19 that system

The above said nmutual support is broken down, in response to
Cartesian doubt, by the foundationalists. And, since the nutual

20 the foundationalists as the

support is very natural and scientific,
def enders of epistenology against the Cartesian doubt adopt sone
artificial or unscientific nove to deviate thenselves from their
scientific pursuit of truth or know edge. The rot of indefinite going

on threatened themand forced to have a self-created obstacle on their

“1f not determne that system C. Hylton, P. (1982
"Analyticity and the Indetermnacy of Translation", Synt hese,
52, pp. 167-184. See p. 175.

®Thispoint is further discussed, in details, in Chapter V.



way to conceptual clarification or scientific investigation.

W have already discussed about the blocking made Dby
transcendental foundationalism It epitomzes epistenology as the
probl emof synthetic a priori and, a neta-epi stenol ogical |ooking into
it shows that in doing so it amounts to an unscientific investigation

based on a so called analytic truth. GCarnapian foundationalism or

21

"Li ngui stic Absol uti sm suffers on a parallel way. An internal

question obtains some scientific explanation but, since a conceptual

franmework is supposed to be absolutely determning the truth of a
proposition in terns of the semantic rules, the relative-justification
obtai nable for an answer to the internal question is not explained,

further, by a back-ground system This conceptually unexpl ai ned
relative-justification concedes a limted nunber of statenents and
their "interpretations’ an epistemc privilege of becom ng
analytically true in relation to a language. Thus the theoretic reason

for the analytics is not there, they |lack conceptual explanation.

It is precisely this lack of conceptual explanation that
fundamental | y destroys the foundationalistic noves. To point out that

lacking is the central epistenological theme that wunderlies Qine's

refutation of the ASD.

21F‘brr.anos di stinguishes 'Linguistic Absolutismi from early
Wttgenstein's "picture theory'. It is with the reason that
the latter is conpatible with 'netaphysical Absolutism when
the former is not so. For Wittgenstein |eaves reality
i ndependent of |anguage although it is language through what
we conprehend reality. Carnap concedes no independent status

to'reality'. See Romanos, G D (1983) Qine and Analytic
Phi | osophy, The M T Press, pp. 31-40.



It is well received that Quine argues, in "Two Dognas of
Enpiricism (TOB),#? against the ASD that analyticity as well as its
famly concepts like 'synonyny' and 'semantical rules' |ack sufficient
expl anation. Explication or explanation of any of these concepts

becones viciously circular inviewof its presupposition of one or

ot her concept of the sane famly.

|f a genuine explanation of a concept is said to be circular by
neans of a pessimstic allegation that, since each and every other
concept in terns of what a concept can be explained belongs to the
sane famly, no concept can be explained wthout any circularity, then

Quine's position can be nade clear as it foll ows.

All systens of definitions nust, in a sense, be ultimately
circular, and, hence, the conplaint is against 'vicious circularity'.
It is against foundationalistic connections between neaning and
know edge; between the ASD and the synthetic a priori, between the ASD
and the senantic determnation of ontology. It is true that the
allegation of 'circularity’ is tenable only when it is nade in
relation to sone view point on the basis of what t he
‘famly-nenbership’ is to be determned. O the same coin, an
explanation is genuine only in relation to a conceptual framework. The
view poi nt accounted in Quine's TDE is purely epistenological. In
ot her words, the conplaint is that each of those proposed definitions
or explications of analyticity presuppose the sane epistenol ogical

blunders that analyticity does- 'in every case the definitions

22I—Iereafter "Two Dognas of Enpiricismi is abbreviated as "TCE'.



invsariantly involves the same epistenological problens that the

def i ni endumwas subj ected to' .23

It is a 'confusion' to think that the
ASDs explanation can be brought about in terns of explicit
"senmantical rules' by discarding the vagueness of ordinary |anguage
whi ch mght be naking the distinction hazy. For the clarification
required is the conceptual clarification of ASD itself and not of any
mechani cal classification, say, ticking sone statenents to be anal ytic
and others as synthetic. Wwen Qine says he ¢ does not wunderstand
whet her the statenent "Everything green is extended" is analytic; "the
trouble is not with 'green' or ‘'extended but wth ‘'analytic".
Moreover, it goes w thout saying, one can understand sone distinction
(say, the ASD) if he fails to decide a particular sentence, S is
analytic or synthetic. An instance of indecisiveness to classify

sonet hi ng does not anmount to say that such a classification cannot be

under st ood. 25

. : 26 . :

Wing Frege's termnology , if neither the sense nor the
reference of the ASD can be available then; it is no wonder that Quine
does not understand the ASD and; hence, he does not understand that

"Bverything green is extended" is analytic. Ganted that by referring

23
Hornstein, N (1982 "Foundationalism and Qi ne' s
| ndet erm nacy Thesi s", Social Research, 49, pp. 32 - 67. See
p. 42.

# FLPV, p. 3R

. Mates, B (1951) " Anal yti cal Sent ences"”, The
Phi | osophical Review, 60, pp. 55 - 54 Se p. 59  For
exanple, from"Jones is not able to decide whether Fernat's
conjecture is a theorem’ it woul d be paradoxical to conclude

"Therefore, Jones does not understand the term 'theorem™.
26DJe to Mates, B (1951), However Nates interprets the
matter in a different way and criticizes Qine's stand point.
See pp 527-529.



the ASD it is not neant to refer sheer noting down of sentences under
two colums - analytic and synthetic - on a piece of paper such that
repeatedly going through that can create different 'feelings' or

‘attitudes’ towards anal ytics and synthetics27

, a conceptual franework
must be referred to bring about the distinction. So also, it is not
the sense of the sentences thenselves but, the conceptual franework

whi ch feeds the ASD nust be having sone sense.

Again, togo with Frege, the need of a Bergriffsschrift or a

' conceptual notation' of the ASD, without any other suppressed tacit
assunptions |like transcendental a priori conceded in the way of sone
nmet aphorical saying like 'containnent' to explain the ASD, calls for a
conceptual franework. The ASD, like a nunber, is not a 'property of
external things' like witten or uttered sentences or that of a nan
(bachel or and unmarried, sitting on that chair). Nor is it 'an object
of psychol ogy' which can be established by our sheer strong feeling or
attitude of accepting the ASD. A conceptual framework is to be assuned
for the ASDif, at all, the ASD anounts to serve any epi stenol ogi cal
interest of bifurcating the epistemc status of our statenents. It is
precisely an argunment for the unavailability of any such conceptual

franework for the ASD underlies Qine's conplaint of the 'vicious

27Appeal to such feelings and attitudes is an inportant

fggtor in Mates' criticism

‘conceptual notation' and 'conceptual franework' shoul d not
be confused. The forner presupposes the latter, not the vice
versa. The Fregian enterprise of 'conceptual notation' has
"produced the profound di scoveries in fornal | ogi c upon whi ch
Frege's posthunous fane ultimately rests: the theory of
quantifiers and variables and t he noder n t heory of
prepositional operators”. Quoted from Harri son, B. (1979
I ntroduction to the Phil osophy of Language, MacM I | an Press,
London, p. 52.



circularity' in relation to the explanation of analyticity.

Separating 'neaning’ from'reference' - that is, neaning of a
singular concrete or abstract termis not the 'object' it refers to
and that of a general concrete or abstract termis not the 'extension
of the termto what it is true of - the ASD can be thought of as based

on "synonyny'. But, as Quine argues, synonyny is 'best understood only

by dint of a prior appeal to analyticity itself.'

Prima. facie, "No bachelor is narried" seens to be changed into
the logical truth "No unmarried man is narried" by replacing
"bachel or" with its synonym i.e., "unnarried man". But this notion of
synonym needs clarification. Appeal to |exicography serves no purpose
in this respect. For |exicographical substitutes are not the synonyns
we are concerned here. Lexicographical substitutes are neant for

‘teaching the use of sentences'29

and, thereby, the |exicographer
presupposes the know edge of the use of the substitutes made for the
entries. It is roughly that know edge, the two different status of
knowng two different connections - between the substitutes and
between the non-substitutes - nmaintained in analytic and synthetic
truths, on the basis of what the |exicographer is supposed to work it

out is our concer ned.

Agai n, synonyny cannot  be expl ai ned In terns of
interchangeability salva. veritate, i.e., interchangeability of two

linguistic forns in all contexts wthout the change of truth value.

see Quine, S.V.O. Pursuit of Truth (PT)



" Cor dat es"30and "renates", "nman" and "feather less bi ped* etc., are

I nt er changeabl e sal va veritate due to nere acci dental agreenents and,
t hereby, are not the required interchangeable synonyns in terns of

what anal yticity can be expl ai ned or defi ned.

Anal yticity can be proposed to be defined in terns of synonyny as
it follows. If "A is cognitively synonynous with 'B (where 'A and
"B are two predicates) then "Ais B is analytic. "A is said to be

cognitively synonynous with 'B if "A is substitutable sal va veritate

for ' B .

If "A Is extensionally equivalent to 'B then 'A I's
substitutabl e every where for 'B and vice versa,. But the ASD cannot
be sufficiently explained in terns of such extensional equival ences.
For exanple, in both (i) 'Al bachelors are unmarried nmen' and (ii)
"Al cordates are renates' 'A and 'B are extensionally equivalent-
and, hence, 'A is substitutable everywhere for 'B and vice versa.
But '(i)" is supposed to be analytic whereas '(ii)' is not supposed to
be so. Thus the extensional equival ence between "A and 'B is not a

sufficient condition for the ASD. That is, no difference can be nade

about the epistenol ogical status of '(i)' and '(ii)', about how the
two happen to be true in tw different ways — analytically and
synthetically - in an extensional |anguage. Wat exactly accrues the
ASD as well as its explication in terns of synonyny is the

insufficient explanation of that supposed epi stenol ogical distinction.

o :0" Gordates" is not to be confused wth "Chordates". FL, P.
. fn.



The problem is not overcone in an intensional |anguage(where
provision for nodal contexts like 'necessarily ...', ‘'possibly ...
etc. are laid down) too. Take the adverb "necessarily" for neaning
sonething as in "Necessarily all and only 'As ae A and an
i ntensional |anguage is the union of the extensional |anguage, L, and
the set of formulae obtained by prefixing sentences with the adverb
“necessarily". In short, it is L U {'necessarily’ }. By the help of
this intensional systemit can be said that "Necessarily all cordates
are cordates" is true but it cannot be said that "Necessarily all
cordates are renates". For if, at all, it is sad so due to the
co-extensi veness of "cordates' and "renates' it danages the supposed
epi stenol ogi cal distinctiveness retained in "Necessarily all cordates
are cordates". (L U{ "necessarily'}) is a good test of "synonyny'
but, unfortunately, the term'necessarily’ denands explanation. It 1is
a good test because it attenpts to qualify the "coextensiveness' wth
an epistemc distinctiveness of a kind that concerns us for the
“synonyny'. But the qualifying term "necessarily', is in need of
expl anation. Properties of predicates like "necessarily" cannot be
characterized independent of notions like true by neaning as opposed

to contingently true.

It is neither in an extensional |anguage nor in an intensional
| anguage that the ASD can be explained. It cannot be explained in an
artificial language too. For example, if Lo is an interpreted first
order calculus containing both the nane 'John' and the neaning
postul ate

P. (X) ((xis abachelor) =>xis unnarried),
then the sentence, S "If John is a bachelor, then John is unnarried"

can be passed off as analytic for L.



However, S cannot be passed off as analytic for-L where L stands
for Lo, Ly, Lo ... Ly, 1.e., for an n nunber of |anguages. For the

meani ng postulate, P, is confined to Lo and to discover a neaning

postul ate which can govern over all languages is self-stultifying
besides the fact that there is no such discovery till today.' It is
self-stultifying because it tends to be absolutistic, it nakes no

sense of a '"decision' which really matters the nost for neaning

post ul ati ons.

Thus anal yticity cannot, in general, be defined in terns of
semantical rules though it can be defined separately in different
parti cul ar | anguages. And, again, the possible definitions undertaken
with the strategy of nmeaning postulates can be construed to be
arbitrary or non-arbitrary. It can be arbitrary in the sense that
there may not be any constraint for keeping a particular statenent in
a particular framework. For the said rules are artificial (contra
natural), it can be revised accordingly, for an arbitrary inclusion of
any statenment in the franmeworKk. Thus  what is defined as
analytic-in-Lp is arbitrarily defined and it can be defined as
synthetic with some changes in Lop. On the other hand, it can be
construed to be defined non-arbitrarily in the sense that the
conpl eteness of a franework or |anguage system Lo, objectively
determnes the truth of a statenment (although the semantical rules
constituting the conpl eteness of Ly can be arbitrarily fixed so due to
their sol e dependence on our decision or intensional nethod). The
obj ective determnation of truth by the semantical rules of Ly w thout
presupposi ng the belief or know edge of any thing experienced in this
world anmobunts to say that a sentence, S determned so is
anal ytic-for- Lo because any interpretation of S in confirmation to Lo

becones true. But such a strategy nakes the definition 'viciously



circular'. The sense of 'objective determ nation' which enables to
turn any interpretation of Sto be true presupposes the ASD instead of
expl ai ni ng the epi stenol ogi cal problemthat what really nmakes sense of
such a fact-independent 'objective determnation' of truth as

di stingui shed from the contingent truths.

Thus the explanation of the ASD attenpted in terns of synonyny
(accounting an intensional, extensional or an artificial language) is
proved to be circular. Verification theory of neaning (VTI\/)31 may be

called for breaking the circularity.

In Section 5 of the TDE Quine asks to | ook beneath the VIM - the

"catch word" of logical enpiricism - ‘'for a possible key to the
probl emof neaning and the associated problens’ in relation to the
ASD The key, immediately comes to hand, 1is that a statement is

analytic if and only if it is confirmed 'no matter what' because (i)
"the meaning of a statenent is the nmethod of enpirically confirmng or
infirmng it" and (ii) a statenent is supposed to be analytic if its
truth is determned solely by its neaning such that it 1is true 'no

natter what' happens in this enpirical world.

The advantage of this strategy - to define analyticity in terns
of the VIM- is that it is not circular and it seens to be nore
enpirical in spirit, than the system relative determnation of
nmeani ng, due to the notion of 'confirmng a statenent with enpirical

observation. The circularity is avoided by avoiding an explanation in

Stereafter "Verification Theory of Meaning" is abbreviated
as "VIM.



ternms of any concept or notion which, in turn, depends on the
expl anation of neaning (as it is with 'synonym) or system of [|anguage
(as it is the case with senantical rules) in order to distinguish the
statenments true in terns of meaning or |anguage from contingent
statenents and, thereby, explaining the epistemc discrimnation that

can be made out of the ASD. It is an attenpt to explain the notion of

nmeani ng itself.

It is fine as far as it can avoid the circularity but, in fact,
this theory is not correct and; hence, the given possible definition
(i.e. Sis analytic if and only if Sis confirned 'no natter what') is
untenable. Tenability of such a theory is dependent wupon the
tenability of reductionismin enpiricism In other words, a statenent
can be said to be analytic if it is confirned 'no matter what' but
whet her the statenent can be confirned so (individually in isolation
fromthe other statenents of the |anguage systen) is a question to
what the reductionists affirmand the VIM is largely indebted to
reductionism Qine counts reductionism - ‘'the belief that each
meani ngful statenent is equivalent to sone |logical construct upon
terns which refer to innmedi ate experei nce:?’2 - as the second dogna of
enpiricism Thus, in effect, recourse to VIMfor the explanation of
the ASD neans to explain one dogna in terns of, not even another dogna

but, a dognadependent theory.

The two dogmas - the ASD and reductionism - are intinately

connected, supporting each other: If it can be significantly talked

S2FLPV, p. 27.



about an isolated (system independent) statement as having been
individually confirmed or infirmed, it nakes enough sense of talking
about a particular limted class of statements to be 'vacuously
confirnmed, ipso facto, conme what nay; and such a statenent is
anal ytic' as distinguished fromsynthetic. Oh the other hand, if the
ASD is tenable, the presupposition of the duality that each individual
statenment has a linguistic conponent and a factual conponent becones
I ndi spensabl e to conceive of certain statenents as being devoid of
factual content (to becone analytically true). Qe this duality
Inside a statenment is there, it makes enough sense of confirmng or
infirmng of individual statements and, thereby, the ASD supports the

dogma of reductioni sm

Thus, from an epi stenol ogical point of view, the root of the two
dognas lies in the belief of individual statements as the units of
truth or verification in isolation fromthe system |anguage or theory

to what the statenent bel ongs.

"The two dognas are, indeed, at root identical... it is nonsense,
and the root of much nonsense, to speak of a |inguistic conponent and
a factual conponent in the truth of individual statement. Taken
correctly, science has its double dependence upon |anguage and

experience; but this duality is not significantly traceable into the

statenents of science taken one by one, " 33

In fact, sentences nmeet experience as a 'corporate body'. In

BELPV, pp.41-42.



positivist's framework the rel ati on between theory and experi ence (or,
in general, between |anguage and experience) is carried out in terns
of a "mxture account” of truth. That is, an additive account of
sentences (like particles of a m xt ure)34 conprising a theory (the
m xture) assigns each sentence, individually, wth a truth value by
the method of each one's confirmng or infirmng sone  fixed
i ndi viduated ranges of experiences of the world. Contrary to it, a
"conpound account" of truth advocated by Duhem and Quine considers

| anguage or theory as the unit of trut h.35

AQGven this latter account,
it nmakes no sense of confirnmation or infornmation of a statenent Iin
isolation fromthe systemof statenents it belongs to and, hence, no

epi stenol ogi cal foothold on which rests the ASD

Uni versal revisability beconmes a natural outcome of the rejection
36

of enpirical reductionismin favour of the epistenological holism
common to Duhemand Quine. Since no statenent is granted of the so
called truth based on one-by-one verification of isolated statenents
due to the rejection of enpirical reductionism truth of a particular
statement depends upon the truth of its fellow statenents as nuch as
it depends upon the world outside. QOice this interdependence is
accepted, no statenent can have an absolute truth for itself. No

statenent is true or false by itself, solely by its own individual

confirmation or infirmation to the experience, any statement can be

3dtbornstein, N (192), p. 48.

35 . . .
Note that this "systemrel ati veness' is nore advanced than

tt31é51t of CGarnap. For further di scussions see chapter |\

Epi stenol ogical holismis di sti ngui shed from senmanti cal
holi sm See Gochet, P. (1986), Ascent to Truth: A Qitical
Exam nati on of Qui ne' s Fhil osophy, Phil osophia Verl ag Mi nchen
Vi n, p. 35



made true or false by naking adjustnments in the system for the
required confirmation or infirmation. Thus 'any statenent can be held

true cone what may, if we nake drastic enough adjustnents el sewhere in

37

the system,.. no statement is imune to revision.' And,

consequently, any statenent can be made analytic if unrevisability of
the truth is what characterizes analyticity. Thus the ASD becones

neani ngl ess.

Qiine's semnal paper, "TDE', has provoked nmany to defend agai nst
his refutation of the ASD but the nost inportant one is that of Qice
and Strawson (& 38 Even revisionists of Qui neani sm |ike Put nant®  do
refer and commend G5, For GS do not render nere counter exanples
against the refutation of ASD but, what is not found in najority of

the criticisns against Quine's refutation of the ASD a theoretic

reason is supplied by themin their argunents in defence of the ASD.40

YFLPV, p.43.

®Qice HP. and Strawson, P.P. (1956). "In Defence of a
Dognma", The Phil osophical Review, Vol. 65 no. 2, pp. 141 -
158. Hereafter 'G5 stands for 'Gice and Srawson' .

39Putnam H (1975). Mnd, Language and Reality, Canbridge
Lh4ioversity Press: Canbridge. See.pp. 34-35.

S s attenpt to provide a theoretic reason is explicit
fromthe very way they begin their argunments in saying that
"Quine's objection is not sinply to the words "analytic" and
"synthetic", but to a distinction which they are supposed to

expr ess, ... SO Qine is certainly at odds wth a
phil osophical tradition which is long and not wholly
disreputable'. GG (1956) . Cit. , p. 142 Again, in the

light of the theoretic reasons they provide, they anend
Qine's thesis by saying that it 'mght be better represented
not as the thesis that there is no difference at all marked
by the wuse of these expressions (i.e "Anal ytic" and
"Synthetic"), but at the thesis that the nature of, and
reasons for, the difference or differences are totally
m sunderstood by those who use the expressions, that the
stories they tell thenselves about the difference are full of
illusionn [Qcit., p143].[AG. Putnams saying, "I do not
understand what it would nean to say that a distinction



The mai n argurments of GS can be pointed out as

i) the argunent from consensus
i) the argument for intelligibility
i1i) the argunent in terras of concrete counter-exanpl e

iv) the argunent for the definition of synonyny by

verification

v) the argunent for the conpatibility of the ASD and

Quine' s'universal revisability'.

The argunent fromconsensus is roughly an appeal to the agreenent

of the philosophers, to the ASDin their application of "anal ytic" and
"synthetic", froma |long philosophical tradition to present day. This
argunent is fruitfully directed to the epistenological issue in
question by means of a distinction between 'open class' and 'closed
class' - the former class potentially contains an infinite menbership
whereas the latter class does not. The A is an openclass

distinction, it 1is preserved till today and, hence, a comon

between two things that different does not exist" However,
those who agree with Putnamis revisionistic thesis of Quine
'have of ten overl ooked', as Putnam apprehends, the fact that
Quine can be wong in his nost 'shocking thesis and still
right about very inportant and very Eerva& ve epi st enol ogi cal
issues. Putnamtries 'to reconcile the fact that Qine is
overwhelmngly right in his critique of what other
phi | osophers  have done wth the anal ytic-synthetic
distinction with the fact (as Putnam holds) that Qine is
wong in his literal thesis, nanely, that the distinction
itself does not exist at all'. Thus the thesis Putnamdefends
is " ignore the anal ytic-synthetic distinction, and you wll
not be wong in connection with any philosophical issues not
having to do specifically with the distinction. Atenpt to
use it as a weapon in phil osophical discussion, and you will

consistently be wong". (Putnam op cit. ,pp. 36 54 42 and
36 respectively)].



characteristic or a theoretical reason (rationale) nust be behind it

to sustain and per petuate discussions, disputes and devel opnents over

it.

Thus the argunent displays that there nust be a rational e behind
the ASD even if we fail to supply that. This is the consequence faced
by many 'philosophers who do not agree with Qine'. This is a
position., as Putnamaptly describes, that 'they know that there is an
analytic - synthetic distinction but they are unable to give a
satisfactory account of its nature.' 41 It is, after all, that
presupposed rationale (even if it is construed to be hidden there
though not clarified) that Quine chall enges when he chal | enges agai nst
the ASD The question is on the * point of the gane' we play by the ASD
and, not on the gane played in terns of ' neaning and under st andi ng. 42
Moreover, the existence of a gane is not guaranted by an illusion that
we are playing that gane. The ASD as well as the theoretic reason
presupposed for the ASD due to the fact that it is an open class

di stinction are dognati c.

M sconception of a non-existing epistenol ogi cal distinction to be
an open class distinction can be well traced out of the positivistic
ingredient retained in the ASD Except sone border |ine cases, the
class of statenments belonging to nathenatical truths, logical truths

and theoretical science can be distinguished from the class of

“. at., P. 35.

42Thi s anal ogy of gane isduetoPutnam Op. Cit., p.38.

“Fol | owi ng Pi gden, C (1987), "Two Dogiiatists", Inquiry, 30,
pp. 173 - 193. See pp. 181 - 182



statenents bel onging to sinpl e observations like "It is raining”, "The
book is on the table" etc. And, statenments of netaphysics are "swept
under carpet' due to its unsuitability to belong to any of the above
said classes. But even if one clains that analytic truths consists of
mat hematical, logical and highly theoretical truths this claim
nakes sense only when the open subclasses of mathenatical truths,
logical truths etc. are bound together by sone common characteristic
feature. Wthout sone common characteristic, to bind the open
subcl asses but claimng it to be one open class, anounts to an

arbitrary class of statenents devoid of any rational e behind that.

The argunent for the intelligibility of the ASD finds Qine's
requi renment of sufficient explanation or clarification too hard to
make out anything. 'Too many words would fail', it is argued, "to neet

Qiine's standards of intelligibility. ' %

VW have already discussed that the Qinean requirenent of
sufficient explanation for the ASD is an epistenological obligation,
it is the '"point of the gane' for what we play the ASD and not the
usual way of playing it that requires the explanation; it 1is an
extended sense of 'synonyny' that needs explanation and not its
ordinary sense. Appeal to ordinary usage for the explanation of
synonyny in which "bachelor" and "unnarried nan" are safely believed
to be synonynous can be ruled out of consideration. For the notion of
synonyny enpl oyed to define '"analytic' is in an extended sense, beyond

Its ordinary usage. Its ordinary use does not seek for the coextensive

“cf. GS, Op. Cit.; p. 152



range of verification, nor is it assured of a reductionistic account
of viewing statenents in isolation of its fellows and, thereby, it
does not have the potentiality of explaining certain statenents which
are alleged to be true "what nay cone'. Thus G5 s argunent against
Quine's standard for clarification or explanation is wuncalled for.
They argue it in terns of the ordinary use of 'synonyny' but

' synonyny' is introduced in an ext ended sense wth certain

epi st enol ogi cal interest.

There are two possible ways in which a counter-exanple can have
an epi stenol ogical interest against Quine's refutation of the ASD (a)
breaking the circularity in an inductive manner, i.e. rendering sone
concrete exanples for sufficient elucidation of any of the concepts in
the sane famly such that instancing nore and nore of that kind of
el uci datory exanples one can inductively prove that the concept is
sufficiently clarified to break the circularity; (b) breaking the
circularity by certain conceptual clarification of any of the concepts

of the "famly' and extend sone concrete exanples in support of the

conceptual clarification,

S s argunent in terns of the exanple of logical inpossibility,
vis., "M/ neighbour's three year child is an adult” is ained in the
first possible way because the second way is al nost bl ocked by Quine,

Consider G5 s exanple of logical inpossibility. CGonsider the follow ng

two cases:

s, . dt., p. 150



1. "M nei ghbour's three-year-old child is an adult’.

2. "My neighbour's three-year-old child under st ands

Russel 's theory of Types.

By a freak of nat ure,46

(1) becones true if the neighbour's child
happens to be well counted as an adult. Even if it is born Just three
years back, its unbelievable physical and nental growh can enable it
to be well counted as an adult provided that there holds no rigid
synonymty between "nore than three-years-old® and "adult". But G5
explicitly exclude 'freak of nature' fromtheir exanple. Oh the sane
ground, they cannot allow the chances of a three year old child s
becoming an adult by being victimzed by a sorcerer or by being a
sibling of a '"bernny’ or by becomng a tinme traveller or by the law of
a state (that whoever understands Russell's Theory of types 1is an
adult) etc; because such chances do really amunt to be the
counterexanpl es to the exanples they provide to elucidate the notion
of logical inpossibility. & have tried to reduce | ogi cal
inpossibility (i.e., it is analytic that not ...) to |Ilogical
contradi ction through the substitution of synonym ("three- year-old"

and "not-an-adult"). But the notion of 'synonyny' is no less in need

of clarification than the notion of logical inpossibility accounted to

expl ain the ASD

GS attenpt to defend synonyny, admtting no determnate range of
verification conditions (i.e., refraining froma reductionistic view

poi nt), by keeping certain assunptions for what a candidate pair of

46P‘i gden (Op. Cit. , p. 186 considers such freaks of nature.



statenents are equal ly confirmed or infirmed- This is not acceptabl e.
Any two consistent statenents (e.g.; 'Xis a renate’ and 'x iIs a

cordate') can be turned to be synonynous by neans of certain

assunptions (e.g., coextensiveness). (n the other hand, if the
definition is anended and 'any assunption' is taken into account,
instead of 'certain assunptions', then the definition becones too

tight to all ow any synonyny. For, in such an anended account, even the
paradigm cases |like "bachelor"™ and "unnarried nen" fail to be
synonynous. If, in an island, or even in our society in sone future,
t he weddi ng cerenony happens anong t he nonkeys and the nonkeys get the
legal and social status of what the narried couples do get, the
unmarried nmal e nonkeys are well counted as bachelors, "bachel or”
cannot be synonynous to "unnarried man". Unnarried mnale nonkeys are
there to be called as bachel ors too. Thus neither 'any assunption' nor
‘certain assunption' can explain the 'synonyny', because, there is no

such 'synonyny' but dogmatically held to be there along wth

anal yticity. ¥

&ESs argunent for the conpatibility of "anal yticity' and

"universal revisability' consists of the follow ng steps.

a) There is a difference between 'reecting a proposition' and

" droppi ng the concepts invol ved.' 48
b) When a fornerly analytic statenent is dropped, the formof words

In question changes from expressing an analytic st at enent to

4Cf. Pigden's example of 'bachelor bemmies, Op. Cit., pp.
137-188
GS, Op. Cit., pp. 156 - 158



expressing a synthetic statenent, that I s, the analytic 1is
' met anor phosed' into a synthetic fal sehood.
c) If the concepts of fornmerly analytic statement is revised, the

statenent or its equival ent woul d agai n be true.

The difference between 'rejecting a proposition' and 'dropping
the concepts involved is roughly like a difference between ' (2 + 2 =
5 is false' and "it is neaningless to talk about our currently used
concepts like "plus' and 'equal to' if it is true that (2 + 2 = 5)'.49
The forner interpretation is in relation to a particular conceptual
franework currently held fromgenerations and, accordingly, (2 + 2 =
5 is rejected in relation to that conceptual framework. The latter
interpretation is in relation to a possible franework in which (2 + 2
=5) becones true and, accordingly, the age-old concepts expressing
'+ and '= is dropped and revised for the sake of that possible
framework. Thus '(2 + 2 =5)', or any proposition to that effect of
having a truth condition, can be interpreted in tw different ways
whi ch can be resulted into true (false) in relation to a currently

held franmework and false (true) in relation to a revised (conflicting)

f r anewor k.

GS argue that if a proposition is analytic then it cannot be
rejected, it can be 'revised-in-principle'. And, at the sane tine, the
proposition that becomes synthetic in relation to the revised
conceptual franmework renmains analytic in relation to the fornerly held

conceptual schene. Thus revisability nakes sense only when a sense is

. Camap' s distinction between 'internal questions' and
"external questions'.



made of conceptual schemes and the sense of the latter, in turn, mnakes
sense of the ASD. That is, coinciding G s termnology with GCarnapian
termnology, a 'nethod of intension'" is vital for the 'dropping of
concepts to ‘'revise' a proposition; a ‘'nethod of extension' is
enpl oyed for the "rejection" of a proposition. However, if such a
distinction is shown to be untenable, the conpatibility between the

ASD and the thesis of universal ‘revisability' (of  Quine) becomes

unvi abl e.

In the 4th Chapter, anong other things, it can be found that
Carnap's 'nmethod of intension' is unviable. Before that, in the 3rd
Chapter, it is attenpted that a whol ehearted positivistic nethod of
enpirical investigations prevents determnacy of nmeaning and on that
ground it can be safely concluded that, since no determnacy of
nmeaning i s possible, there is no truth determned solely by virtue of
nmeani ng and, thereby, no ASD is tenable. It 1is argued that the
I ndetermnacy thesis is neither a doubt on the neaning nor a sheer
positivistic assertion of enpirical neaning. It is a thesis of
enpirical neaning by the nethod of scientific doubt and, thereby, a
thesis for naturalistic semantics. The scientific doubt, analogous to
the scientific doubt in naturalized epistenol ogy., replaces a Cartesian
doubt in senmantics. Anot her | mpor t ant probl em that Qui ne' s
I ndetermnacy thesis solves, shown in the 3rd chapter, is the problem
that if "determnate neaningg is there then how to overcone the

"intimate' relationship between reductionism and the ASD?

The holism Quine advocates is wundoubtedly antagonistic to the
systemneglectirxg VIMbut in TDE he has not extended sufficient
reasons for the untenability of VIM and, hence, for the acceptance of

the Duhem Quine thesis (i.e., epistenological holisn) even though he



explicitly expresses that the VIMis false. From his indetermnacy
thesis it can be observed that it is not only a thesis towards
naturalismbut also a thesis that can be suitably 'enployed for the
falsification of VIM wth an epistenol ogical point of view in order
to conpl etely destroy foundationalismbeneath the ASD For the two
dognas - ASD and redactionism- are intinately related and VIM is
dependent on reductionism Thus what is acconplished so far, in our
anti-foundationalistic nove is, in asense, a partial maturation of

the anti-foundationalistic thene potentially there in Qine' s TCE



CHAPTER il
INDETERMINACY OF TRANSLATION: A REFUTATION OF FOUNDATIONALISTIC
SEMANTICS

The task undertaken agai nst foundationalism in this chapter and
in the next chapter, 1is to show that foundationalism has two
fundamental false presuppositions. Determnacy of neaning in
| anguage, one of the two false presuppositions, is to be refuted in
this chapter. Thus this chapter can be viewed as an exposition of
Qine's indetermnacy thesis but an exposition with an orientation
agai nst foundationalistic semantics. Q, to put it in positive terns,
the thrust is basically on a conclusion that semantics is to be
natural i sed anal ogous to naturalized epistenol ogy. That is, to be
more precise, it is an anti-foundationalistic qua naturalistic
interpretation of Qine's indetermnacy thesis. An absolute
determnation of reality, the other fundanental false presupposition

of foundationalism is to be refuted in the next chapter.

A lay man's conception of Indetermnacy of Translation (IT)
woul d be the conception that a mnmanual of translation cannot be
correctly constructed and all available manuals are wongly
constructed. He can easily refute IT by his ow ground that we find
many nmanual s of translation which are correctly constructed. The
phi | osophi cal insight sustained in IT, the insight that literally

haunts many phil osophers, is that no manual of translation can, in

ulll;preafrer "indetermnacy of Translation" is abbreviated as



principle, besaidto be the correct one.

Refutation of the. IT anmounts to accept that a nanual of
translation can be constructed as the 'reference point'? for the
eval uation of other alternative manual s whi ch mght have been supposed
to be correctly constructed for our practical purposes but none is the
correct one. Such an acceptance tends to be foundationalistic. The
tendency to uphold an absolute "reference point', even if it 1is
neither a traditional netaphysical one to determne reality nor a
Kantian transcendental one to determine true scientific know edge but
an anal ytical or semantic one to determne neaning, conpels it to be
foundationalistic. For reality and know edge are construed, by these
adherents of the 'reference point', to be determned and justified by
language. |If the 'reference point' is tenable, reality can be
absolutely determned as well as a conplete justification of a
know edge claimis possible. The IT argues against the possibility of
such a 'reference point' and espouses that 'there is no fact of the
matter', there is nothing objectively there, about which a translation

can be right or wong.

In short, if alay nan's nocking at IT is due to the fact that
many manual s of translation are there and supposed to be correctly
constructed, a philosopher's seriousness is due to a nethodol ogical
di spute based on the question that whether a 'reference point' s

possible or not for those available manuals to be evaluated as right

An introductory exposition of IT in terns of 'reference
point' can be found in Roth, P A (1978, "Paradox and
| ndet er mnacy"”, Jounrnal of Philosophy, 75, pp.347-367.



or wong. The IT advocates that there is no such 'reference point'

and right translations can sharply diverge .>

The nethodol ogical dispute - between foundationalism and
naturalism- is epistenological. It is, towt, whether epistenology-
can set apriori epistemc principles to evaluate any know edge clam
(as being a justified or unjustified one) or not. An apriority of
epi stenol ogi cal normativity is sought by semantic absol uti sm through
the determ nacy of neaning. Viability of semantic absolutism is

conpl etel y dependent upon the tenability of determnacy of neaning.

Determnacy of neaning and the possibility of a 'reference point’
qua the correct manual of translation are closely associated. So al so
Is the association between |IT and neani ng-skepticism A  manual of
translation connecting the linguistic el ements of a source |anguage to
that of a target language connects 'neanings' associated with the
respective linguistic elenents. To accept an absolute determnation
of the former connection in terns of a linguistic or extra linguistic
‘reference point' amounts to accept determnacy of ' neaning' . | t
illegitimately licenses a curious entity between a linguistic elenent
and what is neant or communicated by that el ement. Nbo such entity is

called for the explanation of ‘'linguistic activity' when

*Cormenting on Katz's "The Refutation of |ndeterm nacy"
Quine Wites, "the fact renains that |exicogaphy Iives, and
Is inportant. Translation is inportant, often right, often
wong. The indetermnacy thesis denies none of this, but
tells us that right translations can sharply diverge". [In
Barrett, RB and Gbson RF. (Eds.) (1990) Perspectives on
Qui ne, Basil Blackwell, p.198 (Hereafer references to this
book is nentioned as PQ] .



meani ng- skepticismis advocated.” It explains in behaviouristic terns
and a behaviouristic explanation of our linguistic activity
establishes IT nore explicitly than the theoretical ground on what |T
Is established as a 'natural conclusion' of Peircean thesis and

Duhem an t hesi s.

The IT is a thesis of naturalized epistenology as well as an
antithesis to foundationalism The fornmer aspect is worked out by a
behavi ouristic explanation of IT. The antithesis is nmade out of the
theoretical explanation of IT which, precisely, consists of the

fol | ow ng argurent :

"If we recognize with Peirce that the neaning of a sentence
turns purely on what woul d count as evi dence for its truth,
and if we recognize with Duhem that theoretical sentences
have their evidence not as single sentences but only as

|arger blocks of theory, then the indetermnacy of

t heoreti cal sentences is the natural conclusion".®

‘Qiine'snotion of 'Scientific skepticism which renains
vital for his naturalized epistenology can be put forward

here to expl ai n neani ng skeptici smadvocated in terns of the
| T. An analogy can be drawn between the two varieties of

skepticism Bar-on Droit (1990), "Scepticism The External

VWor | d and Meani ng", Phil osophi cal Studies, 60, pp. 207-231"
argues ‘'that, not only is such analogous treatnent

possible', between external world skepticism and neaning
skepticism ‘'but that it may be philosophically nore
interesting'. However, here, our immediate concern is to
establish 'neaning skepticism. Hence what follows is
Qine's argunents in favour of that.

°CR pp. 80-81 (Enphasis added).



The inportance of recognizing Peirce, the originator of
pragmatism is not nmerely historical but has sone conceptual affinity
with the enpiricism of Quine. The enpiricism Peirce represents
through his pragmatic brand, unlike the traditional enpiricism
permts thought or reason to be an indispensable factor of our growh
of know edge. However, admtting that thought is void wthout
observation and observation is blind wthout thought (which comes
parallel to Kant's saying: “thoughts wthout content are enpty,
intuitions wthout concepts are blind'®, he is not coonmtted to the
“architectonic' theory of phil osophy/ know edge. h the contrary,
having a "laboratory mnd", contra "semnary mnds" of  nost
professional philosophers, he regards a question or solution
significant only when it can be 'brought' to the test of sone
observations or experinents such as we find in the research practices
and techniques of scientists and anal ysts. . Peircean enpiricism
unlike logical enpiricism does not coomt the mstake of accepting
single isolated theoretical sentences for their confirmation to
enpi ri cal evidence. It avoids 'single experinents or of single

experinental phenonena’ accepting 'general kinds of experinental

8

phenonena’ .® For what an experinent signifies has its bearings only in

relation to the future predictions nade out of it. And the
suitability that holds for the future on the basis of present or past,
between a belief or theory (by observation or experiment) and the

enpirical world we have around, cannot be conceived of by isolated

°Qitique, AS51/B 75

"Wener Philip, P. (138. (EK.) Chalres S Peirce
Selected Witings, [Dover Publications (1966)3. See p. XV

8 bid, p. 144



si ngl e experi nents.

Thus the enpiricismrepresented by Peirce sustains a naturalistic
flavour of the Quinean kind as far as it pleads for no verification in
terns of experinment or observation of isolated kinds and aspires for
an investigation with a 'laboratory mnd, wupholds no a priori
foundational doctrines but sone revisable (hypothetical) statenents
made on the basis of 'sensible effects of observation. However the
objectivity retained of truth on the basis of experinental agreenent
in Peircian pragmati sm (distinguished from Jane's conception of a
subj ective psychol ogi cal satisfaction in relation to pragnmatic truth)
Is acceptable in a Qinean framework only wth sone reservation.
"Scientific nmethod is the way to truth, but it affords even in
principle no unique definition of truth. "9 The nethod to be adopted in
epistenology is scientific par with nethods applied in natural
sciences and, thereby, neaning of a sentence ultinmately depends upon
the evidence of its truth parallel to the significance of a hypothesis
(nmade in natural sciences) depends upon the evidence of its truth nade
out on experinental basis. But the experinmental basis cannot afford
an hypothesis to be uniquely true because nany possible alternative
hypot heses nay becone true on experinental basis. So also, our
observation or experience cannot provide us any sentence wth an
uniquely determned neani ng; because, on the basis of sone
observational data nmany possible alternative neanings can be put up
equal ly. Thus the constraint to the Peircean pragmatism is that no

truth can be incorrigible and, thereby, no neaning can be uniquely

WO, p. 23,



determnated although it is firmy endorsed that truth nust be having
sone evidence (the 'sensible' effects by observation or experience)

and 'neaning’ ultimatel y depends upon the evidence of truth. 10

Now what Qui ne denies of Peircian pragnati smand, hence, of any
pragnatism that uniquely determnes neaning is based on hi s
recognition of Duheman holism The Duheman holismbasically argues
against the so called "crucial experinent' which is supposed to
provi de a concl usi ve evi dence against one hypothesis as well as a
supporting evidence for another. Duhemargues that the two conditions
presupposed for the tenability of 'crucial experinent' which, in turn,
sinmul taneously falsify one hypothesis and verify another cannot be
fulfilled. The two conditions are (i) t hat an  unanbi guous
falsification procedure exists (ii) that reducti o ad absur dum net hods

be applicable to scientific inference.

| f unanbi guous falsification procedure exists, that is, if an
hypothesis, H is refuted by an observation, ~Q then it IS

presupposed that scientific reasoning follows the sinple schema H

10I n a sense, fromhere, Davidson's holism deviates from
Quinean holism The forner enphasizes nore on 'truth' than
on 'evidence' such that, even if 'neaning’ is determned only
inrelation to a systemof language L, it is 'determned by
the best theory of truth for L' that naximses the 'truth

of what the respective speakers say and believe. Oh the
otherhand Quinean ‘'inmmanent holism enphasizes nore on
"evidence' thanon 'truth' and, accordingly, 'neaning' is

determned in relation to L but 'by the translation from L
into our own language that naxi mzesour agreenent wth
speakers of L' . A good discussion of this difference
between Davidson's 'transcendent holistic approach’ and
Quine's 'Immanent holistic approch’ can be found Iin Harnan
Albert (1990 "Inmmanent and Transcendent approches to the
Theory of Meani ng" in PQ pp. 144-157 (See. pp. 153-1%4).
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—0, and falsification is represented by [<H - 0) & ~-0] — ~ H
But scientific reasoning does not followit. For every scientific
prediction is based on several hypotheses, not on a single hypothesis.
The scientific reasoning follows the conpl ex schena, [(Ht R+ ... +
H) — 0]; not the sinple schema, H— Q Thus by confronting a
recalcitrant experience, ~Q we cannot falsify a single hypothesis,
H but the conjunction of several hypotheses (i.ee H+ H + ... +

H). Thus there exists no unanbi guous falsification procedure.

Reductio ad absurdum nethods be applicable to scientific
I nference neans that one hypothesis can be said to be verified on the
basis of a contradiction inferred from the acceptance of another
hypot hesis. For, it is supposed here, falsification of one particul ar
hypot hesis inplies the acceptance of an alternative one. Duhem argues
that, even if a particular hypothesis is said to be falsifiable (which
Is not possible at all), there is neither such inplication (sad
above) nor one can enunerate the possible alternative hypotheses whi ch
can explain an event. The falsification of a particular hypothesis,
H does not inply the acceptance of another particul ar hypothesis, ~H
but the acceptance of several assunptions, hypotheses, even theories,
on which ~H is based. Furthernore, the alternative assunptions,
hypot heses and theories on which ~ H can be based to explain an event
Is not fixed, nor it can even be fixed so. S nce there can be no such
fixity of alternatives and falsification of an hypothesis, ~ H neans
verification of no particular hypothesis but an indefinite nunber of
hypot heses, reducti o ad absurdum nethod cannot be applicable to

scientific Inference.

Quine does not claim the Duheman argunents against * crucial
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experinment' to be correct; nor he is interested enough to show the
non-triviality of such argunents. O the contrary, in a letter to
Qunbaum ' he admts that he has 'probably’ used the Duhemian thesis
ina '"trivial' way although, argunents apart, the thematic concl usion
abstracted from Duheman thesis is very nmuch persuasive to Qi nean
hol i sm that makes the ground for his challenge against the 'cleavage
bet ween neaning and fact'. "Actually", he wites, "ny holism is not
as extrene as those brief vague paragraphs at the end of "Two Dognas

of Enpiricism are bound to sound."*

The problem ahead is, then, what exactly is Qine's holisn? To
show, in connection with the Duheman thesis, what is the restricted
version of Duheman thesis that Qui ne does uphol d? The restriction 1is
put forward in viewof the fact that observation sentences are | mmune
fromrevision even if it is said that 'no statenent is immune to
revision'.® Quine explicitly expresses that 'the Duhenian thesis woul d
be wong if wunderstood as inposing an equal status on all the
statenents in a scientific theory as thus denying the strong

presunption in favour of the observation statenents'.

The strong presunption is that the 'observation sentence is the

USeeSandra, H (E.) (1970), Can Theories be Refuted?
(Dordrecht; Reidal), p.132

2 1hid,,
B ALPW, p.43.

“Quine, WV.Q (1975, "On iricall ui val ent Syst ens of
thce;UW)rI d", Erkénn7t5)ni S, 9I,EmE)p. 313—32%. e pp. 314- 315.
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corner stone of senantics'. For it fundanmentally acts as 'the

repository evidence for scientific hypothesis'16 and as 'the only entry

to a |anguage' ."

These two fundanental roles are directly connected
wi th epistenology in viewof the fact that the two basic aspects - the
doctrinal aspect and the conceptual aspect - are mainly concerned with
truth (or evidence) and neaning (o analysis of |anguage). The

naturalistic orientation that observation sentence does highlight is

clear from its primacy in both the dinensions - doctrinal and
conceptual - of epistenology explored with an 'enlightened enpirical
spirit'. Its primacy in doctrinal aspect is nade out of its becom ng
"the repository evidence for scientific hypothesis'. It is 'the

repository evidence' by virtue of the fact that it is the 'mninal
verifiable aggregate’ having enpirical content of all its own. Li ke
an occasi on sentence, for exanple, "there goes John's old tutor." it
Is intersubjectively observable and it has no truth value apart from
the occasion. And, at the same tine, it possesses the general
adequacy to elicit assent to the sentence (e.g. "There goes an old
man"). Being occasion dependent for its truth it is distinguished
from standing sentences which are true ‘'regardless of occasion of
utterance' and having the 'general adequacy to elicit assent’ it is a

di stinct kind of occasion sentence.

PR p. .
R p.ss
YR p. 8.
BlnQuine's words: It [the occassions sentence] is a

sentence like 'This is red or 'It is raining, which is true
on one occasion and false on another; unlike 'Sugar is
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However, even if the observation sentences are the mninal
verifiable aggregates, they are not conpounded to justify the truth of

all other sentences (eternal or non—eternal standing sentences, for

19

exanple, 7like'3 + 3 =6 and 'The post nan has passed by'). They are

I nconpatible with Russell's atomsm Athough Russell's atomsm is
naturalistic to the extent the atomc sentences, even if they are not
about experience, acquire their use 'by direct conditioning to the
stinmulation of sensory reports',?° the connection between observation
sentences and other sentences and the connection between atomc
sentences and other sentences differ profoundly. This connection in

logical atomsmis sinple conjunctional and put forward to have a

sweet', whose truth value endures regardl ess of occasion of
utterance., "Nature of Natural know edge" (

in Quttenplan (Ed.) (19750 Mnd and Language See p.72.)
[Hereafter this paper is abbreviated as "NX']. Such, then,
I's an observation sentence, it is an occasion sentence whose
occasion is not only intersubjectively observable but is
generally adequate, noreover, to ellicit assent to the
sentence from any present wtness conversant wth the
| anguage ["N\K' p.73].

9Thisexample is from Gochet, P. (1986). Assent to Truth : A
Critical Examination of Quine's Philosophy, p.45. The table
below is due to Gochet, P. (1986) Op.cit., p.45. Quine's
classification of sentences can be presented in the following
manner.

S andi ng Sent ences (ccasion  Sent ences
et er nal 3+3=6 Dog
The postman passes ( Here- is-a-dog)
(tensel ess) by onthe Rabbi t (bser va-
9-81980, at 9A M GWII| (Here-is-a-rabbit ) |tional
non- The crocuses have cone Sy (Here-is-a-spy)  non-
et er nal out. The postnan has Bachal or (Here-is-a | obser-
passed by. —bachel or) vati onal

20TT, p. 18L



f oundat i onal approach to epi st enol ogy whereas the ' connection with the

1 21

observati on sentences is nore tenuous and conpl ex and put forward to

have a naturalistic approach to epi st enol ogy.

(bservation sentence's pri nacy In concept ual aspect of
epi stenol ogy is nmade out of the fact that it is "the only entry to a
language.' It is an 'anmorphous wunstructured unit' and it is an
"intersubjective unit'. The observation sentences, for exanple,
"This-is-red, 'lIt-is-raining', 'That-is-a-dog etc.; are not |earnt

as different structured wholes out of the words |ike "This", "That ",

is", "it", "a", "raining", "red", "dog", etc. Those are learnt by
ostension, by the reception of natural stimulations to the nerve
endi ngs of the subject, as unstructured units. And, not only that
they are received as unstructured whol es but received so also by all
t he speakers of English happen to be present there. That is, an
observation sentence is true (or false) in a situation if all speakers
would assent to (or dissent fron) it when asked in that situation.
This ‘'intersubjective' character of observation sentences wel |
indicates the social character of Quine's conception of |anguage. And
the character of ‘'wunstructured whole' amounts to say that the

observation sentences are learnt individually taken as whol es.

They stand for the 'sentences at the periphery' in the netaphor
Quine extends in his argunent for wuniversal revisability. An

adjustnent in the interior of the theory can save an observation

2L | bi d.
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sentence (peripheral statenent) conflicting with experience. Qui ne

acknow edges:

"the experinental periphery in " Two Dogmas" takes form in
Wrd and Object as the triggering of nerve end ngs' and
‘'statenents near the periphery are recognizable in Wrd and

Obj ect as the observation sentences.' %

Naturally 'the triggering of nerve endings', in response to the
physi cal objects outside, amounts to the basic factor of what it 1is
traditionally known as enpirical experience. And, statenents nmade of
those basic experiences are observation sentences. But our |anguage
Is not so crude that one can venture to put the observation sentences
sanctified and, at the sane tine, nake up a theory by observation
sentences. Wat the observation sentences nake up is the internedi ate
bet ween bare physical objects and the statenents interior to a theory;
what a theory tends to express or explain beconmes inpossible wthout
t he observation sentences. The natural connection between a theory
and the observation sentences nakes truth i nmanent in a theory. But

the certainty of the theory is not warranted because the observation

sentences are never theory independent.

The natural relation between a theory and the observation
sentences enables the possible transition of each other's traits.

Truth of a theory, which explains sone aspect of the observable world

2TT, p. 180.
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out si de, becones immanent in the theory itself. And, the certainty is
deni ed even of the observation sentences which really stand as the
cl osest possible linguistic itens to the physical objects experienced
outside. For 'inmanent truth, a la Tarski, is the only truth'® that
Qui ne recognizes and we cannot know one theory to be true wth

certainty and infallibility.

Thus the conception of an observation sentence avoids a full-
bl ooded holismof the Duheman kind - acceptance of what does i npel,
to abandon the special status assigned to observation sentences. I n
fact acceptance of an unrestricted Duheman thesis amounts to accept,
what Dummett describes, an 'explosive mxture' of two conflicting
views that (i) all sentences are theory-ladden to a certain extent
(Holism) and that (ii) sonme sentences, nanely observation sentences,
are the checkpoints for all theories of the world (enpiricisn). "1 f
the systemconfronts experience only as whol es", argues Dummett, "then
there is no periphery and no interior".® If there exists, in a strict
sense, two kinds (not of degrees) of susceptibility to experimental
conditions and, there by, the interior and periphery of a theory;
then, in fact, holismcannot be intact. For the truth conditions of
the periphery statenents being directly connected wth experience

negates the holistic claimthat no sentence's neaning, thereby, also

the truth conditions, is possible without being related to the other

2

* 1 'bid.

24
Dumett, M (1973), Frege, Philosophy of Language, 2nd Edn.
Duckwort h, London, p.594.
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associ ated statenents of the theory.

But the restricted formof the Duheman thesis all ows degrees of
susceptibility to experinmental conditions. The observation sentences
are privileged to have such susceptibility to the highest degree in
the sense that they are in the periphery of a theory-circle and
experience directly inpinges on them The privilege of getting the
hi ghest degree of susceptibility is obviously different from the
privilege of getting a different kind of susceptibility such that it

exi sts invul nerably.

In the context the observation statement is said to be inmune
fromrevision is different fromthe context in whichit is sad to be
otherwise. The difference is, precisely, the difference between
structured observation sentences and the structureless observation
sentences. The forner aspect can be well instanced when it is a part
of a theoretical sentence, the latter aspect can be exenplified when

it is beyond such theoretical participation. For exanple, ® (a) | o!
water' is a structureless whole whereas (b) 'water is HO is a
structured whol e, though the observational term'water' occurs in both
sentences. Wen the term 'water' belongs to a structured whole i.e.;
‘water is HbO, it can be changed to another structured whole. I f,
for exanple, in renote future, scientific discoveries establish thai,
It is not water but sonme other basic el enent of our atnosphere that

really causes to calculate, mstakenly, one hydrogen as two hydrogens

®chet, p.(1986)., p. 33.
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in water nol ecule; then, it would be said that 'water is HO' ),
suppose, the imagined elenent is named as 'Gbon', then it would be
said that '3 bon-water is HO . However "LAQ water' cannot be changed
so because it is structureless. Another very coomon exanple can be
cited for illustration. A straight stick seen as bent in water can
elicit the observational sentence 'This-is-a-bent-stick’ but becomng
anare of the illusion we put it to a structured whole and can say 'The
imersed stick in water is not bent'. The point is that the sentence
Is theory dependent in the latter case whereas it is not so in the
former case. But the forner case is also related to a theory in the
sense that unless until we naster the fornmer use we cannot understand
or use the latter. The conceptual difference between the two aspects
- structurel ess wholes and part of a structured whol e —of observation
sentences is very common in the sense that we step to the structured
whol e only after crossing the unstructured whol es and what nakes sense
of 'changing’ a, whole 1is the 'structure' that changes. So a
structurel ess whole has to be shifted to a structured whole to have a
change. Such shifting is essentially nade in relation to certain
theoretical constraint. Mew ng fromsuch an angle every thing can be
seen as theoretical. That is why Quine says ".... | see all objects

as theoretical".?

An unrestricted Duhem an holismcorresponds to an extended sense

of the term 'theory' whereas the restricted sense supports the

XTT. p.22).
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natural i stic epistenology interns of a technical sense of 'theory' .?

A theory, in its extended sense, contains all sent ences
observational and standing - with an equal susceptibility of their
neaning and truth to the theory as a whole. Thus it counts nothing
called as unstructured wholes. In this sense there is no distinction
between 'language’ and ‘'theory'. For all the sentences of a natural
| anguage which enjoy commnity-w de acceptance turns to be the
constituents of a theory. The  observation sentences do
characteristically enjoy a coomunity-w de acceptance as well as all
ot her sentences of the natural |anguage do. Such contexts where the
di stinction between language and theory is insensitive, are the
contexts where Quine speaks of |anguage or theory as a fabric or
"‘network of sentences associated to one another and to external
stimuli by the mechanismof conditioned response".?®But it becomnes
sensitive once a language is construed to be containing nany theori es,
once we allowdifferent structures to accommodate different aspects of
the world for explanation, "when we allow the inaginary nman full
logical acurmen".® In this technical sense a set of sentences can be
characterized as a theory iff 'it consists of sone subset S of
sentences together with all the further sentences that are logically

inproved by S and do not exceed the vocabulary of S.®¥ The contained

2’For the det ai | expl ai nati on of the two senses of 'theory'
see Roth, P. A, (1993), "Theories of Nature and Nature of
Theories", Mnd, 79, pp.431-438.

ln Davidson, D and Hntikka, J. (1979 Wrds and
(bj ections, D Reidel Publishing Conpany, Dordrecht-Ho | and,
Bost on- USA, (Revi sed Edn. 1975), p. 310.

? | bi d.

Qui ne, WV.Q (1975, "On Enpirical |y Equi val ent Systens of
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sentences are well defined and so also their inplied sentences, the
structurel ess observation sentences are not being inplied by any
theoretical sentences, a theory is not susceptible to indetermnacy
though it is underdetermned by the data given. For i ndeterm nacy
nmakes sense only when there are alternative ways of relating the
observation, the unstructured observation sentences to the theory, so
as to construct alternative but inconpatible theories by neans of
shifting the structureless wholes to certain mutually conflicting

structured whol es those are conpatible to the unstructured whol es.

Sinmulus neaning plays a maor role in ITs behaviouristic
expl anat i on. It is ‘neaning’ defined in terns of sensory
stimul ations and verbal reactions. The nane itself suggests the
enpirical inport sustained in this theory of nmeaning provided that

'stimulation' is not neant as a nental content.* For 'stinulation

the World", Erkenntins, 9. See p.318.

3Lt is notabl e that a philosopher |ike Searle mi sunderstands
the IT on this ground that, even if he views language is
indeed public and i t I S not a mat t er of
meani ng- a- i nt r ospect abl e-ent | ties, private  objects,

privilaged access or any of the Carte3| an par aphernal i ce' he
views that it is a mstake to think ' that t he under st andi ng a
Speaker is a natterof constructing a 'theory' that the theory
I's based in 'evident' and that the evidence nust be
‘enpirical’ [John R Searle  (1997), "I ndet er m nacy,

Enpiricism and the Frst Person," The Journal of Phil osophy,

84, pp.123-46; See p. 146]. He does so in favour of his
notion of 'intentional content'. In this connection, to
defend Quine against Searle's criticism the inportance of
‘evidence'’ and 'holism - the two factors corresponding to

the Peircian thesis and the Duheman thesis - of the
theoretical expl anat| on cannot be overl ooked. Particul arly,
|t is the ‘'evi dentl al behavi ouri sm (s  Foll esdal

di stinguishes it from 'ontol ogical behaviourism) that gets
the central inportance in IT. For detail «clarification of
this point and for a defence of Qine against Searle's
criticisns see Follesdal, D (1990) "Indetermnacy and nent al



concei ved of so spoils all the interest this theory keeps to ensure.
The primary interest kept by Quine in envisaging such a theory is a
behavi ouri stic explanation of "neaning' which, in turn, ensures the

I ndet erm nacy of enpirical nmeaning and transl ation.

The affirnmative stimulus neaning of a sentence S for a speaker a
at timnet is defined as '"the class of all the stinulations', £, 'that
woul d pronpt' as 'assent' at t. The negative stinmulus nmeaning of S
is likewse "the class of all the stimulations', £' , ‘'that would
pronpt' a's "dissent' at t. And stinulus neaning is defined as the

ordered pair of affirmative stimulus neaning and negative stinulus

meaning, ( z, Z').

( Z, z' ) signifies the unit of stinulations, relative to a
limt or nodulus (of tine), that has two nutual ly exclusive aspects.
That is, if a speaker would assent to (or dissent fron) S in the
presence of z then he would dissent from(or assent to) S in the
presence of z' . It is conspicuous that understanding of a sentence
consists in its proper use and reaction to such proper uses in all
possi bl e circunstances. Proper use cannot be sensed of unless it is
contrasted to inproper uses. However, as a particular proper use
cannot determne all the inproper uses, nor it is so conversely; so
also, 'the affirmative and the negative stinmulus neaning do not

det ermi ne each other' .32 But a stimulation nmust not be conceived 'as a

states" in Perspectivesin Qine (ed.) Robert BB Barrett and
Roger . dbson (Basil Bl ackwell) pp.98-139.

W0 p. 33.
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dated p ticular event but as a universal, a repeatable event form
parallel to the fact that froma particul ar use of a token of sentence
It nust not be conceived that the use of the sentence is exhausted,
t he sentence can be used repeatedly, it is a type of what innunerable
tokens can be instanced. Thus it is not to be said 'that two Ilike
stinmulations have occurred, but that the sane stinulation has
recurred. * The strong conditional “"that would pronpt” in the
definition of stimulus nmeaning signifies the dispositional character
of stimulus neaning. A disposition is a physical trait (eg
solubility in water) which can be disjunctive in the sense that 'like
effects can cone of unlike nechanisns' (e.g. solubility in water can
be of salt or sugar or any thing like that). And 'what nakes it a
di sposition is no significant character of its ow, but only the style
in which we happen to specify it'® (e.g.; solubility in water can be
described "in terns of the relative positions of small particles', it
can also be described by putting an object in water and see if it
dissolves). In short, a disposition is a specification of disjunctive
physical trait. In stimulus nmeaning, the specification is carried out
by assent-di ssent nechani sm and the physical trait under consideration

is the sensory stimulations given to the subject.

"It is prinmarily by querying sentences for assent and dissent

35

that we tap the reservoirs of verbal dispositions'. Wt hout being

queried, for exanple, "This is red" cannot be affirned whenever red'

3V p. 34.

¥Quine, WV.Q (1975, "Mnd and Verbal DO spositions' in
Quttenplan, S (E.) (1975, pp.83-95. See p. 9.

HAbid, p.8s.



Is present nor it can be denied wherever red is absent. Thi s
querying (for assent/dissent) signifies that the disposition in
question is basically wunder social assessnent , bound to be
communi cable. |If comunicability would have been lacking in this
primary verbal dispositions then |anguage could not have been handed
down fromgeneration to generation, nor there could have any hope for

"breaking into new y di scovered | anguage' .

The said behavioral disposition is a correlation between assent
and the presence of stinulations of the object and between di ssent and
the absence of stinmulations of the object. "In experinentally
equating the uses of 'gavagai' and 'Rabbit' it is stinulations that
nust be nmade to natch, not aninmals'.3Since the particul ar occasi on of
querying that really anounts to extend the verdict on the sentence in
question, standi ng sentences cannot bear such a verdict directly from
t he occasion of querying. Thus understanding as well as equival ent of
meani ng of a standi ng sentence cannot be identified with a particul ar
occasi on of assent/di ssent di sposition. Thus 'a proper senantical
anal ysis of standing sentences, in terns of behavioural disposition
W ll be primarily occupied with the interrelati ons of sentences rather

¥ In view of the fact that

than standing sentences one by one'.
different systens of such interrelations is possible and there exists
no objective reference to claima particular systemto be the correct

one, | T becones i nevitable.

v p. 31.
37“Mnd and Ver bal D sposi tions”, p.89.
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Al t hough 'dispositions are indeed physical states', at the |evel
of behavioural explanation, Qine identifies them wth their
behavi oural manifestation when he illustrates the notion of stimlus
meani ng. However, he concludes his discussion in "Mnd and Verbal
di spositions” with the renmark that 'the so called identity theory of
mnd: nental states are the states of body' is what he |ooks ahead of
the present epistenol ogical investigations. That is what he ains to

further in future days of investigations.

Nonet hel ess, he expresses cautions against the construal of
identity theory as a repudiation theory. That 1s, behavioural
explanation is not to be repudiated due to the fact that it does not
speci fy actual physiological terns. For, as Quine renarks, " To cite
a behavi oural disposition is to posit an unexpl ai ned neural mnechani sm
and such posits should be nade in the hope for their submtting sone
day to a physical explanation."® Thus to what really a behaviouristic
expl anati on of neaning or |anguage via the notion of stimulus meaning
(and, thereby, viathe IT that indi spensably keeps stimil us neaning in
it's behaviouristic explanation) ains at S to submt t he
phi | osophi cal problens, especially epistenological problens, to a
physi cal explanation with a naturalistic spirit. Phi | osophers who
fail to appreciate behaviouristic explanation and nove towards the
mentalistic explanation by neans of their dognatic adherence to an
unanal yzed notion of nmeaning are prinarily so interested due to their

" despair’' of a naturalistic trend in phil osophy.

B hid., p.95.
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By the help of stimulus neaning we can try for 'radical
translation' instead of nornmal translation; because, the fornmer kind
of translation explains the rudi nentary stages of working out a nornal
translation. Mreover, the latter kind cannot be directly connected
with stimulus neaning due to the fact that it is nostly carried out in
terns of non-eternal standing sentences. Radi cal translation is the
‘translation of the language of a hitherto untouched people * where
the possibility of '"help of interpreters is excluded and, noreover,
the assunption of a 'shared culture' between that of the translator
and of the native speakers is forbidden. Thus the only way left for
the translator is behaviouristic as well as naturalistic. That is, on
the basis of certain observable behaviour the translator has to
formul ate certain hypot heses which are, in turn, confirnmed or infirned

in the way of devel opi ng the transl ati on nmanual .

A radical translation is fruitlessly undertaken by the field
linguists if there exists a 'shared culture common to the speaker of
each and every possible pair of languages or if there exists, at
| east, one interpreter to help the translators for every possible pair
of languages. However, the phil osophical point concerned here is not
about the controversy over the existence or non-existence of such
common 'shared culture', nor about that of such an interpreter. The
interesti ng consequence (to be shown) is that the Ileast of |anguage
‘can be made sense of in terns of its stimilus conditions' and the

nost s left for ‘'enpirically wunconditioned variation in one's

WO, p.28.
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concept ual  schene' . %

In other words, indetermnacy of translation
roughly starts from the notion of ‘radical translation' if one

faithfully adheres the tools available for stimulus neaning.

Let us consider the schene of radical translation wth the help
of Quine's fanous exanple of the "Gavagai". "Yes" and "No" are the
two words conceded to be the translation of corresponding native words
in order to have a working hypothesis, to allowthe linguist to settle
on native signs of assent and dissent. Having the working hypothesis
in hand, the linguist translates "Gavagai" to the sentence "Rabbit" on
the basis of accumulating inductive instances - that is, 'roughly that
the native will assent 'Gavagai ?* under just those stinmulations under
whi ch we, if asked, would assent to 'Rabbit? ; and correspondi ngly for

di ssent' %

Suppl enented by prior collateral infornmations, in many possible
ways, the native speaker may be pronpted to assent or dissent by the
stinulation unusual for the linguist. This conpletely disrupts the
linguist's aspiration of a stimilus synonyny between "Gvagai" and
"Rabbit". What discrepancy the collateral information creates is
basically the difference of positions (spatial, tenporal, cultural
etc.) between the native speaker and the |linguist such that the
linguist is not in apositionto correlate the information he gathers
fromthe environnent with the truth that there is a rabbit nearby

whereas the native speaker is in a position to correlate so. For

R’NO p.26
“Wo,  p.30.



exanpl e, as Davidson inmagines, it is possible for the native speaker
to assent to 'Gavagai ? just by having the poor glinpse of the Ilong
w ngs and erratic novenents of a local 'rabbit fly' unknown to the
linguist. Again, collateral information can be provided by native
ki bi t zer and such a 'verbal intervention' of a by-stander gets no
place in stinulus neaning of 'Rabbit' (of the linguist) but it gets a
significant place in that of 'Gaagai' (o the native speaker). It is
also possible that an alert speaker may be stunned, due to certain,
stimul ations such that he woul d be precluded to any assent to or
dissent fromthe ensuing 'Gvaga ? at tine t. In this case, the
stimulations do not belong to the affirmative stinulus neaning, nor to

the negative stimulus neaning of 'Gavagai' for himat t.

Thus the di screpancy observed between the stimulus neanings of
"Gavagai’ and 'Rabbit' on the basis of collateral infornation, hel pful
for the native speaker but not for the linguist, shows that
translation is not nade on the basis of ‘'identity of stinulus
meani ng', nor on the basis of 'saneness of stimulus neaning', but on
the basis of "significant approxination of stimulus neaning .* Such is
the inplication we get from'collateral information' nainly due to two
reasons. (ne reason is that 'stinulus neaning’ is the only 'objective
reality that the linguist has to probe when he undertakes radical
translation. For stimuilus neaning of an occasion sentence is by

definition the native's total battery of present dispositions to be

A/D p. 37
3 i d.
“NDO p.40



pronpted to assent to or dissent from the sentence; and these
di spositions are just what the linguist has to sanple and estinate .*

Since we find discrepancy, in stimulus neanings, when we hope for
stinmulus synonyny on the basis of identity in stimilus neaning; due to
the examnation of possible collateral informations said above, the
best we can hope for is ‘'significant approximation of stimulus
meani ng' . The second reason adduces to such  significant
approximation. The reason is, roughly speaking, the linguist can
‘dismss' collateral information ‘'as effects  of uni dentified
interferences (as in the case of 'rabbit fly' and ‘'kibitzer') or by

‘varying his tines and i nf or mant s' 4°

(as in case of 'stunning).

The difficulty is aggravated if we hope for synonyny of terns,
translating 'gavagai’ to 'rabbit' as two terns instead of two occasion
sentences 'Gavagai' and 'Rabbit', For 'who knows but what the objects
to this term[gavagai] applies are not rabbits at all, but nere
stages, or brief tenporal segnents, of rabbits? In either event the
stimulus situations that pronpt assent to 'gavagai' would be the sane
as for rabbit'.¥ It can be the same, even, for rabbit hood. For the
"distinction between concrete and abstract object as well as between

general and singular term is independent of stimulus neaning .*

Thus, even if there is uncertainty, we can have 'significant

|KNQ p.39.
|KNQ  p.40.
ANQ pp.51-52.
ANO, p.52.



approxi mati on of stimul us neani ngs' in case of observation sentences
like 'Gavagai' and "Rabbit'. For there exists "an objective natter to
be right or wong about'; although there are situations of uncertainty
due to the collateral informations those can be overcone in various

ways. Thus translation of observation sentences is possible.

By this querying of assent and dissent on selective native
sentences after the passive observation of native utterances and
circunstances, the linguist can select and succeed for the translation
of truth functions |ike negation, conjunction and alternation.* The
semantic criterion on which it is possible by neans of t he

assent -di ssent nechanismis as foll ows:

The senmantic criterion of negation is that it turns any
short sentence to which one will assent into a sentence
for which one will dissent and vice versa. That of
conjunction is that it produces conmpounds to which (so
| ong as t he conponent sentences are short) one is prepared
to assent always and only when one is prepared to assent
to each conponent. That of alternation is simlar wth

assent changed twi ce to di ssent.®

S nulus-anal ytic sentences can be recognized, so also the

stimulus contradictory sentences — the forner kind comands

“Ofor the details of Translati ng Truth functions, see
pp. 57- 61.

D pp. 57-58.
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irreversible assent and the latter kind conmands irreversible dissent.
However the said kinds are 'not behaviouristic reconstruction of
intuitive senantics, but only a behaviouristic ersatz.® For, in this
"behaviouristic ersatz', analyticity applicable "as well to 'There

have been bl ack dogs' as to "2 + 2 =4' and 'No bachelor is narried'. 52

In view of the fact that standing sentences |ack stimlus
meani ng, to translate themotherwi se, the linguist can take all the
standing sentences into account and mnake certain hypotheses by
confirmng the conditions already availed as the secondary data in
hand. These hypotheses are called as anal ytic hypotheses. For these
are the assunptions for equival ents between sentences of the source
| anguage and sentences of the target language with no |egitinacy
within his hitherto accepted procedure. The conditions or the
secondary data in hand are (i) observation sentences <ii) truth
functions and (iii) sentences those are stinul us-anal ytic or
stinmulus-contradictory. These are said to be the conditions because
an analytic hypothesis is to confirmthese in the way of providing
certain clues for consistent translation. For these conditions nearly

exhaust the part of a language that can be translated on the basis of

sti nul us neani ng.

But 'the nost notabl e thing about the anal ytic hypotheses is that

they exceed anything inplicit in any native's disposition to speech

WQ  p.66.
Fbid..
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behavi our.' > For the main function of such hypotheses is to inter-
ani mrate the sentences of a | anguage for transl ation. | nt er-ani mati on
Is the provision of certain internal structure to the sentences of a
| anguage such that they can be related and, thereby, inter-aninare
each other. The neaning of one particul ar sentence can be understood
by the help of its structure which cannot be independent of the
structures of other sentences. This internal structure can never be
found in any nataive's disposition to speech behaviour. For the
native's disposition to speech behaviour is essentially external in
t he sense that whatever he responds he responds so by certain speech
behavi our always nmade out of the external stimulations. He uses his
| anguage, not a so called neta-|anguage. For, on the basis of
stimul us neaning, when he is unable to convey the neaning of the
standing sentences it is conspicuous that he cannot convey the

internal structure of these sentences.

Fromthe illustration of radical translation, it 1is fairly
understood that, if at all, with a true positivistic spirit, one can
determ ne the neani ngs of sentences singly, then the only tools which
he has to adhere faithfully is exclusively that of the assent-di ssent
mechani sm And such a nechanismruns snoothly for the observation
sentences and also, with little difficulty, for the occasion sentences
and truth-functional connectives. It breaks down for standing
sentences and analytic hypothesis conmes to rescue. But use of
anal ytic hypothesis amounts to assune a non-enpirical basis for the

determ nation of cognitive neaning and, thereby, <contradicts to the

KN p.70.
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positivists' notion of enpirical nmeaning. That is, indispensability
of analytic hypothesis proves the dispensability of the nethod of
verification - the VIMwhich credits a sentence's neaningful ness on
the basis of its being confirmed or infirned by observable

verification.

In fact, if VIMis correct then |anguage becones derivative in
the sense that a statenent's neaning consists in its being confirned
or infirined by experience and presupposes no infrastructure of a
| anguage that is non-enpirically inbuilt in |anguage. The use of
analytic hypothesis shows that |anguage is not derivative and
presupposes certain infrastructure which is non-enpirically inbuilt in
It. However, 'non-enpirical' does not ensure a nentalistic basis. As
It 1s discussed before, Quine views a nentalistic explanation as a

superficial |evel of explanation.

The inbuilt infrastructure is there on a pragmatic basis with a
naturalistic spirit. That is, neither it is enpirical by which it can
bi furcate truth to anal ytic and synthetic, nor it is non-enpirical by
which it can explain language in terns of certain innate holistic
principles which cannot be based on correlation with enpirical
stimulations. On the other hand, it is naturalistic like all other
principles of natural sciences - concede, first of all, certain
non-enpi rical assunptions or hypotheses on pragmatic ground as wel |l as
excl ude anything unviable to correlate with environnental stimulation
on an enpirical ground. This pragnatic enpiricism distinguished from
logical enpiricism is called by Qine as the "enlightened

enpi ricisni.
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The fact that anal ytic hyp theses exceed anything inplicit in
any native's disposition to speech behaviour and, thereby, exceeds
the given enpirical data: a translation-nanual being highly dependent
on such hypotheses has no objective ground to be judged as the
‘correct' one. For many such different inconpatible hypotheses can be
made with confirmation to the conditions availed by the given

>4 to decide between 'rabbit' and 'rabbit

enpirical data. For exanple,
stages' for +the translation of the 'Gvaga', 'if by anaytic
hypot hesis we take 'are the sane' as translation of some construction
In jungl e | anguage we nmay succeed in translating 'Gavagai' to 'rabbit’
by knowing that it is the sanmeness of gavagais or rabbits that the
native is disposed to assent. But equally fits the rival analytical
hypothesis vis. 'are stages of the sane aninal' to the sane data and.
putting forward the sane questions to the native to assent or dissent
as it would nave been done before to succeed in translating 'gavaga'

to 'rabbit’ we can succeed in translating ‘'gavagai' to ‘'rabbit

st ages' .

Note that the success obtainable for the tw different
translations 'rabbit' and 'rabbit stages', of 'gavagai,' owes nore to
t he correspondi ng anal yti cal hypotheses, 'are sane' and 'are stages of
the sane aninmal', than to the fact that we are at loss to scrutinise
what object the native really refers to. For even if we cannot
scrutinise the reference, logically equivalent translations can be

found on the basis of sone anal ytical hypothesis such that there can

ANDQ p. 72
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be no question of Indetermnacy. Consider the case, for exanple,>
that A and B are two linguists who are prefacing 'yegs or 'neg and

t he mappi ngs they gi ve are

A's Mappi ng B s Mappi ng
Yeg = Yes Neg = Yes
Neg = No Yeg = No
Rabbit = Rabbit Rabbit = Non-rabbi t
V=V V = &
(3x) = (3 (3x) = (X)
(x) =(x) (x) = (3

Wien the native speaker utters "Yeg; (3x) (Rabbit x)", A's translation
would be "It is the ease that (3x) (Rabbit x )' whereas B's
translation would be "It is not the case that (x) (non-rabbit x)'. It
is an exanple of the inscrutability of reference, not an exanple of

I ndetermnacy of translation. A and B have the rival theses about the

reference of all general terns - when A maps "rabbit', B maps
"non-rabbit' - but they give logically equival ent translations. Thi s
shows that A and B are in illusion when they want to scrutinise the
reference of 'Yeg, (3x) (Rabbit Xx)'. But, nore inportantly, t hey
would be in nore illusion if they would have taken the analytical
hypot heses "are the sane' and 'are stages of the sane aninmal' to
succeed in translating 'gavagai’ into "rabbit' and 'rabbit stage' and

yet, want to determne whether A is correct or B is correct.

Cf. Massey, G (1978), "Incieterinacy, Inscrutability, and
Ontol ogical Relativity”, Aneri can Phil osophical Quarterl ys
Monogr aph Series, 12, pp. 43-55. see pp. 50- 52.

122



Meaning is illusive and, in asense, it isnore illusive than the
illusion of an inmmersed stick in a glass of water. For there is
not hing stick like that can be |ayed bare before us as the neaning.
This is the striking sense in which under-determnation of a
scientific theory is distinguished fromindetermnnacy of translation. ®
Transl ation manuals, unlike the scientific theories, are not the
alternative descriptions of the structural relations of the objects in
this world but the alternative descriptions of the correlation anong
those scientific descriptions:"Rabbit" and "Rabbit stages" are not the
descriptions of the correlation anong rabbit and stages of rabbit,
when "gavagai' is translated into either of those two, these are the
descriptions of what a native really describes by 'gavagai'. Thus a
translation, a correlation between 'gavagai' and 'rabbit', is a
correlation of two linguistic descriptions; it is not a relation
bet ween words and objects but a correlation anong words thensel ves.

The illusion of the neani ng ari ses when a fundamental m sunder st andi ng

of this correlation is adhered.

The fal se presunption that 'gavagai', for exanple, has the sane
nmeani ng that 'rabbit' has leads to say that translation from one
language to another is determ nate. For the determnacy of
translation is nothing but the correlation of [|inguistic expressions
bel onging to any two different |anguages (or, even, that of any two
di fferent expressions belonging to one |anguage) but having the sane

neani ng. The sane neani ng, saneness of two |inguistic expressions on

%Cf. Follesdal, D (1375), "Meaning and Exper| ence", in
Quttenplan, S (H.) (1975) pp. 25-44. See pp. 32- 33
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the ground that they have the sane neaning, and, determnacy of
translation due to a msunderstood correlation of two expressions
(that a viable linguistic or extra linguistic 'reference point'
determning the neaning stands as the internediate factor for the
correlation) are all in the sane boat. All of them rely on an

inpossible fact that a 'reference point' is there for neaning

det erm nati on.

Note that the point enphasized here is not, for exanple, "The sky
Is blue" itself owns nothing to be called as t he neani ng. The poi nt
to be enphasized is that there is nothing to be called as t he neani ng
owned or disowned by "The sky is blue" . It is very clear that there
Is nothing extra linguistic in "The sky is blue" itself to nean
sonet hi ng but the neaningless ink marks on the piece of plain paper.
The point is that there is nothing called to be t he neani ng owed by
the utterance or by an utter or, even, by the language the utterer
uses and the utterance belongs to. For there is nothing to be called
as the meaning., the question of owning or disowiing the neaning does
not arise at all. Thus, even if we do and can ever nean sonething by
an utterance only in relation to that |language the utterance bel ongs
to, or inrelation to that system of beliefs in which the belief
communi cated through that utterance belongs to, there is no sense of a
claimthat sonme thing we neant by that utterance is the neani ng (that
we or our language, though not the utterance itself, have ever

possibly determned it to be so). There is no determnacy of neani ng.

A doubt on the use of an utterance is due to an acceptance of

nmeani ng determnation along with a recognition that each |inguistic
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expression functions in a nmultifarious ways. M utterance of "The sky
Is blue", for exanple, is intended to initiate a conversation yet to
be started between ne and ny fiancee near a dinning table. he can
doubt on the use of ny utterance, "The sky is blue", amounts to that
the use of "The sky is blue" nust be nade in a determnate way, that
"The sky is blue" has a determnate neaning, which conflicts with the

way (circunstances) in which | have used that utterance.

S nce a particular utterance can be used in different
circunstances to convey different things, like a particular ray of
light can be passed through different conbinations of dissimlar
medi uns to produce different angles of refraction, a particular use
can be doubted and this doubt is no less scientific than the doubt on
the bending of a stick in water, brought about by everyday experience
or scientific experiments. But, to distinguish it precisely, it is a
scientific doubt on the use of an utterance and not on neani ng of an
utterance. It presupposes the determnacy of neani ng and, recogni zi ng
that meaning is in use instead of in the utterances thenselves, it
doubts on a particular use. Wat it recognises is an antithesis to
essentialistic neaning determnation, a thesis of relativistic
(l anguage-gane rel ative) neaning determnation. This thesis nakes it
scientific in the sense that, to the extent wuse is plausible not
wthstanding the I ndetermnacy  of neani ng, plausibility of

relativization of meaning ensures the plausibility of doubt on a

particul ar use of an utterance.

A true scientific doubt on neaning advocates that any account of

neani ng determnation, essentialistic or relativistic, Is untenabl e
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because, in principle, there is no determ nacy of meaning. O the
contrary, a GCartesian doubt on neaning advocates determnacy of
meaning. It is a doubt on every possible enpirical neani ng, anal ogous
to its epistenol ogi cal counterpart that doubts the very possibility of
know edge, it doubts on every possibility of determnate neaning in
semantics. An essentialistic or a relativistic account of neaning
determnation runs as an appropriate response to the GCartesian doubt
on neaning. Ganted that a Cartesian doubt on neaning is a pseudo
doubt in semantics, that there is no sense of a doubt on every
possi bl e enpirical nmeaning, there is no need of any netaphysical or
transcendental principles (rules) which can presunably determne the
meani ng and govern over every possible enpirical neaning. In this
sense, anal ogous to foundationalismin epistenol ogy, any system that
concedes a Cartesian doubt in senmantics and seeks after the neaning
can be described as foundationalistic senantics. Thus t he
indetermnacy thesis can be described as a thesis for naturalized

senanti cs.

A naturalised semantics begins the thought experinent in the
rever se way. >’ |nstead of doubti ng every possible enpirical neaning
with the presunption that there nust be a determi nate neaning for a
linguistic expression, it relies on enpirical neaning and cones to the
concl usion that there can be no determ nate neaning for any |inguistic
expression. Since the indetermnacy of neaning is the conclusion of
its thought experinent, the doubt it can inpose on enpirical neaning

Is not a pseudo doubt. It cannot doubt on every possible enpirical

Bar-n, D (1990), has indicated this point,
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meaning in order to find out any principle (rule) to determne the
meaning, it nmaintains that 'there is no fact of the matter' to
determ ne that and thus it is hopeless to find out any such
principle: What it can doubt instead are particular instances of
enpirical neanings in order to find nore clarity or explanation for
the nature of enpirical neaning communicated in the network of a
particular language or different |anguages. Thus the phil osopher
working on neaning or |anguage can legitinately use the theories and
nmethods of natural sciences, especially, that of  psychol ogy,
anthropology and linguistics in order to clarify his doubts on
enpirical neaning itself. A semanticist and a natural scientist are
in the same boat (if we renenber Neurath's boat for the phil osophers

and natural scientists).

One of the inportant msunderstandings on indetermnacy that
becones hazardous to this nove of naturalized semantics is that the
i ndetermnacy can hardly be true in case of 'nornal neaning' though it
perfectly works for enpirical meaning. =8 This conception of
i ndetermnacy narrows the inplications of |T by maintaining it to be a
conclusion for a particular enpirical theory of neaning instead of for
any enpirical theory of neaning. In a sense it is an acceptance of IT
to be true of verificationistic theory of enpirical neaning but false
for many other alternative theories of enpirical neaning. Such an

acceptance is based on the idea that even if the formula "Duhem plus

58

. Qrarnstrom B (1985). "Indetermnacy of Meaning in
Dorn, G, Wingartner, P. (Eds.) (1985) Foundation of Logic
and Linguistics : Problens and their solutions, HMenum
Press, New York and London, pp. 665 689.



Peirce yields indeterminacy'® is correct, the prem se associated with
Peirce is too narrow to give the conclusion that indetermnacy accrues
to neaning determned by any enpirical theory  of neani ng.
Gonsequently, it is mstaken, the stinulus response theory of neaning
advanced by Quine in its behaviouristic fashion is a trivial one on
the. ground that in no way it undermnes an enpirical theory of neaning
determnation which is neither verificationistic non behaviouristic.
The sense of 'nornmal neaning' , taken up here, is really very crucial
for the indetermnacy thesis when the sense is not identified wth an
I npl ausi bl e nental i stie account of neaning and, hence, nor wth ‘'the
museum nyt h theory of meaning .® The sense expressed here does
approxi mate to what is standardly known as neaning, that is, to
neaning as sonething in mnd; but it threatens to the indeterm nacy
when the standard account 1is sonehow claimed to be supported by

enpi rical evidence.

This sense of 'nornmal neaning' is considered to be an inportant
m sunder st andi ng because its renoval results in seeing the |IT afresh
in its broader perspective. Thus what is to be shown below are the
argunents extendable against the viability of a distinction between
nornmal meaning and enpirical neaning;, accounting Qine's naturalized
epi stenol ogy as the broader perspective in that regard. To the extent
the argunents can be satisfactory it becones worth pursuable to draw

an anal ogy between naturalized epi st enol ogy and nat ural i sed

*8Follesdal, D. (1975), p.30.
°°cf. OR, p.27.
51Cf. Bar-On, D. (1990), pp.213-216.

128



semantics, besides the fact that the indetermnacy is true for any
semantic inquiry in general. For the basic idea behind the sad
analogy is that a scientific doubt on neaning has to be naintained
parallel to a scientific doubt on knowng. That is, in other words,
"meani ng skepticism and 'external world skepticism are undertaken in
ascientific way, not in its Cartesian way and, thus, indetermnacy

advocates for the 'scientific neaning skepticism.

First of all, there is no sense of a nornal neaning wth sone
nornmative ingredient of its ow that can govern on but, by no chance,
be governed fay an enpirical theory of neaning. Such a sense (a
normati ve one) of normal 'neaning is untenable on the ground that it
dogmatical |y adheres a Cartesian doubt on neaning. Normativity,
I nputed transcendental |y or conventionally, is supposed to be a priori
in character if it nust govern over every possible conveyance or
understanding we do through |inguistic expressions. But this
conception of apriority is already showh to be untenable in course of
our discussion on the untenability of the AAD A CGartesian doubt on
meani ng presupposes determnacy which may, in turn, tenpt one to
adhere an a priori nornmative ingredient intrinsic to neaning.
Abandonnent of such a doubt in senmantics results in indetermnacy of
nmeani ng and, there by, acceptance of no such a priori nornative

I ngredi ent .

Moreover it can be inferred from Qine's argunents for
naturalized epistenology that no such a priori normativity is
possible. Wholding Qine's argurent to be right, a genuine doubt to

know sonet hing can be proved to be pertinent only to the descriptive



aspect of knowi ng and, hence, to the neaning of an utterance. No
nornative aspect, if there can be any at all, can be genuinely
doubted, nor can that be answered as well. Thus the normative sense
ascribable to nornal neani ng becones unscientific, such a neaning is
nei t her doubt abl e nor answerabl e and, thereby, held w thout sufficient
expl anation. (onsequently, as a criticism to analyticity, analytic
truths can be shown to be inplausibly distinguished from synthetic
truths. No nornative ingredient can plausibly be there in neaning so
as to extend a privileged epistemc status to any sentence even if it
Is granted that analytic truths are truths by virtue of neaning.
Quine's argunent against the ASD is not to be identified with a charge
merely against the well known vicious circularity he has explicitly
poi nted out against the definitions of analytics. For it should not
be overl ooked that the root of much nonsense is in the acceptance of a
semantic nornativity, the acceptance of a linguistic conception of a

priori, alleged to be conferring that privileged epistemc status to

t he anal yti c sentences.

Secondly, if there exists no epistemc distinction between a
| anguage and a theory, it nakes no sense of a nornmal neaning even |if
enpirical neaning is allegedly identified with a verificationist
theory of nmeaning. S is nmeaningful, by a verificationist theory of
neaning, 1If there can be possible differentiable experiences
corresponding to~Sand ~S But neither S nor ~S can face the
"tribunal of experience' in isolation fromthe system of beliefs they
belong to. That is why, for the sake of holism Quine considers the
verificationist theory of neaning to be false. Nevertheless he finds

that certain aspects of the wverificanionist' theory of nmeaning are
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i ndi spensable. For it is 'enpirical nmeaning and nothing nore' which
is "basic to translation and the |earning of one's own |anguage' ® and
enpi rical neaning of a sentence is conpl etely dependent on 'what woul d

count as evidencefor its truth .®

The restricted versions of Peircean thesis and Duheman thesis
mai ntained in a Quinean franework are due to the enphasis Qiine gives
on evidence rather than on truth itself. Any scientific study is a
relati on between our sensory stinulation and a systematic theory and
this relation is an evidential one. That is, an 'evidential support’

instead of the so called truth qua certainty is sought through a

scientific study and this 'evidential support' Is nothing but the
"relationof stimulation to scientific theory'. Snce atheory is a
| ogi cal connection of sentences, requirenent of an 'evidential

support’ ammounts to a requirenent of a relation between stimulations
and sone sentences. The sentences those cone very nearer for such a
rel ati on are observation sentences. In fact the notion of observation

sent ences can be substituted for the notion of evidence .%

It is not only that the observation sentences serve 'as vehicles
of scientific evidence' but also that they serve 'as entering wedge
into | anguage' . © V¢ have already discussed on these two

epi set enol ogi cal perspectives, the doctrinal perspective and the

20R, p.81.
OR, p.80.
“PT, p. 2.
“PT, pb5
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concept ual perspective, of observation sentences. Thus evidenti al
support' associated with any scientific study can be explained in
terns of observation sentences. However, since observation sentences
are indispensably associated with both the scientific evidence and
| anguage learning, the said 'evidential support' cannot be equated
with atruth or certainty determned by |anguage. Evi dence and
expl anati on, experience and | anguage, go together. An evidenti al
support cannot be nade determnate by |anguage because, not that
| anguage | acks sone such determnacy that otherwi se could have been
nmade possi ble, evidence is indetermnate by its very nature. The
notion of observation sentence alias the notion of evidence plays a
crucial role in a Quinean franework mainly due to its double function

whi ch, inturn, characterizes Qi ne as a nodest foundationalist.®%®

Al t hough observation sentences serve as ‘'entering wedge into
| anguage' they are, in a sense, barrier to the determnacy of neani ng.
For, instead of generating the truth or certainty, they sinply serve
as the vehicles of evidence. |If certainty could have been attained in
pl ace of the finding of sheer evidence, the stinulus response theory
of neani ng woul d have been failed to denonstrate the indetermnacy of
neaning. The field linguist's 'rabbit’' for 'gavagai' would not have
been a translational relation supported by sone evidence he could get
through the assent dissent nechanism but, instead, an identity
relation like '"rabbit' = 'gavagai' which would be independent of the
native's disposition to the assent or dissent because the observation

sentences woul d have sonehow guaranteed their relations by thensel ves.

66

For Quine's acknowledgement see PQ; p. 128.
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" '"Sane' 'another', 'that'. 'it' and the plurals 's'" and nmany ot hers
whi ch can be accounted for individuation "are inaccessible at the
| evel of observation sentences".® Thus the truth or certainty about

the descriptions, informations or knowedge of the objects qua
individuated things of the external world is not clained in an
obser vati on sentence, it provides the evidential support to the
theories as well as beliefs of systens that allegedly claimof a truth
which falls short of certainty. It is notable that by bringing the
observation sentences into force, into the center of epistenol ogi cal

investigation, the pursuit of truth has accordingly becone a pursuit

of evidential support and thus pluasibly a scientific pursuit.

Oh the other hand, though observation sentences, unlike the
anal yti c sentences, do not becone true by their Ilinguistic elenents
t hensel ves; whatever guarantee we nmake out for a theory or system of
beliefs or, even, for a theoretical sentence or a belief of a system
is ultimatel y dependent on the evidential support provided by the
observati on sentences which are, in turn, the entry to |anguage. That
Is, in a sense, observation sentences becone foundational to our
scientific evidence as well as to our linguistic activity. But the
foundation retained is of a peculiar kind. Neither it puts forwvard a
senanti ¢ absol uti sm by keeping |anguage as the foundational base to
represent the reality in a determnate way, nor does it put forward
any doctrinal account so as to concede certain privileged epistesiic
status to certain statenents or beliefs based on intuition, reasoning,

rules of inference, rules of |anguage or, even, on pure observation.

67RR,p.ix.
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That is, observation sentences are neither the determning factors of
meani ng nor the ultinmate certai nty-endow ng el enents of any statenent.
They are, in fact, basic but evidential to both neaning and truth.
S nce they are basic to both neaning and truth, to language as wel |l as
to know edge, |anguage and know edge go together. Language does not
have an upper hand over know edge. Thus the foundationalistic nove in

terns of a determnacy of neaning results into nowhere.

The foregoing discussion on evidence qua the primacy  of
observation sentences, in language as well as in theory or scientific
know edge, does indicate the untenability of an epistemc distinction
bet ween | anguage and theory. S nce no apriority is conceded to any
linguistic function, nothing is left for language so as to be
intrinsically there per se independent of a theory or system of
beliefs to convey sonething. Language cannot be epistemcally
di stingui shed as to be providing the so called a priori norns of a
theory. The dependency on a theory is rooted from the primnmacy of
observati on sentences. Besides the fact that both a | anguage and the
evidence for a theory ultimately get the support from observation
sentences, both becone neaningless if they are independent of each

ot her.

| f nmeaning were determnate then theories would have no probl em
for unique conparisons in order to bring about the viability of an
absolute truth expressed by the best of the possible theories. For
determ nat e nmeani Ngs coul d have enabl ed us to transl ate
[determnately] one theory into another and, also, to translate

determnatel vy, one theory into its back-ground theory. Such
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determnate intertranslations between theories could have easily
facilitated the viability of determning the best possible theory and,
thereby, the Absolute truth too. Thus a theory 1is conpletely
dependent on language, it has to pay for its dependency, t he

Indetermnacy of neaning restrains it to claim anything to be

absol utely true. It sinply, therefore, seeks for an evidential
support.
Oh the other hand, |anguage depends on systens of beliefs. | f

nmeaning of a linguistic expression were independent of every possible
systemof beliefs then, in fact,either there would have been the
possibility of the extrene of determnacy of neaning or there would
have been the negative extrenme of nothing to be neant by any
linguistic expression.® Since n either of the alternatives is tenable

It becones evident that |anguage is dependent on theories qua systens

of beli efs.

APrima faci e distinction between |anguage and theory, in terns
of their superficial range of application, that the forner subsunes
the latterwhereas the latter does not,is not a qualitative distinction
and, thereby, it cannot suppor t an  argunent for senanti c
foundationalism For semantic foundationalism to speak it in a rough

way, separates' language from scientific theories with the false

®Eventhe Transitivity Law could have hold good for the
'general fluency of dialogue' from L; to L, . [Tanji, N.

points out this to show the ' quas -sameness of |anguage.
Tanji, N. (1989), "Quine on Theory and Language”, British
Journal of Philosophy of Science, 40, p. 233-247.
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presupposition that a look into the deep of |anguage can enabl e one to
provide the a priori norns of scientific theories because |anguage
allegedly determnes reality which is described by the theories. That,
| anguage conprises of all the theories and no theory is coextensive
with language but every theory is a part of language nakes " no
epi stemc distinction between |anguage and theory. Both do get the
sane epistemc status bei ng dependent on each other and having the

observati on sentences as the evidential support fromthe root.

The indetermnacy thesis clearly shows the dependency of | anguage
on systens of beliefs and thus the untenability of foundationalistic
semantics. The other part of the interdependency between |anguage and
theory is the dependency of theory on |anguage. This is to be
di scussed in the next chapter. It is to be found that, as a result of
t hat dependency, Linguistic Absolutismis untenable apart from the

fact that Absolutismis untenabl e due to the dependency of reality on

| anguage.
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CHAPTER IV

ONTOLOGICAL RELATIVITY: AN ANTITHESIS TO LINGUISTIC ABSOLUTISM

It isnot only that an object cannot be known absolutely.
because no object is independent of a theory,but aso that an object
cannot be determined, by a theory, in an absolute manner because no
theory is absolutely justified (in determining so) by the evidence
given in the external world. This is to be shown, in this chapter, in
discussing Quine's notion of ontological relativity. This discussion
is anti-foundationalistic in its orientation. It attempts to refute
the ontological basis on which foundationalism may otherwise stand
erect by adhering essentialism or Carnapian linguistic Absolutism.
The positive ontological perspective is, precisely, an advocation for
Quine's scientific realism: reality is retained but without entering
into the ' metaphysical jungle of Aristotelian essentialism™ and,
even if reality is made out in terms of language, it is retained with
an enlightened empiricistic spirit such that Unguage fails to
devour every thing of reality. In other words, neither the
‘universals' are real nor that the reality can be made out in 'modal

contexts'.

To make it more clear, in connection with the discussions made in
previous chapters and to be done later, the following can be briefly

mentioned. That the 'reciprocal containment' between epistemology and

WP, p. 176.



ontology is an inportant feature of Qine's naturalized epistenol ogy?
and, hence, absolute determnation of ontology has to be refuted so
as to make ontology to be contained in epistenology. The ot her aspect
of this reciprocal containnment, ontol ogy contains epistenology, IS
discussed in the fifth chapter but argunents in that respect are

evident from a refutation of justology (presented in the sixth

chapter). Another fundanental feature of Qine's naturalized

epi stenology is the acceptance of scientific doubt in place of a

Cartesian doubt. A parallel nove is undertaken in connection wth

ontol ogi cal discussions. The Cartesian m nd, 'the ghost in the

machi ne, %i s repl aced by the notion of 'conceptual franeworks' . But,
nore inportantly, this notion of 'conceptual franework', unlike that

of Carnap, does not adhere the bifurcation in terns of extension and

intension. (onstrued froma Qinean angle, a Carnapian notion of

intension is a logico-linguistic version of the Cartesi an m nd. For,
if the Cartesian mnd is nothing but a characterization of t he
essence of human thought contra the body associated with the

extension of nan, a Cartesian dualism is no better t han an

Aristotelian essentialism Thus this essentialism is perpetuated in
CGarnap's bifurcation of ontol ogical discussions into the "nethod of

intension' and the 'nethod of extension'. This |ogico-linguistic

version of essentialismis refuted in showng the untenability of the

notion of 'necessity' as a nodal 'sentence operator'. Refutation of

This point is discussed in the 5th chapter.
3

It is in its Rylian sense. However, even if Ryle
criticizes the Gartesian mnd, as far as his analysis 1iIs
dependent on the adequacy of later Wttgensteinian conception
of 'nmeaning’ determnacy, he is no less victimzed by Qi ne's

refutation of the neaning and by that of l'i ngui stic
Absol uti sm



this "necessity" stands as a refutation of the notion of analyticity
too. And, furthernore, to visualize this discussion in the
perspective of the interdependence between |anguage and t heory,
mentioned in the third chapter, ontological relativity directly shows
t he dependency of theory on |anguage whereas that of | anguage on
theory is shown in indetermnacy of translation. Thus the
anti-foundationalistic stance on ontol ogical discussions is nmade here
to denolish linguistic Absolutismas well as netaphysical Absol utism
paral lel to the discussions advanced in indetermnacy thesis to refute
foundationalistic semantics. It is not only that 'neaning as an
"instrument of philosophical clarification and analysis'® is to be
abandoned but, also, 'belief and 'experience’ are ‘'ill-suited for
use as instrunents' in that regard. Thus belief and experience have
to be looked into afresh to get rid of the dogmatic undertaking of
Absol uti sm- netaphysical or linguistic -facilitated by an account of
bel i ef and experience as instrunents to tackle philosophical
puzzl enents upheld in a Cartesian way. That is, speaking positively,

ontol ogi cal questions are to 'end up on a par wth questions of

nat ural sci ence' .>

The netaphysical havoc on ontology reached on its peak in
post-Kantian days and got renarkable set-back by the positivists.
Aften Kant, as B onanos describes, the netaphysicians 'freed from the
conceptual strictures wthin which scientists were now believed

destined to toil, look to a higher level of under standing or

“TT, p. 185

W, p. 211



cogni tion by which they mght grasp the ultimate nature of reality
itself .... netaphysical systens proliferated on a grandeur and nore
vigorous scale than ever, limted only by the capacity of each
i ndi vi dual phil osopher's inagination' .® Cbserving the 'debaucheries'
of post-Kantian netaphysics, in their nanifesto of "elimnation of
netaphysics', the logical positivists undermned the netaphysical
statenents as nmeaningless but, at the sane tine, they interpreted the
ontological clains as of sheer l'i ngui stic si gni fi cance.
Cont enpor ary phil osophers interested in linguistic analysis ained at
the discovery of the proper logical formof ordinary |anguage which
was supposed to be msleading and, thereby, causing the netaphysical
problens. Thus the analysis of Ilanguage took a maor role in

phi | osophy.

The Pri nci pi a Mat hemat i cs had trenendous i npact on such prograns.
For the early positivists, as Ronanes vi e\/\zs,7 who had thought of a
conpl ete reduction of the physical world to i mmedi ate experience had
the ideal to do so for physics in terns of analysis parallel to what
Principia. Mathemati ca was thought to have done for mathenatics by
constructing basic nathenati cal concepts out of purely logical ones
by nmeans of anal ysis. Russell's well known theory of definite
description had no less inpact. So also was the inpact of Wttgenstein
who had vi ewed philosophy as a "critic of |anguage" and "the deepest
phi | osophi cal problens" as, in fact, "not problens at all".®

6
Romanes, G.D. Op. Cit., p.5.

“1bid., p.8
8
Wittgnestein, L. (1922) Tractatus Logico-Philoscphicus,
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But in the presence of various conflicting systens of linguistic

anal ysis, which can be construed to be very much in the line of
met aphysical clains of idealism realism phenonenal i sm and
nomnali sm although those are in a linguistic disguise, it IS not

possible to select or prefer any of the systens arbitrarily. For each
such systemof analysis has its own framework (the syntactic rules +
the semantic rules + the variables) and in reference to the
respective frameworks each one is acceptable. At this juncture we are
supposed to adopt Carnap's Principle of Tolerance. At this stage,
ontological clains are viewed as nere linguistic proposals - the
proposal s for the acceptance of certain franeworks such that once the
rules of these franeworks are explicitly defended, the ontol ogical
clains are supposed to be true or, rather, trivially true in
relation to the respective franeworks. The principle of tolerance is

adopt ed because "It is not our business to set up prohibitions, but

toarrive at conventions ... In logic there are no norals. Every one
isat liberty tobuildup his ow logic, i.e. his own form of
| anguage as he wshes. Al that is required of him is that, if he

w shes to discuss it, he nust state his nethods clearly, and give

syntactical rules instead of philosophical argunents".®

This Principle of Tol erance can be appreciated once it 1is nade
clear that the oncological clains in linguistic disguise are real ly
based on a mstaken belief that,as Carnap says, ‘'only after naking

sure that there really is a systemof entities of the kind in question

4CIB 4. 0031

Garnap R (1937) The Logi cal Synt ax of Language pp. 51-52
(Adapted from Ronanes Op. Gt., p. 16).
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are we justified in accepting the framework by incorporating the
linguistic frameworks into our |anguage,'?® whereas, infact, " appeal

v 11

to ontological insight will not carry nmuch weight. Carnap tries to

make this point clear in his "Enpiricism Senmantics and, ntol ogy"-

Carnap enphasizes to distinguish two kinds of questions of
existence or reality. (A Questions concerning the existence or
reality of certain entities wthin a systemof |anguage or franework
and (B Questions concerning the existence or reality of the system
of language or the franework itself. In relation to a particul ar
franmework, the questions of kind (A are internal questions and the
questions of kind (B are external questions. Further he clains that
the internal questions are theoretical whereas the external questions
are not theoretical but practical. For acceptance of a system or
franework anmounts to the acceptance of the entities inside the
system not the acceptance of a belief in the reality of the system
itself. In his words, "To be real in the scientific sense neans to be
an el enent of the system hence this concept cannot be neaningfully

applied to the system itself."*?

Thus a theoretical question is a
question regarding the elenents in the theory. A question regarding
the theory itself is not theoretical, no better than a fictional one
(if one likes to accept a fictional system of | anguage). Thus

external questions are pseudo questions, a genui ne guestion is an

_ YCGarnap, R (1950) "Enpirici sm Semantics and Ont ol ogy" , See
Fei gslg,3 Sllars, and Lehrer (Ed.) New Readi ngs in Phil osophy,
p. .

bid., p. 59%.

2 bid. , p. 586.
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internal question. For the belief inreality, i.e. theontology, is
determned by the systemof |anguage or franework, it is only such

questions regarding certain entities determned by the franmework are

I nternal questi ons.

In relation to Thing Language- the languages for "the
spatio-tenporal |y ordered systemof observable things and events ® -
the internal questions would be like "Is there a white pi ece of paper
on ny desk?", "DOd king Arthuer actually live?', "Are unicorns and
centaurs real or nerely inmaginary?" etc. and the answers are nade by
enpirical investigation. BEvaluation of observation-results is nade in
accordance to certain rules as confirmng or disconfirmng evi dence
for possible answers. For, here, 'the concept of reality Is an
enpi ri cal , scientific, non- net aphysi cal concept ' . The nai n
epistenological task is to 'lay down explicit rules for the

eval uati on' **

. But to question the whol e of entities determned by the
Thi ng Language is to question the Thing Language itself and, thereby,

t he rul es governi ng t he systemhave been questi oned t oo.

A question like "lIs the world of things real?" is external to
Thi ng Language. The rul es governi ng Thi ng Language are al so questi oned
here, the eval uati on based on enpirical investigation in accordance to

the accepted rules is al so questioned. Thus the purported answer to

B | bi d.

%For the acceptance of a new kind of entities is
represented in thelanguage by the introduction of a framework
of new forns of expressions'’ and these new forns of
expressions are 'to be used according to a new set of rules'.
[Garnap, R (1950), p.Adt., p. 591]
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"Is the world of things real ?" cannot be an answer in terns of "Yes"
or "Nbo" because such an answer is possible only when there exists an
unquestioned objective set of rules for investigation or eval uation.
The answer is to be nade on a practical decision, by evaluating the
efficiency, fruitfulness and sinplicity of Thing Language; and it
turns to be made in terns of the "degree of its acceptability wth

reference to practical consideration .

However, foundationalismis deep-rooted in GCarnap's enphasis on

the division of ontol ogi cal questions to "interna’ and "external'
questions. It sets forth the epistenol ogical task of |aying down the
rules of a framework as a foundation to evaluate (enpirically,

logically or mathematically) entities determned by the respective
franeworks. It approves special status of the core-statenents, the
purported answers of external questions of a framework, as opposed to
the statenents evaluated by those core statenments. Wth the status of
being foundational, those core statenents are analytically true by
virtue of the neaning of the terns contained in those statenents.
For, otherw se, the change of the neaning of those statenents would
anount to the change of the framework. On the other hand, the

renmai ning statenents' truth is dependent on their confirmty to the

core statenents as well as to the nethod of investigation - factual,
| ogi cal or mathematical - hence, those are revisable and synthetic in
char act er.

Thus the questions  of ontol ogy and analyticity are

epistenologically related by the question of the status that can be

afforded to different statenents. If the epistenological status
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afforded varies in degrees then ontology cannot be determned by
language in a determnated way, nor 'analyticity can be true what

nmay cone' '°.

The consequence of such a relation supports natural i sm
where all statenents - of natural science as well as of phi | sophy-
are in 'the sane boat'. If the status afforded varies in Kkind by
dividing all statenents to two classes - analytic and synthetic - a
bifurcation is nmade to the ontol ogi cal questions. The effect of such
a bifurcation is antinaturalistic. The theoretical ont ol ogi cal
questions or the internal questions turn to be scientific and the
practical ontological questions or the external questions turn to be
phi | osophical. And when the answeres to the external questions are

constructed to be treated as answers to internal questions, those

becone anal ytically true.

Thus epi stenol ogy is kept foundational to all sciences with t he
presupposition that the nethod of linguistic analysis, as the

legitimate philosophical inquiry, can provide the real structure,

®In fact, the msgivings of the ASD are incurred by the
distinction of internal/external question as far as the
epi stenol ogi cal inport of both the distinctions i s concerned.
. W p. 211

Froman ontol ogi cal point of view, considering our reports
about the existence of objects, there is no such difference
I n ki nd. " Wthin natural science", observes Quine, "there
Is a continuum of gradations, from the statenents which
report observations to those which reflect basic features say

of quantumtheory or the theory of relativity . .. statenents
of ontology or even of mathematics or logic form a
continuation of this continuum. .. The differences here are
in ny view differences only in degree and not in kind" [ WP,

p. 211, enphasis added]. Quine expects that 'tables and
sheep are, in the last analysis, on the nmuch the sane footing
as nolecules and elctrons". That is, 'the notion of
m croscopi ¢ objects, tables and sheep, differs from that of
nol ecul es and el ectrons nai nly froman epi stenol ogi cal . poi nt
of view, in point of degree of antiquity' (W P. 223
Enphasi s added) .

145



nmeani ng or conceptural inport of the clains nmade by nat ural Sci ences
as well as by netaphysics. The latter clains are kicked off as being

neani ngl ess and the forner are kept to be explained or explicated as

being suited to the results of the epistenol ogical investigation- It
Is done so with the strong foundationalistic bel i ef on an
availability of a determnated neaning, a defenite structure or

conceptual inport, of every statenent with reference to a particul ar

franewor k of | anguage.

This strong belief is sustained in both the realistic and
conventionalistic analysis of |anguage when language is used as an
I nstrument of phisophical analysis and clarification. The Russellian
realism puts forth an extralinguistic reality which is to be pictured
by | anguage. A "netaphysical objectivity' is presupposed and,
further, as an ideal language is ained at, an 'absolutism has been
presupposed too. Thus the "picturing , interpreted as a devel oped
conceptual framework of logical atomsnm is viewed as being ineffable
even if there is an extralinguistic reality because picturing is
supposed to be nore or less like a transcendental relation between
| anguage and reality. It has the epistenol ogical priority over all the
truths parallel to Kantian transcendentali smwhere the categories of
understanding are founded a priori and kept foundational to all
scientific language. Such a ralistic analysis is hazardous in two
ways. In a sense it presupposes the traditional netaphysics in
claamng sone absolute extralinguistic rality and, at the same tine,
It surreptitiously accepts a Kantian transcendentalism in the nane of
‘logical form. (nh the other hand, conventionalism keeps netaphysics

imanent in language. The 'picuting’ is sad to be nade in a 'l ogical

148



space’ where language and reality go together even if they are
separate by thenselves. Thus the ineffability of 'logical formi is not
essentially due to the inseparability between language and reality.
It is due to essentialism the essence of |anguage and the essence of
reality are supposed to be having the sane logical base The
‘picturing is shown to be possible by the constitutive rules of
| anguage and, since these rules are the essence of |anguage, the form
of reality is supposed to be based on the formof those rules. This
formof those rules is called as the logical form Thus 'logical form
is said to be imanent in [anguage and enabl es language to determ ne
reality by 'picturing'. The achi evenent nade by the programe of
linguistic analysis is just to provide a linguistic nask to the old
ghost of netaphysics. For, in the words of Romanes, "inquiry into

what we really say (or nmay say) about the world thus systenmatically

1

replaced inquiry into the world as it really is"™, meaning construed

as an 'instrunent' for philosophical analysis yields the conception of
a conceptual framework or systemof l|language - artificial, ideal or
ordinary - as to be determning the reality referred to in terns of
that language. Quine's thesis of ontological relativity is against
any such absolute determnation of reality. Thus if analytic
phi | osophy Is identified wth an enterprise to discover,
formalistically or infornalistically, the proper logic or grammar of
our language as to determne reality in an absol ute nanner, it can be
safely said that a Qinean enterprise goes beyond that of the

anal yti c phil osophy.

YFRomanos, GD Op. Cit. , p. 34



A Qui nean stimul us-response nechani sm goes beyond the positivists'
theory of sense data, so far as the epistenological point IS
concerned, by adopting scientific skepticism as opposed to the
Cartesian skepticism Retaining the insight that 'any evidence for
science has its end points in the sensess but fearing for the
circularity (which is an outcone of Cartesian skepticisn) of getting
evidence for physical science from physical science itself, the
theorists of sense data want 'to posit a ream of sense data,
situated sonehow just nme-ward of the physical stimilus'Y. @ the
ot herhand, accepting Neurath's 'nariner who nmust rebuild his ship
pl ank by plank while continuining to stay afloat on the open sea '
Quiine urges to recognise 'that the science of science is a science ™
and puts forword physical stimilation in place of sense data. The
notion of sense datumis an abstraction, a bit nore conjuctural than
the notion of object, an output of a kind of epistenological
sophi stication. To respond the Cartesian doubt, since an indubitable
foundation is required, the ne-ward sensation is advocated. It is, in

a sense, a reconcilation of the sensation of the notion of sense

W, p. 2%

1SWP, p. 223
e P 26



experience with the rationalist's cogito though sone ogica
construction is allegedy put forward to avoid the Gartesian cogito.
In "Quality q is at point instant x;y;z; t", "is at" is  undefinable
but it remains as the core of understanding reference and ontol ogy.
Instead of accepting the indetermnacy of reference, to determne
reality as to refute a Gartesian doubt on reality, the sense data
theorists posit sense datumas the basic evidence and try to see the
physical world in terns of the logical construction of sense
experiences. Athough a Russellian atomsmis restrained from this
reductivistic attitude, although it does not reduce the physical
objects into some |ogical construction of sense experience, it
appeal s for a logical relation between |anguage and reality such that
an ideal |anguage analogous to protocol statenents becones
foundational. Whether it is sense-data or atomc fact, though they
differ in being related to |anguage by being reduced into [|anguage
save sense experience and by being pictured into |anguage, their
relation to language is such that reality is determned by [|anguage.
This vyielding to language is basically due to an intensional or
net aphysi cal essence yielded to neaning, logic or |language itself.
Even phil osophers who proffer infornalistic approach to [linguistic
analysis are no less commtted to sone such netaphysical or
intensional elenents so as to infuse an intrinsic 'necessity’ to
language if, at all, they are not refrained from determning
reference or ontology in terns of language. For, there is no sense of
neccessity available in an extensional |anguage. Thus to deny the
intensional |anguage as to be referring the reality anounts to refute

the linguistic determnation of reality.

CGarnap's division of theory of extension and theory of i ntension,



the basis of his entire enterprise of 'senantical nethod ?°, devel oped

i n Meani ng and Necessity is a paradi gmcase of subduing the world
under senmantical rules. The division is purported to divide the
rel ati on between |anguage and what it is about (i.e. the world or the
reality) into a contingent and a necessary relation.? This bifurcated
relation is stretched along the ASDand its epistenol ogical i nport

seens to be nore significant. Synonony and anal yticity are alleged to
be definable in terns of intension (as of having 'the sane intension’

for two predicates of a sentence's being "true by virtue of the
I nt ensi ons of the expressions occurring in it ?). The

foundationalistic thene shown, in the first chapter, as to be beneath
the AAD is significantly there in this division of intension and
extension which, in turn, can be construed to be inplicitly retained
there in the division of the ontol ogi cal questions into internal and
external questions. It significantly contains the ASD because the
linguistic criterion for the AADis tenable only if the purported
epi st enol ogi cal significance of the 'intension distingui shed from
' ext ensi on' is viable. The epi stenol ogi cal significance of

"intension' owes to two relations : the relation ontol ogy has Wi th
epi stenol ogy (i.e.;the reciprocal containnent between ontology and

epi stenol ogy) and the relation ontology has with semantics . |If the

PCar napacknow edges it in his "Maning and Synonyny in
Nat ural Languages” 1n Mravesik, J.ME (E.) (1974 Logic
and Phil osophy for Linguistics, Muton & ., B. V.
Publ i shers, The Hague. (Anerican Edition, Hunanities HFess.
Inc., Attlantic Hghlands, NJ.), p. 33, fn.

2 pid., p. 33

Zlbid, p. 34 And, again, to say it in terns of 'language
relativeness', 'Two expressions are SYNONYMOUS in t he
language L for x at tinet if they have the sane intension in
L for x at t. A sentence is ANALYTICin L for x at t If its
I Nt ensi on éor.range of truth-condition) in L for x at t
conprehends al | possi bl e cases. " (p43.



first relation holds good then epi stenol ogy becones foundtionalistic
or naturalistic, roughly, on the basis of the nature of senantics. |If
ontology is built on senantics and intension is the foundation of
semantics, then epistenology becones foundationalstic. @) t he
otherhand if ontology is relative to senantics and it is only the
extension that matters into senantics then  epi stenol ogy S
naturalistic. Extension concedes nothing foundationalistic but
denmands the dispositional character of human |anguage in an undertai ng
of senmantics along wth the investigations pursued in nat ur al
sciences. Here the description of language is not supposed to 'beg n

with the theory of intension' in order to build the theory of

extension on its basis.®

The contrast between the two approaches does not conpel to have a
contrast of accepting and rejecting pragnati cs. Oh the other hand
both the approaches have been purported to be scientific and
pragnat i c.?* Thus, to note the whol e scenario, in brief, it can be
said that the contrast is between the 'pragmatical concept of
intension' and the 'pragmatical concept of extension ®. Success of the
forner undertaking confers a privileged epistemc status to |anguage
or system of |anguages over ontol ogy or systens of ontology. It keeps

"intension' foundational to 'extension' and, there by, to the core of

Apid, p. A

2% The prupose' of the paper entitled "Meaning and Synonyny
in Natural Languages" is, CGarnap says, 'toclarify the nature
of the pragnatical concept intension in natural |naguages and
to outline a behaviouristc operational procederue for it'.

(P-35).
®The forner is associated wth Carnap and the latter is
associated wth Caine.
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senmantics which, in turn, determnes reality. More over, view ng from
this angle, the distinctionbetween|anguage and theory becones very
clear even if we identify a theory as to be determning the ontol ogy
because it is the intension or the foundational senantical rules which
constitute the core of a language. And a scientific theory itself,

bei ng extensional in character, fails to determne reaity in an

absolute way. It can succeed in doing so only if the ‘'extension' is
founded or built on the basis of the ' intension. Thus it has also
been said, understanding it from the angle of this linguistic

Absolutism that the Quinean entrpirse accounts the extension as the
"theory of reference" and the theory of intension as the "theory of
neani ng'.%®  Consequently, viewng fromthe sane angl e, indeterninancy
of reference is acceptable if reference is independent of neaning.
But, since it is founded on neaning and, nore inportantly, on the
designati ve conponent of neaning (i.e. on intension) reference is
determnate. On the other hand, viewng from the Qinean angle,
indertmnacy of reference is not only due to the Iindermnacy of
nmeani ng but also due to the unavailability of the so called intensions
or, in other words, due to the extensional character of reality. That
Is why indetermnacy of reference can occur in cases where there is no
indetermnacy of neaning, i.e. when two logically equivalent manuals
of translation are there and, thus, where the question of choice
between the two so as to determne one to be right/wong does not

arise.” (itology is neither independent of senantics nor it is

absol utely determned by senantics. The forner dependence owes to the

26Cf Carnap's interpretation in his "Meaning and Synonyiy in
Natural Languages’', P. 33.

2MThis has al ready been discussed in chapter I11.
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"containment' of ontology in epistenology. 'Wat is there' is nothing
but '"what is said to be there' which, in turn, is 'what is know to be
there'; for the "knowng is forbidden to be founded on the 'saying
and their interdependence is advocated through the refutation of
foundationalistic senantics. The latter, the denial of senantical
absolute determnation, owes to the other aspect of the reciprocal
contai nnent, the aspect that envisages the contai nnent of epi stenol ogy
in ontology: 'Wat is known to be there' is not netaphysical but, it
Is there and saidto be there because we cannot refer otherwse but
say what is there. Thus to revive netaphysics in terns of. 'intension
Is to mss the very significance of 'what is said to be there',
instead of "what isthere' and, thereby, to lose the scientific effort
one nakes in achieving the replacenent. Thus, to be pragmaitc and
scientific, toretain that repal cenent of "what is there' by "what 1iIs
said to be there' one has to follow the sne |Iine of thought and depend
on the back ground saying of "what is saidto be there' instead of
enquiring into the very rules which fit into 'what is said to be
there.'" There is no need of a linguistic inquiry, which runs parall el
to the pretensions of specul ati ve netaphysics, which nourishes t he
"creatures of darkness' (i.e. Intensions) to get access to
extralinguistic reality. For those rules just fit into what is said,
not that they guide our sayings in such a way that we cannot but obey
those rules to read the reality. Anticipation of these kinds of rules
to be discovered is well inaginable, not only form the GCarnapi an
theory of intension to build an absolutely determnable 'extensions'
and the Rusellian logical analysis of Jlanguage to build an ideal
| anguage so as to achieve a perfect view of the world but,al so, from
the Chonskian enterprise of universal grammar and t he | at er

Wttgensteinian's notion of the constitutive rules of a |anguage gane
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provided they are understood at par with GCarnap's senmantical rules.
Thus, to repeat, Quine goes beyond analytic philosophy if analytic
phil osophy is identified as a system of theories about the proper

logic of our language to determne the reality in any absol ute sense.

Quine views that ontology is doubly relative: relative to a
background |anguage and relative to a choice of transalation from

beckground | anguage to the |anguage in question.

It is relative to a background |angauge or background theory
mainly because of ‘'referential inscrutability* which, in turn,
counterfeits the claimthat an object can be absolutely coonmtted to,
by a particular theory. This disclaination anounts to the thesis that
a theory is dependent on a background theory for the commtnent it
does to the objects. There is no rule or nethod, senmantical or
intensional, that can enable a theory itself to determne the reality
it coomts to. For above all there is no such determnacy. Reference
is inscrutable. That is, parallel to indetermnacy of neaning, there

I's indetermnacy of reference.

Referential inscrutability or indetermmnacy of reference supports
the point that 'what nakes sense is to say not what the object, of a
theory are absolutely speaking, but how one theory of objects is
interpretable or reinterpretable in another'.® That is, it supports

the point of appealing to a background |anguage or background theory.

®0OR, P. 55.

“OR, p. 50.
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It is scientific to appeal to background theories instead of appeal i ng
to a nethod which is purported to obtain an absol ute determnati on of
objects referred by the theory. For there is no such possibility of
absoulte determnation. Thus the question of ‘'interpretation and

reinterpretation’ is scientifically associated wth inscrutability of

r ef er ence.

So far, in our discussion on ontology, it is observed that
CGarrnap's nethod of intension which is alleged to be building up the
"extension' and Carnap's bifurcating of the ontol ogical questions into
"internal' and 'external' questions are foundationalistic. It is also
oberved that the wuntenablility of Garnapian linguistic Absolutism
calls for naturalism <calls for the reciprocal containnent of
epi stenol ogy and natural science (ontology). The indetermnacy of
reference is shown to be, like the indetermnacy of Iloeaning, anti
foundationalistic as well as naturalistic. This is actually what we
need to defend the thesis. Against foundati onal i sm from an
ontol ogi cal point of view, does not nean to nullify foundationalism
per se when we advocate for ontological relativity. Oh the other
hand, it nmeans that the foundationalistic theses |like 'essentialism,
"absolutism and 'linguistic Absolutismi are to be refuted. And, nore
inmportantly, this refutation nust anmount to the upholding of
naturalism so as to establish the thesis that a Qi nean

anti-foundationalism is nothing but naturalism so far as t he

nmet hodol ogi cal perspective is concerned. That is, becomng an
antithesis to absolutism- netaphysical or linguistic - ontol ogical
realtivity turns to be naturalistic. This naturalistic inport is

clearcut when we observe that there is 'reciporcal cont ai nnent '

bet ween epi st enol ogy and ontol ogy (natural science). However, even if
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this is the scenario we can visualize, it all depends on how the

foundationalistic theses are to be ref ut ed.

Lhless the Camapian division of internal and external question
is refuted it cannot be clained that no statenent has a privileged
epistemc status to be foundational, it cannot be clained that all
statenents are revisable and synthetic. If the Camapian nethod of
intension is not refuted, it cannot be clained that there is no sense
of a 'necessity' derivable even on a senmantical ground. That 1s,
extension or the reality of the external world cannot be clained to be
relati ve and i ndeterm nat e. For a sense of 'necessity' can be

identified wth a sense of determnacy of an absolute kind which is

supposed to be viable by an 'intensional nethod . Moreover, if the
"necessity' or 'linguistic Absoutism is granted to be viable on the
basis of an intensional nethod, it can be argued3o that an

extra-extensi onal , netaphysical, absolutismof sone kind or other is

not unvi abl e.

Thus the rest of this chapter's discussion is neant to refute the
above nentioned Camapi an theses, the foundationalistic theses, in
order to show that a foundationalistic conception of ontology has to
be replaced by a naturalistic ontol ogy. Needless to say that the
argunents are originally Qine's argunents because our main concern is
wWth Qine' s anti-foundationali smqua. naturalism And, his argunents

have the naturalistic bearing which can aso be observed in the

30I do not nean that Carnap has argued it. He is obviously
agani st net aphysi cs. But Qiine's argunents against GCarnap' s
conception of ontol ogy shows that acceptance of any nethod
other than the extensional one is no better than an
acceptance of a netaphysical nethod.
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fol | ow ng di scussi ons.

Garnap's internal and external questions can be phrased to
‘category' and 'subclass' questions. For the CGarnapian dichotony is
basically a "dichotony between questions of the form "Ae there
so-and-sos?" where the so-and-sos purport to exhaust the range of a
particular style of bound variables and questions of the form "Are
there so-and-sos?' where the so-and-sos do not purport to exhaust the
range of particular style of bound variable. al That is, for exanple,
"Are there bl ack svans?' and "Are there swans"? are the 'subclass' and
‘category' questions corresponding to the internal and external

questions of a franmework accounting 'swans' as the objects of its

r ef er eence.

|f two styles of bound variabl es cannot be so separated as to be
referring two different kinds of objects that each style exclusively
ranges over, if sone particular objects can be the value of the
variables of different styles, the 'category' and 'subclass' division
does not hol d good. (onsequently, the division of internal and
external questions does not hol d. Two styles of bound vairables
cannot be so seperated. For the acceptance of a particular style is
very trivial so far as the reality of an object is concerned. For
exanple, if the question is whether 'x' and 'y'" of(x) (x 1Is a swan)

and (y) (yis a black swan) are referring to the sane ki nd of objects

or not then it is clear that the objects bounded by the variables 'Xx

exhaust the class of swans whereas it is not exhausted by the vairable

STwWe, p. 207,
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"y'. But this does not nean that the kind of objects bounded by y, the
bl ack swans, are different in ki nd when the same bl ack swans are also
bounded by x. The reference itself is of the sane kind, it does not
vary with the variatian of 'class' and 'subclass' . The nunber of
objects vary in accordance to the variation of the range of the
variable but the variation is not at all affective to reference such
that the objects bounded by y can be said to be a reference of a
different kind when the sane objects are referred by x. It cannot be
clained that there is a division of reference, two referential aspects
of reality, like 'calss reference’ and 'sub-class reference'. For the

supposed di fference vani shes when it is construed that (2 (z is a

bird) such that the inport of the bound variable (X) as a ' class
reference’ vanishes into a 'subclass-reference’ in relation to the
‘class-reference’ of (2. In the simlar way, to get a 'class

reference’ of the variable (y) which is otherw se construed to be a
'sub-class reference’ in relation to (xX), physical instances of bl ack
swans can be styled with variables like 'a,/b,c,d = n. Thus,
"whether the statenent that there are bl ack swans shoul d be put on the
sane side of the dichotony, or on the opposite sides, cones to depend
on the rather trivial consideration of whether we use one style of
vari abl es or two for physical objects and <classes.® It is a tirvial
consi deration because the difference between "x is such that x is a
bl ack swan" and "a,b,c,d...n are black swans" is negligible. If the
reference to an object is expressed in terns of a variable, if an

object is an object by being subject to reference, then 'to be is to

AR p. 28



be a value of a variable.® |t natters the least whether the object
Is the value of a variable of one style or of a different style so

far as the reality of the object is concerned.

The enphasis on the style of a variable in connection with the
reality of an object is a futile exercise based on a mstaken
presupposition that the reality of an object referred to by two
different styles varies in kind. It is a msconception, Qine would
argue, that the reality of 'a black swan referred in terns of a style
of variable like (X) (x is a black swan)' can be of a different kind
of reality of "a black swan referred in terns of a style of variable
like a,b,c,d,....n are black swans." It is a msconception that a
bl ack swan as the value of the variable x when x ranges over all
swans, (X) (x is aswan), is of adifferent kind of object when it 1is
the value of the variable y and y ranges over the blackswans al one,
i.e., (y) (y is ablack swan). The sane bl ack swan as a val ue of the
variables 'x "y' and 'z' of the three styles like <x) (x is a swan)

(y) (y is ablack swan) and (20 (a,b,c,d...n are black swans and z =

a,b,c,d...n) does not vary in its objectual reality.

It is true that variable is "the essence of ontological idion,
the essence of the referential i di om"* But the rigidity on a
particualr style of variable so as to differentiate a value wth sone
determnate reality froma value wthout determnate reality, even if

the object referred to is the same, is a msconception. No
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determnate reality is possible, no necessity can be adduced in terns
of a particular style of variable in order to nake the reference
determnate. A conception of determnacy of reference in terns of
special styles of variables is a msconception of the very di ctumt hat

"tobe is to be avalue of avariable 33

A variable which is "the essence of ontologica idiom is, for
Quine, a bindable objectual variable. Bound variable 'plays a role
anal ogous to pronouns' to secure cross-references. Sngular terns
play a role of referring the objects, analogous to that of proper
nanes referring to individuals. Thus the wunbindable general terns
which are likely to be called as the 'universals' are neither referred
nor cross referred. An objectual interpretation of variables is
opposed to a substitutionsl interpretation of variables. Qui ne
upholds the forner interpreation. For a 'quanitfication over

i ndi vidual s i s seen nost natural |y as obj ectual . ®

An  objectual interpreation appeals to the values of t he
variables: '(x) fx' is interpreted as "For all obects x in the
domain, D Fx' and, accordingly, (3x) fx' as "for at |east one object
X in the donain, DFE<'. O the other hand, asubsti tuti onal
I nterpretation appeals to the substituends for the variables: '<x) FX
is interpreted as "All substitution instances of 'F.." are ture and,

accordingly, '(3) fx' as "at least one substitution istance of 'F ..’

S W P, p. 19

36 WP, p. 273.



is trued Inits substitutional interpretation , a variavle is
strictly a placeholder for the constants that can be substituted for
it',® the substituends need not be the nanes at all. In its object ual
interpretation, 'the variable refers to objects of sone sort as its

val ues' ® though the objects need not be 'separately specifiable by

nane or description'.

A substitutional interpretation of a variable suits for the
significance mstakenly inposed on styles of variables. |f an object
need not be the substituend of a variable, it can be plausible of
tal king about a sense of "necessity' in terns of sone special style of
variable. For,even if an object cannot be referred in any absolute
sense, a substituend can be clainmed to be necessarily true by neans of

a special style of variable because it is not an object and thus need

not be inscrutable. If (X) (y) (x isaswan andy is a blak swan)
then (X) (y) (y->). If, for exanple, a crow is instanced for v,
instead of a black swan, then the crowis necessarily a swan. Not e

that the enphasis is on the 'necessity’ and not with the crow or swan.
Needl ess to tell about the non existents |ike Pegasus, unicorns or
centaurs as they can be the appropriate instances of sone variables.
h the other hand, in its objectual interpretation, there is no such
"necessity’ involved in relation to the reference of objects. Even if
a bl ack swan itself becomes the value of the variable y and the style

(X (y) (y->x) is retained by putting swans as the value of x, vyet

37__ . L . . . . .
This distinction between substitutional interpretation and
objectual interpretation can be related to the

'‘psychogenesis’ of reference. See RR, PP.84 - 131.

38
RR, P. 98.

*Ibid.
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<y->X) iscontingentlytrueandthusit is alsocontingentlytruethat
that black swan is a swan® Thus, if a variable is interpreted
objectually, it is trivial that whether one adopts one or two style(s)
of variables to refer the object(s) ranged over by the variable-
Wiatever style is adopted it anounts to be revisable, indetermante
or contingent. h the other hand, in its  substitutional
interpretationthe style of avariable of one kind is alleged to be
functioning as a determnate reference whereas another kind gets the
reference in an indetermnate way. For exanple, the above nentioned
"(X) (y) (y->)' is adetermante reference for a swan whereas a
change of its style to "a/b,c,d,...n are swans as well as black
obj ects" makes each of 'a,b,c,d.. .n indetermnately referring to a
swan. For there is no necessity, which is alleged to be there wth
(y->x> due to the universal quantification of x and y, that any of

"a,b,c,d...n Is a swan.

Aswan is a swan, a black swan is a black swan. A black swan is
nei ther a crow nor sonething el se other than a swan. The point is not
to ponder over thisclear cut concrete situation. It is in the face of
all clear cut situations like this, the point to ponder over is the
relation anong the objects of this external world we conceive or talk
about. 'If it is ablack swan then it is a swan', the realtion is
between two concepts 'black swan' and 'swan' and, thereby, t he
I nvestigation undertaken regarding such relations is knownn to be an
epi stenol ogical relation. It is quite clear for us that the black

swan is one physical object, it is not two -a black physical object

40Her_e this discussion of 'necessity’ and 'contingency' is
taken in its epistenol ogi cal perspective, analogous to the
discussions already carried out in relation to the ASD
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and a swan. The nost it can be clained is that is atw -in -one.

It is too nuch of nonsense to say that a philosopher does not
accept such crystal clear facts, for exanples, a black swan is a swan,
a bachelor is an unmarried man, 2+2 = 4, a=a and so on. ** The probl em
Before themis, in fact, howdo we know such crystal clear facts?
That is, howdo we know the relation between a bl ack swan and a swan,
a bachelor and an unnarried man, (2+2) and (4 and, above all, the

relation of identity?, i.e, A- A?

It has already been discussed in connection to ASD that these
relations are viewed to be conceptual or linguistic by the
foundationalists. |In fact, foundationalismdoes not go wong and it
IS not antagonastic to a naturalist by claimng this much, by saying
it to be a conceptual or linguistic relation. |t goes wong in saying
sonething nore by keeping this conceptual or linguistic relation
seperate fromthe factual relations, by creating a di chotony between
"form and 'content’ or between 'neaning and 'experience’ so as to

get sonething foundational to the know edge-clains associated wth

‘content' or 'experience . Even Iin saying that the job of a
phi | osopher is conceputal analysis or linguistic analyisis a
foundational i st does not nove on a wong track. It is the objective,

41_'I'his_stater_rent is due to Olnman Il ham who has criticized
Quine in saying that Quine has msunderstood what Berkel ey
neant when he said 'we ought to think wth the I|earned and
speak with the vulgar.” [Dlnman, |.(1984) Qi ne on Ontol ogy,
Necessi ty and Experi ence : A Phil osophical Qitique, Macm || an
Press, London, p.6.

_ 42 nteresting phil osophi cal discussions on this probl em of
identity can be found in Giffin, N (19775) Rel ative
ldentity, darendon Ress, ford.
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"the point of the gane', that he dogmatically upholds, natters the
nost . The point of separating 'form from 'content' is a
presupposition that a contentless pure form is indubitable and
principles working for such 'pure forng' can be lay dow as the
foundation for all enpirical know edge. Smlarly, the false
pr esupposi ti on behi nd separating neaning from experience is to get
truths solely on the basis of meaning in order to find out the
principle or semantical rules working for such pure truths that can be
lay down as the foundation. Untenablity of these separtions is shwon

in the refutaion of the AADand in the IT.

Thus a conceptual analysis or a linguistic analysis itself is not
criticised by Quine's anti-foundationlism The objective of any such
analysis to find out a priori (transcendental or linguistic) epistemc
principles is criticized and, hence, separation of 'formi from
‘content' or that of 'neaning from'experience' which functions as a
means for that wunviable objective is criticized. A concept ual
analysis or a linguistic analysis is upheld by Qine with a
naturalistic spirit. No contentless pure forns and no 'neaning
I ndependent of experience are acceptable but ‘'form and ' neaning
relative to 'content’ and 'experience' are acceptable in order to
expl ore the probl em' howdo we know the external world ? For, even if
there is no pure forns and pure neani ng, conceiving of the external
world or experiencing the external world is possible only in terns of
concepts, |languages or theories. There is no independent reality as
such to be understood or concei ved. And, wunless we understand or
concei ve the external world in one way or other it is inpossible to

expl ore the problem'how do we know? .
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The essence of the anti-foundationalistic claimin discussing on
ontology is, precisely, the refutation of all theses those advocate a
separation of 'form from'content', 'mneaning -from'experience', from
an ontological point of view That is, it refutes such separations
which are supported in terns of the foundationalistic theses of
(traditional or linguistic) absolute reference. The significance of
obj ectual Interpretationof variables isthat it forbids avariable to
bear any inport other than an objectual inport, forbids any sense of
'necessity' or 'determinacy' due to the fact that it is only the val ue
(objects) of a variable that gets significance in ont ol ogi cal

di scussi ons.

A swan or a black swan, any object in this world, is referred in
terras of '"words' and only in terns of 'words'. In other words, no
reference is independent of a system of |anguage, a conceptual
framework or a theory. The crucial problem is, beyond this
stand- poi nt common to Garnap and Quine, that whether there is any
el enent di scoverable in a conceptual framework, |anguage or theory
that really builds up but quite independent of the object referred.
Carnap answers affirmati vely and, accordingly, undertakes the ' nethod
of intension to find out that. Quine answers negatively and,

uphol ding 'extension', refutes the "nethod of intension".

The significance of substitutional interpretationof a variable.
for a foundationalism is that such an interpretation concedes a
non-obj ectual value of the variable. That is, an epistenmic inport
i ndependent of experience is conceded through the variable, through
"the essence of the referential i di om. This concession is not

granted by an anti-foundationali st. Thus an anti-foundationali st
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enphasi zes on the objectual interpretation of a variable.

Wien we refer to a bl ack swan we are no less referring to a swan.
But two reasons can be provided for this business of reference. A
foundationalist's reason is that the very senantical rules which
determne that it is a black swan, also, determnes that it is a swan.
SO it is necessary that if it is a black swan then it is a swan. For
there is no other ground but the semantical ground on whi ch reference
I's nade possible and the basic senantical rules determning both the
"black swan' and 'swan' are the sane. An anti-foundationalist's
reason is that when we refer to a black swan our referring is
inscrutable and so,also, the referring of the swan is inscrutable.
Thus, of course, we refer to a swan when we refer to a bl ack swan but,
nore inportantly, it is not necessary that it is the swan we nust
refer in order to refer to a black swan. Both the references, to the
bl ack swan as well as to the swan, are indetermnate. Thus, since the
reference of the swan is inscrutable, it cannot be clainmed that a swan

I's necessarily referred to when a bl ack swan is referred.

The two reasons differ on the point of 'reference’ itself, not on
the point that when we see a bl ack swan whet her we see a swan or we do
not. For, if reference is inscrutable, we do not refer a black swan
in an absolute nanner but see a black swan. If reference is
scrutable, determnate, we refer a black swan in an absolute nanner
and, also , see a black swvan. In the forner case, seeing of a swan

due to seeing of a black swan is not necessary. The 'due to is not a

SThe threat of a Cartesian doubt can be avoided on an
ontol ogi cal ground too.
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"'necessary due to'. It is a causal connection. In the latter case it

I's supposed to be an a priori epistemc connection.

Now we are back to the problem of reference. A variable itself
does not solve the problem that whether there is determnacy of
reference or not. For avariable itself is interpretable in tw ways,

nanel y, by substitutional interpretation and objectual interpretation.

Determnacy of reference is viable, if reference is epitomsed by
vari abl e and substitutional interpretation of variable is viable.
Again, when reference is epitomzed by vari abl e, i ndet ermnacy of
reference can be established if and only if substi tuti onal

interpretation of avariable is not viable. That is, only if it 1is
established that the only viable interpretation of a variable is the
obj ectual interpretation. But, it is worth mentionable here, this is
a foundationalist's argunent. To claam that one of t he
interpretations is the right one is a neta-ontological answer, if
ontology is strictly a scientific saying of how or what entities are
there. Leaving this issue here we can swtch on to inscrutability of
reference. For, if inscrutability of reference is a thesis which can
establish that one of the above said tw interpretations is the
correct one, then what | nentioned as a foundationalistic argunent
does not hold good. And, of course, it is assuned here and hardly any
one has questioned the claimthat the thesis of inscrutability of

reference is anti-foundationalistic.

Inscrutability of reference substantially owes to the possibility
of equally conpatible references nade in terns of various conflicting
conceptual frameworks or |inguistic scheaaes. The 'Gavagai' exanpl e

cited inrelation to ITis not the '"proof’ of IT but 'a best,” as
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Qui ne acknow edges, 'an exanple only of the inscrutability of terns'*
Hs exanpl e of the Japanese classifiers® shows that inscrutability of
reference, besides being exenplified in real Ilife, wunlike the
"Gavagai' exanple, 'need not always bring indetermnacy of sentence
translation in its train 46. The Japanese classifier exanpl e pin points
that, inprinciple; 'there is no fact of the natter' to decide a term
(viz; aclassifer) whether it is an '"individuative termm or 'a nass
term. The classifier can be attached to nunerals to count distinct
type of objects (e.q; "five-aninal' oxen and five-slim things
chopsticks). It can be attached to the substantive terns e.g;, five
"aninal oxen' and five slim things-chopsticks). In the forner case,as
the part of the conpound nunerals , it gives a divided reference. | t
ampunts to referring each of the five animals as an ox and,
consequently, ~five aninals' oxen really refer to five oxen. In the
|atter case, the substantive constitutes a part of the nmass term
"five head of cattle,' which really refers to the same five oxen.
Thus the physical ground or the concrete reference point of 'five
oxen' renains the sane, even if there are different view points of
descri bing the objects referred to, and 'there is no question of right
or wong ¥ viewpoint out of the two. For both are equal |y conpatibl e
to the physical data (viz; 'five oxen') and, nore inportantly, there

renai ns no objective fact to distinguish one view point fromthe other

*“Qui ne, WV. O(1970)"h t he Reasons for | ndeterninacy of
Transl ati on", The Journal of Philosophy, 67, pp. 178-183. See
p. 182

PR p. 35

“Cai ne, WV. O(1970), "On t he Reasons for | ndet er minacy of
Transl ation", p. 182

YR pp. 37-3EB.
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t hough the difference between the two is conspicuous. As far as the
I ssue undertaken is scientific in the sense that whatever conceptual
franework is adopted it conmes under the serutinization of enpirical
environnent, inscrutability of reference becomes the natural outcone

of a study of reference.

The fact that reference is inscrutable in face of two different
conceptual franmeworks, no particular framework determnes what the
objects are really referred to, in an absolute nanner. For,
ot herw se, there woul d have been some sense in questioning the right
or wong conceptual franmework of reference in referring the objects
really are. Such a question does not arise because no conceptual
franmework or theory can absolutely determne what there are. Thus it
nakes no sense to say 'what the objects of a theory are'’. Had it been
possi bl e to nmake sense of 'what the objects of a theory are', either a
theory woul d have determnd its objects in an absol ute nanner or there
woul d have sone objectivity to determne the correctness of one theory
in stead of the other. That is, there would have different objective
facts of the natter for different theories or there would have one
I deal objective fact of the matter. S nce neither of the alternatives

I's possible, 'what the objects of a theory are' nakes no sense.

What nakes sense is 'how one theory of objects is interpretable
or reinterpretable in anot her' “, For interpretation or
reinterpretation of the objects neans that the objects are not there

but saidto be there and, nore inportantly, the objects said to be

FOR, p4s.
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there inrelation to a particular theory can be saidto be there in
relation to a broader theory or background theory which includes or
feeds back that particular theory. Snce 'reference Is nonsense
except relative to a coordinate system®, a frane of reference or
background |anguage, searching for "reference in any nore absolute
way' is just 'like asking absolute position or absolute velocity,
rather than position or velocity relative to a given frane of

ref erence' .

Thus 'reference is nonsense except relative to a coordinate
system, not because 'inscrutability of reference is the
inscrutability of fact'®, because 'there is no fact of the natter'*

A senseful or neaningfull reference which is relative to a | anguage or
coordinate system beconmes inscrutable because there can be, in
principle, indefinite alternative languages or coordinate systens
which are 'mutual |y inconpatible and equally correct® in the sense

that a particular saidobject can be equally referred by different

conflicting theories.

However, one may argue, if reference is relative to a background

POR, p.49
°OR, p.47
>1 1bid.

SOR p43,

SOR, p.49
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| anguage then it leads to infinite regression > That is, "the
background | anguage nakes sense', in turn, only relative to a further
background |anguage which, in turn, nakes sense only relative to a
further background |anguage and so on. However this problem of
regression is not a hindrance to Quine's naturalized epi stenol ogy and,
it is worth nentionable here, such a problem is foundationalistic.
Quine cautions against the tenptation for accounting 'universas'.
That is, against the tenptation that a 'question of the form"what is
an F?* can be answered only by recourse to a further term "Ah Fis a
G.® For, according to an anti-foundationalist, "the answer nakes
only relative sense: sense relative to the uncritical acceptance of
"G"'°%., The point to enphasise is not the 'universe' corresponding to
"G which may or nay not be wider than that of 'F, the enphasis is on
the terra'G itself. For what is accountable in relation to ontol ogy
Is not the '"universe' referred to, since reference to an 'universe' is
neani ngl ess, but the language in relation to what the terns becone
neani ngful and so, also, the extension of the terns. The fact that
reference is inscrutable nakes it clear that the extension of terns
cannot be determned absolutely, it can be determned in an uncritical
way of accepting its language-relativeness but, at the sane tine,
accepting a particular |anguage or accepting nore than one | anguage
and defining a termin circular ways. There is no need of 'universals'
or 'intensions' in order to obtain the alleged' necessity' in tens of

the true relations between two universals or two "I ntensi ons' . For

*Cf. OR, p. 53
> bid.

58| bid.
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the required 'necessity' itself is ill-grounded.

An alleged epistemc necessity of a true relation between two
"universals', for exanple, between "black swan' and ‘'swan' of the
relation that 'all black swans are swans' largely depends on an
inputation of reality over and above the extension of the two cl asses
of individuals, 'black swans' and 'swans'. This engenders the probl em
of other worlds which is known as Pl ato' s beard that frequently dulls
"the edge of Gccams razor'®. For the alleged reality beyond the
extension of classes facilitates the inputation of reality to
non-exi stent entities |like Pegasus, unicorns and centaurs which are
not the objects of a theory but conceded to be real, unlike the atons
or electrons, due to the acceptance of theory independent realities.
Thus over popul ating of ontology is carried out through the theory of
'universals' as well as by the theory of 'intension'. It is not only
that mutual support is there between "universals' and 'ideas' and
between 'neaning’ and 'intension' but also, it is there between the
former supporting and the latter supporting. "ldeas', construed as
the abstract essences of the particular objects or as the relaties
common to particular classes of objects, support that 'universals'
must be there to be the nanme of those essenti al entities.
"Uhiversal s', construed as the nanes of the variables exhaustively

rangi ng over the classes of objects, support that 'ideas' are there so

as toget the'universals' neaningful; as to get the 'universals'

referentially transparent, that is, 'ideas stand as the entities

naned by the ‘'universals'. ' Meani ng' construed as an entity
'FLPV, P. 2
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medi ati ng between the linguistic expressions and the objects or facts
denot ed or descri bed by those expressions, supports that a theory of
intention nust be there so as to order those entities beyond the
ext ensi onal scope, ‘Intention as a tenable nethod of senantical
I nvestigations, supports that 'neaning can be an entity beyond
"extension'. S also, the relation between 'ideas' and 'universas'
on the one hand and that of between 'neaning and ‘'intension' on the
ot her support each other. An uncritical upholding of a relation of
"necessity' is common to both. e is netaphysical, another is
linguistic, but both are froman epistemc point of viewand both are
based on absolutismor determnary of ontology though the forner
conception of ontology is epitomzed as 'wat is there' and that of

the latter is '"what is saidto be there'.

It is notable that CGarnap distinguishes his senantical analysis
of extension and intension from that of Frege's "nomnatum  and
'sense'. Wiile the general aim nanely, 'the construction of a pair
of concepts suitable as instrunents for senmantical analysis', is the
sanme the specific ains are di fferentco. The specific aimof Carnap is
to explicate 'denotation- connotation* distinction which is different

from as Carnap observes, the 'nane-relation' distinction adopted by

Fr ege. CGcourse Carnap admts that the distinction between
"extension' and ‘'intension' as to be the instrunent for hi s
"senmantical analysis' instead of arguing 'senantical analysis' itself
to be the instuenent for 'epistenol ogical I nvesi gation,’ nevert hl ess
he wuses 'senmantical analysis' itsel f as an I nst r unent for

SB\eani ng and Neceessity, p. 128,
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phi | osophi cal clarification and expl anation. For ontol ogy is expl ored
by himsolely on a senmantical basis which, 1in turn, proves that
epi stenology is also founded on senantics. Because, there is no
possibility of a separation between ontology and epistenol ogy and,as
Quine argues, there is the 'reciprocal contei nnent' between the two.
Quine's thesis against foundationalismof the analytical variety , his
theses against the conception of linguistic a priori and determnaey
of neaning and determnacy of reference are antagnostic to that spefic
end- use of semantics as an instrunent. It has aready been
di scussed, nore or less in relation to the ASO, that the distinction
between 'intension' and "extension' has a foundationalistic inport.
And, nore inportantly, 'senmantical analysis' itself takes a major role
so far as foundationalismis found to be there beneath the ASD which

Is supposed to be defined in terns of a distinction between

I ntensi onal | anguage and extensi onal | anguage.

Thus, since Carnap's differentiation of the two specific ends
does not save himfromQine's criticisns against the objective of
using neaning as an instrunent for philosophical explanation and
clarification, the difference between the two pairs of concepts is not
worth pursuable with any hope for defending the nethod of intension.
In other words, the difference between "nane-rel ation' and
"denotation-cannotation' is significant if ontology is independent of

epi stenol ogy but such an independent status is not concedable either

to ontol ogy or to epi stenol ogy.

An expression, in a well consturcted |anguage systen. always has
the sane 'extension' and the sane 'intension' but in sone contexts it

has its ordinary nomnatumand its ordinary sense, in other contexts
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Carnap distinguishes his 'extension' and ‘intension from Fege's
'nomnatum and ' sense respectively®. He is not against Frege's
distinction of nomnatumand sense as far as these two concepts are
neant to explicate nane-relatiion. For nane-relation is different
fromdenotation connotation. But he shows the disadvantages of the
‘nethod of nane-relation'and views that Qine's ontol ogical
di scussi ons subscribe this nethod. However we are not concerned here
about the question how "nane-ral ation' incurs those di sadvantages, nor
about the question how does Quine subscribe a Fregean 'nane-rel ation'
distinction and, at the sane tine, refutes the possibility of any
object in an oblique context. @ the other hand, our concern is how
to refute the nmethod of intension. Thus we have recognised GCarnap s
criticismagainst the nethod of 'nane-relation' in order to recognize
the untenability of oblique contexts. |If the nethod of intension is
purported to explain certain concepts which are bound to be involved

in oblique contexts, nethod of intension is untenabl e.

An oblique context is an opaque context of reference, A context
is referentially opaque when it obstrudes the transparency of a tern
which is otherwise purely referential. That is, in short. 'a context
is referentially opaque if it can render a referential occurrence
non-referential'®. Quotation is a paradigm case of such contexts.
"CGat", for exanple, in "Gattle" is an orthographic accident and to say

that cat is in cattle is to obstrude the transparency of the term

N bid, p.125.
N\ P 161
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its oblique nomnatumand its oblique sense. This is the way in which
Garnap di stingui shes his 'extension' and "intension' from Fege's
' nonmi nat um and ' sense' r espect i vel y*° . He is not against FHeges
distinction of nomnatum and sense as far as these twb concepts are
nmeant to explicate nane-rel atiion. For nane-relation is different
fromdenotati on connotation. But he shows the disadvantages of the
"nethod of name-rel ati on' and Vi ews t hat Qi ne' s ont ol ogi cal
di scussions subscribe this nethod. However we are not concerned here
about the question how 'name-ral ation' incurs those di sadvantages, nor
about the question how does Qui ne subscribe a Fregean 'name—el ation'
distinction and, at the same tine, refutes the possibility of any
object in an oblique context. n the other hand, our concern is how
to refute the nethod of intension. Thus we have recognised Garnap' s
criticismagainst the nethod of 'name-relation’ in order to recognize
the untenability of oblique contexts. |If the nethod of intension 1is
purported to explain certain concepts which are bound to be involved

in oblique contexts, nmethod of intension is untenable.

An oblique context is an opaque context of reference. A context
Is referentially opaque when it obstrudes the transparency of a tern
which is otherw se purely referential. That is, in short, 'a context
Is referentially opaque if it can render a referential occurrence
non-referential'®. Quotation is a paradigm case of such contexts.
"Cat", for exanple, in "Gattle" is an orthographi c accident and to say

that cat is in cattle is to obstrude the transparency of the term

*9lbid., p.125.
Wp,  pa6L
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cat" occuring in contexts like 'the cat is on the nmat'. "9, for

exanple, in "9 > 7" is purely referential but "9 in "'9 > 7
contains three characters"” is not purely referential. As the context
of quotation is construed to be the paradigm case of referential
opacity, the followng features can be clearly nade out of the the
context of quotation so as to understand the untenability of the nodal

sense of 'necessity' which is one of the opaque contexts.

a. The fundanental confusion in saying 'cat is in cattle' is the

confusion of use and nention. It is quite harnhess to say "cat" is in
"cattle" but it is wong to say "cat is in cattle". In the latter
case, nentioning has been confused w th use. It is a confusion

between *in the way in which we say things' and ' the things we talk

about ' .

b. Qccurances of statenents wthin quotations are not truth
functional. If s;is apart of a larger statenent s, then s; is truth
functional if any other statenent s, having the sane truth value of s;
can replace s; wthout changing the truth value of S '9 > 7, for
exanpl e, cannot be turth functional in ""9 >7)' contains just three
characters" because this whol e statenent becones false when '9 > 7' is
repl aced by anot her statenent, "Napol eon escaped frcn Hba,' which

has the sane truth value of '9 > 7.

c. Mscarriage of quantification®is another point of referenti al

WP, p 176

2FLPV, p. 149.
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opacity. The grotesque exanple® in this regard for the context of
quotation is

(3x) ('sixX contains 'X).
Anal ogous to 'quotation', 'necessasty’ incurs the above sad
confusions. '9, for exanple, nentioned as in '9 is necessarily
greater than 77 is harnhess and the statenent is true. But '9 Dbeing
used in "The nunber of planets is necessarily greater than 7" creates
the confusion and the statenent is false. The role of 'necessity',
anal ogous to 'quotation', is unproblenatic as far as it creates no
confusion of 'nention' and ‘'use. But the purpose of advancing
necessity for phil osophical explanation and clarification, especially,
for a semantical analysis' of reference in support of foundationalism
In support of linguistic Absolutism is to 'obtain necessity’ as a
pl ausi bl e qualification of epistemc norns. The plausibility of
'necessity’ can enable one to conceive of certain foundtional
epi stemc principles as to be necessarily true and unrevi sabl e. But ,
anal ogous to 'quotation', "necessity' mnakes reference opaque when
confusion of 'use and 'nention' occurs. Mentioning of '9 in '9 is
necessarily greater than 7° concedes no pivileged epistemc status t

"necessarily greater than 7, it is no less accidentally true than

"cat" is in "cattle". For 'the nunber of planets is necessarily
greater than 77 is no less false than 'cat is in cattle'. ™9 IS
greater '7'" happens to be nathenatically true whi |l e" ‘'cat' 1Is
‘cattle' " happens to be phonetically true, but, both are accidental
true. The ‘'necessity' operating for '8 >7" is responsible r

confusing 'nention’ wth 'use.

SSFLPV, p. 150
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The above said confusion, due to 'necessity', becomes nore clear
when it is shown that statements in the context of 'necessity’ are
not truth functional. '9 > 7 and 'the nunber of planets is greater

than 77 have the sane truth value but their truth value differs in the

context of 'necessity': '9 is necessarily greater thatn 7 Is true
whereas 'the nunber of planets is necessarily greater than 7° is
fal se.

Analogous to the mscarriage of quantification by quotation
(e.g,(3x) ("six contains 'X)) mscarriage of quantification is
observed in the nodal contexts. (3x) (x>7), for exanple, is an
existential quantification of the variable 'x which can have any
nunber greater than 7 as the value. The nunber of planets is greater
than 7. Thus (3x) (x is the nunber of planets and x > 7) is true.
But this is not true that (3x) (x is the nunber of planets and x is
necessarily greater than 7) . That is,the mscarriage of '3X S
observed when "necessity ' is quantified. (3x) (x is necessarily
greater than 7) can be inferred from (9 is necessarily greater than 7)
only when 'to be necessarily greater than 7 is a trait of the nunber
9. But to be necessarily greater than 7 is not a trait of a nunber
but depends on the manner of referring to the nunber'®. If it is a
trait of nunber, for exanple, of the nunber of planets, then it would
have not been false that the nunber of planets is necessarily greater
than 7. Wen we refer to sone thing objectually , for exanple, to the
nunber of planets as 'necessarily greater than 77 the consequence s

invariably false. For there is no determnacy of reference, there is

“ELFV, p. 148
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no sense of necessity in an extensional context and reference is of no

sense I n a non-extensi onal context.

Thus, since reference is indetermnate in an extensional context
and there is no sense of an intensional reference, reference is
indetermnate. And, nore inportantly, granted that there is no nethod
of investigation but, broadly dividing in a Garnapi an way, the nethod
of intension and the nethod of extension, then indertermnacy of
nethod is the'natural conclusion. A genuine naturalist, a Qi nean
natural i st, upholds the indetermnacy of nethod but it is not on the
ground that he accepts the Carnapian division. On the contrary, he
refutes the nethod of intension and it is very clear that a nethod of
extension inevitably results into an i ndermnacy of nethod. However,
analogous to IT, this indetermancy does not refute the manual s of
net hodol ogi cal studies. It refutes the possibility of any nethod
whi ch can be accounted as the correct nethod in face of many other
alternatives equal ly befitting the data on what the theories are

built, though the alternatives nay be i nconpati bl e to each ot her.

Even if we stick to the point that the division Garnap nakes is
primarily for the replacenent of ontologi cal discussions by senanti cal
di scussions, yet the indetermnacy of nethod is the conclusion we get.
For, speaking in a nutshell, there is no possiblity of a
foundationalistic senantics. Failure of linguistic absolutist Beans
failure of a nethod to be called as foundational from an ontol ogical
point of view when ontology is primarily concieved as |anguage
dependent. Failure of foundationalistic senantics neans failure of a

nmethod to be called as foundation from a sesnantical point of view when



senantics is primarily concerned wth neaning, translation and
| anguage. Both the failures nake it clear that foundationalism cannot
be upheld in sone way or other, neither it can be advanced on an
ontological basis nor can it be on a senantical basis. A determnacy
of nethod,a foundationalistic nethod in epistenology, especially a
Carnapi an one, presupposes one or other of the tw determnacies in
order to separate epistenol ogy fromnatural sciences. For natural
science is viewed to be built up by, instead of being conti nuous with,
a language system or conceputal framework and to obtain the
foundational norns of a language systemor conceptual franework is to

obtain a nethod of determning the theories.

% observe that natural science is coextensive wth ontology
because there is no possibility of an intensional nethod and
extensional nmethod is coextensive with natural science. As a contrary
viewto our observation, a foundationalist observes that natural
science is not coextensive with ontol ogy because ontology can be
determned by an intensional nethod even if extensional nethod is
coextensive w th natural science. However, if we look into a
foundationalist's view point by naking ontology and natural science
coextensive, we can observe himupholding the thesis that ontology is
contained in epistenology but epistenology is not contained in

ont ol ogy.

Thus, looking into our view point, a foundationalist can observe
that we are wupholding the thesis that there s reci procal
containnent', between epistenology and ontol ogy. This has been

discussed, in the next chapter,as a fundanental feature of Qine's






CHAPTERV

QUINE'S NATURALIZED EPISTEMOLOGY: ITS METHODOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

Smlated versions of naturalized epistenology are quite
seductive. For, even if the adherents of those versions nake clains
of doing epistenol ogy, interestingly enough, often those versions
tenpt us to give up the age ol d epistenol ogi cal probl ens. Some  of
those versions plead for the annihilation of epistenology and many of
those versions try to 'contain' epistenology in natural science
w thout containing natural science in epistenol ogy. Qine's
Nat ur al i zed Epi stemol ogy (QNE) is quite distinct in this respect in
that it advocates for the 'reciprocal containment' of epistenol ogy and
natural science. Cbviously, Q\Eis not nihilistic . But the optimsm
it professes is not by neans of a conplete surrender by either
epi stenol ogy to natural science, or vice versa. Epistenologists and
natural scientists are kept in the sane boat, towt, Neurath's boat

is the only boat in the waters of man's w sdom

R chard Rorty's epistenol ogical nihilismand Gldnan's epistemcs
can be viewed as the strong representatives of the above nentioned,
broadly divided, two groups of sinulated versions of naturalized
epi st enol ogy. For Rorty's view point outrightly denies the

possibility of any fruitfully pursued subject as a successor to

'Hereafter "Quine's Naturalised istenol ogy" has  been
abbreviated as "Q\E'. = Y
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epi st enol ogy; instead of sinply denying the viability of
epi stenol ogi cal enterprises currently wundertaken or traditionally
taken care of. In case of epistemcs, though natural science
‘contains' epistenol ogy, epistenology 'contains’  philosophical  doubt
in the sense that 'scientific doubt' is neglected in epistemcs.
(onsequent |y, instead of maintaining epistenology as to be conpletely
descriptive and non-evaluative, epistemcs is advanced as a
descriptive (contra non-prescriptive) but evaluative (qua nornative)
enterprise. Thus epistenological nihilismcan be viewed as the best
of all simulated versions of naturalised epistenol ogy those attenpt to
anni hilate epi stenol ogy. It argues for the inpossibility, in
principle, of epistenology. So also, epistem cs can be viewed as the
best anong those of the group which attenpts to 'contain' epi stenol ogy
I n natural science because, to advance optimsm in epistenology, it
attenpts to retain the normativity though the enterprise is prinmarily

a descriptive one.

In order to highlight the nethodol ogi cal perspective of Q\E in
this chapter, Q\E has been distingui shed fromRorty's epi stenol ogi cal
nihilismand Gil dnan's epi stem cs. However, as the main thrust is to
specify Q\E S net hodol ogi cal reorientation from first philosophy to
phi | osophy as science par excellence, it should not be considered as a
conpar ative study between QNE and epistemcs or between Q\E and
epistenological nihilism or an argumnent for the refutation of
epi stem cs and epistenol ogi cal nihilism The discussions on
epi stenogial nihilismand epistemcs are accounted here in order to
explain the nethodol ogical bearing of the fundanental features Iike

"reciprocal containment' and ‘'scientific skepticism which play a



vital role in the nethodol ogi cal perspective of QNE- Especially, it
Is to argue in favor of scientific skepticism which ipso facto

supports the 'reciprocal contai nnent'.

The nost significant feature of QNE, to distinguish it from sone
simulated versions, is that it investigates the old epistenological
problemin a different nmanner. "Gven only the evidence of our
senses”, Quine asks in the first page itself of RR "Howdo we arrive
at our theory of the world?'. And, "a description of the three
di nensi onal external world and its history"® is nade out of "the
sensory information that would reach'® us at our sensory surfaces.
For "we know external things only nediately through our senses".
"Physical things generally, however renote, becone known to us only

through the effects which they help to induce at our sensory

surf aces" %,

Thus "the problemis on the rel ati on between the neager input and
the torrential output"® But this relation itself is a part of this
worl d and, hence, to be studied |ike any other phenomenon of this
world. No apriori presuppositions are to be believed dogmatically to

nake out their relation to be fixed a priori. Repugnance to apriority

‘OR, p.33.

*RR,p.2.

‘WO, p.1.

OR.  p.83.

184



Is not offensive to our 'conceptual sovereignty' because the wi de gap
between the 'data’ and the 'knowedge’ of the external world is
deci pher ed nor e scientifically by t he assertion of t he
"underdetermnation’' of theories by data. Man is seen as a part of
this world and we can investigate to 'find out cues he could have of
what goes on around him  Subtracting his cues fromhis world view we
get man's net contribution as the difference- This difference narks
the extent of nan's conceptual sovereignty - the domain wthin which

he can revise theory while saving the data'®.

The interesting aspect of this investigation is that it addresses
the old epistenological problem in a different termnology, a
termnol ogy commonl y supposed to be pertinent to natural sciences. It
seens to be deteriorating the austerity of the old epistenol ogical
pr obl em by expressing the problemof our know edge of the external
world as a probl embetween 'data’ and 'theory', as if it is a conputed
relation of the "input' and 'output'. But this seemmng deterioration
Is, infact, an 'enlightennent' to a genuine enpiricistic theory of
know edge and the alleged austerity turns to be dognmatic. The probl em
itself is not dogmatic but the way it 1is undertaken. Qiine's
undertaking is enlightening, he repudiates that dogmatic looking into
t he epi stenol ogi cal problens and reorients them to their scientific
per specti ve. This reorientation is not a natter of sheer
termnol ogical adoption. It is an explanation of the scientific

endeavour suggested over the utter failure of a dogmatic outl ook about

WO, p. 5.
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our know edge of the external world. The problem remains the sane
but, instead of putting forward futile efforts on the basis of certain
vague and dognatic presuppositions, a dfferent appr oach S
recoomended altogether. The futility of the earlier approach, the
foundationalistic one, is show in the way of repudiating the ASD and
advocating for the indetermnacy of neaning and reference. Now we can
swtch on to the various inportant aspects of |ooking towards the sane

problemin a scientific way.

The first variation in its outlook that QN keeps, wunlike a
foundational i stic approach, is the enphasis on the web of beliefs.
An epistemc inport of a belief, for exanple, the world is full of
denons, anounts to nonsense unless the origin or growh of such a
belief is not examned. The sane belief can be held by a child, a
grand nother, a lunatic and even by a philosopher. But t he
considerations of the external world nmade out of the experiences they
encounter in their environnent can be quite different and, even,
contrasting in nature. Thus to wunderstand their knowng of this
external world and to evaluate the belief they hold, one is to study
the origin and growh of their beliefs. This requirenent leads to
have an alliance w th psychol ogy and epi stenol ogi cal questions about

beliefs are turned to be genetic questions.

Genetic questions are the questions concerning the origin,
grow h, endurance and deterioration of our beliefs. GQGowh of
know edge is commonsensically adjudicated as the quantitative rise of
t he nunber of persons of society who confirmin their actions to a

particular standard of beliefs which is prescribed as the best for the



quality-evaluation. Wen a particular standard is prescribed and
adopted w thout objection, evaluation of the gromth of knowedge is
not a debatable issue, on ordinary parlance. But the kind of standard
taken up varies from conservatives to liberalists, from ideaists to
pragnati sts and so on. Wth the variation of these orientations
varies the determnation of the quality (developed or undevel oped)
because such a determnation is dependent on the standard undertaken.
Such a scenario is generally observed on certain crucial stages of
social progress. However, the growth of know edge pertinent to the

genetic questions in epistenol ogi cal perspective does not vary in that

vay.

A foundationalistic account does advocate certain standard though
the standard is neant for the evaluation of the truth/certainty of
beliefs instead of for the evaluation of the social progress or social
wel bei ng. Enphasis is extended to certain basic foundational
principles supposed to be the standard or 'touch stone' of
certainty/truth, intheir prescriptions. An apriori epistemc status
Is conceded to these beliefs (foundational) such that one cannot
meani ngf ul | y question that prescription. Thus what bothers then the
nmost is to justify that privileged status of an account they
prescribe. This quest for justification, not of the belief one holds,
but of a standard' s privileged epistemc status on the basis of what a
bel i ef is alleged to be justified/ unjustified, keeps the
foundatonal i sts going on a wong track.

A genetic question in (QNE is neither a question about the
austerity of a nethod nor about the certainty or truth of a framework

wth a prescriptive base. It is a non-prescriptive or descriptive



question about the beliefs in view of the fact that an epi stenol ogi cal
comment cannot be passed over a belief wthout the understanding of
its nature of origin, growh and endurance. The value of truth,
norality, aesthetics or of legal procedures as such is not the point
to ponder over. The norns determning such values are based on
certain orientation of a theorist or a society. This orientation is
significantly dependent on the conceptual framework adhered. Thus the
truth value of a belief, or its certainty, is quite dependent on the

franework taken into account.

But neither a particular franework can explain what really is
the nature of the external world, nor any of the possible alternative
franeworks can determne what we exactly know about the external
world. Hence there is no possibility of an explanation of reality per-
se, nor there is anyjustification of the franework w se determned
truth. |f either of the two were possible, the other could have been
wor ked out. Reality being explained finally, by any particular
framework, could have enabled to make out the truth justified by a
framework; and, vice versa. But the futility of a search for these
reality and truth is show by the establishnent of ontologi-cal

relativity and IT.

An answer to a genetic question is distangl ed fromthe Carnapi an
franewor k- busi ness by keeping a descriptive role in explaining the
nature of beliefs about the external world. What inportantly
enlightens is its inpetus to a scientific search in depth to solve the
ol d epistenol ogical problem Onhce the IT and ontological relativity

are accepted as scientific findings of an epistenological progranme



such that the gap between the 'neager input' and the ‘'torrential
putput' cannot be explained in terns of particular frameworks, it
naturally turns to be a scientific search if a renedy is sought after,
in that reagard, instead of carrying out epistenological programmes on
the sane level that remains wunfruitful due to IT and ontol ogies!
relativity. The renedy a genetic answer can suggest is this;
Uhderstand the underlying organic and social nechanism of beliefs or
belief systens such that the network of beliefs in a framework can be
understood in depth to nake out the above said gap in a better way.
For what stands responsible for a wong diagnosis of the relation
between a belief and a framework and, thereby, for the incurable
diseases - IT and ontological relativity - is the msunderstanding of
the nature of the belief itself. Ve nmust suffer from the seemng
i ncurabl e di sease, we need not cry in vain, because it is a blessing

i n di sgui se.

The genetic question about beliefs Dblurs the Carnapian
distinction between internal questions and external questions. No
special status is conceded to the beliefs supposed to be foundational
to a franework. Those are ones anong all the beliefs we can possibly
uphold and, thus, vulnerable to tests conductable for any belief's
origination, growh, endurance and deterioration. So also, the ASD
becones neani ngl ess under a genetic inquiry. The kind of truth does
not natter because there is no such difference in kind, not that there
is adifference in kind and it is neglected. Wt does nmatter is the
belief's nature which is alleged to be analytically true or
synthetically true. And the nature of a belief cannot be conceded

wth any privileged epistemmc status a priori, since a belief is



naturally produced by a belief processing nechanism apart from the
fact that this nechanismis conditioned in various ways. It is not
only that a genetic inquiry disparges the ASDb the A s refutation
al so encourages a genetic inquiry. Uhtenability of the A3SD entails
the untenability of the epistemc inport of the internal and external
distinction and this, in turn, precludes the question of certainty or
any other appraisal of knowedge in sone absolute terns. Inpossibility
of an evaluation in sone absolute terns refutes or discourages a

nornative investigationand thus the genetic inquiry is supported.

An immedi ate corollary to the IT is that an uttered’ belief is
indetermnate. Abelief can be uttered in an indefinite possible
ways, even in conflicting or contrary ways, there remains no 'fact of
the natter' to utter the belief in the correct way such that the
audi ence woul d avail a determnated neaning. This refutation of
i nguistic absol uti smprevents a search of the neaning of an utterance
or the belief pinned down. Thus a phil osophi cal inquiry based on such
a linguistic absol uti smbecones enviable and what is left open is
either an inquiry based on non absolutistic determnation of meaning
or an inquiry of beliefs where neaning gets less inportance. Both the

alteratives are cogneal and naturalistic. The forner falls in

-

"Wterance"” is used in its wider sense, followng Gice,
HP. (1971), "Wterance neaning Sentence neaning and Wrd
neaning"” in Searle, J.R (E.) The Phil asobhy of Language
darendon Press, ford, See p . 55
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linguistics and the latter in psychology. The psychological inquiry
is directly linked with the genetic inquiry. In a sense, etynol ogy
turns to be a part of etiology;both are genetical but wth different

per spect i ves.

Viewng a belief froman ontological point, the reaity of belief
I's dependent on the systemof beliefs it belongs to and aso on a
background system of beliefs. Thus the analysis of the belief itself,
in isolation of the systemit belongs to and the background system of
beliefs, is conpletely blocked. Thus a Cartesian establishnent of a
belief's distinctness and cl earness becones neani ngl ess since it | ooks
into a belief wthout the systens. And, a foundationalistic
eval uation on an ontological footing is a nyth since the standard
belief allegedly prescribed to be the core of a good argunent does not
stand relativistically, it is kept there in isolation of the systemor
background beliefs. The encouragenent a genetic inquiry gains from
such blocks is that the background of the beliefs can be studied
genetically.Instead of putting certain netaphysical standards to
ascertain the reality of a belief, our cognitive nechanism can be
studied to find out the history of a belief in order to identify a

genui ne background system

Genetic questions cannot be answered by nentalistic senantics

whi ch hopes for any 'understand ing of the workings of language in
nentail stic terns. For the question is ultinately anmned at a
"physical explanation' on the basis of a settled behavi our al
expl anation' of our beliefs and understand ngs. That is; t he

affinity of mnd and |anguage' can be acknol ow ged and worked out from
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| anguage to mnd, not frommnd to |anguage, by an examnation of the
di sposition of verbal behaviour.® Prima facie, a nentalistie approach
Is not an answer for the questions about beliefs because it tries to
explain the workings of our language, not the workings of our
beliefs. The fact that an wunderstanding of the workings of our
language can enable to have a clearer and nore  substanti al
understanding of our mnd or beliefs generated in mnd, it could have
had a hope. But it begs the question by adhering a nentalistic
expl anation of |anguage. Instead of answering questions about the
beliefs, in a sense, it answers the questions about language in terns

of beliefs understood in the capacity of nental instrunents.

Fromt he above considerations of the genetic approaches one nay
m sconceive that a true belief is not distinguished from ordinary
beliefs. The distinction is there but with no concession of an
epistemc apriority for any true belief. QGadualism- from ordinary
beliefs to true beliefs and fromtrue beliefs to truer beliefs and
fromtruer to nore truer and so on - underlies a genetic approach. A
true belief is no less a belief and no bettor than any other belief so
far as a genetical epistemc inquiry is made over it. Wiat | said so
far about the genetic questions can be thematically visualized |Iike
this: In the way of going against foudationalismby neans of refuting

the ASD and accepting the IT as well as the ontological relativity, one

8Qiine, WV.Q (1975 "Mnd and Verbal D spositions', in
Quttenplan, S (E.) (19/5). pp. 8395 See p. 95
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supports a genetic approach. And, nore inportantly, it is not only
that a genetic approach endorses to anti-foundationalismbut also that
it finds a viable way out of the epistenol ogical disconfiorts. However
it attenpts to suppress the disconiorts in view of the fact that no

eternal relaxation is possible in epistenological investigations.

"No eternal relaxation" is an other way of saying that GCartesian
doubt is untenable. For a CGartesian doubt demands a truth in a priori
or truth that survives for ever as unrevisable so as to provide an
eternal relaxation for the epistenologists. A genetic inquiry pleads
for a scientific doubt. It pleads for a doubt based on certain
background know edge and the clarificaiton of the doubt is further
susceptible to another doubt. That i s, a scientific doubt works on a
clarification of an earlier scientific doubt and when it is clarified
it stands as a genesis of later scientific doubt. "Illusions are
illusions only relative to a prior acceptanceof genuine bodies wth
which to contrast them® It is baseless to doubt the reality unless
one is aware of illusion. "The basis of skepticismis the awareness of
i | lusion, the discovery that we nust not always believe our 'eyes' .
Know edge of the fact that sticks do not bend by immerson conpels a
skeptic to offer the "exanple of the seemngly bent stick". So also,

‘his exanples of inages, after-inmages, dreans and the rest are

“N\K', p. 67.

19 bid.
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parasiti c upon positive science however primtive'. Thus reality and

illusion are distinguished on the basis of 'rudinentary physical
sci ence' .
Cartesian doubt is not the proper starting point. It does not

permt to have any scientific assunption that would enable to have a
scientific doubt. It requires a conpl ete detachnent fromscience, to
start with an a priori epistemc evidence and to end in justifying the
truth (certainty) of our beliefs about the external world on the basis
of that evidence (criterion). It is unscientific. For the nethod of
doubt it envi sages goes beyond science, its origin is unscientific.
Doubt to all of science anobunts to the preservation of non scientific
spring-board. For the vital point of a scientific doubt is that it
must be based on a prior acceptance of certain belief systemor frane
wor k of know edge. There is a 'curious interplay between doubt and
know edge' . Strictly speaking, doubt is neaningless unless it is

based on know edge.

Cartesi an doubt becones neanigless if one identifies a doubt's
nmeani gf ul ness with a doubt's becomng scientific. But let 'neaning
to be concieved in what ever broadest sense possible. Cartesian doubt
falls outside the realm of scientific doubts even if it is not
nmeani ngl ess. However the nature of doubts envisaged in Q\E is not

just a termnological refornmulation of "neaningfulness . It proclains

2 Ibid, p.68.

Ybid., p.67.
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that there is no sense of a non scientific doubt. The refutation of
the ASD and the establishment of the IT together can enable to say
that a Cartesian doubt is quite dognmatic and unvi abl e. There s no
ASD and all our beliefs being classified under synthetic statenents
entails that there is no neaningful doubt to all synthetic statenents
altogether. For to doubt sonething is to believe sonething else or,
at least, to believe sonething to be false and there is no belief
beyond syntheticity. Again if there is no determnacy of neani ng and,
thereby, there is no franmework core statenents to legitinmze a neani ng
to be determnate, there is no possible transcendental or linguistic a
priori core statenents of a framework that could extend meaning to

such a doubt .

In QNE, the claimthat skeptical doubts are scientific doubts
play a major role in explaining the sense in which epistenology is a
part of natural sceince and, thereby, for an explanation of how an
epi stenol ogi st can nake free use of a scientific theory. It explains
how epi stenol ogy is continuous with natural science. That is, howthe
phi | osopher and the natural scientist are in the sane boat (remndi ng
Neurat h's netaphor). A hurdle to this explanation is the
m sunderstanding of the legitinate |icence Q\NE issues for a skeptic's
reducti o ad absurdum The msunderstanding recurs here, again, due to
the uncritical acceptance of the Cartesian doubt. However the point
IS nore deep in the sense that the charge is not directly against a
scientific doubt's identification with a neani ngful doubt. The charge
is not on a senantical ground, it is against the epistecol ogi cal
reorientation altogether. The reorientation of identifying Skeptical

doubts wth scientific doubts is disparaged wth a msconception that
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such a reorientation is no nore epistenol ogical . The charge is,
simlar to the previous charge against a scientific doubt, that a nere
termnol ogical variation of ' psychol ogi sm has been nade by a
naturalist to do epistenology while no epistenomlogical problem is

considered at all. This problemcan be outlined as it follows

That from

(i) Skeptical doubts are scientific doubts
how does it follow that

(i) Epistenology is a part of natural science

and (iii) An epistenol ogist can nmake free use of a scientific theory?

If the skeptic is allowed to argue by redacti o ad absurdum then, the

chal l enger says, (ii) and (iii) do not follow from (i).

This problems solution takes care of the followng dilenmma.
B t her

(a)you adhere epi stenol ogy w thout skepticismand, thereby, an
epi stenol ogy conpletely delinked from traditional epistenol ogi cal
questions such that it actually turns into "physiology of belief
formation'. O,

(b) you accept an epistenol ogy which roots out skepticism and,
thereby,an epistenology conpletely on line wth traditional
epi stenol ogi cal problens such that it actually nmakes no sense of being
naned as 'naturalism except that it uses such terns li ke
"stimul ation', 'observation,' 'data', 'hypotheses', 'theory’ and so on
pertinent to natural sciences wthout having any nethodol ogi cal

significance of the ol d epi stenol ogi cal probl ens.
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Both the horns of the dilemma identify 'skepticism wth 'radical
skepticesm, wth skepticism which over reacts after getting the
|icense of reducti o ad absurdum Thus the di|l emma can be overcone by
holding the two horns if that identification® can be examined so

critically that the over reaction can be suppressed down.

The formulation of the reductio ad absurdum (RA) can be
mai ntai ned, followng Sroud * that no belief about the external world
on the basis of the assunption that 'science is true and it gives us
know edge' is ture and no belief about the external world on the basis
of the assunption that it (science) is not true and it does not give
us know edge is true. That is, for exanple, assuming S we can infer
Kto be true and assuming ~S we can infer K to be true too.
Goncequently we cannot assert K because it would lead to a
contradiction i.e. (S & ~5 . VW cannot assert that we know
sonet hi ng about the external world with certainty, it would lead to
the contradiction that science is ture and gives us know edge as wel |

as science is not true and it gives nothing anounting know edge.

However there can be two different conceptions of RAA in relation
to its epistemc status. An epistemc position conpletely independent

of any ontol ogical coomtnent is quite different from an epistesmc

13dThg% Is, the identification of a doubt wwth a Cartesian
oubt .

“Stroud, B. (1984) The Significance of Philosophical
Scepticism, Clarendon Press, Oxford, See p.228.
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posi ti on dependent on an ontol ogi cal commt nent. RAA enpl oyed from
that purely epistemc level, wthout any ontic ground, can be called
as RAA external and the other one as RAA internal. Srend s argunent
can be destructive to Q\E if the RAA external is possible at all. It
Is possible if there can be any epistenol ogy conpl etely delinked from
an ontology. That is, say, if we can know or doubt sonething
transcendentally such that there is no reality of the object that we
know or doubt. Can there be a knowedge or doubt about an unreal?
And, can there be areality that does not cone under the purview of
natural science (present or future)? To answer these questions

negatively is to answer that RAA external is untenable.

G course our doubt follows a belief which is illusive, we doubt
on an illusive object. Wen the reality is believed to be sonething
else other than what is believed to be true nowthen we start
doubting. O, at least, after we fail to understand certain features
of the nature/external world in terns of a believed reality, we doubt
that reality. In a sense, we do doubt about the wunreals (illusive
realities) but it is either with a background of sone reality that
conveys the illusive character of that wunreal or, wthout any
particular reality's know edge, wi th a background of the reality of
certain features encountered in the external world/nature. Thus. in
general, the unreals susceptible to any doubt are the unreals wth
certain ontol ogi cal backgrounds. It is a commtnent either to a
definite alternative ontology or to an indefinite ontology of the
external world. If we don't have any such ontol ogical conmmtnent then
there cannot be a know edge of reality, nor a doubt on unreality. But

Wth such a conmmtnent, a doubt on an wunreality really Beans a
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presupposi tion of sonme other reality. That is, there is no unreality
wi thout a supposed real background and there is no supposed reaity

W thout an elenent of unreality in it.

Reality beyond the purview of natural science is of no sense.
For natural science concerns the whole of this world and one cannot
find reality outside the world. Despite of this what attracts one to
go beyond is the underdetermnation of theories by the data given.
(he would be attracted for a search of certainty. But this certainty
Is anyth. No 'cosmc exile' is possible. To go beyond the reality
under the purview of natural science is to stand nowhere. There is
no reality without an elenent of wunreality in it. e can doubt
natural science of this day as a whol e but, thereby, he cannot be sad
of possessing an external position. To doubt natural science itself
Is a'deliverance of natural science'. Such a legitimate doubt 1is
not hi ng but an assertion of an alternative set of natural sciences
altogether. Qherwise, it is just |ike an arbitrary "No" issued
nonsensically towards natural science. O, it is an arbitrary "Yes"

I ssued nonsensically towards a kind of natural science which reads no

reality. To, wit, it Is nothing but physics that really reads
reality.
Ontol ogy is coextensive w th epistenol ogy. For about what we

know or doubt is a 'posit' and there cannot be any sense of know ng
sonething absolutely. And, the ontology of a 'posit' is relative to
the background beliefs, hence, relative to an epistenol ogy Thus
there regains no ontol ogy independent of an epistenology and there

renai ns no epi stenol ogy i ndependent of ont ol ogy.
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S nce there remains no sense of ontol ogy beyond the purview of
natural science and there is no epistenol ogy independent of ontol ogy,
epi stenol ogy is quite dependent on natural science. Natural  science
s al so dependent on epistenology. For ontology is neaningless if it
s bereft of having any relation wth epistenhogoy. In other wards,
there is a 'reciprocal containnent' between ‘'natural science and
' epi st enol ogy' . Nat ur al science contains  epistenology and
epi stenol ogy contains natural  science. G couse the forner
‘containnent' is viewed froman Quitological point. That the reality
over what epistenol ogical problens arise is a part of the reality
under the purview of natural science. The latter 'containnent' s
viewed froman epi stenol ogi cal point. That the know edge of any
reality studied in natural science presupposes a background know edge
of that reality and, thereby, cones under epistenology since
epi stemol ogy is concerned with all the possible levels of know edge
about a reality. These two view points cannot be independent of each

other amounts to' that the 'reciprocal containnent' is inevitable.

The root of that dependency is the fact that ontology and
epi stenol ogy cannot be separable in any clearer way. Infact, this
inseparability brings about the indetermnacy of neaning as well as
the thesis of under determnation of scientific theories. If ontol ogy
were separable from epistenology then there would not be the problem
of a relation between the 'neager input' and the 'torrential output.’
The gap would have been there wthout creating any probl em because the
input's status could have been left on an ontological |level and that

of the output on an epistenol ogical |evel.



A though an understanding of this reciprocal contai nnent between
natural science and epistenol ogy can enable to overconme the problem
that howin Q\NE it is both (1) The skeptic is "quite wthin his rights

in assuming science in order to refute science"?®

and (2 the probl em
of the relation between the 'neager input' and the 'torrential output'
Is really an epistenological problem Sroud s objection can be
traced back to his objection'®that Qine affords a privileged,

epistemc status to the logical truths and observation sentences.

|f logical truths are conceded to unrevisability then an a priori
epi st enol ogy can be beyond natural science as well as independent of
ontol ogy. So also, if the observation sentences are indubitable due to
their immedi ate evidential base on sense experience or stinulations of
t he stinmul us-response nechanism then natural science is no nore
contained in epistenol ogy as well as ontology gets absolute freedin
from epi stenol ogy. However no such concession is offered in (QNE such
that epi stenol ogy and ontol ogy can be absolutely separated from one
anot her, nor the reciprocal contai nnent between natural science and
epi stenol ogy can be damaged altogether. In QNE, logical truth is

after all a convention' and, thereby, it is not immune to revision.

BNNK', . 68.

16In Sroud, B (198" onventional i smand the | ndeterm nacy
of Translation", in Davidson and Hntikka, J. HEs. wor ds
and Obj ect i ons pp. 82-%.

YQuine, WV.Q (1963 "Replies (to Sroud)" in Davi dsan and
Hntikka, H (Eds.) , Op. At. p.318



Wiat is really neant by "sone logical truth" which are not to be
revised is that logical truths are not to be revised for the sake of
"anateur psychology' but only in 'extrene' case of deviation from
all 'general psychological simlaritiess. So aso even 'vhat to
take as the natives signs of assent and* dissent is a decision by the
linguist so that it 'has nmuch the quality of analytical hypothesis,
even though it wunderlies stimilus neaning® that an observation
sentence's evidential status owes to that decision (which is nore
pertinent to epistenology than ontol ogy). Thus, after all,
observation sentences are revisable when they are in relation to a
theory since the service they extend are no less based on
epi stenol ogical grounds. They are no less wuncertain than the
anal ytical hypotheses. And,there is no neaning of revisability unless
those are related to a theory. Thus what is really neant by the
‘starting point of scientific theory’ and therefore by 'those are
unrevi sable' as well, is that observation sentences are not to be
revised for the sake of a theory itself but only in extrene cases:

"an extrene case, the theory may consist in such firmy
condi ti oned connections between sentences = =~ The tail thus cones.

inan extrenty, towag the dog'®

No statenent is imune to revision. servation sentences,

sentences on the periphery® of a theory and, even, logical truths are

B1bi d, p. 317.

V@O pp. 18-109.
PQuine, WV.Q (1989 "Replies (To Sroud)" pp. 316-317.

Qui ne acknow edges that what he alludes as periphery in TCE
stands parallel to 'stimulus' in VD
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revi sabl e though in extrenme cases. The three inportant characteristic
features | said so far of the Q\E can be described, precisely, as the
genetic approach, the scientific 'skepticism and the thesis of
reci procal cont ai nnent . It is aso show that these three are
I nt erdependent and supporting to each ot her. One of the broader issues
that gets support fromall these three is that epistenology is not
wthered by QN The other broader issue that needs explanation is
that epistenology is continuous with natural science. The above sad
reci procal contai nment does provide a nethodol ogical base, in this
regard, but what | want to discuss further is the way in which the
net hodol ogy nust be carried out wthout any damage to QNE This can be
shown in distinguishing Q\E fromRorty's 'revolutionary nihilism and
Gl dnman's 'historical reliabilism. Before pointing the distinctions
| et ne say about the continuity: between epistenology and natural

SCi ence.

The |IT established on an account of stinmulus response nechanism
recommends a genetic approach in the study of |anguage learning. The
negative proclamation in construction of the IT is that one hopel essly

attenpts to determne neaning. There is no 'fact of the natter' [i.e.

no i ndependent ontology] “*. The positive proclamation is the
availability of ‘'intersubjectively verifiable adequate occasion
sentences' i.e. the observation sentences. These sentences, bei ng

intersubjectively observable, work as the ‘'starting-points in the

21 Noti ce the nove of dependency between senantics and ont ol ogy

parallel to that of between epi stenol ogy and ont ol ogy,
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| earning of |anguage* and, also, as 'the starting-points and the

checkpoi nts of scientific theory"?#.

Thus,fromthe root-point, from
the level of observation sentences accounted in stinulus-response
nechanism begins 'a partnership between the theory of |anguage

learning and the theory of scientific evidence'®. This partnership

' and this recormends 'a

fromits rudinentary level 'nmnust continue
strategy for the scientific study of scientific nmethod and evi dence'

known as the genetic approach.

The partnershi p nust continue nainly because of the fact that the
"channel s by which, having | earned observation sentences, we acquire
theoretical |anguage are the very channel s by which observation |ends
evidence to scientific theory. It all stands to reason; for |anguage
I's man-nade and the | ocutions of scientific theory have no neani ng but
what they acquired by our |anguage to use t hent ?®. What reconnends the
genetic approach is the requirenent of an investigation in details of
t hese channel s and what guarantees its viability is that 'the |earning

of |anguage goes on in the world and is open to scientific study' .?

The inport of the partnership between the theory of [|anguage

learning and the theory of scientific evidence, in relation to our

Z*NNK", p.73.

23 bid, P.74.

24 1bid.
2°|bid., p.75.

2%l bid.,P.74.
2’Ibid., p.75.
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characterisation of the distinctiveness of Q\E is that senantics
turns to be naturalistic and provides an inpetus to the genetic
approach in QN such that, the analytical foundationalism is
repudi ated for its philosophical msorientation vyet, unlike Forty's
repugnance to the theory of language, Q\E finds a viable way for

senantics as well as for epistenology. That is, it naturalises
semantics as well as epistenology. Rorty indentifies knowedge wth
"social justification of belief and repudiates any attenpt in search
of an 'accuracy of representation'?® He attributes ' epistenol ogical

behaviourism to Qine, Sellars, Dewey and Wttgenstein and by
' epi stenol ogi cal behaviourism he really neans the social authority
over our epistemc explanations contrary to the foundationalistic
subscription of the epistemc authority over the social or natural

29

expl anat i ons Rorty considers two ways of view ng know edge:

Know edge as the "relation to propositions® and know edge as the
“relation to objects those propositions are about". In the fornmer
case, justification is arelation between the proposition in question
and ot her propositions fromwhich the forner nay be inferred. In the
|atter case, justification is a previleged relation to the objects.

Against the first view, Rorty nakes an anti-foundationalistic appeal

28F&:)rty explicitly says, "VW¢ understand know edge when we
understand the social justification of belief and thus have
no need to view it as accuracy of representation". (Rorty,
R (1979, Philosophy and the Mrror of Nature, Princeton
Lhiversity Press. (Basil Blackwell, ford, p.170.

290‘. Rorty, R (199, p. 174 H says Expl ai ni ng
rationality and epistemc authority by reference to what
society lets us say, rather than the latter by the forner, is
the essence of what I shal | cal | " Epi st esul ogi cal
bahavi ouri sni an attitude common to Dewey and Wttgenstein
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to t he ar gurrent of infinite I egr essi on about
" proposi ti ons- br ought f or war d- I n- def ence- of - ot her - pr eposi ti ons"
"Thus a social justification is called for on the ground that this
"would be foolish to keep conversation going on the subject [i.e t he
study of justification as a relation to propositions] once every one,
or the mgjority, or the wse, are satisfied, but of course we can" 31
Against the second view his remark is this: "W wll want to get
behi nd reason to causes, beyond argunent to conpul sion from the object

known, to a situation in which argunent would be not just silly but

inpossible. To reach that point is to reach the foundations of

know edgeaz.

Both the views do not cohere with Q\E The second view runs
sonething like this: That there are physical objects in thenselves
whi ch do conpell one to know themas we do know them and, thereby,
there is no need of any argunent and, even, there is no possibility of
any argunent . In other words, epistenology has an independent
ontol ogi cal foundation such that know edge is a 'conpul sion', a knower
is conpelled to know that p under the conpul sion of (the object/fact)
what p is about. No 'sovereignty' or ‘creativity' of a knower is
recogni zable. Hence, it is argued, there is no possibility of an

ar gunent .

0Op. Cit., p. 159.
S bid.

2l bid.
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Qui ne does accept the reality of the physical objects of 'peopl e,

stick, tables, atons and so on' %,

They are all posits in the sense
that there is no independent reality. Ther e is ontol ogi cal
relatively. Thus, even if justification/knowedge is a relation
between the object and the proposition about that, this relationship
iIs not at all asynetrical. It is synetric in the sense that an obj ect
Is an object of know edge only when there is a proposition about it
and a proposition is epistenologically significant only when it 1is

about an object, reality gust a 'posit’.

The first view is nore I nteresting. It Is against
foundati onal i sm but foundati onal i sm accounted in a narraower sense>"
It is not just proposition-relations that natters in foundatinalism
What matters, nore inportantly, is those supposed relations,
t hensel ves, whether those are nere proporitions or beliefs or anything
W t h epi stenol ogi cal significance. Quine's anti-foundationalistic
stance can be highlighted here again in its wi der perspective. The
untenability of the ASD is not nerely a charge against t he
bi furcationary status of propositions or statenents thensel ves. | t

has the larger inplication of going agai nst any anal ogous bifurcation

concerni ng bel i efs, thoughts, inaginations, nenory®* and, even, about

=TT, p.2.

34Cf. Goldman's review of Rorty, R. (1979) in The
Philosophical Review 90, 1981, pp. 424-429.

3°Cf.Sosas discussin of 'cdairvoyance as an  example of
doxastic ascent. He proposes that 'comprehensive coherence
can promise "as a source of episteaic authority' aganst the
"challenge of doxsstic ascent’'. In other words, the reliable
faculties like preception, memory, introspection and
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t he nmechani sns of cognition itself. The IT is not only a skepticism
about the neani ng of sentences but also about the sense of beliefs,
thoughts, inmaginations, nenory and, even, of the nechanisns of
cognition. S mlar is the case with his ontological relativity that
the existence of anything real- objects, facts, events; nechanical,
physi cal, biological, chemcal and physiological processes etc.,-are

all relative, in fact, 'doubly relative'.

It is not only that Rorty's construal of Qne's 'epistenolgcal
behavioruismi is incoherent with QNE his general procedure of
justification by social | egi sl ati on al so seens to be
foundationalistic®. If traditional foundationalismconfused 'caustion
with justification', Rorty confuses ‘convention (social) W th
justification ¥. | f traditional foundationalism enbarks a
"potentially infinite regr essi on of pr oposi t i on- br ought
f or war d- i n- def ence- of - ot her proposi tion', t hen Rorty enbar ks

potentially infinite regression of ' soci al appr oval s- br ought
f orwar d-i n-def ence-of -ot her social approval s'. Thus his account,

carried out any step ahead, may prove our confusion and foolishness

i nference has to be conprehensi vely cohered over and above
the beliefs thenselves. Qherw se, an ascent of any of the
faculties, by any chance (e.g. cl ai rvoyance) , nakes the
epistemc authority hel pl ess. Sosa, E (1983 "Nature
Utm rrored, Epistenol ogy Nuralised", Synthese, 55, pp. 4972
See. pp. 57-59 for the discussion on 'clai rvoyance',

¥ "That is outright foundationlisn'" argues Sosa, "even if
what provides authority at the foundation is not the taxing
of the given but the approval of society and even if what
permts the erection of the superstructure s soci al
justification" Op. Ct. p. 57

lnSosa s words, "If traditional foundationl ai smwer e refuted

by a charge of confusing causation (Mrroring Nature W th

justification, conventionalistic foundationalism would seen

equally well refuted by a charge of conf usi ng conventi on

(direct social approval) wth justification" - Oo. at
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as much as a traditional foundationalismnay do.

However Rorty cannot be blamed of advocating foundationalism
because, even if the epistenol ogical justification he advances is iIn
terns of social legislation, his view on epistenology leads to be
nihilistic rather than foundationalistic. For his account of social
justification can be nodestly construed as an account of repugnance
towards traditional foundationalismwthout any rigid commtnent to
epi st enol ogi cal probl ens. Thus, wunlike the Q\E, Rorty does not
nmaintain any positive reformstic step towards  epi stenol ogi cal

problens. On the other hand, he gives up the epistenol ogi cal probl ens

and advocat es for "herneneutic"®

In fact, instead of observing the 'reciprocal containnent' and
‘scientific skepticism, Rorty observes the enptiness of epistenol ogy
as such and for that reason he observes the enptiness of phil osophi cal
skepticismtoo. He is not a naturalist in the sense Qine is.
Nevertheless he is a naturalist in the sense that he is an
anti-foundationlist. But, it can be noted here, he cannot be
consi dered as a successful anti-foundationalist. It is only the
foundationalistic theses which a successful anti-foundatinalist qua
naturalist refutes. Hs argunents presuppose foundationalism per se
because he does not observe the 'reciprocal containnent’ However
instead of calling himas a foundationalist, it is better to call him

as a naturalist who is an anti-foundationalist but, since he is not an

SRorty, R (1979, pp. 315 322.
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antifoundatinalist in the capacity of a naturalist, an anti-Ca nean
naturalist too. A Quinean naturalism is not separable from its
anti -foundati onal i sm Qui ne, unli ke Rorty, goes agai nst
foundationalismin the capacity of a naturalist. Rorty's attribution
of epi st enol ogi cal behavi ouri sm to Qui ne and Rorty's
anti-foundationalistic stance nay mslead one to mstake Q\E for
nihilism As it has already been discussed, Q\E IS
anti-foundationalistic but it is not nihilistic, it is reformstic.
Again; this reformation is over the epistenological nethodology as
well as over the systenatic way the epistenological problens are

traditional ly put forward.

In the systematic way it is traditionally put forward 1is
normative in character. @ldman's historical reliabilism is an
exenpl ar of hownaturalistic epistenology is done' * in confirmation to
a naturalistic epistenol ogy's nethodol ogy but it is conjured by the
way traditional epistenology systenmatically put the questions of
epi stenol ogy. Reorientation fromF rst Philosophy to philosophy as
sci ence par excellenceinanon-nihilistic perspective does not really
lead to areliabilistic reformation which preserves the eval uative
character of epistenology in carrying out the epi stenol ogi cal

enterprise in anaturalistic programe.

391n a ‘Critical Notice of Goldman's Episteosology and
Cognition, Audi(1989) aptly concludes that that book should
be read not only as a contribution to epistemology but as an
exemplar of how naturalistic epistemology iIs dare
"Critical Notices (Epistemology and Cognition. Alvin l.
Goldman)", Philosophy and phenoesenological Resesarch  pp.
733-737. See, p 737.
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Gldnan ains at a non-preseriptive, explanatory, theory of
justified belief. Enphasis on "justified belief" signifies his
enterprise's inportance on ordinary accounts of justification instead
of pondering over Cartesian "justification". A Crtesian sense of
justification requires an 'ideal' account for any belief's test for
"justification" and, thus, a prescription of different standards of
justification far beyond the ordinary sense given to a belief's
justifiedness. @ldman is not offering any such standard which can be
counted as an alternative ideal standard, hence, his theory is
non-preseriptive. He undertakes a genetic approach and attenpts to
provi de executable justification of concrete beliefs. However this
non-prescriptively approved search of an ideal standard is not neant
to denol i sh the normative character of epistenol ogical justification.

It isjust areorientation from'ideal' to 'executable' standard of

justification.

A search of executable guidelines for epistenological
justification naturally tends to have an alliance wth cognitive
researchers. For the scope and perspectives of execution is directly
linked with the ability and capacity of a knower's cognitive
nmechanism Fi ndings about the ability and capacity of a cognitive
nmechani smdoes assist in delimting the inquiry to an executable |evel
but it leaves open to explore on 'justifiction on that |evel itself.

For, above all, 'Justification is a termof appraisal'®. There can be

“Goldman, A.l. (1979) in Kornblith, H. Ed. 1985 p. 91.
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different manual s of justification on the executable level itself. It
all depends upon the kind of conditions laid down for "justification"
inviewof the fact that alternative executable conditions can be

possi bl e on the basis of the sane findings taken from the cognitive
scienti st.

Gl dman wants to provide certain substantive (necessary and
sufficient) conditions for justification although the executability of
those conditions are confirned by the findings of cognitive science.
To what does these conditions anount is not that those are foundation
to justification but the explanation of justifications or, rather, of
justified beliefs. Snce 'justified belief retains an epistemc
value, it has to be explained in non-epistemc terns accounting the
findings of cognitive science. The non-epistemc terns |ike 'believes
that', 'is true', 'is probale', 'cause', etc; are to be balanced w th

the cognitive findings of belief-processing, nenory and problem

solving etc

A non-prescriptive but evaluative account of know edge and
justification is obviously different from QE* QE is purely
descriptive, it is non-prescriptive as well as non-evaluative or
non-nornative. Yet Qldnman's account is naturalistic and it would be
an utter msconception to throw it into a foundationalistic bogy

sinply because it preserves the eval uative role of epistenology. For.

“bid., p.92.
42

Godman explicitly acknowledge it. See  Godran, Al
(1986), p. 92.
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first of all, the evaluative role he proposes Is admttedy
non-prescriptive and; hence, it is against the prescriptive and
evaluative traditional epistenological theories. It is against
foundationalism. Secondly, the evaluation is neither netaphysically
made a priori nor it is positivistically characterized as a criterion
to tell how a systemof justification is right, nor the rules of
justification are derived from logic or statistics. Oh the ot herhand,
justification in relation to these three |evel s** the level of framing
a principle, or the level of franework principle, the Ievel of
criterion and the level of justifications-rule (J-rule) systen -is
enpiricistic and pragmatic. The framework is quite  against
net aphysi cal principles, thecriterionis acriterionof satisfacti on™*
and the rules nust be derived from cognitive processes. Yet it
differs fromQ\E as well as fromthe traditioal eval uative constraints
in general and, thus, it differs fromboth on account of skepticism

ontol ogy and senmantics in particul ar.

In order to have a bal anced perspective, ldman extends nore
weight to knowedge and justification and less wei ght to
skepticismthe significance of what 1iIs exaggerated by traditional

epi stenol ogy*®. Thus, sinmlar to the preservation of the strong

“Goldman, A. |. (1986), pp.58-80.

““1bid. p.65.

“Slbid., P.41.
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eval uati ve constrai nt, philosophical skepticismof a Cartesian type is
kept in the framework though with an insignificant support for its
preservation.® But, unlike the evaluative constraint's inevitable role
in know edge and justification, skepticism is not taken as an
I ndi spensabl e factor. O the contrary, skepticismis taken as ‘'only

one concern of epistenol ogy' ¥

and; knowedge and justification are
viewed to be of having an 'independent interest, quite apart from the

t enabi | i ty of skepticism®.

So far as skepticisms 'significance should not be blown out of
proportions'*, (ldnan's epistemics joins with Q\E to conderm a
skeptic's 'over-reacting *°. But, unlike Goldman's enterprise, Q\E puts
skepticism as an indi spensabl e concern of epistenol ogy. d  course,
the skepticismindispensable is scientific skepticismand there is no

sense of a skepticismbeyond the scientific corpus. For, as it has

“°1bid., pp.39-41.

“1bid.,p.39.

“®1bid.

** I bi d.

=0 n accordance with Qine's reflection on know edge, a
skeptic is "reasoning within the overall scientific system
rather t han sonmehow above or beyond it. The sane applies
to ny statenent”, says Quine, "... that '|Il am not accusing
the skeptic of begging the question, he is quite wthin his
rights 1n assuming science in order to refute science'. The

sceptic repudiates science because it 1is vulnerable to
illusion on its own showng; and ny only criticism of the
sceptic is that he 1is overreacting. Qine, WV.Q 1981
"Reply to Sroud’ M dwest Studies in philosophy,vi, p. 475
Adapated formdbson, R F. (1989 "Sroud on Naturalised
epi stenol ogy”, Met aphil osophy, 23, pp. 1-11. See pp. 34
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al ready been discussed, there is a 'reciprocal containnent' between
epi stenol ogy and nat ural science such that one cannot have a 'cosmc
exile', a step out side the scientific corpous to evaluate or doubt a

know edge-cl ai m

Thus the skeptics under consideration vary, the philosophical
skeptic is wth Gldnan but wthout any significant role in the
enterprise of know edge and justification, the scientific skeptic wth
Quine is supposed to be as nmuch significant as a natural scientist.
Accordi ngly, characterization of the naturalistic epistenol ogy
varies: For the forner it is evaluative but non-prescriptive such
that the phil osophi cal skeptic can at best be a silent observer since
the evaluation is neither apriori nor an ideal one. A skeptic need
not be called for any cooment. For the latter it 1is non-evaluative

and descriptive such that a scientific skeptic has to parti ci pate.

Thus the 'no role' of the skeptic in an evaluative but
non- preseriptive account is not a contrast wwth the 'significant role
of the scientific skeptic in a non-eval uati ve and descri ptive account.
Whet her the skeptic wns or loses the gane, in the forner case, it
does not matter to that account because iif he wns then the
epi stenol egist's task remains "to identify the conparatively reliable
process, to discrimnate the better fromthe worse and if he |oses
then the task is of "specifying the good procedures . For what the

skeptic can inportantly establish, if at all he can establish, is that

>1Gol drnan, A 1. (1985), p. 40.
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there is no guarantee of the availability of "sufficiently reliable
processes to nake know edge and Justified belief possible'® Q; if he
| oses, what becones the consequent of the fight wth himis that such
processes’ availability is guaranteed. The scientific skeptic of the
Q\E cones into scene very much in either of these two tasks. Hence
the two skeptics are quite different in nature and, there by, they
need not enforce their respective accounts of epistesiology to contrast

each ot her.

Such a difference mainly runs due to Gldnan's parti al acceptance
of Quine's notion of "reciprocal containnent’ as well as his 'partial

agr eenent ' °3

with Quine's viewthat 'skeptical doubts are scientific
doubts'. The partial agreenent is resulted fromQ@l dnan's substantive
natural i smand, obviously, not fromany kind of foundationalism This
substantive naturalism can be best construed as a substantial

expl anati on of how a net hodol ogy of Q\E can be carried out further.

That is, to say precisely, Qldman's enterprise is 'an exanpler of

QNE . Skepticism knowedge and justification are separable,for
ol dnman, on behal f of a bal anced perspecti ve. It presupposes that
epi stenol ogy's concern with the processes or procedures of our
bel i ef-formng nechanismis the only relvant logic of know edge and
justification. |In other words, it endorses to Qine's view that
"epistenology falls as a chapter of psychology except with its

confusion that epistenol ogy includes a non-scientific doubt although

this inclusion is not inevitabe for know edge and justification. That

2l bid., p.41.
3 bid., p.57.

21 S



IS, Iin a sense, epistenology is no nore exhausted as a theory of

know edge and jusfication than as a theory of know dege and doubt .

In relation to doubt, we can understand three different senses of
epi stenol ogy. QNE, whi ch espouses a scientific doubt,is antagonistic
to the traditionally overworked foundationalistic epistenology which
finds a Cartesian doubt or a phil osophical doubt very significant and
attenpts to root out that. Gldman's epistemcs finds the |east
significance w th phil osophi cal doubt but, at the same tine, it fails
to espouse a scientific doubt whol e heartedly. In relation to the
notion of 'reciprocal containnent' which is coextensive wth a
scientific doubt, 'reciproca contai nnent' (between epistenol ogy and
natural science) finds no place for a phil osophi cal doubt because such
a doubt demands that epistenology 'contains' natural science and
nat ural sci ence nust not 'contain' epistenol ogy. ol dnan's epi stesics
Is clearly an instance of how natural science contains epistenology
But it isdifferent from Q\Es notion of 'reciprocal containment
whi ch denands epi stenol ogy to contain natural science as nmuch as it
denands natural science to contain epistenology. Episteaicsfails to
uphold the forner 'containnent' l|argely due to its overl ooking of the
vital role a scientific doubt plays in epistenol ogy. Abandoni ng a
phi | osophi cal doubt, epistenm cs obtains the virtue of becomng an
I nstance of naturalised epistenol ogy but the vice it incurs is notably
due to the carried over of a scientific doubt by a philosophical
doubt. (Qonsequently, if we consider Sroud s criticises, it is true
that epistemcs is not nihilistic but it fals into the trap of
Sroud s criticise by neglecting scientific skepticism Epistemcs

seens to be a redefi ned epi stenol ogy. It seens to be indifferent toan
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epi stenol ogy defined in traditional philosphical discussions.

The foregoi ng di scussions show the distinctiveness of Q\E It is
observed that QN is neither nihilitic nor a redefinition of
epi stenology. It is reformstic as well as scientific. And, nore
I nportantly, scientific skepticism and "reci procal cont ai nnent '
between epistenol ogy and natural science play the vital role in
advancing that reformstic scientific nove. It may be remnded that
these two features are invariably found to be potentially there in
Qi ne's anti-foundationalism in his refutation of ASD determnacy of

neani ng and det er m nacy of reference.
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CHAPTER VI
AGAINST CONTEMPORARY FOUNDATIONALISM QUA JUSTOLOGY:

AN EXTENSION OF QUINE'S THREE GENERAL THESES

The thematic bearing of contenporary foundationalismas justol ogy
that puts the foundationalists of these days under one unbrella is
their unviable objective: the establishnent of a 'doctrinal' or
justificatory conpl eteness. This unviable objective presupposes an
illegitinate license: an epistenologist is an authority over any
know edge-claim he gives the verdict of justification. And,
accordingly, the task kept (.exclusivelyfor an epistenologist) is to
explore the nature and limts of justification. Thus, viewng the
nature of the task, epistenology is nothing but justology - study of
the nature and limts of any type of justification (extendable for
know ng of anything in this world). Analysis of 'knowedge is
replaced by analysis of 'justification'; that is, justology takes the

pl ace of epi st enol ogy.

Justology runs against the thematic bearing of Qine's
natural i zed epistenol ogy. The core of naturalized epistenology is the
‘reciprocal containnent' between epistenology and natural science.
Justology is a damage to that core. A justificatory conpl eteness goes
beyond the conceptual schenes of natural sciences. The "doctrinal
di nension' of epistenol ogy becones independent of the 'conceptual

di nensi on' . Qe these two di nensi ons are segregated fromeach ot her.



‘reci procal containnent' loses its neaning. For, precisely, this
reciprocity is due to scientific skepticism doubt having certain
know edge (conceputal schene) such that the doubt can be clarified and
becone a base for further doubts and further  know edge
(doubt -cl arifyi ng, doubt-generating conceptual schenes). A doctrinal
conpl eteness is an inplausible, msguided, response to a mstaken
doubt (a Cartesian doubt). The fundanental reason behind this mstaken
doubt is the nostly inbibed and often perpetuated idea of a theory of
know edge (epistenol ogy) which can be independent of all possible
man- nade conceptual schenes (natural sciences). To look into the
man- nade conceputal schemes is not a sin. The sin is conmmtted when
one aspires to go beyond all the nman-nade schenes in order to |ook
into those schemes. Justologists commt this sin and, nor e

inportantly, they advocate it as the virtue of an epistenol egi st.

A justologist's analysis of justification cannot be conpletely
dissociated from traditional epistenological problens surround ng
truth, belief, certainty, evidence and so on. O the contrary, even if
t he approach he nakes is explicitly directed towards the problem of
justification, his approach darkens the darkside of those
epi stenol ogi cal problens. The dark side is, in general, an effect of
the wall of doubt erected by a Gartesian denon. Truth, Dbelief,
evidence, certainty and all other epistenic concepts are enployed to
overcone that wall and, since that wall is a sheer nyth, all efforts
in that respect fail to overcone that in a scientific way For, it 1is
unscientific to say of overcomng a problemif there is no problem as

such.



This chapter is ained at a refutation of justology. Anost half
of it is devoted to account ‘'truth', ‘'belief and 'justification
which are generally enployed as the conditions of knowedge. Wen
these conditions are foundationalistically enployed, enployed to
di scover the ideal nature of knowedge in terns of an ideal nature of
(sore or all of) these conditions, knowedge is generally equated wth
certainty. This "certainty' can be construed to be a crude nane of
"doctrinal conpl eteness'. Justol ogy upholds a sophisticated version of
‘certainty'. A good account of those conditions, in their
foundationalistic orientation of equating know edge with certainty, is

found i n Lehrer's know edge.

Lehrer's account of those conditions of knowedge serves as a
ground work for the development of his “fourth condition of
know edge. Accordingly he maintains some restrictions to the ideal
nature of know edge. However, he is no less coomtted to accept the
foundationalistic idea of availing a ‘'doctrinal conpleteness'. For,
even if the *fourth condition is a developnent over the three
conditions, it is a developnent on the sane line, that 1is, an

unscientific response to an unscientific doubt

Let us start, followng Lehrer, with the followng equivalence

relation as the proper/final analysis of know edge

S knows that p if and only if
(i) it Is true that p,
(ii) S believes that p



(iti) S is conpletely justified in believing that p, and
(iv) Sis conpletely justified in believing that p in sone way that

does not depend on any fal se statenent.?!

() - (iv)) is a set of necessary and sufficient conditions for

S knows that p. Each of them can be naned separately as it follows.

(i) Truth conditions ((iT) for short)
(ii) Belief conditions ((iB for short)
(iti) Justification condition ((iJ) for short)

(iv) Dependence condition ((iD for short)

If it is false that p, then one cannot know that p. Watever
justification one puts forth that becones superfluous in view of the
fact that it is not that p. If you say or claimto know that ny hei ght

Is 10 feet 10 inches then you don't know ny height whatever

justification you offer for your clainf. And if, at all, you know that
| am 10 feet 10 inches then it is a necessary condition that I an 10
feet 10 inches i.e., | nust be 10 feet 10 inches in height. Such is a

relation that prevails between truth and know edge! Undoubtedly, the
exclusion of false beliefs, illusions or hallucinations etc . by truth

condition, is helpful. But the question is whether you can provide in
'Lehrer, K (1974) Know edge, darendon Press, ford, p 21.

2It can be noted down here that the anal ysis of know edge.

concerned here, is quite different free an analysis of
wani ng. [ff. Lehrer, . 4t., pp.3-93- Hence  any
tenptation against this condition by accounting the
application of "know' to a context where it can be said that
| am13 feet 10 inches, for exanple, in abig picture on a
wal I, cannot be accounted as a count er—exanpl e.



sone way or other sone invincible and invisible procedure to clam it
genuinely that if you know that p, then, by its epistemc autonony, it

is true that p’.

Many unbel i evabl e wonderful things can be i ncluded.
In otherwords, as a necessary condition of knowedge, (iT} is helpful
in forbidding false beliefs approxi mating know edge yet it cannot be
the sufficient condition in that respect due to the possibility that
unbel i evabl e things can be counted as being known by soneone. Wiat is
believed to be an 'electron' today was quite unbelievable earlier when
there was no know edge of 'electron' and, hence, if truth-condition is
a sufficient condition for know edge then it follows that there was no

el ectron as such at that tine.

Note that the nove | amnaking here is not the usual claim for
the insuffiency of truth-condition. The usual charge is that S can
knowthat p, if (iT) is asufficient condition for know edge, even if
S does not believe that p. Thus (iB, in this way, is based on a
presupposition that S nust believe that pif, at all, S knows that p.
(iBcan be hardly said as an explanation for knowedge in this
respect. The sane is true of (iT). It is presupposed that a
know edge-cl ai mnust be a claimof sonething which is true Wy shoul d
it be true? Remenber that one cannot explain it by neans of a
pragmatic theory of neaning, that in the practical instances we use
the word, 'know, we do use in places where what we know is true as
wel | as we believe that. The purpose here of undertaking the analysis

of know edge is quite independent of the assistance one can obtain

3 . : . : :

"It is true that p if and only if p* is a logica truth
Hence 'If S knows that p, then it is true that, p becones
equivalent to 'If S knows that p, then p' wthout Iess of
| ogical content. . Lehrer, , . Gt., pp.24-25



froma theory of neaning.

What is intended inray nove towards the charge that unbelievabl e
things can anount to know edge-clains, if (iT) becomes sufficient, XS
that the partial explanation (iB can provide for S knows that p is
the exclusion of false beliefs from know edge—€lains. Know edge
becones unwanted and vague if every believable and unbelievable
anounts to know edge. And, it is a fact, what is believable and
unbelievable at a particular tine is independent of the truth
condition (iT). Hence the insufficiency of (iT) and the requirenent of
(iB becones plausible. (iB excludes the unbelievables from
know edge, including the true (absolute) unbelievable (relative). For
exanple, it is (iB that explains the exclusion of "electrons” in the
set of objects known to the peopl e of the ancient days as wel | as that
of 'phlogistons' in the set of objects known to the people of this
age. The latter is an exclusion of sonething satisfied by iT and the
former is that of sonething unsatisfied by (iT), at present. But, if
(iB is an explanatory condition only inrelation to a relativistic
conception of truth (i.e., related to the subject and pl ace and tine
then what is it actually explained by (iT) itself? iT itself does
not explain anything unless (iB is accounted. This becones a circul ar

account of (iT) and (iB so far as their explanatory efficiency is

quest i oned.

The insufficiency of (iT) plus (iB calls for another necessary
condition, nanely, (iJ). The wonder of turning unbelieavables unto
reality through knowedge-clains is mtigated by (iB) that S nust

believe what he clains to knew Bat a further troubling factor is that
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the sufficiency of true beliefs, the identity between know edge and
true beliefs, can include unjustified things. For exanple, the chalk
is on the table and you believe that the chalk is on the table but you
believe it so wthout seeing or touching it and just Dby listening ny
words. In this case you can claimthat you know that the chalk is on
the table if (iT) and (iB are sufficient for know edge. But, in fact,
you don't know that the chalk is on the table. And, for this reason,

the (iJ) is called for.

Now what is really explained by (iJ)? It explains that how the
fal se know edge-cl ai ns cannot be accounted as know edge even if those
are true beliefs. This is the negative explanation, the exclusion of
false clains of true beliefs, that (iJ) can at least provide. Now, if
It isjust this negative explanation that is purported in terns of
(iJ), then why can we not just say that know edge is true beliefs with
the exception of false clains? The positive aspect of (iJ) can be
nmai ntai ned only when we can distinguish true clains fromfalse claim
of know edge in terns of (iJ). And, for such a distinction to be drawn

meani ngful Iy, (iJ) presupposes (iT) and (iB).

Furthernore, the consideration of the (iD) cannot be hel pful for
the explanation in this direction. (iD gets core currency after
Gettier's challenge that there can be justified true beliefs deduced
fromfalse premses. That is, even if iT, iB and iJ are
satisfied, it is not sufficient for S knows that p For exanple, if |
claimto know that someone assassinated Rajiv Gnghi, which is true
and | believe it and | believe it justi fi edly yet., however, the

justification | endorse can be quite dependent on a fal se premse t hat



it was Ms. Jean fromthe Indian Arny who assassinated Rajiv Gandhi
whereas the real assassin is the lady belonging to the LTTE But
whoever be the assassin, soneone is the assassin and | clamto know
that soneone assassinated Rajiv Gandhi. Thus it is a true belief and
the justification I can endorse in this respect can be factors |Ilike
she is a lady, a coomtted one, a courageous one, a well-trained one,
havi ng connection with spies, even wth the police personnel of Taml
Nadu government and so on and, besides these contingent enpirical
evidences | can naintain that It is ny intuition that the |ady bel ongs
to the Indian Ab)ny. BEven [If | endorse any such justification to
conpl ete ny justification trail, yet | do not knowthat Raiv Gndhi
was assassi hated by sonmeone. For the 'soneone’ | deduce is based on
the premse that the lady (Ms. Jean) belonging to the Indian Any
commtted assassination. Gonsider another exanple, often cited in
phi | osophical literature in connection to Gettier's problem that a
t eacher knows that soneone in his class owis a car of brand-X because
he is conpletely justified in believing that Nogot ows a car of

brand-X, and, in fact, it is not Nogot but Havit who owns that car of
br and- X

The general formof the problemis sonething like this. Let F be
the evidence for T. Wether you justify T by adopting a
foundational i stic approach or a coherentistic approach, the evidential
support isobtainedfromF. Now, if Fisfalse, thenthej usti fi cati on
Is not a correct one. But there is every chance that F can be false
and yet you deduce (foundationalistically or coherenttistically that
T. For, it is not at all inprobable that you do not knON that F is
false, yet your justified true belief (satisfying iT and IB is
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luckily true for you due to the fact that T is realy having an

evidential support fromQwhich is genuinely true but unknown to you

and (FVQ entails that T.

(iD is called for functioning as a negative explanation for the
exclusion of false clains of knowedge, to the effect that it is only
justified true beliefs independent of false premses that can anount
to know edge. Wat else can (iD itself explain? It explains nothing
positively in relation to know edge unless it presupposes (iT), (iB
and (iJ). The negative explanation it provides just amounts to say
that S would not have clained that T if he could have known that it is
not that p. For, the p, he clains to know, is based on a fal se premse
g, he could have known p independent of q and dependent on r (the
right or true premse on what p can depend) had it been the case that

know ng p is possiblewthout any justification or the (iJ).

Wat is attenpted till nowis the circularity found from (iT to
(iD. Now the same is again true from knowedge to (iT) The
expl anation purported in terns of (iT) is possible only when know edge
Is presupposed as sonething objectively there. It is in the
"informative sense* of 'know, rather than in its conpetence sense
that the analysis of knowedge is undertaken. This construal of
know edge (as an information) is «closely associated wth the
prepositional form articulation of the analysis of know edge and,
thereby, with an objective truth presupposed for a preposition In

short, what 1is <concealed wth an explanatory foundationalist's

‘“Lehrer, K Op. Gt., pp. 1-7.
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treatment of justification and truth is that (i) knowedge is
information (ii) information 1is an I nfornati on of sonet hi ng
objectively there to be described and (iii) this description of the
objectivity is constituted in the proposition of a know edge-cla m

itsel f.

The point attenpted in the foregoing discussion suggests that the
stand of the varieties of foundationalistic approaches is nowhere
unless a very queer notion of know edge is presupposed. For, it 1is
true that the varieties of foundationalistic stand point arise wth
respect to the varieties of approaches they put forward for
justification, but justification being a condition for the anal ysis of
know edge it is neither independent of the other necessary condtions
(viz. (iT) and (iB if (iD is kept as a corollary to (iJ) of a

know edge-claim nor does it by itself explain anything non-trivially

The case with the analysis of know edge, if you calm that you
know that p then you cannot claimthat you do not know that p, is
parallel to the triviality of analyticity procl ai ned of the sentenses
like (2 + 2 =2+2), a- a, 'Al unnarried nen are unnaned nen
which are actually the instances of identity and, thereby, vacuously
true. The equivalence that S knows that p if and only if S knows that
it isnot ~pis very trivial parallel to the triviality nentioned in
connection to the ASD If it is not trivial because it is a separate
case viz., an epistemmc case, then it leads to a sort of absol utisns
It is the adherence to an absol ute know edge which requires that S
nmust know that p as well as whatever is not that p in order toclam

that he knows that p.
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What nakes the ASD philosophically interesting is, to repeat, the
acceptance of a conceptual necessity or linguistic necessity
associated wth analyticity such that the presupposed necessity can
entail an epistemc apriority for a set of statenents to obtain the
privilege of being quite distinguished as the foundational principles
or truths as opposed to every other kind of assertions or
know edge-clains. And, having the privileged access to these quiding
foundational truths, philosophers keep thensel ves sacred of and away

fromthe mundane factual sciences.

Thi s necessity derived fromthe alleged conceptual bearings or
the senantical bearings associated with particular terns, words r
sentences is not philosophically interestingif it isidentified wth
vacuous truths. The philosophically interestingpoint is to identify
those bearings with an epistemcally a priori standard such that a
kind of non-vacuous truth by neans of anal ysing the concept or neani ng
of words or scentences alone can be obtained. The job of the
phi | osophers is supposed to search those fact-independent vyet, not
vacuous) truths based on a conceptual or linguistic foundation which
can be the foundation to all other truths or know edge-clans about
the external world. It is this conceptual or |inguistic analysis that
presupposes either a transcendental netaphysics of Kantian kind or a
| inguistic netaphysics (of the Garnapian kind when the search is
meant for the concepts and the prepositional neanings abstracted from
objects and sentential neanings respectively. And. of course the
search is, in turn, neant for the alleged conceptual identity or

‘contai nnent' and for the all eged det er minate neani ng or synonymty of



neani ngs. The tenability of these alleged notions can only enable one
to talk of analyticity in a philosophically significant way to

distinguish it from syntheticity.

Parall el to the vacuousness of the equivalence in the anaysis
of analyticity, runs the vacuousness of the equival ence. in the
anal ysis of know edge, that S knows that p if and only if S knows that
it is not that ~p. Equival ences nade by appropriate supplanting of
"true', 'believe', "justified belief and even that of '‘fal se-premse
I ndependent justification' in place of 'know shows the vacuousness of
t he proposed equi val ence. For exanpl e, we can have the equival ences in
terns of an epistemc belief, that Sbelieves that pif and only if S
believes that it is not that ~p. Again, for exanples, that P is true
if and only if it is not the case that ~pis true; S is conpletely
justified in believing that pif and only if Sis conpletely justified
in believing that it is not that ~p; S is conpletely justified,
W t hout depending on any false premse () that pif and only if S is
conpl etely justified, w thout depending on any fal se prem se(r) that
it is not that "p. And, it follows fromthe law of double negation
that p = ~p. Thus vacuousness of the truth p = ~p constitutes the

vacuousness of the above said equival ences.

The variation in the two noves isc. a =a kind of analyticity
becones philosophically interesting in terns of neani ng determnancy or
synonymty, whereas p s ~p kind of equival ents of know edge anal ysi s
becones philosophically interesting in terns of truth belief or
"justification'. The notabl e difference between the two noves t hough

both are attenpts to turn a vacuuminto a philosophically interesting
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thesis, is the enphasis they give on the tw different parts: the
forner enphasizes the equivalence part itself and t he latter
enphasi zes the '~ part of ~(~p). Hence the interests differ; one is
the interest of determnacy or synonymty of neaning to nake that
equi val ence out of conceptual or linguistic analysis , the other 1is
the concealed interest of a negative explanation in terns of a set of
explicitly said conditions [viz. {(iT), (iB) (iJd) and (iD}] like that
of truth, belief, justification or fal se-premse I ndependent
justification made out of epistenol ogical analysis. The untenability
of the purported epistenol ogi cal analysis, as we have seen previously,
Is vitiated by circularity and renders no positive explanation for
know edge-clains. Thus the unexplained objectivity of know edge,
parallel to the unexplained necessity of an analytic truth, 1is
weakened to provide a conceptual clarification for the commtnent of

t he foundati onal i sti c nove.

Let us consider the conditions, expecting sone positive
expl anations, in relation to the anal ysis of know edge such that the
conditions can fulfill the two inportant restraints on thensel ve: (i)
the anal ysans of a condition nust not contain the very sane condition
in the anal ysandumand (i i) the anal ysans nast not be trivial and nust

have certain explanatory bearing on the anal ysis of know edge.

Truth Gondition (i)

onsider the logical truth
(A It is true that pif and only if p;

as being distinguished from the senantic definition of truth
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(B SistrueinLif and only if p.

That is, for exanple,
(E) It is true that snow is white if and only if snow is white; as
bei ng distingui shed from

(E) "Snow is white" is true in BEnglish if and only if snow is white.

The forner is known as the absolute conception of truth and the
latter is known as the semantic conception of truth. Truth is directly
associated wth the external world of objects in the first case. In
the second case, truth is directly connected with the sentences
describing the external world of objects. Hence, construing a
distinction between | evels of language, it can be safely said that the
absol ute conception of truth is associated with an object |anguage
whereas the senantic conception of truth is associated with a
net a-|l anguage, that is, with a language about an object [|anguage
Citical evaluations regarding the advantages and di sadvant ages of
maintaining a level-distinction in Jlanguage is enoronous and our
concern, at this point, is sone what different. Ganted that such a
distinction has the advantage of maintaining the non-triviality of a
senanti c conception of truth over the triviality of the logical truth
the task before us is to examne a reduction: whether the senantic
conception can be reduced to the absol ute conception of truth, in an
anal ysis of know edge, without loss of any logical content This task
Is purposefully made so with the hope that the non-infornative
vacuous, logical truth can be nade informative if we can have certain,
nanoeuvre over the senmantic conception of truth which is obviously not

as trivial as the logica truth. This nanoeuvre is purportedto
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establish a relation between truth and reality wthout any help from
prepositional neaning. But, in doing so, the infonnativeness of the
senmantic conception of truth is no less supposed to be infused into

t he absol ute conception of truth.

What can nmake (A informative and, thereby, make sane links wth
the analysis of knowedge purported to provide certain positive
expl anatory bearing out of the conditions like 'truth', 'belief' and
"justification' etc.? Watever that factor may be, the task it Bust
acconplish is to weaken the vacuouness of (A and,at the sane tine,
nai ntain an equi val ence relation between truth and reality w thout any
loss of the logical content of truth (A. This particul ar
acconplishnent is nade in terns of a reduction, nanely, the reduction
of semantic conception of truth into the absol ute conception of truth.
The result of the reduction - that 1is, reducing E2 to ELl or. in
general, from(B to (A - would be sonething |ike:®

(B "Snowis white" in English is true and "Sow is white

in English neans that snow is white if and only if snow is

white, or, in nore general terns it would be Iike

(Q SistrueinlLand Sneans in L that pif and only if p

However, the problemrenmains, in this nanoeuvre, is that neither
a prepositional sense of 'neaning nor a belief-condition dependent
determnation of neaning is allowed. The forcer restriction is due to
thefact t hat aprepositi onal senseof neani ngi snol essdi sput abl e

thanthei nformati veequi val ent ssought through thi s r educti on. The

. Lehrer, K Op. dt., pp. 28 30.
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|atter restriction is there due to our concern wth an analysis of
know edge that keeps 'belief as a necessary condition. To infuse an
expl anatory bearing into one of the conditions, our appeal to another
condition is not objectionable provided that the latter does not [|ack

the required expl anatory beari ng.

Now consider the futility of the enpl oynent of this reduction in

the analysis of know edge.®

The absol ute conception enpl oyed in
(iITy : If Sknows that p, thenit is true that p
turns (iT) to
(iTA : If Sknows that p, then p,
because, it isalogical truththat it istruethat pif
and only if p. The senantic conception
(iiT): If Sknows that the sentence Qis trueinlL, then Q is
true,
turns to
(i1 TA: If S knows that p and the sentence Q neans that p,
t hen p;

i f the enpl oynent of the sane logical truth is forned

I nto.

The above said steps are precisely what constitutes the wanted
nmanoeuvre. Before evaluating its acconplishnent, let us find what it
conveys, to wt it, as a successfu reduction of the semantic

conception of truth to the absol ute conception of truth

°l bid., pp. 3337



First of all, it gains adirect connection between the truth that
S knows of and the reality that nanufactures the truth - irrespective
of the consideration whether it is 'correspondence’ or 'coherence'
that is enployed for the nmanufacturing. Secondly, the infornativeness
of the semantic conception is retained in the hybrid absolutistic
semantic truth to suffice the absolute truth with sone naterial for
the immunization against vacuousness. However, ‘'neaning’ being the
crucial factor to facilitate all these noves, 'nmeaning’ has to be kept
al oof fromits prepositional sense since, even if a prepositional
sense of neaning aspires for a determnate sense of information, its
connection with reality is not appropriately cenented. And;, it is
precisely that cementing of a kind associated with truth and reality
is presupposed and enquired for its discovery when the senantic

conception is reduced to the absol ute conception of truth

The tension is for manufacturing of truth, by the dead reality
along a lively information: neither the reality itself nakes the truth
nor the prepositional neaning constitutes it, it is manufactured by
the subjective "believing' but not without the reality. A provision
must be there to bind the subjective beliefs with reality Such a
cenented 'belief-reality’ can conplete the job but unfortunately,
though this cementing is the real problem for what the nanoeuvre
starts with truth-conditions in order to elimnate truth in its
anal ysis, the nanoeuvre ends in reducing semantic conception of truth
into the absolute conception of truth instead of binding truth wth

bel i ef s.



Nei t her 'correspondence’ nor 'coherence’ cones to rescue. Both of
them are enployed either as nere verifying principles, when truth is
already taken for being justified in terns of correspondence or
coherence, or as the justifying principles when truth is yet to be
justified in either of the ways. Both add nothing nore significant in
the explanation of ‘'wat is truth? than that of the nanoeuvre

undertaken for the analysis of truth.

Gorrespondence, as a theory of truth, can be articulated as 'S is
true if and only if S corresponds to the fact that p. Row  whatever
may be this relation of correspondnece between 'S and 'the fact that
p', this theory won't be fruitful if 'S in L does not nean that p. A
nmedi ating entity between the sentence 'S and the fact correspondi ng
to 'S is presupposed. Thus this theory presupposes that S is true if
and only if Sneans that p and it is true that p. And, further, by
substituiting 'p' for '"it is true that p' on the basis of the | ogical
truth, that 'It is true that pif and only if p', we obtain the
articulation; 'S is true if and only if S neans that p and p'. The
final articulation, putting 'correspondence,’ would be like S is true

If and only if S neans that p and p corresponds to the fact that p .

"p corresponds to the fact that p* is either trivial, as trivial
as 'it is true that p and p', or, else, it really seeks a
justification of a belief that p on the basis of the fact that p. In
other words, it seeks a relation between Jlanguage and reality to
justify one's belief-expression, 'that p'. Qherwse if it anmounts to
nothing but a verification of 'S in terns of correspondence, it

presunes at least the answers to 'wat is neant by S? and How to
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relate the fact w th t he neani ng?'

Smlar is the case wth 'coherence. There is no set of
sentences which can be said as the correct set of cohering sentences
in the face of the fact that sone other sets are equally coherent.
Again, a sentence nay not satisfy the 'coherence’ in relation to one

set of sentences but can satisfy it wth respect to another.

Thus, 'S and'~—~S can be true sinmultaneously, though in relation
to two different sets of sentences. Any way, the objections or the
defences of these do not concern us here. Like the correspondence
theory, a coherence theory does rely on 'neaning'. It Bust be
satisfied, whether it is 'correspondence’ or 'coherence', that 'If S
Is true then Sneans p and p'. And, as an outcone, their explanatory
beari ng conpl et el y depends on an expl anati on of a prepositional sense
of 'neaning’ or that of a 'belief-conditionn. As (iT) shows the
untenability of such an account of neaning, let us examne the

bel i ef -condi ti on.

Belief Condition (iB:
If S knows that p, then S believes that p

Two special kinds of instances can be immediately put forward
agai nst the above said condition. Frst is the rhetoric enphasis',
the other is the enphasis on 'performatives' such that the descriptive
sense determnable for the "belief that p° has to boil dow to a
non-descri ptive account of the "belief that p. The conditional 'If S

knows that p, then S believes that p' keeps both the antecedent and
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the consequent parts on an object language Ilevel of a description,
'p, about an object or fact of the world. And It conditions Ss
knowng (associated wth that descri ption) by Ss believing
(associated with that description) such that knowng, |In a sense,

necessarily contai ns believing.

The 'rhetoric enphasis' is nade out of the distinction between
‘what |Is said by S and 'what is Inplied by what S did say;. For
exanple, a difference Is there between Ss saying that it 1is a
triangle and the inplication that it has three sides when he said that
It is atriangle. And, on the basis of this distinction, it can be
nmade out that S nay knowthat it is a triangle even if he does not
believe that it has three sides. For, S may not believe what 1is
inplied by what he said. What is inplied and what he believes are two
distinct things. If these two are not distinct, then we |ose the sense
of the genuine rhetoric cases like "I do not believe that it is a
triangle; | knowthat it is a triangle" when one enphasizes on know
tonean that It is not his nere blind belief but a belief with certain
reasons (say, for exanple, it has three sides) to say that it is a

triangl e.

This enphasis is quite neaningless unless what s said and

‘what is inplied by saying so0 are two distinct things S sad I

don't believe that it is atriangle; | knowthat it is a trianlge" and
Sinmplied "It is not that | believe blindly but | believe it wth
certain reasons that it Is atriangle". If what S sad and what S

inplied are not two distinct things then it is not only that the

rhetoric enphasis is lost but also that Ss saying becomes neani ngl ess
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due to the contradiction he makes in saying sonething |like he believes

and, at the sane tinme, he does not believe it to be a triangle.

A rhetoric enphasis does stand as a counter-exanple to (iB and
it can be overcone only when the rhetoric can be individuated
conpletely and, then, 'beliefs' used in this sense are excluded from
the anal ysis of know edge as those are to be the irrel evant cases of
bel i ef-assertions. This, however, requires a nore dangerous task of a
senantical setting for the epistenological analysis. |t can be done by
show ng the inconsistency in what is said and naking out a consistency
of inplication out of that saying. This can be shown clearly only when
the '"reasons' inplicit in the consistency or inconsistency are all eged
to be tending towards anal yticity. The inconsistency between believing
that it is atriangle’ and "not believing that it has three sides
becones explicit only when the synonymty between "a triangle and
"three sides joined together with one another's ends' is nade
explicit. This senmantical analysis of the 'reasons' behind those
consi stency and inconsistency has to be avoided due to the fact that
we have already shown the untenability of analyticity based on
synonymty. Anot her expectable expl anati on S t hr ough an
identification of those 'reasons' with epistemc 'justification . But
justification itself is yet to be explained as a necessary condition

of know edge.

The enphasis on performati ves, when extended to known, stands as
a case to counter (iB. As in saying "I promse to cone here in tine"
the promse is perforned and no promse is described therein, so al so

it can be argued that the utterance "I knew that P is a perfornative
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of something like "I give ny authority to others about the fact that

p" and there is no description of it nade therein. And, since "I know
that p" 1is not a description, there is no sense of a belief
description "I believe that p" countable as a necessary condition for
know edge. ’

To overcone this probl emone can argue against the provision cade
here for the perfornatives to preclude the descriptive use of the
words along wth their perfornati ve use. The above argunent suggests
that 'knowng and 'believing are two distinct perfornatives such
that each can be furnished wthout the other. 'Knowng does not
entertain'believing', as much as "believing* does not entertain
"know ng', to be the necessary condition. h the other hand, the claim
of know edge that concerns in epistenological analysis is not a
performative. It is adescription of a know edge-cla mand hence the
description of a belief, whichis contained in the description of
know edge, is not repudi ated by the enphasis nade on perfornatives.
However, the crux of the problem renains unexplai ned: t he
know edge-cl ai i nust be descriptive instead of being perfornatives.
Wiat answer can we give to the question: "How can you gi ve sense of ft
descri pti on over know edge-clains and belief-asserti ons when those are
purel y non-descriptives (o perfornatives)?' Chisholn® would answer it
that such a question is based on 'perfornmative fallacy', that is, the
fallacy of precluding the descriptive use of words on the basis of

their perfornative use. A performative and a descriptive can go

‘Cf. Austin, J. L. "Other Minds. Flew, A(1953 ). Logic
and Language, pp.123-158.

8Chisholm R. M.(1977), Theory of Knowledge, p.17.
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t oget her .

It is true that a perfornative and a descriptive can go together
as in the case, for exanple, "I promse to cone here in tine; by 7,33
P.M, | performthe promse and describe the tine at which I have to
come. However, the point is not about this conpatibility of
perfornmati ve and descriptive use of different words in the sane
utterance. h the other hand, the question is whether the
conpatibility of the perfornmative and descriptive uses of a particul ar
word, at aparticular tine, inaparticular utterance, "I promse to
cone here in tine; by 730 P.M" can be a performative and a
descriptive at the sane tine. It can be answered affirnmatively if it
I s supposed that even if '"promsing is sonething different from the
description of the tine (i.e., 730 P.M), vyet the description is
inplied there (if the exact tine is not described, at |east, the place
Is described) in the promse. Liksewse, even if ‘'belief' is a
distinct performative, "I believe that p* isinplied in case of |
knowthat p". If it isnot inplied so, then the perfornative "know ng
("giving the authority to others")is neaningless. To give the
authority to others" nakes no sense unless one believes that p and

believes justifiedly that it isp®.

Again we face the previous problemof the distinction between
'vhat is said by S and 'what is inplied by what is sad by S
although it is a case wth the perfornative instead of the rhetoric

enphasi s (which nay be conceived as being a performative too for

°%. Lehrer, K Op. Gt., pp.53-55.



exanple, as a perfonrative of enphasizing the clamof knowng).

Lehrer's account of the distinction between "what is sad by S'
and "what is inplied by what is said by S' is neant for the exclusion
of objections or counter-exanples against (iB. Such objections or
counter-exanpl es are irrelevant for the analysis of know edge because,
as he views, those are grounded on a confusion between the two
distinct neanings of an utterance of a know edge—€laim the said and
the inplied - the literal and the rhetoric, the perfornative and the
descriptive. The said literal neaning of "I don't believe that p; |
know that p" is inconsistent and does not anount to a claim of
know edge and, hence, it is irrelevant for the analysis of know edge
and it hardly counterfeits the (iB. The inplied, rhetoric, neaning of
"I don't believe that p; | knowthat p" is consistent and does anount
to a claimof know edge and, hence, it is relevant for the anal ysis of
know edge and it supports (iB in hinting that justified belief, not
merely a lucky belief, that anounts to know edge. The said neaning or
what is therein saying) of the perfornmative "I know that p" precl udes
any description of believing sonething along with the ‘'ritual' of
know ng or 'giving the authority to others' and, hence, it does not
anount to a claimof knowedge (in its 'informative sense which is
essentially a kind of infornation that p; and so, it is irrelevant to
anal ysis of know edge. The inplied neaning of the perfornative "I know
that p" (towt, 'giving the authority to others keeps | believe
that p" as a necessary condition, it supports the descriptive status
of a know edge-claimand, thus, it is relevant to the analysis of

know edge (in the "infornative' sense of 'know)



The purpose behind ny putting these two special cases - rhetorics
and perfornatives - of counter-exanples should not be confused wth
that of Lehrer®®. He puts those to preclude any sense of "know ot her
than the 'information' sense for the anaysis of knowedge and,
accordingly, tries to show those cases to be nere senantical
m sappr ehensi ons w thout any proper epistemc bearing to counterfeit
(iB. M purpose is to show that those senmantical nisapprehensi ons can
be found in case of the "infornation' sense of know edge and, thereby.
the alleged 'information' sense cannot have the privilege of being the
know edge- cl ai mproper. Thus what follows is the discussion of the
semanti cal m sapprehensi ons of the accepted counter-exanples to (iB),
t hough not accepted to be the successful counter- exanples, parallel

to the semantical m sapprehensi ons shown in case of the rhetorics and

perfornatives.

The formof the acceptable counter-exanples to (iB)would be
sonething like "S knows that p but Sdoes not believe that p" For
exanpl e, Ravi knows that Mahat ma Gandhi died in 1043 but Ravi does not
bel i eve that Mahatma Gandhi died in 1948. The form of the supposed
unaccept abl e exanpl es is sonething like 'S knows that p but he says
that he does not believe that p". For exanpl e, Pavi knows that Mahat na
Gandhi died in 1948 but he says that be does not believe that Mhatna
Gandhi died in 1948 Snce Ravi's saying so is very nuch plausible
when he says so with rhetoric enphasis [that he is not gquessing or

believing it blindly but clamng it strongly on the basis of his

Ybid, pp. 49-55.



t horough goi ng through history-text that Gandhi died in 1948Jor, when
he says so with the performative enphasis [that he is giving his
authority to others (inagine that Ravi is a teacher and teaching
history to the students)]. Ravi's saying of not believing does not
affect here because what is inplied by his saying so does not weaken
the (iB, rather, it supports (iB. On the other hand, in case of the
supposed acceptabl e counter-exanples, there is no such distinction of
'saying and ‘'inplying'. Hence these counter-exanples cannot be
cancel l ed by showng their conpatibility with (iB on the ground that

the "inplied neaning of what S says is the true neaning of the

rhetorics and perfornatives.

Wiat | attenpt to show now agai nst the above mentioned difference
of the counter-exanples [acceptable and unacceptable] is that the
supposed know edge-clains, along with the supposed acceptable
count er-exanpl es, are not pertinent to epi stenol ogi cal anal ysis on the
very same ground that the arguments provided for the supposed
unaccept abl e counter-exanples along with their supposed pseud clans
of knowedge are not pertinent. A the supposed unacceptable
count er - exanpl es can be cancelled due to their ill-grounding on sone
senmanti cal confusions, the supposed acceptabl e counter-exanpl es can be
cancelled on the sane ground. Gherwse if those [acceptable
counter-exanpl es] are tackled on sone epistemc ground, either it

leads to a circularity or it is based on sone untenable senmantic

gr ound.

Ravi knows that Mihatna Gandhi died in 1948 but Ravi does not
believe that Mihatna Gandhi died in 1948- This is possible if it is



possible for any S to know sonething correctly but not to know at the
same time, that what is known is correct. Wien Ravi knows it correctly
that Mahatnma Gandhi died in 1948 but does not know that what he knows
is correct, then Ravi nay not believe that Mhatna Gndhi died in
1948. Such occasions may arise in nany occasions of guessing or
forgetting. If Ravi says it correctly, when asked in a quiz-contest,
that Mahatnma Gandhi died in 1948 and if he has not known it from any
reliabl e persons (teachers, parents or friends who know that) nor from
any book but he guesses it to be 1948 on the only ground that Inia got
freedom in 1947 and Gnndhi died after Indias freedom FRavi's
statenent, "Gandhi died in 1948' is a correct one but, as Ravi is not
sure of it [he does not know that what he knows is correct] he does
not believe that Gandhi died in 1948 But, in the context of the
qui z-contest, it can be safely said that Ravi knows that Gandhi died

In 1948

The case of forgetting is nore interesting in the sense that it
takes into account both the subject and the tine, rather than nerely a
subject of a know edge-claim Suppose that Ravi has read from his
hi story books but has forgotten, at the tine of the quiz, that Gndhi
died in 1948 Wen the quiz contest is over, he renenbers and says
that Gandhi died in 1948. Ravi knows but does not know, at the time of
the quiz-contest, that he knows that Gandhi died in 1948. He knows
that he knows that Gandhi died in 1948, only after the quiz-contest is
over.If "believing is a necessary condition for 'know ng 'not
know ng that you know it' neans that not believing that you know
it". And, thus, even if you knewthat p, it is possible that you forget

that p and, thereby, you don't believe but know that p. S can know



that p without believing that p. Before the tine of renenbering, Ravi
knows but does not believe that Gandhi died in 1948 Ater renenbering,

Ravi knows and believes that Gandhi died in 1948

Ravi's guess of the year in which Gandhi died can entertain his
"knowng without believing that Gandhi died in 1948 only when a
confusion between two neanings of "knowng' or "believing' is
entertained: he is that of "know ng" or "believing" w th conviction,
and the other is that of "know ng" or believing" w thout conviction.
If a claimof knowedge is relevant for our discussion only when that
claimis made with certain conviction then Ravi, at the tine of that
qui z contest, does not knowthat Gandhi died in 1948 and he does not
believe that. |If a claimof know edge can be entertained even if S
| acks the conviction and 'readiness to report', then Ravi does know
and believe that Gandhi died in 1348 For neither his know ng' nor
his '"believing' requires any conviction in that case. Now, if we
conf uset het woneani ngs, i f ' know ng' i spossi bl ew t hout convi ction

whereas 'believing' is not, Ravi knows but does not believe that

Gndhi died in 1948

Wien S has forgotten that p, S lacks the conviction and readi ness
to report that p. He gains that conviction and is ready to report that
p when he renenbers that p. Wen Ravi has forgotten and renenbered
afterwards that Gandhi died in 1343, he gains his lost conviction and
readiness to report that Gandhi died in 1348 Till then, due to the
fact that "know ng" is neant to be possible wthout the conviction and
the readiness to report whereas "believing" is nmeant to be necessarily

nade wth the conviction and the readiness to report, Ravi knows but



does not believe that Gandhi died in 1948 |If there is no such
confusion of neanings, either it is the case (wen Ravi has forgotten)
that he neither knows nor believes that Gandhi died in 1948 or it is

the case (when Ravi renenbers) that he does know and believe that

Gandhi died in 1948

Ganted that the ground of the  supposed accept abl e
counter-exanpl es is the above said senmantical confusions, it could be
argued that the 'conviction and readiness to report' nost be
associated with "believing" as well as "know ng" such that no know ng
IS possible without believing. But such a recourse is fatal to the
epi st enol ogi cal analysis on the ground that it appeals to the notion

of 'conviction' which is epidemcally no less clarified than the

notion of 'belief'.

A senmantical setting in terns of prepositional neaning cann't be
adduced to renove the counter-exanples because the sense of a
prepositional neaning is untenable due to the IT.Gherwse it could
have been argued that Ravi could speak out the sentence Mhatna
Gandhi died in 1948° and Ravi would not be able to assert the
proposition that Mihatma Gandhi died in 1948 unless he was convi nced
[unless he knew that he knew it correctly that Gandhi died in 1948].
And because the counter-exanples are based on what Ravi said [the
sentence "Mihatna Gandhi died in 1948'], instead of what Ravi asserted
[the proposition 'that Gandhi died in 1948 ] the counter-exanpl es do
not defeat the (iB of the analysis of know edge. For the anal ysi s of
know edge undertaken here takes into account the prepositional sense

of meani ng, not the sentential neani ng, of a know edge-claim



S nce a proposition nust be either true or false, assertion of a
proposition entails the responsibility of accepting the truth of that
proposition. This epistemc responsibility behind an assertion of a
proposition forces one to produce a proposition [not just a sentence]
with conviction.This conviction s necessarily associated wth a
belief for a proposition. Thus, if a know edge-claimis understood as
a claimof a proposition being true, the proposition oust be believed

by the subject.

However, a truth itself does not require a conviction because
there is no truth per se, it is the assertion of the proposition that
requi res the conviction because an assertion is entitled to take the
epistemc risk of becomng true or false. Undertaking of this
epistemc risk is otherwse knoan as the conviction associated in
believing a proposition. Note that it is only when a sense of
prepositional meaning is there, an assertion requires the kind of
convi ction which is enpl oyed to renove the counter-exanples to (iB.
For the epistemc risk of a sentence's becoming true or false can be
undertaken without any conviction that has to be necessarily
associ ated with know ng sonething. For exanple Mihatna Gandhi diedin
1948" can be said to be known by Ravi [even if he has forgotten it]
though he does not report it now and is not convinced and does not

believeit.

The epi stenol ogical determnation of the and of conviction
required for the above said counter-exanples nay be provided in terns

of justification. Ss ability to provide sufficient, justification for



knowi ng or believing which can convince himthat he knows that he
knows sonething. But ‘'justification' is shown, in our followng

discussion, that it is an unviable instrunent for the analysis of

know edge.

"The conviction and readiness to report that p'cannot be
explained in terns of 'truth' or 'belief because it would lead to
circularity [as "belief is taken into account to explain "truth',, and
‘conviction' is taken into account to explain ‘'belief']. Thus, we
cannot define conviction as "Ss readiness to report that p only when
S knows it correctly that p, and S knows it correctly that he knows it
correctly that p". Here "correctly" stands as a synonym of "truth"

VW can not also say that S is convinced of p only when S knows and

believes that p. For "know ng" and "believing" cannot be entertained

If we are not to beg the question.

JUSTI H CATI O\

Various fornulations of 'justification' can be put forward to
provide a prins facie answer to "what is knowedge? in terns of
justification with the presupposition that this question anounts to

nothing nore and nothing less than "what is a justified true belief?"

Syntactic variations can be made in active terns or passive terns
like (i) S justified his belief inp or (ii) Ss belief in p 1is
justified by S This variation in voice does not affect the
epistemc analysis

1Cf . Kvanvig, J.L. and Menzel ,C. (1990) " The Basic Notion
of Justification," Philosophical Studies, 59, pp. 235-261. See



What does affect is the variation in the senantic contents of
t he expressions which are closely associated with epistemc terns. For
exanple, "for believing p* in 'S has ajustification for believing p
can be neant differently to convey different epistemc inplications as
in'Shas a justification for a belief that p° and 'S has a
justification behind his believing in p' (i.e., 'S justifiedy
believes that p'). 'S has a justification for a belief that p' does
not entail that S believes p whereas 'S justifiedly believes that p'
does entail that S believes p. In the forner case, ‘'justification
takes an independent role of being epistenologically prior to all
actual beliefs such that Ss having a "justification' for p does not
entail that S actually believes that p. S nay or may not believe that
P, yet S can have a justification for p. Oh the other hand, when S
justifiedly believes that p, "justification' takes the role between
"Ss believing that po and 'the belief p' such that it is necessary
for Sto believe that p if the justification has any point to act. The
variations generally available in this respect are like (a8 B is a
justified belief; (b) Ss belief that p is justified, (c) p 1is
justified for S (d S is justified in believing that p;, (¢ S
justifiably believes that p; (f) there is a justification for S to

believe p and; (g S has justification for believing that p.

Note that the variations we are accounting here are not to
highlight on the variations of their entailnents  (hopefully)
describable in terns of belief or disbelief, truth or fasity. For,

the condition of justification is accounted in our thesis to examne

p. 235.



its explanatory effieciency in the epistenological analysis of a

justified true belief, and it is already shown that truth and belief
are not satisfactorily explained in their foundationalistic
per spectives. Thus, what we would attenpt to show is that different
types of justifications have some common untenable presuppositions
though they entail different epistemc commtnents describable in
terns of truth and belief. The common unt enabl e presuppositions to be
shown are (1) that a reductive analysis is possible fromone type of
justification to another and (2 that a justification can be mnade

equi val ent to sone sufficient and necessary conditions.

Fromthe neaning that we can nmake out of the expressions in
various syntactic forns for 'justification', the role of justifi-
cation can be broadly categorised under the followng three types (A

Per sonal justification (B Doxastic justification and (O

Preposi tional justification.

Zkvanvig and Menzel (1990) have provi ded a good account of
categorising the various formulations of justification into
personal, doxastic and prepositional in the introductory
remarks of their ar gunent in favour of i dentifying
"prepositional justificationn as the "basic notion of
justification'. They have considered and responded to sone
possi be obj ections against the necessity and sufficiency of a
prepositional justification's becomng the basic one - the
reduction of the other tw types is argued to be possible to
the prepositional type. They have overlooked the possible
obj ections agai nst the "equival ence relation' admtting that
such objections can be adduced against 'certain types of
foundationalism (Op. CGt. p.240). The program they have
under t aken S mainly  agai nst reliabilistic t heori es
‘coomtted to constructing a theory of justification wth
doxastic justi—fication as the basic notion of justification'
(Op. Gt. p.259). Athough Gldman's (1986) enterprise can be

directly criticised, if Kvanvig and Menzel are correct,
Lehrer's (1974) "subjective doxastiei sm cannot be so. For
the subjective doxasticism Lehrer advances IS nei t her

reliabilistic nor it is free fromthe criticisns expectable
against the 'equivalence relation' Kvanvig and Mnzel have
overl ooked. In our franework, the 'equivalence relation' is



Wien the semantic outcome of any syntactic form keeps the
subj ect as the cardinal point upon what 'justification' rmeaningfully
rests, when the formis roughly like "Sisjustifiedin believing that
p", it is a case of personal justification. Smlarly, for a doxastic
justification and a prepositional justification, keeping belief and
proposition as the respective cardinal points,the forns can be roughly

extended as "Ss believingp isjustified and "p isjustified for S'.

Al t hough justification hinges upon the subject, S in case of 5
isjustifiedinbelieving that p', Ss 'believing' and the proposition
'p' are no less inportant. For the question of whether 5isjustified,
or not, is inplausible unless it is asked in relation to the
proposition, p, that S believes. Smnmlarly, in case of Ss Dbelieving
pisjustified" and "p isjustified for S', the personal as well as
the prepositional and the doxastic as well as the personal ingredients
of justification are not conpletely ignored, respectively, though the

cardinal points are 'belief and 'proposition'.

Qanted that the personal, doxastic and prepositional elenents
have, nore or less, inseparable bearings on any account  of
justification, that does not prevent one to distinguish one type of
justification fromthe others. O course, it is so possible because,
the cardi nal s are supposed to be independent of the ordinals as far as

the evaluation itself 1s under consideration. If the evaluation is

argued to be untenable and the normativity alleged to be
enbodied in that relation is shown to be lacking the
‘conceptual ' (explanatory) clarity required in the analysis
of justification.



made in terns of one standard, sone other associated factors can be
construed as theoretically dispensable though those nay be
i ndi spensabl e both in practical purposes and in the rival theoreti-cal
franes thensel ves. And, further nmore, if a particular standard can
account for the theoretical benefits or the explanatory goal
obtainable in other conceptual franeworks, wthout losing any
significance of its own scheme, reductive analysis of the rival

standards' cardinals is plausible in terns of that particular

st andar d.

| f prepositional justification is a mere function of the truth of
a belief and the reliability of a subject's cognitive mechanism such
that the functional outcone is equivalent to the degree of
justification that a determned proposition possesses, prepositional
justification depends on the personal and doxastic el enents [See
Fig.1]. Smlarly, it can be construed of personal and doxastic
justifications that their other two respective ingredients have

i ndi spensable bearings on justification [Se Fg 2 and Fg 3

respectivel y]

B

If the determned prepositional nmeaning along wth certan



conditions, C' independent of the personal and doxastic ingredients
can constitute the epistimc normativity - the justificational
account, then propositional justification need not owe any thing to
the personal and doxastic elenents [See FHg4. Smlarly, the
sacredness of personal and doxastic justifications can be advanced by
putting certain conditions, Cwhich can presunably serve both the
purposes of dissociating justification from the indispensable factors

of the rival accounts and sufficing the particular account undertaken

[See Fg.5 and FHg. 6].

Fl.a' f' Fl"al 5 Fn'a- &

[ Description of the figures:

P, S and B stand for pr oposi ti on, subj ect and belief
respectively. PJ, SJ and B) are the functional lines - considering
"justification' as a function of PBand PSS SB and SP, BS and BP
respectively. PJ;, SJ;, and BlJ; are aso the functional Ilines of
justification. However, PC SC and BC are quite independent of PJ, SJ
and BJ such that PBand PS, SB and SP, BS and BP have no bearings on



PC SCand BC respectively. That is, if representation of Fg.l - 6

are accepted, the following representation by neans of FHg.7, 8 and 9

I s f orbi dden.

J T |
J | 3, T,

P ‘ X 5 X @ X
Fig- # Fig- 8 Fig- 3

In other words, PJ;, SJ;, and BJ; are not the functions of PJ and
PX, SJ and SX BJ and BX respectively. PX SX and BX represent gradual
perfections of neaning determnation, subjective cognitive nechanism
and the conviction enbodied with a belief to be true, respectively. In
short, the difference between Fgs. (1,23 and Fgs. (456 is that
an absolute determnation of neaning, reliability on a subject, and
truth of a belief is presuned in the forner cases but it is not so
presuned in the latter cases. In the |latter cases, neaningful ness of a
proposition varies fromP to X adequate reliability on a subject's
cognitive nechanismvaries fromS to X the conviction for a truth of
a belief varies fromB to X Thus what precisely differentiates J-kind
justifications (PJ, SJ and BJ) from J;-kind justifications (PJ, SJ);
and BJ;) is the difference between the sense of an absolutely perfect
point and a gradual line of points - the difference between P and PX
S and SX, B and BX associated with J and J; respectively. And, for the
sane reason, FHgures 7, 8 and 9 are forbidden. |If a sense of a

proposition is strictly construed to be an absolutely perfect point,



its conjoining with an account where proposition has no sense w thout
bei ng construed as being determned w th gradual perfection cannot be
accommodat ed. The sane reasons can work against any attenpt for the

conpatibility between SJ and SJ- as well as between BJ and Bl;. ]

It is clear that PJ is different fromPJ;,so also, SJ from SJ;
andBJ;. fromBJ;. And, the difference is such, any of the types
associated with one kind (J-kind or J;-kind) cannot be reduced to the
sane type of the other kind. In other words, the strong kind (the
J-kind) cannot be reduced to the nmodest kind (the J;-kind) and vice
versa. Thus what can be hopefully attenpted is the reduction of one
type to the other associated with the sane kind. However, any of the
types associated with J- kind is untenable and, precisely, for that
reason, the reduction attenptable is a futile one. The untenability of
PJ, SJ and BJ can be nade out of the antithesis to the AS and the
theses of indetermnacy and ontol ogical relativity, besides out of the
truth and belief conditions discussed earlier. A point-proposition is
tenable only when absolute determnation of truth is presupposed
epistemcally prior to any other belief. Refutation of the ASD anounts
to the refutation of such a point-proposition. So also, the IT refutes
the Pof PJ if pis attenpted on a linguistic ground instead of being
attenpted on a conceptual analysis plausible before the linguistic
turn. Further nore, the ontological relativity refutes any point Rto
coincide with P, S or B such that no objective reference of PJ, SJ and
BJ is tenable on an ontol ogi cal ground. Again, to add further agai nst
PJ, &J and BJ, what is discussed under the truth and belief conditions
of know edge suffices to refute SJ and BJ on the ground that there

remains no sense of an absoutely perfect point like S or B on what J



can hinge. And, it is notable here, those discussions owe a lot to the

refutation of the ASD and the theses of IT and ontological relativity.

The nmoderate accounts of justification which allow corrigi-
bility, fallibility or uncertainty due to the very fact that the
meaning of a proposition, a subject's congnitive nechanism and the
truth of a belief are quite vulnurable to questions of their
perfection-point, nmay attenpt for a reductive analysis. However, the
analysis they can provide nust be on a conparative ground; not in
terns of their respective gradual |ines of perfection but in terns of
the conditions constituting the justifications. The purported
reduction can be represented through either of the followng three
figures where the base line J;,P, JZ3S or J;B stands as the basic
notion of justification in terns of what the other tw can be
expl ai ned. However, as it will be found in our discussion, the fate of
Ji remains equal ly vulnurable to criticisns as that of the points P, S

and B of figure 1,2 and 3 respectively.

S
R B8
/ ° / " / P
d P2 R PO % S5 7 B B 8
A Wl Fig- 11 Fig- 12
V¢ cane back to the problemfromwhere we started. In order to

explain justification we took recourse to the kinds of justification,



and to seek a basic notion of justification we are back to the point

of justification itself that we are supposed to expl ai n.

J; itself is to be satisfactorily explained, if any reductive
analysis is attenpted for any one of J,P, J;S and J;B to any one of
the other two. The explanation can be attenpted in terns of the

analysis of justification that can provide the conditions said to be

necessary and sufficient for justification.

R chard J. Ketchurf]}‘?’ argues that 'there is no theory, analysis or

definition of justification'. Wt he neans by "theory, analysis or

definition of justification" is "a clarifying, lawike statenent of
the form
G (9 (p [S is justified in believing p
true.... if and only if .... p.... S....]'"
A 'clarifying analysis' nmust not be trivial, it should be

“informative' although it 'may be false; it nmay be vague; it may even
be analytic'."™ Lawike sentences are those universally quantified
sentences which (1) are supported by their instances and (2

t hensel ves support corresponding counter-factual and  subjunctive

condi ti onal s' *° Ketchum identifies "l aw i keness sent ence" Wth

13et chDm R J.(1991) "The paradox of Epi stenol ogy: A defense
of naturalisnmi, Philosophical Studies, 62  pp.4586.  See

pp. 46- 59.

1 bid. p.46. Ketchum clains that his "definition of
"anal ysis of justification' as a clarifying | awi ke sentence
of the form G is broad enough to include all actually
proposed anal yses as well as any likely to be proposed”, Op.
Ct. p.48

Blpid . p47.
16
| bi d.



sentences satisfying '(2' to allow analytic sentences to be the

candi date anal yses. And the version of the argunent he defends is

this:

"Let P be any clarifying setence of the form G let L be a
person who believes P true and let g LP be the analysans of P
instantiated with nanes of L and P. L cannot becone rationally
convinced that he is justified in believing P true by neans of the
foll ow ng argunent:

P
q LP

Therefore, L is justified in believing P true.

For, this argunent begs the question. Snce L cannot use this
argunent to justify its conclusion, P does not support the subjunctive
conditional, "If it were the case that q LP, L would be justufied in
believing P true". So, P does not support a relevant correspondi ng
subjunctive conditional. So, P is not lawike. So, P is not an
analysis, definition or theory and is thus not an analysis,

definition or theory of justification. "’

|f Ketchumis argunent is correct, then it can be safely said that
t he conceptual aspect, a la. Quine, of epistenology gains no support
fromthe conceptual analysis of justification because there is really
no conceptual analysis of justification. Al +the three types of
justification obviously cone under this argunent. Wth respect to

prepositional justification, for exanple, it can be formulated as

1bid., p.43.



fol | ows:
JPif and only if g P
qP
Therefore, JP.

Smlarly, it can be argued for SJ and BJ (i.e., for personal
justification and doxastic justification respectively). So also it can
be aruged fromthe Ji-kind justification of any type (PJ, SJ; or BJy)
as it follows, for exanple, in connection to the PJ; type.

JP if and only if y P
VP
Therefore, J/P

The difference between g pand y p is the difference between
what ever conditions enpl oyed as necessary and sufficient for PJ and
PJ, respectively though it is the proposition, P, that takes the
central role in connection to what is to be justified. For, as a
consequence of our earlier discussion, the difference between PJ and
Pl. shows that <fing entertains personal and doxastic ingredients

whereas y i ng does not.

An i mredi at e objection expectabl e against the above said thesis
for the repudiation of the justification-condition is that It
approxinmates a radical skeptic's stand point whereas naturalism
advocated by Quine dermands for a scientific skepticism However, as
Ketchumal so clarifies, there is a difference between the claim that

*there is no true clarifying sentence of the form G and the dais



that 'sentence of the form G is lawike?® The forner claim
approxi mates radi cal skepticism the latter claim does not. Ketchum
says, "If a skeptical argunent is an argunent which is intended to
cast doubt on the truth of epistemc clains, clains of the foom"S is
justified in believing P true", then the argunents | have to offer are
not skeptical. | do not argue that sentences of this form are all
false. The conclusion of ny argunent is that no sentences of the form
G is lawike."® In other words, the thesis is against the doctrinal
guarantee a doctrine itself aspires to provide in terns of its
conceptual analysis. That is, it S agai nst the concept ual
Insufficiency and inadequacy of a justification-condition which is
advanced with the doctrinal orientation that the analysans of "S is
justified in believing p* nust be satisfied if, at all, S knows p -
what ever know edge is expressed through "p". The doctrinal aspect of
epi st enol ogy I ncurs t he " Hunan pr edi canent ' and t he
‘justification-condition' is no less vulnerable to this predi canent.
‘Justification' is not neaningless; 'justification' is pertinent to
phi | osophy as nmuch as epi stenol ogy. As epistenol ogi sts nust not keep a
sacred distance fromnatural science so also justol ogists need not be
far anay with the dogmatic aspiration of becomng an authority over
the justification of the natural scientist's clains. Just as truth and
belief, justification can also be studied with an (enlightened)
enpirical spirit instead of mshandling it as an instrunent for

becomng an epistemc authority over natural sciences.

In the foregoing discussions we find that there is no objectivity

B bid., P.54.
9 bid.



of know edge whi ch woul d be hopefully analysable in terns of any
objective account of truth, belief and justification beyond the
semantic account of truth belief and justification. Again, the
anal ysis available by neans of a semantic setting for an epistnol ogy
suggests that the presupposed objectivity, qualified wth the
epistemc normativity enbodied with any proper know edge-claim boils
down to the problemof objectivity of neaning. Thus the establishnent
of IT foils the whole senmantic nanoeuvre. An infornative sense of
knowi ng inprotantly avoids the vacuousness of a true know edge-claim
It approxi mates the epistemc weightage of analyticity, An analysis of
justification is supposed to be non-trivial but the analysans sought
to that respect are viewed to be losing no epistemc weightage of an

epistemc 'conplete justification'.

This epistemc dignity is presupposed by the philosphically
interesting distinction of the ASD An analyticity of the form "Al
bachel ors are bachelors" is wvacuously true and pilosophically
uninteresting. The interest lies with the form "Al bachelors are
unnarried nen" which iIs not vacuously true but supposed to be
undeni abl e as nmuch as the vacuous truth. And what cones to support
that is the semantic nmanipul ati ons over synonymty. Parallel runs the
force behind analysis of 'justification'. The necessary and sufficient
conditions sought for justification are not intended to be turning out
as a trivial truth like "A= A, yet it is supposed to be undeniable
very much like "A = A though, instead of being a logical truth, it
becones an epistemc truth through a semantic manipulation. Hers the
semantic nanipulation is not made in terns of synonymty facilitating

a kind of necessity supposed to be endowed on analyticity when the



truth is dependent on neaning alone. It is understood in terns of
proposition, belief or truth. Accordingly, ‘'justification' is
construed variently so as to bring about an epistemc apriority of the
equi valence between the analysandum and the analysans of

‘justification'.

M/ endorsenent to Ketchums thesis is precisely because of his
consideration that an analysis of justification accountable in a
non-naturalistic franework fails to be lawike. That is, any account
of the analysis of "justification' undertaken wth a presupposition
that it would function as an a priori epistemc guideline to every
exploration of just know edge is utterly disqualified due to the fact
that, whether or not the equival ence between the anal ysandum and the
analysans is analytically true, the analysis cannot be lawike. The
requi rement of the 'lawikeness' is the requirenent of the equival ence
as a support to counterfactuals and disjunctive conditionals such
that, even if the equivalence is analytically true, it 1is not
trivially true. S nce the concession of analytically true equivalent
rel ations between the anal ysandumand the analysans is distinict from
the construal of any equivalent relations of the analysis of
justification as an approximation of analytical truth, Ketchums

strategy is different fromthat of ours.

In his strategy, analyticity gets a concession of being a
candidate to be lawike. Snce no equivalence of the analysis of
justification is lawike, analyticity of that equival ence (if at all
there is any) cannot be |lawike too. Thus, the untenability of the ASD

bears no inportance in the refutation of the normativity of



"justification', rathr, the refutation of the normativity (supposed to
be associated wi th the conception of 'lawikeness' in relation to the
anal ysi s) extends support to the refutation of analyticity's becom ng
a fruirtful normative equipnent for the doctrinal aspect (or
justificatory aspect of epistenology). A strategy can be nade in the
reverse way: the untenability of the ASD leads to the refutation of an
apriori normativity alleged to be there with certain true sentences
of equival ence. S nce the equival ence supposed to be there in the
analysis of justification is a candidate true sentence of that Kkind,
t he equi val ence is untenable. Ketchum's strategy is disputable on
the ground that Quine's naturalismis supported by the untenability of
the ASD whereas Ketchum concedes analyticity as a candidate to
| awl i keness so that analyticity's refutation is supported by the
refutation of the analysis of justification (where 'analysis' IS
supposed to be providing a 'lawike statement). And the equival ence

derivable on a non-naturalistic ground out of the alleged analysis is

not "lawike'. Hence it nakes no difference whether the equival ence
Is an analytic statement or not. Thus, in Ketchums strategy,
analyticity has no explict inport on the doctrinal asset a

non-naturalist attenpts to preserve in terns of an analysis of

"“justification". He finds the ASD as a thesis of non-naturalism

displayed in GCarnap's programme where the  stance Is quite
foundationalistic. But 'a non-naturalist', Ketchum says, ‘nay not
even have a non-naturalistic stance to def end"%. However, the

di scussions we have undertaken is nainly concerned with non-naturalism
irrespective of its "stance of def ence' - natural i stic or

non-naturalistic. The vari ant "stance of defence' can be wel |

1 bid., p.45.



associated with the variations found in different versions of
cont enpor ary foundati onal i sm especi al | y, bet ween strong
foundati onal i smand nodest foundationalism and, nore inportantly,
between a reliabilistic nodest foundationalismand a non reliabilistic
nmodest foundationalism? Thus, the'stance of defence’ need not be
determning the strategy of offence. W can attenpt to get the result
Ketchum finds- the untenability of the normativity allegedly there
with the equi val ence between the anal ysandum and the anal ysans of the
analysis of 'justification' in support of Qine's naturalism on a

Qui nean anti-foundationalistic ground.

Qonsi der the difference"? between 'to seek the truth' and to

obtain the truth' parallel to a difference supposed to be there
between a truth-pretender and the (genuine) truth itself. Truth-
pretenders, if at all construed very liberally, can be said to be the
trials coomtted as the necessary sins for the sacred gane of w ning
the truth itself. The difference between 'seeking and 'obtaining  of
truth can be simlarly construed: 'seeking is the trial-process for
‘obtaining'. Thus 'to seek the truth® <can never be called as a

guarantee of wining the truth, one wns only when one obtains that.?

2Ip version of nodest foundationlism "consistent with
relitabilism is extesnively argued by Robert Audi (1383) in
response to Kornblith's (1980) argunent that reliabilism goes
agai nst the Argunents-on-Paper Thesis whi ch represents
non-naturalism of any kind-foundationalistic as well as
coherentistic. W have alread responded, in Chapter-l1, to
Audi's criticismover Kornblith.

2Cf. Lehrer, K . Ct, p.213.

23Cf. Hntikka's (1968, 1969) proposal of a |anguage gane
whi ch approxinates a gane of ‘'searching and finding .
Quine's (1969 respone to Hntikka's proposal (that is, a
language gane can be 'a behavioural criterion for the
translation of quantification) is manly nade in terns of
Quine's reenphasis on "objectual quantification' which is



If ajustified true belief is sinply an outcone, at a particul ar
phase of 'seeking the truth, that never anounts to know edge, then
the epistemc nornativity alleged to be there wth 'justification
becones futile. BHoucistennc nornativity nmakes no sense unless a set of
norns can be suggested for the evaluation of know edge—<lains. If the
epistemc certainty or reliability of a know edge—elai m cannot be
evaluated in terns of justification, justification being supposed to
be constituting the set of norns itself, the certainty or reliability
on what epistemc nornativity can be exerci sed becones neani ngl ess. An
account of justification constitutes an alleged set of norns because,
if ajustified true belief is identified wth know edge, the epi stemc
evaluation of a true (ex hypothesi a truth-pretender) belief 1s nade
interns of the degrees (or an absolute point, if at all, achievable)

that it satisfies the necessary conditions extendable in an analysis

of justification.

Gonsequently, considering the above said difference between
"seeking' and 'obtaining of truth as well as the futility of a kind
of association possible between ‘'justification and 'seeking — of
truth, two escape routes can be formul ated. he i s the abandonnent of
justification as an epi stemc asset of nornmativi zi ng know edge—el ai ns.
The other is to put certain further conditions to enable
"justification' to be freight wth that asset. The forner way out is
obviously eschewed by the foundataionalists us well as by the
coherentists because it is fundanentally for that asset they fight

against the naturalists. Thus the second way out is left for them

The condition they require would be the fourth condition for

di sti ngui shed from "substi tuti onal quantification'.
Hntikka's attenpt is based on a presupposed viability of
"substitutional quantification' which is argued by Quine
(1969, 197/6) as having 'no bearing on ontol ogy' . us an
attenpt of 'obtaining the ideal truth, if expectable on the
basi s of an objectivity sought through Hntikka s

proposal, can be avoi ded. 266



know edge, the other three being truth, belief and justification. It
is required due to the fact that justification is not a sinple
procedur e whi ch can be based on true or false premse and, at the sane

tine, turned into a termof epi stem c-appraisal.

Nornmativity of epistenology requires 'justification' to function
as an ‘'appraisal-term whereas the analysis of know edge Kkeeps
justification along wth truth and belief as a necessary condition to
prevent erroneous know edge. Assimlation of the two aspects — the
nornative and the conditional - of justification into a unified one
creates the invincible problemfor the foundationalists. Qherwse, if
it isonly the nonati ve aspect that is counted for justification, then
there could be justified true beliefs based on false premses (i.e.,
there can be erroneous 'justified true beliefs'). And, if it is only
the conditional aspect counted for justification, then the justified
true beliefs being wthout any epistemc nornativity extend no beari ng
on 'justology'. For, a justogist, unlike a hydrologist, is supposed to

be 'uniquely qualified to evaluate his own clains to be justified. w24

If it is only the normativity that counts for justification then
It can be based on false premses wthout incurring any harm to the
evaluation itself. For a procedure is permtted of bei hg based on true
or false premses if the concern is confined to the process itself,
with no concern for the ends of the process. Thus, if justification is

nerely a procedure to evaluate the truth of a know edge-claim then,

The conpari son between a justologist and a hydrol ogi st,
between the two scientists supposed to be studying 'the
nature and extent' of justification and water respectively
can be found in Ketehum (1991, . Gt., pp51-53.
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as a claamitself can be evaluated as being true wthout the
consideration of the basis on what the claimis nmade, justified true
bel i ef s can be based on false premnses. This possibility of justified
true beliefs, justified and true but wthout becommng identified wth
know edge, is well known as the Gettier's problem The solution to

this problemcan be called as the fourth condition of knowedge if we

consi der the above di scussions.

Gettier's problem displays the theoretical inpossibility of
identifying know edge wth 'justified true belief' on the ground that
there is every possibility of an erroneous know edge -that is, of a
true claimbeing based on sone false premse(s)- if knowedge is

identifiedwi thjustifiedtruebeli ef.

It is easy to inagine that the know edge of p is erroneous, even
iIf it istrue that p, if it is false that g and one's knowng of pis
dependent on his/her know ng of q. For exanple®, it is ny erroneous
know edge of "someone of ny class-nates ows a car", even if it |Is
true that soneone of ny class-mates ows a car, if I know that Ravi
owis a car whereas it is not Ravi but Kavi who really ows the car
that Ravi is used to drive regularly. The notable primfacie
superficiality of this imagined situation is the clever use of
"soneone" to conpensate the lack of the enough conviction required to
clam"Ravi ows a car” and the notorious anbiguity in the use of

"know' facilitates the seeming contradiction between | know that Ravi

owns a car" and "I don't know that Ravi own a car".

. Gettier, E (1963 "Is Justified True Belief
Know edge?-, Anal ysi s, 23, pp. 121-123.
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The epistemc nettle of this problem becones explicit once we
renove the prima facie superficiality., FHrst of adl. it has already
been argued that the required sense of ‘'conviction as well as of
‘the readiness to report' in relation to a gualified sense of the
"belief-condition' of knowedge are untenable. The fact that a belief
itself, no natter to whatever highest possible extent it convinces Be
to accept, can not entitle ne to claamthat | know that soneone of ny
class-nates owns a car; it is neither ny (supposed to be) unconvi ncing
belief that Ravi owns a car nor ny (supposed to be) convincing belief
that Ravi owns a car that can enable ne toclaim that | know that
soneone of ny class-nates owns a car. The apprehension that cleverly
| have used an expression |ike "soneone", instead of a nane, turns to
be a m sapprehensi on once you suppose that | amno less convinced of
Ravi's owning the car than that you can be so of Ravi's owing the
car. The fact that no anount of conviction itself can exactly
determne the genuine truth, it can well permt one to suppose SO
Secondly, wth the supposition that | have not cleverly used
"soneone", the charge that | appeal to an anbi guous use of "know is
renoved on the ground that | can know of Ravi's owning the car on sone
i ndependent grounds®. 1f the set of reasons {ry, fr,...r, } behind ny
knowng of Ravi's owning the car anounts to clamthat soneone of ny
class-nates owns a car, if the set of reasons {Si, Sa. .. Sy} behind ny
knowng of Kavi's owiing the car amounts to the sane clai mthat one of
ny class-nates owns a car; then, ny use of "knowng" is not at all
anbiguous if it is afact that {ryro...rg and {s;, S....Sp} are

I ndependent of each other. Thus the use of ny "knowng' does not

26
Cf, Lehrer, K. Op. Cit. p. 220.
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permt a seemng contradiction that Ravi owns the car and Ravi does
not own the car. It sinply allows ne to assert that Ravi cns the car
as well as Kavi ows the car but allowns me to assert so, such two
different assertions, on two independent grounds. Thirdly, the
insufficiency of the explanation of the 'truth-eondition' and the
"belief condition' prevents one to appeal those conditions to cone to
the rescue. Watever qualifications or conditions to be added to
"truebelief would be absorbed into the ‘'justification condition'.
Thus, if i1ndependent reasons can be provided to justify ny know ng of
Ravi's owiing the car and ny knowng of Kavi's owing the car, the
sane claim (that | know that) 'someone of ny class-nates owns a car'
Is justified in relation to each of ny knowng cases though on
different grounds. Finally, one cannot argue that unless until | am
justified in believing of Ravi's owning the car | cannot be justified
I n deduci ng the concl usion "someone of ny class-nates owis a car" and.
hence, ny conclusion is not a justified true belief?. For the
conclusion "someone of ny class-nates ows a car” can be
non-deductively inferred from {rq, ro,....rp  which conpl etely

justifies ne in believing of Ravi's owiing the car.

Renoval of the charge that Gettier's problem is superficial,
displays its real foundationalistic nettle. The charge is largely
due to the msapprehension that the problemis a problem of senantic
confusions. The epistenic nettle is, precisely, the inpossibility of
an account of conplete justification that a non-naturalist could

hopefully try to avail in order to gan the genuine epistemc

27Thal berg, 1. (1989 argues on this line. Thal berg, l.
(1989 "In Defense of Justified True Belief", Journal of
Phi | osophy, 66, pp. 794-8038.
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aut hority over each and every know edge-cl aim Now, before show ng
this problems relation with Quine's naturalistic position, let us

exam ne Lehrer's response to this probl em

Lehrer's response is examned on the ground that he concentrates
on this problem with the belief that the problem is neither a

superficial one, being grounded on senantical confusions, nor an

attenpt conjured w th unacceptable noves; unlike nany  other
phi | osophers, he tries to tackle the eipistemc point. Hs response
is, as he calls, 'the fourth condition of know edge'. It is

formul ated as it foll ows:

"If S knows that p, then S is conpletely justified in
believing that p in sone way that does not depend on

any fal se statenent” 28

Believing that p in some way that does not depend on any false
statenment is thought to be possible and, accordingly, analysed in
terns of 'verific alternative to corrected doxastic system of S.

That is,

"Sis conpletely justified in believing that p in a way that does
not depend on any false statement if and only if S is conpletely

justified in believing that p in the verific alternative to the

®The sanme can be formulated in terns of defeasibility:

"If S knows that p, then Sis conpletely justified in
believing that p in sone way that is not defeated by any
false statenent”. Lehrer, . dt., p. 215
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corr ect eddoxast i ¢ syst emof S 2°

The verific alternative, V, to a corrected doxastic system D is
such that Vretains all true statenents belonging to D and, also,
retains the denial of all false statements belonging to D®. And a
corrected doxastic systemof S is the systemof statenments describing
the beliefs of Swith the exception of those statenents S would not

retain as an inpartial and disinterested truth-seeker- as a 'veracious

minsl

If | ama veracious nman, | cannot be conpletely justified in
believing 'either Ravi owns the car or Kavi owns the car' if | know
it to be false that Ravi owns the car. However, it does not prevent
me (as a veracious man) to be conpletely justified in believing
* someone of ny class-nmates owns the car' even if | knowthat Ravi is
not the owner but Kavi is. And, of course, ny believing in "soneone

of ny class-nates owns the car" is partially based on ny false belief

that Ravi i s the owner.

Note that if | amnot a veracious nan then the doxastic system
representing all that | believe (true of false), retains nany
irrelevant beliefs like 'our class starts at 10 A. M ; "Prof. Rarmmurthy
t eaches Indian philosophy', 'the car has four wheels', and soon . No
justification of ny belief of Ravi's owiing the car is possible (so

also, of Ravi's not owning the car) if it is necessary that the belief

2°Lehrer, K. Op.Cit., p. 224.
%Ol bid.
S bid, p. 214.



to be justified nust cohere with every statement of the doxastic
system The coherence test won't find an end point here. But, as a
veraci ous man, | have a corrected doxastic systemin the sense that |
woul d be considering the relevant beliefs. And, as the story goes,
since | amalready having a true belief that soneone of ny class-nates
ows the car | amsupposed to consider the conpetitors to this true

belief. Now even if the belief that Kavi owns the car becones true,

yet it is not a conpetitor. Infact, | have a true belief which is not
defeated by any of its conpetitors and, thereby, | am justified in
bel i eving that soneone of ny class-nates nust own the car. The

problemis whether | can be so justified even if | know that Ravi does
not own the car when ny justified true belief is partially dependent

on a false knowng that Ravi owns the car.

Lehrer's response shows that | cannot be so justified unless |
bel i eve that Ravi does not own the car. And, in order to neutralize
the unhappy situation of knowng a logical contradiction "Ravi ownis
the car and Ravi does not own the car® to be true, he enploys a
subjunctive reasoning like "If it were false that Ravi owns the car
then | would have changed the belief that Ravi ows the car is true".
The possibility of this change allows ne to be justified in believing
that soneone of ny class-mates owns the car when | know that Kavi,
instead of Ravi, is the owner. But the truth of this change is
supposed to be neither logical nor factual but, on the other hand, a

| ogically contingent necessary truth. A logica necessity of "If Ravi

owns the car then it is false that Ravi does not ow the car" itself
contributes nothing to the possi bl e change of ny belief. For, above
all, a logical necessity itself 1is supposed to be unaffected and
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unaf fectingthe concreteworld and the possibility of ny changing the
belief is obviously a possible event of this world. |In other words,
speaking in relation to language, the neaning of two sentences do
affect each other but not to the state of affairs, though the possible
state of affairs to what those neanings correspond do affect each
other, and if the necessity is determined by the neanings then the
necessity does not affect the possible changes. However, the possible
changes in ny doxastic system cannot be purely factual as much as that
cannot be purely logical. For, granted that it 1is contingent, the
supposed epistemc certainty expected from a justification-condition
stands nowhere. S nce the contingency of ny belief or the change of

ny one belief to another would turn the epistemc principle, expressed

in terns of that change, into a contingent truth; the change of ny
belief fromone to the other nust represent a necessary relation,
though not logical. Perhapes, like a law, the change is inevitable
wi thout being nere logical. The relation is a relation of . necessity
but the necessity of two state of affairs and, of course, the two are
in the possible worlds. The possibility of ny knowng Ravi's owning
the car becones sufficient for the possibility of ny belief that it is
false that Ravi awn's the car. O, saying in terns of 'necessity',
"the possibility of ny belief that it is false that Ravi owns the car'
beconmes necessary for 'the possibility of ny knowng of Ravi's not
owing the car'. Thus we are back to the problem of
"belief-condition' except the fact that this condition is further
conplicated by the unclarified notion of ‘possibility'. But the
concept of possibility or 'possibly true' is epistemcally untenable
if it is nmeant to be equivalent with 'not necessarily false’ and, at

the sane tine, it is neant for any conceptual analysis  of
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epi stenol ogi cal problem of necessity, certainty, analyticity etc.
Thus t he conceptual perspective of the 'verificalternative to the
corrected doxastic system of S has to be subsuned under the
concept ual perspective of a necessity associated with natural |[aws.
But, as we have already observed it, no statenent of equival ence
representing the analysis of justification is lawike. Thus to stick
to the lawikeness of the change expected of ny believing p, instead

of g, when it is false that gq; it is not a proper answer to Cettier's

guesti on.

Gettier's counter-exanple is neant for the insufficiency of a
justification condition along with the belief condition and the truth
condition, against the identification that knowedge is a justified
true belief, when know edge is construed to be certain, at least, of
t he ki nd that becones significantly distinguished fromits pretenders.
And, hence, justification is construed to be determning that
distinctiveness to naintain itself as the termof epistemc appraisal

recruitable for the test of normativity, if not absolute certainty, of

every know edge-cl ai m

Thus the doxastic justification preferred by Lehrer is trapped
into the Gettier's problem Justification in terns of any condition,
including the fourth condition of Lehrer, falls short of |awikeness
and Gettier's problemcan be solved only when the necessary sufficient
conditions of justification are not |awike. But a condition's
necessity cannot be both contingent and analytic. The epistemc

necessity, what is infused in an alleged a priori epistemc norm is

not scientific.
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ldentifying justified true belief with know edge, if one attenpts
to provide any condition for justification it can be criticized on the
ground that the very identification presupposed of know edge and
justification is either trivial or, if purported to be scientific, it
Is untenable. This is quite analogous to the triviality of A=A to
the untenability of the ASD. An attenpt to explain the conditions is
roughly a futile attenpt to explain how that identification, analogous
to that of the analytic truth, is not trivial but epistenologically
viabl e. Those conditions accounted for justification are no better on
a status than the status of synonyny and senmantic rules accounted for

t he ASD.

Al though I have not argued sufficiently, it can be clainmed that
the doxastic, prepositional and subjective justification ultinately
rests on absolutism the neaning and transcendentalism respectively.
G course, in this regard, two points are to be establi shed. he is
about the identification of justified true belief w th know edge that
justologists invariably appeal to in order to get hold of their
al l eged epistemc nornmativity. The other point is about the nature of
the conditions of justification that those ultinmately rest on the
traditional |y upheld conditions |ike belief, truth or experience such
that those conditions presuppose the untenable notion of 'intension',
‘the neaning" or sonething transcendental in order to identify
know edge with justification. The root of these presuppositions is
that foundationalists separate neaning from experience, intension from
extension, analytic from synthetic and , nore inportantly, these
separations are done so as to denarcate levels of investigation:

phi | osophi cal and that of natural sciences.
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AGAINST FOUNDATIONALISM: TOWARDS QUINE'S NATURALIZED EPISTEMOLOGY

There is no sense of a doctrinal (justificatory) thene
I ndependent of a conceptual (explanatory) thene. There s no
sacrosanct conceptual theme so as to enable us to obtain an absol ute
verdict of justification froma conceptual analysis itself. Hence, in
principle, no doctrinal 'conpleteness' is possible. The Hunan

predi canent is the human predi canment'*.

A doctrinal conpleteness can be distinguished from an absol ute
certainty. The forner can be said to be framework dependent whereas
the latter is franework independent. |In other words, an absolute
certainty has no bearing of a conceptual theme, it is sonething |ike
“intuitively distinct and clear'. A doctrinal conpleteness can be said
to be conplete only inrelation to a conceptual franework. It is

sonething |ike conceptual |y, senmantically or conditionally conplete.

But this distinction is fruitlessly enployed if one attenpts to
defend centenporary fundationalismin terns of this distinction. For
doctrinal conpleteness is just a variation of absolute certainty and
the latter is no less untenable than the forner. A set of
‘transcendental categories',a set of 'intensional semantic rules' or a
set of "necessary and sufficient conditions of justification' is a set
of epistemc norns. These epistemc norns are supposed to be limting,
bui Iding or conditioning the whole framework of knowedge so as to

enable an epistenologist (Kantian, Camapian or a  contenporary

POR p.72
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foundationalistic one) to give the verdict of justification on any
cl aimof know edge by holding those epistemc norns. Thus the
‘intuitively distinct and clear' has been replaced by 'conceptually',
‘intensional |y’ or ‘'justfiedly' distinct and clear. For this
"distinctness and clearness' is a pseudo response or an unscientific
response to a pseudo or wunscientific doubt, nanely,the GCartesian
doubt. In response of that doubt, the variation runs from an appeal

to 'intuition' to the appeals to 'concept' "intension and

‘justification'.

The postive point s, of course, the recognition of a
conceptual theme. It is the epistemc bearing of the categories,
senantical rules or the justificatory conditions that really is the
positive point of a doctrinal dinension of our epistenological inquiry
as far as doctrinal dinension is dependent on the conceptual dinension
envisaged in terns of categories, language or epistemc conditions.
But this recognition of the conceptual dinension of our inquiry
becones fruitless if we go back enquiring the doctrinal dinension.
That is, if we look into the categories, language or epistemc
conditions in order to go back to some wunexplained and unclear
“intuitively distinct and clear'. This going back to the doctrinal
side is done, precisely, by upholding the unexplained and untenable
notions |like "transcendental ', “intensional' and epi stemc
normativity', A'transendental apriori', a'lingustic a priori' and
an 'apriori epistemc nornativity' are all in the sane boat, in a
foundational ist's boat, opposed to that of Neurath. They are all
after absolute certanity but, interestingly enough, they run

surreptitiously because they are running back to the darkness they



have |eft behind.

The variations made out of the foundationalistic approaches,
construed as three stages of devel opnent of foundationalism can be
roughly summarized as foundationalismvarying froma nonsensical one
to a conditional neaningful one through a 'neaning nmade out of the
nonsensi cal one. A Carnapian nove is a neaningful Kantian nove and,
stretching it further, a justological nove is a conditional neaningful
Kantian nove. A Carnapian inquiry of the nornative senantic rules is
repl aced by a justologist's inquiry of the justificatory (nornative)
conditions of know edge. This normativity of conditions is professed
by both the foundationalists and the coherentists of these days and
thus bound to suffer from the msgivings of a justol ogical nove. The
underlying net hodol ogi cal outfit of both the cont enpor ary
fundationalists and coherentists, though their outflows display an

explicit rivalry, presupposes the 'doctrinal' conpl eteness.

Transcendental foundationalism-epistemc nornativity in terns of
an a priority characterised as 'absolutely independent of all
experience' -%s after an absolute certainty to defend epistenol ogy
against Cartesian skepticism It is untenable due to the
nmeani ngl essness of a framework independent doctrinal thene it uphol ds.
If every experience we inclucate IS dependent on a
' conceptual ' ® framework we have adopted beforehand, an a priori

I ndependent of all experience amounts to an a priori independent of

al | conceptual frameworks.

Critique, b-3.
Contra transcendental.



The Carnapi an nove of a |anguage relative conpleteness of the
semanti ¢ and syntactic rules, a nove that professes a theory-relative
conpl eteness of epistenol ogical nornativity to subdue the talk of
ontol ogi cal sovereignty, is good but not good enough. It overl ooks
reality; the world is mssed into the words. A Qinean enterprise

aspires to track the reality, to track the world out of the words.

The tracking is nade with an "enlightened enpirical spirit, the
spirit that a natural scientist uptakes to look into the reality or
the external world, even if, the world he looks into is the world
interpreted in terns of his theory. The interpreted world is not a
fiction. Interpretation is hinged on some background beliefs and what

generates those beliefs is the rudinentary links we have between our

five sense organs and the world outside.

An instance of doubt on the service of our five sense organs is
intelligible only when it presupposes a know edge which, in turn, is
not hi ng but anot her instance of a bridging between the 'neager input'
at our sensory surfaces and the 'torrential output' in the form of
acceptabl e true sentences about the external world. Adoubt is not a
doubt on the eyes, for exanple, but on the illusive knowedge of a
bent stick with the presupposition of the reality of straight stick
which, in turn, can inply no doubt on the eyes but very much on the
know edge of the straight stick due to sone different background
beliefs (Suppose, for exanple, the density of the liquid in which the
stick is partially immersed is, sonmehow exactly the sane as that of

the air in the surrounding environnent and the stick happens to be a
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bent one Thus the know edge of the straight stick is dependent on
the back ground belief that the density of that liquid is not sanme
W th the density of the air). Thus the starting point of our know edge
Is not to be a Cartesian doubt and, hence, the epistenol ogical search
is not to be indentified with a response to philosphical skepticism
‘Doubt pronpts the theory of know edge, yes, but know edge, also, was

what pronpted the doubt. Skepticismis an offshoot of science' .*

The probl embefore Cartesian skepticismis quite phil osophical®
-a two pronged general question about knowng reality, i.e., "what 1is
reality? and "what is real knwoledge?'- a netaphysical and an
epi stenol ogi cal one.® But the approach to that probl em the nethod of
a phil osophi cal doubt, is mstaken for the correct approach and

adopted, nore or less, inplicitly or explicitly, by nmany since those

days to till today. Wth no reality for itself to stand on, it dreans
of diving into the reality of every sort. The requirenent of an
ontol ogi cal base for an epistenological investigation is overlooked

because, though epistenology is rightly kept as a base for ontol ogi cal
investigations, it is dogmatically kept as a foundational base by
over| ooki ng the 'reciprocal containnent' that holds good between

epi st enol ogy and onotol ogy. And, precisely, this overlooking concedes

4 "N\K', p.67.

Snits nuetral sense it IS neither foundationalistic nor
naturalistic.

6 . Mgee. B and Qine WV.QO (1978) "The ideas of Qi ne,
D alogue with WV. Qine" Mn of Ideas sone Creators of
Cont enpor ary Phi | osophy, British Broadcasting GCorporation,
London, pp. 168-179. See, p.171.
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a phi | osophi cal doubt. ”

A mstaken conception of the nature of a philosophical -
nmet aphysi cal or epi stenol ogi cal - question enforces into the dream of
an answer which is exclusively under the purview of a phil osopher. A
genui ne net aphysi cal question,"what is reality?', demands an answer

t hat can account "what sorts of things there are" and, since no sort

of thing can be neani ngful |y accounted w thout a conceptual framework
which, in turn, is dependent on sone background knwol edge, " what is
reality?" presupposes "know edge" of sonething. Thus a doubt that
presupposes no knwol edge of anything cannot be indentified with a
nmeani ngf ul ontol ogi cal question, "what is reality? (i.e. wth a
question about "what sorts of things there are'). "Wat is reality?"
nmakes no sense if it anounts to a Cartesian doubt; if it is identified

as a doubt against everything that is said to be there.

The enpty dreamrecurs in Carnap's conventionalistic relaxation.
The best achieved through relaxing on a conceptual f ranewor k,
conventional |y adopted and choiced with sone practical considerations,
Is the giving up the idea of an absolute reality independent of a
theory or a conceptual franework of language. In other words, a
nmeani ngf ul  net aphysi cs or " ont ol ogy"' repl aces a nmeani ngl ess
nmet aphysi cs; the probl embei ng unchanged remains "what is reality?".

But, on the other hand, 1inguisticabsol utism replaces Absolutism and

the forner incurs no less msgivings than that of the latter though

The overlooking of this reciprocal containnent is shown,
t hroughout our discussion against foundationalism as the
fundanental mstake in foundationalistic theses.
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they vary in the degree of their sophistication like transcendental a

priori and linguistica priori do.®

The good of a Carnapian nove into "Wiat is reality?" consists in
its nmaki ng sense of "Wat is reality?". "Wat is reality?" or "what
there is" isclarified to mean "Wat is said to be real? or "Wat is
said to be there?" and this nove suggests to explore on 'existence
qua reality of anything (concrete or abstract) through a conceptual
framework and, hence, through the fundanental rules governing the
conceptual framework. Lacking of the said sense permts one to say of
anything on reality, to say of anything to be real, due to the |ack of
the ontol ogi cal coomtnent one is supposed to have on a theoretical
basis. An inplicit assunption of 'no ontological coomtnent' inplies
an assertion of anything to be real as nuch as an assertion of

contradictory premse validly inplies an assertion of any conclusion

to be true.

The worse about the nove is, though it paves the way to nake
sense of reality, it msses reality in the way itself. The irony of
its senantical determnation of ontology is that it puts semantics as
naki ng sense of reality and, at the sane tine, leaves no reality to be
made any sense of. Senantics is mstaken for an ideal instrunent to
t he phil osophical problens on reality. It is good of a senantical
met hod that we can nake sense of reality only when reality is not

I ndependent of |anguage because the sense of reality is nothing but

Note that the transformation to "What we say to be there"
from"Wat there is" is nainly due to the sane kind of
urgency, the theoretical urgency, of explaining reality.
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the reality said to be there and; noreover, a saying pertains to

semantical rules. But |language is no | ess dependent on ontol ogy than

ontology is dependent on I|anguage. No conceptual franework, no

particul ar systemof beliefs, hails fromthe bl ue but depends on sone

background systemof beliefs which, in turn, represents an ontol ogy,

I .e., sayingof certain things to be there.

The inbuilt scientific bearing of the existence of a framework or

t heory dependent object is the conceptual or theoretical explanation

it does have. This scientific bearing is abandoned once we abandon the

search of the background beliefs of the conceptual franework or

theory. This search is abandoned, not only if we are conplacent

enough to our currently achieved fallible conceptual franeworks and

mstake it as being infallible but, also if we are dognati c enough to

believe an absolute determnation of any ontol ogy. Li ngui stic

absolutismis no better than netaphysical absolutismexcept that the

| atter nakes no sense of reality whereas the forner nakes no sense of

the senseful reality (i.e., no sense in its very way of naking sense

of reality). |If the netaphysical absolutismis an utter unscientific

approach to reality due to the conceptual or theoretical explanation

it lacks in overlooking the conceptual or theoretical bearing a thing

has; then even if linguistic absolutismunravells that pitfall, it 1is

no less unscientific in overlooking the background systens on what the

systens representing the ontol ogy do depend.

Representation mnmakes nothing wunscientific, it 1is absolustic

representation that does. Absolustic representation is conspicuously

held by an adherent of Kantian transcendental a priori. Such a
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conspicous holding is shadowed by the ASD. The absolustic
representation becones nore sophisticated when it is made in terns of
t he conpl eteness of the semantical rules that govern the representing

framewor k. This conpl eteness i s shadowed by det ermnacy of neani ng.

Transl ation being indetermnate, the inbuilt requirenent (of a
choice) of translation retains the indetermnacy of an ontology,
represented by a conceptual franework, |anguage or theory. O course
both the indetermnacies, of a translation and of a conceptual
franmework qua an ontology contra, netaphysics, resulted from an
approach quite behaviouristic; in particular, or naturalistic, in
general . The demand of behaviourism or naturalism is not at all
arbitrary. It is due to the very urgency of the scientific search over

t he background beliefs as well as over the beliefs thensel ves.

The theoretical drawback of linguistic absolutismis revealed in
its blocking of the scientific pursuit of truth, 1in its conplacent
move of uphol di ng independent conceptual franmeworks which are alleged
to be perfectly determning the reality they account. The
behavi ouristic explanation is a theoretical explanation to start wth
fromwhere the scientific pursuit of truth is blocked due to a
Cartesian threat of gaining nothing philosophical unless you gain
sonet hi ng beyond the conceptual franeworks. The pursuit is based on
the finding of a partnership between language and ontology, between

beliefs saying an'ontology and ontology saying the (back ground)
bel i ef s.

Snce it is their partnership, not the foundationalistic



uphol di ng of semantics' upper hand over ontology that theoretically
hol ds good - hol ds good for the conceptual or explanatory consistency
urged in answering "What is said to be there?'®a study of the
framework explaining their partnership is urged. This partnership is
traced back fromtheir respective rudinentary stages- the learning of
our |anguage and individuating the objects of our external world- such
that it nmay explain further, in future, through a physicalistic
framework, "What is saidto be there?'. The partnership found through

a behaviouristic franework is expected to be explained in
physi cal i stic terns.

Note that the question "What is said to be there?" is trasforned
into "What is objectuallysaidto be there? which is distinguished
from"Wiat is substitutionallysaidtobe there?” Wth the conceptual
clarification of the msleadings of pseudo nanes due to a mstaken
presupposition of direct one-to-one relation between names and
objects, quantifiers are placed to function parallel to the pronouns
such that only the values of variables bound by a quantifier
neani ngful |y amounts to be the objects parallel to the subjects or
obj ects repl aceable for the corresponding pronouns. So also runs the
devel opnent fromvariables in general to the objectual interpretation
of variables inparticular, parallel to the distingushed function of

an identifiable pronoun (contra an unidentifiable pronoun that

becones true of any substitutional value).

° In this work, both conceptions of the a priori, are shown to

be the foundationalistic responses to the Gartesian doubt in
epi stenol ogy and both overl ook the "reci procal contai neanent'
bet ween epi st enol ogy and ont ol ogy.
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The partnershi p between | anguage and reality,in a behaviouristic

framewor k, observing the untenability of |inguistic absolutism |eads

to naturalized epistenology: the thematic current of what upholds the

"reci procal containnent' @ of epi stenol ogy and nat ur al sci ence

(ont ol ogy) 10 Natural Science qua fallible theories or franmeworks on

nat ural phenonena qua the relativistic ontology of the concrete and

abstract objects posited to understand the natural phenonena contains

epi st enol ogy and epi stenol ogy contains natural science.

The subject predicate unit, the statenent instead of a term a

sentence instead of a word, is well adopted as the mninal unit of any

instance of a significant/neanigful use of [|anguage in hunan

comuni cation. The subject-part roughly stands for the ontology, the

predi cative one is for the epistenology and, hence, no significant

phi | osophy w thout the unity-in-difference of the two, wthout the

I ntercurrence conceptualized between the two.

Ontology is the study of what sorts of things are said to be

there and epistenology is the study of "Wat sorts of things can be

said about the sorts of things said to be there"'. The cleavage

between the two ‘'sayings',a detachnent between ontology and

epi stenol ogy, by a msconstrual of the latter (i.e. sayi ng associated

wi th epi stenol ogy) as superior to the forner (i.e., saying associated

%Becausethe true sense of ontology is nothing but the
scientific way of saying "what there 1is", the relation is

"syaing of what there is" in relation to a theory or
conceptual franeworKk.

11

Magee, B. and Quine. W V. Q (19789 , P. 171
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wth ontology) allures one for foundationalistic spading on

epi stenol ogy. A foundationalist's appeal to senantics is neant for

spading on the 'saying itself of the epistenol ogical kind which,

in

turn, is alleged to provide the foundation (linguistic one).
However , in both the investigations, ont ol ogi cal and
epi stenol ogi cal, ‘'saying of sone sorts of things is the main concern.

And, of course, it is not just a neaningful saying of our ordi nary

language.” It is a framework's accounting of certain things. But, nore

Inportantly, since no such account is absolute, it is futile to spade

on 'saying itself (i.e. on senantics itself) to gain a philosophical

uphold of an ideal (determ ned) ' sayi ng' for the doctrinal

conpl eteness. This conpleteness is available neither for senmantics to
make |inguistic absolutismtenable nor for any conceptnal

theory to nake

framewor k or
justology qua contenporary foundationalistic

coherentistic study of justification tenable.

and

Oh the other hand, since

there is an intercurrence between the ontological 'saying and the

epi stenol ogi cal 'saying', a systematic study of the intercurrence

IS
required with an ‘'enlightened” enpirical spirit. This spirit's
requirenent is due to the availability, the only availablility, of

sone enpirical ground on what the said intercurrence's rudinentary

stages can be studi ed.

12 Needl ess to say that philosophy is not ordinary |anguage,
nor it is about ordinary |anguage itself. And, no doubt,
ontology is phil osophical. Onhtol ogi cal discussions, for
Qui ne,

are not about the the rules or principles guiding the
ordinary language. MNor, they are just the ordinary way of
speaking that there are trees, tables, nen and aninals.
There are in fact the questions on how we say about those
objects but the answers are not based on any intensional
semantical rules.
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No conceptual clarityis avail abl e, neither on ontol ogi cal ground
nor on senanti cal ground, which could have satisfactorily explicated
the ASD such that the ASD woul d have foundationalistically denarcated
a clear-cut distinction between philosophical (contra naturalized)
epi stenology and the natural sciences. (Ont ol ogi cal realtivity
shatters any faint hope for an analyticity's privileged ontol ogical
status and the IT does the sane on senantical grounds. Thus no
privileged status can be, ontologically or semantically, conceded to
sone statenents (alleged to be analytically true) distinguished from
all other statenments (alleged to be non-analytically or synthetically
true). Oh the other hand, intercurrence anong all the statements (the

so called analytics as well as the synthetics) enables one to pursue

the matter naturalistically.

The matter at hand is epistenol ogical. To specify further, it is

the ' conceptual dinenision' of epistenology. It is to provi de an

adequate explanation for our knowng of anything (concrete or

abstract) inthisworld. It is the explanation and, renenber, not the

justification what we are to search for.

It is typically an illusion of the apriority (transcendental,
linguistic or conditional) of normativity alleged to be indispensably
associ ated with epistenology, as if eternally infused in epi stenol ogy,
accrues to the hope inbibed for justol ogy. The Hunean predi canent is

vainly attenpted for its renoval. But, to repeat, the 'Hunean

predi cament is the hunman predi canent' .

Justol ogy undertaken by the contenporary foundationalists and
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coherenti sts presupposes an epistemc normativity parallel to that of
the Carnapi an enterprise. The versions promnent in these days do
I mmuni ze thensel ves against the charge, by which the traditional
foundationalists were victimsed,that if certainty qua incorrigibility
can be entrusted on any knowedge claim then their certainty or
incorrigibility nust be extended either in an arbitrary manner or in
an obscured manner of what there is no sense. For the independence
that such certainty qua incorrigibility requires on behalf of the
conceptual franmeworks is shown to be untenabl e. Thus the stronger
versions of contenporary foundationalismare criticised on the ground
that they uphol d franmework independent truth, belief or prepositional

nmeaning in their analysis of know edge.

The nodest versions resist, against the above said usual
criticism mainly by distingui shing "indefeasibility' from
“incorrigibility'. However, apriori epistemc normativity is upheld
in both the cases (stronger and nodest) with the difference that the
truth, belief or prepositional neaning are franework independent in
case of the stronger versions whereas those are framework dependent in
case of the nodest versions. (Parallel to the difference between the
traditional foundational i sts' Absol utism and t he Car napi an

foundationalists' Ilinguistic absolutisn).

The Gettier's problem the problem of identifying 'know edge'
with "justified true Dbelief, replaces the GCartesian problem of
"indubi tabl e know edge. (onsequently, as a response to Gettier's
problem - parallel to any response to the Gartesian probl em |ustol ogy

IS no less vulnerable than the traditional foundationalism and the
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Car napi an foundationali smare shown to be vul nerable to the criticisns
provided against the ASD determnacy of neaning and absol ustic

determ nati on of ontol ogy.

Justology is untenable on the ground that its very objective of
providing necessary and sufficient conditions for “"justfied true
belief " is unviable. Know edge identified with ‘'justified true
belief in order to lay down the epistemc norns in terns of the
conditions necessary and sufficient for "justified true belief 1is
untenable. For, precisely, the reuquired epistemc nornativity is
unvi abl e. It natters the least whether a subjective or a
propositional or a doxastic account of justification is upheld. S0
also, if that epistemc normativity is upheld, it mnmatters the |east
whet her those accounts are relative to certain conditions or not. For
t he supposed rel ativeness is just a bit of sophistication added to the
ol d absol usti c conception of know edge and justification identified
with an absol utic conception of truth, belief or neaning that plays

the vital role in the analysis of know edge or justification.

Thus, as far as | succeed in showng the absolutic character of
truth, belief or neaning as to be the fundanental reaquirenent of a
justol ogical nove, | succeed in advancing Quine's anti-foundationalism
qua. naturalismas a critic of contenporary foundati onal i sm Qii ne's
anti-foundationalistic theses thensel ves do go against the absol usti c,
essentialistic or netaphysical account of truth, belief and neaning.
But neither the theses of contenporary foundationalism are explicit
enough to be cl ai ned as absol ustic nor t he Qui nean

anti-foundationalistic theses are explicit on that any fora of
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absol uti smcan be criticised.

The reciprocal containnent between epistenology and natural
science (ontology) and the scientific skepticismin place of Cartesian
skepticism both together, can explain the above said inplicit
bearings. Truth, belief and neani ng are not independent of experience
preci sely because epistenol ogy is not independent of natural science.
Cartesian doubt is the root cause of the requirenent of that

I ndependent st at us.

Thus finding two fundanental features of Qine's naturalized
epi steneol gy inside his anti-foundationalistic theses | would like to
claimthat an independent status conceded to any form of concepts,
beliefs, truths, nmeanings or conditions so as to be epistemcally

prior to experience can be criticized by Quine's anti-foundationalism

qua naturalism And, to speak against the other side, | would like to
claim t hat t he traditional foundational i sts, anal yti cal
f oundat i onal i sns and t he cont enpor ary foundational i sts do

illegitimately concede sone form of belief, truth, neaning or
conditions so as to nake themepistemcally prior to experience. For,
as | have tried to show foundationalists uphold the separation of
epistemlogy fromnatural science as well as the inconpatibility
bet ween know edge and doubt; and these two features play a n@jor role

for that illegitinmate concession.
Thus Quine's anti-foundationalismqqua. naturalism is a genuine

epi stenol ogi cal investigation which is worth pursuable in phil osophy,

not only for its prins facie argunents agai nst absol utismbut also for

292



iIts naturalistic ingredient antagonistic to any version of

foundationalism Both the noves -the anti-foundationalistic and the
naturalistic- plead for an indetermnacy which can be called as the
I ndetermnacy of nethod, the fourth indetermnacy. | ndet er mnacy of

translation, inscrutability of reference and underdetermnation of

scientific theory are the three Iindetermnacy theses conspicuously
figured in Qine's witings. The fourth indeterm nacy, t he
i ndetermnacy of nethod, works for and resulted from the three
Indetermnacies. For anti-foundationalismis nothing but naturalism
and the three conspicuously figured indetermnacy theses have been
shown to be against foundationalism And, it has al so been shown that

a genuine naturalism a Qiunean naturalized epistenology, advocates
for the indetermnacy of nethod. Thus it can be said that to go
against foundationalism is nothing but to go towards Qiine's

nat ural i zed epi st enol ogy.
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