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M.A. Thesis Abstract

Title: "Wittgenstein and Empiricism about Other Minds".

Description:

I compare two approaches to the refutation of skepti-
cism about other minds. One is due to Wittgenstein, the
other stems from the writings of such philosophers as
Rorty, Putnam and the identity-theorists; the latter view

I call empirical realism.

The Wittgensteinian approach has been takén by its
opponents to rest on the claim that psychological terms
are governed by criteria, largely because of the writings
of such as Malcolm and Strawson. I argue that the
Wittgensteinian refutation of skepticism is independentvof
this cleinm, and also works as a refutation of some of the
central tenets of empirical realism. This requires a
reinterovretation or at least a new version of the private
language argument, and one which makes no appeal to the
notion of "criterion". Here I draw on and attempt to de-
velop a version suggested by Lawrence Resnick. In passing
I assess the relevance of this argument to other forms of

skevticisn.
As preliminaries to this majior aim I consider in de-~
tail an argument in favour of skepticism about other minds

and chart the logic of the two approaches under consider-

(iii)



ation. I then consider a batch of arguments developed by
Putnam against the Wittgensteinian position and show that
they apply only to some misinterpretations of Wittgenstein
by Malcolm. Alongside the main conclusion of the essay I
try to develop a notion of "criterion" which will avoid
the objections of Putnam and Rorty and enable me to pre-
gerve the claim that psychological terms are for the most
part governed by criteria. A major element in this at-
tempt is the denial of what I take to be the Malcolmian
thesis that terms must be governed by criteria in order
for them to have meaning. .Instead, I suggest that it is
closer to both Wittgenstein and the truth to say that, as
a matter of fact, some expressions are governed by criteris
and that this is sufficient to guarantée them meaning. I
make some speculative remarks about how the distinction
between expressions governed by criteria and those not so-
governed might be made out.
//g ----- .
I conclude the essay with a brief adjudication of the

dispute between the two approaches, coming out in favour

(iv)
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A. Introduction

This essay is an investigation into Wittgenstein's
approach to the Other Minds problem. It is an attempt to
separate out and to indicate the connections between two
strands of thought which have been widely regardéd as
central to this apnroach, but which have been widely con-
fused one with the other in much contemporary literature.
The first is the refutation of skepticism about other minds
through the private langvage argument; the second is the
claim that mental terms are governed by criteria, The
currently most familiar picture of Wittgenstein's approach
to this problem is that the refutation of skepticism de-~
pends upon the claim about criteria in one of two ways.

Bither it takes form A

A: (i) It is essential to the meaning of mental
terms that they can safely be applied to
others on the basis of behavioural cri-
teria.

(ii) The skeptic denies (i). Therefore,

(iii) The skeptic denies a necessary condition
for the meaningfulness of mental language.

(iv) However, the use of an argument by the
skeptic presupposes that mental language
is meaninsgful, since it occurs in his
arzgument. Therefore,

(v) Skepticism is self-defeating, since the



skeptic denies a necessary condition of

the meaningfulness of his argument.

or it takes form 3B:

B

-
*

(i)

(ii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

The skeptic is committed to claiming to
have a logically private language.

For such a language there can be no
criteria of correct usage.

In order for there to be correct usage,
there must be criteria for correct usage.
Therefore,

There can be no such thing as correct usage

‘in a logically vrivate language. Therefore,

[

Such an alleged language cannot actually be
a lansuage at all, since it is essential to
the notion of a language that one can use
it correctly. Therefore,

The skeptic is committed to the possibility
of a2 language which is not a language, and

hence his position is incoherent.

I express the two forms here with extreme hrevity

because I only want to bring out their use of the notion

of "eriterion". Form A uses the claim thet all mental

terms are governed by criteria, while Form B uses the

restricted claim that expressions such as "uses... cor-

rectly", which make up one subset of mental predicates,



are governed by criteria. Both forms of argument are, how-
ever, question-hegging, since these claims about criteria

are exactly what are being disputed by the skeptic.

My central aim in this essav isg, then, to show that
Wittgenstein's refutation of skepticism about other minds
is what it has to be, namely independent of his claim that
mental exvressions are governed by criteria, although I
accept that this latter claim is true and plays an im-
portant role in Wittgenstein's general philosophy of mingd.

I shall svend some time trying to clarify what this role is.

Towards the end of this section I give an argument in
favour of skepnticism about other minds which I have drawvm
loosely from a similar argument in V.C. Chappell's intro-
duction to "The Philosophy of Mind"l., 1In Section B y I
lay out what has traditionally been taken as the Wittgen-
steinian approach to such arguments. I show thet the no-
tion of pretence is misplaced in the argument, amend it
accordingly, and then go on to give the private 1énguage
argument as originally conceived, in which form it re-
sembles the brief version of form B above. I note some

of its deficiencies.

In Section C , I introduce a different response to

skeptical arguments which I call empirical realism, after



Putnem 2, Dauer 3 and others. In current literature this
view is the main opponent to that of Wittgenstein, and in
Section D I consider a number of empirical realist ob-
jections to the Wittgensteinian apvroach. Most'of thecse
are aimed at either Form A or Form B 2and at some other
confused theses about criteria. I attempt to lay out =ome
of the real tenets of the Wittgensteinian position by con-
trasting them with the targets of Putnam's criticisms,
which are largely misinterpretations of Wittgenstein by
Malcolm. I try to show that Wittgenstein can avoid the
objections which have widely been taken as decisive re-—

futations of his views.,

In Section # I develon a new version of the vprivate
lensuage argument originally suggested by ILawrence Resnick.
I am not sure to what extent he agrees with my formulation,
but the central insight, that it is the skevtic's demand
for incorrigibility which renders his notion of a private
lansuage incoherent, is his. I shall not here expand on
the details of this complex argument. In the texf‘I at-

h}

temot to assess the relevance of the argument to other
forms of skepticism and try to focus clearly on the scope

of its applicability.

In the finsl substantive section, Sectiom ¥ , I

summarise most of the major features of the notion of



"criterion" which I had developed in response to Putnam's
objections in Section D . Section G , +the conclusion,
contains a summary and some sveculative adjudication of

the dispute between Wittgensteinians and empirical real-

ists.

Before the argument for skepticiem, I need to intro-
duce some terminology and indicate some assumptions upon
which what follows is based. PFirst of all, I refer to
skepticism ahout other minds as "solipsism", recerving

"skepticism” simpliciter for skepticism about the existence

of the externz2l world. Sometimes, for greater clarity, I
use the lonzer titles. Secondly, I regard it as a trivial
consequence of the truth of statements literally ascribing
psychological nroperties to some X that X has a mind.
Here T am simnly goiang to ignore the view that minds are
essentially lJartesian substances which can exist inde-
vendently of vpody. If this view is true, then I am a
skeptic about the existence of any minds, other or not. So,
when I say that X has a mind, or has mental states, I
rmean no more than that certain psychological predicates
are true of him in their literal sense. The reader should
be cautioned azainst being misled by, in particular, nmy

“broad use of Ymental state”.

Thirdly, I use the expressions "“having & meaning",



"having meaning”, "being meaningful", "having & use" and
their cognates (2s anplied to linguistic items) as syn-
onymous. Thus T do not supvose that 2 meaning is an ob-
ject or a set of necessary and sufficient conditions:
there are many types of meaning. I also speak of a
verson's "knowing the meaning of some exvression" and of
his "knowing the correct use of an expression"., In al-
most all of their occurrences these predicates indicate
only that their subject has the ability to use the rele-
vant expressions correctly, and not that he can give any

account of his use of them nor that he has any heliefs

about meanings, correct uses etc.. On the few occasions

in which the »redicates are used in the second sense, this

iz noted.

Here, then, is the initial arzument for solipsism,

which I shall call Argument 1:

1) Peovnle have vains; I have them and so, perhavs,
do others.

2) I moke julgments about the pains of others on
the basis of their behaviour.

3) Sometimes veople successfully pretend to have
naing.

4) In some such cases, the pretender's behaviour
may be indistinguishable from what it would be

if he did have a pain.



5) Any particular case in which I judge that an-
other person has a pain could be a case of
successful pretence.

6) Pain snd behaviour may be, for example, cau-

sally related, but a2t any rate their relation

*J.

s a2t most contingent - otherwise successful
rretence would be logically impossible.
7) Behaviour is insufficient to show with absolute

certainty that another verson is in »pain.

o0
N

I cannot directly apprehend another person's

pain, nor for this reason can I establish a

correlation between it and some other indiecator,

for example brain-states.

9) Hence in no case can I be absolutely certain,
cen I know, that another person is in pain.

10} The arsument so far can be repeated for 211

mental states.

[O]

11) So I can never know that another person has any
mental states.
12) Therefore, I cen never know that other peonle

have minds.

Implicit in Argument 1 1is a certain set of episte-
mological scruples which I shall take as characteristic
of the form of solipsism with which I am concerned. If

there are any other interesting forms, these are not the
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subject of this essay. The scruples consist in the re-
auirement that for someone to know that p , where p 1is
a statement ascribing a psychological property to a person,

p must be indubitable. And this has to mean more than

simply that it is psychologically impossible for the know-
ledge~claimant to bring himsélf to doubt that p , for
then the skentic would have no grounds for ruling out
knowledge~claims made with a great deal of conviction.

The usual interpretation of indubitability in these con-
texts is such that if p is indubitable for a person X ,
it makes no sense to talk of X's doubting whether p ¢ in
some informal sense of "logical”, it is logically im-
possible for X to doubt thet p . PFor some skeptics it
is a condition of ©p's indubitability for X that it be
logically impossible for X +to make a mistake about
whether v 1is ftrue. TFor my purvoses, it does not matter
much whether this condition is taken as essential to the
solipsist nosition or not: what does matter is the class
of psychological statements which the solipsist regards

as living up to his indubitability requirement. This in-
cludes only sincere, first-person present-tense as-
criptions of certain mental states, such as having thoughts
and sensations. Thus I can't doubt that I am in pain
(when I am) provided that T understand what pain is. Any
expression of doubt on my part would be taken as evidence

that I don't vet understand exactly what pain is, or what



the word "pain” means. §Jo provided that I am sincere and
understand the words I am using, it makes no sense to

suppose that at the time I make it I might doubt whether
some first-person vresent-tense ascription of a sensation

~

ig %true.

The inclusion of this form of the indubitability re-
auirenesnt in the analysis of knowledge is of course ex-—
tremely contentious and would be rejected by Wittgen-
steinians and enpirical realists alike. Simple rejection,

however, would be simple gquestion-begging. It is one of
the advantaces of the ittsgensteinian vosition, in my
opinion, that it vrovides 2 rationale for this rejection:
what follows is an account of that rationale. Accordingly,

I begin the next section with a criticism of Argument 1 .
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B. The Wittgensteinian Avpproach

The first objection I wish to make against Argument 1
for solipsism is concerned with the role played in it by
the concept of nretence. If this first line of attack is
successful, then the argument will have to be modified
accordingly, and, as it happens, in such a way as to bring
out, in the form of further objections, that which is dis-
tinctive about the Wittgensteinian apovroach to the solu-~

tion of the Other ¥Minds »problen.

It should be noted first that the solipsist cannot
claim %o EEQW that other peonle pretend to have pains or
not to have them, for this would entail knowing, on any
particular occasion, whether or not the pretender was in
pain. At most, he can suggest the hypothesis that other
veople sometimes pretend to have pains when they don't and
vice versa. TFurthermore, if his argument is to have any
bite, then this hyvothesis must at least make sense. It
is at this juncture that Wittgensteinians have typically
wielded arguments to do with the conditions for the apnli-
cation of polar concepts. The claim is that it would not
make sense even to sunpose that people can pretend to be
in pain unless we have a way of distinguishing between
cases of pretended pain and cases of real pain. This line
of argument has been attacked by empirical realists on the

grounds that it is unduly verificationist. In general, I
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shall be sympathetic to such objections, although I shall
try to show that within a certain concentual area the so-

called verificationist arsguments may be justifiead.

Bven without an apneal to such arguments, however,
it cen be shown that the notion of pretence is misplaced
in an argument for solipsism. In the first case, one who
pretends to be in pain must know, or have beliefs about,
what behaviour is normally associated with pain. He must
nimic p2in-behaviour in such a way that it is possible for
observers to be deceived by his act, and he must intend
that they arec so deceived, although they do not actuvally
have to notice hiz pretence in every particular case. The
outcome of this unpacking of the concept of oretence is
important, since in carrying it out I have had to ascribe
to the pretender such mental states as knowledge or be-
lief, an ability %o mimic and intentions. So if it is the
case that peonle pretend to have pains, then they must
heve mental states, and so the possibility of pretence can
be no ground for the general solipsist conclusion that, as

far as I can know, others do not have minds.

If this is correct, then the solipsist cannot make
use of even the nossibility of pretence in formuleting his
argument. What, then, is he left with? My arguments so

far allow him to express his position in the following
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way:

Argument 2:

1) In my own case I know when I have a pain inde-
vently of any knowledge of the kind of behaviour
which sometimes accompanies my vains (although if
I try hard I can observe my pain-behaviour as
well).

2) In the case of other human figures, all I can
observe is their behaviour, and since correlations
befween pain and behaviour don't always hold in my
own case, I have no right to assume that they hold
at all in the case of others.

3) In that case I can never know that another human
fipure has a pain, nor any other mental state,

nor, therefore, 2 ming.

This argument, like the first, has been extended to
cover 21l types of mental state, and so to cover the
question of whether other human figures have minds. I
have assumed that the solipsist can get an idea of the dis-~
narity between pain énd vain-behaviour, if at all, only
from his own case; otherwise, indeed, it is hard to see
what grounds he couvld have for disputing the crude be-
haviourist c¢laim that »ain is identical to pain—behaviour.A
! A result of this is that Argument 2 is sa2fe against any

crude versione of the argument from analogy, since the

correlations which would purvortedlv justifv an application
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of the latter argument are, ex hyvothesi, not held to hold.

5till, it is not safe from a2 more sophisticated attack
along these lines, as will be seen later. Be that as it
may, both this argument for solipsism and the first rely
on the supposition that one can know what pain is entirely
from one's own case. Further, their intelliecent use bv a
gerious solinsist relies on the supvositisn that he knows
what the word "pain" means without knowing under what cir-
cumstances he can ascribe nains to others. (I phrase it
this way to avoid, for the moment at least, identifying
"what pain is" with "what the word 'pain' means". My
grounds for insisting that he know the second are inde-
vendent of those I have given for insisting that he know
the first, since I am recommending that we pay attention

to his argument only if in stating it he uses all the words
("pain" included) to mean what they do mean.) The stage is
now set for the entry of the private language argument,
perhaovs one of the most controversial and certainly one of
the most misunderstood weapons of the Wittgensteinian

approach.

It is worthwhile first of all to get an idea of the
kind of private language which Wittgenstein is attacking,
and of exactly what he is denying when he claims to have
shown thet such a langvage is impossible. In "Philosophicél

Investi,gations"4 he makes it clear that we do use words to
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refer to and to describe sensations ((244)), rather than,
for instance, to describe behaviour, but such uses do not
exemplify private language if it is possible for others

to understand them, for which he regards it as sufficient
that reports and descriptions of sensations be associated
in some way with what he calls the natural expressions of
sensation ((256)). (This last claim raises questions
about criteria which I wish to disregard for the moment:
they are not important in clarifying what is here the
target of Wittgenstein's argument). The language that we
use now 1s in this sense not 2 private lansuage, even when
we uge it to talk about sensations. PFor a lansuage to be
private, it must be impossible for anyone else to under-
stand it, in the strong sense that it must be logically
impossible for someone else to identify the referents of
my sensation-words. Thiz is the force of the requirement
of the solinsist argument that I must learn the use of
sensation-words from my own case. And what this means is
not that I must go through certain learning-vrocesses in
order to find out how to use a word, but that what learning
the use of sensation-words is, on the solipsist account, is
learning to "associate names with sensations and use these
names in descriptions". ((256)). Since I am the only
person who can have my sensations, and since these are the
only sensations I can have (both grammatical remarks), |

nobody else can associate words with my sensations in the
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way in which the solipsist eclaims I do, and S0 no one can
learn the uze of my sensation-words in the way in which
the solipsist claims I do. This picture of sensation~
language is what makes it a private lancuage in the rele-

vant sense,

And so to the argument, or at least to the version of
it which has gained most currency. The solivnsist account
cannot be a correct account of what it is to learn sen-
sation-words, for in order to say that someone hzs learned
the use of a word, we must be able to say that he now uses
the word correctly. In the case of a private language,

there can be no criterion of correctness, for, ex hvpothesi,

the referents of a person's sensation-words are not
available to others. Nor is it any good saying that at
least I myself know when I am using sensation-words cor-
rectly, since I have no means of distinguishing this case

from that in which it merely seems to me that I am using

words correctly. By the theory of polar concepts, the
failure of the reality/avpearance distinction with respect
to the correctness of my uses of words is sufficient grounds
for denving that it makes sense to speak of "correct" in
this context ((258)). And so a private language ie not a

language at all.

Careful attention to the details of the above argument
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will show that it has nothing to do with the causal condi-
tions and processes which as a matter of fact underlie'the

learning of words. The discussion is about what counts as

the learning of words, the end-product of these processes.

Nor is the argument concerned with the justification of my

first-nerson sensation-statements, except in so far as it
attenpts to show that for a orivate language, questions of
justification do not arise. The conclusion, then, is that
the solipsist account of the use of sensation-words is in-‘
adequate, since on that account there could be no auestion
of using words correctly or incorrectly. Clearly we are
able to make this distinection in ordinary life, and, what
is more, it is a preéuppOﬁition of the intelligibility of
the solinsist's seneral arsument that he uses the words in
which it is exvressed correctly. It can be seen that the
private lansuage argument can be used against the argument
from analogy, since this also presuvpposes that I know what
"pain" means from my own case, Eut, more importantly, it
shows thaet the latter argument is unnecessary. In any case,
there must be some other account of what it is to he able

to use sensation-words.

I wish %o sbtress, however, that the Wittgensteinian
~reply to solinsism does not depend on a specification of

this alternstive account. The logic of the reply is as

follows: in formulating his argument, the solipsist uses




—

17.

words, some of which are sensation-words, which he assumes
have a use (if they are to express his beliefs). His ac-
count of how sensation-words come to have a use (or what

it is to use them) is such that the extension of the appli-
cation of sensation-words to the sensations of others ap-
pears unwarrented, or at least tenuous. However, if the
private langunce argument is correct, this account is mis~
taken, as nmust be any account which supvoses that sensation-
words et their use from one's own case. Therefore, the
solipsist is not entitled to the assumption (or rather the
presupposition of the intelligibility of his argument),
that sensation-words have a use, unless he can provide some
account which is not subjeet to the private language argu-
ment. But fvlfilling this reguirement will remove the air
of difficulty about avvlying sensation-words to others, and

once again his argument will fail to get off the ground.

This shows that this version of the Witteensteinian
answer to the oproblem of Other Minds is to some extent in-
dependent of the claim that bhehaviour is the criterion for
mental states. It is not, however, indevendent of the
general notion of "criterion", since in laying it out I

have spoken of "what counts &s the learning of words" and

"eriterion of eorrectness® (in the use of words), both of
which are to be explicated via the interrelated concepts

of "eriterion" and "rule of language". The notion of
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"eriterion”" has recently come under severe attack from
empirical realists, and so I must enquire into the sali-
ence of this attack before attempting an assessment of the
above version of the private language argument. First, how-

ever, I shall say what empirical realism is.
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C. Bmpirical Realism

The most sophisticated statement of the empirical
realist position on the problem of Other Minds is that of
Putnam?. Although his position differs markedly from
those of other relevant realists (e.g. Ziff?), it retains
an outlook which is distinctly at odds with the Wittgen-
steinian approach, and which is distinctively realist in
conception. I shall therefore rely heavily on Putnam's

account for the positive specification of the empirical

realist approach.

Empirical realism, then, is in this context the view
that statements about the existence of other minds are
supported by experience in much the same way as that in
which any scientific theory is supported by observational

data. Putnam says "in much the same way"™ because he does

not think that the two ways azre exactly the same. Instead,

there are analogies and disanalogies between them, and the
analogies are strong enough to be instructive. In isola-
ting the disenalogies, Putnam shows how his position is
more sophisticated than those of some other realists: in

the first place, he claims that the existence of other

minds is a conseguence of the "host of specific hypotheses,

theories, laws, and garden variety empirical statements

that we accept” 6, rather than a theory for which the

latter provide inductive support; The "host of specific

hypotheses™ etc. includes such statements as that "other
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people are on occasion egotistical, angry, suspicious,
lustful, tired, sad"” 7, and none of these is consistent
with any theory which claims that other people do not have
minds. Putnam wants to say that mind-theory has never
been tested against no-mind-theory, aﬁd g0 has never been
directly confirmed. What has happened is that some mind-
theories have been tested against alternative mind-theories,
and that the success of this procedure has provided in-
direct confirmation of the statement "Other people have
minds.". The éecond disanalogy is that the relevant obsger-
vation-language is not neutral with respect to the
theoretical duel between mind-theory and no-mind-theory;
rather it is built into the language used to report.obser—

vations of behaviour that other pébple have mental states.

This disanalogy is of course.closely related to the
first, and a single illustration should serve to show that
both are pertinent. While fiding in the cabin of a loco-
motive I ask of themdriver, "Why did he pull that lever?",
and receive from my friend the reply, "Because he wanted
to slow down the train"; Both my question and its answer
imply thaet the driver has a mind, since otherwise it would
have been more appropriate for me to ask, "Why did the arm
engage with the lever in such a Way as to change the
position of the lever from 'OFF' to 'ON'?, (and my friend's

reply would doubtless have included some remarks about
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physiology and probably nothing about the intended result

of the movement).

The disanalogies seem to me to be compelling, and
they are more or less in agreement with the spirit of
Wittgenstein's thought in this area, What, then, of the

analogies? I quote Putnam in full: 6

It ((our acceptance of the proposition
that others have mental states)) is analogous
((to the acceptance of ordinary empirical
theories on the basis of explanatory induc-
tion)), however, in that part of the justi-

- fication for the assertion that other people
have mental states is that to give up that
proposition would require giving up 211 of
the theories, statements etc., that we ac~
cevt imnlying that provosition; and those
statements do have, many of them, the kind
of explanatory role that the inductivist
stresses. It is also analogous in that
many emvnirical theories are accepted today
vrecisely for the two reasons that (a) they,
or theories that presuppose them, provide
plausible exvlanations of many phenomena, and
(b) no alternative is today in the field.
((Bracketed phrases added. )

The heart of the empirical realist answer to skepti-
cism about other minds is contained in the final sentence
of this auotation. Mind-theory seems (at least) to ex-
plain the behaviour of the human figures which I see
around me, and it is the best theory I have so far. What
is wrong with skepticism, on this view, is that qobody |
has elahorated in sufficient detail a no-mind-theory

which would exnlain the same data. We are justified in




sticking to our mind-theory until such an alternative is
presented, and this methodology is not suspect, since it
seems to be the most we can do in many quite legitimate
areas of science. According to Putnam, those of us who
hold the mind-theory are not comvnelled to invent no-mind-
theories to test our theory against, any more than any
scientist is compelled to do this, but it is of course
allowed thet anyone may try to earry out such a crucial
experiment. He thinks it unlikely that this will havpen,
because the no-mind-theory is a "silly" theory, and if it
constructed so that there are no testable differences
between it and mind-theory, as is usually the case with
skeptical possibilities, then it is irrational to bélieve
such a theory when the more nlausible mind-theory is
available. To insist that we are compelled to answer
skepticism with a proof, or even with experiments, is
anglogous to insisting that nuclear physicists should
cease their exveriments in order to evaluate theories such
a8 that the average decay-~time of mu-mesons is determined
by the number of days (excluding week-ends) for which the
current President of the United States has been in office.
Our justification for resarding such theories as this and
the no-mind-theory as silly will be constituted by the
success of these assumptions; and what further justifi-

cation could there he? i

In treating the empirical realist approach, it should
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be borne in mind that it is not essential to the approach
that there could never be an alternative no-mind-theory

of human behaviour. On the contrary, there must be the
possibility of such an alternative if the present mind-
theory is to count as justified empirically in the way
that Putnam suggests. Thus Rorty 8 argues that it is
posgible that sooner or later an advanced theory of
neursthysiology will enter the field and, because of its
greater vnredictive vower, triumvh over the loose, informal
mind-theory. It is interesting that Rorty regards it as

a condition of this triumph, not only that science comes
up with the requisite explanations, but also that these
explanations must be adopted in common usage by the man in

the street.

I shall now consider some empirical realist arguments
against the Wittgensteinian approach, especially against

the role played in it by the notion of "ecriterion".
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D. Empirical Realist Argument against the Wittgensteinian
Approach.

Putnam does not of course content himself with a
positive account of empirical realism, but presents a
nunmber of arguments designed to show that there is some-~
thing fundamentally mistaken about what he calls the
"modish" treatment in terms of behavioural criteria. Some
of these occur in the section of the "Other Minds" paper
entitled "Shoemaker's Criticisms of Ziff", and some in
the paper "Dreaming and Depth Greammar". 9 a third paper,
"Brains and Behaviour" 10 is marginally relevant, since in
it Putnam attacks logical behaviourism and it is clear
from some comments in "Other Minds" 11 that he does not
think there is any important difference between this view
and that of the Wittgensteinians. Because I think such a
difference does exist, I shall concehtrate on the first
two papers, which are clearly addressed to adherents to

the Wittgensteinian approach.

The view which Putnam criticises in "Other Minds"
seems to be constituted out of a number of statements
typically made by Wittgensteinians in the exposition of
their views. Unfortunately there is little evidence thet
he has understood the logic of these views or the role
which the particular statements he chooses as targets have
to play in that exposition. Since, however, his remarks

are widely taken as refuting the Wittgensteinian approach,
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it will be useful to consider his arguments as a step to
elucidating just how this approach works. Putnam, then,
sums up Shoemaker's objections to empirical realism as
the claim that knowing the meaning of psychological pre-
dicates (viz vpredicates that are used in the ordinary-
language explanation of behaviour) involves knowing that
behaviour entitles us to apply them; and that otherwise
we could not learn the meaning of these words. He re-
marks then that it is possible to conestruct models of
language in which it is not essential that words are
governed by criteria; this part of his reply I shall dis-
cuss along with "Dreaming and Depth Grammar", in which the
models are elaborated. PFor the moment I shall concern
myself with Putnam's treatment of the question "whether
someone could understand the meaning of a psychological
word, say 'angry', without knowing that certain forms of
behaviour entitle one to apply that word to another per-

son"., 12

This gquestion, according to Putnam, is ambiguous be-
tween:
- (a) Could someone learn the meaning of, say, 'angry'
without learning that certain form of

behaviour are thought to entitle one to

use it?; and

(b) Are we in fact entitled to use behavioural
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indicators for the application of, say, 'angry'?
Putnam's answer to (a2) is "Yes", for the following rea-
sons: first of all it is not essential that one learn the
meanings of psychological words at all, since it is con-
ceivable that one should have been born with the ability
to use them. In the second place, even if one did have
to learn the meanings of psychological words, behavioural
criteria would not be necessary, since criteria based on
neurophysiology or some other psychological theory would
suffice. Thirdly, even if behavioural criteria were neces-
sary, it would not follow that the ones which we actually
use are necessary: in a certain conceivable culture,

grimacing could be a criterion of happiness.

Putnam takes these three points to be at least partly
decisive against the Wittgensteinian approach, but it is
not clear that they are. As I mentioned earlier, no one
is claiming that there must be certain kinds of causal
conditions before anyone can use a wbrd correétly, 80 no
one denies Putnam's first point. The Wittgensteinian
claim is only that we do not say of anyone that he knows
how to use psychological words unless he applies them on
the basis of certain behavioural criteria. This is not to

~deny that some day we might allow that people know the‘use.
of such words when they base their application upon

neurophysiological or other criteria; indeed we might even
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base our judgment about their knowledge on such criteria.
And Wittgenstein insists that eriteria can change in this
way, although he thinks that the relevént circumstances
arise mainly in science ((79)). It remains true, however,
that at the moment neurophysiological facts are not rele-
vant (except in strange circumstances) to the ascription

of psychological predicates to others. In order to satisfy
the criteria for "knowing the meaning/use of 'angry'", &
nerson has 10 use ‘angry' in the same kinds of ways in the
same kinds éf ecircumstances as those recognisged as relevant
by most members of his linguistic community, It is im-
portant to Wittgenstein's conception of these problems that
this latter statement (allowing for its expression in
technical jargon) is not & philosophical thesis but merely
a report about the human behaviour which typically surrounds
the teaching and learning of words. We are being reminded
of the circumstances in which it would be natural to assert
that someone does or doesn't know how to use a word.
Furthermore, it is not an implication of this posifion that
fulfillment of the normel criteria for knowing the use of

a word is either necessary or sufficient for knowing the
use of the word: one can get round either form of condition

provided on has a further story to tell.

In reply to Putnam's third objection, that even if

behavioural criteria were necessary for the ascription of
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mental states to others, it would not follow that the ones
we actually use are necessary (grimacing as a criterion of
hapviness in a different culture), there are a number of
points to be made. PFirst of all; it is not at all clear
that grimacing could be a criterion of happiness; Putnam
is obviously thinking of a particular arrangement of the
Taciel tissues which generally is called grimacing in our
culture, and suppvosing that in other cultures this ar-
rangement would count as a criterion of havpiness, (Per-
haps chimpahzeeS pull faces like this when they are haponv).
hat I wish to dispufe is that such an arrangement, if it
were a criterion of hapniness, would rightly be described
as a grimace rather than as a smile. Wouldn't we be more
inclined to =2y that in this culture people smile dif-
ferently? I do not expect this suggestion to be con-
clusive, but in any case that is not essential to my pur-
pose. If the question is going to have any answer at all,
that will demnend uvwpon the answers to mbre general nuestions.
One of these is whether bhehavioural criteria for mental
states are rightly described in purely physical terms

(the arrangement of facial tissues), and hence are neutral
with respect to which mental states they are criteria for.
I think that this is not the case, When I come to the
conclusion that someone is happy (if I can do such a thing!)
because he ig smiling, I do not first gote the topology of

his face, decide that this constitutes a smile and then
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infer that its bearer is happy. Either I straightaway
observe that he is happy, or I straightaway observe his
smile ~~ in most cases the topology does not enter into

the judgment at all, except as a causal condition of its
being made. It is indeed rather difficult to describe a
sﬁile in purely topological terms (if you don't believe

me, try it!), although I can describe it as happy, radiant,
cruel etec., I am inclined to say that the language in which
we express behavioural criteria for mental states is in
some sense "ioaded“ in advance: it is not neutral with
respect to which mental states particular "pieces" of be-
haviour are criterié for. Empirical realists in general
would wish to deny this, but this will involve denying my
common~gense description of what happens when I see that
someone is happy, and replacing it with an account which
appeals to the notion of an implicit inference from the
physical characteristics of a face to a description of the

face as smiling, grimacing etc..
=8 4

There is one way in which my discussion of the case
of smiling/srimacing so far is off the point, and that is
that it is improbable that Wittgenstein would eclaim that
either of these is a criterion for any mental state at all.
They appear to be much closer to what he calls symptoms:
and if this is correct, then Putnam's;priticisms are not

directed against the criteriological approach of Wittgen-



stein. What does count as a criterion of happiness comes
out, as it happens, later in Putnam's article,13 where

he =2dmits that it might be semantically deviant to suppose
that someone could dislike being happy. Putnam suggests
that if there is any kind of "analytic relationship" here,
it is not a relationship between a psychologioal}state

and & behavioural indiéator, but one between two mentel
states which are different. No reason is given for the
deviance of this supnosition, and it is indeed difficult to
know how Putnam could offer one. The Wittgensteinian ex-

lanation wonld he that the behavioural criteria for dic-

v

liking being in a certain mentzl state are generally the
csame as thoze for being unhappy when one is in that state,
end so0 in most circumstances, anyone whn dislikes beinsg in
a certain mental sta e, and is in it, will also satisfy
the criteriza for being unheppy. And in that case he can't

2lso be hanny.

None of this can be talken to deny Putnam's claim that:l3

The fozet that it is strongly semantically
devisat $to believe that one's neighbours dis-
like heing hanpy does not mean that under no
conditions can one believe thet one's neigh-
bours dislike heings hapvy; it only meens that
one would have to tell a considerable story
to succeed in convincing us that there was
cuch a helief, with no change in the meaning
of 'hapny' involved.

That there is no conflict hetween this and the Wittgen-

gsteinizn account draws one's atteation to 2 most impor-
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tant feature of the conception of the conception of "eriter-
ion"™, namely that criteria provide neither necessary nor

sufficient conditions for the avplication of a term.

I have said that smiling is more of a symptom of
happiness then a criterion; what then might be the cri-
terion? The answer to this question is to be found in the
general forme of behaviour which underlie our ascription
of happiness -- a zest which enlivens our actions, a cer-
tain playfulness, freedom from (absence of) the behaviour
characteristic of dejection and worry (movping, anxious
tones of voioe and so on). The biggest mistake here is to
expect a short, simvnle description of the requisite cri-
teria, for the phenomena of happiness are not of a kind
which allows for such a description. On the contrary,
they are rich in diversities and have menv commections
with the criteria for other mental states. The kinde of
behaviour which stand as criteria for happiness @ill be
different in different circumstances, even in different
cultures; they will depend on what Wittgenstein calls "the
whole history of the incident", on the causes, and in some
caszes the objects, of happiness, as well as on whether the
subject also fulfills criteria for other mental states.
If, in the midst of grief, someone smiles, jokes and acts
with a certain vitelity for ten seconds, only to resume
his state of mourning, we should not usually say that he

we.s happy frr those ten seconds; "manic”" might be 2 more
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appropriate notion here. On the other hand, given a more
specific description of what was happening around this
time, for example that the mourner glimpsed the futility
of his grief, became reconciled with the fact that "death
comes to us all" and so on, iny to be once more overtaken
by sorrow, there might be some grounds for wanting to
speak of hapoiness here. A1l the same, ten seconds is a
very short time for all those things to happen (2 gram-
matical remark, as Wittegenstien would say). It is in-
teresting that neurophysiolbgical data would at present

be irrelevant to settling guestions like these, despite
the fact that whatever brain-states are found to be gener-

ally correlated with havopiness can or can fail to appear

in the situation enviseged.

I think that what I have said is sufficient to
counter Putnam's objections to the Wittgensteinian answer
to the gquestion (a2): "Could someone learn the meaning of,
say, 'angry' without learning that certain forms of be-

haviour are thought to entitle one %o use it?"., Putnam,

as I said before, wishes to distinguish this question from
(b) "Are we in fact entitled to use behavioural indicators
for the application of, say, 'angry'?“. A negative answer
to this cuestion serves as a commitment to skepticism
about other minds, and seems of course quite consistent

with a negative answer to the first auestion, at least as
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far as empirical realists are concerned. From the Wittgen-
steinian point of view, however, there are strong reasons
for denying that there is any difference between every-
body's thinking we are justified in applying mental terms
on the basis of behavioural criteria and our being in fact

justified. This needs explanation.

It is worth noting, first of all, that no ouestion
can arise about whether most peovle in & particular lin-
guistic community might be mistaken in using a word or a
sentence in a particular way, since what the correct use
is to be exnlicated in terms of the ways in which most
people in the relevant linsuistic community use the word
or sentence. What shows that a word or sentence has a
use in a particular linguistic comnunity is that the be-
haviour of the members of the community is ordered in some
consistent way around the utterances of the expression
under consideration. By this I mean that, for instance,
"Therg's food in the cave" spoken to & hungry man doesn't
produce a2t one time the reaction of going into the cave,
at another that of runmning ten miles away and rain-dancing,
at another no reaction a2t all, unless there is in each
case a further story to tell about why each varticular
reaction would be anpropriate. Just as it is important
here that every case can't be a normal case, so it is im-

vortant that every case can't be a2 special case. (Other-
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wise there is no reason why we shouldn't say that tables
understand - and even have the ability to speak -- English,

but are enormously secretive about their vowers.)

Now, I have already pointed out that it is a condi-
tion of the intelligibility of the skeptic's argument that
the words in it have uses, and so (if my last claims are
right), that people react more or less consistently to
typical statements, commands etec. which involve mental
words, and utter them in a way which is generally con-
sistent with respect to their surroundings. Giwven that
all this is the case, what further question cah arise
sbout whether this use is justified? Isn't this just like
the cuestion of whether the rule of baseball "Three strikes
make an out" is justified? And when this question is
asked, it might preface a suggestion that the rule be re-
placed (and there might be good reasons for this, for in-
stance that vitchers are becoming so good that too few
runs are being scored). In such a case, however, it would
be wrong to say that our present rule was mistaken, that
we were deceived in using it. With some cuelifications
to be discussed later, I wish to extend this view to the

rules which sovern the use of words.

At this point, the objection arises that although

people may nuse mental words correctly, they may never-



theless be mistaken in 21l or most of their particular
ascriptions of mental predicates to others. If we actu~
ally supposed that this was true of some linguistic com-
munity whose language we were trying to translate, our
supposition might equally well be rewnlaced by the sup-
nosition that the members of this community did not use
mental words at all, but sometimes emitted noises which
bore no relztion to the state of the world around them

(we all do this sometimes in any case). It seems that

35.

only Ockham's Razor could decide this issue. But if people

do bhelieve that behavioural indicators entitle us to avpvly

mental words %o others, and on the basis of this belief

0 ahead to use mental words in this way, then a correct

description of the use of these words will have to in-

clude the fact that statements involving them are justi-
fied by an anpeal to behavioural criteria. This will be
what the use is, and it will not be necessary to talk of
an inner mental content at all. It is only because thex

skevtic sees it as the main part of the meaning of, say,

'angry', that it refer to a private mental content, that

he supposes that we might never be justified in ascribing

anger to another. Wittgenstein pbserves that the re-
cognition of a private mental content plays no part in

the justification of ascriptions of anger to others, al-

though inner feelings may be mart of what is ascribed. He

concludes thet there is something wrong with the empiri-
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cist account of the meaning of mental terms according to
which they are affixed to the feelings themselves in such
a way that the only real justification for using them on
a particular oceasion is having the requisite feeling.
(The beetle and the box ((293)).) This account appears
to leave unclear how we are to explain first-person uses
of mental terms, but this can be investigated later. For
the moment I will draw the tentative conclusion that it
makes no sense to suppose that everyone might be mistaken
in applying certain words according to certain criteria,
althousgh they may formulate false beliefs about the ways
in which they use words. It follows that it makes no sense
to say that everyone is justified in applying words ac-
cording to criteria (although duestions of justification
may arise in particular cases) -- it just so happens that

they do!

It is, however, worth reminding ourselves that the
skeptic about other minds does not claim that we are not
justified in using mental terms to describe others: or,
if he does, he means that perhavs we are not the kind of
things that cen have justification (cf. tables). He cer-
tainly cannot hold that we lack justification, that we are
-deceived into thinking we have it, for then he would be
comnitted to the existence of other minds, namely ours.

What gives the Other Minds problem its particular flavour
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is that the skeptic doubts whether he is justified in

ascribing mental predicates to others. Part of this way
of looking at the matter is the claim that one knows the
meaning of mental terms from one's own case. And so the
private language arzument forms an important vart of the

arsenal of weapons used to combat skepticism.

Although I have disputed the claim that there is
some important difference between Putnam's questions (a)
and (b), my letter remarks on skepticism necessitate a
consideration of his treatment of (b). Here the Wittgen-
steinian anproach is characterised as accusing thehskeptic
of "making a logical blunder ((denying the very criterial
relationships ... upon which the customary understanding
of psychological terms depends)) or using words with a
different meaning or anything of that kind".14 Putnam
thinks that this line of attack is insufficient, and for
good reasons if the argument is of the form: a skeptic
denies that what we take to be paradigm cases of , say,
anger can be known to be such, therefore he does not under-
stand the meaning of "angry". Por "understands the meaning
of tangry'" is a psychological predicate, for which the
criterion is correct anplication to paradigm cases. But
as both Putnam and Wittgenstein have stressed, a criterion
provides neither necessary nor sufficient conditions for

that for which it is the criterion. So, provided we tell




a further story, we can admit that someone does under-
stand the meaning of "angry" without committing himself
on paradigm cases, and in some zituations the further
story will consist in the information that the person
concerned is a skeptic. The situation is indeed more
complicated than this, since verbal expression of doubt
is insufficient, in this context, for showing that one
does doubt. The bonafide skeptic must act in such a way
as to indicate that he has doubts about the existence of
other minds; that he only has strong beliefs and lacks
knowledge, but these considerationsI shall ignore for the

moment.

It seems to me that if the above wére 8 correct
characterisation of the Wittgensteinian attack on skepti-
cism, Putnsm would have a strong case against it; un-
fortunately, it is not. Wittgensfein is concerned with
the conditions for mental words' having a correct use, and
his c¢laim is that if the skeptics doubts were justified,
‘if his epistemological scruples were the correct ones, then
these conditions could not be fulfilled, This again brings

us to the private language argument.

I now wish to turn to Putnam's paper "Dreaming and
Depth Grammar" 9, in which he discusses some of the claims

about langusgze which underlie Malcolm's approach to the



solution of skeptical problems. Malcolm, of course, ad-
dresses himself in his book "Dreaming"l5 to the Cartesian
arguments having to do with skepticisﬁ about the exist-~
ence of the physical world, but many of the tools he uses
can be applied to skepticism about other minds. It should
be kept in mind, however, that Malcolm is not always loyal
to the spirit of Wittgensteinian thought in this area and,
as Putnam's opening remarks suggest, the empiriczl realist

must be wary of shooting at straw men.

Putnam, then, selects the following theses for

-
discusesion:

", ..Criteria are ways of settling a
guestion with certainty...; their connection
with 2 concept is logical, not empirical;
they are related to the way we teach and
learn the use of an expression; if they are
all fulfilled we have a 'paradigmatic case';
it is nonsense to speak of an inductive
inference unless the sentence used to ex-
press the alleged conclusion of the in-
ference is one whose anplication is
governed by criteria. Thus, language is
criterion-governed; learning and teaching
a language is, in large part, learning and
teaching conformity to criteria.”

The line of attack on this version of Malcolm's position
begins with thes claim that it is a species of verifi-
~cationism. According to Putnam, Malcolm confuses the
notion of a set of truth-conditions for the apnlication of
some expression with that of a way of settling with cer-

tainty questions in which that expression occurs: he uses
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"eriterion" ambiguously to cover both of these notions,
although only the second is important to his analysis of
intelligibility. A rough account of this analysis is that
a statement can be senseless or unintelligible purely on
account of its lacking a possible method of verification.
Malcolm claims that there is an important sense of "sense-
less' for which this analysis holds, while Putnam denies
this, and offers an alternative account of the concept of
intelligibility. This last is of interest, but does not
show that Malcolm is wrong, since he may admit that both
analyses are correct, but are analyses of different senses
of "intelligibility". It seems that only careful and un-

hiased attention to examples could settle this cuestion.

Before nroceeding to the meat of Putnam's attack, it
is important to impose some restrictions on the generality
of Malecolm's claims about language. It is possible that
in doing this I may distort his actual position and so
render Putnam's arguments unsound. However, my interest
is in whether empirical realist arguments are successful
azainst Wittgenstein's aporoach to the philosophy of mind,
and I do not think I shall misrepresent his views in intro-
ducing these restrictions. First of all, then, neither
Wittgenstein nor Malcolm believe tnat a2ll expressions are
governed by criteria; however, since I wish to discuss

Malcolm's claims in relation to mental language, which with
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the exception of some first-person utterances is eriterion-
governed, this qualification is only important because it
might rule out counter-examples to fhe claims which are
drawn from areas of language which are not governed by

criteria,

Secondly, when Malcolm says that “"criteria are ways
about the kind of certainty which supports the move from
the premises to the conclusion of a (formal or informal)
valid deductive argument. To give an adequate account of
certainty would take me bheyond the scope of this essay,
so for the moment I will confine myself to the following
rough characterisation: to say that criteria are ways of
settling a ouestion with certainty is to say that the cri-

teria for the use of an exvression are what as a matter of

fact we appeal to when we want to settle a question in

particular circumstances, and what as a matter of fact we

accept as settling the guestion in those circumstances.
So, in the labvoratory situation, the criterion of a sub-
stance's being water is that it is composed of Hpo0 mole~
cules and related ions. It is clear that this criterion
plays no role in the everyday use of "water", although if
any dispute arose about whether some substance was or was
not water it could in principle be settled by reference to

the criterion, which here serves as the ultimate court of



appeal. HNothing I have said here implies that at a later

date the decision of this court cannot be overruled.

This brings me to the third qualification, which has
to do with the claim that the connection of criteria with
a concept is logical and not empirical. This claim can
be talten in many ways: one is that criteria function as
sets of necessary and sufficient conditions for the appli-
cation of a concept, but we have already seen that this
is false. Another might be that it is a necessary truth
that 2 certain concevnt has certain criteria; this inter-
pretation strikes me as close to Malcolm's position as
expressed in his remarks that if the criteria for the
application of an expression change, then fhe expression
must be associated with a new concept, which "remotely
resembles the old one".17 I don't think that Wittgenstein
is committed to this position; to come to recognise this
is to find out something important about his conception of
criteria. In so far as Wittgenstein in committed to any
view that might be expressed as "that the connection of
criteria with a concept is logical and not empirical", I
suggest that this is the view that, if the application of
a concept is governed by criteria, then in order to explain

to someone its avyplication in normel circumstances, one

would have to explain the role played by the criteria in

this application. In addition, someone would be said to
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understand the application of a eriteria~governed concept
(or the use of a criteria-governed expression), only if
he regarded certain criteria as centrally important in
settling questions about the application of suvch a con-
ceot. Of course, these last two claims allow of ex-
ceptions, where a special explanation can be offered, but
the fact that such an exvlanation is required to justify
our admission that someone understands the application of
e criteria-governed concept without knowing anything about
the importance of the relevant criteria in settling
questions about that apvlication, shows that normally (where
there is no gpecial explanation) such knowledge is neces-
sary. This is the form of the "rules of language" =o
often talked about in discussions of criteria: they are
rules that hold in normal circumstances (which of course
is all that is necessary to the successful functioning of
language) and they leave open the possibility that they
may be overridden in unusuval circumstances. Although this
feature was not included in the specification of the in-
ference~rules of the propositional calculus, it is not a

surprising feature of rules, since it is found in many

ordinary kinds of rles. The rules of baseball, for in-
stance, 4o not have to commit themselves on whether a catch
has been mede if, after being struck by the bhatter, the
ball orbited the earth or turned into a pigeon before

coming %o rest in the hands of the left~fielder. How odd
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that the zame could be played with so much left undecided!

Before I 70 on, let me offer a rough illustration of
the distinction between logical and empirical connections
with & concenpt, which will run parallel with the distine-
tion between criteria and symptoms used by Wittgenstein in,
for example, the Blue Book, 12 That there are droplets of
water falling from the =ky is a criterion of its raining;
it is not a gufficient condition for rain, since the water
mey be being ejected from a number of aeronlanes circling
just above the low cloud~cover; in normal cases, however,
this would be talten to settle the avestion of whether it is
rainingy furthermore, one couvld not explain to someone what
the concent of rain is without describing the role of this
criterion, and someone who thought that the fact that
water—~droplets were falling from the sky was not centrally
relevant to the auestion of whether it was raining would
not be =zaid to understand the concept of "rain". On the
other hand, that 2 barometer gives a certain reading is
merely a symptom of rain which would give some indication
that, but not settle the question whether, it was in fact
raining; one could explain to someone the application of
the concept of 'rain' without talking about barometers,

- and someone who believed that barometer-readings were not
centrally relevant to the aquestion of whether it is raining

would not therefore be said to lack an understanding of the
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concept of rain.

I admit that this case may be +too clear-cut to be
representative of the apnlication of criteria~governed
concevts, but it serves its present purpose of elucidating
the notion of a criterion. Whether it be the same with
pain as with rain can be settled later., For the moment,
note that the distinetion hetween criterie and symptoms is
based on that between relatively important and relatively

unimvortant, a distinction which clearly admits of degrees.

Let me at last turn to Putnam's arguments against
Malcolm., His first one addresses itself to the claim that
change in the criteria for the application of an expression
results in a2 change in the meaning-of that expression, and
utilises the example of the exvression "multiple sclerosis".
Judgments about whether patients are Suffering from this
disease are at present based upon a family of symptoms (in
the medical sence) many of which also occur in cases of
other neurological diseases, Now supvose it is discovered
that a particular virus causes multiple sclerosis, and that
the presence of this in the body becomes the criterion for
the use of the term ™multiple sclerosis" (at least, its use
in attributing the disease to peovle). According to
Putnam, Malcolm is committed to the view that the meaning

of "multiple sclerosis™ has changed, that we are now dealing
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with a new concept. Here I think Putnam is right, and

it is clear that, with the case as described, Malcolm's

view comes out as implausible. There is, however, a way
out of the implausibility and although this escape may

be blocked for ¥alcolm, I see no reason why Wittgenstein
cannot take it. The move is to deny that the present use
of "multiple sclerosis™ is governed by criteria at all,
for the descrivtion of the case indicates that a2t the
moment there is no wéy of settling with certainty whether
or not a particular patient has multiple selerosis, By
abandoning the claim that all expressions are governed by
criteria, one could even preserve the claim that change
in criteria results in change in meaning, although I shall
not try to do thet, since I think there are independent

reasons for regarding this as a muddled view. -

Putnan, of course, would be delighted by such a move,

since it is part of his thesis that one can have indications

of the presence of some item (in this case, a state) with-
out also having criteria for its presence. Here "indic-
ation” ‘does the work of "symptom" in the medical sense,
"Symptom" in Wittgenstein's sense refers to something dif-
ferent, for a symptom by definition is something which
experience teaches us is correlated with some item which
is identified via criteria, and so in this technical sense'
of "symptom" one cannot have symptoms without criteria.

This is of course consistent with Putnam's thesis about
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indications once one drops the principle that all ex~
pressions are governed by criteria. Becausé Malcolm ap-
vears to cling to this principle he is led to a rather
inadecuate analysis of induction, justly criticised by
Putnam 19 and by Chihare and Fodor 20s21, Because there
are more jobs for induction than merely supplying grounds
for the correlation of symptoms with criteria, what
Wittgenstein says about this use can still be/true, and
congistent with Putnam's description of how induction

enters into the postulation of theoretical "entities™

such as multiple sclerosis.

I shall accept this description and with it certain
of the arguments against Malcolm, but this is because I
think Wittgenstein can accommodate it within his general
aporoach. It is important to notice that, on this des~
cription of the multiple sclerosis example, there 2are no
such things 2s "»aradigmatic cases™; at least, which
cases are. paradigmatic camnot be decided until a viro-
logical criterion is adopted, presumably after the dis-
covery of a particular virus in the bodies of a large
number of patients hypothesised to be suffering from mul-
tiple scleroeis, So, recognition of paradigm cases can-~
not be part of learning the application of this concept.
However, this amendment to Malcolm's stated view leaves

it open whether recognition of paradigm cases is centrally



important as a criterion of understanding the uses of
expressions that are governed by criteria, and whether the

realm of the mental is revresented by such expressions.

Putnam has a second example, that of the history of
the term "acid"”, which he claims iz a clear case of the
change of criteria without change of concept. As such it
counts against the view that any change in criteriaz re-

sults in a new concept, only remotely related to its pre-

8 consistent with all that

|

decessor, but again it

Witteenstein savs about criteria in the Investigations.

HMalcolm's view, according to Putnam, is wrong because it
obscures what it is imovortant to stress, that there zre

strong connections between the concept of "acid" employved

by eighteenth-century chemists (with criteria such as sour

taste, solubility in water, ability to redden blue litmus)

and that emnloyed by chemists now, which appeals to the

o

notion of "proton-donor™. This is of course true, and

relieg on the focet that most 2cids are such that for then
both sets of criteria are satiefied, for if there were
hardly any =zubstances which satisfied both sets »f eri-
teriz, we should have no reasosn for insistineg on such =2
connection -~ we should esav instead that the meaning of

the term "acid” hmd changed.

A number of points are raised here, to some of which

48,
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I can devote only passing attention. These general con-
siderations z2bout conceptual change set the stage for an
extension of the distinction between numerieal and quali-
tative identity to conceptﬁ; Thus i+t would seem reason-
able to =ay that, although the eirshteenth-century concent
of "a2eid” is numerically the same as that of today (the
grounds for this lie in the history of the concent), it
is nevertheless aualitatively different, in so far as it
had different criteria for its application. (Predicates
of the form "hes such-and-such criteria of application”
can clearly =2nd trivially be used to ascribe a certain
nroperty to 2 concent.) Here the distinction between
agualitative and numberical difference would appeaf to be
one of degree, zince it depends on the provortions of items
satisfying each set of criteria which also satisfy bhoth.
If the provortion is hisgh, we will talk about aualitative
difference, whereas if it is low we will =21k about
nunerical difference. The fact that there is no clear and
thinking there is no distinction at all, for if this were
right there would be no distinction between red znd orange.
A second point of interest is that, roughly sveaking,
the eighteenth~century criteria for "acid" are those em-
ployed today by most neople who know little of chemistry.
If a cab-driver wants to be certain that the licuid oozing

out of his battery is acid and not something else, he does



not carry out experiments to determine whether the liouid
is 2 »nroton-donor. On the contrary, he makes apneal to
taste or litmus paper (2lthough only if there is some

doubt about the constitution of the battery). This shows
not that the cabh-driver has a different concent of acid
from that possegsed by contemporary chemists, nor that he
is uwsing risky indicators, but that criteria operate with-
in a context. I want to say that there are no such things
as the criteria tout court of "acid", but that in different
sitvations, there are different ways of settling with cer-
tainty whether & certain substance is an acid., The cab-
drivers tests would bektaken as sufficient (though not
lomically sufficient) unless there were some reasbn to
suppose that the sﬁbstance was a non-acid with certain acid-
like proverties. In that case, if he were sufficiently
deternined to find out whether the liquid was an acid, then
of course the cab-driver would submit it to chemists in
order +that they may ascertain whether or not the lisuid

wes 2 proton-donor., The simple fact which I wish to em-

vhasise ie that this apreal is not necessary in a wide

My third noint is related to the first, and concerns
the nuestion of whether a change in the criteria for the
application of a concevt reflects a change of meaning or

simply the fact that new lmowledge has been gained about



the items which fall under the concept. Puthnam accuses
Malcolm of leaning exclucively on the former, and whether
or not Putnam's interpretation of lMaelcolm is correct,
there is clearly something wrong with Melcolm's stated
account. Howover, the susgestion is that one should lean
instead on the latter alternative to the exclusion of the
former. This comes out in Pubnam's proposals for models
of sementic a2abilities, which he fashions in such a2 way =as
to avoid as far as posgible the notion of meaning. This
pozition is paralleled by the view expreﬁsed in "Dther
Minds" that the skevntic, or one who says strange things
about material objects or other people, should not be des-
cribed as using the relevant expressions with different
meanings, but merely as havinzg different beliefs zhout the
referents of those expressions. I shall consider the
gsecond of these views in the confidence that what I have

to say about it can be 2yplied, nmutatis mutandis, to the

first.

The reason for Putnam's holding the second view 1ig
that with it he can supvort hise claim that knowledge of
the criteria for the use of an expression is not necessary
for vnderstandinz (the meaning of) the expression. His

22 for it is of a certain general kind, examples

arsument
of which occur often in the criticism by empiricists of

traditional distinctions. Pirst, 2 certain Aistinction,



in this case that between on the one hand knowing what
"X means and having odd beliefs about X's, and on the
other hand not knowing what "X" means, or using it‘with a
different meaning, iz renresented as marking out a
difference of degree rather thezn one of kind. (Thiz is
vermissible, although the two kinds of difference z2re not
incompatible. The crucial noint here is that it is the
number of odd beliefs which detefmines on which side of
the distinction some lensuage-user is with regards to some
exnression. The greater this number, the more inclined we

will be to say that he uses the expression with a dif-

ferent meaning). HNext, some cases are found in whiech it

jo 7]

is unclear which side of the diztinction apvnlies —- border-
line cases, in other words. From this, the conclusion is
drawn that in these cases it is arbitrary whether to lean
on "ne gide of the distinction or the other. (Althoush

thig seems to me like a2 misuse of "arbitrary", at leact

until more details of the case are provided, I shall pass

over that criticism). The ultimate conclusion is then

thet in 21l cases it iz somewhat arbitrary to insist on
one side or the other, but that since one side relies on

the philosovhically suspect notion of "meaning" (whatever

that expression neans!), it would be better on the whole

to regard all cases on the continuum as different degrees

of the other zide of the distinection.

Thig arsument for the abolition of a2 distinction is
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invalid. Fronm the fact that theré are borderline cases
with regpect to =ome distinction, it does not follow that
there isg no distinction to be made out, nor that there is
no difference between central cases of each pole of the
dizstinction., Indeed, the very charascterisation of the

troublesome cares as borderline implies that there are

central cases around which the dictinetion pivote. And
this, of course, 1s 21l that is necessary for there to bhe
a2 distinction in the first »nlace.

Although 1t seems to me that the argument I have just
criticised runs as an undercurrent through much of Putnam
thinking on these matters, it would be unfair to attribute
it to him in so zross a form. In "Dreaminz and Depth
Grammer" he does consider cases which seem to him clear
cagses of change of meaning, and suggests 2 criterion for
distincuishing these cases from those in which merely new
knowledge hen been gained about the members of some kind.
This is thet, in chenge-of-meaning cases predictions ahout
new sentences made on the basis of the old meaning often g»
away, and that 2 new entry in the (sic!) lexicon is re-
culred, Putnom Seems o regerd the second condition as
independent of the first, a2lthousgh he offers no grounds
for this; for myself, I can see no other reason for it
heing required that a now enbtry be made in this important

tome excent some conflict between it and common usage,
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which clash Putnam wishes to describe in terms of failure
of predictions. So I regard the second condition as

boiling down %o the first.

If we look at the kinds of predictions which Putnem
thinks will settle questions about change of meaning, we
can see what truth there is in his claim, although I am

skeptical ahout the role of theory, rather than detailed

-

S

wypotheses about the detailed use of language, in the sett-
ling of such aquestions. The predictions will concern that
sentences will be uttered in what kinds of situation and
what kinds of effect will result from what kinds of utter-
ance. The truth of claims about these will proviaevevid~
ence, or at least justification, for claims about change

of meaning, whether or not they were originally suggested

as predictions. Translated into Wittgensteinian termino-
logy, auestions about meaning-identity and difference are

to be settled by looking at the circumstances and sur-
roundings in which the use of an expression is appropriate
and at what follows (although not merely what follows logi-
cally) from such 2 use. It seems that, as regards Putnan's
particular objection against Malcolm's claim that "dreaming"
must chaenge its meaning when the criteria for its apnli-
cation change, all the materials which sunport this ob-
‘jection are to be found in the above explication in Wittgen-~

steinian terminology.



There is one final reason why Putnam's appeal to pre-
dictions abbut usage is insufficient to show that a word
has changed its meaning, and that is that in any parti-
cular case the success or failure of such predictions coulad
reflect widely-spread changes in beliefs about X's as much
25 a change in the meaning of "X". This is a point close
to Putnam's heart, of course, and it ie unclear why he
should neglect if for the purpose of supporting the above
objection to Malcolm. OFf course, I still wish to contend

that the point is less dangerous to the Wittgensteinian

approach than Putnam believes, but that is another matter.

It remains for me to consider the models for the se-
mantic abilities of native speakers which Putnam proposes
as alternatives to the kinds of description of language-
use offered by Wittgenstein. I shall not discuss these
models, which are derived from Reichenbach and Carnap, in
eny deteail, but will confine myself to 2 single general
criticism of their usefulness. DPutnem admits that the
models, which consist largely in the ascription to lansu-~
acge-users of deductive and inductive logics and some form
of value/preference system, can deal only with scientific
or "guasi-scientific”" uses of language. He claims, how-
ever, that this drawback, along with several others to
which he draws our attention, can be ignored in the in-

terests of simplicity in theory-construction. The details,
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as it were, can be filled in later. But this is to gloss
over one of the most central points of controversy between
empirical realists and Wittgensteinians, for if there is
anything that Tittgenstein has shovm, it is that there

are enornous differences between the use of ordinary
languasge in ordinary contexts and the use of scientific
languasze in scientific contexts. I shall not here repeat
either his argsuments or his results, but it is to be em-
phasised that the notion of "criterioh“ was introduced to
explain the use of ordinary language, althoush it does
have some application in the realm of science. It is there-
fore illegitimate for Putnam to insist that the models
which he thinks work only for "nuasi-scientific" ianguage
must have apnliéation, once a few details are added, to
ordinary lansuase, unless he argues ageinst Wittsenstein's

contention that this is impossible,

He 2t least attempts an assault on the claim, which
he attributes to ¥alcolm, that one learns the meaning/use
of expressions from varadism cases. This he takes as an
empirical claim which is false, since it cannot account
easily for "y»rojective™ uses of languaze, those in which
2 new meaninsgful sentence is constructed out of old fami-
liar words. ™alcolm, however, is not committed to this
claim if it is to be taken as a hypothesis a2hout some

causal condition for language-learning; what he says is that
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the ability correctly to describe paradigm cases is a
criterion,‘in most circumstances, of understanding the

use of an ex»mression. Since "understands the use of an
expression” is itself a mental predicate, it is not of
course surprising, on & Wittgensteinian view, that its
application is governed by criteria., A further point about
varadigm cases is that the ability to recognise them is =
criterion of understending some term, but not, in general,
of understanding a whole sentence. Since Putnam's
"projective’” uses are largely new sentences constructed out
of 0ld terms, this criticism of Malcolm's remerks about

veradigm cases fails.

Let me now sumnarise my treatment of Putnam's objec-

tions to the Wittmensteinian approach. The view which he
takes it upon himself to criticise in "Other Minds™ might

be expregsed 23 some combination of the theses:

(1) FEnowing the meaning of psychological terms
involves lmowing that behavioural criteria
entitle us to apply them to others.

(2) Uo one can learn the meaning of psychological
terms without learning that behavioural cri-
teria entitle us %o apply them to others.

(3) Por a2 word to have meaninz, there must be cri-

teria for its apnlication.

(4) Anyone, such as a skeptic, who refuses to com-

mit himself upon the question of whether others
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have mental states does not understand the

neaning of psvchological terms.
Against (1) aad (2) Putnem argues that:

(a) It is not necessary to learn words at all; it
in logically nossible that one should be born
with the ability to speak.

(b) ZEven if (a) were false, we would not have to
uze behavisurel criteria for vsychological
states, since in othér circumstances neuro-
vhysiological ones would do just as well.

(c) Even if both (a) and (b) were false, we
wounld not have to use the specific be-
havioural criteria which we do use; grinma-
cing 2n a criterion of havppiness in a 4dif-

ferent culture.

(a) is irrelevant since (1) is not intended to be 2
claim szbout the causal conditions for lezrning or using
language, but rather to draw our attention to the present
criteria for "lmowing the meaning of ..." predicates, and
since (2) is a conditional whose antecedent is of the
form "If someone learns the meaning of psychological terms".
(p) may work against Malcolm, who sometimes holds that
change in criteria means change in concépt, hbut not
" against Wittgenﬁtein who onenly denies this latter claim.
(c) misses the mark because it does not take into account

the fact that criteria differ from one circumstance to
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the next, and because the criteria for mental states are
not to bhe given 2 oure vnhysical description, but rather
one which is, in some sense, psychologically "loaded",
These objections have the form of counter-examples to

some theses about the criteris for exnressions like "knows

the meaning of 'angry'". They can only be successful if

[ad

Witteenstein is committed to the view that the fulfillment
of a criterion logically guarantees the presence of that
for which it is a criterion. He is not committed to this

view.

I accent, in the mein, Putnem's arguments against
(3) and (4), but wish to point out that again these are
not theses zuvnorted by Wittegenstein. Instead of (2),
N¥ittoenstein holds thet a2s a matter of fact some ex-
pressions are used according to criteria, and that this
is sufficient to ¢ive them meaning., Instead of (4),

Wittgenstein holds thet if the skeptic or the solipsist

is right, then he cannot understand the meanings of the
words he uses in his argument. This is shown by the pri-
vate lenmuage arcument, which is the subject of the next

section.

In "Dreaming and Depth Grammar'", Putnam criticises
the position exnressed by Malcolm in "Dreaming” for the
following reasons:

(d) Waleolm's vosition is verificationist, since
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he is committed to (3) above.

(e) Moleolim claims that the connection between cri-

b}

teria and the concept for whose application they

&

are criteria is logical, not empirieal, but the

fulfillment of & criterion does not entail the

._‘.

nresence of that for which it is the criterion.

(£f) mMaleolm clazims that if the criteriz for the us
of some exoression change, then we have 2 new
concent, but the examples of "multiple sclerosig"
and "ecid” belie this claim,

(z) Malcolm claims that one must acquire the abilitv

to recognise »aradigm caseg if one is to learn

&

the ugse of an expression, but this vieﬁ cannot
account for the nrojective uses of lensuace.

(h) One can fashion models for the semantic ahilities
of native oneakers which make no apneal to the
notions "eriterion”, "rule of langusge®,

"meaning", etc..

The criticism (d) I regard as justified, but it should
e remembhered that Wittzenstein is not a verificationis
as will become clear in the next section. For words
which, as 2 matter of fact, are usea according to criteria,
however, such a weak verificationism mey be justified, as
long as itsscovne is carefully limited. (e) can be avoided’

by 2 reinternretation of the notion of "logiecal connection

with 2 concent” whereby to say that criteria are so-con-

L

e

A

ot
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nected with a concept or expression is to say something
like that if an exwnression is governed by criteria, one

hag tn describe these in order to give an adecuste ac-

pa N
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count of the nmeaninsg of the relevant expression. I z2e-
cevpt the zencral line of the criticism (f), althoush the
multinle sclerosis ewample is inadecusate, as it is 21l=0
insufficient to bolster (g). Clarity on the distinction
between "oymntom” in the medical and in Wittgenstein's
technical sense should dispel any doubts here, Tikewise(z)
can be countered by the thesis that criteriac are criteria
for the apnlication of terms, not of sentences. As re-
gerds (h), Putnam's own admission that the models provided
can deal only with scientific and quasi—écientific languacge
shows that the models have no relevance to lancuzge that is
in the main governed by criteria. It remains tn he settled

whether mental lznsuese ia of this tvne or is of the rusei-

gcientific ¢

This ends ny criticiem of Putnam's objections to some
versiong of the Wittzensteinian annroach. Since the views
which Putnam has =et out to attack are in the main dis-
tortions of “Wittzenstein's thought,_I have in the main con~
tented myself with chowing that the objections are rarely
objections to Wittgenstein himself., This places limits on
‘what I have bheen ahle to accomvlish, but in so far as the

writings of laelesIlm and others have heen taken to be ac-



curately revresentative of Wittgenstein's remarks, my
procedure is justified if it disvpels this mistaken belief,
and diverts the general attention away from the more
"available" writings of Walcolm bhack to the original re-
marks themzelves,

-

My gualifications of the Wittgensteinian theses about
criteria render the claim that mental words are criteria-
governed viable, but insufficient to counter cskenticiem
abhout the existence »f other minds. So now I have to chow
that Witteenstein has a case 2against solipsism which is
independent of this claim, even in =o far 25 1t anplies

to expressions such az "lmows the meaning of ...", "uses...

correctly”™, etc., which ig »nne inadequacy in the version
? A

. .
n Sectisn B.

¥

of the privete lonsunse srgument as laid out

Wow T need 2 mew version.
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“. The Private Tanguage Argsument

Paragraph 258 of the Philosophiecal Investigations

b}

contains what has bheen taken to be the core of the private

language argument. T acuote it in full:

258. Tet us imagine the following case. I
want to keep 2 diary about the recurrence of a
certain sensation. To this end I associate it
with a aizn "2" and write this sign in a calen-
dar for every day on which I have the sensation.
~= I will remark firet of all that 2 definiticn
of the sign cannot be formulated., -- But still
T can give myself a kind of ostensive definition.
~— How? Can I point to the sensation? Not in
the ordinary sense. But I sveak, or write the
aisn down, and at the same time I concentrate
ny attention on the sensation-- and so, as it
were, point to it inwerdly. -- But what ie this
ceremony for? Tor that is all it seems to be!
4 definition surely serves to estahlish the
meaeninge of a sign. -- Well, that is done »re-
cisely by the concentration of my attention:
for in thiz way I impress unon myself the
connexion between the sign and the sensation.
—-— But "I impress 1t unon myself" can only
meant: thio nrocess brings it about that I
remember the connexion right in the future.
But in the present case I have no criterion
of correctnesz. One would like to say: what-
ever i3 going $o seem right to me is right.
And that only meang that here we can't talk
about ‘'right!'.

Before embarkiﬁg on an assessment of this paragraph (a

tiny fragment of the arsument as it is), allow me to
reiterate zome of my earlier remarks about what it is that
is the tarzet of this assault. Wittgenstein is arsving
againat the possibility of & language sueh that it is
logically imnossible for more than one person to under-
atand it. He is not concerned with denying the possibility

of zsecret codes or of a lanmuage developed by some

congenital Rwvbinzon Crusoe, wince there is no reason to
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suprose that these could not be understood by large numbers
of people.' The notion of & private langsuare which has to
be shown to be incoherent is one which Wittgenstein thinks
is essential to gkepticism, both about other minds and
about the physical world. What these positions have in
common is the thesis that, as one might say, experience

is the given. ¥Yore precisely, each view ig committed to
the thesis that one can lmow the meanings of (e.g.)

gsencation-words from one's own case, that what knowing

the meaning of pain amounts to is being able to identify
and describe one's own pains; the attribution of senrations

to others is, of course, unwarranted.

That the use of sensation-words, on this theory of
their meaning, constitutes a private languzage in the
relevant sense can be seen by considering the privacy of
sensations. If having my sensations is what gives meaning
to my sensation-vwords, then no one else can know what my
sensation-words mean without having my sensations. Ac-
cording to the solipsist vosition as expressed in Stage (8)
of Argument 1 and stage (2) of argument 2, it is logically
impossible for someone else to have my sensations. So,
on these views, it is logically imvpossible for someone else
to know the meanings of my sensation-words. Thus my

sensation~-words constitute a logically private language.

I think that it is a condition of the truth of the views
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listed above 2s targets of the private language arsument
that such é language is possessed by us all, but all that
it is necessary for me or for Wittgenstein to claim is
that it is a condition of the truth of these views that

such a logically private langvage is possible, and this

ig something that the above views are clearly committed to.

Whet has been taken as the Wittgensteinian argument
2gainst such 2 possibility is distilled from a narrow
reading of Raragraph 258, and runs as follows: suppose I
have a private lancuage and baptise some sensatioﬁ as

]

heing of kind -~ for the present puvurnose it does not
matter whether I bantise particular sensations or the
kinds to which they belong, for in either care the baptiem
will be of no use to me unless it bringe it about that I
use "S5" con=istently in the future. Now consider some
such future occasion 5; which I feel inclined to utter "3
while having some senszation (if "3" is a kind-word) or

remembering the sensatinn which occured a2t the baptism

(if "s" is the neme of that particuler sensation only).

In such a situvation I have no way of settling with cer-
tainty whethe» I an nging "3" correctly or whether it merely
seems to me that I am using "3" correctly. I have no

o

criterion of correctness, Therefore it ie nonsence to
sveak of a correct use of "5" in these circumstances and

no 3" cannot be 2 word in a language. It followe that
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there could he no such thing as a private lansuage, since
these considerations will ap»ply to all alleged words in

such an allesced lansuace.

This arzument is verificationist, and has been cri-

- R N
ticised for this reason by, among others, Rorth <2 and
- -+ ?[l » - .

JeJ. Thomson "7 o I &2 not know if it is the arcument

wnich “itteenstein had in nind when he wrote the passaze

of which it iz one interpretation. In any caze, it is

e

not necessary to anpeal to this argument to formulate the
Wittrmensteinian case asainst vrivate lancuages. This has
been snown recently by Tawrence Resnick, following a pre-
liminary attempt by MNoreland Perkins.?? Whet is dubious
about the above verzion of the private lenguage argument
iz the move from "I have no criterion of correctness" %o
"It ig nonsence 1o speak of correctness in thie context™,
and this is the move which might seem to rely on conme
verificationist premises. To see what replaces this move
in the revised argument, we need to look firt at the no-

tion of incorrisibility.

The views against which the private langvage argument
iz zimed typlcally make the claim that my present-tense
statements ahout my sencations are incorrigible. What
does this mean? What it doesn't mean is that sensations

occur in some nrivete theatre of which I command such a
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good view that it is psychologically impossible for me
to go wrong in describing events upon the stage. I am
not under a pzychological compulsion to get right the
descrivtion of my inner world; the compulcion is, rather,
logical: miven that I am being sincere and that I under-
gtand the words I am using, then it makes no sense to
suppose that I micht be mistaken about whether my first-
person present-tense sensation-statement is true. In
other word:, the only ways I can £0 wrong iﬁmééscribing
my present sensations are by either being untruthful or

by misusing language.

It is 2 consequence of this analysié of incorrigibilitvy
that the truth-conditions for the statements "I am in
rain” and"I seem to be (think I am) in pain” differ only
in the case where I do not use correctly the word "pain”,
az for instance when I misidentify what I have a2« a pain.
However, the skeptic or =molipsist who claime indubitable
knowledge of his sensations and other mental =tates needs
a stronger kind of indubitability than this, for he cannot
allow that his claims to knowledge about his own sen-
sations may be false because he does not understand the
fnglish word "pein". Statements about the meanings of

vords in English are of course dubitable for both the

-t

4]

keptic and the solipsist, since they rely on facts about

Q

ther lansuage-users, whose very existence is doubted by
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both kinds of skeptic. The role of the allegedly private
language is precisely to vrovide a medium for the ex-
pression of the zkeptic's knowledge about his own sen-
sations which is not subject to misuse, and which conse-
guently suarantees the skeptic's statements against mis-
taken use of lensuage. Suppose that "I am in pain” is a
sentence in his private language: then what he means by
pain when he utters the sentence sincerely is the sen-
sation, or one of the same type, as the one he is having
at the time., He need not worry about making 2 false claim
about his present sensations by misuéing language becauce
he has an eXemplar of vain before his mind whenever he
sincerely ascribes pain to himself. Buf thie shows that
it makes no sense to suppose that he could ever use, in
this case, "pain' incorrectly in a czincere statement
about his vresment sensations, since this term will always
mean whatever sensation he has at the time, and it is
guaranteed that he will have some sensation by the fact

that his statezement is sincere.

Thus the price for indubitability is the unintelli-
gibility of the pbssibility of using expressions in the
private language incorrectly when they are used sincerely.
And this, of cour=me, is the site of the solipsist's dovn~
fall. Here I have to appeal to the notinn of lansnage as

a rule-~governed activity. Since I do not intend to argue
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for this, it can be re-exnressed as the notion that in
lancvages there 2re rules for determining which uses are
and which 27re not semantically deviant (nr grammatically
devient) -= in Witteensteinizn terminolosy, correct or
incorrect. If T zm followine 2 rule of correct usace in
neing 2n exnression, and 1t iz unintellisible thet T
ghould ure the exnression incorrectly, then I am followine~
2 vule which it is unintellisible that I shwld fail 4o
f41law, However, it ic part of the crncent of = mle thet
it he oossiblae %0 bhreslr it, part of the concent of lanss~
age that 1t ne wo~sible for some usen of languasce £o be
incorrect or =memantically devient. And so, the allegedly

nrivete len-urse is nnt o lancusge at 2ll.

An immortant objection has bheen reised at this noint.
A1thouch it may he nart nf the concept of 2 lansuore thet
it he vosaihie for =omes useg of lansuacse 0 be inc rreckt,
does it follow that it must aleo be nos=ible for enme

=ince~e uges t~ he incorrect? Steven Davie hes encrected

st s s

bt the ponr@ﬂ%wr ~f a nrivete lengusge could snezk in-
correctly, for examnle a« a joke, or even with the de-
liberzte in*n**wﬂn A minveing 1anﬁﬁage, and g9 the abhnve
armwment wvould foil of novlieation. T am nnt svrs that T
cen ~Tive 2 decinive refutation of this objectinn ~ there
seems to be room for much work in this area - but T will
attemot to indicate the 1lines 2long which a2 renly micht

™Mm. J% ir 7 conzsesuence o5 the above zaving clause tn-
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mether with the epistemolosical seruvles of the solipeist
and his account of private languarse, that all his sincere
statementz in the private lansuagze must be true, and muct
exemplify the correct uce of language, whereas all hig
insincere statements munt be either false or sencseless.
But this only zhows that the concept of sincerity is in-
apnlicable in this area, for where the concept is anpli~
cable, sincerity is no suarantee of truth: the distinc-
tion between truth and truthfulness s annlied to existen-

tial =tatements rests on the possibility that truthful

D
i

atatenents can he falme, If the distinction bhetween

aincere and insincere statements is inavnliecable, then

the solinzist cannot divide hirs utterances into these two

categoriesn, and =0 cannot distinguich between those which

are true and thosge which &re not. Thus the reszult of

opting for the suns

zaving clause is that the solin-

gist loges his gxin o9n his knowledze of his ovn mental

atatea. But thic conflictes with his insigtence that he

kos stronsly incorrisible knowledge of thece, and so

renders hiz vosition inconsistent.

The only wzv for the private-lznsuasze theorist to

~
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scene this reduetio is o him to reject incorrisibility
in the form Jdeccribed ahove. This is & heavy price to
nav, however, since it involves abandoning the indubita-

hilitv of hi= statements 2bout his ovn mental states, anAd,
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for the solipsist, the privileged epistemological access
to his own ﬁental states. It is this direct access which
is suppnosed to guarantee that he can have knowledge of
his own mental =tates, while at the same time making it
impossible for him to know about the mental states »f
others (since the paradism justification for knowledse-

3 ig lacking in their case).

m

claims about mental state
Once this paradimm has bheen undermined, the solipesist has

no warrant for hise skepticism about other minds, since he

cannot force an epistemolosical wedge hetween his ren-

sations z2nd those of others.

Tet me dizress for a moment to review the role which

this version of the »nrivate lansuage argument can play in

1.

the arzument against skepticism about the existence of
nhysical world. The evictemological scruples of this
skentic are somewhat stronzer than those of the solipeist.
To count 23 indubitable for the ckentic, a statement mu~t be
true in virtue either of the laws of logic or of some truth
about the skentic's sen=ations. In each case, however,

the skentic cen Hnly cleim knowledge if he has gome cua-
rantee that he is not using worde incorrectly in expregsing
his knowledge-claim, and, as I have already noted, it is
g presupnosition of the intelligibility of the skeptic's

rrgument thet the words used in it have meaning. If the

skeptic clrims to lknow the meanings of these words, then




he must submit this claim to his normel epistemological
scruples. The claim will not survive if meaning is
simply usase in public lansuvage, for that a certain word
has a certain use is asg dubitable, for the skevtiec, as

any other claim about the external world. The ckeptic

then has 2 temporarvy refure in private language, althourgh

~

he is not, as vet, committed to the imvossibility of anv-

A

one else understanding his lansvage, except as regards
those words whose function it is to refer to and classify
his sensatisns. He is committed, however, to furnicshing
gome supnort for his claim to know thet he uses words
correctiy. This can he that it follows from some fact
about his present sensations that he uses words éorrectly,
hut this form of supwort iz question-bessing since in order
to ¥now that he has exnressed the relevant fact corréctlv,
he hag to asoune that he uses his private langsusmce cor-
rectly. Or it could bhe that it follows from the laws of
logic that he uses words correctly, in which case it makes
no sense to sunnose that he could ever use them incor-
rectly in & sincere statement. This path leade to the

5

conslusion of the private langsuage argument.

On the other hand, the skeptic could deny that he
nows the meanings of his words, or that he knows that he
is ugings them correctly in nresenting his arcsument. But

this would leave him without any warrent for some of his
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important premises, including his analysis of knowlédge

and his claim that dubitability is incdmpatible with know-

ledge. A further conseguence of his choosing this horn of

the dilemna is that the skeptic can no longer claim o

know that his statements have anything to do with what we

take them to -~ perhayns "knowledge" means "elephant®” —-

who lnowg?

The Wittrensteinian attack on skepticism is not in-

tended to chow that the exiétence of physical objects is
2 necessary truth, or anvthing of that sort. If the
skeptic merely maintains, as 2 bare empirical trujh, that
there are no vavsical objects, other pedpie etc., or even
in the seme way that he has no knowledge of these itgms,
then what he says is false. I¥ is here that the empirical
realist approach of Putnam finds'application. However,
what is distinctive about the phiiosophical skeptic is
that he offers arouments in favour of the above claims,
/nowadays usvally only in favour of the second. And what
Wittgenstein has done, it seems %o me, is the show that
each of a large class of such arguments is self-defeating,
since the indubitability renders it'impossible for the
ckeptic to know what the conclusion of his argument meane.
Thin impoasibility follows fairly quickly from Wittgenstein's
general account of language, and the roie of the private |

languvage arpument is to show that a particular alter-
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native account, in which I have incorrigible knowledge of
the meanings of the relevant words, is incoherent, once
one assumes the skeptic's analysis of knowledge as in-
competible with dubitability. It is of course left open
to the skentic to come up with account of lansuage and an
argument which avoids Wittgenstein's objections, or 4o
desist from giving an argument at all. But then there is
no reason for vhilosophera to vay any attention to hin.

fuch the —ame can be =aid ahout the skeptic about
other mindeg, or the =olip=zist, as I have been refering to
him. He must reiect any public language account of the
meanings of the words used in his argument, since such an
account would comnit him to the existence of other languare-
users and therefore to that of other minds. So typical
aolipsists have taken refure in privatg langvages; but if
Jittgenstein is right this 1s no haven since the notion of
using this language correctly evavnorates if it is logically
impogsible for fhe soiinsist to go wrong in using wordis
which refer to mental states. At the same time, he must
uze these worde (or some of them) to. express his argument,
and it 1s 2 »resupnozition of the intelligibility of the
aroument that the words are used correctly. So either the
solipsict munt 2ccent a public-language account of meaning
cr he must develon aannther which leaves his position

tenable.
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This version of the private language argument is
not_verificétioniﬁt, nor does it appeal to the notion of
criterion or the fact that mental words in particular are
zoverned by criteria. To see this is to see that its
scone iﬁ'limited, since it can only show that a number of
philosophicael posmitions are incoherent, but this= is no
great drawback when nothing more was intended. We are
now in a position to see that the Wittgencteinian attack

on the form of solipsism of which the argument of Section A

~t
3

of this essay is rewnresentative is independent of the claim
that mental lensuage is zoverned by behavioural criteria.
This fact renders much of the criticism of the Wittgen-
steinian aporoach obsolete, except verhaps as crificism of

one of Haleolm's positions,.

“hat am T t5 say, then, about the verificationist
version of the »rivate lansuage argument? Is it to be re-
jected as uncound, or as irrelevant? The best answer I
can give to these queétio,s suggests that the first version
is question-bezging, in the following manner. If it is
true, as a matter of fact, that mentél words are used acw
cording to criteria, then it is true that the expression
"uses words correctly™, which is a mental predicate, is
used according to criteria. I% then follows from a des-—
»cription of how this exnression is used that there are ways

of settling with certainty (not losical certaintv) whether
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the expression is apvonlicable to particular cases. This
is tantamount to saying that a mild verificationism is
“Justified with respect to this expression, and =o the
original »rivate language argument appears to go through.
However, the private language theoriét disputes the claim
that expressions such as this are governed by criteria,
since he regards first-person present-tense uses of mental
predicates asz »nrimary, and even Wittgenstein agrees that
these are not coverned by criteria. That is why the
second version of the,private language argument is re~
quired to show that there is something amiss with the
solipgist's account of language-use. As far a= I can cee,

this version is utterly compelling.
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F. Criteria

Now that I have shown how the Wittgensteinian attack
on solipsism is independent of the claim that mental words
are governed by criteria, I wish to draw together the
strands of the notion-of *"ce¢riterion® which‘I developed in
Section D in response to the_criticisms of Putnem. The
various pogcitions which have been taken on this cuestion
and which are current in the literature fall into four
rough classes. Accordingly I distinguish between four
"views", although I am aware that adherents to each of
these views'may differ radically on related topics. What
T shall call the C-view is the wview that there is no
special relationship between a criterion and that for

which it is & criterion, over and above the contingent

relationship between a symptom and that for which it is a
symptom -~ in each case the relationship between indicator
and indicated is established by some form of explanatory
induction. This view, common to Putnam, Rorty and other
empirical realists, amounts to a denial that there are any
criteria in the sense suggested by Wittgenstein as anti-
thetical to the'notion of symptom. The E-view is the view
that the fulfillment of a criterion (either on its own or
in conjunction with.some statable set of background
conditions) entails the presence of that for which it is
a criterion. I am not sure that this position has ever
been seriously entertained, but it has been attacked,

e.g. by Rorty 26 and Canfield 27. The N-view is the view
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that if X 1is & criterion for Y , then it is necessarily

true that X is evidence for Y . This view is held by
Kenny 28, yean 29 ana Shoemaker 39; lastly, there is the
V-view, which is that criteria are ways of verifying (sec.
"settling with non-logical certainty") statements about

the presence of some item. This view belongs to Maleolm R
and arguably to Wittzenstein himself, I believe the V-
view can be mzde compatible with the accounts of Albrittons?
end Canfield 27. In the form in which I shall present it,

it is a moot point whether the N-view and the V-view are

compatible, or what the vrecise relation between the two is.

There iz no knockdown arsument against the d—view,
although I hove that this essay as a whole forms part of
the case ageingt the motives for holding it. The E-view
can be attacked more easily by reference to some of
Wittzenstein's examples. Thus the fact that there is water

f

8y}

11ing from the cky does not entail that it ie raining,

o)

2 lthough in most circumstances it is a criterion of rain.
The fact that writhing, screaming and moaning are criteria
for the ggcription of »ain to“others’does not mean that if
anyone vritheg, screams Or moans he must be in pain. A
ceneral aprezl cen be made in cases like this to the theo-
reticael »ossibility of our discovering some fact which will

lead us %o reverse a judement based on criteria.

The N-view i3 more slippery and consequently diffieult
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to assess. If an expression is governed by criteria, then
this fact will be part of the descrivtion of the use of
the'expréssion, It will then follow from this déscription
‘that the particular criteria‘act as_evidence for state-
ments about the referent of the expresaion; It will be =2
necessary truth, tﬁen, that if‘ X 1is a2 criterion of Y ,
X 1i= evidence for VY ; this much is assured br the ex-

nlznatirn of the notion of ‘criterion™ which Wittzenstein

. . bl L3 1 |Q
Fives when he introduces the term in the Blue Bonk 1“. It

this is 211 thot is claimed by the N-view, then what it
cleims is correct. Hnwevér, it appears that the story is
more comnliceted than this.} The N-view in its strong form
is the claim thot if ¥ im a criterion of Y , then it is
a necessary truth thet X is evidence for Y ,so that it
is logically impnossible for X  +to come to fail to be
evidence for Y . Putnam's example of the world of con-
menital stoice (in “Brains and Behavigﬁr" lO)Iis supposed
to defeat this eclaim, on the grounds that even though all
the members of‘éome culture should fail to manifest pain,
we could still have 2054 naurophysioiogical grovnds for
a%cribinr oainz to them. Horeover, this creeping stoi-
cism counld be=et the human race, wifh the result that he-
haviour would n» Ilonger provide evidence for veomnle's
beinz in p=in. The clazsical Malcolmian defence to 2llesed
counter-gxemnles of this kind is o ihsist that if X's

ceane o be criteria for Y's, and Z's become criteria for
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Y's instead, that the meaning of "Y" has changed. We have
already seeﬁ from the éése of dreaming in Section D, that
thisg is correct under one interpretation, since if ©"Y" is
criteria-governed, the correct description of ite use will
have changed. The temptation that must be avoided is that
of requiring that the new concept of "Y" be totally dif-
ferent frem its original counterpart, such that the two
"only remotely resemble one another", and of attempting to

get some philosophical mileage out of this claim.

I should be happy to accent some form of the weak
version of the N-view, since it strikes me as trivial
enousgh to be incontestable, and also because in this form
it is compatible with, indeed constitutes & substantial

part of, the V-view, which I wish to espouse. What the

e

V~-view sz2ys is thet criteria are ways of settling with cer-
tainty whether some item is or is not present, for example,
whether my neighbour is in pain. The certainty in ovestion
is, however, something other than logical certainty, be-

cause of the falsity of the E-view.

This remark should not be taken as debasing this form
af certeinty, which is simply the certainty with which any-
body knows any empirical truth for which there is over-
whelming evidence., In this context I fail to see thelpoinf

of Malcolm's insistence that settling a question by appeal
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to criteria is fundamentally different from settling it
by anneal t5 come looser sort of evidence. The distinc-
tion bhetweon criteria and svmptome is to be made out in
terms of which evidence is most imvortant in the widest
variety of instances and in terms of which one would men-
tion in exnlainine the use of a2 criteria-governed ex-
nression. &g 2 result, the distinction is rough and
fluctuating, especially since criteria operate within cir-
cumztances and what is a2 criterion of Y in one circum-
stence m2y not he 2 criterion of ¥ 1in enother. To go
tack to my battery-zcid example, tests for proton~donnr-
ahin Wili furnich criteria for some substances heing an
2cid in a2 laboratory sitvation, but will not in éeneral bhe
necessary (although always theoretically available) i
more dav-to-dey circumstances. This is €0 because in the
latter “inde of situation it doesn't often hannen that we
have to distinsuich bhetween tmo substances, one of which
failes the litrmus paper test althourh both are »roton-~
donors.  Sucsh substances are not usually found outside the
lavoratory; no doubt if they were, the criteria for the
apnlication of "aecid" in most circumstances would be
alishtly different.

Fueh 2 conecention of critorlu misht be thousht to he
‘epiﬂtemoloqically ugseless, Thiz is cmrreqt if the aim of

epistemolosy i the refitation of skevtiecicm, rinece know-

i

]



ledge-clnims based on criteria 4o not live up to the
enistenic stondards demended by the skevtic. (This is
_why‘ﬁittgeﬁﬁtein needs an independent arsument against
%kentigiﬁm, o snpnlied, I believe, by the new version of

the nrivate lanmarse argument.) It is incorrect, how-
ever, if »nart of the inb of evistemology is to exnlain in
Zetail how neonls know marticular kinds of thing~, what
ther base thelr lknowledge-claoims on and how their know-

ledge-clains onn be‘justified in partieular cases. It ir
not, of couvrse, to he expected that an avveal to the no-
tion of "eriterion” can uhder—write & single general
justification for all our knowledge, since this enternrize,

dear a2 it is to empiricists, is one which Wittgenstein

recards as fundamentally misguided,

T ecan now turn to what is the most important nart of
this section, 2nd to the aquestion of on what sgrounds the
distinction betwern criteria-governed expressions and

tho=e not asn-moverned can he made., Here I want to deny

hoth the view %rat ¥alecolm zometimes avpears to fall into,
that in order for an expression to have meaning there must
he criterie for its svplication, and the empiricist view

that there 2re no zuch thin a8 criteria. So I need to

delineate, 2lbeit roushly, the considerations which will

lead us to zay of zone exnression that its use is governed

&
a

by criteria



Doing this requires stepping back to some of the

more bagle element

2]

in Yittgensteinian thought, especially

~the criticism of the view that all expressions have strict
definitions which consicst of sets of necessary and suffi-

cient conditionz for the apnlication of the expression.

4 couple of examnles will help elucidate this criticism.

Tet us begin with the exvression "chair"; the starting-

[®]
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T she impossibility of formulating a definition of

"chair” in terms of the necesszary znd sufficient condi-

tione for snmething's beins & chair. There are two maior

regponseg to this imnnsser the first, which micht be

cnlled the Socrghic re

]
n
(o]
Q
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is to take the impasse as
evidence that we lock inzight into the concept of *chair®,
that although we use the word "chair", we don't really

knovw what it means. Here the definition exists, but i

9]

hidden from ws. This resnonse has a host of unpleasant

Q

onsequences, such a2g that we lack a ratiosnale Tor ex-

o

luding elenhants from the extension of the texrm "chair”,
thet it beemes nmystericus how we can distinguish so well
- between chairs and tables, and that all of us may, for

all we know, he usin~ a2ll words incorrectly.

The =

]

cond vesvonse is, of course, that of denying
that there are such definitions as those envisaged hy the
Socratic resnonse. A consegquence of this Wittgensteinian

regoonse iz that now it will not be the case that all
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cuestions of the farm "I= X a chair?" are theoretically
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ronnide "?ti ~ about the present meaning,

sxten=ion of "chair'., There will be

2

or even arres
bordérline seses waere the issue, if it is decided =% all,
will be decided more by whinm and prégmatic considerations
fhan hy objectivé rrounds which might become clear on
analysias”. Tt seems thot even if we try to formalate e
definition in terms of ne ossary'and sufficient conditions,
it would tale snly 2 little ingenuity to find examnles
vhich either pass oxr fail these bonditions while it is

unclear winether we would want $o eall them chairs.

50 far, however, this is incufficient %o justify the

claim that "eheir® iz soverned by criteria, for that is
10t the only ulternative‘to the account criticised above.
Tt would indeed be odd to talk of settling with certainty
whether come 5bject ﬁas or was nof a chair. In mos :t eir-

umstances there is noin“onedure I can go through which
ﬁill gatiafy this description. To think of "chair" as
governed by criteria is to think of a lénguage~game in

h "chair" nlqu 2 role and in which it is immortent
for us to settle with nan-loqicai certainty quéstions ahout

Whlch things are and which thln s are not cheirs There

must alsn he ~ome difficulty about settling some =uch
cuestions, in the sense that the anqwer mist not be oven

to simmle inspection. It seems to me that it is the
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general failure of the cecond condition in the case of
"echair" which is more important in leading to the denial
that this fterm ie arverned by criteria. This condition
links the notion of “"eriterion™ to that of "finding out",
and =0 underlines the enistemic role of coriteria. It will

be remembered thot Vittrenstein sometimes denies tﬁat I

can know that I am in pain (in the same sense ac that in
which I ¥now I am in neril) because there is no sense to
be made, in mont circumstances, of the notion »f my

findin~ out I 2 in pain, and this becauze in first-person

nresent~tense ascriniionz "pain” is not governed by

criteria.,

These two conditions are in generzal @atisfied for

well-eatabliched dicense—terma, such ag "measles", (The

aunlificetion is neceszary to allow for exnressions like
"multinle seclerosi=" which. At the vpoint in t

considered by Putnam, are not coverned by criteria, al-
ﬁhou@h thin narticilar one mary come to be zo-governed zec

move is discovered 2bhoult neunlocical Aisease.) The cori-

teria for zomeone's having measles are made un, in mo=t
cireumatances, from an 1q~ﬁf1nlte quorum of a ﬁarticular
set of ﬂymptéms, and in =ome circumstences the presence
of 2 cexrtain zind of microde iﬁ the body of the natient.

ither of these criteris enteil that someone for whom

they are fulfilled has measles, 25 can be seen by con-
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(b)

(c)
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gidering the follnowing set nf cases:

Smith has some of the =symptoms of measles
which are also met in cases of Germen mea-
sles. Tests show that his blood contains
German meagles bacilli, so Smith is treated
for this disease.

In the course of a blond test to determine
blood-tyne, it 1is discorvered that Jones'
blood contains the meas=les microbe. Jones
is, however, in g~20d health and shows none
of the symntoms »f measles.

Srowvn har some typical symntoms of measles

and the relevant microbe ia frund in his

‘blood. Hovrever, he does not reswond to

the nrmmal trectment for measles. Acting
on 2 hunch, the doctor vwrescribes medi-
cation suitable frr the treatment of Ger-

nman measles, and Brown recovers.

It seems t» me that a2 good case could be made out in

each of these three cnses for denying that the patients

have messler, Case (o) is of svecial interest, =ince an

aecunulatisn of such instances could lead, via further

reaenrch,

to come chonres in the ceriteria for measles,

In these kinds »f carcer, we can see that successful treat-

ment emerges as one criterion where others fail, although



87.

still there is no entailment between the success of treat-
ment and the ascrintion of the disease for whiech it ie the
recomised treatmeﬁt. There is no reagson to expect that
in such a casze there chould be a definite ancwer to the
question of whether the patient has measles. Such an an-
3wer may have to weait upon new discoveries about measles
which no amount of iﬁvestigation of the natient's condi-
tion will unearth at present. It dnes not follow from
this that the meaning of ‘measles" i= unclear, or hidden
from us; it simnly meen= that it ic used in such a way as
to leave certain questions ovnen, a feature which is
characteristic of more than just criteris-governed ex-

nressions (ef. "eheir').

The fact that we wish to treat disenses and relieve
sufferins maker it important for urs to distinsuish be-
tween‘digeases in terms of their cheracteristie causes,
which ig why our criteria for disease-terms revolve
arovnd these. There i ~lso a clear sense in which one
cenmot te21ll "at o glance"” whether a person has measles,
a5 one can tell whether 2 person has arms, Given that my
two survested conditions are satisfied, I think it is
feasonable to enncluvde that "measles” is in fact enverned
hy ceritexia. Now T wisch t-> sav the =marme thing about as-~
arintiins of meatal steters, with the exception of first-

nerson present-tense ascrintisns of what have been called
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occurrent states, cuch 23 heins in »2in, seeine red and
thinking about childhirth. There are a huge variety of
reasons why, as human heings, we find it imvortant to
ascribe with certaintvy mental states to others. Some of
these have to 3dn with pnredicting and controlline heha-
viour, but this is not 210. I am not interested in an-
other's bheliefs (say, ahout the Other Minds nroblem)
merely so0 thet I cen Mmow in advance what he will say in
discussion. It would he pointless to list all the rea-
sons we have for ascribing mental states to others be-
cause such a list would be as long as the list of human
social mctivities in 211 their variety. At the same time,
it is not elways vossible to tell "at 2 glance" whether
or not someone else is in a certain mental state (the

oy

root indeed of the Otrer “linds nroblem). There is such
2 thing as setting out to find out whether 2nother is in
pain, or bhored, or intendins to marrv, although this ir

not true in 211 cases of , for examnle, vain.

I am afraid that at nresent'l can say liftle more
about what distinquishes criteria-governed exvressions
from those n»t so-~voverned. The notinns of the import-
ance of settling nuvestions with certainty, lack of
availability to direct inenection and the possibility of
finding out, where this is 2 process which typically re-

quiwes deliberation, are relevent to this disztinection,
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but they are not the whole story. The only satisfactory
way of makine this distinction would, it seems, be to
take each term individually and undertake a prolonged

and detailed analysis of its use. If this task were over
completed, I would guess that the class of criteria-
governed expressions must include at least the following:
those used in second- and third-person ascriptions of
mental states (with the possibility of adding first-
verson ascrintions of some disvositional states, e.g. in-
tellicsence); well-established expressiones referring to
unobservables; expressions formed from an attributive
adjective and a kind-term (e.z. "2 good knife", "the same
person“, and so on). Incomplete as this list is, I shall
not here argue for the inclusison in it of the above items.
I can only homne that »n some intuitive level,'raflection
on the use »f such expressions will yield the conclusion

that they are governed by criteria.

0f the kinds of expressions which are not governéd

by criteria, those referring to ordinary physical objects,

- theoretical entities at an early stage in their history
and those used in first-verson ascriptions of mental states
are representative. Mention of the last class brings with
it an imvortant aualification on what I mean when I talk

“about expressions governed by criteria, for the predicates

and state-terms in this class are governed by criteria in



their second- and third-person uses. So I ought really
fo talk of certain expressions being soverned by cri-
teria in certain uses; when T say that an expression is
governed by criteria I mean that in most, or in an im-
portant class of its uses it is governmed by criteria.
Facts about context and circumstances will clearly be re-
levant to deciding whether a narticular use ig or is not

governed by criteria.

Consideration of the class of exvressions whose uses
are in the main not governed hy criteria provides an im-
portant insicsht into the motivation behind the empirical
realist denial that there are such things as criteria. On
one count, empirical realists rezard first-person as-
crintions of mental =states, esvecially sensations, as
primary and other ascrintions as secondary, a more or
less justified extension of the non—criterially—goverhed
use. On another count, they are interested, so to speak,
in meterial objects and more interested in fheoretical
entities, the class of which in some views contains that
of material objects. So the preferred entities in their
ontology are those for which statements about their pre-
gsence or absence are n»t in ~ener2)l made on the basis of
criteria. PFor Wittzensteinians, whose ontology resembles
a2 lush 2nd varied landscavne, there is not the esame temot-

ation to reesard criteria-moverned concevts as parasitic

90.
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upon or locical or theoretical constructs out of ones not

so-governed; both types share a peaceful co-existence.

These diagnostic remarks are somewhat volemical, but

they serve to intrnduce the auestion of whether mental

ates are sufficientlv like theoretical entities to
justify the empirical renlist position on the Other Minds
problem. A version of this position is argued for by
Rorty in his vaper "Criteria and Necessity" 26, and I owe
his arguments at least 2 brief consideration. Rorty's
campaisn asainst the notions of "criteribh"'and "necessity"
consists lar-ely of criticisms of the E-view and the strong
form of the N-view, so I shall accept his objectibns to
those 2t the moment. His_nositive account stresses the
analnrries between mantal states 2and thenretical entities
via the claims that both tvvoes of item are unobservadble,
and that what we ore here concerned with are the condi-
tions for discourse about unobservables. Part of the
justification for this restriction of the subject matter
parallels my claim thet mental states (and now by extencion
theoretical entities) are not available to direct inspec-
tion. Does this make them unobservable? I am not sure of
the answer to this question: certainly I want to say that
molecules are sometimes observed by scientists using
électron—microscopes, and that one's melancholy is some-

times obzerved by one's friends. In neither case need the
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judgments about molecules or melancholy be mediated by
other judsments about comnlex instruments or behaviour,
as far as the psychological history of those meking the
Judgments goes. So in one sense, behaviour is not used
as a criterion in the case I am imagining. However, if
the scientists or the friends were asked afterwards to
justify their judgments about molecules or melancholy, no
doubt they would appeal to intermediary judsments of these
kinds. The possibility of the relevance of such an ap-
peal stands on thelability of the latter class of state-
ments to act as criteria, in a large number of circum~

stances, for those of the former class,

I doubt if anything clear can emerge from this dis-
cussion except perhaps that nothing general can be said
about whether mental states and theoretical entities are
observable. This auestion seems to depend on the circum-
stances of any particular case. As a general termino-
logical strategy, I should like to restrict the ﬁse of

"observable" in such a way that the limits of the obser-

- vable are allowed to widen 2s scientists, for instance,

invent better measuring and detection instruments, and
reserve "available to direct inspection" for the sense in

which molecules, melancholy, magnetic fields and monotony

"are unobservable whereas men, melons and measle~-spots are

not. But I don't expect anything of import to hang on
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this whim, except the clarity which micht result from
drawing attention to the diétinction. Given what has been
rather tortuously expressed here, I think I can say that
the fact that the mental states of others are "unobser-
vable" in some sense-is insufficient ground for regarding
them as theoretical entities, since this is a feature they
share with a whole host of other things which are not
theoretical entities: danger, economic depression and
political peace being examples. I wish to postpone the
remainder of this discussion until the next section and
finish by noting Rorty's admission that in & trivial eense
there must be criteria for the presence of unobservables
in order for'talk about them to get off thé grouhd. What
he means is that there must be 5222 evidence for their
existence, some phenomenon which they are brought in to
explain, As the unobservables bhecome more deéply em-
bedded in theory, however, the "original criterion", as
Rorty dubs it, may cease to have anything like a strong
evidential role in deciding whether there are any here
now., This he takes to be incompatible with the notion of
"eriterion" which stems from Wittgenstein. It is indeed
incompatible with the strong form of the N-view, but I
don't think it is incompatible with the V-view, the poesi-

- tion which in my opinion Witteen<tein himself held.

There is one qualification which I wish to add to
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the above yvieldins »~f arsund to emoirical realism. I have
nrted that, frr Yitteenstein, the driteria for the apoli-
cation of some concept can chanre without oroducine =
change of any ralical sort in the concept itself, or a
change of meaning in.the correlative expression. I do not
wish to say, however, that this is true of zll changes of
criteria, as Putnam and Rorty seem sometimes to wish to
claim. If the criterion 0f rain was at one time that water
was falling in droplets from the sky, and at a later time
that ice~crystals were f2llineg from the rky, then I chovuld
be strongly inclined to rsay that the meening of "rain®" had
chanred, and n»ot, for exzmnle, that we had dircovered come-
thine new ahout rein. I cucsect that there is a rontinuum
hetween ouch cases and those where it irs imvplausible to

3

apeale »f a chance in meaning.

What I have said so far ah ut criteria may leave the
impression that there is no difference whatsoever hetween

a criterion and a mniece 2f ~trone evidence. 50 now I have

ct
2
il
p}
=

sugsest woays in which this difference micsht be made out.
far some nrop ~itin withyt it 2vvearing to be strong
evidence to moet ~ther peymle; a criterisn, on the sther
hand, is chared: it is v ennventinn thet catisfaction
¥ the criteri-n is ctrons cvidence. Secondlwr, if X i=

a eriterin of Y , then the evidential relatisnchivp



between X and Y is either one which is not established
by recording correlations between X and Y , or, if it is

thus established, it is adopted instead of some other cri-

terial relationship, between, say, 72 and Y . Some of

the second class of cases will include those in which the
meaning of "Y" chsnges, some not. What this condition is
intended to rule out are those cases in which Y is identi-
fied via some necessary and sufficient conditions for its
presence, and correlations are then recorded between Y ,

so identified, and ¥ . TPFor the claim that "Y' is governed

by criteria is an ~lternative to the claim that an adenuate

account of the meanine~ of YY" can bhe given in terms of

necessary and sufficient conlitions.

[

30 fer, however, these conditions do not distinsuish
between criteria-ooverned expressions and those referring
to, for example, theoretical entities for whose presence one

cannot ~ive necessary and sufficient conditions. The dis-

tinction between these kinds of exvressions comes ouf when
one considers the evistemic role of criteria. For although,
if X is e ceriterion of Y , the satisfaction of X on
gome varticular occasisn does not entail the vresence of Y,
it does entail that Y'z exist, whereas the fact that there

is =trong evidence for Y does not have that entailment.

Sn it is only if Y's have heen accevnted into our ontology

and occuvny a2 well-established vositinn there that we can

speak of there being criteria for their presence. This is
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not the case with theoretical entities which are new on
the scientific scene, and so these are not in general
identified via criteria. Since admission into our onto-
logy is a gradual process, so is the process by which an
expression comes to be governed by criteria when it was

not before.

It can now be seen that there are two ways in which
the notion of "criterion" here explicated is useless in

the refutation of skepticism. The first, already noted,

_is that the satisfaction of a criterion does not entail

the presence of that for whiéh it is the criterion. The
second is that in order to say thaf a criterion has been
satisfied, it has to» have been estahlished that that for
which it is a criterion does exist, or has existed}at some
time, which is the very claim disputed by the skeptic. So
adoption of the belief that there are criteria for mental
states is begging the question against the solipsist, and
a snlipsist position cannnt be generated once this belief

is accepted.

These speculative remarks are, then, all I have to
gsay for the moment about the notinn »~f "criterion". Let

me reiterate the majnr points:

(a) COriteria are ways of settling with non-logical

certainty questions about the presence or ab-



(v)

(c)

(4)

(e)

(f)

sence of some item.

The satisfaction of a criterion does not entail
the vresence of that for which it is the cri-
terion, but it does entail that that for which

it is 8 criterion has existed at some time.

Oriteria operate in particular circumstances
and against a background of facts; they are
always shared by the majority of memberé of the

relevant linguistic community.

What is now a criterion for the presence of
some item may not be at some other time, with-
out necessitating a change in the relevant

concept.

It is not necessary that an expression be
governed by criteria in order for it to have

a meaning, but it is sufficient.

97.

Criteria vnlay an epistemic role (they are linked

to the notions of "discovering", "finding out")
but not an epistemnlosgical one (they afford no

prophylactic against skepticism).
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G. Conclusion

In this section I wish to summarise my results so far
and make some brief remarks on how, if at all, the dispute
between Wittgensteinians and empirical realists may be ad-

judicated.

The main thrust of this essay has been to distil out
and separate two important strands in Wittgenstein's phi-
losophy of mind. One is his attack on skepticism with re-
gard to other minds, or on what I have called solipsism;
the other is his elaboration of the claim that second-
and third-person ascriptions of mental states are governed
by criteria. My major point is that the second of theée
plays no role in the first. Whether or not this ascrip-
tion is faithful to Witteenstein is a question about which
I am not concerned. It will be sufficient for my purposes
if I have shown that a good refutation of skepticism can
be formulated which iz clearly Wittgensteinian in concep-

+ion.

I began, then, with a2 somewhat patchy argument for
solipsism whose major flaws I attempted to repair. One
method of repair was the eradication of the notion of pre-
tence, on the grounds that if there are any instances of
this activity, amongst others, then there are other minde,
This ground is different from the one which traditionally

has been taken as characteristic of the Wittgensteinian
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approach, which has the form: in order for the concept of
pretence to have a use, there must be ways of settling
with certainty when someone is pretending and when he is
not. This appeal to the need for verification-proceduresd
for the application of polar concepts hes been criticised
as being verificationist, and I have not questioned this

criticism,

I then reconstructed the argument in favour of solip-
sism in such a way as to avoid the above criticisms and to
enable me to bring to bear on it the most important weapon
of Wittgenstein in this area, namely the private languagé
argument. Again, this has traditionally been neld to rest
on the claims that some expressions, typically “understands
the meaning of", "knows the correct use of* or "uses —--
correctly", are governed by criteria and that since cri-
teria are lacking in the case of a purvortedly private
language, there can be no such thing as using an expression
correctly or understanding the meaning of an expression
when this is an element of & private language. This ver-
sion of the private language argument has also been ac-
cused of verificatiohism. I have attempted to show that a
viable version of the argument can be formulated which
avoids this charge but still works as a refutation of most

forms of skepticism.

This new version involves taking seriously the typical
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solipsist thesis that he has incorrigible knowledge of his
own mentel states. For this knowledge to pass the strict
epistemological standards espoused by the skeptic, there
must be a logical guarantee that he expresses his knowledge
correctly in his private language. But such a guarantee
turms out to be no guarantee at all, since it is otiose to
describe some activity as correctly performed if it is
logically impossible for one to go wrong in performing it.
The notion of language as a rule-governed activity becomes
relevant here. If the solirsist selects the option of
abandoning his incorrigibility thesis, then he can no
longer know that he is presenting an argument, since he
cannot know thét he is using words with a2 consistent mea-
ning , nor with any meaning at all, nor that he is even
thinking. Thus the private language argument only has
relevance to arguments for solipsism, since one who pre—.
sents such an argsument presupposes, in some sense, that

his argument is meaningful. Ivthink that the Wittgen-
steinian approach best brings out in thies way the intuitive

feeling that skepticism is in some sense self-defeating.

The only way for the solipsist to avoid fhis dangerous
dilemma is for him to abandon his strict standards for the
assessment of knowledge-claims. (It is clear that the
private language argument works only against those versions

of skepticism which include =such a strong requirement as
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indubitability). 3But in that case, the solipsist is left
without a justification for, or an argument in favour of,
his skepticism and his claim about the non-existence of
other minds or about his lack of knowledge of their exist-
ence must sfand unsupported as empirical hypotheses.
Treated as such, they are clearly seen to be false. Here
the methodology for assessing theories which is advocated
by the empirical realists really does become relevant, but
that is only because "philosophicel”" argument he dropped

out of the picture.

The freeing of the private language argument from
claims about criteria is necessary also because tjpical
skeptics dispute the Wittgensteinian account of the use of
mental expressions. It would be question-begging in the
extreme to attempt to» refute solipsism by appealing to the
fact that "uses ~-- correctly"”, which is a mentai expres-
sion, is governed by criteria, firstly because the solip-
sist offers an entirely different account and secondly
because he is concerned only with first-person present-
tense ascriptions and it is oroblematic whether theee are
governed by criteria even on a Wittgensfeinian view., Thir
feature of the logi-sal situation underlines how right
Strawson was to deny that his descriptive metanhysicse,

' eépecially that part of it which occurs in the "Persons”

chapter in “"Individuals" 33, afforded any arguments against
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solivsism, for he too relie= heavily on the notinn »f =2
logically adeauate criterion. 0OFf ecourse, on the accounts
which Strawson and #itteenctein sive of the use of mental
. vpredicates, 2 solinsistic mosition cannot be renerated.
#ittoenstein 2oes "ne step further than Straweon in trvine
to show that the tynical solivsist acenunt of the urse of
mental lansuage is ineonsistent with his claimes about in-
corrigibility. So one kinid of argument which leads to
solinsism hes been taket o2ut of the running - it remains
oven tp future solinsists to re-enter with a2 new account
of mental lancuage, but there is some reason to think that
they will be unable to 4o this while =till suvnvworting an

interestinsly solinsiatic vievonoint.

In the courese of mv 2rsuvment for the main concluesion
of the essay, T discussed various objections to the
Hittrensteinian annronach. There objections were found to
be aimed, for the mont »n=rt, 2t the views of Malcdlm and
other interpreters 2f Wittgen=tein. I armied that these
latter views were misreprenentations of Wittgenstein's own
- thousht on these motters and attempted to bring out a
Wittgensteinian vnosition which would avoid the relevant
criticisms. An inmvortant nart of this~ move was re-
enalyning the notion of criterisn in such a way as to show
both thet it ism extremely nlaumible‘that there are cfiteria

for the use of certain exoressions and that any appeal to
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the notion of "ecriterisn” is useless in the attark on

n9livsism or skeonticism.

I now come to the issue of a2djudication between the
Wittrensteinian annroach and emnirical realism. As I
sec 1t, the major difference of opininn hetween the two
views can be elucidated by considering their different
answers to the frllowin~s question: Are there criteria
for the use »f naychrlroical exnressisne or merely strong

evidence for their correct enénlication?

Aceording to emnirieal realism, we have merely strons
evidence for the exi~tence »f mental ctates in others.
The iscue between snlinsicm and ewnirical realism then
turnz »n the aueetisn of how ~trong this evidence is. By
2ll the methodological tests which ére aporapriate for
agsegsing the ~trensth >f sueh evidence, it looks as if
the comnon helief thnt Hthers have minds comes out on top
of the hynothaii~s that thevr dn't. However, the solipsist
is not content with meking hyportheces; he provides an
ergument in favour »f his view that we cannot know that
nthers have minds, and he is likely to dispute the
methrdolosical pwrinecinle~ up n which the empirical realist
preition is bared. "ne focus of Aigvute is the solipsict's
nbtian of »nrivilesed accer= which is suvnrsed tn cuarantee

knowledse of at lea~t s-me mental states and which ie set
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up acs the nparadiom of 2 means of mowine about mental
states, so that any other nurnorted means of knowineg will
not in faet resvlt in knovledge. I suggest that the em-
pirical realist mrh=itinn, 2= detailed so far, is inadeauvate
1o deal with the ~rrsuments »ffered by the soliprist, cince

it srants them no commizance.

Skevtici~m azide, the other differences between em-
nirical realism and the “itteensteinian apnroach on the
above question revnlve arounid the tynical realist claim
that we are at liberty to revise, in the lircht of future
experience, our theory that others have mental states of
the kind which we normally 2ttribute to them. This is what
is imnlied by an accentance »f the c¢laim that behaviour is

7
strong evidence for 2 merson's heing in eome nmental etate
while denyin~ thet thi« evidence ie criterial. It will be
remembered that 2% the end of Seectinon F T adduced the
conclusiosn that if there 2re criteria for mental stater
then mental states have a secure ploce in our ontnlogv.
The empirical reali~st (here I an thinkine especially of
Rorty) denies this by emphaéising the analogies between
mental states 2nd theosretical entities of a fairly recent

kind, which 4o n~t have such a secure noeitinn.
’ "

Wittecennteinimns, on the other hend, will emvhasise

different annln~iers, If theoretical entities are to
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function as anzlomues, then they will c2ll upon those
which are well-established in scisntific knowledge; ver-
haps, frr examvnle, the notion of magnetic field will
serve. It seems to me that it is tons late for us to
abandon either mentzl states or magnetic fields n» matter
what evidence turns un in the future, for there wiil al-
ways be a wav of internreting such evidence as telling

us snmething new, and perhans surprising, about mental
states or marsnetic fieldr. Whether Wittrensteinians or
empirical realistes are richt on this ouecstion, however,
is something whiech cann-t be cettled at this time; we lack
a sufficiently brrad overview »f the development of our
concents. Perhavs one «mall wnoint in favour of the
Jittgensteinion annroach is the fact that we have not
abandoned minds although we hnove ahandoned most »f the

Zartesian theories about then.

This unecuivoeal ontolneical commitment to mental
mtater iz what acts ne 2 csround for the Wittegeneteinian
claim thnt peychonlosical exmrerecions are soverned by
behavinrural criteria, and it is what Aistinsuishes this
claim from the emnirical realist claim that behavinur is
strons evidence for the existence bf nental states., As
I have tried t» show, however, the disoute between Witteen-~
stein and solimnsisnm is not simply yver the aquestion of

whether there are 2r are nnt criteria for the ascription
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»f mental states to other~., Fnr Wittsenctein has an
argument, the nrivate language a2rgument, which purports

to show that there are incoherences in the sslivsist®s
pozition. Wittrenstein does not regard the solipsist as
naking mere hvnothesez which lack inductive supnort. He
gives one account of the ure nf pasvcholrsical exvressione

an which solip=sism cannot he cenerated. He then coneideres
the solinsist's account »f mental Tanguare and the ckentical
argument which moe~ with it, 2nd demon~trates that these

are incomvatible. The solivpreist i~ beaten, as it were,

both on his home eround and ~n that »f his onnonents.

It is this feature of the Wittgrensteinian vo=ition

which constitutes my rea2s-n fyr resarding it as =~uperior

ct

o the emmirical reniict aovnmroach to skentizism. I do

nrt, hhwever, have anv direct_arcuments agéinﬁt empirical
realism when it i= restricted t» the philn<ovhy of mind.

I hyve, by mv clarification of the Witteencteinian apnroach,
t17 have nn-wered some of the weal arsument= in favour of
erapirical rerlicm which are hased »n misunferstandings of

Jittoenstein' thought.
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