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Tlf ,A, Thesis Abstract 

T i t l e  : wlTi t t~ens te in  and Empiricism about Other T5inds1'. 

Description: 

I compare two approaches t o  the re fu ta t ion  o f  skept i -  

cism about other minds. One is  due t o  Wittgenstein, the  

other  stems from the writ ings of such philosophers as 

%arty, Putnam and the  ident i ty- theor i s t s ;  the  l a t t e r  view 

I c a l l  empirical. realism, 

The Wittgensteinian approach has been taken by i t s  

opponents t o  r e s t  on the  claim t h a t  psychological terms 

a re  governed by c r i t e r i a ,  l a rge ly  because of the wri t ings  

of such a s  Prfalcolm and Strawson. I argue t h a t  the  

Wittgensteinian re fu ta t ion  of skepticism is independent of 

t h i s  claim, and a l so  works as a re fu ta t ion  o f  some of the  

central t ene ts  o f  empirical realism, This requires a 

re in terpre ta t ion  o r  a t  least a new version of the  pr ivate  , 

Lanquage arqmnent, and one which makes no appeal t o  the  

notion of "c r i te r ionw.  Here I draw on and attempt t o  de- 

velop a version suggested by Lawrence Resnick. I n  passing 

I asaess the relevance of t h i s  argument t o  o ther  forms o f  

skepticism. 

A s  preliminaries t o  t h i s  major aim I consider i n  de- 

t a i l  an argment i n  

and chart  the  logic  

favour 

o f  the  

of skepticism about other  minds 

two approaches under consider- 

( i i i )  



a t i o n .  I then consider  a batch of arguments developed by 

Putnam agains t  the  Wittgensteinian pos i t i on  and show t h a t  

they a ~ p l y  only t o  some mis in te rpre ta t ions  o f  Wittgenstein 

by Nalcolm. Alongside the  main conclusion of the  essay I 

t r y  t o  develop a not ion of " c r i t e r ionw which w i l l  avoid 

the  object ions  o f  Putnam and Rorty and enable me t o  pre- 

serve the  claim t h a t  psychological terms a r e  f o r  t he  most 

pa r t  governed by c r i t e r i a .  A major element i n  t h i s  ~tt- 

tempt i s  the  den ia l  of what 1 t ake  t o  be the  Malcolmian 

t h e s i s  t h a t  terms must be governed by c r i t e r i a  i n  o rder  

f o r  them t o  have meaning. Ins tead,  I suggest t h a t  it i s  

c l o s e r  t o  both Wittgenstein and the  t r u t h  t o  say t h a t ,  as 

a mat te r  of fact, some expressions a r e  governed by c r i t e r i a  

and t h a t  t h i s  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  p a r a n t e e  them meaning, I 

make some sgeculat ive remarks about how the  d i s t i n c t i o n  

between exgressions 2overned by c r i t e r i a  and those not so- 

governed n i s h t  be made out.  
f--- '. 

I conclude the  essay with a b r i e f  adjudicat ion o f  t he  

d i s p t e  between the  two a p r o a c h e s ,  coming out i n  favour 

of t h a t  of bVitt,mnstein. 
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A ,  In t roduct ion 

This essay is an  inves t iga t ion  i n t o  Wittgenstein 's  

a p ~ r o a c h  t o  the  Other Minds problem, It is  a n  at tempt t o  

separa te  out and t o  i nd i ca t e  t he  connections between two 

s t r ands  of thought which have been widely regarded as 

c e n t r a l  t o  t h i s  a p ~ r o a c h ,  but tvliich have been wii?elg con- 

fuzed one with the  o the r  i n  much contemporary l i t e r a t u r e .  

The f i r s t  is  the  r e f u t a t i o n  of skepticism about o the r  minds 

throu-qh the  p r iva t e  lanLgu-sage argument; the  second i s  t h e  

claim t h a t  mental t e m s  a r e  qoverned by c r i t e r i a .  The 

cur ren t ly  most f a n i l i a r  p i c tu re  of Wi t tgxwte in ' s  agproach 

t o  t h i s  ~ ~ 0 b I . e ~  i s  t h a t  the  r e f u t a t i o n  of skep t i c i s a  de- 

nenlls upon the  claim about c r i t e r i a  i n  one of two ways. 

Ri ther  i t  takes  form A:  

A: ( i )  It i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  the  meaning of mental 

terms t h a t  they can s a f e l y  be app l i ed  t o  

o the r s  on the  b a s i s  of behaviousal c r i -  

t e r i a .  

(ii) The skep t i c  denies ( i ) ,  Therefore, 

( i i i )  The skeg t ic  denies a necessary condit ion 

f o r  the  meaningfulness of mental l a n p a g e .  

(iv) Eowever, t he  use of  an a r b g e n t  by the 

skep t ic  yesuygoses  t h a t  mental l a n g a g e  

i s  me%ningful, s ince  i t  occurs i n  h i s  

a r ~ m e n t  , Theref o re ,  

( v )  S k e ~ t i c i s m  i s  se l f -defeat ing,  s ince  the  



skep t ic  denies a necessary condit ion of 

the  meaningfulness of h i s  argument. 

o r  i t  takes  form 3: 

R: ( i)  The s k e ~ t i c  i s  committed t o  claiming t o  

Save a l o g i c a l l y  p r iva te  lanquage. 

( i i )  For such a language the re  can be no 

c r i t e r i a  of co r r ec t  usage, 

( i i i )  I n  order  f o r  t he re  t o  be cor rec t  usage, 

t he re  must be c r i t e r i a  f o r  co r r ec t  usage. 

Therefore, 

( i v )  There can be no such thing as cor rec t  usage 

i n  a l o g i c a l l y  p r iva te  lanmage.  Therefore, 

( v )  Such an a l l eged  language cannot a c t u a l l y  be 

a Lanquz$e at all, s ince  it i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  

the  not ion o f  a l a n v a z e  that one can use 

it  cor rec t ly .  Therefore, 

( v i )  The skep t ic  i s  comnitted t o  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  

of a  l a n p a g e  vhich is not a language, and 

hence h i s  ~ o s i t i o n  i s  incoherent,  

I express  the  two fo rms  here with extreme brev i ty  

becau.se I on ly  want t o  b r ing  out t h e i r  use of t he  no t ion  

of " c r i t e r ionw.  P o r n  A uses t h e  claim t h a t  a11 mental 

t e r n s  are <?overned by c r i t e r i a ,  while Fomn B uses t h e  

r e s t r i c t e d  c la im t h a t  ex?ressions such as "uses,.. cor- 

rec t ly" ,  which make up one subset  of ,mental predicates ,  



a r e  governed by c r i t e r i a .  Both forms of argument are, how- 

ever,  question-begzing, s ince  these  claims about c r i t e r i a  

a r e  exact ly  what a r e  being disputed by the  ~ k e p t i c .  

My cen t r a l  aim i n  t h i s  essay i s ,  then, t o  show t h a t  

' ~ ? i t t ~ e n s t e i n t s  r e f u t a t i o n  of skegticism about o the r  minds 

i s  what i t  has t o  be, namely independent of h i s  claim t h a t  

a e n t a l  expressions a r e  governed by c r i t e r i a ,  although I 

accept t h a t  t h i s  l a t t e r  claim i s  t r u e  and plays an i m -  

portant ro le  i n  \ V i t t ~ e n s t e i n ' s  general  philosophy o f  mind, 

I shal l  s9end some time t r y i n g  t o  c l a r i f y  vhat t h i s  r o l e  is. 

Towards t he  end of t h i s  s ec t ion  I give an argument i n  

favour of skeqticism about o t h e r  minds which I have drawn 

loosely  from a  similar argument i n  V.C. Chappell ts  imtro- 

duc-tion t o  "The Philosoyhy o f  ~ i n d " ~ .  I n  Sect ion 4 , I 

l ay  out  what bas t r a d i t i o m l l y  been taken as the  'J?ittgen- 

s t e i n i a n  anproax3 t o  such a r p e n t s .  I show t h a t  the  no- 

t i o n  of pretence i s  misplaced i n  the  a r p m e n t ,  amend it 

a c c a r d i n ~ ~ l y ,  and then 1'~o on t o  give the  p r iva t e  langage 

argunent as ori:;inally conceived, i n  which T o m  it re- 

sembles the  b r i e f  vers ion of  form B above. I note some 

of i t s  def ic iencies .  

In  Section C , I introduce a  d i f f e r e n t  response t 3  

skep t i ca l  a r p e n t s  which I c a l l  empirical  real ism, a f t e r  





H c r i t e r i o n l t  which I had developed i n  response t o  Putnam's 

object ions  i n  Sect ion D . Sect ion G , t he  conclusion, 

contains a su.masy and some syecula t ive  adjudicat ion of 
"* .  . the  d ispute  between . ; l t tgens te in ians  and empirical  r e a l -  

ists. 

Before the a r ' ~ ~ m e n t  f o r  skept ic ism,  I need t o  i n t r o -  

duce some t emino loqy  and ind i ca t e  same assumptions upon 

which what f o l l o w  i s  based. F i r s t  of  a l l ,  1 r e f e r  t o  

a k e ~ t i c i s m  about o the r  mixds as F'soli-psism", reserving 

uskepticisrn" s i n n l i c i t e r  f o r  skepticism about the exis tence  

of t he  e x t e m z l  m ~ r l d .  Sometines, f o r  :#rester c l a r i t y ,  I 

use the  lonyer  t i t l e s .  Secondly, I r ep , r a  it as a t r i v i a l  

consequence ~f the  t r u t h  of s tatements l i t e r a l l y  a ~ c r i b i n q  

p ~ g c h o l o y i c ~ l  n royer t i es  t o  Bone X t h a t  X has a mind. 

Here t am s i n p l y  poi-ag t o  iqnore the  view t h a t  minds a r e  

easential1.y 2artesi?xn substances which can e x i s t  inde- 

vendentlg of hodg. If t h i s  view i s  t r u e ,  then I an a 

s k e ~ t i c  about the e x i s t e n c e  9f a q r  minds, other o r  no t ,  So ,  

when I say t h a t  X ]?.as a mind, o r  has mental s t a t e s ,  I 

neax no more than t h a t  c e r t a i n  p s g c h o l o ~ i c a l  predicates  

a r e  t r u e  o f  him ia t h e i r  l i t e r a l  sense. The reader  should 

be cautioned a ~ a i n s t  being n i s l e d  by, i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  my 

broad use of 5-nental s ta te" .  

Thirdly,  I use t he  expressions ?*having a meaning*', 



"'having rneanin~" , "beimg meaningfult', "having a usetr an8 

their coynates (as aoalied t o  l i n p i s t i c  itens) as syn- 

onyyrmous. Thus I do not s u p o z e  t h a t  a meaning i s  an ob- 

jec t  o r  a set of necessary and ~ ~ f f i c i e n t  condit ions:  

t he re  a r e  aany t y ~ e s  o f  wan ing ,  I also speak of a 

yerson s "knowinq the  meaning o f  some expressionw and of 

h i s  nknov?ing the  cor rec t  use of an expressiont'. In al-  

m o s t  a l l  of t h e i r  occurrences these  g red ica tes  i nd i ca t e  

only t h a t  t h e i r  subject  hss t he  a b i l i t y  to use the  r e l e -  

vant expressions co r r ec t ly ,  and not - t h a t  he can ,?ive any 

account o f  h i s  use  o f  them nor  t h a t  he hay any b e l i p f a  

about rceeninr;s, cowec":; uses e t c .  * On the  few occasions 

i n  which the  n red ics tes  a r e  - used i n  t he  second sense, t h i s  

is noted. 

FIere, then,  i s  the  i n i t i a l  a r w e n t  f o r  solipsism, 

which 1 shell c a l l  Arqwnent I: 

Peo?le Save ~ a i n s ;  I have them and so ,  perhaps, 

do o thers .  

I m?ke ju4gnents about the ~ a i n s  of others on 

tlie bas i s  o f  t h e i r  behaviour. 

<-+ ;orneSimes people m c c e s s f u l l y  ?retend t o  have 

mins  . 
In some su-ch eases, t 3e  pretender* s behnviour 

may be in4istinqaishable from what i t  would be 

if ke d i d  have a pain. 



An:,. par t icula , r  case i n  which I judge t h ~ , t  an- 

o ther  person has a ~ a i n  could be a case of 

successful  vretence. 

Pain and bchaviour ma:? be, f o r  example, cau- 

s a l l : r  r e l a t ed ,  bu-t a t  any m t c  t h e i r  rel-ation 

i s  a t  m o z t  contin$ye:Yc - otherwise successful  

nretence ~vould be l o q i c a l l y  impossible. 

T3e'navi~ou.r i s  insu-f f ic ient  t o  show w i t h  absolute  

ce r t a in ty  t h a t  another  y r s o n  i s  i n  pain, 

L cannot d i r e c t l y  apprehend another  person's 

nai.3, nor f o r  t h i s  reason can I es tab l i sh  a 

cgrrcl2,tion between it and some o the r  inc?icator ,  

f o r  example b ra in-s ta tes ,  

Hence i n  no case can I be absolute ly  c e r t a i n ,  

c2.n 1 knov, t k3 t  ~ n o t h e r  person i s  i n  pain. 

The aY~;~-rl?cnt s o  f a r  ccn be r e n e ~ ~ t e d  f ~ r  z l 1  

rnentzl s t a t e s .  

So I ccrz never know t h z t  another  9erson has any 

mental  s t a t e s .  

Therefore, 1 csn never know t h a t  o ther  ~ e o 3 l e  

have ?-indo. 

I r m l i c i t  i~ Xr:gment 1 is a c e r t a i n  s e t  of e ~ i ~ t e -  

a o l o . ~ i c a l  scruples  which I s h a l l  take as c h a r a c t e r i ~ t i c  

of the  form of ro l ins ism with which I a m  concerned. If 

t he re  are a.ay other  i n t e r e s t i n s  forms, these  m e  not t he  



sub jec t  of t h i s  essay. The sc rup les  cons i s t  i n  t he  re-  

quirement t h a t  f o r  someone t o  know t h a t  p , where p i s  

a statement a sc r ib ing  a psychological property t o  a person, 

p must be indubi table .  And t h i s  has t o  mean more than 

simply t h a t  it is psychological ly impossible f o r  t he  know- 

ledge-claimant t o  br ing himself t o  doubt t h a t  p , f o r  

then  the  skent ic  would have no grounds f o r  r u l i n g  out 

knowledge-claims made with a g rea t  dea l  of conviction. 

The usual  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of i n d u b i t a b i l i t y  i n  these  con- 

t e x t s  i s  such t h a t  i f  p i s  indubi table  f o r  a person X , 
it makes no sense t o  t a l k  of X ' s  doubting whether p : i n  

some i n f o m a l  sense o f  " log i ca lw ,  i t  is  l o g i c a l l y  i m -  

possible f o r  X t o  doubt t h a t  p . F o r  some skey t i c s  it 

i s  a condit ion of n ' s  i n d u b i t a b i l i t y  f o r  X t h a t  i t  be 

lor,ricaily im~onsible f o r  X t o  make a ai~teke about 

whether ~3 i s  e .  FOY rflg puposea ,  it does n0t nat tef i  

much whether t h i s  condit ion i s  taken a o  e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e  

s o l i p s i s t  vos i t ion  o r  not:  what does mat ter  i s  the  c l aa s  

of nsycholoqical s tatements which the  s o l i p s i s t  re-rds 

a n  l i v i n g  up t o  h i s  indu-b i tab i l i ty  requirement. This in-  

cludes only s i x e r e ,  f i rs t -person present-tense as- 

c r i y t i o n s  of c e r t a i n  mental s t a t e s ,  suck as h a v i n ~  thoughts 

and sensat ions.  Thus 1 c a n t t  doubt t h a t  I a m  i n  nain  

(when I am) nsov ided  t h a t  I un4erstand what pain is.  Anv 

expression o f  doubt on my pa r t  would be ta,ken as ~ 3 v i d ~ n c e  

t71a-t I don't  7 r e t  un:'ferstanc? exact ly  what pain i?, o r  vhzt 



t h e  word "nainii means.  So provided t h a t  I zm s incere  and 

understand the ~ y o r d s  I zm using,  it makes no sense t o  

su.yose thst at the  time I make it I rni,c$.t doubt whethes 

some f i r s t -nerson  mesent- tense  a s c r i p t i o n  of a sensa t ion  

i s  true. 

The inclus ion o f  t h i s  f3rm of the  i n d u b i t a b i l i t y  re- 

lu i renen t  i n  the  ana lys i s  o f  knowledqe i s  of course ex- 

tremely conk e:zt fous and c:rmxld be re jec ted  by Ti t tgen-  

nteiniznn and e*-t-l)irical r e a l i s t s  s l i k e .  Simple r e j e c t i o n ,  

however, ~ o u ? ~ r i  he simnle cruestioourbeg~inq. It i s  one of 

t h e  advanta~es o f  t3.e Yit tyens te in ian  pos i t ion ,  i n  my 

o ~ i n i o n ,  t h z t  i t  nmvides  a r a t i ona l e  f o r  t h i s  r e j ec t ion :  

1:iimt f o l l o w  i s  an ~ ~ c c o ? x n t  o f  t h a t  r a t i ona l e ,  Accordinqly, 

I begin the  next s ec t ion  w i t h  a c r i t i c i sm o f  Argument 1 . 



B , The Yi t tgenste inian Approach 

The first object ion I wish t o  make aga ins t  Argument 1 

f o r  s o l i n s i s m  i s  concerned with the  r o l e  played i n  it by 

the  c o n c e ~ t  of 9retence. If t h i s  f i r s t  l i n e  of a t t a c k  i s  

successful ,  then the  n rgment  w i l l  have t o  be modified 

accordingly, and, as  it hap?ens, i n  such a way as t o  b r ing  

out ,  i n  the  f o r m  of f u r t h e r  object ions ,  t h a t  which i s  d i s -  

t i n c t i v e  about the  Tfi t tgensteinian apnroach t o  t he  solu- 

t i o n  o f  the Other !Tin& gxoblem, 

It should be noted f i r s t  t h a t  the  s o l i p s i s t  cannot 

c h i 3  t o  f a ~ o w  t h a t  o the r  peonle nretend t o  have pains o r  

not t o  have them, f o r  t h i s  wmld e n t a i l  knowing, on any 

part iculzw occasion, whether o r  not t he  nretender was i n  

pain, A t  most, he can sugyest the  hypothesis t h a t  o t h e r  

peogle sometimes yretend t o  have pains when they don't and 

v ice  versa. Furthermore, i f  h i s  argument i s  t o  have any 

b i t e ,  then t h i s  h p o t k e s i s  must at l e a s t  make sense, It 

i s  at  t h i s  j~xncture t h a t  Vi t tgenste inians  have t v p i c a l l y  

wielded a rqmen t s  t o  do with t he  condit ions for the  a p y l i -  

c a t i on  of polar  concepts. The claim i s  t h a t  it would not  

mzke sense even t o  suppose t h a t  people can pretend t o  be 

i n  pain unless we have a way of d i s t ingu ish ing  between 

cases of ye t ended  pain and cases of r e a l  pain, This l i n e  

of argument has been at tacked by empirical r e a l i s t s  on the  

grounds t h a t  it i s  unduly v e r i f i c a t i o n i s t .  In general ,  I 



shzlL be symgathetic t o  such object ions ,  although I s h a l l  

t r y  t o  shov t h a t  wi thin  a c e r t a i n  c o n c e a t ~ ~ a l  a r e a  t he  so- 

ca l l ed  v e r i f i c a t i o n i s t  a r m i e n t s  may be ju s t i f i ed .  

Even without a'n anneal  t o  such arguments, however, 

i t  czn be shown t h z t  t he  not ion of pretence i s  misplaced 

i n  ax  a rgmcnt  f o r  sq l in s i sn .  I n  the f i r s t  case, one who 

n-etends t o  be i n  pain must know, o r  have b e l i e f s  about,  

what be'/:.zviour i s  normally asnociated with pain. He must 

nimic pzin-behaviqur i n  su.ch a way t h a t  it i s  poss ib le  f o r  

observers t o  5 e  deceived by his a c t ,  and he must intend 

$hat they zrc s o  deceived, althoush they do not n c t a a l t y  

h9.m t o  not ice  hi:; ?retence i n  every p a r t i c u l a r  case. The 

ou-tcme o f  t 5 i :~  unpacking o f  t he  concept of ~ r e t e n c e  i s  

important, s i 2 c e  i n  c a r q i n q  it out I have had t o  a sc r ibe  

t o  the  y r e t e ~ d e r  su-cin melntal s t a t e s  as knowledge o r  be- 

l i e f ,  an a5il . i ty t o  l n i m i c  and in ten t ions .  So i f  it i s  t h e  

case t h a t  ? e o ~ l e  pretend t o  have ?zins,  then they must 

h2,ve mental s t a t e s ,  and so  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of pretence can 

be no $round for the  senera1 s o l i p s i s t  conclusion t h a t ,  as 

fa,r as I can knm, o thers  do not  have minds. 

If t h i s  i r ;  c l -~r rec t ,  then the  s o l i p s i s t  cannot make 

use o f  even the y o s s i b i l i t y  o f  pretence i n  f o m u l R t i n g  his 

arqunlent. Ithat, then,  i s  he l e f t  with? My a r g m e n t s  SO 

far allow him t 3  express h i s  pos i t i on  i n  the  following 



way : 

Arprument 2: 

1) In  my own case I know when I have a  pain inde- 

pently o f  any knowledge of t he  kind of behaviour 

which sometimes accompanies my pains (although i f  

I try hard I can observe my pain-behavious as 

we 11 ) . 
2 )  In  the  case o f  o t h e r  hwnan f igu re s ,  a l l  I can 

observe i s  t h e i r  behaviour, and s ince  co r r e l a t i ons  

between ga in  and behaviour don't almays hold i n  my 

own case, I have no r i g h t  t o  assume t h a t  they h o l d  

a t  a l l  i n  t he  case of others .  

3 )  In t h a t  case I can never know t h a t  anather human 

f i q - r e  has a pain, nor  anv o t h e r  rnental state, 

nor, the re fore ,  a mind. 

This ar,pment, l i k e  the  first,  has been extended t o  

cover clL types 9 f  mental s t a t e ,  and so t o  cover t he  

quest ion o f  vhether  o t h e r  human f iqu re s  have ninds. I 

have assumed t h a t  t he  s o l i ~ s i s t  can get  En idea  o f  t he  d i s -  

~ a r i t y  between nain and oain-behaviour, i f  a t  a l l ,  only 

frorn h i s  own case;  otherwise, indeed, i t  i s  hard t o  see 

what $rounds he  cov.3.d hnve f o r  d isput ing the  crude be- 

haviour i s t  claim t h a t  nain i e  i d e n t i c a l  t o  pain-behaviour. 

A result o f  t5i:: i s  t h a t  A r , p e n t  2 i s  safe a p i n s t  any 

crude vcrsiona n f  the  argument from analogy, since the  



of t h e  l ? , t t e r  ar-ument Ere ,  ex hgpothesi,  not  held t o  hold. 

S t i l l ,  i t  i s  m t  sa fe  from a more sophis t i ca ted  a t t a c k  

a l o n ~  these  l i n e s ,  as v i l l  be seen l e t e r .  Be  t h a t  as it 

rnayr, 130th t h in  a r q x ~ e n t  f ~ r  sol ips ism and the  first r e l y  

o n  the  s.zt.pqoqiti3n t h a t  one can know what pain i s  e n t i r e l y  

from #?nets  own c m e .  Further ,  t h e i r  i n t e l l i g e n t  w e  bv a 

ne r i l~us  so1inr;ist  relie:: on the sv.wnositim t h a t  he knows - 
whzt t he  vord "nainl' means without knowing under  wh.at c i r -  

cunstances he can ascr ibe  pains t o  others .  ( I  phrase it 

t h i s  way t q  avoid, f o r  t he  moment at  l e a s t ,  i den t i fy ing  

"whxt pain ist1 with "v&mt the  word *ga inq  meanst'. My 

grounds f o r  i n s i s t i n g  t h a t  he know the  second are inde- 

yendent o f  those T have given f o r  i n s i s t i n s  t h a t  he know 

the  f i rs t ,  s ince  I a m  recommending t h a t  we gag a t t e n t i o n  

t o  h i s  arqumcnt only if i n  s t a t i n g  it he uses a l l  the   word^ - 
incl?xdec2) t o  mean what they do mean. ) The stage i~ 

now s e t  f o r  t3e  s n t r v  of t he  p r iva te  language argument, 

p e r h a ~ s  one o f  t he  most cont,roversial and c e r t a i n l y  one of 

t he  most misunderstood weapons of t he  ?J i t tgens te in ian  

approach. 

It i s  worthwhile f i r s t  of a l l  t o  get an idea  o f  the  

kind of pr ivate  language which P i t t g e n s t e i n  i s  a t tack ing ,  

and of exact ly  whz~t he i s  denying when he claims t o  have 

I shown that such a language is  i m ~ o s s i b l e .  In "Philosonhical 
, 
5 1 n v e s t i ~ a t i o n s ~ ~ 4  he makes it c l e a r  t h a t  we  do use words t o  



r e f e r  t o  and t o  describe sensat ions  ( (244) ) .  r a t h e r  than,  

f o r  ins tance ,  t o  describe behaviour, but such uses do not  

exemplify p r iva te  lanpage i f  it i s  poss ible  f o r  o the r s  

-to understand them, f o r  which he regards i t  as s u f f i c i e n t  

t h a t  repor t s  and descr ip t ions  o f  sensat ions  be assoc ia ted  

i n  some way r!ith wbat he c a l l s  the  n a t u r a l  expressions of 

sensat ion ( ( 2 5 6 ) ) .  (This last  claim r a i s e s  quest ions  

about c r i t e r i a  which I wish t o  d isregard  for the  moment; 

they a r e  not iariortant i n  c lar i fy in .?  what i s  hare  the  

tar tyet  o f  ' : l i t t q e ~ s t  e in '  s argument ) . The lanmage t h a t  we 

use now i s  i n  t h i s  cenee n s t  a nr iva te  lan..~unge, even when 

we use i t  t o  t a l k  about sensat ions.  F o r  a lanwage  t o  be 

p r iva t e ,  i t  gus t  be im-?ossible f o r  anyone e l s e  t o  under- 

s tand i t ,  i n  the  s t rong  sense that it must be l o q i c a l l g  

impossible  f o r  someone e l s e  tg i d e n t i f y  the  r e f e ren t s  o f  

my s e n s a t i m - ~ 3 r d ~ .  This i s  the  force  o f  t h e  requirement 

of the  s o l i m i z t  argvmmt t h a t  I must l e a r n  t h e  use o f  

s e n s a t i o n - * o  f r o m  my a t m  case. An3 what t h i s  means is - 
not t h n t  I must go throxqh c s r t a i n  learning-grctccjsses i n  

9rder  to f i n d  out ?low t o  use a word, but t h a t  vhat learninn: 

the  use o f  semation-words -- i.3 9 on the  s o l i p s i s t  a.ccount, i~ 

l ea rn in?  %a e t m x o c i ~ , t e  mmes wi th  sensat ions  and w e  t he re  

names i n  d c ~ c r i ~ t i o n s ' ~ .  ( ( 2 5 6 ) ) .  Since I am the  only 

person who can krave my sensat ions ,  and s ince  these  a r e  t he  

only sensat ions I can h ~ v e  (both grammatical remarks), 

nobody e l s e  can a s soc i a t e  words with my sensat ions  i n  t he  



way i n  v:rh.ich the s o l i ~ s i s t  cla,ims I do, and so no one can 

learn  t h e  use o f  my sensation-words i n  the wag i n  which 

the s o l i p s i s t  claims I do, This pic ture  of sensation- 

lan'guage is w h ~ t  nakes iL a private lanpage i n  the rele-  

vant sense. 

And s o  t o  the argument, or at  l e a s t  t o  the  version of 

it which has qained most currency. The s o l i g s i s t  account 

cannot be a correct  ~ c c o u n t  o f  what it is  t o  learn sen- 

s a t i ~ n - ~ ? o r d s ,  f o r  i n  order t o  say t h a t  someone has learned 

the  use of a word, t v  must be able t o  say that he now uses 

the word correctly,  In  the  case of a pr ivate  lanqmge, 

the re  can be no c r i t e r i o n  o f  cosrectness, f o r ,  ex hv~othesi, 

t h e  referents  o f  a person's sensation-words a r e  not 

avai lable  t o  others. Nor i s  it any good saying t h a t  a t  

l e a s t  I myself know when I a m  using sensation-words cor- 

r ec t ly ,  s ince  I have no means of dist inguishing t h i s  case 

f rom t h a t  i n  w'nich it merely seems to  me that I a m  using 

vords correctly.  By the theory of polar concepts, the  

f a i l u r e  of the rea l i ty /a~pearnnce  a i s t i n c t i o n  with respect 

t o  the  correctness of my uses of words is  su f f i c i en t  grounds 

f o r  denying tha t  it makes sense  t o  speak o f  "correctlf i n  

this con-text ( ( 2 5 8 ) ) .  And so a pr ivate  l a n ~ a g e  i s  not a 

lanq-age a t  all. 

Careful a t t en t ion  t o  the  d e t a i l s  of the  above argument 



w i l l  show t h a t  i t  has nothing t o  do with t he  causal  condi- 

t i o n s  and processes which as a mat te r  of f a c t  under l ie  t he  

l ea rn ing  of words. The discuss ion i s  about what counts as 

the  learning o f  words, the  end-product of these  processes, 

Nor i s  the  a,r,~wnent concerned with the  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  my 

f i r s t -?emon sensation-statements,  except i n  s o  far  as i t  

a t t e n p t s  t o  shwv t h a t  f o r  a u r iva t e  languaqe, questions of 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n  do not a r i s e .  The conclusion, then,  is that 

t he  s o l i p s i s t  account of t he  use o f  sensation-words i s  in- 

a?iequate, s ince  on thzt  accouat t he re  could be no quest ion 

of using words co r r ec t ly  o r  incor rec t ly .  Clearly we are 

able t o  make t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  ordinas;v l i f e ,  and, what 

i s  more, it i s  a presu .pno~i t ion  of the  i n t e l l i p i b i l i t v  o f  

t he  s o l i p s i s t ' s  ~ e n e m l  nrqxment t h a t  he uses t he  words i n  

which it is sxnrensea cor rec t ly .  It can be seen t h a t  t he  

p r iva te  lanqfiaqe a rpmen t  czn be used a<@.nst t h ~  armment 

from a n a l o g ,  s i nce  t h i s  a l s o  yresuyposes t h a t  I h o w  what 

"pain1' means f r o m  rty own case,  but,  more importantly, it 

shows t h a t  t h e  l z t t e r  strgtment i s  unnecessary. I n  any case, 

t he re  must be some o the r  account of what it i s  t o  be a b l e  

t o  use sensation-words , 

I w i s h  t o  s t r e s s ,  however, t h a t  t h e  %'ittgensteininn 

r eg ly  t o  solinsism does not depend on a spec i f i ca t i on  of 

t h i s  a l t e r n z t i v e  accou~l t .  The logic of  t he  reply  i s  as 

follows : i n  fomul:?.ting h is  argument;, the soLipsis t  uses 



words, some of which a r e  sensation-words, which he assumes 

have a use ( i f  they a r e  t o  express h i s  b e l i e f s ) .  His ac- 

count of hon sensation-tvoras come t o  have a use ( o r  what 

it i s  t o  use them) i s  such t h a t  t he  extension of t he  appli- 

ca t ion  of sensntion-words t o  t he  sensat ions  of o thers  ap- 

penss untiqfarranted, o r  a t  least tenuous. However, i f  t he  

.private lanq?xnre ar.ctwnent; i s  cor rec t ,  t h i s  account i s  rnis- 

taken, as nust  be any account which supvoses t h a t  sensat ion- 

tliords net their use f r o m  one's own ease, Therefore, the 

s a l i p s i s t  i s  not e n t i t l e d  t o  t he  assumption ( o r  r a t h e r  t he  

prenunnosit inn  of the  i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  of h i s  a r m e n t  ) , 
t h a t  sensation-words have a use,  unless  he can provide some 

a c c w n t  which i s  not sub jec t  t o  the  p r iva t e  lanmage a r q -  

ment. But f u l f i l l i n , ?  t h i s  requ-irement w i l l  remove the  a i r  

of d i f f i c u l t y  about a~nlying sensation-vrords t o  others,  and 

once a p i n  h i s  argument w i l l  f a i l  t o  ge t  o f f  the  ground. 

This s h o w  t h a t  t h i n  vers ion o f  t he  Wi t t ,pns te in ian  

answer t o  t h e  yroblern of Other Minds i s  t o  some extent  in-  

dependent of the clzim t h a t  behaviour isithe c r i t e r i o n  fox  

mental s t a t e s ,  It is not ,  hovever, independent of the  

~ e n e r a l  notion of " c r i t e r i o n w ,  s ince  i n  l a y i n s  it out I 

have spoken of w~~Z1at co'tmts as the  l ea rn ing  of wordsw and 

" c r i t e r i o n  o f  correctness" ( i n  the  use of  words), both o f  

I 
which a r e  t o  5e expl ica ted v i a  the  i n t e r r e l a t e d  concepts 

I 

i of ' 9c r i t e r ion"  and "rule of languazew. The not ion of 



t t c r i tes ionw has recent ly  come under severe a t t a c k  from 

empirical r e a l i s t s ,  and s o  I must enquire in to  the sali- 

ence of t h i s  a,-t;tack before attempting an assessment o f  the 

above version of  the  private language argument. F i r s t ,  how- 

ever,  I sha l l  say what empirical realism is. 



The most sophis t i ca ted  statement of t he  empirical  

r e a l i s t  yos i t ion  on the  ?roblern o f  Other Xinds i s  t h a t  of 

?utnam2. Although h i s  pos i t i on  d i f f e r s  markedly f r o m  

those o f  other  re levant  r e a l i s t s  (e .g .  ~ i f f S ) ,  it r e t a i n s  

an  outlook which i s  d i s t i n c t l y  a t  odds with t he  Wittgen- 

s t e i n i a n  a n ~ r o a c h ,  and which i s  d i s t i n c t i v e l y  r e a l i s t  i n  

conception. I shall. the re fore  r e l y  heavi ly  on Putnamts 

account f o r  the  pos i t ive  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  o f  t he  empirical  

r e a l i s t  apnroach. 

Empirical real ism, then,  i s  i n  t h i s  context t he  view 

t h a t  statements about the  exis tence  sf o the r  m i n d s  a r e  

supnorted by experience i n  much t h e  same way as t h a t  i n  

which any ~cieniific t h e o r y  is supported by obeervational  

data.  Putnm says "in much the  same wayw because he does 

I not t h ink  t h a t  t h e  two wags a r e  exact ly  t he  same. Ins tead ,  

I 
I t he re  a r e  anElogies and disanalogies  Between them, and t he  
i 

analo&.es a r e  s t rong  enough t o  be in s t ruc t ive .  I n  isola- 
I 

ting t he  d i sma log ie s ,  Putnam shows how h i s  pos i t ion  i s  

no ru  sophis t ica ted than those of some o the r  r e a l i s t s :  i n  
I 
i the first place, he claims t h a t  t h e  existence o f  o the r  

min?s i s  a consequence of t he  "host of s p e c i f i c  hypotheses, 

i t heo r i e s ,  laws, and garden v a r i e t y  empirical  statements 

t h a t  we acceptqt 6 ,  r a t h e r  than  a theory f o r  which the  

I 
l a t t e r  provide i n d w t i v e  support. The "host of s p e c i f i c  

hypothesesf1 e tc .  includes such statements as t h a t  "other  



people a re  on occasion e g o t i s t i c a l ,  angry, suspicious, 

l u s t f u l ,  t i r e d ,  sadw 7, and none of these is consistent  

with any theory which claims t h a t  o ther  people do not have 

minds. Putnan wants t o  say t h a t  aind-theory has never 

been tes ted  against  no-mind-theory, and so has never been 

d i r e c t l y  confirmed. What has happened i s  t h a t  some mind- 

theor ies  have been t e s t ed  against  a l t e rna t ive  zind-theories, 

and t h a t  the success of t h i s  procedure has provided in- 

d i r ec t  confirmation o f  the statement "Other people have 

minds,". The second disanalogy is  t h a t  the  relevant obser- 

vation-language i s  not neut ra l  with respect t o  the  

theore t i ca l  duel between mind-theory and no-mind-theory; 

r a the r  i t  i s  b u i l t  i n to  the language used t o  report  obser- 

vations of behaxiour t h a t  o ther  people have mental s t a t e s .  

This disanalogy i s  of course closely re la ted  t o  the 

first, and a s ingle  i l l u s t m t i o n  should serve t o   how t h a t  

both a r e  per t inent ,  While r id ing  i n  the cabin of a loco- 

motive I ask o f  the  dr iver ,  "Why did he p u l l  that lever?t*, 

and receive from my f r iend  the reply, Y3ecause he wanted 

t o  slow down the t r a i n w .  Both my question and i ts  answer 

imply tha t  the d r ive r  has a mind, since otherwise it would 

have been more a p r o p r i a t e  f o r  me t o  ask, "Why did the  arm 

engage with the l eve r  i n  such a way as t o  change the  

posit ion of the lever  f rom *OFF1 t o  'ON1?, (and my f r i end ' s  

reply would doubtless have included some remarks about 



physiology and probably nothing about the  intended r e s u l t  

of the  movement). 

The disanalogies seem t o  me t o  be compelling, and 

they a r e  more o r  l e s s  i n  agreement with the  s p i r i t  of 

W i t t ~ e n s t e i n ' s  thought i n  t h i s  area,  What, then, of the  

analogies? 1 quote Putnam i n  f u l l :  6 

It ( ( o u r  acceptance of the  proposition 
t h a t  others have mental s t a t e s ) )  i s  analogous 
( ( t o  the acceptance of ordinary empirical 
theories  on the basis o f  explanatory induc- 
t i o n ) ) ,  however, i n  t h a t  par t  of the  just i -  
f i ca t ion  f o r  the  a s se r t ion  t h a t  o ther  people 
have mental s t a t e s  i s  t h a t  t o  give up thn t  
'proposition would require giving up a l l  of 
the theories.  stztements e tc . ,  t h a t  we ac- 

tha t  proposition; and those 
have, many o f  them, the kind 

o f  explanatory r o l e  t h a t  the  i n d k t i v i e t  
s t resses .  It i s  a l so  analogous i n  t h n t  
many e m ~ i r i c a l  theories  a re  accepted today 
nreciselJ f o r  the  two reasons th2t  (a )  they, 
o r  t4eories  t h a t  presuppose them, provide 
plausible e ~ g l a ~ n a t i o n s  of many phenomena, and 
( b )  no altern:?,tive i s  today i n  the f i e l d .  
( (l3rscketed phrases added. ) ) 

The heart  of the empirical r e a l i s t  answer t o  skept i -  

cism about other minds is contained i n  the f i n a l  sentence 

of t h i s  mxotation. Mind-theory seems ( a t  l e a s t )  t o  ex- 

 lain the behsvi3ur of the huiian f igures  which I see 

around me, and i t  i s  the beat theory I have so far. What 

i s  wrong with skepticism, on t h i s  view, i s  t h a t  nobody 

has elaborated i n  suf f ic ien t  d e t a i l  a no-mind.-theory 

which wov-la. exslain  the same data. We are j u s t i f i ed  i n  



s t i c k i n q  t? our mind-theory u n t i l  such an a l t e r n a t i v e  i e  

nresented, and t h i s  methodolow i s  not suspect ,  s ince  it 

seems t o  be t h e  m o s t  we can do i n  many a u i t e  l eg i t imate  

a r eas  of science. According t 3  Putnam, those of us who 

hold t he  nind-theory a r e  not comnelled t o  invent no-mind- 

t heo r i e s  t o  t e s t  our  theory a m i n s t ,  any more than  any 

s c i e n t i s t  i s  conpelled t o  do t h i s ,  but it is  of course 

a l loved that myone may t r y  t o  carry out such a c r u c i a l  

exgeriment. He thinks it unlikely t h a t  t h i s  will happen, 

Secause t h e  no-mind-theory i n  a vtsi l lyt '  theory,  and i f  it 

conrtructed so t h a t  t he re  are no t e s t a b l e  d i f fe rences  

between it and mind.-theory, as i s  usua l ly  the  case with 

s k e ~ t i c a J  ? o s ? i b i l i t i e s ,  then i t  i s  i r r a t i o n a l  t o  believe 

such a t ' n e o ~  when the  more n lzus ib le  mind-theory i s  

ava i lab le .  To i n s i s t  t h z t  we a r e  compelled t o  answer 

s k e ~ t i c i s m  with a proof,  o r  even with experiments, i s  

analogou.~ t 9  i n s i s t i n g  t h a t  nuclear  phys i c i s t s  should 

cease t h e i r  experiments i n  o rder  t o  evaluate t heo r i e s  such 

as t h a t  t h e  averaye 4ecay-time o f  mu-nesons i s  determined 

by t h e  nunber of 88-ys f exclu,ding aruleek-ends) f o r  which t h e  

current  President  of  t h e  United States has beer\, i n  o f f i c e .  

Our j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  r e q r d i n g  such theo r i e s  a s  t h i s  and 

the  no-mind-theory as s i l l y  w i l l  be cons t i tu ted  by the  

succes3 of these assumptions; and what f u r t h e r  j u s t i f i -  

ca t ion  could t he re  be? 

In t r e a t i n q  the  empirical  r e a l i s t  approach, it should 



be borne i n  mind t h a t  it i s  not e s sen t i a l  t o  the  approach 

t h a t  there  could never be an a l t e rna t ive  no-mind-theory 

of hurnan behaviour. On the contrary, there  must be the  

noss ib i l i ty  o f  such an a l t e rna t ive  i f  the  present mind- 

theory i s  t o  count as jus t i f i ed  empirically i n  the wag 

t h a t  Putnsm suggests. Thus Rorty * argues t h a t  it i s  

possible tha t  sooner o r  l a t e r  an advanced theory of 

neur3-hysialog n i l 1  en ter  t 3 e  fiela ~ n d ,  because of i t s  

.?seater ~ r e d i c t  ive .power, t r i m r ~ h  over the loose, informal 

mind-theory. It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  tha t  Rortg re-rds i t  as 

a  c o n d i t i o n  of t h i s  triumph, not only tha t  science comep 

up with the  requis i te  explanations, but also t h a t  these 

explanations must be adopted i n  common usage by the  man i n  

the  s t r e e t .  

I s h a l l  now consider some empirical r e a l i s t  arguments 

asa ins t  the Wittgensteinian approach, especial ly  against 

the  ro le  plzyed i n  it by the notion of  wcr i te r ionw.  



D, Empirical Real is t  Argwnent against  the  Wittgensteinian 
Approach. 

Putnam does not o f  course content himself with a 

pos i t ive  account of empirical realism, but presents a 

number o f  a r p e n t s  designed t o  show tha t  there  i s  some- 

th ing  fundamentally mistaken about what he c a l l s  the  

"modish" treatment i n  t e rns  of behavioural c r i t e r i a ,  Some 

of these occur i n  the sec t ion  of the  "Other Mindsw paper 

e n t i t l e d  '4Shoemakerts Criticisms of Z i f f w  , and some i n  

the paper "Dreaaing and Depth Grammar'8. A t h i r d  paper, 

"Brains and Behaviourv lo is  marginally relevant,  s ince i n  

it Putnam a t tacks  log ica l  behaviourism and it is c l e a r  

from some comments i n  "Other Mindsn 11 t h a t  he does not 

think there i s  any important difference between t h i s  view 

and t h a t  o f  the  Wittgensteinians. Because I think such a 

difference does  e x i s t ,  I s h a l l  concentrate on the  first 

two papers, which a r e  c lear ly  addressed t o  adherents t o  
B 

the  Wittgensteinian ap~roach .  

The view which Putnam c r i t i c i s e s  i n  ltOther Mindstf 

seems t o  be consti tuted out of a number of statements 

typ ica l ly  made by Wittgensteinians i n  the exposition of 

t h e i r  views. Unfor-1;unately there  is l i t t l e  evidence t h a t  

he has understood the logic  of these views o r  the  ro le  

which the pa r t i cu la r  statements he chooses as t a r g e t s  have 

t o  play i n  tha t  exposition. Since, however, h i s   ema arks 

a r e  widely taken a s  re fu t ing  the  Wittgensteinian apgroach, 



it w i l l  be useful  t o  consider h i s  arguments as a s t e p  t o  

e lucidat ing just how t h i s  approach works. hxtnam, then, 

sums up Shoemaker's objections t o  empirical realism as 

the  claim tha t  knowing t h e  meaning of psychological pre- 

d ica tes  (viz gredicates t h a t  a r e  used i n  the  ordinary- 

l a n v a g e  explanation of behaviour) involves knowing t h a t  

behaviour e n t i t l e s  us t o  apgly them; and t h a t  otherwise 

we could not learn t he  meaning of these words. Be re- 

marks then t h a t  it iG possible t o  conetruct models of 

language i n  which it i s  not e s sen t i a l  t h a t  words are 

governed by c r i t e r i a ;  t h i s  pa r t  o f  his reply I ghal l  d i s -  

cuss along with "Dreaming and Depth Grammarw, i n  which the  

models a re  elaborated. For  the  moment I s h a l l  concern 

myself with Putnam's treatment of the  question "whether 

someone could understand the  meaning o f  a psychological 

ward, say 'angry', without knowing t h a t  c e r t a i n  forms of 

behavfour e n t i t l e  one t o  apply t h a t  word t o  another per- 

sonH. 12 

This question, according t o  Putnam, i s  ambiguous be- 

tween: 

* ( a )  Could someone learn  the meaning of ,  say, angry' 

without Learning t h a t  ce r t a in  form of 

behaviour a r e  thought t o  e n t i t l e  one t o  - 
use i t ? ;  and 

(b) Are we i n  f a c t  e n t i t l e d  t o  use beh&ioural 



indicators fo r  the application o f ,  say, langryl? 

Putnam's answer t o  (a )  i s  "YesH, f o r  the following rea- 

sons: first o f  a l l  it i s  not essential  that  one learn the - 
meanings of psychological words a t  a l l ,  since it is  con- 

ceivable that one should have been born w i t h  the ab i l i ty  

t o  use them. In the second place, even i f  one d i d  have 

t o  learn the meanings of psychological words, behavioural 

c r i t e r i a  would not be necessary, since c r i t e r i a  based on 

neurophysiology o r  some other psychological theory would 

suffice. Thirdly, even i f  behaviouml or i te r ia  were neces- 

sary, it would not f o l l o w  that  the ones which we actually 

use are necessary: i n  a certain conceivable culture, 

grimacing could be a cri terion of  happiness. 

Putnam takes these three points t o  be a t  leas t  part ly 

decisive against the Wittgensteinian approach, but it is  

not clear  that they are. A s  I mentioned ear l ie r ,  no one 

i s  claiming that  there must be certain kinds of  causal 

conditions before anyone can use a word correctly, so no 

one denies Putnamls first point. The Wittgensteinian 

claim i s  only that we - do not say of anyone that  he knows 

how t o  use psychological words unless he applies them on 

the basis of certain behavioural cr i ter ia .  This is not t o  
, 

deny that  some day we might allow that  people know the uee 

of such words when they base t h e i r  applicatioq upon 

1 neurophysiological o r  other c r i t  eriw ; indeed we might even 



base our judgnent about t h e i r  knovledge on such c r i t e r i a .  

And Yittgenstein i n s i s t s  that  c r i t e r i a  can change i n  t h i s  

way, although he thinks tha t  the  relevant circumstances 

a r i s e  mainly i n  science ( ( 7 9 ) ) .  It remains t rue ,  however, 

that a t  the moment neurophgs io lo~ica l  f a c t s  are not re le -  

vant (exceat i n  s t r a n ~ e  circumstances) t o  the a sc r ip t ion  

of psycholoqical predicetes t o  others.  In  order t o  s a t i s f y  

the c r i t e r i a  f o r  "knowing the meaning/use o f  'angry*1t, a 

mrson has t o  use 'angryg i n  the  same kin8~ of ways i n  the  

same kinds o f  c i rc~~mstances  as those recognised as relevant 

by rnos"i;mernbers of h i s  Lin,w.istic conmunity. Zt is im- 

portant t o  Wittgenstein's conception o f  these problems t h a t  

t h i s  l a t t e r  sta-temen-t (allowing f o r  i t s  expression i n  

technical  jargon) i s  I not a p h i l o s o p h i c ~ l  thesis but merely 

a report  about the  human behaviour which typ ica l ly  surrounds 

the teaching aml learnin:; of words. We are being reminded 

of t he  circ~~11sta.nces i n  which it would be na tura l  t o  a s s e r t  

t h a t  someone 89es o r  doesn't know how t o  use a word. 

Furthermore, it i s  not an implication of t h i s  p o ~ i t i o n  t h a t  

fu.lfillment q f  the  n o r m ~ J  c r i t e r i a  for knowing the use of 

a word i s  e i t h e r  necessary o r  m f f i c i e n t  f o r  knowing t h e  

use oS %he r:.ord: one can get round e i t h e r  f o m  o f  conciition 

provided on has a fur ther  s to ry  t o  t e l l ,  

I n  reply t o  Pu-tnam's t h i r d  objection, t h a t  even i f  

behavioural. c r i t e r i a  :.:ere necessary f o r  the a sc r ip t ion  of 



mental s t a t e s  t o  o thers ,  it would not follow t h a t  t he  ones 

we a c t u a l l y  use a r e  necessary (grimacing as a c r i t e r i o n  of 

h ~ p g i n e s s  i n  a d i f f e r e n t  c u l t u r e ) ,  t h e m  a r e  a number of 

po in t s  t o  be made. F i r s t  of a l l ,  i t  i s  not a t  a l l  c l e a r  

t h a t  grimacin~; cou.16 be a c r i t e r i o n  of happiness; Putnam 

i s  obviously th inking of a p a r t i c u l a r  arrangement of  t h e  

fac%?,l  t i s s u e s  which general ly  i s  ca l l ed  grimacing i n  our  

cu l tu re ,  and smpposing t h a t  i n  o t h e r  cu l tu re s  t h i ~  ar- 

rangement wmxld count as a c r i t e r i o n  o f  happiness. (Per- 

haps chimpanzees pul-1- faces  l i k e  t h i s  when they a r e  h a ~ p y ) .  

$:'hat I v i s h  t o  d ispute  i s  t h a t  such an arrangement, i f  it 

were a c r i t e r i o n  of hanniness, would ri,o:htly be described - 
as a grimac? r a t h e r  than as a smile. Vouldn't we be mare 

i nc l ined  t o  m y  thzt i n  t h i s  cu l tu re  people smile d i f -  

f e r en t ly?  I do not expect t h i s  suggestion t o  be con- 

c lus ive ,  but i n  any case t h a t  i s  not e s s e n t i a l  t o  my pur- 

pose. 19 the  qu.estion i s  going t o  have any answer a t  all, 

t h z t  w i l - 1  denend upon the  answers t o  more general  quest ions.  

One QE these  i s  whsther behaviowal  c r i t e r i a  f o r  mental 

s t a t e s  a r e  r i & t l y  described i n  purely physical  t e r n s  

( t he  arran?yement o f  f a c i a l  t i s s u e s ) ,  and hence a r e  neutral 

with :res?ecL . i ; ~  which niental s t a t e s  they a r e  c r i t e r i a  f o r .  

I th ink  t h a t  t h i s  i s  n o t  the  case,  Vhen I come t o  t he  

conclusion thn t  sorneoY2e i s  happy ( i f  1 can do ~ u c h  a th ine ! )  

because he i s  ax i l iny ,  I do not f i r s t  note the  topolom of 
I 

h i s  face ,  d.eci.de t h n t  t h i s  c o n s t i t u t e s  a s n i l e  and. then 



i n f e r  t h a t  i t s  bearer is happy. Ei ther  I straightaway 

observe tha t  he i s  happy, o r  I straightaway observe h i s  

smile -- i n  most  cases the topology does not e n t e r  in to  

the  judgment a t  a l l ,  except a s  a causal condition o f  i t s  

being made. It i s  indleed r a t h e r  d i f f i c u l t  t o  describe a 

smile i n  purely topological  terms ( i f  you don't believe 

me, t r y  i t ! ) ,  although I can describe it as happy, rad iant ,  

c rue l  e tc . ,  I a m  inclined t o  say t h a t  the  language i n  which 

we express behavioural c r i t e r i a  f o r  mental s t a t e s  i s  i n  

some sense "loaded" i n  adv~nce:  it is not neut ra l  with 

respect t o  which mental s t a t e s  p a r t i c u l a r  "piecest' of be- 

haviour a re  c r i t e r i a  f o r .  Empirical r e a l i s t s  i n  general 

wou-ld wish t o  deny t h i s ,  but t h i s  w i l l  involve denying my 

common-sense description o f  what happens when I see t h a t  

someone is happy, and rep lac in.^ it with an account which 

appeals t o  the notion o f  an impl ic i t  inference f r o m  the 

physical  charac ter i s t ics  of a  face t o  a  description of the  

face as smiling, grirnecing etc..  

There i s  one way i n  which my discussion of the case 

of s r n i ~ i n ~ / ~ r i r n a c i n g  s o  f a r  i s  off the  point,  and t h a t  i s  

e i t h e r  of these i n  a  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  any mental. s t a t e  a t  a l l .  

. They appear t o  be much c loser  t o  what he c a l l s  symptoms: 

and i f  t h i s  i s  correct ,  then Putnames cr i t ic i sms  a r e  not 
/-' 

directed a lp ins t  the c r i t e r i o l o g i c a l  ayproach of Wittgen- 



s t e i n .  Whnt dqes count 2s a c r i t e r i ~ n  of h e p v i n e ~ e  c?mec - 
out ,  as it happens, l a t e r  i n  Putnamls a r t i c l e , l 3  where 

he zdmits t h a t  it miqht be semantical ly deviant t o  suppose 

t h a t  someone could d i s l i k e  being h a p ~ y ,  Putnam suggests 

'ch-la-tif the re  i~ any kind o f  '%naIytic re la t ionsh ip"  here ,  

it i s  not  2" r e l a t i 7nsh ip  between a psychological &a te  

and 8 beh?,vioura,l ind icn tor ,  but one between t w ?  ments.1 

s t s t e s  vhich elre d i f f e r e n t .  No Jreason i s  ;yiven f g r  t he  

devicace of t h i s  supnonition, and it i s  indeed d i f f i c u l t  t~ 

knotv hqw Putncm cou1.d o f f e r  one. The Wittgensteinian ex- 

l,i?:in.y bcinrf i n  8. certain rnentzl s t a t e  are ~eneral7 .y  t he  

came thoce f?r bein5 unhapgv when one i s  i n  the t  ~ t a , t e ,  

and :;o i n  x o ~ t  ~ i ~ ~ c ~ r n . c t a n c ~ s ,  2nyone ~~h'h;, r? . i~l . ikes bein? i n  

zt c e r t a i n  rnent:C!. :rtn-te, ant1 i c ,  i n  i t ,  v ~ i 1 - L  a l s o  s a t i s f y  

t h e  c r i t c r i ~ ~  fqr bein? unhcngg. And i n  t h a t  care he can ' t  

:?.lso be h a p y .  

3on2  -4f t h i s  c ~ ~ _ t r  be tct?~en t o   den:^. Putnam1 s claim t h n t  :l? 



t a n t  f ea tu re  of the  conception o f  t h e  conception o f  " c r i t e r -  

i onv ,  namely t h a t  c r i t e r i a  provide n e i t h e r  necessary nor  

s u f f i c i e n t  condit ions f o r  t he  app l i ca t ion  of a term. 

I have sz id  t h a t  cmil-in:: i s  more o f  a symptom of 

happiness t h ~ , n  a c r i - i e ~ i o n ;  what then miqht be the  c r i -  

t e r ion?  The a m w e r  t o  t h i s  quest ion i s  t o  be found i n  t h e  

general  f 7 rn~, 3 f  behavinur which under l ie  our a s c r i p t i o n  

o f  h n ~ p i n e s s  -- a zeet  which enl ivens  our ac t ions ,  a cer- 

t a i n  playfulness,  freed?m f r ? m  (ahsence ~ f )  the  behaviour 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of de jec t ion  and worry (mopin,?, anxious 

tones  of voice 2nd so on). The biggest  mistake here i s  t o  

expect a sh?s t ,  s i m ~ l e  desc r ip t ion  o f  the  r e q u i s i t e  c r i -  

t e r i a ,  For the phenxnena o f  haqxiness a r e  not of a kind 

which al lovrs for such a descr ip t ion .  On the  contrary,  

they zre  r i ch  i n  d i v e r ~ i t i e c  and have ma.n:r c~nnectisns 

with t h e  c : r i t e r i t~  f o r  o the r  rnentzl s t a t e ? .  The  kind^ of 

behaviour which atznd a n  c r i t e r i a  f o r  h a p p i n e ~ s  w T i l L  be 

d i f f e r en t  i n  i l i f ferent  circ?.m&ances, even i n  d i f f e r e n t  

cu l tu re s ;  they will depenc? on what Wittgenstein c a l k  "the 

w h ~ l e  h i s to ry  of the  inc iden tu ,  on the  causes, and i n  some 

cases the ob jectr, ,  of  hanpiness,  as well as on whether the 

sub jec t  a l s o  f u l f i l l s  c r i t e r i a  f o r  o the r  mental s t a t e s ,  

If ,  i n  the  idst st o f  g r i e f ,  someone smiles,  jokes and a c t s  

with a c e r t a i n  v i l 2 , l i t y  f o r  t e n  seconds, m l y  t o  resume 

his  s t z t e  of mourninz, we c h w l d  not  usually cay t h a t  he 

W P , ~  h a ~ ~ y  f?r thnse t e n  ~ e c m d s ;  lrmanicw might be a more 



apnropriate notion hase. On the  o ther  hand, qiven a more 

spec i f i c  descri?t ion of what w a s  happening around t h i ~  

time, f ~ r  example that  the mourner glimpsed the f u t i l i t y  

o f  h i s  g r i e f ,  became reconciled with the f a c t  t h a t  "death 

comes t o  us al-lTf and s o  on, only t o  be once more overtaken 

by s o r r o w ,  t he r e  :night be - some grounds for wanting t o  

speak o f  h a p i n e s s  here. All the  same, t en  secon6s is  a 

very  short  time f o r  a l l  those things t o  happen (a gram- 

mat ica l  remark, as F i t tgens t ien  would s a y ) ,  It is  in- 

t e r e s t i n g  tha t  neurophysiological data would a t  present 

be i r r e l e v m t  t o  s e t t l in : r  questions l i k e  these,  despite 

the f a c t  tha t  whatever Srain-states a re  found t o  be pener- 

a l l y  correlated w i t h  h a q i n e a s  can o r  can f a i l  t~ aDpear 

i n  the  a i t~az t iyn  enviasged, 

I think tha t  what I have sa id  i s  su f f i c i en t  t o  

counter Fv.tnamls objections t o  the  Wittsensteinian answer 

t o  the quest ion (a) : vlCould someone learn the meaning o f ,  

say, 'angry* without learning t h z t  ce r t a in  fo rms  of be- 

haviour - a,re though% t o  e n t i t l e  one to use it?", Putnam, 

a s  I sa id  bef?re,  wishgs t o  distingu-ish t h i s  question from 

(b )  "'Are w e  i n  f a c t  e n t i t l e d  t o  use behaviw..xral inf i icators  

f o r  the  appl icat ion o f ,  say, langryf?fl. A negative answer 

t o  t h i s  question semes  as a commitment t o  skepticism 

about o ther  mint??, and seems o f  course quite consistent  

with a negative answer t o  the  first auestion, a t  lea~t as 



far as empirical  r e a l i s t s  a r e  concerned. From the  Wittgen- 

s t e i n i a n  ~ o i n t  of view, however, the re  a r e  s t rong  reasons 

f o r  denying t h a t  t he re  i s  any di f ference  between every- 

boav's thinking w e  a r e  j u s t i f i e d  i n  applying mental t e m s  

on the  basis o f  behaviouml c r i t e r i a  and o u r  heinff i n  fact  

j u s t i f i ed .  This needs explanation. 

It is worth noting,  f i r s t  of all, t h a t  no aues t ion  

can a r i s e  abm'c whether most peoyle 

gui::tic conmnitg  might be mistaken 

sentence i n  a ~ a r t i c u l - a r  wag, s ince  

i s  t o  be exnlicated i n  t e m s  of t he  

i n  a part ieul-ar  l in-  

i n  us ing a word o r  a 

what t h e  cor rec t  use 

ways i n  which moat 

people i n  tho roleva.nt 1-inquist ic  community use the  vord 

o r  sentence. ?:?hat shows th8.t a word o r  sentence has a 

use i n  a ?sart icular  l i n q u i s t i c  commmity i s  t h a t  the  be- 

haviour of the  members o f  t he  community i s  o rde red  i n  some 

c ~ n s i q t e n t  way zround the u t te rances  of the  expression 

under considerat i3n.  337 %his I mean t h a t ,  f o r  ins tance ,  

"There's food i n  the  cavet1 spoken t o  a hunmy man doesn't  

prod-uce a t  one t i n e  the  r eac t ion  of going i n t o  t he  cave, 

a t  another  t l n a t  9 f  running t e n  miles away and rain-dancing, 

a t  another  no  r e a c t i m  ~t a l l ,  unless  t he re  i s  i n  each 

case a f u r t h e r  s to ry  t o  t e l l  about why each p a r t i c u l a r  

reac t ion  woinld be apnropriate.  J u s t  as it is important 

here t h a t  evexy case can' t  be a normal case, so it i s  i m -  

por tant  th2.t every case can ' t  be a spec i a l  case. (Other- 



wise the re  i s  no reason why we shouldn 't say t h a t  t a b l e s  

understand - and even have the  a b i l i t y  t o  speak -- English,  

but a r e  enormously s ec re t ive  about t h e i r  ?owem. ) 

Now, I have a l ready pointed out t h a t  it i s  a condi- 

t i o n  o f  the  intelligibility of t he  skep t ic1  s argument; t h a t  

the  words in i t  have uses,  and s o  ( i f  my last  claims are 

r i g h t ) ,  t h a t  people r eac t  more o r  less cons i s t en t ly  t o  

t y p i c a l  ntate:?ents, com~ands e t c .  which involve mental 

words ,  and u t t e r  them i n  a wag which i s  g e n ~ r a l l y  con- 

s i s t e n t  with rennect t o  t h e i r  sur roundinp .  Given t h a t  

a l l  thif: i s  the  cane, what f u r t h e r  quest ion can a r i s e  

about whether t h i s  use i s  justified? Isn't th i s  just l i k e  

the r;r,uesti?n o f  whether the  r u l e  o f  basebal l  "Three s t r i k e s  

make an outtt  is  ju s t i f i ed?  And when t h i s  quest ion i s  

asked, it  miqht preface a suggestion t h a t  the  rule be re- 

.placed (and there  might be qood reasons f o r  t h i s ,  f o r  in- 

s tance t h a t  n i t che r s  a r e  becoming so good t h a t  too few 

runs a,re being scared).  In such a case, however, it mould 

Se wrong t o  say that our present  r u l e  was mistaken, that 

we were deceived i n  us ing it, With some nua l i f i ca t i ons  

t o  be discussed l a t e r ,  1 w i s h  t o  exten3 t h i s  view t o  the  

r u l e s  which r3vern t h e  uce o f  words, 

A t  t h i s  point ,  the  ob jec t ion  a r i s e s  t h a t  although 

people mag use m e n t a l  words co r r ec t ly ,  they may never- 



t h e l e s s  be mistaken i n  a11 o r  most of  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  

n s c r i p t i m s  o f  mental p red ica tes  t o  o thers ,  If we nctu- 

alTy suppose3 t h a t  t h i s  was t r u e  o f  some l i n g x i ~ t i c  com- 

rnunity whose ?any.xaqe we were t r y i n g  t o  t r a n ~ l a t e ,  our  

supp7si t ion might equally wel l  be renlaced by the  wup- 

pos i t i on  t h a t  the  members of t h i s  comuni tg  d id  not  use 

mental words  a t  a l l ,  ?>ut sometimes emitted noises  which 

bore no r e l z t i o n  t o  t he  s t a t e  of t he  world around them 

(we all dn t h i s  sometimes i n  any case) .  It seems t h a t  

only Ockha.mts qamr could decide t h i s  issue. But i f  people 

do bel ieve  t h a t  behavioural i nd i ca to r s  e n t i t l e  us t o  a ~ q l y  

mental. m r d :  t o  o thers ,  and on the  bas i s  o f  t h i s  b e l i e f  

yo alread t o  use nental words i n  this wa:~, then a cor rec t  
*IC 

descr ip t ion  o f  the use o f  these  v o r d s  w i l l  have t o  in-  

clude the  fact t h a t  s tatements involving them a r e  I u s t i -  

f i e 3  by zn <??yea1 tr? behzvioural c r i t e r i a .  This w i l l  be 

what t h e  use i s ,  and it  w i l l  not be necessary t o  t a l k  of 

an i nne r  mental content a t  a l l .  ZL is  only because the  

sken t i c  sees it as the  main pa r t  of the meaning of ,  say, 

lancry', t h z t  it r e f e r  t o  a p r iva t e  mental content ,  t h a t  

he supposes t h a t  we might never be j u s t i f i e d  i n  a sc r ib ing  

anger t o  another.  T i t t gens t e in  observes t h a t  t he  re- 

co,gnition o f  a p r iva te  n e n t a l  content d a y s  no pa r t  i n  

the  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a s c r i p t i o n s  o f  anger t o  o thers ,  al-  

though inner  f e e l i n @  mzy be n a r t  o f  what i s  ascr ibed,  R e  

cnncludes t l ~ e t  t he re  i s  something wranlr w i t h  the  emni r i -  



c i s t  a.ccoun2~ o f  the  meaning of mental t e r n s  according t o  

which they a r e  a f f ixed  t o  t h e  f e e l i n g s  themselves i n  such 

a way that the  o n l y  r e a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  us ing them on 

a p a r t i c u l z r  occasio2 i3 having t h e  r e q u i s i t e  f ee l ing .  

(The bee t l e  and t he  box ( ( 293 ) ) . $  This account aapeare 

t o  leave unclear  how we a r e  t o  expla in  f i r s t -person  uses 

of mental terms, but t h i s  can be i nves t i s a t e4  l a t e r ,  F o r  

the  moment I w i l l  draw the  t e n t a t i v e  conclusion t h a t  i t  

makes no sense t o  supnose t h a t  everyone misht be mistaken 

i n  a ~ p l y i n g  c e r t a i n  words according t o  c e r t a i n  c r i t e r i a ,  

althou-sh they  may f ormu-late f a l s e  b e l i e f s  about t he  ways 

i n  which they use words, It fol lows t h a t  it makes no sense 

t o  say t h a t  everyone i s  j u s t i f i e d  i n  applying words ac- 

cordin3 to c r i t e r i a  (although quest ions  of j u s t i f i c a t i o n  

may a r i s e  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  cases)  -- it  just s o  happens that 

they do! 

It i s ,  however, worth reminding ourselves t h a t  the 

skep t ic  about o the r  minds does not claim that we are not  - 
j u s t i f i e d  i n  usi3g nen ta l  t e r n s  t 3  describe o thers ;  o r ,  

if he does, he me?.ns t h a t  p e r h a y  we a r e  not the  kind of 

t h i n z s  t h a t  c m  have j u s t i f i c a t i o n  ( c f .  t a b l e s ) .  Me cer- 

t a i n l y  cannot hold t h a t  we lack  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  t h a t  we a r e  

deceived in to  th ink ing  we have i t ,  f o r  then he would be 

c o m ~ i t t e d  t o  the  existence of o t h e r  minds, namely ours.  

Vhat gives the  Other Xinds problern i t s  p a r t i c u l a r  f l avour  



i s  t h a t  t h e  skey t ic  doubts whether he is  j u s t i f i e d  i n  - 
asc r ib ing  mental predicates  t o  o thers .  Pa r t  of t h i s  ngjr 

of looking a t  the  : w t t e r  i s  the  c l a i n  t h a t  one know3 the  

meaning o f  nen ta l  t e r n s  frm one's own case. And so the  

y i v a t e  Iangb~aiye arcpment forms a n  irnyortant pa r t  o f  t he  

a r s e n a l  o f  weapons used t o  combat skepticism, 

Although I have 3isputed the  claim t h a t  t he re  i s  

some important d i f ference  betveen Putnam's quest ions (a) 

am3 ( b ) ,  rnv l e t t e r  renarks o n  skepticism neces s i t a t e  a 

considerat ion of  h i s  treatment of (b ) ,  Here the  Wittqen- 

s t e i n i a n  a?gmach i s  character ised as accusing the  skep t ic  

o f  "making a l o < ~ i c a l  Uunder  ( (denying the  very c r i t e r i a 1  

r e l a t i onsh ips  . . . upon which the  customary understanding 

of psychological t5ms depends)) o r  us ing words w i t h  a 

d i f f e r e n t  meaning o r  a-flything of t h a t  kind". l4 ~ u t n a m  

th inks  t h a t  t h i s  l i n e  of a t t a c k  i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t ,  and for 

good reasons i f  t he  argxnent i s  of the  form: a skep t ic  

denies tha,t vhat we take  t o  be paradigm cases o f ,  say, 

anger can be known t o  be such, the re fore  he does not  under- 

s tand the  meanin? of Por "understands the  meaninq 

of tanyrypll  i s  a psycholo,:ical predicate ,  f o r  which t h e  

c r i t e r i o n  i s  cor rec t  app l i ca t ion  t o  p a r a d i e  casea. But 

as both Putnam and Wittgenstein have s t r e s sed ,  a c r i t e r i o n  

provides ne i the r  necessary nor  s u f f i c i e n t  condit ions f o r  

t h a t  f o r  which i t  i s  the  c r i t e r i o n ,  So, provided we t e l l  



a f u r t h e r  s tory,  we can admit t h a t  someone does under- 

stand the meaning of '%ngry'f without committing himself 

on paradigm cases, and i n  some s i tua t ions  the fu r the r  

s tory  w i l l  consist i n  the information t h a t  the person 

concerned i s  a skeptic.  The s i t u a t i o n  i s  indeed more 

complicated than t h i s ,  since verbal  expression of doubt 

i s  insuf f ic ien t ,  i n  t h i s  context,  f o r  showing t h a t  one 

does doubt. The bonafide skept ic  must a c t  i n  such a way - 
a s  t o  indicate t h a t  he has doubts about the  existence of  

o ther  minds, t h a t  he only has strong be l i e f s  and lacks 

knowledge, but these considemtions.1 s h a l l  ignore f o r  the  

moment. 

It seems t o  me t h a t  if the  above were a correct  

character isat ion of the  v!ittgensteinian a t t ack  on skepti-  

cism, 42utn~m would have a strong case against  it; un- 

fortunatel:y, i t  i s  not. Wittgenstein i s  concerned with 

the conditions f o r  mental wordst having a correct  use, and 

h i s  claim i s  t h e t  i f  the skept ics  doubts were jus t i f i ed ,  

i f  h i s  epistemoloqical scruples were the correct  ones, then 

these conditions could not be f u l f i l l e d .  This a e i n  brings 

us t o  the private language argument. 

I now wish t o  t u rn  t o  Putnam's paper "Dreaming and 

Depth Grammar" 9, i n  which he discusses some o f  the  claims 

about lzngm,.~e which underl ie Malcolm~s apnroach t o  the  



so lu t ion  of skep t i ca l  problems. Malcolm, o f  course, ad- 

d resses  himself i n  h i s  book ?9rearning"l5 t o  the  Car tes ian  

a r g m e n t s  having t o  do with skepticism about t he  ex i s t -  

ence of the  physical  world, but many of Lhe t o o l s  he uses 

can be apglied t o  skepticism about o t h e r  minds, It should 

be kepi; i n  mind, however, t h a t  lnlcoLm i s  not always l o y a l  

t o  t he  s p i r i t  of l i t t g e n s t e i n i a n  thought i n  t h i s  area and, 

as Futnaats  opening remarks suggest ,  t he  empirical  r e a l i s t  

must be wazy of shooting a t  s traw men. 

Putnarn, then, s e l e c t s  the  following theses  f o r  

discussion:  16 

". . , ,Criteria a r e  ways of s e t t l i n g  a 
quest ion with ce r t a in ty . , , ;  t h e i r  connection 
with a concept i s  l o g i c a l ,  not empirical:  
they are r e l a t ed  t o  the  way we teach and 
l ea rn  the  use of an expression; i f  they a r e  
a l l  f u l f i l l e d  we have a 'paradigmatic case1;  
it i s  nonsense t o  speak of an  inductive 
inference unless  the  zentence used t o  ex- 
press the  a l leged conclusion of t he  in-  
ference i s  one whose agp l i ca t ion  is 
qoverned by c r i t e r i a .  Thus, language i s  
criterion-governed; Learning and teaching 
a 1anyua:~e is,  i n  l a rge  p a r t ,  l ea rn ing  and 
teaching conformity t o  c r i t e r i a . "  

The l i n e  of a t t a c k  on t h i s  vers ion of Malcolm's pos i t i on  

begins with the  claim t h a t  it i s  a species  of v e r i f i -  

cationism. According t o  Putnam, Malcolm confuses t he  

not ion o f  a s e t  of t ruth-condit ions f o r  t h e  apn l i ca t ion  of 

some expression with t h a t  of a way of s e t t l i n g  with cer-  

t s i n t y  quest ions i n  which t h a t  expression occurs: he uses  



t lcr i ter ion" ambiguously t o  cover both of these notions, 

although only the second i s  important t o  h i s  analysis  of 

i n t e l l i q i b i l i t y .  A rough account of t h i s  analysis  i s  t h a t  

a statement can be senseless or un in te l l ig ib le  purely on 

account o f  i t s  lacking a possible method of ver i f ica t ion .  

Italcolm claims thnt  there  i s  an important sense o f  "sense- 

less t t  f o r  which t h i s  analysis  holds, while f u t n m  denies 

t h i s ,  and o f f e r s  an a l t e rna t ive  account o f  the  concept of 

in te l l ig ib i ' ! i ty .  This l a s t  i s  o f  i n t e r e s t ,  but does not 

show tha t  T,ffalcolrn i s  wrong, since he may admit t h a t  both 

anzlyses are  c ? r r e c t ,  but a re  analyses o f  d i f fe rent  senses 

o f  f l i n t e l l i ~ y i b i l i t y " .  It s e e m  t h a t  only careful  and un- 

biased a t ten t ion  t o  examnles could s e t t l e  t h i s  ~ u e s t i o n .  

Before nmceeding t o  the  rnea,t of ?utnamls a t t ack ,  i t  

is  irnnortznt to  impose some restrictions on the general i ty  

of Nalcolrnls claims about Ie.mpage. It i s  ~ o s ~ i b l e  t h a t  

i n  doing t h i s  I mav d i s t o r t  h i s  ac tua l  posi t ion an8 FO 

render Pu-t;_rcml s arguments msowrd. Rowever, my i n t e r e s t  

i s  i n  whether e m ~ i r i c a l  r e a l i s t  nr,ment s a re  successful 

a .rainst Yit-t;gensteinv s an-?roach t o  the philosophy of mind, 

and T do not think I sha l l  misrepresent - his views i n  in t ro -  

aucing these r e s t r i c t ions .  F i r s t  of a l l ,  then, ne i the r  

!??ittgenstein nor Mn?-c43km believe t h a t  - a l l  exyess ions  are 

governe4 by c r i t e r i a ;  however, since I wish t o  discuss 

Malcolm's claims i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  mental language, which v i t h  



t h e  exception o f  s e f i r s t -person  u t te rances  i s  c r i l e r i o n -  - 
governed, t h i s  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  i s  only important because i t  

might r u l e  out counte r -exaq les  t o  t h e  claims which are 

drawn from areads of lanquzge which are not governed by 

c r i t e r i a ,  

Secondly, \??hen Malcolm says t h a t  t * c r i t e r i a  a r e  ways 

or" s e t t l i n z  n quest ion with ce r ta in ty tv ,  he i s  not  t a l k i n s  

about t h e  kind o f  c e r t a i n t y  which supports t he  move from 

the  premises t o  the  conclusion of a (formal o r  informal)  

v a l i d  deductive a r ~ w e n t ,  To give an  adequate account o f  

c e r t a i n t y  would. take  me beyond t h e  scope of t h i s  essay, 

s o  f o r  the  moment I w i l l  confine myself t o  the following 

rough charactexisa t ion:  t o  say t h a t  c r i t e r i a  a r e  ways of 

s e t t l i n g  a yuestion with c e r t a i n t y  i s  t o  sag t h a t  t he  c r i -  

teeria f o r  the  use of an e q r e s s i o n  a r e  what as a, mat ter  of 

f a c t  v!e apyesl  t o  when we want t o  s e t t l e  a quest ion i n  - 
p a r t i c u l a r  circumstances, and i-hat as a mat te r  of  f a c t  we 

accept as s e t t l i n g  the  quest ion i n  those circlmstances. 

So, i n  the laboratory  s i t u a t i o n ,  t he  c r i t e r i o n  of a aub- 

s tance ' s  bein? u r a . t e r  i s  t h a t  it i s  composed of R20 mole- 

cu les  and r e l a t ed  ions. It is c l e a r  t h a t  t h i s  c r i t e r i o n  - 
plays no r o l e  i n  the  everyda-y use of "water", although i f  

any dispute  arose about whetber some substance was o r  was 

not water it could i n  p r inc ip l e  be s e t t l e d  by reference t o  

t he  c r i t e r i o n ,  here serves  as the  ul t imate  court  o f  



appeal.  Yothing I have s a i d  here implies t h a t  a t  a l a t e r  

date  t h e  decis ion of t h i s  cour t  cannot be overruled. 

This b r i n ~ s  me t o  the  t h i r d  qua l i f i ca t i on ,  which has 

t o  do with the  c l a i m  t h a t  the  connection of c r i t e r i a  with 

a concept i s  l o y i c a l  and not empirical.  This claim can 

be taken i n  many ways: one i s  t h a t  c r i t e r i a  funct ion as 

s e t s  of necessary and s u f f i c i e n t  condit ions f o r  the  spp l i -  

ca t i on  of a concept, but we have a l ready seen t h a t  t h i ~  

i s  f a l s e .  Another m i ~ h t  be t lmt  it i s  a necesrary t r u t b  

t h a t  n certain concept has c e r t a i n  c r i t e r i a ;  t h i s  i n t e r -  

p r e t a t i o n  s t r i k e s  me as c lose  t o  B?alcolm's pos i t ion  as 

expressed i n  h i s  remarks t h a t  i f  t he  c r i t e r i a  f o r  the 

applicz#tion of an expression change, then the  expression 

must be associa ted with a new concept, which "remotely 

resembles tb.e o ld  one l* . l7 I don't  th ink  t h a t  Wittgenstein 

i s  cmmit ted  t o  t h i s  pos i t ion ;  t o  come t o  recognise t h i s  

i s  t o  f i nd  o u t  something important about h i s  conception of 
-., . c r i t e r i a .  In  so f a r  as : r ~ t t q x w t e i n  i n  committed t o  any 

view t h a t  rnizht be exareased as " tha t  the  connection of 

c r i t e r i a  with a concept i s  l o g i c a l  and not empir ica lw,  I 

suggest t h a t  t h i s  i s  the  view t h a t ,  i f  the  app l i ca t ion  of 

a conceat i s  governed by c r i t e r i a ,  then i n  o rder  t o  expla in  

t o  someone i t s  app l i ca t ion  i n  n ~ m a l  circumstances, one 

would hnve ts  exyla in  the  r o l e  played by t he  c r i t e r i a  i n  

t h i s  apnl icnt ion.  In  and i t ion ,  someone would be s a i d  t o  



understand the  app l i ca t ion  of a criteria-governed concept 

( o r  t he  use of a cri ter ia-ggverned express ion) ,  only if 

he rezarded c e r t a i n  c r i t e r i a  as c e n t r a l l y  important i n  

s e t t l i n g  quest ions about the  app l i ca t ion  of such a con- 

c e ~ t ,  O f  course, these  lsst two claims all-ow of ex- 

ceptions,  where a s p e c i a l  explanation can be offered,  but  

the  f a c t  t h a t  such an  explanation i s  r e m i r e d  t o  j u s t i f y  

our a d m i s s i ~ n  t h e t  soneone understands t he  app l i ca t ion  of 

z criteria-,yoverned concept without knoving anything about 

t 3e  importance o f  the  re levznt  c r i t e r i a  i n  s e t t l i n q  

quest ions  about thn"t ;pl ica . t icsn,  shows t h a t  normally (whew 

t h e r e  i s  no s p e c i a l  explanation) such kn~v~ ledge  i, " neces- - 
sary.  This j - ~  the  f 9 r ~  of the  "mles of l a y p a g e "  FO 

o f t en  ta lked about i n  d iscuss ions  o f  c r i t e r i a :  they a r e  

r u l e s  t h a t  bald i n  n o m a l  circumstances (which o f  course 

i s  a l l  t h a t  i s  necessary t o  t he  successful  funct ioning o f  

lan,yuage) and they leave open the  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  they  

may be overridden i n  ufiusual circunwtances. Although t h i s  

f ea tu re  was not included i n  t he  spec i f i ca t i on  of t he  in-  

ference-rules of the  p r o p s i t i a n a l  ca lculus ,  i t  i s  not  a 

surpr is ing fec ture  of  ru l e s ,  s ince  it i s  found i n  many 

ordinary kinds of ~ u l e s .  The 11?11es of basebal l ,  f o r  in- 

s tance ,  do not have t o  c o m i t  themselves on whether a catch 

has been m.de i f ,  a f t e r  being s t ruck  by the  b a t t e r ,  the 

b a l l  orbi ted  the  ea r th  o r  turned i n t o  a pigeon before 

coming t o  r e s t  i n  t he  hands of t he  l e f t - f i e l d e r ,  How odd 



t h a t  t he  -,%me coul8 be played with so much l e f t  undecided! 

Sefore I ~o on, l e t  me o f f e r  a rough i l l u s t m t i o n  of 

t he  d i s t i n c t i o n  betvieen log icaJ  and ernairical come c t ions  

with a concept, which w i l l  nul -oaraZlel with t he  riiatinc- 

t i o n  between c r i t e r i a  and symptoms used by Vi t tgens te in  in, 

f o r  example, the  Blue Book. That t he re  a r e  d rop le t s  o f  

water fal?!ing frorn the  :ky i s  a c r i t e r i o n  of i t s  ra in ing ;  

it i s  not  a s u f f i c i e n t  condi t ion f o r  r a i n ,  s ince  t h e  water  

m ~ y  be being e jec ted  from a number of aeroglznes c i r c l i n g  

jus t  above t h e  l l i v  cloud-cover; i n  normal cases, however, 

t h i s  would be taken t o  s e t t l e  t he  quest ion of n b t h e r  it i s  

rainin,?; furthermore, one could not expla in  t o  3omeone what 

the concent ~f m i n  i s  v i thout  i tescribing the  ro l e  o f  bhir: 

c r i t e r i o n ,  m d .  zomone \TILO th3u.:?ht t h a t  the  f a c t  t h a t  

water-droplet'; rwre f ~ l l i n g  f r m  the  sky v m s  nqt c e n t r a l l y  

re levant  t o  the  r?.uestion o f  whether it &as r a in ing  woulcl 

not be said t o  ~nnderatznd the  concept o f  f*rain". On the  

o t h e r  hand, t h a t  a Sammeter gives a c e r t a i n  read ins  i s  

merely a symptom of r a i n  which would give some ind ica t ion  

t h a t ,  but not z e t t l e  t he  qu-estion whether, it was i n  f a c t  

ra in ing ;  one could explain t o  someone the  a p ~ l i c a t i o n  of 

the  concept of ' r a in '  without t a l k i n g  about barometers, 

and soxeone who bel ieved t h z t  barometer-readings were not 

c e n t r a l l y  releva.nt to the  questi3n of whether it i s  r a in ing  

would n o t  the re fore  be said. t o  lzck an understanding of t he  



concept of ra in .  

I a d ~ i t  t h z t  t h i s  case may be t o o  clear-cut  t o  be 

representa t ive  of t he  a p d i c a t i o n  of cr i ter ia-sovemed 

concepts, bu-t i t  servez i t s  present  nurpose of e luc i4a t ing  

the  not ion of 3 c r i t e r i o n ,  Whether it be the  same with 

pain as with r e i n  can be s e t t l e d  l a t e r ,  Por the  moment, 

note t h a t  the  c5.stinction between c r i t e r i a  and ~ymptams i s  

based on t h a t  between r e l c t i v e l y  important and r e l ~ t i v e l y  

uninqortant ,  a d i s t i n c t i o n  which c l e a r l y  a h i t s  of degrees. 

Let me a t  l a s t  t u r n  t o  Putnamls arguments a s a i n s t  

?!la,lcolm. H i s  f i rs t  one addresses i t s e l f  t o  t h e  claim tha,t 

chsnze i n  %he c r i t e r i a  f:?r the  app l i ca t ion  o f  an expression 

r e s u l t s  i n  c chzvlge i n  the  neaning of t h a t  exgression, and 

u t i l i s e s  the  example o f  the  expression wmult iple sc leros is1 ' ,  

Judgments aSout whether p z t i e n t  s a r e  suff  e r i n p  f rom mis 
disease  a r e  a t  present  Sased upon a family of symptoms ( i n  

t h e  medical sense)  many o f  which a l s o  occur i n  cases o f  

o t h e r  neuro lor ica l  d iseases .  Row supToFe it i s  $iscovered 

t h a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  vimm causes mul t ip le  s c l e r o s i s ,  and t h a t  

t he  presence of t h i s  i n  the  body becomes the  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  

t h e  use of t he  term "multiple s c l e r o s i s w  (at  l e a s t ,  i t s  use 

i n  a t t r i b u t i n g  the  disease  t o  peogle). According t o  
I Putnam, fdnlcola i s  committed t o  the  view that t h e  meaning 

of Mmult iple s c l e ros i s "  has changed, t h a t  we are now dea l ing  



with a  new concept. Here I think Putnam i s  r igh t ,  and 

it i s  c lea r  t h a t ,  with the case as described, Malcolm's 

view cones out ns imnlausible. There is, however, a way 

out o f  the implausibil i ty and although t h i s  escape may 

be blocked f ? ~  Xzlcolm, I see no reason why VJittgenstein 

cannot take i t .  The move i s  t o  deny t h a t  the  present use 

of T'multiple sclerosis t '  i s  governed by c r i t e r i a  a t  a l l ,  

f o r  the  descri:~tion of the case indicates  t h a t  at  the 

moment there i s  no way o f  s e t t l i n g  with cer ta in ty  whether 

o r  not a, partic~nl-as pat ient  has multiple sc le ros is ,  By 

abandoning the  cl-aim t h a t  a l l  expressions a r e  governed by 

c r i t e r i a ,  one could even preserve the claim t h a t  change 

i n  c r i t e r i a  r e s u l t s  i n  c h a n ~ e  i n  meaning, although I s h a l l  

not t r y  t o  r3o t h z t ,  s ince I think there  a r e  independent 

reasons f o r  reyzrding t h i s  a s  a muddled view. 

Putnan, o f  course, would be delighted by such a move, 

since it i s  part  of h i s  t h e s i s  t h a t  one can have indicat ions  

of the  presence of some item ( i n  t h i s  case, a s t a t e )  with- 

out a l so  having c r i t e r i a  f o r  i t s  presence. Here "indic- 

at ion" does the work o f  ''symptomr' i n  the medical sense, 

?'3ymptomt* i n  Vittgenstein 's  sense r e fe r s  t o  something d i f -  

f e ren t ,  f o r  a s~y-mptom by de f in i t ion  i s  something whf ch 

experience teaches us i s  correlated with some item which 

is iden t i f i ed  v i ~  c r i t e r i a ,  and so i n  t h i s  technical  sense 

of flsymptornn one cannot have symptoms without c r i t e r i a .  

This i s  o f  course consistent  with Putnam's t h e s i s  about 



i n d i c a t i o n s  once one drops t h e  p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  a l l  ex- 

a r e s s i o n s  a r e  governed by c r i t e r i a .  Because Malcolm np- 

?ears t o  c l i n y  t o  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  he i s  l e d  t o  s r a t h e r  

inadequEte a n a l y s i s  of induc t ion ,  j u s t l y  c r i t i c i s e d  by 

Putnam 19 and by Chihara and Fodor  20*21. Because t h e r e  

a r e  more jobs f o r  induc t ion  t h a n  merely supplying grounds 

f o r  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  of  symptoms wi th  c r i t e r i a ,  what 

YJit tgenstein says about t h i s  use can s t i l l  be t m e ,  and - 
c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  Putnamts d e s c r i p t i o n  of  how induc t ion  

e n t e r s  i n t o  t h e  y o a t u l a t i o n  of t h e o r e t i c a l  " e n t i t i e s y v  

such as m u l t i ~ l e  s c l e r o s i s .  

I shal l  accent  t h i s  d e s c r i p t i o n  and wi th  i t  c e f i a i n  

of t he  a r p m e n t s  a@.inst Malcolm, but t h i s  i~ b e c a u ~ e  I 

-think ' 8 i t t p n s t e i n  can accommo6nte it w i t h i n   hi^ g e n e r a l  

apnroach. It i s  i ~ p o r t a n t  t o  n o t i c e  t h a t ,  on th is  des- 

c r i p t i o n  of t h e  m u l t i p l e  s c l e r o s i s  example, t h e r e  a r e  no 

such t h i n p  zs f l p m ~ . d i g r ~ ~ a t i c  casesu ;  at l e a s t ,  which 

ceses  a r e  pa.radi,gmstic cannot be decided vszt i l  a v i ro -  

l o g i c a l  c r i t e r i o n  i s  adopted, presumably a f t e r  t h e  d i s -  

covery of a p s r t i c u - l a r  v i r u s  i n  t h e  bodies  of a large 

number o f  p a t i e n t s  liypotheoised t o  be s u f f e r i n g  from m n l -  

t i p l e  scXerosis.  So, recoc7;nition o f  pa rad igm cases  can- 

not  be pwrt o f  l e a r n i n g  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h i s  concept. 

However, t h i s  a~endment  t o  NalcolmT s s t a t e d  view l e a v e s  

it open whet3er r ecogx i t ion  o f  p a m d i p  cases is  c e n t r a l l y  



i m p o r t a n t s s  a c r i t e r i o n  of unfieratanding the  uses of 

e x p r e s ~ i o n r  t h a t  a r e  p v e r n e d  by c r i t e r i a ,  and whether t h e  - 
realm of the  mental i s  represented by such expsessions, 

Putnan: h:i.s EL seclnd e x e q l e ,  t h a t  o f  the  h i s t o r y  of 

t he  t e r n  "aci4" ,  which he claims i~ a c l e a r  case of the  

change of c r i t e r i a  i F i i t h v t  chmge of c o n c e p t .  .A? vuch it 

counts n ~ x i m t  the  view t k t  any change i n  c r i t e r i a  re- 

s u l t s  i n  n nev; cmcent ,  m l - y  r e m ~ t e l y  r e l a t ed  t o  i t s  D r e -  

d e c e s s ~ r ,  b n t  m:?,in it i s  c m s i s t e n t  rrfith all t h a t  

3 i t t q x w t e i m  c a p  r?tb?u.i; c r i t e r i a  i n  the  I n v e ~ t i ~ ~ t i o n s ,  

T!alcolmts viev:, acc7rding t o  Putnam, i s  twvn? b e c m w  it 

obncureo  v?hct it i n  irnn7rtmt t o  s t r e s s ,  t 3 ~ t  the re  %,re 

s tmny connections betvieekl t he  conce?t o f  "acii?" egnlgyed 

by ei:zhteeni;h-zentu-ry chemists (with c r i t e r i a  such zs 

t m t e ,  solubility i n  lr:ater, a b i l i t y  t o  redden blue l i tmus )  

a113 t h a t  ernvl-?yeC by chcrfiist? now, which %ppenl- t3 the 

not ion of " ~ n ~ o t  3n-rlon3rr?. T h . i s  i s  of c o u r s e  tnne,  fin3 

r e l i e s  qn t'le f?.ct  tlzi7.t aqst z c i : ? a  are w c h  %';rat f o r  then 

30th s e t s  ~f c r i t e r i a  :ire m t i s f i e r l ,  f o r  if there  ..;ere 

A n ~ ~ q h e r  3 f  nointr1 a r e  ~ ~ i s e d  he re ,  t o  some of which 



I can devote only p z s s i n ~  a t t e n t i o n .  These general  con- 

~ : i d e r a t i o n s  ?.bout c o x e p t m l  c3mge s e t  t he  s tage  f o r  an 

extension of the  d i s t i n c t i o n  be tmen  numerical snd guali- 

t ~ ~ t i v c  i d e ~ t i t y  t o  concel~tz.  Thun i t  v:ou-lZ seen reaFon- 

ab le  t o  say  S;'l?zt, alth?u~b the ei,-h.tcenth-cent111*;i concent 

o f  " ~ ~ c i d ' ~  i~ ~lmericxl-!!:~ the  sp.me as t h a t  of t ~ 3 ~ , : ?  ( t h e  

gxunds  P o 7  t?is l i e  i n  t h e  h i s t o r y  of the  c o n c e ~ t ) ,  it  

i s  nevertheless r !uz l i t z t ive ly  d i f f e r e n t ,  i n  so f a r  as i t  

had <if feren-ii c r i t e r i a  f o s  i t s  app l icc t ion ,  ( P r e d i c a t ~ z  

l ~ f  the  f 3 r n  ''Ws ~nckl-~,nTJ-~u~h c r i t e r i a  of a?vlicat ionl '  

can c l e a r l y  -nd t r i v i a l l y  bo used t o  asc r ibe  a c e r t a i n  

p o p r t g  t o  a coiice?t.) Here the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 

quz2i tn t ive  2nd m r n h ~ r i c ~ . l  d i f ference  wou ld  appear t o  be 

on2 of d e g r e ~ ,  ~ i n c e  it depon4s on the  p r o ~ o r t i ~ r t a  ~f i t e m  

~ a t i n f g i n g  each s e t  o f  c r i t e r i a  which a l s o  s a t i s f v  both, 

If the  yxqor t i f7n  i s  hi.y'n, we w i l l  t a l k  about nuUal i ta t ive  

clifference, %erea:s i f  it i s  I 9 w  we w i l l  t c l k  about 

nuner ica l  dlffercince. The f a c t  t hn t  t3e re  i~ no c l e a r  mr3 

c r t t e~or i c - , l  i l i ~ t i m t i o n  here nhoulti n o t  mislead rxr i n t o  

th inkinq there  i s  no d i s t i n c t i o n  a t  a l l ,  f o r  i f  t h i q  were 

y i $ ~ t  the re  fi-::-~ld be m d i s t i n c t i o n  between red and. omnge. 

A sccon4. goint  ~f i n t e r e s t  i s  t h a t ,  rou&ly s y e s k i n ~ ,  

t he  eighteentll-ce~tu.?-:~ cri-be ria fox  Otacidfl a r e  thgse ern- 

ployed t o d ~ y  bg most nef2nle who know l i t t l e  of chemistry. 

If n cah-dsivcr Tm.nts t o  be c e r t a i n  t h a t  t he  liqui.6 oozing 

2 ~ - t  of  hic b?d-tterv is acid. and not something else, he doe? 



not ca r ry  ou"cexperiments t o  deternine  whethex the  liqui.4 

i s  a 9rotoi14omor. On t he  contrary,  he makes apneal t o  

t a s t e  o r  litmas paper (cl-though only i f  t he re  j-3 some 

doubt abouL the cons t i t u t i on  of t h e  b a t t e r y ) ,  This sho~vs  

not t h a t  the  cab-driver has n d i f f e r e n t  c o n c e ~ t  o f  acid 

from th8.t pa:;esze$. by cnlnternporary chemists, nor t h a t  he 

i s  u s i l i , ~  risky il?,Ciicqt or? ,  but t h a t  c r i t e r i a  ~ p e r n t e  w i th -  

i n  n c7n-text. I want t o  say  th8.t t he re  are no such th ing? 

z n  t he  c r i t c r i n  t ou t  court  of ' tacidfl, but t h a t  i n  d i f f e r e n t  

~ i t ~ c t i o n : : ,  -t;3.?-ore a r e  d i f f e r e n t  wags o f  ~ e t t l i r n g  with ce r -  

%nint-y whether 9 c c r t ~ ~ i n  mbstance i s  an a c i d .  The cab- 

dyivers  t e z t  -' ~.:o?nlC be taken as m f f i c i e n t  ( t h o q h  not 

l o  y i ca l lg  s u f f i c i e n t  ) unless t he re  were some reason t o  

suppose t h z t  t h e  substance was a non-acid with c e r t a i n  acid- 

l i k e  q r o p r t i e s .  In t h z t  case, i f  he were s u f f i c i e s t l y  

d e t e ~ n i n c d  t s  f i n d  ~ u - t  whether t h e  l i q u i d  w a s  an ac id ,  then 

of cour:;e the  cab-driver vronld submit i t  t o  chea i s t s  i n  

order  %ha% they m y  zacer tn in  whether o r  n ~ t  t he  Liqu id  

w m  2 ?roton-donor, The simple f a c t  which I wish t~ em- 

ahcsise i s  thl?t this nn>eal  is not necessary i n  c wide 

va r i e ty  of circvmstznces. 

My t h i r 3  m i n t  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  the  f i r s t ,  and concerns 

t he  ?uest ion of whether z change i n  the  c r i t e r i a  f o r  Ghe 

ap? l ica t ion  o f  a concent 

simply the  f z c t  t h a t  nett$ 

r e f l e c t s  a change of meaning o r  

I~~owledge  has been gained about 



t he  i t e n s  whiqh f a l l  under the  concept. Putnan a c c u s e s  

Yal-colm o f  I3zni .n~ exclu-.ive?!y a n  the  f o m e  l*, and whether 

o r  not Fu tnm'c  kn te ryrc ta t ion  of tIalcolm i s  co r r ec t ,  

t he re  i s  cle?.rXy somethin? wrong with lk lco lm*s  s t a t e d  

cccouni,. I?'ori~~ver, the  suc~qeotion i~ t h a t  one should lesn 

innte?,~? on the  I - ~ ~ t t e r  a l t a ~ n ~ t i v e  t o  t h e  exclusion o f  the 

fomaer. ?fhi.* comes olzt i n  ?utnamt s p r o p n ~ ~ l s  f o r  :rlodels 

of  scrmntic a b i l i t i e s ,  which he fashiona i n  such P, way sr 

t o  3,void as Tar z n  poc:<>ihle t he  not ion o f  mezninty, T h i s  

yoz i t ion  i s  nnraLleLsfi  hq the  v iew expre~sed i n  T t h e r  

fl'lindew t k z t  the  r,!.rcytic, o r  one who says s t ranse  th ings  

about mater ia l  o b j e c t s  or ~ t h e r  ~ e o p l e ,  should not be ees- 

cribed as usin: the  re levant  expl-essions with d i f f e r e n t  

second of these  views i n  the  confidence t h a t  whnt I have 

z r w n e n t  22 fir it i s  of' a c e r t a i n  qeneral  kin?, exanple- 

of  ~n:hich occur  (3ften i n  t h e  c r i t i c i s m  by empi r ic i s t s  of 

t r s d i t i o n ~ ~ l  6 i s t i n c t i n n s ,  F i r s t ,  a c e r t a i n  q i s t i n c t i o n ,  



i n  t h i s  e w e  tbs t  between on the  one hand knowinp what 
L, 

w'4hmeen~ rml hnvinq odd b e l i e f s  about X ' s ,  and Qn the . 
o t h e r  hsnd noJ,- h o v i n ~  v'.la"cTX" means, o r  w i n y  it vri-l;h is 

dif ference o f  i t e ~ r c c  r a t h e r  t h ~ , n  one of kind. ( ~ " n i ~  i s  

~ c n i i s s i S L e ,  a? - thug?  the  to-o kinds of !?if ference are n o t  

inconp~,tibl-e.  The c r u c i a l  ?o in t  here i s  t h a t  it is  the  

nunber of 035 Se!-iefn wllich de teminec  on  tvhich s ide  of 

t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  some Icn-";uaa5p-user i s  with regr .9-a  t o  some 

ex-oresoion. The ~ r e c t e r  t h i s  number, tho nore inc l ined  we 

wi2.1- be t o  re,g thzt he uses the expresr3ion with a dif- 

f e r e n t  wxmin?;). PJext, some case:: are fou-ad i n  tr;hich. i t  

i x  v.nc1.e~~~- ~ h i c l z  sir?@ of the  di:4inction z y l i e s  --- border-  

lix c2qes, i n  o-khe- vorfin. Prom t h i s ,  the  concluc-.ion i p  

dr:?vn t ha t  iz  these  cnsew i t  i s  a r b i t r a r y  whethher t o  lean 

on m e  s ide  ?f the  d i s t i n c t i o n  o r  t h e  o ther .  (Althouqh 

t h i s  seems t o  rn9 l i k e  a misuse o f  $ ' a rb i t ra ryw,  at l e a ~ t  

u n t i l  more d c t n i ? ~  of the  case a r e  provided, I sha l l  pass 

o v c ~  tbn t  c r i t i c i sm) .  The ul t imate  cmcluc ion  i s  then  

t h c t  i n  zll c8nes i t  i s  sometndxat a r b i t r a r y  t o  i n s i s t  on - 
one s i d e  o r  the  o ther ,  5ut t h a t  s ince  one s ide  r e l i e s  o n  

the  phiZ~sop11iccr~ll~y zus-pct not ion o f  "meaningv (whatever 

tW,t exnression means!), it; wouln' be b e t t e r  on the  whole - 
t o  reyard  all. cnaes on the  cmtinuum as ~Ti f fe ren t  deqree- 

o f  t h e  ~ t h e r  ::i3c of the  8 , i s t inct ion.  

T h i ~  8r.;tmcnt f o r  the  a b o l i t i o n  o f  d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  



i nva l id .  From the f c c t  t h a t  t he re  ase  borderl ine cases 

t he re  i s  n o  ;!istinction t o  be made out ,  nor t h a t  t he re  i n  

no $.iff erence between cen t rx l  cases  o f  each pole  of the  

z f i i s t inc t ion  i n  the  first ?lace.  

A.t?lthough .... it seems to me thnt the  argvment I have jus t  

cr i-kicised runs as an undercurrent through much of h?tnamts 

t h in l r i n ,~  on t h e s e  matters, it would be u n f a i r  t o  ht tr ihtxte 

i t  t o  him i n  s o  : ~ W S S  8 f ! 3 r m .  In QIDrearnini": and Depth 

Gr8 ,mr2~. ru  h e  does cons ide r  cases which seem t o  h i m  c l e a r  

czses  of chan.qe a:f : n e m i n ~ ~ ,  and suggests a c r i t e r i o n  f o r  

dioti,inyi.nishi~.; t3eir;e ctases f r ~ m  t h m e  i n  7:;hich merely nesv 

Imovled:~e h~;: Seen :~eine8. c250~1t the  members of aome kin4. 

n ~ n i z  I is tha.t ,  i n  c!.l:?,np-of -meaning c8,ses prer",ictions abnut 

ney sentenccr; xx? -e  on the  bas i s  of  t he  o l d  meanins o f t e n  :cy~ 

zvay, alzd t h a t  2, ne~v en-l;ry i n  the  ( s i c ! )  lexicon i s  re- 

c?r~-i,rsd, Put.;2~>rn soamr; t:, regzrd the  second conifition ac: 

independent 3 9  -the firs-t;, elthou.@ he o f f e r s  no grounds  

f o r  t h i s ;  for ayself, I can see no o the r  reason f o r  it 

be in:^ rreq~-~ira:?. t h a t  a n::vr en t ry  be made i n  t h i s  i rn~ortant  

tome excegt sqme conf?_ict; between it  and conmon u.ssge, 



which clzsh Putnam wishes t o  descsibe i n  terms of failure 

o f  pred-ictionn. So I reqard  t h e  second condit ion a? 

b o i l i n 5  d o m  t3 the  f i r n t .  

If we l o o k  a t  t he  ?:intis o f  predic t ions  vhich Putn8,a 

th inks  w i l l  s e t t l e  quest ions about chmge of neaning, -xe 

can sec whnt truth the re  i s  i n  h i s  claim, a l t h o u ~ h  I an 

s k e ~ t i c a l  ~'nouf; t he  r ~ l - e  of theory,  r a t h e r  than de t a i l ed  

hypotheses about the  de t a i l ed  use o f  langmge,  i n  the  s e t t -  

l i n g  3f such quest ions.  The pred ic t ions  w i l l  concern t h a t  

sentences w i l l  be u t t e r ed  i n  what kinds of s i t u a t i o n  and 

t v h ~ t  lcim?s o f  c f - fec t  will r e s u l t  Prom what kind3 o f  u t t ey-  

ance. The t r u t h  of claims about these   ill arovide evid- 

ence, o r  nt 1-esct  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  f o r  claims ahout change 

o f  meaniny, vhetlier o r  not they were o r i y i n a l l y  ~u .vge r te r3  

as predic t ions .  Translated i n t o  IVittpnz t e in inn  -termino- 

logy, questions about maning- iden t i ty  andl d i f  femnce a r e  

t o  be s e t t l e d  by looking a t  the  circunstances and. sur- 

round in,^^ i n  w71ich the  use of an expression i s  appropr ia te  

and a t  what foil-ovs (although not merely what follows lo@.- 

c a l 1 ~ )  from s~xch a use. It seems t h a t ,  as regaapds Putnan's 

 articular h j ec t ion  against !!%lcolm's clnim t h a t  'tdreaming'' 

must ch?.np it? meaning when the  c s i t e r i a  f o r  its a p n l i -  

c a t i on  chnnza, a11 the  materials which an-?port t h i s  oh- 

j ec t ion  a r e  t o  b e  found 

o t e in i an  t e r n i m l o ~ ~ .  

i n  the  above exnl icnt ion i n  T8ittgen- 



There is one f i n a l  season why ?utnamvs a,-ppeal t o  pre- 

d i c t i o n s  about usage i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  show t h a t  a word 

has changed i t s  meaning, and t h a t  i s  t h a t  i n  any p a r t i -  

c u l a r  case the  s w c e s s  o r  f a i l u r e  of such gred ic t ions  cauld 

r e f l e c t  widel1~-spread changes i n  b e l i e f s  about X ' s  as nuch 

as a change i n  the  meaning o f  "Xn. This i s  a y o i n t  c l o ~ e  

t o  Putnamts hem%, o f  c m r s e ,  and it i s  unclear  y~hy he 

shou.16 neglect i f  f o r  t he  purpose of support inp the a b ~ v e  

ob jec t ion  t o  ?:alcolm, r!f course, I s t i l l  w i ~ h  t o  contend 

t h a t  t he  ?oint  i s  l e n s  dangerous t o  the  '8 i t tyxwte in inn  

npproach thsn Futnam bel ieves ,  but t h a t  i s  another  matter .  

It remzins f o r  me t o  consider  t he  models f o r  t he  se- 

mmt ic  a b i l i t i e s  of nat ive  spezkess which P ~ t n a m  proFoses 

ns alternatives t o  t he  k inds  o f  de sc r ip t i on  o f  lanpage- 

use offerea hg T J i t t : p n ~ t e i n .  I s h a l l  not d iscuss  these  

models ,  which are derived from Reichenbach and C ~ r n a y ,  i n  

~ n y  d e t a i l ,  but v i l l  confine myself t o  a s ing l e  general  

c r i t i c i s m  of t h e i r  ueefulness.  Putnam admits t h a t  the  

models, whick c o m f s t  l m y e l g  i n  the a ~ c r i n t i o n  t o  l e n , q -  

aye-users o f  rle4uctive an3 inductive l o s i c s  an8 some form 

of v a l ~ ~ e / ~ r e f e r w t c e  !qwtern, can deal  only with s c i e n t i f i c  

o r  19q1~.asi-scientificM uses of langmge. He claims, h w -  

ever,  t h a t  this dmwb~ck ,  along with severa l  o thers  t o  

which he du*av:s o u r  a t t e n t i o n ,  can he i p o r e d  i n  the  in -  

"i 
t e r e s t s  of s imnl ic i ty  i n  theory-construction, The d e t a i l s ,  

C 



as i t  were, can be f i l l e d  i n  l a t e r .  But t h i s  i s  t o  eloss 

over one  o f  the  most  c e n t r a l  9 o i n t s  o f  controvemy between 

e a g i r i c a l  r e a i i ~ t -  znd '!kitt;yenateinian~, f o r  if t he re  i~ 

enythin:7; t lmt '7ittgenr;t;ein h2.a shovm, i t  i s  that t he re  

nxc eno,mous d i f fe rences  between the  w e  of ordinary 

l sn .~~a , : e  i n  ordinary coul;texts and the  use of s c i e n t i f i c  

Izngaye  i% .:ci;_entific contexts .  I shal l  not he re  r e p a t  

e i t h e r  h i s  crr?.;nmts o r  his r e s ~ l t s ,  but i t  i s  t o  be em- 

phasised t h a t  t b e  not ion o f  r t c r i t e r ionn  was in t rodwed t o  

exyla in  t h e  use o f  ordinary language, althouqh i t  does 

have some a p ~ l i c z , t i o n  i n  the  realm o f  science. It i n  t h e r e -  

fqre i L l e ~ i _ t i r ~ ~ - , t e  f ? ~  ?:trim t9 iinaist t h a t  t h e  modele 

vhich he th inks  mr?: o n l : ~  f o r  "vuasi -sc ient i f ic t?  L2n.yuar*e 

must h v e  a ~ n l i c a t i o n ,  once a f e w  d e t a t b ~  ar9 ad4e?, t o  

o l*dinzry L E ? , Y ? ~ ? ,  ?e , unless  he asq..e r; ami,inr t "?it t - - ~ n s t  e i n l  n 

contention t h ~ , t  t h i s  i s  impossible. 

Zle at Least  a t t eap tx  an a s ~ a u l t  on the  claim, which 

he 2 t t r i 'outes  t~ Tslc?La, that one lea rns  the meaning/use 

o f  expremions  from a ~ r a d i - 9  cases.  This he takes  as an 

e n n i r i m l  cl-aim which i s  f a l s e ,  s ince  it cannot account 

e a s i l y  f o r  t';?ro ject ive" uses o f  languaqe, those i n  which 

Q new rxmiingfir'l, sentexcc i s  constructed out o f  o l d  fami- 

Iizjr m y d ~ .  T ~ z l - c ~ l ~ ,  hc,w!ever, i s  not committed t o  this 

claim if iA; i s  t o  be taken as a hypothesis about yome 

c2u.sal concli t i??? fi?r Ia ,n-p-~%~~e-leaming;  what - he sajw i~ that 



t h e  a b i l i t : ~  co r r ec t ly  t o  describe ?amdip  cases i s  a 

c r i t e r i o n ,  i n  -tost c i rcumtances ,  o f  unnerstanding the  

use ~f an exusession. Since "understands the  use of an 

exyressionT' i s  i t se l - f  a riental predicate ,  it i s  not  of 

courTe s u r ~ r i s i n z ,  on s Jit t p n r t e i n i a n  view, t h a t  i t s  

a p l i c s t i o n  i:: ,y>verned by c r i t e r i a .  A f u r t h e r  point   bout 

g a r a d i , ~  c:zsec: i s  t h a t t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  recoqnise then is a 

c r i t e r i o n  o f  un?erstmding sone -, tam 9 but n ? t ,  i n  renera t  , 

o f  understandinc 3. sentence. Since Futnam's 

$1 project ive"  m e s  a r e  l a r : ~ e l y  new  sentence^ constmctzd o u t  

of o ld  temm, t h i ~  c r i t i c i s m  o f  Xalcolmls remrrks  about 

y z s ~ ~ d i g 3  cnaes fa i l s .  

T~et me noas1 swn::lcrise my treatment o f  Putnamls objec- 

t i o n s  t o  the  7it"crcerrateinian -- approach, The v iev  which he 

t akes  it unon k inse l f  t o  c r i t i c i s e  i n  "Other X"Iinsrt might 

be expressed 2s some conbinatinn of the  theses :  

I < i i l ~ ; i n ~ ;  the meaning of psycho logica,l  t e ms 

involves !:nowing t h a t  belzaviou~al  c r i t e r i a  

e n t i t l e  LIP t o  a y l g  them t o  others, 

IIro one ran l e a r n  the  meaning of psychological! 

t ems without lemming t h a t  behaviaural c r i -  

teria e n t i t l e  us t3 a m l y  them t o  others .  

Por n vqrd t o  have meanin?, there  m n t  be c r i -  

t e r i f z  f o r  i t s  nplsl.ica,tion. 

h p n e ,  such a s  a skep t ic ,  who refuses  t o  coz- 

n i t  himaelf ugon the  quest ioh of whether o the r r  



have mental  s t a t e s  does  no t  understand t h e  

rhaning  of p s y c h o l o g i c ~ t l  terms,  

(a) It i n  no t  necessax-y t o  learn wor3r at a l l ;  i t  

it-! l . ~ - i c ~ ~ l L ; y  nose ih le  t h a t  one ~ h o u l d  be S3xn 

nit5 t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  s~eak. 

( b )  3 v e x  i f  (2) were f z l s e ,  we would no t  have t o  

use Se!mvi?txral c r i t e r i a  f o r  psgcholoe ica l  

s t o t e s ,  s i n c e  i n  o t h e r  circwnstnnces neuro- 

n'.igsio17qics?l ones would 40 jnst as well. 

( c )  Even if both ( a )  and ( b )  were f a l s e ,  r e  

v:ould not %ave t o  use  the  s p e c i f i c  bo- 

h ~ . v i o u r a l  c r i t e r i a  which we do use; qrirnn- 

c i 3 y  a c r i t e r i o n  o f  hanniness i n  0, ?I-if- 

Fcren t  c u l t u r e .  

( 8 )  i s  i ~ r e l e v e ~ ~ t  r i n c e  (1) is not  intended. t o  be a 

cl2A.m ~zbou-t t h e  ccuaal conrlitiona f o r  l e s m i n , y  o r  u s i n g  

l:zn";ua-w, but r a t h e r  t o  ~.Y.TI.W our a t t e ~ t i s n  t o  the present  

?1 c r i t e r k  f'7 - 1t2:n3winy t h e  xeaning of . . . p r e d i c a t e s ,  and 

s ince  ( 2 )  i n  F. condi? ion%l  whsne antecectont is o f  the  

f 3-m "If - smeone l e ~ m s  t h e  meaning of psychologica l  t e r n s H .  

(b) mag vor':: a ~ a i n s t  Pr!alc?Lq, who sometimes h o l d s  t h a t  

chanqe i n  c r i t e r i z?  means change i n  concept,  but  no t  

a -inst Yit-t*en - t e i n  who ol?enl;t,r denies  t h i c  l a t t e r  clain. 

( c )  mixses t k e  nzrk because it does not  t ake  i n t o  account 

the fact that c r i t e r i a  d i f f e r  f r m  one circumctance t o  



the  next ,  an6 became the  c s i t e r i a  f o r  mental s t a t e s  are 

not t c ~  be given z gure nhysical  descr ip t ion ,  but r a t h e r  

one which i n ,  in some sense, psychologically "'loadedff. 

These o b j c c t i ~ n s  have the  f o m  of counter-exan~les  t s  

t k e  neaniny o f  'anyry"'. They can only be successful  i f  

' X t t ~ e n o t e i s ~  ir: comnitted t o  t h e  view t h a t  t he  fulfi l lmss?_t 

of  a c r i t e r i o n  l o ~ i c a l l y  quarantees the  presence o f  t h a t  

f o r  nhich it  is a, c r i t e r i o n .  H e  i s  not cor;l~.itted t o  thi3 

I a c c c ~ t ,  i n  the  nz?,in, P ~ t n m ' s  arguments a@innt 

( 3 )  and, (4) ,  but vish t o  point  out  t h a t  a:yain these  are 

i s  mf f i c i en - t  t o  ycivs the3 meanin=. Instead of  (41,  

:!ittcpnstein hol?+s t h e t  i f  the  skep t ic  o r  t he  s o l i p s i s t  

i s  ri:;ht, t :~e l i  hc calm9t understand t h e  meaninss of the  

nords he m e s  i n  h i s  ~ , r + p m n t .  This i z  ~ h o m  by the  mi- 

v-ste l x t y ~ x ~ . , q c  zrgment., vhich i s  the  subject  o f  the next 

( d )  ?xlc??_l-n7 x ?osition. i s  v e r i f i c a t i o n i a t  , s ince  



he iz comaitted. 'G? ( 3 )  above. 

( e ) Yq1c92v3 c l z ims  tha t  the c~nnect iosn  betxreen cxi- 

t o r i n  zx?- the concept f o r  whose a n > l i c a t i o n  t h e y  

: l . x  c r i t e r i a  i s  1-0 (ric8.1, n3t e m ~ i r i c a l  , bttt t,:~ 

f v . ' f i l l m e n t  o f  z c r i t e r i o n  does nnt entail-  t he  

?-r-cpcnce o f  t h E t  f o r  which i t  i s  t h e  c r i t o r i o ~ .  

( f )  "'inlc?lm cLslirw t h z t  i f  t h e  c r i t e r i z  f o r  t h e  use 

rsf ;ace es.wcssion change, then vJe hzve a nevr 

come?%, but t h e  examplea of "mul t ip le  ~ c l e m s i ~ ~ ~  

mrl " ~ . c i ? : ~  hel ie  t h i s  claim. 

(d TTnXc?l-:?, c1:~i.m~ tt?.a"c;n.?e !~ust acrluire the a h i l i t v  

tc, ~ e c 3 " ; 7 ~ i c e  =7~?::atjj.q!n case:: i f  Qne i s  %Q l e m n  

The ~ ~ i t i c i c r n  ( d )  I reiFsd as j u s t i f i e d ,  but i t  s h o u l d  

be re:i~emScrcti t'nat W - t e e n s t e i n  i s  no% a v e r i f i c a t i o n i s t ,  

as  will become cl-enr i n  t h e  next s e c t i o n .  For nor8.s 



T h i n  endsQ 3 7 7  c r i t i c i r n  o f  Pvtnam's qbjectionn t~ Foae 

;, o f  -thc ? / i L t  ?ex-teinizn a,-??roach, Since t 3 e  view- versim-* 

:r:l?ich ?1xt:2:zrt,2 i.1-s 2e-b o u t  t o  zttacls are i n  the main d i s -  

t o r t i o n s  f ~ f  l i t4 ;~ens te in ' : -  thou~h-k ,  I have in the main con- 

'~cn'cc:~ .ry r e l f  :.:i.th zhminc  t h ~ t  the ob  j ectioons are  rarely 

object ions  t o  ! i t t y ? m t e i n  himself.  Th i s  p laces  l i m i t ?  on  

vhat I b , v e  her;_ a516-! t~ mcoanlish, b1r.t i n  so f w  an the 

writin.;,: of "'" ,1~31n @n3 ?-them have been te.!cen t o  be W- 



- v $7 s~~ , 'L i f  i c n t  i o n  36 the  'Yit t y e n r t  einian theses abou t  

criteria rcnlm3er t h e  claim that mental v ~ o r a s  are criteria- 

.qverned vi8%?_c, h,~t i s w u f f i c i c n t  t o  c o u n - t ~ r  o k s ~ t i c i c . n  

nbout t h e  exiq2;cncs ?f 3t??er rninr?,?, So no\? I 3ave t? s h c ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

--* , 
-t;'tl?t ; c l " c m p n s t r . i n  has ft c:?,ne " y a i n s t  solipsism w!iich i s  

i n d e ~ e n d e n l  o f  t h i c  c l n i n ,  even in so fzr ccT it an~lies 

to exnressim.: :vch a:: "Ycnovs the meaning o f  . . .*l, "user;, . . 
co_rrec"clyH, etc., ?:!hi& is $?nc ins.dequacy in the  version 

9.f thq n r i v r , t ~  1 -:2p-n zrj .";,r~xr!enf, ES lai$- a_-t~"G in Sectf  ?n 5 .  

? to r  I need P, Zen vers ion .  



Yarapzph 258 of  the  Phi losophical  Invest i<p. t ions  

conta ins  w 1 z a " c m  'loen t ~ l s e n  t 9  be the  core o f  the  p r iva t e  

?58. k t  us i m g i n e  the  follow in^ caze. I 
-mnt t o  h e ?  z. d i a q  about t h e  snecurrence />f a 
c e r t z i n  scncztion. T3 t h i s  end I a s ~ o c i a t e  it 
1,vith a "? m d  wr i t e  t h i s  sim i n  a cslen- 
&,r f o r  every day on which I have t h e  sensat ion,  -- I v ; i l l  r e a n r k  f i w t  of all t h a t  a d e f i n i t i o n  
o f  the s i p  canmt  be f ~ m u l a - t e d .  -- %t still, 
7: ccn yive -1ync1f a kind o f  os tens ive  de f in i t i on .  -- 3 C a n  I ~ 9 i z n t  t o  t he  sensation? Rot  i n  
the  ordinarg sense. But I snealr, o r  writs the  
-ig 2 3 ~ m , ,  2nd a t  t h e  zane time I concentrate 

I T ~ T J  a t t e ~ ? t i r ) n  on t h e  ?enmation-- an4 so ,  a? i t  
rwrc, p3int -to it invcrdly.  -- 3v.t w h ~ t  i~ t l n i ~  
ce remvr  fsr? 3'3- t h a t  i s  a l l  it  seclmF t c ~  be! 
2. fiefirnition ~zre l .7  serven  t o  e3tahlicl .  the 
mi.r;~?ir?-- o f  n si:.:~. -- "dell, t h a t  is d33e n r e -  
cise1.y '17 the  c~ncen-t;m,tion of mTi a t t e n t i w t :  
f o -  i n  -tslir: w y  I irngrens u?on myself the 
eonzexioq ScYween the  si t fn and the  sencation. 
-- 3u-b Y'I impre:-,o i t  uTon my:-,elfv can only 
nean: th ik  mscens  brings it a b o u t  t h a t  I 
r e ~ e n 3 c r  the  connexion - r- i n  t h e  fu ture .  
But in -the y-i*ec;ent case I have no c r i t e r i o n  
oP correctne::3. One would l i k e  t o  say: mhat- 
ever  j. : ,(=oing .%o seem ri.yht t o  me is r i , ~ h t .  
Azd t l ~ : ~ t ;  on ly  meanc: t h a t  here we can' t  tal-lr 
ESO-J-% ) ri zht ( . 

7ef o r e  em'tmrki1.i~; o n  an assessment of t h i s  na.rag.m:l?h (a 

t i n y  f r a , p e n t  o f  t he  a ryxent  as  it i s ) ,  a l l o w  me t o  

r e i t e r a t e  ::me o f  my e a r l i e r  r e m ~ ~ r k x  a b o u t  what it i s  t ha t  

i s  the ta ,yr*etof '  thic4 a ~ c ~ ~ t ~ l t .  M.ttyenst e i n  i r  a rwing 

~.gainr:t t h  - p ~ s i b i l . i t ~ y  3f z, lxnlyua%e 3uch t h a t  i t  i~ 

l n c i c n l l y  i . m > : - a i b l c  f7r nose than 9ne pemon t o  tmder- 

-- -tan:?" it. ,le i n  not concerned with denying the  p o e s i b i l i t v  

o f  r;ecret code.: o r  of a lanyuaye d e v e l o ~ e d  by some 

conqenital  Tobin :on 7r1,1lrroe, ::ince there  i r ,  no reason t o  



suppose t h a t  these  could not  bo waderst008 by l a rge  nwnbers 

of veople. The not ion of a p r iva t e  lanwa-e which has t o  

be chown t o  Se incoherent i s  one which Yi t tgens te in  thinks 

i s  esce l l t i a l  -i;o skenticir:n, both about; o the r  minds nncil 

a b o r t  the  physical  world .  Yhat these  pos i t ions  have i n  

common i s  the  t h e s i s  t h a t ,  a s  one might sag, experience 

i s  the  ~ i v e n .  "'bore ~ r e c i s e l y ,  each view i s  comqitted t o  

the  t h e s i s  th?,t one can know the  meanings of ( e . ~ .  ) 

sencatim-7::ord~ f ron one * own case,  t h a t  what 4nowina 

Lkc w a n i n ?  o f  pain m-munt~ t o  i s  being ab le  t 2  ic 'ent i fv  

2nd descr ih?  one ' s  own pains ;  t he  a t t r i h r l t i on  of ~ e n m t i o n c  

t o  other:: i r ,  o f  course, unwarranted. 

That t h e  use of sennation-worda, on t h i s  theory of 

t h e i r  meaning, coi?stitutees a p r iva t e  l a n p a ~ e  i n  the  

re levant  sense can be ueen by considering the  privacy of 

sennationo. If l~av iny  !izy sensat ions  i s  what qives meaning 

t o  my sensation-vmrd.., then n.r, one e l s e  can knov vhat rilg 

sencation-:vord:; mean w i t h m t  having my sensat ions.  Ac- 

cordins  t 1 - 1  t he  s o l i ? s i s t  pos i t i on  as expresaeil. i n  Stage (8 )  

o f  Argument 1 and s taqe  ( 2 )  s f  arganent 2 ,  i t  i s  locicall.:y 

impossible f o s  soncone el<-:e t~ have my sensati ,?ns. So ,  

on these  views, it i s  lo,qical ly i m ? o s ~ i b l e  fos someone e l s e  

tc~ know the  rneaninz:: of my s'emation- word^. Thu? my 

sensation-xor4& c f?ns t i t u t e  n l o g i c a l l y  p r iva t e  language. 

I th ink  t h a t  it i s  a c3ndit ion of the t m t h  of the  views 



l i s t e d  above as tzrcyets of the  p r iva t e  la.nma.ee a~?.;wnent 

t h a t  such a Ixngqye  i c  possessed by us all, but all t h a t  

it i s  necessary f o r  me o r  f ~ r  Vi t tgens te in  t o  c k i m  ic 

tha5 i t  i s  2 condit ion of t he  t r u t h  o f  these  v i w r  t:hat 

zuch a lo,$cnll;: p r iva te  Imp-c~e  i s  poss ible ,  and t h i s  

i s  somethin7 thn t  the above viewe are  c l e c r l y  cxnmitted to .  

bein? of !<in6 ' y  -- f a r  t he  precerrt PUXT~OSF? it does n o t  

m s t t e r  whet!~e?- I ban%i:*e g a r t i c u l z r  sennations o r  the  

kinas t o  tF7!iich t$ey bs lonf ,  f o r  i n  e i t h e r  caFe the  b a y t i ~ m  

v i l l  be o f  no h g e  t q  me unlesr  it; brirnqs it a b ~ t ~ t  tha% T 

use "'5" con %io-te_rtly i n  %he fu ture .  NOW consider  ?one 
> 

w c h  fu ture  occasion on nhich I f e e l  incl ined t o  u t t e r  "Sft  

while 'navln{: ::me flenr8tion (if I*,';" i s  a kind-word) o r  

i-encrlibcrin~ the  +;enc:atim l{hich occured a t  t h e  baptism 

(if " S T '  is tve  n:>.me of t 3 a t  p a r t i c u l n r  sensat ion only).  

I n  r v c h  n s i t m t i o n  I "ave no wag o f  s e t t l i n ? ~  with cer- 

t a b t y  T ?.CI usin- "3" c3 :~rec t ly  o r  rhe the r  it r n ~ r e l y  

-eemr, t o  l~le t i a t  I WI 1 ~ ~ i . n . ~  ftS71 cor rec t ly .  I have n? 

criterion o f  coy-ectnecr. Therefore it i~ nonrence to 



t h e r e  could he no mrch th ing  as n -private lanquage, eince 

t h e q e  conri.rlerc?tionr: v i i l l  a p l : ~  t? all. a l l e  qed  word^ i n  

mm'h an al-lc yed lan.ym ye . 

'Phis ? . T - L L ~ c ) ~ ~  is ve? - i f i ca t ion i s t ,  and hap heen n?-j--- 

t i c i se r l  f o r  thi.: reason by, axon? o thers ,  R ~ r t h  23 an4 
" 

,T . J . Thommn I d9 not know i f  it i:: the  a rqxwnt  

nhich i i t t  y c , ~ s t e i n  had i n  rnind nhen he wrote t he  nassa.;e 

~f i-~hich it is  Ine in t e -me ta t ion .  I n  ary caw, it is 

not neceqsnrg t o  agp9al tr> t h i s  a,rqment t o  formule,te t he  

7it;t; yenst einini? c;?se ~ ~ ~ : n , i m - ; . l ;  ?rivet e lan<vages. This hac 

been +mrm ~ c c z n t l g  Sg Tfim-ence ?eanick, f ollo~!in$ a >re- 

The vienr, e y~j .nr  t v;?i ch the  nr iva t  e lan,(~u.~ge m-pment 

i 7  ~ , i m d  tyni:aI.ly rn::ke t3e  claim t h a t  ny present-tense 

ntrltememts ahout my ~ e n - ~ t i o n c ;  are  incor r ig ib le .  What 

Aoen this me223 Xmt i t  doecn't mean ic t h a t  s e n s a t i ~ n s  

occur  i n  Tome nr ivc tc  t hea t r e  o f  which I com~and ruch a. 



~ 0 3 d  view t h a t  it i s  p 7 ~ c h o 2 0 ~ i c a l l y  i m p s s i b l e  f o r  m e  

t~ ~o wrong i n  descl-ibinz events  upon the  stage.  I am 

ngt txncler 2" n::-wholoqical, compulsion t o  get r i q h t  t he  

d e s c r i n t i o l  of 1317 inner  wovld ;  t he  coapult-ion i.-, ra the r ,  

suppose $"rat I xic*ht be zristalceyi about whether my f ' i r ~ t -  

person present-tense sensa t i~n-s ta tement  i~ t m e .  I n  

my nre:;e3t ronmti~n.: are by e i t h e r  being uultruthful o r  

It i s  n cqn~equ-ence o f  t h i s  ana lys i s  o f  i n c o r r i g i b i l i t v  

t h a t  t he  tm.th-colztlitio-n? f o r  t h e   statement^ "1 a m  i n  

y.ini"ndnf ncem t o  be ( t h ink  1 am) i n  pnin" d i f f e r  ~ n l y  

i n  the  cz-e l:ihere I do n8?t w e  co r r ec t ly  t he  word vpa inTt ,  

n-: f o r  i n ~ t m w  vhen I mi.7idcntify what I have B ~ -  a p ~ . i n .  

W o w e v s ~ ,  the  alcent i c  o r  ~ o l i p s i r t  v?hi) claimc iniluWteble 

Imo~-ledge 0 %  h i ?  ren.;ati3ns and other  mental ~ t a t e s  need? 

a ntronqer ?:in4 of i n d u b i t a b i l i t y  than t h i s ,  f o r  he aan123-t 

a l l ~ ~ w  t h a t  h i s  claims t o  knowledge about h i s  own pen- 

s a t i o n s  may be f a l s e  becwse  he does not under~ta.nd t h e  

English word "painn Statements about the meanings of 

words i n  En,qlish are o f  course dubitable f a r  both t he  

skep t ic  and 'cite 3o l iy3 i s t ,  s ince  they rely on f a c t s  about 

o the r  lan.page-users ,  who ze very existence i s  doubted by 



both kinds of skept ic .  The s o l e  of t h e  n l leqedly  p r iva t e  

lan,guage i s  p m c i s e l y  t o  provide a medium f o r  t he  ex- 

press ion o f  the  ~ ~ k e p t i c l  s knowledge about h i s  own sen- 

 ati ions which i a  not subject  t o  misuse, and ::%ich conse- 

qu-ently gxnrzmtees t he  skep t i c ' s  statements aga ins t  mi?- 

taken use o f  l~n+.;ua-re. Su-ppoze t h a t  "I a m  i n  painn i s  a 

sentence i n  h i s  p r iva t e  lan,guage: then what he means - by 

yain  when he ~ x t t e r s  t he  sentence s incere ly  i s  the  sen- 

s a t i on ,  o r  one o f  t h e  same type,  as the one he i s  havinq 

a t  the  time. He  neea nqt worry about making a f a l s e  claim 

about h i s  present s e n s a t i m s  by minusing language b e c a u ~ e  

he hns an  exenplar 3f nain  before his mind vrhenever he 

~ i n c e r e l - y  8 , s c ~ i b e s  pain t o  himself.  3ut t h i ~  ~hows t h a t  

it makes no senqe t o  wppose tha.t he could ever  w e ,  i n  

t h i s  ca--e, " m L n v  i l lcorrect ly  i n  a  r i m e r e  r-t?itcaent 

about h i r  nre3en- t  sensat ions ,  s ince  t h i s  term tvi.11 alwage 

mean vhatever sensct ion ifle has a t  the  time, and i t  i s  

maranteed A t hz t  he w i l l  have some sensat ion by the  f a c t  

t h a t  h i s  statzment ie s incere ,  

Thus the  p r i ce  f o r  i n d u b i t a b i l i t y  is the  u n i n t e l l i -  

y i b i l i t y  of tile p ~ s s i b i l i t y  of us ing e x y e s s i ~ n s  i n  t he  

~ r i v a t e  l a n y . a p  inzn r r ec t ly  vhen thev are  used s incere ly .  

And t'1.ic:, of tour-e, i s  the  c i t e  o f  the  solipsirt'~ $ova- 

f a l l .  Hem I %ve t 3  a~neal t 9  the  not ion o f  lanmase E~ 

mle--,c;ave-nod a c t i v i t y .  Since I do n3t in tend t o  arrL1e 







f o r  t he  s o l i p s i s t ,  the  p - i v i l e g e d  epistemol~gical acces? 

?jet me d i y r c a s  for a noment t o  review t h e  r o l e  which 

"chi:- v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  ~ r i v a t c  I - a n ~ ~ c g e  ar,qmcnt can ~ l ; 2 7 r  i n  

the ?.,r;v,rzent 23?,inst : : k e p t i c i m  nhmt t h e  existe2ce of t h e  

q h y i c a 2  wor?.d. The cniztel?lolop;icai s c r u p l e s  o f  t h i s  

r k e 3 t i c  w e  <:omev,rhat s-tron?er t h a n  those  of t h e  c o l . i n ~ i c - t .  

Yo c o r n t  ?,c: ilzqi.a5itn,b7.e fo:. the ml;e~'c;ic, a ~ t e t e m ~ n - t  mu-t b~ 

tnne  i n  ~ri-rt??e e i t h e r  o f  t h c  1 a ~ ~ s  ~f 13ei.c o s  o f  ~ 3 m  t m t h  

zbov-h She d:aq%ic * F ~ e : r l ~ . a t i m n .  In each C?.SF? I h o ~ v v e  T. 

-I- bhe nkcyrkic, c , ~  1n3.v c k i r n  !mo;.:led~.e i f  he h c ~  rC.?me ~ m -  

rantee tha t  hc i s  not  t1.sin.y ~ m r d s  i n c ? r r e c t l v  i n  e x w r c r ~ i n -  

7 m.3 . ?:n0~7_~C?';-e-?laim, anci, as I have a l r eady  m t e d ,  itis 

7.1, 3-orar;un~osition o f  t?m i n t e l l i q i b i l i t g  o f  t h e  ~ k e v t i ~ ' ~  

r . r ~ m ~ n t  thr . t  the w?r i?s rxccle i n  it have meaning. If t h e  

-:kc?tic c!.-:inr: " t,? ~zo:': t h e  meaniny; of these  n~rtfq, t h e n  





important prenises, including h i s  analysis  of kn3wledze 

and h i s  claim thzt  dub i t ab i l i ty  i s  incompatible with know- 

ledye. A fu r the r  consequence of h i s  chaosinz t h i s  horn of 

the dilernna is t ha t  the  skept ic  can no lonqer claim t~ 

know t h a t  h i s  statenent s have a q t h i n g  t o  do with what w e  - 
take them t o  -- ne r k a ~ s  v!.:nowle agew means "elephant 'I -- 
vho ?mows? 

The W.ttL~ensteinian a t t ack  on nkepticism i s  not in-  

tended t o  !:30i273 th?,t t3e e x i ~ t e n c e  o f  ohysical oh jects  i s  

n neceszaqr t ru th ,  o y  a ~ v t h i n g  of tha t  so&. If the 

skegtic rnerel-:T aaintainc, as a bare empirical tm. th ,  t h a t  

there  a re  no nl-yqica-!! objects,  o ther  people etc. ,  o r  even 

i n  the saxe ;x%g t ha t  he ha.s no 'Emowledge ~f these items, 

then what he !?a-js is f a l se .  1% i~l h e r e  t h a t  the empiricai 

realist amroach + - o f  Putnam finds apglication. However, 

v!'nat i s  d is t inc t ive  aSout tbe  ~ h i l o s o p h i c a l  skeptic i s  

tha t  he offers  a r a a a t s  i n  favour o f  the  above claims, 

nowadays uou.sl1.y only i n  favour of the second. And whzt 

Wittgenstein h?.s done, it seems t o  me, is the show t h a t  

each of a large  class o f  such arguments i s  self-defeating,  

s ince the i n $ . M , t a b i ? i t ~  renders it 'fmpos~ible f a r  the  

zkeptic t o  knew w5at the conclusion of h i s  a r p e n t  means. 

Thif-! i m p o ~ ~ i b i l i t y  follows f a i r l y  quickly from 'Nittgenstein's 

general account of Iznmage, and the role  o f  the  pr ivate  

lan,gmge armnent i s  t o  show t h a t  a pa r t i cu la r  a l t e r -  



n2,tivc accov-rrt;, i n  which I: have incorr ig i ts le  Imowledp o f  

t he  meanings 3f the  re levas t  words, i s  incoherent,  once 

one axsmms the s k e p t i c ' s  analysis o f  know1ed:ye as in-  

compztible r!ith dub i t ab i l i t :~ .  It i s  o f  course left open 

t o  t he  &eutiz t o  come UTI with account o f  lan.q.age and an 

?,r.pnent; -;rl?,ic27 zvt~id:;: :Jitt,gezlxteinv s o b  jectionr-;, o r  t3 

d e s i s t  f rom qivinz an ar"r;ument at a l l .  Rut then there  is 

30 yeeson for -d~i l .ononher?  t o  vag any attention t o  him. 

tenable .  



%nt T t9 my, t hen ,  aSout t he  v e s i f i c n t i o n i s t  

v n - d . o l ~  ~f t%e  :.93riv??t~? la.ny-ua.~e ar-qment? Is it t o  be -re- 

j ec ted  as mf'~'~~vlrj, o r  as i r r e l e v a n t ?  The k s t  ar?~vey I 

cnl? :?ive t? t h e s e  ques t ions  sutygests t h a t  t h e  f i y p t  ve rc iox  

if: qu.estion-Se -$ng, i n  the  fo l l .oning  manner. If it i~ 

t r u e ,  :W a mt!t-l;e~ of E m % ,  t h n t  mental  w r d - a  a r e  used ac- 

cordin:; t o  cx5+:sria, t h e n  it i s  t r u e  t h a t  t h e  express ion  

%.<;es w - d n  co r rec t ly" ' ,  which i s  a n e n t a l  p r e d i c a t e ,  i s  

used zccorciing to c r i t e r i a .  It t h e n  fo l lows frm a der-  

c r i n t i . ~ n  o f  h37 t h i s  e:rgre2sion i s  usdd t h a t  t h e r e  are wsy:? 

of r:ettJ-in- with c e ~ t a i n t y  (not l o ~ i c a l  cer tainty?)  whether 



t h e  expression is a p 7 l i c a b l e  to p a r t i c u l a r  cases. Thi3 

i s  tantamount t o  sagin? that a mild  v e r i f i c a t i o n i s m  i s  

j u : ; t i f i e d  n i t h  ~ e s p e c t  t o  t h i p  express ion ,  and s o  the 

o ri y i m l  n r ivc t  e b m 3 ~ i  yn arcgument appears t o  go through. 

Hovever, tl-e ~ r i T m . t  e lznym,ye t h e o r i s t  d i s p u t e s  t he  c la im 

that expreesionl: such aq this are governed by c r i t e r i a ,  

since he seyc-tl? f i rs t -person present- tense u s e s  o f  mental  

predic2.t ec: a- wimar;~, and even 'Yitt m a s t e i n .  agfees t h a t  

them are ~ - ) t  wvemed by c r i t e r i a .  Hhzt i.3 why t he  

second version o f  t h e  n r i m t e  lanmage arSLwent  i~ re- 

qu i red  t o  show $?st  t k e r e  i s  something amiss with t h e  

~ o l i n c i c t  ' B  a c c o m t  ~f l rzn~age-use.  A s  f a r  a? 3: can see ,  

t h i s  versi9n is u$terlg compelling. 



F, Cr i t e r i a  
--7- 

Mow t h a t  I have shown how the  Wittgensteininn a t t ack  

on solipsism i s  independent of the  claim t h a t  mental word? 

a r e  p v e m e d  by c r i t e r i a ,  I wish t o  draw together the  

strand$ o f  the notion of "cr i ter ion" which I developed i n  

Section D i n  response t o  the  c r i t ic i sms  ~f  Putntzm. The 

various ?asi t ions  which have been taken on t h i s  question 

and which a re  cv.rrent i n  the l i t e r a t u r e  f a l l  i n to  four  

rough classes.  Accordingly I dis t inguish between four  

"viewsH, although I am aware t h a t  adherents t o  each of 

these views may d i f f e r  m d i c a l l y  on re la ted  topien, What 

I s h a l l  c a l l  the  C-view is  the view t h a t  there  i s  no 

spec ia l  re la t ionship between a c r i t e r i o n  and t h a t  f a r  

which it i s  a c r i t e r ion ,  over and above the c o n t i n ~ e n t  

re la t ionship between a  symptom and t h a t  f o r  which it i s  a 

symptom -- i n  each case the re la t ionship between indica tor  

and indicated i c  established by some form o f  explanatory 

induction. This view, common t o  Putnam, Rorty and o ther  

empirical r e a l i s t s ,  amounts t o  a denial  t h a t  there  a re  any 

c r i t e r i a  i n  the sense suggested by 'flittgenstein as a n t i -  

t h e t i c a l  t o  the notion of symptom. The E-view is the view 

t h a t  the  fulf i l lment  of a  c r i t e r i o n  ( e i t h e r  on its own o r  

i n  conjunction with some s t a t ab le  s e t  o f  background 

conditions) e n t a i l s  the  presence of %hat f o r  which it ia 

a cr i te r ion .  I am not Furs t h a t  t h i s  posi t ion ha? ever 

been seriousl-y entertained,  but it has been attacked, 

e.g. by Rorty 26 and Canfield 27. The N-view i s  the viep? 



tha t  if X i s  e. c ~ i t e ~ i o n  f o r  Y , then i t  is neces sa r i l y  

tme t h a t  X is  evidence f o r  Y . This view i s  held by 

Xenny 2 8 ,  ;yoan 2g and 3hoemaker 30. Last ly ,  t he re  i s  t h e  

V-view, which i s  t h e t  c r i t e r i a  are rnrays o f  ve r i fy ing  ( s c .  

' b e t t l i n g  wit?!. nlm-logical c e r t a i n t f '  ) statements about 

t he  presence 3f  $one item. This view belongs t o  XalcqLn 'I 

and a ~ y x a b l y  to Y?it tpmste in  himself,  I bel ieve the  V- 

viev c a n  be ncde cxnacttible n i t h  t h e  accounts of ~ l b r i t t q n ? ~  

and ,Zanfield 27. In t he  f o r m  i n  which I shall present  i t .  

it i s  a m o ~ t  ymint whether t he  N-view and the  V-view are 

compatible, OY what the  a r ec i se  r e l a t i o n  between the  two is. 

These is no knockdown aTpment againat  the  C-vievv, 

a l t h c q h  1 hope t h a t  t h i s  essay as a w b l e  f ~ r n s  part o f  

the  case a@.nrt t h e  no t ives  f,)r holdin3 it. The %view 

con be atttaclred qore emil-ir  Sg reference t o  some o f  

tc~ ~ t h e r s  doer  not aean t h a t  i f  

rnqans he murt be i n  p8,in. A 

i n  cases  l i k e  t 3 i s  k o  t he  theo- 

discoverin? ;;one f a c t  which ~~4.11 

The W-vicw i*; m o w  s l i p ~ e r y  %nd consequently difficult 



t o  assess.  If an expression i s  governed by c r i t e r i a ,  then 

t h i c  f a c t  n i l 1  Se p n r t  ~f t he  descr ig t ion  o f  t h e  use of 

the expression. It v?ill t h e n  f31,Iow f r o m  t h i s  desc r ip t i an  

t h e t  t he  ~ ? a r t i c l ~ . l . n r  c7-i-heria a c t  as  evidence for ~ t a t e -  

nentr, zboni; the :-cfewnt of t h e  e x ~ r e a c i o n ,  It v i l L  be E: 

necensnrg t---Lh, then,  t3at i f  X i s  z c r i t e r i o n  of Y , 
X ir: evideqce f a r  Y ; t E . i s  nuch is  asmreit b.7 the  ex- 

n 2 m a G i ~ ~ n  ?f t ' le nltioul o f  " c r i t e r i o n q  vhich  Wj-t f~enrte in  

~ F 7 e s  when %e i n t r o 4 u c l s  the t e m  i n  the  9 1 ~  B o n k  x9. If 

this is ?,?-1 th-t f R c7.;?fze6 by t he  IT-view, thon vrhst: it 

clzixs i n  c?r-wet. E - w e w r ,  it a p e a m  t h a t  t?-te st3r7 i~ 

more cr)mul iw, ted  than tbis. The N-view in i t 9  p t r o n ~  f7m 

is t h e  c la im tllC:t i f  X ic a c r i t e r i m  of  Y , t h e n  it i~ 

a neces8-:~r;r t m t h  t h s t  X i s  evidence f o r  Y ,so that it 

i s  L o ~ i c a l l y  irnnossible f o r  X t~ come t o  f a i l  t o  be 

ev idence  for ' T  . Putnam's example o f  the  w o ~ l d  o f  con- 



Y ' s  ins tead ,  t h a t  t he  meaning ~f "Yv has changed. We have 

already seen from the  case nf dreaming i n  Section D, t h a t  

t h i s  i s  correct  under one i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  s ince  if t*Yn is 

cri ter ia-governed,  the  cor rec t  descr ip t ion  of  i ts  use w i l l .  

have cha.n,yed. The temptation t h a t  must be avoided is t h a t  

of r equ i r inc  t h a t  the  new concept o f  "Yt@ be t o t a l l y  d i f -  

f e r e n t  f m m  i t s  o r i q i n ~ l  c;ounterpart, such t h a t  the  tvw 

"only rem7tel-y resemble one annthern ,  and aP attempting t n  

I should be happy 

vers ion o f  the  N-vieu, 

mileage out of t h i p  c3-aim. 

t 2  a c c e g t  some form of the  weak 

nince it s t r i k e s  me as t r i v i a l  

enouch t o  be i n c m t e c t a b l e ,  and also because i n  t h i s  f q r m  

it i s  compatible with, indeed cons t i t u t e s  a suba t an t i a l  

p w t  of, the  V-view, which I v i s h  t o  espouse. Xhzt the 

V--~iew seys i:; t h c t  c r i t e r i a  a r e  ways of s e t t l i n g  vrith cer-  

t ~ . i n t g  whether some item i s  o r  i s  not present ,  f o r  example, 

whether ray neiqhbou-r i s  i n  pain. The c e r t a i n t y  i n  n u e s t i m  

i?, however, rornething o the r  than logical- c e r t a i n t y ,  be- 

cFbuse o f  the  fel-sity >f  the  E-view. 

This r e m ~ r k  should n?t be taken as deb as in^ t h i s  form 

q f  ~ e r t ? ~ i ~ t ? r ,  &ich i s  zinyly t he  c e r t a i n t y  with which any- 

body knows r n y  cm-oiric~.l t m t h  f o r  which t h e r e  i s  over- 

whelming evidence. In t h i s  context f fail t o  see the  point  

of HaZcolmf,? i n s i s t ence  thn t  s e t t l i n g  a quest ion by appeal 



t o  c r i t e r i a  i s  fi.~.ndmwr?tally f l i f f e r e n t  from s e t t l i n g  it 

?rexsion.  h- 2 x n u l t ,  the  d i s t inc t ion  ic ro~qgh and 

f l u c t v n t i n ~ ,  er :occia l ly  ~ i n c e  c r i t e r i a  oo-ne_-a.te within c i r -  

cwxtctncec znd fv:>at i s  n c r i t e r i o n  o f  Y i n  m e  circum- 



j u - t i f i c n t i m  P?r -- al-I 9-L?r l~n~:~:led:e, s i n c e  t h i n  en t e rq r i - e ,  

both. t he  vie?; %?-at ?"rt.l!c~~.rll roaeti-nes anpez.,-rs t o  fa]-l i n t ? ,  

that i n  or?.e.- f o r  ?,y3 c z y r e s n i o n  t o  hnve mnnninp t h e r e  rnlrnt - 
5 e  c r i t a r i ~  f o  i t s  ~ . p - g l i c a t i o n ,  and the e m ~ i r i c i ~ t  v i w  

by c r i t e r i a .  



v e  Lack a. ratiqnal-e f qr ex- 

extension o f  the t e v m  "chairu', 

h~:.i we can 4istin:m.xish s o  wel l  

and tha t  a11 o f  un m y ,  f o r  



q ~ x e a t i s m  ~f th?  f313 '*I? X a chair?" are theore t i ca l lv  

def in i t ion  i n  tcms ~f ~ P C ~ P S ~ F J  and nuff ic ient  conditions, 

it would tc-~kc 3nlg cd l i t t l e  in#?enuity t o  find exwnlea  

7--b.ich c i t h e r  p a s  o-+ f a i l  these conditions vhi le  it i s  

1 >o fzr, hor r rver ,  t h i s  i s  insuf f ic ien t  t o  j u s t i fy  t h e  

not the only n l t e r m t i v e  to the  acc~unt c r f t i c i s e d  85ove. 

It vwl-it indoer? Se odd to talk of s e t t l i n e  v i t h  cer ta in ty  

whether c o m  o b j e c t  ~m.s o r  ?:as not a chz?ir, I n  ?noat C ~ T -  

c m o t m c ~ a  t h e r e  i s  n~ p?:ocedure I can go through which 

v i l l  s a t i : y f g  this descrigtion.  To think of "chairn as 

gowme3 by o r i t e r i n  is t 7  th ink of a language-p,me i n  

ahich vch?.Sr't p l ~ - ~ r s  x r : ~ l c  and i n  which it i s  irngortmt 

f o r  us t o  s e t t l e  yxith n7n-logical cer ta in ty  questions about 

r;hich thin,;-; are  2nd n?.ich t3ings are nnt C~BIX'S. '11'21er~ 

aus t  a h 7  ho  ??ornc d i f f i c u l t v  about s e t t l i n c  some ~ u c h  

q u e o t i o n ~ ,  i n  the sense t h n t  the  answer must not be open 

t o  0in9le in~:pc?cti~3?1. It %?ems t o  me t h a t  it i~ the 



, p n e ~ . l  ?ail..u.x of t h e  c e c  3nd c o n d i t i o n  i n  t he  case of 

"tcl.!aiP nbicb. if: r m ~ e  irn~ortant in l e a d i n g  to t h e  denial. 

2nd -0  un4prtincs thr r r i c t e ~ i c  m l e  o f  n r i t e r i ~ .  It ~ i l - 1 -  

be re:!aa3e-*sd t5-:-,t ' c ' i t t - ~ n ~ - t e i n  ?,cmctimep ?cn ipp  t??i?t I 

cnln 1~~23;;. t h ? t  I :?: i n  nein ( i n  t he  ?Erne -en;.rc zP t h ~ t  i n  

7.r;Pic3 1 !men I i n  7 c A . l )  bccauqe t l?ere  i s  nq yenpe  t q  

hc- rnqdc, i n  30"t c S I - C ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ E C B S ,  of the n-btiqm ?f my 

'G?.~.s:.;e tn-J c ~ ~ d . i t i o n : :  a?-e in qenr;e,7, ~ a t i s f  f3r 

!~;ell.-c~:+;~,b7-kr-??e-71 djrer:~.!e-$pqgr; y ~ ~ h  ~"ffl*~~.:: '7_p~'Q + ( ~ h ~  

? i a r ? . l i f  i c c t i o n  i s  r?rl.cr"r:w.rp to c!,I-lo~: fo:? e x n y e ~ ~ i o n p  l i k e  

?'rnul_-ki.nle c ;c? .e~cs ; i? '~  vr'ltirh. A t  t h e  noin% i n  their h i r t n y ~ r  

cor?.aicv.e?e6 by ? I I ~ ; Y ~ z , ~ ,  EX? no% c.ovsmed by cyite~ia, nl_- 

t;hc)u:qh t k i : -  %,.-ti c:;.?xr one nrt,:~ zone t g  bo so - .~qvc  med. x c  

rno7::e ir? :?.iscowx;ed n?~ov.-t; neu-,-oloyical_ 6. i r .eare .  ) The c r i -  

.L . 1ten.2; f ; 2 -  ::o.neoneln ha?sir?.~ r n e ~ s 3 . e ~  -:,re mxde uo, i n  m o ~ t  



t h e  f o l l w i n g  s e t  ~f cases:  

Snith h7.s s7me of the qm?tms o f  mea~les 

which n-c? a l s o  met i n  cases o f  German mea- 

~ l e s .  Tests show t h a t  h i s  blood contains 

Ge;.m:tn measles b a c i l l i ,  so Smith i s  t r e a t e d  

f o r  t h i s  rlisease. 

In  t h e  conme of a blood t e s t  t o  determine 

bloo3-tyne, it i s  d i s c w e r e d  t h z t  Jmes t  

blood con?aine t h e  mean,3.e~ microbe. Jones 

i s ,  hovevcr, i n  qqod heo,lth and shows rime 

of t h e  sy -mtoms  $7fZ meas'l,e~. 

3r7m ha- s m e  tynicq.1 spvtoms of measles 

mfi- t he  r r1evznt  a i c r o b  i~ fqund i n  h i s  

blo9il. H>,rever, he doe? n-rt remand t o  

the n l v a l  %re-tnent  f?r measle~. Acting 

?n a hunch, the  r toc to r  n r e s c r i b e ~  medi- 

c a t i o n  mi:trble f )r t h e  t rea tment  l?f Ger- 

man mei:slcs, m$. Brown  r e c w e m  . 

ment emerqen a:: one c ~ i t e r i q n  where ~ t h e r s  fail, althaugh 



still. t he re  i s  no ent?-ilment between the  succes? o f  t r e a t -  

nent and the a s c - - i n t i ~ n  of t h e  dipease for vhich it i~ t he  

recor r i sed  t r ea tnen t .  There i s  no meson to expect t h a t  

i n  such a cane t? .ere :.hqulcl be a de f in i t e  anrwer  to the 

quest ion o f  whether $:-e pa t i en t  has m e a s l e ~ .  Such an an- 

swer may hnve t o  ?-:~.-i-t tlmon nev d i s c o v e ~ i e s  about measles 

which no amount  o f  i n v e ~ t i p ~ t i o n  o f  the p a t i e n t ' s  condi- 

t i o n  t:iill wlemth a t  present .  It dqes nqt follow from 

t h - i s  t h a t  the  rneenin.5 GI" llaez.nlea'l i r j  unclear ,  or hidden 

from us ; it simnly meen<: that it i c .  w e d  i n  such a way as 

t o  ?-enve ccr121n nuestionn men, feature which i s  

c h n r ~ ~ c t e r i s t i c  o f  more tMn  just criteria-qoverned ex- 

nression:: ( c f .  "c21:?ir'' j . 

t3:'ecn di-:eer-:ec; ir?, te>rnr; of  t h c i r  chcc?ra,cteriotic c a w e s ,  

which i s  wi!y 011-r c ~ * i t e r i : t  f o r  disease-terms revolve 

arouncl t ' - > ~ o e .  Tkzere i-. ?!-so a c3.e32* sense in which one 

cannot t e l l  "at  :I, g?!mice" whether r, person has measles, 

as one  car^ t e l l  . - w t i z e r  m m o n  hag arms. Given t h a t  my 

tvro sur~-ye::terI c?3r?ition-: nvt: r:n.tir:fied, I th ink  i t  is  

-ccsomb2c t o  c~~nr lu .? ia  t % ~ t  " ~ e ~ r l e r ; "  i - r: in f ~ c t  cqvcrneft 

3g c r i t e - i r , .  V I T ~ Y  I wF:J% t7 S:~V the r*a8ve thin? abqut as- 

qsinti~ns o f  nwxt?l -trite.-, v i t h  the  exception of first- 

nera7n n m n e n t - t m ~ e  E ? e r i . v t i ~ ~ n -  ?f :.:hat haw been c a l l e d  



occurrent  s t n t e s ,  r.v.ch r? heino: i n   in, seein,? red and 

t h i n k i n g  about ch i lAhi r th .  There Ere a  h w ~ e  v a r i e t y  o f  

rsaaon.,: w%y, R S  ?x?m?,n h e i n y ~ ,  i:!e f i n d  it imaortant  t o  

a s c r i b e  with c ~ r t a i n t v  rnmta l  s t a t e s  t o  o t h e r s .  Some of  

t h e s e  h v e  t o  ?.T with p r e d i c t i n ?  and con troll in^ heha- 

v iour ,  but t h i s  ir: nqt  21?, I c'Lm n3t; i n t e r e q t e d  i n  an- 

o t h e r ' s  b e l - i ~ f c ~  (my, ~ 1 7 0 ~ - t  t h e  Q t h e r  Rinds nroblem) 

merely s o  t h a t  I c m  h o ~ v  i n  anvezlce nhat he wilt gay i n  

d i scuss iox .  T t  ::'ot~lJ b e  n ~ i n t l e s s  t o  l is t  all. t h e  rea- 

sons vrc have f ~ r  m c r i b i n y :  m ~ n t z 1  s t a t e s  t o  o t h e r s  be- 

cause nnch a li,:t ~ o u L d  be ar, I o n s  as t h e  l i s t  of human 

s o c i a l  x c t i v i t i e u  i n  n l l  t h e i r  v n r i e t v .  A t  the  same t ime,  

it is  no t  ~ , l v a v s  poss ib lo  t o  t e l l  "at 3. @ i n ~ e ' ~  g h e t h e r  

3 r  not someone e l s e  i s  i n  a c e r t a i n  rnentn.1 state (the 

rwt inrlecd o f  t h e  ? t l . e r  ':indo moblem). There i s  such 

a t h i n ?  as s e t t l n c  out  ~ E I  f i n d  out  whether Rn?the r  i s  i n  

onin ,  o r  bored, o r  i ~ C w ? i ; ( l ~  t o  m a r r 7 r ,  a l th9uqh t h i s  i~ 

nq t  t r u e  i n  2-11 cnyer of , f o r  examqle, na in ,  

I a m  afraid tlrlr~.t at nrcsen t  I can say little more 

about what $ ? i r ; t  i n ~ . i : - h e c  c-.pit e -?ia-qoverned exyresr ions  

from t h o ~ ~ e  n3t  so--mernnd.. Thc no t i2ns  o f  t h e  import- 

ance 3f r;ett l- in? wxst ionc:  -:;ith c e r t n i n t y ,  l a c k  of 

a v a i l t ~ t b i l i t y  t o  d i r c c t  i n w t ? c t i o n  and t h e  r30ss ib i l i ty  o f  

finc2inrr; oti.t,  he-re t'li.: ic; ? nrocesa rrhich t y p i c a l l y  re- 

qui--es d c l i b c m t i m ,  a r e  w?evant  t o  t h i s  d i : : t inc t im,  



but  t h e y  are not  t h e  whole ~ t o r y .  The only  s a t i s f a c t o r y  

way o f  makin.: t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  would, it seoms, be t o  

t a k e  each term i n d i v i d u a l l y  and undertake a prolonged 

and d e t a i l e d  ~ n a l y s i s  of i ts use.  If t h i s  t a s k  were o v e r  

completed, I would g e s s  t h a t  t h e  c l a s s  of c r i t e r i a -  

.yoverned express ions  must include a t  l e a s t  t h e  following: 

those  used i n  second- and th i rd-person a s c r i p t i o n s  of 

mental  s t a t e s  (with t h e  p o z s i b i l - i t y  o f  add ine  first- 

nerson a s c r i l ? t i o n ~  o f  39me d i s a o s i t i o n a l  ~ t n t e s ,  e ,g .  i n -  

t e l l i ,pence  ) ; well-c? rtablishec7 exprer~cion~. ref  erring to 

unobwrvables ; expressiona f 3med from an a t t r i b u t i v e  

ad jec t ive  and a kind-term ( e . 2 .  "2, coed knife" ,  same 

person1\ and s? m ) .  Incomplete as t h i s  l i s t  is, I shall 

no t  here a r 9 e  f o r  t 3 e  i n c l u : ; i m  i n  it o f  t h e  abclve items. 

I can only  hone t h a t  ?n s m e  intuitive level, reflection 

on t h e  uze 2 f  ouch express ions  will y i e l d  t h e  conclus ion  

t h ~ t  t h e y  aye ,?*)verned by c r i t e r i a .  

O f  the kinds oP exnressions which a r e  not yoverned 

by c r i t e r i a ,  thoce r e f e r r i n g  t o  o r d i n m y  phys ica l  objects, 

t h e ~ r e t i c a l  e n t i t i e s  ?t sn ea r ly  s t a g e  i n  t h e i r  h i e t o r y  

and those  u.sed i n  f i r s t - n e r s o n  a s c r i p t i m s  of mental s t a t e s  

are r e p r e ~ e n t ~ t i v e .  Mention ~f t h e  las t  c l a s s  bring9 w i t h  

it an imaortant  c lua l i f i ca t ion  on what I mean when I t a l k  

about expreszions nove rned  by c r i t e r i a ,  f o r  the predicates 

and s ta te- te rms i n  t h i s  c l a s s  - a r e  gummed  by c r i t e r i a  i n  



t h e i r  second- and third-person uses.  So I ought r e a l l y  

t o  t a l k  of c e r t e i n  e x p r e s ~ i o n s  being qoverned by c r i -  

t e r i a  i n  c e r t a i n  uses ;  when 7: say t h a t  an expression i~ 

qoverned by c r i t e r i a  I mean t h a t  i n  most, o r  i n  an i m -  

por tant  c l a s s  of its- u3cs it i s  governed by c r i t e r i a .  

Facts  about context and c i rcumotance~ will c l e a r l y  be re- 

levant  t o  decidinq whether a q a r t i c u l a r  use i s  o r  is not  

governed by c r i t e r i a .  

C o n s i d e m t i ~ ~ n  o f  the  c lass  o f  exg re s s ims  whose uses  

are i n  the  mcin not qoverned by c r i t e r i a  grovides an i m -  

por tant  insi.yht i n t o  thc  m t i v ? , t i o n  behind the  e m ~ i r i c a l  

r e a l i s t  den ia l  t hn t  t he re  a r e  m.ch t h i n p  as c r i t e s i a .  On 

one cqu-nt , e rn .p i~ i c~ , l  re2,l.i~:tr; -1-e o;e2rd f i r s t - p e r ~ o n  as- 

c r i ? t i c n s  of ncntzl  s ta tes ,  e s m c i a l l y  sensations, as 

13rinary and o the r  a sc r io t ionc  8,s secmday,r, a more o r  

less just if ied.  extensiqn of the n~n-criterially-governed 

use. On a m t h e r  count, they are i n t e r e s t ed ,  s o  t o  speak, 

i n  m?,terial  s b j e c t s  and xore i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e o r e t i c a l  

e n t i t i e s ,  the  cl-ass of  which i n  some views contains t h a t  

of mzte r ia l  o b j e c t s .  So t he  ~ r e f e r s e d  entities i n  their 

9ntoloqr Frre th9sc f o r  vhich statements about t h e i r  pre- 

sence o r  absence a r e  n-rt i n  wwr?,L made' on the b a s i s  of 

c r i t e r i a .  Fol- ' # i t t ?ens te in ians ,  vhoae o n t o l a p  resembles 

I lush ? a d  varied Im+r~cn?e ,  t he re  i~ mt  the  Fame t e m ~ t -  

Fttion t o  rr wm7 criScriE-.tcnwme? c o n c ~ ? t s  as pam3itj .c  



upon o r  l o y i c n l  o r  t h e o r e t i c a l  c o n a t r ~ c t s  out  of ones n o t  

so-governed; bo th  tynes share a peace fu l  co-existence. 

Thcse d i a g n o s t i c  remarks a r e  somewhat polemical,  bu t  

they serve  t o  intmdv-ce t h e  a u e s t i o n  o f  whether mental  

s t ~ t e s  ? z e  s . ~ . f f i c i s n t l ~ r  l i k e  t h e o r e t i c a l  e n t i t i e s  t o  

j u s t i f y  t h e  empiric:rt, r e n ? i s t  p o ~ i t i o n  m t h e  9 t h e r  Rinds 

problem. A v e r s i o n  o f  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  i s  ar,gued f o r  by 

Ror ty  i n  h i ?  d a ~ e r  " ? r i t e r i a  and Necessity" 26, and I o r e  

h i s  ? . r . ~ e n t s  a t  ten;;t a b r i e f  c o n s i d e r a t i m .  Rorty's 

ccmpciqn c?,y.in:;t t h e  nqt ions  ~f v c r i t e r i o n f t  and "necess i ty t f  

c m s i s t s  ?.armely oi cri t ic ism::  o f  the 3-view and the s t r o n g  

f o m  o f  t h e  N-vieiv, so  I sbnlb  accept his o b j e c t i o n s  t o  

those  a t  t h e  moment. H i s  m s i t i v e  account s t r e s s e s  t h e  

ana17yies bet:veen nnc ta l  a-tatc?s end % h e o r e t i c a l  e n t i t i e s  

v i a  the c'lp4ims that both tlr-rser o f  i tem a r e  unobsesvable. 

and t h a t  ~i.h:?t v e  ?,rc here  concerned vyith z r e  t h e  condi- 

t i o n s  f o r  dinc~urnc? zbox t  :?nobse?*vab!!es. Part of t h e  

j u s t i f i c ~ ~ t i o n  f o r  t h i s  r o s t r i c t i m  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  matter 

para l l - e l s  rn;T clr-dm t h e t  mental  s t a t e s  (and now by e x t e n r i o n  

t h e o r e t i c a l  e n t i t i e s )  a-e n7t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  d i r e c t  i n ~ p e c -  

t i ~ n .  Does t h i s  aake them u.noboemable? I a m  no t  sure of 

t h e  ansner t o  t h i s  ques t ion:  c e r t a i n l y  I want t o  say t h a t  

molecules are s7rnetimes observed by s c i e n t i s t s  using 

electron-microscopes, and t h ~ t  one ' s  melancholy i s  some- 

t imes  obrcerved by one's f r i e n d s .  In n e i t h e r  case need t h e  



judgments about moleculen o r  melancholy be mediated by 

o ther  judwents about comnlex  instrument^ o r  behaviour, 

as far  as the pnycho1:~gical h i s to ry  o f  those making the 

judgments qoes. So i n  one sense, behaviour i s  not used - 
a s  a c r i t e r i ~ n  i n  the case I am imagining. However, i f  

the  s c i e n t i s t s  o r  the f r iends were asked aftennards t o  

j u s t i f y  t h e i r  judgen t s  about molecules o r  melanchaly, no 

doubt they would a p ~ e a l  t o  intermediary judqments of these 

kinds.  The poss ib i l i ty  o f  the  relevance of such an ap- 

pea l  stands on the z b i l i t y  of the  l a t t e r  class of  s t a t e -  

ments t o  a c t  as c r i t e r i a ,  i n  a large number of circwn- 

stances,  f o r  t h i ~ s e  o f  the  f o m e r  class.  

I doubt i f  anythin? clear can emerse from t h i s  d i s -  

cuwion except perhaps that nqthing g e n e r ~ l  can be said 

about whether mental s t a t e s  3,nd t heore t i ca l  e n t i t i e s  a r e  

observable. This question seems t o  depend on the circum- 

stances o f  any pa r t i cu la r  case. A s  a general teming-  

log ica l  stmte:.;y, I should l i k e  t o  r e s t r i c t  the use o f  

wobservablew i n  such a way t h a t  the  l i m i t s  of the  obser- 

vable are allowed t3 widen .ZS s c i e n t i s t s ,  f o r  instance,  

invent b e t t e r  measuring and detect ion i n s t m e n t s ,  and 

reserve q"availab2e t o  d i r ec t  inspect im' '  f o r  the sense i n  

which molecules, rnelznch?ly, magnetic f i e l d s  and monotony 

a re  unobservable whereas men, melons and measle-spots are 

not. Rut I don't expect anything o f  import t o  hang on 



t h i s  whim, except the  cllarity which hi-bt result from 

drawing a t t en t ion  t o  t he  d is t inc t ion .  Given what has been 

ra the r  tortuously expressed here,  I think I can say t h a t  

the  f ac t  tha t  the mental s t a t e s  of others  a r e  "unobser- 

vable" i n  some s e n s e - i s  ins~f f i c i e23 t  gi.ound f o r  regarding 

them as theore t ica l  e n t i t i e s ,  s ince  t h i s  i s  a fea ture  they 

share with a whole host of o ther  things which a re  not 

theore t i ca l  e n t i t i e s :  danqer, economic depression and 

p o l i t i c a l  peace being examples. I wish t o  'postpone the  

remainder of t h i s  discussion u n t i l  the  next sect ion and 

f i n i s h  by noting Rortyts admission t h a t  i n  a t r i v i a l  eeme 

there  must be c r i t e r i a  f o r  the  presence of unobaembles  

i n  order f o r  t a l k  about them t o  get off  the  ground. What 

he means i s  tha t  theye must be some evidence f o r  t h e i r  - 
existence, - some phenomenon which they are brought i n  t o  

explain. A s  the unobservables become more deeply em- 

bedded i n  theory, however, the  l lor iqinal  c r i te r iont9 ,  as 

Zorty dubs it, may cease t o  have anything l i k e  a strong 

evident ia l  role i n  decidiny whether there  are any here 

now, This he takes t o  be incompatible with the notion of' 

'+cr i te r ionr1  which sterns from Wlittcen.-tein. It i s  indeed 

incompatible with the strong form o f  the N-view, but I 

don't think i t  i:- incompatible with the V-view, the p o ~ i -  

t i o n  which i n  my oyinion WittqenG-tein h i m ~ e l f  held. 

There i s  one qua l i f i ca t ion  which I wieh t o  add t o  



t h e  a b w e  yie?iqin: ~f .?rw.nd t? ~ a n i r i c a l  r e ~ , l i m .  I h a w  

nqted t h a t ,  f3r '!Fttqenstein, t h e  criteria f o r  the aaoli- 

c a t i o n  ?f qome c ~ n : ~ c l l ~ t  c9,?.n chnnne w i t h ~ ~ t  t p 3 d u c i . n ~  ~t 

change o f  3nv r a q i c a l  s-?rt i n  t h e  concept i t ~ e l f ,  o r  a 

c h a n ~ e  o f  ne:?g.ins i n  .the correl~at ive e x p r e s ~ i m ,  I do nqt 

t o  sag, h?lvcver, t h a t  this i~ t r u e  o f  3-11 changes o f  - 
c r i t e r i a ,  as Putnam anl% i ,ort~r seem s m c t i m e ~  t o  ~ i ~ h  t o  

claim. If t h e  cri . ter i3n of  :?sin was 3t 311218 time t h a t  water 

wac f a l l i n ?  i n  d r o n l g t s  f r ~ m  t h e  sk j ,  and a t  a l a t e r  time 

t h a t  i ce -c , r r tn l ; . .  ve re  f-lIFn(r from the  ~ k v ,  then I chould 

be r-tmnq1.g incl.il?cd t 3  thi t t  t h e  me?.nins of  "'rainw ha4 

chnn-ed, nnrl. n f > t ,  f3r ~x?rn?le ,  t h q t  vre brad Ai-c9vered . -ma- 

thin.. EPW nb.>int w i n .  1 : q : ~ p , v r t  t ha t  t h e m  ic a wmtinuwn 

betv recn  w c h  caner: and t h o y e  :.;here it  ir i m l w ~ i b l e  t~ 

~ n e ? , k  3f n c h z n y ~  i n  ~ r m i f i ~ ~ .  

l1;,h_at I havc .;?,%d SO f z r  ;?'1wt; c r i t e r13  m y  leave t h e  

imprecsi3n t h a t  t h e r e  i r .  n )  difference whatsoever hetween 

a e r i t e r i 7 n  :in?. n n i e ~ e  ?f  - tr?n3r evidence. To nlw I have 

t -? m y y ? s t ;  ~ 7 ~ 7  i n  -*:hick t'-i- 4iff e r ~ n c e  mi .~h t  be made o u t .  

I P i r - t  y f  al-2,  onc nerxq?n *sl.-tne r:tlr iz?-ve ~ t r ? n g  evid.ence 



between X and Y i s  e i t h e r  one which is  not ss tabl ighed 

by recording c o r r e b ~ ~ t i o n s  between X and Y + o r ,  i f  it i s  

thus  es tab l i shed ,  it i s  adopted ins tead  of some o t h e r  c r i -  

t e r i a l  rel-ationship, between, say, Z and Y . Some of 

the  secorzc? c l a s s  o f  cases w i l l  include those i n  which t h e  

aeeninz of ''Yn ch::nges, some not. What t h i s  condi t ion i s  

intended t o  ru l e  out are tht3se cases i n  which Y i s  i d e n t i -  

f i e d  via some neceaxmg 2nd nu f f i c i en t  condit ions for i t s  

presence, and co r r e l a t i ons  a r e  then rec9rded between Y , 
s o  i d e n t i f i e d ,  and X . For t he  claim t h a t  "YW is mverned 

by c r i t e r i a  i? an ~ 1 - t e r m t i v e  t~ t he  PI-aim t h a t  an  adenu.ate 

account of the  ~ c m i n y  o f  "Yw can 3e ~ i v e n  i n  t e r n s  o f  

neceanayT an4 s u f f i c i m t  confl.itions. 

fio f?,r? h?wever, these  c?ndit ionr:  do no?; f i i s t i n m i s h  

betneon c r i t e r i ~ , - y ~ v e r n e d  e x > r e s s i o n ~  and those r e f e r r i n g  

t3, f o ?  example, t h e o r e t i c a l .  e n t i t i e s  fqr whose presence one 

c~..nnot ~ i v e  necessary and s u f f i c i e n t  conditions. The d i s -  

t i n c , t i > n  hetween these  kinds of exmessions  comes out when 

one considers the  ep i s t en i c  r o l e  of c r i t e r i a .  Pqr a l t h ~ u g h ,  

i f  X i s  2. c r i t e r i o n  o f  Y , the  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  X on 

none ? a r t i c u l ? , ~  ~?rtcar;i?n 8oes  not enta.i.1 the Qreaenee ~f Y ,  

it does e n t a i l  t h a t  Y ' r  e x i ~ t ,  whereas the  fact t h a t  there 

i s  ~ t r ' 3 n y  evidence fo3- Y d 3 e 5  n ~ t  M.VP t h a t  evltailment. 

$9 it i s  onl-y i f  Y ' s  have %en ~tcceqted i n t o  our ontology 

and occuny s well-established g3s i t i on  the re  t h a t  we can 

speak of t h e r e  S e i n ~  c r i t e r i a  f o r  t h e i r  presence. This  i s  



n ~ t  the  case with theore t i ca l  e n t i t i e s  which a r e  new on 

the  s c i e n t i f i c  scene, and s o  these a r e  not i n  general 

i den t i f i ed  via c r i t e r i a .  Since admission in to  our onto- 

logy i s  a gradual process, so i s  the  process by which an 

expression comes t o  be governed by c r i t e r i a  when f t  was 

not before. 

It can now be seen tha t  there  are two ways i n  which 

the notion of "cr i te r ionw here explicated is  useless  i n  

the re fu ta t ion  3f skepticism. The f i r s t ,  already noted, 

i s  t h a t  the sa t i s fac t ion  ~f  a  c r i t e r i o n  d9es not e n t a i l  

the  presence of t h a t  f o r  which it i c  the  c r i te r ion .  The 

second i s  tha t  i n  o r d e r  t o  say t h a t  a  c r i t e r i o n  has been 

s a t i s f i e d ,  it has t q  have been established t h a t  t h a t  f o r  

which it i s  a c r i t e r i m  d.lres e x i s t ,  or has exintea a t  same 

time, which i s  the very c3.aim disputea by the skeptic. So 

adoption of the bel ief  tha t  there  a r e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  mental 

s t a t e s  is begging the q u e s t i m  against  the  s o l i p s i s t ,  and 

a  s o l i p s i s t  posit ion cannot be generated once t h i s  be l ie f  

i s  accepted. 

These speculative remarks are, then, a l l  I have t o  

sav f o r  the moment about the n o t i m  q f  " c r i t e r i ~ n " .  Let 

me r e i t e r a t e  t h e  r n a j ~ r  points:  

(a) C r i t e r i a  a re  ways o f  s e t t l i n g  with non-logical 

cer ta in ty  questions a b ~ u t  the  presence or ab- 



sence o f  some item. 

(b)  The sa t i s fac t ion  9f a  c r i t e r i o n  does not e n t a i l  

the nresence of t h a t  f(>r which it is  the c r i -  

te r ion ,  but it does e n t a i l  t h a t  that f o r  which 

it i s  a c r i t e r i o n  has exis ted at some time. 

( c )  Cri te r ia  operate i n  pa r t i cu la r  circumstances 

and against  a  background o f  f a c t s ;  they a r e  

always shtzred by the  majority o f  member? o f  the  

relevant l i n g u i s t i c  community. 

( d )  What i s  now a  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  the  presence of 

some i t e m  m2y not be a t  some other time, with- 

,mt necessi ta t ing a  change i n  the relevant 

concept. 

( e )  It i s  not necessary t h a t  an expression be 

governed by cr i ter*ia  i n  order f o r  it t o  have 

a meanin?, but it  - i s  su f f i c i en t .  

(f) Cri ter ia  ? lay an enistemic role  ( they a re  l inked 

t o  the notions o f  "d isc~ver ing" ,  "finding out" ) 

but not an epin tem?l~qica l  one (they afford no 

prophylactic against  s k e p t i c i ~ m )  . 



G .  Conclusion 

I n  t h i s  s ec t ion  I wish t o  surnmarise ny r e s u l t s  so far  

and make some br ief  remarks on how, i f  a t  a l l ,  the  d i spu te  

between ' J i t tgens te in ians  and empir ica l  r e a l i s t s  mag be ad- 

judicated. 

The main t h r u s t  of t h i s  essay has been t o  d i s t i l  out  

and separa te  two important s t m n d s  i n  Wittgenstein 's  phi- 

losophy of mind. Qne i s  h i s  a t t a c k  on skepticism with re-  

gard t o  o the r  minds, o r  on what I have ca l l ed  solipsism; 

the  o t h e r  i s  h i s  e laborat ion of t he  claim that  second- 

and third-person a sc r ip t ions  of mental ~ t a t e s  a r e  governed 

by c r i t e r i a .  My majgr p9int i s  t h a t  the  second of these  

p lays  no ro le  i n  the  f i r s t .  Xhether or not t h i s  aacr ip-  

t i o n  i s  f a i t h f u l  t o  Wittyenstein i s  a quest ion about which 

I a m  not  concerned. It will. be s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  my purposes 

i f  I have shown t h a t  a good r e f u t a t i o n  of skepticism can 

be formulated which i: c l e a r l y  Wittgensteinian i n  concep- 

t i on .  

I be-wn, then, with a ::ornewhat patchy argument f o r  

sol ipsism whose ma jo r  flaws I attempted t o  repai r .  One 

method o f  r e p a i r  wss the  e rad ica t ion  of t h e  notion of pre- 

tence,  on the  grounds t h a t  i f  t he re  a r e  any inwtances of 

t h i o  a c t i v i t y ,  n m o n p t  o thers ,  then the re  a r e  o t h e r  mind?. 

This  round i s  d i f f e r en t  f r ~ m  t he  one which t r a d i t i o n a l l y  

has been taken as c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t he  W i t t g e n ~ t e i n i a n  



approach, which has the form: i n  order f o r  the concept of 

pretence t o  have a  use, there  must be ways of s e t t l i n g  

with cer ta in ty  when someone i s  pretending and when he i s  

not. This appeal t o  the  need f o r  verification-procedure8 

f o r  the  appl icat ion of polar  concepts has been c r i t i c i s e d  

as being v e r i f i c a t i o n i s t ,  and I have not questioned t h i s  

cr i t ic ism.  

I then reconstructed the argument i n  favour of sol ip-  

s i s m  i n  such a way a s  t o  avoid the  above cr i t ic i sms  and t o  

enable me t o  bring t o  bear on i t  the most important weapon 

of Viittgenstein i n  this area,  namely the  pr ivate  language 

argument. Again, t h i s  has t r a d i t i o n a l l y  been held t o  r e ~ t  

on the claims t h a t  some expressions, typ ica l ly  llunderstands 

th6 meaning o fw,  "knows the correct  use of1* o r  i :~ses --- 
correct lyt t ,  a re  governed by c r i t e r i a  and t h a t  since c r i -  

t e r i a  a r e  lacking i n  the case of a purnortedly pr ivate  

language, there can be no such th ing  as using an expression 

correct ly  o r  understanding the  meaning of an expression 

when t h i s  i s  an element of z. private  language. This ver- 

s ion  o f  the private language argument has a l s o  been ac- 

cused of verificationism. I have attemptea t o  show t h a t  a 

viable version of the argument can be formulated which 

avoids t h i s  charge but s t i l l  works a s  a re fu ta t ion  o f  most 

forms of skepticism. 

This new version involves taking ser iously the typ ica l  



s o l i p s i s t  t hes i s  t h a t  he has incorr ig ib le  knowledge of h i s  

Own mental s t a t e s .  For t h i s  knowledge t o  pasP the  s t r i c t  

epistemological standards espoused by the skeptic,  there  

muct be a loqical  quarantee t h a t  he expresses h i s  knowledge 

cor rec t ly  i n  h i s  pr ivate  language. But such a guarantee 

tu rns  out t o  be no guarantee a t  a l l ,  since i t  is o t iose  t o  

describe some a c t i v i t y  as cor rec t ly  performed i f  it i s  

log ica l ly  impossible f o r  one t o  go wrong i n  performing it. 

The notion o f  language a a  a rule-governed a c t i v i t y   become^ 

relevant here, I f  the s o l i p s i s t  s e l e c t s  the  option of 

abandoning h i s  i n c o r r i e i b i l i t y  t h e s i s ,  then he can no 

longer know t h a t  hp is  presenting an ar,gment, s ince he 

cannot knovt tha t  he i s  using words with EL consistent  mea- 

ning , nor with any meaning a t  a l l ,  nor t h a t  he i s  even 

thinking. Thus the  pr ivate  lanquage a r w e n t  only haa 

relevance t o  a r , m e n t c  f o r  solipsism, since one who pre- --.- 
sents  slxch an arrpment presupposes, i n  some sense, tha t  

h i s  ar,?;ument i s  meanin'qful, I think tha t  the Wittgen- 

s t e i n i a a  approach best  brings out i n  t h i ~  way the i n t u i t i v e  

f ee l in3  tha t  skepticism is i n  some sense self-defeating. 

The only way for the s o l i p s i s t  t 9  avoid this dangerous 

dilemma i s  for him t o  abandon h i s  s t r i c t  standards f o r  the 

assessment of knowledge-claims. (It  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  the  

p r i v a t e  lanwaze arnment works only against  those versions 

of skegticism which include such a stronq requirement as 



i ndub i t ab i l i ty ) .  3ut i n  t h a t  case, the  s o l i p s i s t  i~ l e f t  

without a jus t i f i ca t ion  f o r ,  o r  an argument i n  favour o f ,  

h i s  skepticism and h i s  claim about the non-existence o f  

other  minds o r  about h i s  lack of knowledge of t h e i r  ex is t -  

ence must stand unsupported as empirical hypotheses. 

Treated a? such, they a re  clearly seen t o  be false. Here 

the  methodolog f o r  assesping theor ies  which i~ advocated 

by the empir ica l  r e a l i s t s  r e a l l y  does become relevant,  but 

that  i s  only because "philowphic\alf '  a r w e n t  he dropped 

out  o f  the  pictnxe. 

The freeing 9f the pr ivate  language argument from 

claims about c r i t e r i a  i s  necessary also because t yp ica l  

skept ics  dispute the 'J i t tgensteinian account o f  the use o f  

mental expressions.  It would be question-begging i n  the  

extreme t;o attempt tr, refute solipsism by appealing t o  the 

f a c t  that "uses --- cgrrectly",  which i s  a mental expres- 

sion,  i s  ffoverned by c r i t e r i a ,  firstly because the solip- 

sist a f f e r s  an en t i r e ly  d i f fe rent  account and secondly 

because he i s  conoeznned o n l v  with f irst-person present- 

tense a s c r i n t i o n ~  2nd it  i s  yoblematic  whether these are 

governed by c r i t e r i a  even on a Y!ittaensteinian view. T h i ~  

f ea tu r e  of t he  lo.?i%J.. s i tua t ion  underlines how r ight  

Strawson was t \ s  deny that his descr ipt ive metanhysic~,  

especial ly  t h ~ ~ t  par t  of i t  which occurs i n  the wPersonslt 

chapter i n  "Individuals" 33, afforded any arguments against  



so l ips inn ,  f o r  30 to-, r e 1 . i ~ -  Izec>.vil:r on the no t i -n  9f P, 

l ~ q i c a l l y  aAerlu~.te c r f  t e r ion .  QP cnurse, on the  acmun t s  

which Stm,nsm n.n? 'r'litt-en-tekr? n i v e  o f  t h e  uce o f  mental 

nredict..tez, F, ro l - inpi- t ic  wr,itir>n cannot be ~enesatcr4. 

'Yit-trtenstein floe:- qnc: stex, ful- ther  than Strancon i n  t q i n v  

t o  sh9w t h a t  the  t m i c n l  so l inwis t  a c c m n t  o f  the  w e  ~f 

mental l a n y z g e  i r ;  inc3nqir tent  v i t h  hi? claim- about in -  

corrigibi-!!itv. So m e  kin.? o f  nrgxnent which leads t o  

sol insism ha:: been t ake?  ~ . x t  3f the runu~inq - it remains 
onen t o  fu ture  s o l i n s i s t s  t o  re-enter  with a new account 

of mental lanyuage, b?xt the re  is sone remon t o  t h i n k  t h a t  

they will be unable t 3  d o  t h i s  while -till wnnor t inq  an 

interestiny1--y s o l  i n s i - t i c  vieltem?int. 

be aimed, f o r  tile m o r l t  wrt, x t  t h e  views o f  Malcolm and 

o ther  inter?-reterr:  ~f 'A5.?tlfrenptein. I armed t h a t  these  

t l~ouqht  on these  rnr.ttero nnd zttempted t o  bring out a 

Wittlcyen5teirntnn no~itiqn ~ i h i c h  nould  avoid the  relevant  

c r i t i c i  -nn. ,412 i nnor t rm- t  ?art of thir move mas re- 

both thr.t it F:. c x t ~ c m e l v  ~ k u : ~ i b 1 e  thzt  there are c r i t e r i a  



the notion o f  " c r i t e x i ~ n ' ~  i s  u s e l e ~ s  i n  the a t t a e k  on 

cqlipsism or z?cent i? inm.  

I mrn come t o  the issue ?f ? .? jud ica t i~n  betveen t h e  

' f l i t twnsteinirln a m w a c h  an3 ernnirical realism. A s  1 

sec i t ,  the m j o r  -X.fPerence o f  o p i n i m  between the two  

views czn be c1uci:htefi by con:?i?crinq t h e i r  d i f fe rent  

answers t o  the f 7 l l o n i n . ~  q u e s t i n :  Are there  c r i t e r i a  

f3r t h e  use 7 P w y c h ? l ? q i c n l  exnress imr:  13r merely strong 

evidence f jr their c ~ r r e c t  ? .ml! icc t i~n?  



UD a? t he  narrtdi 9. of ? aem:: of 1:ml:iing about rnental 

s t a t e s ,  so t h a t  a n y  othe-  uu-mrted meam of knwiinc w i l l  

nqt i n  f a c t  resu.1-t i n  !cnorr1-e(1qe. I ~usr;sest t h a t  the em- 

~ i r i c a l  r e a ' l i ~ t  m i - i t i o n ,  a? d e t a i l e d  PO far ,  i c  ina r l amate  

t? d e a l  v-i+h t h o  r . r~a . rnent~ qffered by t h e  w l i p 4 . ~ t ,  eince 

i t  ymnto  them no comizance.  

Slseytici-m az ide ,  t h e  o t h e r  d i f fe rences  bettwen em- 
,,. . ~ i r i c a l  realizn? nnr7 the l ~ t t z q e ~ s t e i n i n n  apwoach D n  the  

above ques t i9n  rev-)]:re zroim8'l the  t;,r!~picab rer,lir:t  claim 

tha,t w e  n r e  a t  ? i b e r t y  t r ,  r e v i s e ,  i~ the  l i ~ h t  of future  

experience,  our  thcc ry  t h a t  o thers  have ment%l s t a t e s  o f  

tho k i n d  which ::'e n7rnall:y %tt?-4-bute t o  thea. Thin is what 

" i i t t  c-en--te-i n i rn-- ,  on the ot;%.er 'mnd, will ernnhasise 

d i f f  e r cn t  ?,n~.?.o --in - . If theo-et icnl  e n t i t i e s  a r e  t o  



funct ion an n n ? l o ~ ~ e ~ ,  then they i:d.ll c a l l  upon those 

which a r e  well - e s t~ ,b l i shed  i n  s c i e n t i f i c  Imowledge; ger- 

haps, f ~ r  cxamnle, the  not i3n of  mnmetic f i e l d  w i l l  

serve. It seems t 7  me th?,t it i n  to?  l a t e  for us t o  

abandon e i t h e r  nentzh s t a t e s  o r  rnaqnetic f i e 7 d ~  n3 matter 

whet evidence turn:: un i n  the  fu tu re ,  f o r  t he re  w i l l  al- 

ways be a 1m.r o f  i r ? t e r m e t i n c  such evidence a,.. t e l l i n g  

us srlmethin:y netn:, an4 nerh9.q~ ~ x t r y r i s i n y ,  a b w t  mental 

s t a t e s  o r  ;".?,metic f i e 1 . d ~ .  Whether Y?ittqensteinians o r  

empirim2 r e a l i s t  F are ri cyht on t h i s  ouention, h3wever, 

i s  somethin? which cwm7t be r e t t l e d  a t  t h i s  time; we lack 

a sufficiently b r a d  overview -~f tho  development o f  our 

c o n c e ~ t s .  Perhnns one v a l ?  noint  i n  favour of the  

: ' l i t tgennteininn amroach  i s  the  f a c t  thzt r:e have n o t  

nbaniioned minds ~ . l t h o ~ ~ . q h  we !I::VF? abnndoraad moat  . ~ f  the 

Cart ecian thec?ries about then. 

claim f r o ?  the e m i r i c z l  -efl,list claim t b a t  hehaviwr  is 

x t r ~ n q  evi4ence f3r the  existence o f  nenta?  state^. As 

I hcve t r i e d  t 7 sh7~:, hl imver,  the  d i m u t e  between R i t t m m -  



p o p i t i o n ,  W i t t ~ e n s t c i n  d o e n  not re,+rd t h e  so l ips i s t  a a  

mkinq mere h~p-12 t h e m  P i.:hi($h lack inductive supnor t ,  3e  

qive- one account o f  the u r e  9f n ~ v c ? h o l . ~ . ~ i c a f _  e x g v c e i ~ n -  

qn which s o l i p q i n m  c a m o t  30 -cnerated, He  then c ~ n ~ i f l e r c  

the z o l i v i r t ' r  nccrlunt .)f raonta l  -~.?.n~gv-r?.~e and the  ~ k e ~ t i c a ?  

a r ~ a e n t  v&ich 7qec ~zrith i t ,  End Aernmntrates t h a t  theqe 

a r c  incompntible. Thc s o l i ? r i c t  im beaten, as it were, 

both o n  hi? h?me qroixnd an6 qn that qf his o ~ ~ ~ n e n t s .  
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