






















RESPONSE 

orerestimated the power of "cerebroscopes" to trump first-person reports. so thc;c 15 

no good reason to anticipate that the triumph of neuroscience or robotics I\"ouid brin2: 
3bout the death of the mind. 
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of the phih;oplll 'I r' mind. 
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RESPO.YSE TO D.-11VIEL DESSETT 
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scientists. Speaking in this way would have made it clear that I wanted to talk about 
convenience rather than convention, and about the best way to cope with behavior 
rather than about ontological commitment. On my view, of course, any and every 
pattern of linguistic practice is an attempt to cope with the behavior (either linguistic 
or non-linguistic) of things. That is why I have no use for the analytic-synthetic, the 
fact-vs .-convention, or the "matter of fact-vs .-no matter of fact" distinctions. 

Dennett does seem to have a use for such distinctions. For he raises the question 
"Why turn the recognition of high reliability [of introspective reports] into a constitu­
tive declaration of incorrigibility? Is this just an unmotivated overshooting of social 
practice .. . ? Or might there be some deeper reason - an actual justification - for thus 
shifting the very criteria (to speak in 60s-talk) for the occurrence of mental 
phenomena?" 

In posing these questions Dennett seems to want to let go of 60s-talk, which was 
still pervaded by the distinctions I have just deplored, with one hand while holding on 
to it with the other. He shares this ambivalence with many other contemporary 
philosophers: they would not be caught dead invoking the analytic-synthetic distinc- -
tion, but nonetheless want to preserve a distinction between assertions made for the 
sake of convenience and assertions that have "an actual justification." 

As I see it, one can describe any true assertion as a convenient tool for coping with 
reality, or as a good move in a language-game, or even as a reasonably accurate 
representation of reality, just so long as one does make invidious distinctions between 
kinds of assertions (so that true political or literary or moral judgments, for example, 
are tools and moves but not representations, for example, whereas true physical theories 
are all three) . Describing true assertions as representations of reality, or as correspond­
ing to reality, is harmless if the metaphors of representing and corresponding are not 
pressed. 

Not pressing them is the pragmatic cash-value of using what Dennett cllls a 
"vegetarian" notion of representation. I would prefer, however, to describe this not as 
a notion of representation - a rather complex and novel one, which may require a 
theory of "internal realism" to explicate - but simply as a dead metaphor. There is no 
harm in saying of good tools and good moves that they are also good representations, 
but nothing interesting is conveyed by this choice of idiom, and its employment should 
not tempt us to construct theories about how representation works. For it is no more 
useful to ask "what bits of a physical theory represent what bits of non-linguistic 
reality?" than to ask "who passed the law of gravity?"l 

Another way of putting the differen(;e between Dennett's views and mine is that 
mine allow no room for the notion of "more than just conversation" which he invokes 
when discussing the "more fashionable and famous ideas" which, in my bter ye-.lrs, I 
have been "misled" into adopting. I see no way to make a principled distinction 
between conversation about politics and literature, on the one hand. and scientific 
inquiry on the other except in sociological terms. (The natural scientists, for eumple. 
can predict better than the other conversationalists, are more likely to agree among 
themselves. and so on. ) But I take it that Dennett wants to say that there are (\\hat he 
calls) "deeper reasons - actual justifications" why these sociological facts obtain. That 
makes him what I call a "scienticist." Scienticists think that they an: paying J high 
compliment when thel S~ly of someone, as Dennett says of me, that he "succeded in 
spite of himself in making ... Cal contribution to science - to our objccrilt· knOll ledge 
of the way the world. and the mind, is." [ regard this wmpliment as like i decor,uion 
besrO\\ed by a king: Ilho. Ilith any luck, will soon be tilrced into exile bl a L"ir izenry 
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:\~sperated with monarchic pretensions, The meda l is g:lUd\', ~md its award was a nice 

[esture, but it does not mean much, 
- P~rt of my ambition, to p~raphrase Freud, is to help it come to pass that where 
epistemology and metaphysics \\'ere, sociology :md histon' :ih~l l be, So, as Dennett 
correctly says, I want to "trade in a lot of tempting but indefensible metaphysical 
cbims for an epistemological or e\'en sociologiClI cb im," "Soeiologic:d" is a much 
better term than "epistemological" because the fact that. in Dennett 's \\"()rds, "certain 
claims [for instance, nrst-person reports of thoughts JnJ sensations] cannot be 
oleiTiden given the role they pIaI' in our sh~red life" i:i, gi\'en the \Iyth of Jones, 
~ socio-historical bct. Epistemology has ~h\ays h:ld preten:iIOnS to :lhistoricity, 

Dennett says that he wants to S:l\e !TIl' neo-Selbrsian '\.i.:rbtion:lry doctrine') about 
first-perso n reports of th.: mental from "some Rurti:lll .:\ceS:ies, " But [ ha\'e trouble 
seeing just \\'hat these e\cesses :lre supposed to he, T ht:; IS beCluse [ ha\'e trouble 
seeing: lI'h:lt it is to "take these lj uesrions :Ibour rh.: iusrihc,:r: ,l n ,llld connrm:ltion of our 
representations mOl"(': serioush' th:lll he I RonI' I nO\1 edlo \I:'," Presllm:lbly my lack of 
seriousness, and at least one of ml e\cesses, CO lbists in n{)[ ,icing up to the quesrion 
"\\"ould minds cease to nist if the soeiologic:d t'lctS chang,:,i: " 

Dennett correctly sal's "tilr current Rorn', thr:; IS sure:" .1 pel~adigm of.l misguided 
qUI" '''n,'' He suggests that [ \\"() uld find it misguided heC:l lhC it •• ssumes "that thne is 
a r. ,tl standpoint from \\" hich the Truth of the IHltOIU::lc'J i claim could be assessed," 
I I\"ould prefer to say that it is misgUIded beclus,: It tr ics :0 drin: a \\cdge !Jet\I'een 
being: an elssertion tlut h:ls elll unljuestiuned ,llld useful ,(Ii .: in our la!lguelge-game and 
being: an assertion lI'hich is untoluglcalh corr.:ct. [r ,lhelll,ill ns th.: Icgera rran, philusph­
iCjll~' b:llled, ontologica[ arriwde \\ hich A,rth ur Finc has ~Jikd "natuLli" in Ell or ()r 
in\"idious comparisons het\\cen \'elrio us sorts ()r c'ntiries , [: , rics ro nuke rhe inlidious 
distinction [ described ah()\c .IS "scienri stic'" the distin"clIlll her\\cen true assertions 
\\h ich :lre good mo\"es and good [(lo is hur not nccc~S:lrih ~e:'resenr~H1ons, ellld :Issenions 
\\"hich :In': etI[ three, 

I take it that the e\ample of Cog's possible t'urure incdrr::Lihilirl is supposed to g!le 
me re:lson to take questions like "\\ou[d th':l ,till helle :nimk \\hen did rhL'\ sun 
ha\"ing: minds:" more serioush, Ih lt [ :l1n nor surc c\elct il ;,u \\ the elrg-ument from Clig 
goes, I am h:lpp\' to ag-ree thar " rhere is :1 high prohahi iir :- th:lt rhe desig-ners I of Cog I 
\\"ill simp ly lose rhe standard he:,:enw!l\ of the Jrririccr 1'1 :ludc it, so [ knOll' lI'har ir IS 
supposed to do, and IIh:H it is doing- IW\I I' ) ," , \:; [ saId ,n :h.: outser, [ quire :lgree rhat 
"it is not mere conlenrion th:lt g-uaLlllrees then rher.: J r.: minds in the \Iorld" but 
rather Sll ccess of the sort of training- prog-Llm II hi e;' Sel Lrrs' ./on.:s, :ll1d Cog-'s 
interlocutors, conduct. But [ .1111 nor sure clhout the (:,l1m du t "the saliencies of its 
[Cog'sl internal states, :lIT S:llrencies thelt Jr.: Lrl':lre0 >1 rhe \en process of IeJrning 
to talk aho ut them," 

The question "docs talking- ,lhour \'s cn::lt.: thc \"'. " r \\.:n: rhe l' there :rlrcJlh;" is 
one I ha\"e discussed else\lhere, ' Thl' line [ uke IS t :l.![ ,tIrhough in some G1S!.:S rhe 
question is easily .llld commllllscllsicrlh elnSIl eTc'll (lllou !lu ins liCIT there etIrccllh', b'lllk 
accounts IITren't), in mall\' other L':lses (he quc,rioll i, :' tl lllt\cSS, It is poinrless hee:lus,: 
the choice of elllSller nukes no ditlerl'llce, I ( ,ln11l )r ":c' ::' ,It ir nLIlrers lI'herher rhe I're -

,ians had minds ellld JOllL'S silllph tLli11ni : ite'lll ;, 1 :'c','"rr on them, or IIhcrher the' 
'tnrrning cre:lled the Illinds, [ [ere, CIS III the (el ,C ,)t ' ( '",.::, [ , iwuld h:llc to he [old I1wrl' 
abo ur II hI thc questioll is hClll::, LII,ed 

So, [hou~h I C:ll1 :l~rl'L' ( helr ri11~ ,"Ille ' IU I(1i)k-, ',I: : :' ' :l L' IlT111 "l'Il11IClllllllh") IllI h 
\)(:nl1<:II',; ,;C1111ltilllaIL: c lail11 !lUI ''' l'!UllC!'l< ill c'llill,':::' ", ,' .Ill h l'lll~ ,Ihtllli ( IU11::,l'S III 
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attitudes that bring about changes in competence that are definitive of having a mind," 
I would not be perturbed to be told that all that is brought about by the changed 
attitudes is a change in competence that is definiti,-e of having knowledge that one has 
a mind. When it comes to his final sentence, I am inclined to say that the relevant 
triumph of neuroscience might be described either as " the death of the mind" or as 
"the obsolescence of mentalistic reports," and that it would not make much difference 
which description is chosen. If one does not care about whether or not a good tool or 
good move is also a good representation of " the way the world, and the mind, is," then 
one will not care about the choice between these alternative descriptions. My attitude 
is: give us the tools, make the moves, and then say whatever you please about their 
representational abilities. For what you say will be, in the pejorative sense, "merely 
philosophical. "] 

I want now to turn away from Cog and mentality to some issues about scientism. This 
will permit me to take up a line of thought found in the final pages of Akeel Bilgrami's 
paper, that I leave un discussed in my response to him. Bilgrami says that in the 
contemporary academy there are some bad people, whom he calls "bullshitters," and 
who do not value truth. In a paper called "Faith in Truth," which contains considerable 
discussion of my views, Dennett has said much the same. Like Bilgrami, he is appalled 
by the "postmodernist" types who seem not to know the difference between seriousness 
and frivolity . The fear and loathing of "postmodernism" which is explicit in "Faith in 
Truth" can be found between the lines of the paragraph in "The Case for Rorts" in 
which Dennett refers to my "more fashionable and famous ideas." 

In "Faith in the Truth," Dennett makes clearer what he takes these ideas to be. 
There he criticizes what he calls my "attempt to show that philosophers' debates about 
Truth and Reality really do erase the gulf [between being serious and being frivolous], 
really do license a slide into some form of relati\-ism." In the end, Dennett continues, 
the Rortian view is that "it is all just conyersations. and [that] there are only political 
or historical or aesthetic grounds for taking one role or another in an ongoing 
con versation." 

In this article, echoed in a later paper called " Postmodernism and Truth," Dennett 
joins the chorus of people who see "postmodern relatiyism" as a subyersive and 
dangerous movement, and who see me as aiding and abetting this movement. Obvi­
ously, I prefer Dennett's avuncular warnings to the scornful ridicule of my more 
virulent critics. But, being avuncular in my turn. I would caution both Dennett and 
Bilgrami against aiding and abetting the Blimpishness which characterizes many 
polemics against "postmodernism" by analytic philosophers. I see both philosophers as 
exhibiting the sort of cultural chauyinism which I CIll "scientism." The sort of 
chauvinism I have in mind is illustrated by the many yiewings-with-alarm we are 
getting nowadays about the insidious influence of "fJshionable Continental ideas." ("By 
gad, sir! The enemy is at the gate! Time for all decent chaps to rally round! We must 
defend Truth and Science against those friyolous. deconstructing, relativists!" ) 

I have no wish to cast doubt on the di stinction between the frivolous and the 
serious. That is a serious and important distinction . It is well exemplified in the 
contrast between the silliest, least literate. members of aCldemic departments of 
literature and honest, hard-working, intellectuall y curious. laboratory scientists - just 
.IS the distinction belween self-righteous priggery :md tolerant cnm-ersability is well 
exemplitied by the contrast between the sulkiest. leJst litcrJte. members of analytic 
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philosophy departments and honest. hard-working, intellectualh' cunous. literan' 

critiCs, 
Neither of these distinctions. howel'er. has any connection with the difference of 

philosophical opinion betll'een those Il'ho do and those Il'ho do not belie\e that truth 
consists in accurate representation of the intrinsic nature of realitl', This latter 
difference can also be described as that between people who think that justifi.cation to 

ed l comers is the only goal 0[' inqu iry emd those who think that there is an additional 
goal, namely getting things right. People Ilho hold the latter liel\ t\pically hold the 
liew I\hich I call "scientistic": th:.:y helicl'e tlut this goal is often elchie\cd by natural 
science but not hI' those Ilhu Jehene political or literarl' matt:.:rs, · This difference in 
philosophical ourlook dil'itics people Il'ho can see Dennett's point Ilhen he contLlsrs 
"just conl'ersation" Ilith somethin\! herter. from people like me. Ilhu cannut. So we are 
the ones Il'ho agrt:e II ith Br:mdum that "C:onH~rsation is tht: hi\!hest good for discursilt..: 
creatures", Su lIt..: are puzzled hI the term "just." 

Akeel I3ilgrelmi sees J conn:.:ction h:.:t\I'een philosophicll e:Tor and bullshit thar I 
cannot spot. [Ie thinks ir is " .1 nutr:.: r t)f some importance in our cultur:.:. cspecialh' our 
academic culrure. rhar IIC -ice rh:.: Iutur:.: emd th:.: greelt importemce of truth as a I',due 
In ther sense than the mured " du:.: of truth-tell in\!, " [ susp:.:ct that D:.:nn:.:tt (and 
probrroh' Jlmes lunant JS Ilcll ) Ilo uid a\!ITe Ilith l3il\!LlmI on this point. Th:':1 might 
also agree lI'irh him II h:.:n hc "OCS t)n to sal' dut "the hullshiner" is prepelred to speak 
and IITire in rhe requisirc iar"on. lI'irhour ell1Y \!oal of \!enin\! rhin\!s rI\!hr. 13ur l3il\!relmi, 
as far as I can see, rcils us n()rhi n\! l1lure ahout hOlI [() r:.:11 hullshirtns from nun­
bullshirrers, ,\ 11 lie C:ln lio is lurch for indicarions of I\h:.:rher their acriuns arc dir:.:crcLi 
to this goaL 

But I\'har indicarion, Jr:.: rh,lSc; \\har b:.:hal'ior:d elidenCl: is relelant; I doubr rhen 
there is mon: hure ,)[' ,lccul1luLnin\! n:lcl'Clnt behal'ioLd :':1 id:.:nc:.: h:.:re dun th:.:re IS 
when arremptin\! [!) JnS\1 cr th :.: Lju:.:sriun "Is he sal'elF" or "Uoes h:.: IUle thc Lord hi~ 
God I\ith all his hear! Jnd ,00Ji ell1d mind;", Th:.: qu:.:srion "Do IOU ledu:.: truth;" 
seems to m:.: as JntJur .IS iltlinrlcss ,IS these !attn questi()ns, 

Ne\erthekss. [ L1ui[c J~rec Ilith Bikrallli that ther:.: is el c1itferenc:.: hetllTen th:.: son 
of people h:.: ulb "' tlUll;~irrcr'" ellld (;thers, This diftl:rencc. hOl\eler. Ius nothilH!: to 

do I\'ith a pnson'; goeI\';' [n l' emicuLi r. ir has nothin\! to do lIith lI'hether she think~~ tJ[' 

herself as tn 111" [() nuh.e (()nrributions to "our ohjecril e knOlI'i:.:dg:e," ReIther. thc 
people lI'hom BikrJmI ,ic,(~ibes eb bullshitters ,Ire distin\!uish:.:d bl h:.:il1!!: unCOI1lerS,I-
ble, incurious. JnJ ;el f-.lD'illf ocd, " , 

GncOI1l'ersahle peoplc elre rhe ones \'ou cannot ulk prohtabll' lI'ith un matters U[' 

common interest. no llutter hUll hard IOU tn: YOU hnedll eIre t()rc:.:d to conclud:.: theI[ . -. . 
persistent t~lilur:.: [U 'l:.:t ' In rh e 'iam:.: lI'alTlcn\!th is th:.:ir Ellilt Lither them l'!>Llrs, .\ lore 
specific:JIII', you rc-II -the 'iCfltlUS inquIITrs i'n;m the i'rilolous "hullshitt:.:rs:· bl fi.ndin" 
Out IIho nukes .1 ,crillu,,; cI',()n to hitch his jell'\!()n. his interests. elIld his g:oeds, up lI'ith 
YOurs - IIhn is \1 i i l in~ [,. -, ') [ 0 C!HlsideLlhlc en()rt [() huild COl1\ ersati()ned brIdle:':" S - , , 
, orneone 1I'1l!) "em, t tl hl' llLIkil1'! eiS sincer:.: e1l1d de[ermil1ed em effort to do thl"l' 
thir as IOU Itl urSl' j[' ,Irc II ill ~'OUl1[ JS "seri()us," SOl1l:.:hmh Ilh" doesn't meI I 
re, "oil h:.: l'J ikli " :'rll ,>! " u<' liwug:h perlups "s:.:lf-c:':l1[LTed" tll' "il1[()\cremt" elrc 
rnore appropriellc IlTll1' , T ll h [l',[ II ill lI"r\.. on C:og: eh lIell eh tll1 I'r(lwpLisll1ll' 
lan<ru'I U' ,.. , I I ' I ' ' I ' 

:0 ,:-e- User" ,lI1l! 111 11 " " r~ nil lllClI[er II LI[ r:.:p I l'lIllT ';IIrI ,JI Il1llT 'l(Uftlr l11a"l" 1, 1 

c:ttcchi'l11ic qU l'": ,,n, :I ~ l' " 11" I 'll! I,rlul' Iru[h;" "1)11 I(lU heI ll' [',Ii [h 111 [ru[h:" ,ll h ; 
"D( , ' " ' ' '" ) ~ou ,hlllre :11 " Ilt l','::\ l' , ::,)\\ lukl' ,>I h'lll [hc IIllrld I': , 

:\ skin~' ' :Icil ,: ::"<: , ,:, , ' : " 'l11 l"'lll:'lIll' ,USPCCl.S tlrhl'il1~' l'ril'>!"Lh I, likl'.l ,kP,IrIli, C: 
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representative of the British Colonial Office testing whether a certain native can be 
trusted to help run his country by inquiring as to whether he is a good Anglican. Such 
an official (someone like David Low's cartoon figure, Colonel Blimp) sees an obvious 
connection between reading from the Book of Common Prayer, dressing for dinner, 
not shooting foxes, abiding by various other British customs, and being a decent, 
trustworthy chap. Dennett and Bilgrami see an obvious connection between having the 
right "realist intuitions" and therefore making the right scientistic noises - reading 
from the analytic philosopher's version of the Book of Common Prayer, so to speak­
and being a non-bullshitter. Dennett's conviction that I am aiding and abetting 
bullshitting can, I think, only be explained by this sort of chauvinism. 

Cultural chauyinism consists of the view that one who does not conform to certain 
traditional practices (sartorial, sexual, gustatory, conversational, or sacramental, for 
example) is likely to lack such desirable features as seriousness, decency and trust­
worthiness. I think that Dennett and Bilgrami are guilty of cultural chauvinism when 
they assume that people who differ from them on philosophical questions, or in the 
sort of compliments they offer laboratory scientists, lack some sort of moral probity. 

The test of the relevant sort of moral probity is whether or not one does one's 
honest best to break out of one's own parochial little language-game (Foucauldian 
culture criticism, possible-world semantics, Scientology, superstring theory, British 
middle-class morality, Anglican worship, Brandomian social-practice semantics, what­
ever). In testing for such probity, the right question to ask is whether the person in 
question does his best to find a way to talk about matters of common concern with 
people who are not accustomed to playing his own preferred game. 

These are the sorts of reasons why I think that questions like Bilgrami's "Does she 
value truth?" and Dennett's "Does she have faith in truth?" are irrelevant to the 
distinction between seriousness and frivolity. I cordially agree with Bilgrami and 
Dennett that much current conversation among academics (particularly those accus­
tomed to using the term "postmodern" in full seriousness) is jargon-ridden, profitless, 
and an unfortunate di\-ersion of libidinal energy from more worthwhile projects. But I 
do not think that colleagues who go in for these profitless acti\-ities are at fault because 
they fail to grasp the need to get things right. They are trying to get things right too, 
but the things in question are artifacts which nobody else can see much use for. Their 
unconversability, and their social uselessness, are results of their failure to see any need 
to comince a larger circle of the utility of their new toys. 

Rather than saying that these people do not value Truth, I would say that they do 
not ha\'e enough intellectual curiosity. They do not try hard enough to find out what 
is going on elsewhere in the intellectual world. They do not attempt a Gadamerian 
fusion of horizons . Similar rebukes apply to members of the many little cults (or, if 
you prefer, "schools") which have grown up within analytic philosophy_ Like the worst 
of the "cultural studies" Foucauldians, lots of analytic philosophers think that if they 
can make sufficiently clever moves within their 0\\"0 cult's language-game they need 
not worry about what anybody else in academia, or the larger world, is saying or doing. 

To sum up, I see an important sociological distinction between incurious cultists 
and more comersable sorts of people - a distinction that is important for our practical 
decisions about whom to talk with about what. But I do not think that this sociological 
difference reflects the difference between valuing and failing to yalue something called 
"Truth" or something else called "Reason." To belieye th~1t it does seems to me as 
chauyinistic as the yiew that moral probity depends upon belief in the existence of a 
divinity to II-hom we Ol\-e obedience. One important discol ery of recent centuries is 



RESPO~SE 10, 

la( a(heists CJn be just as decent chaps as (heists. I( is (ime to follo\y this up \\·i(h the 

ealization th,1t literary critics can he just as rational as ewerimental physicists. nen 
nose li(erary critics \yho remain in \\Iut Denne(t calls (in "Faith in Truth") "fla(foored 
rnorance of the proren methods of scientific truth-seeking and their po\\er.'" 
- The religious chaurinism \ye loathe \\·hen it .Ippe.lrs in national politics should no( 
Ie mimicked hy ,I sClentistic ch,lurinism in .Icademic poli(ics. CarnJp's and Popper's 
oncern \rith "the demarcation problem" is. unfortunately. still .1Ii\·e 'lOd \\ell \\ 'i(hin 
nal~ ric philosophy. But that' philosophic;1I tradtion \\ill ne\"l:r become nurure enough 
o make J contribu(ion to the con\·ers.l(ion of the intellectuals until it g'~(S o\er this 
'outhful obsession. Lntil i( does. it is likely to retain its jejune self-image JS "more 
,cientific." Jnd rherctillT more moral'" \irtuous. th.lO non-anahrlc philosoph\. It 1\ ill 
:ontinue to comhil1l: jll\enile arrogance \\ith I3limpish self-satisbction. 

There is. to be sure. ,I sense lo I\hich ,lOalnic philosophy is indeed more 'icientific 
'han other kinds of philosoph\ . .\ los( ,lO,1Iytic phi\o,iophers .Ire puzzle-soher". in (he 
iense in \\hich "-uhn said t\U( n.ltural scientists \I 'erc puzzle-soh·crs. ·' The\' find 
:ontradicrions bC[\1 een our intui(ions .• Ind 1\ a\ sol' rcsoh'ing t\wsc c()ntLldicti()ns. juS( 
lS natural 'icientists find cOllfradictions bet\1 een theories .1I1d ohsen,ltions. Jnd (hen 
think \\'a\s of n.:soh·ing those contradictions. '.on-.lluh tic philosophers. on (he 
)the! .d. trplulh do not so he puzzles. 

Thel' do or-her things. S()llle lif them tn to c\unge liur inruirions ( h~. for e\ampk. 
g:e((ing us to think lif the ide.1 tlu( true helids JIT JCCULl(e represenu(io!,,; Ilf reJlitl 'IS 
an option,1I meupllllr rather t\un .IS .In imporunr inSight). Others tell stories .1 1)Out the 
his(ory of thought (of (he gLlI1d. g<' ls/t'sgt"s'/II t"it l fldl. I Icgel-I Icidegger. sort ). :-)ull ()thers 
(DerridJ. tilr e\Jmpk) otTer remarkahk ne\I' rcadings of old phil()sophiul te\h. There 
is plenn' of rtl()m in the Illfelkctual I\orlel ti)r .lil (hese clC(i\ities. ,1I1el It is h'lnl tunkss 
one thinks t\U( n() inruition should el er be erased. nor .lOl tcxt reco\1tcxtu.lii/cL1 ) to sec 
IIhy they should he (hough( of JS in competi(ion \1 i(h .lluhtic philosoplll. l3ut .IS long 
.IS analytic philosophers cling to the c\UU\ inlst ideJ (hat the\. togcrher II ith (heir 
colleagues in the natural sciences. IUI'e J speci,d reLltion W "Truth" (I Jluing i( more. 
till' e\ampk. or h.ll·ing l110re f.lith in it ) t!U( their l110re "Ii(e!,;lry" colkJglles LIck. the\' 

\\ill be (empted hy rhe unCOIlI ers;lhilitl .• 1Ild the 'Irro~'lIlt ri'i\ olitl, th.lt rhl'\ deer\' 111 

l>thers. 

'.()tes 

Docs rh i, l11e'lll rhelt rhere is. ,I> Dl'lllll'rr 'd l s, .1 I L·~er.tri.11l lise 1)1 ' "mi rrll r " t' rut ure" II hich 

(lllli u , .lt i,t\ ",Iii hllr the 1110,r 11I,rcriul Rl'etli,r,": Sure. ()IlC GIll IL'~eta r i elni / C .1111 eleelel 

m" .lphll l· , illlph hI rcfusillC! tl ) prc" it - ITI'II»IlC! r" ,lnah I e irs III l'a 11 i 11:::. ,le-tcrllline irs 

transccndL'IlLti L'o lldiriolls "I' I"'"ihilill, i1 r o lhnll i'C' I'hilll'lll'hi / e ,rh«ul it. Hm .. r, I scc if. 

the 1l\ S{niel I> 11«r .tI)lllit rL',tli'l11 bllr .lhlltJ[ 'C il'llli'lll .- ,tI)IIUt the IlL'nl rll nLlkL' th c n.ltULti 

SI' ;"" ces IlIlIk C!'1I1l1 hI ,eltill~ theJl1 .ll'al·( ,'rllJl1 IhL' re,( IIf hiC!h cult ure lI it h (ill" hl·11' "f 

" c i ~hl l,hi J, ""l'hical. ralhn thall liC!lll II L' i,!'ili slll'illlllC!ical. dislllll·t i" lh . 

\ \hlTL' I )UIIlL'11 'C'CS.I 'L'ale- "ilh hl,ILTlceti rL'a li'lll .II Il IlL· C'lIc! 'Il hi "lu( hc' ,h!ll~ ' Il flll1 

()\\Il j1\-.il'r ic:d . . dhl'it ':hhitIlU hk', .1I1( i rl'Jli ",Jll .I t thl' !, th lT . . ll1d fll!ll -. .. :!! hI IL .. ;T:l :.:' [ I I thl' 

\i rt lH Ilh nU ll [n .... tlTic:tI l11l':lll. I .... Cl' .t Ll1r l~ ...,Iul"!) j 'rL'Jk h l'! \ \ l 'l'll ti ll' >'l'l l! 'k ,.\ i ill \ \ .lIH It) 

l11 akl 11.I1ll l" ,11 '> l "ll'lll'l' \\IHhlcr! u l ,Jill! dil! 'l'l' l'l lI ['[" IJlll ri ll' rl· .... 1 \![- ll1 :_dl .. U !i ur ... : . . :]1 .. ~ ' tll h<...' \\ 1111. 

li ke '11\ ,,\..'I! . \ ll'l, \ it .h.l l' I I!" :!!lI} I II ' Ih l ' ... llI l \lT""llltl ll \\h leh "l·nl.: ........ ,:n .lIll ;' Ui·;' lhq .... ' , I.: . ~: .. 
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prediction) arid does not serve others (e.g., figuring out what to do with our lives). I return 
to this topic below, in my concluding paragraphs. 

2 See "John Searle on Realism and Relatiyism" in my Truth and Progress. 

3 I see the question about whether Cog's trainers are "getting it to become a subject by putting 
it in a conversational milieu" as like the question "Do we make our children, or our slaves 
subjects by putting them in a conversational milieu?" ]\laybe we do, or maybe we just gai~ 
access to their pre-existing subjectiyity. How could it matter; I cannot see how the question 
would come up unless one thought that the question of whether fetuses , or illiterate slaves, 
have rights is to be answered by figuring our whether they contain an ineffable whatsis called 
"subjectivity" or "personhood." Those who do think so hope that metaphysics will guide us 
when we make moral and political decisions. This hope strikes me as pathetic. 

4 This difference is discussed at length in my "Is Truth a Goal of Inquiry: Donald Davidson 
vs. Crispin Wright," included in my Truth and Progress. 

5 Dennett says that this ignorance deprives these people of "the leverage provided by scientist's 
faith in the truth." Lack of this leverage explains the fact that whereas "again and again in 
science, yesterday's heresies have become today's new orthodoxies," "no religion exhibits that 
pattern in its history." Historians of religion will havc bones to pick herc. 

6 This is not true, however, of thc greatest and most imaginati,'c analytic philosophcrs - those 
who, like Sellars, Kripke and Davidson , start by mO\'ing the pieces around and wind up 
knocking over the chessboard. 


