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scientists. Speaking in this way would have made it clear that I wanted to talk aboyt
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 . . .7 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 berween'
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 calls 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 saving 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?”!

Another way of putting the difference 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 later vears, I
have been “misled™ into adopting. I see no way to make a principled disunction
between conversation about politics and literature, on the one hand, and scientific
inquiry on the other except in sociological terms. (The natural scientists, for example,
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 (what he
calls) “deeper reasons — actual justifications” why these sociological facts obtain. That
makes him what I call a “scienticist.” Scienticists think that they are paving a high
compliment when they say of someone, as Dennett says of me, that he “succeded in
spite of himself in making . . . [a] contribution to science — to our objective knowledge
of the way the world, and the mind, is.” I regard this compliment as like a decoration
bestowed by a king who, with any luck, will soon be forced into exile by a ciuzenry
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-xasperated with monarchic pretensions. The medal is gaudy. and its award was a nice
sesture, but it does not mean much.
" Part of my ambition, to paraphrase Freud. is to help it come to pass that where
epistemology and metaphysics were, sociology and history shall be. So, as Dennett
correctly says, I want to “trade in a lot of tempting but indefensible metaphysical
claims for an epistemological or even sociological claim.™ “Sociological™ is a much
berter term than “epistemological”™ because the fact that. in Dennett’s words, “certain
claims [for instance, first-person reports of thoughts and sensations| cannot be
overriden . . . given the role thev plav in our shared life™ is. ziven the Myth of Jones,
a socio-historical fact. Epistemology has alwayvs had pretensions to ahistoricity.
Dennett says that he wants to save my neo-Sellarsian “detlationary doctrine™ about
first-person reports of the mental trom “some Rortian excesses.” But [ have trouble
seeing just what these excesses are supposed to be. This 1s because [ have trouble
seeing what it is to “take these questions about the justification and confirmation of our

representations more seriously than he [Rorty| now allows.™ Presumably my lack of

seriousness, and at least one of my excesses, consists in not facig up to the question
“Would minds cease to exist if the sociological tacts changed:"

Dennett correctly savs “for current Rorty, this s surely 1 paradigm of a misguided
que- ~n.” He suggests that [ would find it misguided because it assumes “that there is
an al standpoint from which the Truth of the ontologreal claim could be assessed.™
[ would prefer to say that it is misguided because 1t tries to drive a wedge between
being an assertion that has an unquestioned and usetul roie in our language-game and
being an assertion which is ontologically correct. [t abandons the vegerarian, philosph-

ically banal, ontological attitude which Arthur Fine has called “natural™ in favor of

invidious comparisons between various sorts of entities. [t tries to make the invidious
distinction [ described above as “scientistic™ the distinction between true assertions
which are good moves and good tools but not necessarily revresentations. and assertions
which are all three.

[ take it that the example of Cog's possible tfuture incorrizibility is supposed to give
me reason to take questions like “Would they sull have minds? When did they start
having minds®” more seriously. But [ am not sure exactis how the argument from Cog
goes. [ am happy to agree that “there is a high probabiiicy that the designers [of Cog|
will simply lose the standard hegemony of the artificer 1 made it, so [ know what it is
supposed to do, and what it 1s domng now!).”™ As [ said at the outset, [ quite agree that
"It is not mere convention that guarantees that there are minds in the world™ but
rather success of the sort of training program which Sellars’ Jones, and Cog’s
interlocutors, conduct. But [ am not sure about the claim that “the saliencies of its
[Cog’s] internal states . . . are saliencies that are created dv the very process of learning
to talk abour them.”

The question “does talking about \'s create the Ns. or were they there already?™ is
one [ have discussed elsewhere.® The line | take 15 that although in some cases the
question is easily and commonsensically answered (mountains were there already, bank
accounts weren't), in many other cases the question s vomntless. [t 1s pointless because

the choice of answer makes no difference. T eannot see “hat it matters whether the pre-

stans had minds and Jones simply trained them o zeport on them, or whether the
trerning created the minds. Lere, as in the case of Cogo, [ should have to be told more
about w hy the question is being raised.
So. though 1 can agree (barring some quibbles wirn 2ae term “conventions™) with
Dennetr's penultimate claim that “changes m conventons can bring about changes
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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 1s a change in competence that is definitive 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.”

EE L PR T S st

[ 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 undiscussed 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 relativism.™ In the end, Dennett continues,
the Rortian view is that “it is all just conversations, and [that] there are only political
or historical or aesthetic grounds for taking one role or another in an ongoing
conversation.”

In this article, echoed in a later paper called “Postmodernism and Truth,” Dennett
joins the chorus of people who see “postmodern relativism” as a subversive 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 analvtic philosophers. I see both philosophers as
exhibiting the sort of cultural chauvinism which I call “scientism.” The sort of
chauvinism I have in mind is illustrated by the many viewings-with-alarm we are
getting nowadays about the insidious influence of “fashionable 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 frivolous, deconstructing, relativists!”)

I have no wish to cast doubt on the distinction 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 academic departments of
literature and honest, hard-working, intellectually curious, laboratory scientists — just
as the distinction between self-righteous prizgery and tolerant conversability is well
exemplificd by the contrast between the sulkiest. least literate, members of analytic
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philosophy  departments and honest, hard-working, intellectually curious, literary
Critics.

Neither of these distinctions. however, has any connection with the difference of
philosophicul opinion berween those who do and those who do not believe that truth
consists in accurate representation of the intrinsic nature of reality. This latter
difference can also be described as that between people who think that justification to
all comers 1s the only goal of inquiry and those who think that there is an additional
goal, namely getting things rizht. People who hold the latter view tvpically hold the
view which I call “scientistic™: they believe that this goal is often achieved by natural
science but not by those who debate political or literary matters.* This ditference in
philosophical outlook divides people who can see Dennett’s point when he contrasts
“just conversation” with something better, from people like me, who cannot. So we are
the ones who agree with Brandom that “Conversation is the highest good for discursive
creatures”. So we are puzzled bv the term “just.”

Akeel Bilgrami sees a1 connection between philosophical error and bullshit that [
cannot spot. [e thinks it 1s "1 matter of some importance in our culture, especially our
academic culture. that we see the nature and the great importance of truth as a value
in ther sense than the moral value of truth-telling.” [ suspect that Dennett (and
probaoly James Conant as well) would agree with Bilgrami on this point. They might
also agree with him when he zoes on to say that “the bullshitter™ is prepared to speak
and write in the requisite jarzon. without any goal of getting things richt. But Bilgrami.
as far as [ can see. tells us nothing more about how to tell bullshitters from non-
bullshitters. All we can do is warch for indications of whether their actions are directed
to this goal.

But what indications are those? What behavioral evidence is relevant® 1 doubt thar
there is more hope of accumulating relevant behavioral evidence here than there is
when attempting to answer the question *Is he saved®™ or *Does he love the Lord his
God with all his heart and soul and mind:". The question *Do vou value truth®”
stems to me as about as pomntless as these latter questions.

Nevertheless, [ quite agree with Bilgrami that there is a ditterence berween the sort
of people he calls “bullshitters™ and others. This difference, however, has nothing to
do with a person’s zoals. In partcular, it has nothing to do with whether she thinks or
herself as tryving to mahe contributions to “our objective knowledge.™ Rather, the
People whom Bilzrami describes as bullshitters are distinguished by being unconversa-
ble, incurious, and selt-absorbed.

Unconversable people are the ones vou cannot talk profitably with on matters or
fommon interest. no matter how hard vou try: vou finally are forced to conclude that
Persistent failure to zet on the same wavelength is their fault rather than vours. More
Specifically, vou tell the serivus inquirers from the frivolous “bullshitters™ by tinding
Ut who makes a serious effort to hitch his jargon, his interests, and his goals, up with
Yours — who is willing 10 zo o considerable effort to build conversational bridges.
Someone who seems w0 he muahing as sincere and determined an etfort to do these

thir

re,

as vou vourselr are will count as “serious.” Somebody who doesn’t may
ably be cailed “mivolous,™ though perhaps “self-centered™ or “intolerant™ are
more appropriate rerms. This test will work on Cog as well as on protoplasmic

langyae i s . : :
NgUage-users, and will work no matter what reply cither sort of interlocutor makes to

Catect .

Usmue guestions ke Do ovou value rruth?™ Do vou have taith i otruth?™ and

O You aspire to obiecmne Anowledee of how the world is77

’\hl\m{_" such auestions of someone one suspects of being trivolous 1s like a departing
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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 obvioys -
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 abettmg
bullshitting can, I think, only be explained by this sort of chauvinism.

Cultural chauvinism 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 diversion of libidinal energy from more worthwhile projects. But I
do not think that colleagues who go in for these profitless activities are at fault because
they fail to grasp the need to get things right. They are trving 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 convince a larger circle of the utility of their new tovs.

Rather than saying that these people do not value Truth, I would say that they do
not have 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
vou 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 own 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 conversable 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 value something called
“Truth™ or something else called “Reason.”™ To believe that it does seems to me a$
chauvinistic as the view that moral probity depends upon belict in the existence of
divinity to whom we owe obedience. One important discovery of recent centuries 1S




RESPONSE 107

qat atheists can be just as decent chaps as theists. It is time to follow this up with the
salization that literary critics can be just as rational as experimental physicists, even
hose literary critics who remain in what Dennett calls (in “Faith in Truth™) “flatfooted
morance of the proven methods of scientific truth-seeking and their power.™

" The religious chauvinism we loathe when it appears in national politics should not
e mimicked by a scientistic chauvinism in academic politics. Carnap’s and Popper’s
oncern with “the demarcation problem™ is, unfortunately, still alive and well within
nalvtic philosophy. But that philosophical tradtion will never become mature enough
o make a contribution to the conversation of the intellectuals unul it gers over this
outhful obsession. Unul it does, 1t is likely to retain its jejune self-image as “more
cientific.,” and therefore more morally virtuous, than non-analytic philosophy. It will
‘ontinue to combine juvenile arrogance with Blimpish selt-satistaction.

There is, to be sure, a sense in which analytic philosophy is indeed more scientific
han other kinds ot philosophy. Most analvtic philosophers are puzzle-solvers, in the
sense in which Kuhn said that natural scientists were puzzle-solvers.” They find
sontradictions between our intuitions, and wayvs ot resolving those contradictions, just
1s natural scientists find contradictions berween theories and observations, and then
think + wavs of resolving those contradictions. Non-analvtic philosophers, on the
sther. .d. typically do not solve puzzles.

They do other things. Some ot them try to change our intuitions (by, tor example,
getting us to think of the idea that true beliefs are accurate representations of reality as
an optional metaphor rather than as an important insight). Others tell stories about the
history of thought (of the grand, seisteszeschichtiicin, Hegel=IHeideseer, sort). Sull others
(Derrida. for example) offer remarkable new readings ot old philosophical texts. There
is plenty of room in the intellectual world tor all these activities, and 1t is hard (unless
one thinks that no intuition should ever be erased. nor any text recontextualized) to see
why they should be thought of as in compertition with analvtic philosophy. But as long
as analytic philosophers cling to the chauvinist idea that they, together with their
colleagues in the natural sciences, have a special relation to *Truth™ (valuing it more,
for example, or having more faith in it) that their more “literarny™ colleagues lack, they
will be tempred by the unconversability, and the arrogant trivolity, that they decry in
others.

Notes

Docs this mean that there is. as Dennert savs, a4 vezetarian use of “mirror of nature” which

Sure. One can vegerartanize any dead

could satisty all but the most hysrerical Realists™
metaphor simply by refusing to press it - refusing ro analvze its meaning, determine its
transcendental conditions of possibility, or otherwise philosophize about it Bur, as [ see ir,
the hysteria is not about realism but about scientism - about the need o make the natural
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prediction) and does not serve others (e.g., figuring out what to do with our lives). I retyr,
to this topic below, in my concluding paragraphs.

2 See “John Searle on Realism and Relativism” 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?” Maybe we do, or maybe we just gaip
access to their pre-existing subjectivity. How could it matter? I cannot see how the questigp
would come up unless one thought that the question of whether fetuses, or illiterate slaves,
have rights is to be answered by figuring out whether they contain an ineffable whatsis calleg
“subjectivity” or “personhood.” Those who do think so hope that metaphysics will guide yg
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 have bones to pick here.

6 This is not true, however, of the greatest and most imaginative analytic philosophers — those

” «

who, like Sellars, Kripke and Davidson, start by moving the pieces around and wind up
knocking over the chessboard.




