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SUMMARY

Taking it as a starting point that the notion
of relativism is obscure, and that the ways in which
the notion might be developed and used require clarif-
ication, this thesis aims to identify a basis on which
relativistic theses are possible, and the way such
theses might be developed on this basis, and some
aspects of the effects of this approach on some

standard philosophical issues.

On the basis of a preliminary, negative
account of relativism, certain general objections to
relativistic doctrines, and their implications for the
enquiry at hand, are noted. It is argued that there
is no empirical or moral basis upon which an account
could be developed; but that certain logical, epist-
emological and linguistic theses, in particular those
offered at times by P. Winch and J.R. Searle, dc offer

such a basis.

An account is offered of a notion of

constitutive and interpretive rules, of "interpreted

ix



games" as systems of such rules, of "ways of acting" as
systems of such games, and of "forms of life" as
systems of ways of acting. This structure 1is offered
as allowing an account of certain matters, concerning
reference and identification, and concerning
communicability and commensurability, which have been

of concern in the earlier discussion.

The basis of relativism is said to lie in
the aspects of the proposed systems which are in

certain senses arbitrary.

The structure proposed allows accounts of
rationality and objectivity which accept their normal
association with scientific contexts without supposing
them necessarily to be so related; it allows an account
of the "is-ought" gap which shows it arising from the
same source as the distinction between observation and
theory; and it stresses the relation between relativist
theses and a concern with matter of form over matters

of content.
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INTRODUCTION

'Relativism' is at least as difficult a term
as any other in philosophy, suffering as it does from an
embarassing profusion of uses. No statement in which
'relativism' appears is open for discussion until it is
tied down to some context in which the use of the term
is explained. It was claimed, at one stage of the mind-
body debate, that while it was clear what central-state
materialists asserted and what they denied, it was less
clear that their opponents asserted what the material-
ists denied, or precisely what their claim to deny what
the materialists asserted came to. In the discussion
of relativism, the case is worse; 1t is not always
clear what is denied on either side, that the other side

is prepared to assert.

This may be because 'relativism' collects a
variety of positions. It can be found qualified as
ontological, linguistic, conceptual, epistemic,
cultural, moral and so on; it is not always clear what
proponents of such positions have in common. Indeed,
the use of 'relativism' seeus to serve less to ideniify
a particular thesis or family of theses, than to mark
the intersection area of a number of debates. There
are well-established areas of debate concerning such

matters ss scepticism and the regress of reasons;
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criticism and justification; rationality and commit-
ment; meaning and truth; belief, action and knowledge;
metalanguage and metaphysics; value freedom, fact-
value distinctions and the is~ought gap; dogmatism
and the onus of proof. Most of these areas have been
discussed as though central in the system of related
questions; different solutions have been offered, at
times involving a substantial reinterpretation of some
area of enquiry. 0f the emergent more or less
schematic over~views of the complex of problems, some
have been regarded as being relativistic, more or less.

At least, by their opponents.

Some sketch of this spread is shown in the
opening passages of a paper by Steven Lukes. He says
that "Relativism has had a considerable vogue in recent
times, and many thinkers in different fields have, in
varying degrees, yielded to its temptation;". He
goes on to mention Quine, Wittgenstein, Winch, Phillips,
Kuhn, Feyerabend, Sapir, Whorf, Levy-Bruhl and so on,
showing the occurrence of relativistic theses in the
philosophy of language, social science, religion,
science, knowledge, and in linguistics and social
anthropology. If what these authors have in common
is their yielding to the siren song of relativism, the

traces are not easy to find. And it does not help

to turn to the recent work of a self- declared radical
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relativist, and find that his foreword opens with this
passage.
This book does not run a straight course
from beginning to end. It hunts; and
in the hunting, it sometimes worries the
same raccoon in different trees, or diff-
erent raccoons in the same tree, or even
what turns out to be no raccoon in any

tree.... it counts not the kill but what 5
is learned of the territory explored.

Lukes apparently takes the common factor to
an affirmative answer to some question like: ".. are
truth and logic, morality, even rationality itself,
ultimately context- or culture- or theory-dependent,
relative to particular and irreducibly various 'forms
of life' or systems of though?;?"o But even paét the
problems of complex question that this way of putting
the matter raises, there is a question how the, perhap

irreducibly various, answers are to be understood.

Tukes finds it "... striking that few relat-
ivists seem able, in the end, to take the theory-
dependence of their worlds, and the pluralistic social
solipsism it entails, really seriougly"; and he goes
on to record apparent disavowals from some of those he
has previously quoted. He might have gone further,
noting points like Winch's explicit disavowal at least
of crude Protagorean relativism, or Quine's espousal,
in the early pages of "Ontological Relativism", of a

Deweyan ",. naturalistic view of language and ..

be
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behavioral view of meaning", which might lead to
relativism of a sort, but certainly not the sort which,

say, Winch is held to support. Hence, when someone

speaks generally of relativism - when, say, Popper

remarks that it is an objectionable thesis because it
6

leads to war - ‘there is no simple answer to the

question what claim is being made.

In the following, I attempt to develop notions
of relativism which will be useful across the range of
areas of debate mentioned without gross equivocation,
and which resist arguments of the kind commonly used
to anti-relativist ends. My hope that in so doing; 1
shall not merely add one more thred to the tangle that
already exists, rests on a procedure. I set out, not
to define 'relativism', but to identify a source of
relativistic theses, and to develop that source
position so as to show in what way, and in what form,

relativistic theses may emerge from it.

In Part I, I am concerned to identify, and
find guidance for the development of, the sort of source
position I require. I generally proceed by first
discussing a position, then discussing at least one
criticism of that position, in order to see what form
of further development the position suggests, and what

modifications would permit it to support my purpose.
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Thus in Chapter 1 I introduce a preliminary,
"sight-setting" account of relativism as a negative
position, and discuss certain general anti-relativist
arguments which at that stage can be brought to bear.

In Chapter 2, I offer reasons for thinking that a theory
of meaning and of knowledge of the kind proposed by
Peter Winch might serve my purpose; and base further
discussion first upon Winch's presentation, and then

upon criticism of this position offered by John Kekes.

The potential which I suggest is to be found
in a Winchian notion of forms of life, or some develop-
ment thereof, I take to require for its fulfilment a
more detailed account of the structure of such a unit.

I seek a basis for such an account in two stages: first,
T introduce the notion of a "way of acting", based upon
an account of the nature and significance of discontin-
uity in justificatory regresses, and consider objections
to the intended function of this notion as expressed by
Israel Scheffler; second, to provide a basis for an
account of the structure of ways of acting, I consider
the distinction between regulative and constitutive
rules drawn by John Searle, and certain criticisms and

modifications to this proposed by J.R. Ransdell.

Upon the basis of this discussion, using the

notions it has proposed, and upon the ground which I
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trust it has to some extent cleared, I proceed in Part
IT to construct an account of forms of life as systems
of systems of systems of rules. In Chapter 4 I discuss
the form and function of the rules which I take as the
basis of my account; in Chapter 5 1 present a notion

of formal and interpreted games as systems of rules;

in Chapter 6 I present a notion of ways of acting as
systems of interpreted games; 1n Chapter 7 I present

a notion of forms of life as systems of ways of acting;
and inSection.21, I discuss the sense and the extent to

which such a position permits relativist theses.

In Part III, my concern is to explore some
aspects of the position which Part II is intended to
present, In Chapter 8, I consider the implications of
my position for aspects of the concern with rationality
and objectivity which is so constant a characteristic
of those adopting ant-relativist stances. In Chapter
9, T take up the particular example - the bridging
of the is-ought gap - with which Searle had been
concerned in the context of a theory of the sort I
have offered, and argue that it can be seen not as a
special sort of case, but as an ingtance of a perfect-
ly general problem, in the terms of my theory. In
Chapter 10, I indulge a purely speculative urge to
stretch the notion of a significant alternative world

or language or conceptual scheme as far as - perhaps



1
even a little further than - my thesis will support
it. T suggest that this indulgence allows one to see,
not so much that with which my thesis is primarily
concerned - the accounts of meaning structures which
allow significant theses properly called relativistic
to be formed,- but the kinds of concern which are
conducive to the formation of such theses: the kinds
of concern which encourage us to think that the realist
and the idealist are "... equally delightful and
equally deplorable - aftgr all, the difference between

them is purely conventional!", as Goodman put it.

Tater, defending himself against the claim
that he was confused in his use of 'convention' as
opposed to 'content', he said, of the view he had put
on the distinction:

Perhaps the most straightforward way of

putting it is that as the distinction

between what is due to discourse and what
is not flickers out, so does the signific-
ance of the issue between realism and
idealism; and perhaps I should have put
it that simply. But after a time, one

becomes somewhat weary and even dis- 8
trustful of flatfooted philosophy.

Throughout this essay, I am concerned with
some version or other of a distinction between conven-
tion and content. It does not, I think, flicker out;
I hope that I move it to illuminate the weave in the

fabric of our discourse and our lives in another way.



PART I.

A Pbasis for relativistic theses is

possible.,



8
CHAPTER 1 A negative definition of relativism leaves

the way open to meet certain prima facie

objections, and directs attention to-the

basis of relativistic theses.

SECTION 1 A position of naive absolutism can be
defined; and forms of relativism can be
defined upon certain objections to this

position.

If the uses of 'relativism' are too diverse,
then a more useful use must be prescribed. The risk of
thus coming to examine an insignificant artefact, while
interesting notions are neglected, is less than it may
seem, Relativisms may be many; but the aspects of
their areas of application which give rise to relativ-

istic theses are fewer,

Consider, for example, how small from one point
of view is the shift, in Steven Tukes's discussion, from
cognitive to moral relativism., In a part of his negat-
ive argument against cognitive relativism, he says:

«es the influence, however deep, of theories,
systems, paradigms, perspectives and 8o on
upon men's perceptions and understanding is
one thing: the relativist claim that there
are no theory-independent objects of percept-
ion and inderstanding is arnother, Similarly,
the influence of theories upon what men may
count as valid and consistent is one thing;
the relativist claim that validity and 1
consistency are theory-dependent is another,
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When he turns to moral relativism, the argument is
paraphrased as saying that the "... influence of moral
codes, ethical systems, ways of life, etc. om men's
actual moral judgments and actions is one thing; the
claim that there are no correct moral judgments or
objectively right actions is anothei". That the cases,
arguments and conclusions may differ in the two areas is
for my present purpose less important than the fact that
the concern is in both cases with the same things: the
relation between the world and our perceptions of or

judgments about it, and the basis upon which perceptions

and judgments are properly accepted.

Despite differences in style, much the same
interest can be seen in Goodman. He says

We cannot test a world-version by comparing

it with a world undescribed, undepicted, un-
perceived .... While we may speak of deter-
mining what versions are right as 'learning
about the world', 'the world' supposedly being
that which all right versions describe, all

we learn about the world is contained in

right versions of it; and while the under-
lying world, bereft of these, need not be
denied to those who love it, it is 3
perhaps on the whole a world well lost.

Again, with 'versions' substituting for 'perceptions'
and 'judgments' - and for an aspect of 'actions!' -
there is the concern with the relation between versions

and the world, and with what establishes a right version.

I shall attempt to identify, in a preliminary

way, a notion of relativism which draws its use from
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these interests, and is based not on the assertion, but
on the denial of a position. This procedure does not
identify a clear relativist thesis, but this is not a
serious disadvantage, since my purpose is to show how a
thesis might be developed, rather than to state and

defend one. Given this purpose, I hope to gain from

the negative procedure proposed two advantages.

First, I shall gain some degree of immunity
from certain general objections to relativist theses
which I shall consider in the next section. These

arguments offer a prima facie, and in some cases clearly

powerful case for supposing that the enterprise of
developing relativist theses can be seen to be doomed
before even it is begun, and so require early acknow-
ledgement., However, the account of relativism which I
think evades their force cannot be stated without the
basis which I offer in Part II. I therefore employ a
negative definition which does not commit me premature-
1y on the issues upon which these arguments turn, but

nevertheless gives some standing in the field of debate.

Second, I focus attention first on lines of
argument rather than statements of position, since the
position the denial of which is to identify a notion of
relativism is not itself important. Crucial lines of

argument bearing on the interests mentioned above, and,
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T shall suggest, arising from problems of justification
and certain notions of forms of life, can be shown, at
least in a preliminary way, to be significant through
this process of negative definition., Thus this process
can provide a basis for the further process of develop-

ing a relativist thesis.

T call the view of which relativism is a denial
naive absolutism; and I define naive absolutism as the
view constituted by the following claims.
ke Something is independently the case.

2. Something that is independently the case is
expressible.

3 Something that is expressible is knowable,

These claims are deliberately very general:
proponents of a variety of philosophical views could
accept them, The notion of naive realism traditionally
used in discussions of perception is a specific version
of naive absolutism, in which the existence of physical
objects is part of 1.; Dbut a naive absolutist would not
have to be a realist in this sense: a phenomenalist
might be a naive absolutist, as might a scientific
realist. I call the position naive only to stress the
fact that I have no interest in criticisms of it which
might be met by a more sophisticated version, but only

in criticisms which are radical in their effect.
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I take the traditional account of knowledge as
justified true belief, and a correspondence theory of
truth, to be part of naive absolutism. Thus, 1. above
may be regarded as the assertion that the world has a
determinate character, that it has this character
regardless of the character it is taken to have, and
would have it in most respects in the absence of any
sentient beings; 2. as the assertion that we are able
to say things that are true in that they correspond to
the way the world is; and 3. as the assertion that we
can find out which of the things we say are true. On
this interpretation, we can know things only if we can
say things that are true, and what we say can be true
only if there is something to which it corresponds: 1l.€.,
low-numbered claims are necessary conditions of high-
numbered claims, and thus high-numbered claims are
sufficient conditions of low-numbered claims. Thus
the naive absolutist would say, quite properly, that
his knowledge depended upon what was independently the
case in the world; but his belief in the independence
of the world rests on his belief in the existence of

knowledge, rather than the other way around.

This logical structure affects the effects of
selective denial of the constitutive claims. To deny
1, is to withdraw the necessary condition of 2, and 3.

in their intended interpretations: 1t is to deny naive
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absolutism absolutely, and to require a reinterpretation
of 2. and 3. which would at least include a reconsider-
ation of correspondence theory of truth. To deny 3.
has no such immediate and dramatic effects: 1. and 2.
can be retained in their intended interpretation, though
not on the same ground. However, it is one effect of
the abandonment of faith in knowledge as Justified true
belief that beliefs would have to be collected on some
basis other than their being known to be true; and 1
shall later suggest that the effects of this change are
more radical than is sometimes supposed. The denial of
2. would require reinterpretation of 3., and leave 1.
ungrounded. This sounds radical, but in fact is not
particularly interesting. The unsupported 1. merely
manages to assert the existence of a "something I know
not what" as the ineffable cause of the knowledge
claimed in 3. - +the world bereft of versions which
might as well be lost as not. The new sense forced
upon 3. will at least have in common with that forced

by the denial of 1. the rejection of a correspondence
theory of truth, and probably more; generally, one
might say, the effect of denying that language expresses
independent facts is not likely to differ significantly
from that of denying that there are such facts to

express.

The interesting possibilities, then, are those

involving the denial of 1. or 3.; first, however, one
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must see that there are certain difficulties in the
idea of a denial of 1.: "It is not the case that some-
thing is independently the case" is at best unperspic-
UouUS, One might qualify 'independently', making it,
say, 'independently of perception by a spirit?, One
could then say that Berkeley denied 1.; but this

would leave the existence of spirits, at least, to
satisfy 1.. One could produce a similar effect by
qualifying 'something' as 'something material'; but
although this does go against naive realism, and there-
fore against a possible use of 1., it misses the point.
1. does not say, of any particular kind of thing, that
it is independent. It is not contradicted by sayimg
that something of a certain sort is not independently
the case, but by saying that nothing is; and this is

not an entirely easy claim to understand.

There is, of course, an implicit qualification
on 'independently', which is explicit in the paraphrase:
roughly, 'independently of being taken to be the case',
That is, 1. might be reexpressed as: something is the
case, whether it is taken to be so or mnot. But I anm
not sure that this form of 1. is more readily denied
than the original, though it may be more perspicuously
expressed. The notion of something's being the case
is very near the rock-bottom of intelligibility. The
attempt to deny it must be false. It is not that

'Nothing is the case' is self-contradictory; 1t is
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rather that if it is true it is false, and therefore it
is false. To say that the statement has been made 1s

to falsify it.

However, on this account, the force of 1. is
not that of a statement about the nature of reality, but
of a determination to hold open the possibility of error
as to what is the case, Thus the difficulty of denying
1. arises not from its stating an incontrovertible fact,
but from its being a rule of grammar, in the sense in
which Wittgenstein suggested that 'You can't feel my
pain' is a rule of grammar. We must maintain a gap
between something's being the case and something's being
taken to be the case in order to maintain our notions of.
assertion and of knowledge claims: it is in this sense

that 1. states necessary conditions for 2. and 3..

Now, while this line of argument does not lead
to a denial of 1., it does change the intended sense.
1. was intended as a statement about the nature of
reality, and not about the nature of a language. To
deny 1. its intended sense presents the naive absolutist
with effectively the same problem as a denial of the
truth of 1. in its intended sense: he still has to
reinterpret 2. and 3.. Thus the line of argument
provides what is effectively a denial of 1., and does

so by disturbing the naive absolutist assumption of a



16

simple correspondence relation between judgments and the
world. By relocating what was intended as an extra-
linguistic reference point within languvage, it gquestions
the assumed possibility of recourse from language, or of
transcending language in the way required to check claims
against reality. It thus opens just those questions
about the relation of versions and the world which

Goodman thought were answered by a radical relativism.

I shall call the virtual denial, or, in other

terms, the radical reinterpretation of 1., linguistic

relativism, I do so not to preserve a connection with

any thesis about the differences between natural lang-
uages, but as a reminder that the basic thrust of the
argument was to turn what were taken as extra-linguistic

matters into linguistic ones.

T shall digress briefly at this point to
explain why I put aside concern with natural languages.
While it may turn out that differences between natural
languages reflect differences significant for linguist-
ic relativism, it is not necessary that this should be
so: distinct natural languages are guite acceptable to
a naive absolutist,. However, their differences must
be subject to a translatabiliiy requirement, which
arises in the following way. A11 languages must include
provision for stating what is the case in the same world.

After all due allowance has been made for differences
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between the users of different languages which might
affect translation, such as differences in the nature

and sophistication of theories, or in ideology, or in
aesthetic attitudes, there remains a body of statements
in each language which is related to a body of statements
in any other because each corresponds, or fails to
correspond, to the same thing,. No doubt there are
languages into which 'The cat is on the mat' could not

be translated because the language has no word referring
to cats; but to suppose that there was a language into
which no statement of that sort could be translated, or
in which no term referring to cats could be introduced
even when a speaker of the language had been shown a cat,
would be either to suppose, contrary to hypothesis, that
the languages were used in different worlds, or that the
status of one as a language was in doubt. Crudely, one
might say that anything that can't be translated into any
part of my language at all isn't a language at all.

This suggests that naive absolutism may involve somne
notion of observation language. This would not be
surprising., Naive absolutism involves faith in the
possibility of knowledge; and traditionally observation
languages have expressed knowledge claims: "This is a

human hand", for instance.

Linguistic relativism is thus concerned with

the relation between language and the world; it will



18

have a primary concern with theory of meaning, which it
will invest with ontological significance in a way which
T will take to have been most interestingly exhibited by

Peter Winch,

If the effects of denying 3. are, as I suggest,
more important than they seem, the process of denial at
least is simple, and readily illustrated. A sceptical
appeal to the regress of reasons, together with common
arguments to the conclusion that the regress is not
satisfactorily arrested by appeal to experience, intuit-
ion and so on, offers a perfectly general denial of 3.

A Popperian falsification theory, to the extent that it
rejected the notion of a distinguishable observation
language, would also involve the denial of 3., substit-
uting a notion of the way in which we might improve the
stock of statements about the world by a systematic

process of weeding out.

Such processes of denial, whether they lead to
stories about commitment, or to notions of critical
rationalism, yieldpositions which might be called
relativist in that they deny, or in the case of such
criticalist theories as that of W.W. Bartleé, offer mno
satisfactory account of, the resolvability in principle
of differences about the nature of the world which naive
absolutism requires. I shall call the denial of %,

epistemic relativism, EFpistemic relativism has its
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basis in the second of the general interests 1 mentiomned
above, which might be generally represented as an

interest in problems of Jjustification.

I have now two loose notions of relativism,
each of which offers an area of enquiry, and a direction
for the enquiry to take. I can consider what reasons
there might be for denying our ability to transcend
language, and thus for some version of what I have
called linguistic relativism; I can consider what
reasons there might be for supposing there to be a
reagsonable notion of justification which we cannot
satisfy, and thus for some version of what I have
called epistemic relativism. It is not at the moment
to be supposed that the enquiry will support any
particular positive theses under these names, or even
that it will support this kind of distinction; the
account of language which shows our inability to
transcend it may also show the limits of justification.
It is important to have a start and direction for the
enquiry; but I think it is necessary to travel hope-

fully in order to see what might count as an arrival.
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SECTION 2 Further indications of direction for this
enquiry can be derived from a consideration
of certain highly general objections to

relativist theses.

Before procegéding to develop the enquiry, there
are two patterns of objection to this movement towards
relativism which might be considered, even at this very
early stage. One, which might be called the incompre-
hengibility argument, is directed against linguistic
relativism, and suggests that no position of this kind
can be intelligibly stated. The other, an antisceptical
argument, attempts to arrest justificationary regress in
a way that does not leave heliefs unfounded, or founded
only relative to some arbitrary commitment which opens
the way for relativism, and can be seen, at least in the
first place, as opposed to epistemic relativism.

Either, if completely successful, would, at least appar-
ently, stop further movement in these directioﬁs, and
negate even this preliminary effort to define a possible

notion of relativism.

As a first example of an incomprehengibility
argument, showing a common way in which the problem is
stated, and also showing something of the difficulty
that can be met in deciding Jjust who 1s contradicting

what statements by whom, I shall look at some aspects of
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1
Donald Davidson's comments on concepbtual schemes. He

sets out to argue that we cannot make good sense of
conceptual relativism, at least as an exciting doctring°
Since I have declared the intention of using Winch as a
prototypical exponent of linguistic relativism, since
'conceptual relativism' has been applied to Winch's
position, and since that position in some respects
resembles the sort of view Davidson discusses, this
looks like a clear opposition. Davidson also accepts
", .. the dectrine which associates having a language
with having a conceptual schemz", which appears to forge
a further link, through my use of 'linguistic relativism''

and my comments on natural languages in the previous

gection, Yet there are confusing features.

He says that he follows Quine on the basic
evidence for a theory of radical interpretatioi; but
Quine on this sort of basis generated views which are
quoted by Davidson as examples of unsatisfactory
doctrines, Not impossible, of course; but in the
context of Davidson's paper it is appropriate to wonder
whether the adjustment he makes to Quine's statements
will involve a "... reinterpretation of gords in order

to preserve a reasonable theory of belief", and what

the consequences of choice might be.

Next, Colin McGinn, in an argument directed
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7
against an aspect of Davidson's discussion, quotes

Davidson as expressing the principle that taking an
object in the world to be the subject matter of a man's
belief involves taking it that he has many other true
beliefs about that object, which he takes to be anal-
ogous to a condition on semanfic reference. The
notion, following from these principles, that the ancients,
in thinking the earth to be flat, did not think it about
this earth, has an odd sound when taken in the context
of Davidson on conceptual schemes; certainly, McGinn's
account of how, with the assistance of causal theories,
we can "... impute preponderantly false beliefs to the
ancients in relation to the earth and the stars without
the implication that they believed these things of those
entities as they are conceptualized by Egﬁ, is more
consistent with naive absolutism than is Davidson's

position,

Of course, Davidson's position in the comments
referred to is entirely consistent with a major part of
the thrust of his discussion of conceptual schemes:
his attack on ",. the dogma of a dualism of scheme and
reality", With such a duvalism, he says,

we get conceptual relativity, and truth
relative to a scheme, Without the dogma,
this kind of relativity goes by the board.

0f course truth of sentences remains relative
to language, but that is as objective as can
be. In giving up the dualism of scheme and
world, we do not give up the world, but
reestablish unmediated touch with the famil-
iar objects whos antics make our sentences



23

9

and opinions true or falses
But for the naive absolutist, the dualism of language and
the world was the defence against, not the occasion for,
conceptual relativism, His pleasure in not giving up
the world will be less when he finds that his unmediated
access to it is not to be distinguished from his unmed-
iated access to language; and his suspicions will not
be allayed when he is told that "... if we cannot intell-
igibly say that schemes are different, neither can we
intelligibly say that they are o%g"o He will be even
less consoled when he realises that the question whether
Davidson's concepts of or beliefs about the world and
language were radically different from his depends upon
the outcome of a debate on the principles of radical

translations

0f course, not everyone who would deny naive
absolutism must be a relativist, I wish only at the
moment to say that whether a denial of naive absolutism
is relativist or not is not always a clear one: it is
just not clear whether it is Davidson and fthe naive
absolutist, or Davidson and some sort of relativist, who
are, as Davidson says Kuhn's scientists may be, "like

11
those who need Webster's dictionary, .. only words apart'.

Words matter in another way: a way that is of

great importance because it affects the way in which the
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igsues are identified, In the quotation above, we

found Davidson saying that truth remained relative to

a language, though not to a scheme; which might remind

us of his willingness to identify these notions quoted

earlier. On this point he says:
We may accept the doctrine that associates
having a language with having a conceptual
gchene, The relation may be supposed to be
this: if conceptual schemes differ, so do
languages. But speakers of different lang-
uages may share a conceptual scheme provided
there is a way of translating one language
into the other. Studying the criteria of
translation is therefore a way of focussing
on criteria of identity for conceptual 10
schemes.

The point is repeated a little later.
We may identify conceptual schemes with
languages, then, or better, allowing for
the possibility that more than cne language
may express the same scheme, sets of inter-
translatable languages....Can we then say
that two people have different conceptual

schemes if they speak languages that fa.ii{.3
of intertranslatability?

One reason for not attempting to argue that
Davidson makes truth both relative and not relative to
the same thing is that 'language' is equivocal. The
main sense of 'language' seems to be that of 'natural
language'. Davidson mentions English and Hopi as
cases of languages for which failure of intertranslat-
ability has been claimed; and it is a natural and
congenial notion that different languages may express
the same scheme, resembling the view to be mentioned

below that sentences, possibly in different languages,
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may express the same proposition. Then, to find that
someone has a different conceptual scheme is to find that
they have a language that I can't translate. Perhaps
this is why so much discussion in this area has kept
close to anthropology - it allows stories about trans-

lation difficulties, if not about total failure.

But while foreign languages may be handy
examples, foreigness of language is not the point.
Quine, who made great use of this approach through trans-
lation, reminded us that this was so. He said "... the
resort to a remote language was not really essential.

On deeper reflection, radical translation begins at
home., Must we equate our neighbour's English words
with the same strings of phonemes in our own mout;i?";
and his answer is that we need not. Now, if we try to
make this point in the ordinary sense of TNanguage', we
have to say that the same language may eXpress differ-
ent schemes; and then what do we make of the notion

of intertranslatability between English and English,

and how do we conceive of its failing?

If we do not begin by assuming that there
cannot be different conceptual schemes, and we agree
that languages differ when conceptual schemes do, then
we cannot take it that 'English' names a language, for

it may name a set of non-intertranslatable languages.
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And if 'English' does not name a language, how do we
understand the use of 'language' when Davidson speaks
of a set of intertranslatable languages; and if we
lose our grip on 'language', how do we understand

'Ytranslation'?

I suggest that we must either retain the
notion of language as natural language, in which case
the invoked notions of language and translation beg an
important question, or we think of 'language' as having
a sense closer to that of 'conceptual scheme' than to
that of 'natural language', in which case criteria of
translation will need to be illuminated by criteria of
identity for conceptual schemes, rather than the other
way around. I wish to stress that, in any case, there
is reason for doubt about the apparently innocuous
business of expressing the issues of relativism in

terms of translation.

A similar pattern occurs in comments on
relativism by W.H. Newton-Smili. He takes relativism
to be the view that something can be true in one context
and false in another, particular social groups or theories
being examples of such contexts. He argues that if the
something is a sentence, relativism is trivial, for of

course sentences may have different meanings in different

contexts, and thus different truth values; while if it
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is the proposition expressed by a sentence, then it 1is
necegssary for sentences to express the same proposition
that they have the same truth values, so that relativism
16
is incoherent. He then says that his point
can be put in termg of translation as follows.
If I am able to find a gentence 'S,' in uy
language which translates a sentence '82' of
another language, I cannot accept it as
logically possible that these sentences
should differ as to truth value. If I
find myself attributing different truth
values to the sentences I have tc revisge my
view that one is a translation of the other.
Thus this attempt to have a thesis of 17
relativity ... fails because it 1s incoherent.
He addg that we cannot recover by supposing ".. that there
might be sentences that cannot be rendered in a meaning
equivalent fashion within our own language", since in
this case nothing would be true in one context and false

18
in another,

Tet us first notice a difficulty for his first
piece of argument, Winch menticns, as different modes
of life, science and religilg, a comment which provides
the basis of an example which I discuss at some length
in the next chapter, and in Part II. gongider a
sentence identifying God as the creator of the universe,
which is pronounced true by someone in a religious
context,and by someone in a scientific context pronoun-
ced false on the ground that the use of 'God' is evidence
of the multiplication of entities beyond necessity. Do

we say that the sentence has different meanings in these
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contexts? The question is difficult: following some-
thing like Davidson's account of propositional attitudes,
we might want to say that the two speakers differed in
belief enough to be thought not to be talking about the
same thing, so that the sentences differed at least in
extengion; on the other hand, we might want to maintain
that the scientific view was intended to deny exactly
what the religious view asserted. No doubt there are
trivial cases; but the question whether a sentence has
the same meaning on two occasions of its use is not always

trivial,

To shift the question to the context of concern
with translation is, for Newton-Smith, Jjust to ask about®
truth conditions, If the sentence has the same truth
conditions in both contexts, then it can only be that one
gspeaker is mistaken, If the truth conditions are diff-
erent, then we don't have relativism after all. This
merely shifts the difficulty. Are the truth-conditions
the same in both cases? Suppose we write out the two
sets of truth conditions: do we ask if each contains the
game sentences? Well, no; Dbetter to ask whether each
set expresses the same propositions, or is a translation
or a meaning-equivalent rendering of the other. But
this is no advance, Problems are not removed by facile

tautology~juggling.
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The pattern of argument depends greatly upon
the importance attributed to meaning equivalence. The
claim runs: ".. the assumption that we can identify ..
diversity in beliefs presupposes that we can identify
sameness of meaning in sentences across .. differing
perspectives ....Llf we were to make the radical assumpt-
ion that we cannot recognize diversity .... we cannot
even formulate a non-trivial thesis of relativiia".
There is, I shall suggest below, something correct in
this; but there is also something wrong. To some
extent this claim anticipates my later argument; but

some difficulty which I think arises from the use of

ttranslation' can be pointed out now.

Translation, especially the radical sort which
interests a philosopher like Quine, 1is a way of coming
to understand a new symbol system by mapping it on to
one already known., Success requires that at least some
sentences of each system must be meaning equivalent; and
one might argue that all could be, or could be made 80:
it is perhaps in this mood that Davidson points out how
good Whorf is at rendering the content of Hopi sentences
in Bnglish, and Kuhn at descr;?iﬁg a pre-revolutionary

era in post-revolutionary idiom. But this is entirely

the wrong model for questions about religion and scilence.

The protagonists of these positions may be

supposed to share a natural language, and to understand
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each other's beliefs perfectly well. There is much to
be said for the view that we could not develop any
interesting relativist thesis if this were not so.

But this does not imply that there must be some recog-
nizably scientific statement which 1is meaning-equivalent
to 'God made heaven and earth', or a religious version
of 'e=mc?"c The protagonists differ, and we could not
make this point if they could not, even in principle,
understand each other; but their understanding each
other is not a matter of their constructing meaning-
equivalent pairs of sentences, as 1t might be if they
differed as speakers of English differ from speakers of
French, Nor can we argue that difference implies
understanding, and understanding is a product of trans-
lation, and translation requires meaning equivalence,
and meaning equivalence requires identity of truth
conditions, hence the only ways of differing thatl are
relevant are those involving difference over truth

value.,

Part of the trouble here is the same equivoc-
ation over 'language' that T claimed to find in Davidson.
Newton-Smith considers the relativization of truth to
contexts, and he refers to these contexts at one point
vsing 'theory', then offers as analogous remarks in
which 'language' does this Job. But his notions of

translation are more suited to the contexts of natural
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I do not regard these attempts to show the
incomprehensibility of relativism as successful; but
they are related to an argument about the incomprehens-
ibility of altermatives which is more interesting; 1t
is close to the principle, mentioned by Davidson, that
", nothing .. could count as evidence that some form of
activity could not be interpreted in our language that was
not at the same time evidence that that form of activity
was not speech behavioii". One version of the argument
is presented, though not well developed, by Roger Trigg,
in discussing the view that reality notions are relative
to languages. He argues that on this account, different
languages require different worlds; but that we must
suppose that people of different communities see the
world similarly in order to suppose their languages to

23
be intertranslatable.

There is an important point here, which Trigg
goes on to misrepresent as the point that unresolved
disagreement leaves the relativist/objectivist contro-
versy wide open, But this is feeble. By an earlier
argument of Trigg's, disagreement, whether resolved or
not, shows only that linguistic relativism cannot be
relevant. One cannot disagree with the non-translatable
statements of a being from a different world. Indeed,

it is not clear what reason we could have for supposing
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that a statement had been made, even if, from the point

of view of this hypothetical ultimate foreigner, it had.

The sharp edge of the problem may be lost when
thought of translation helps to lend a quasi-anthropolog-
ical tendency to the discussion. Thus, Trigg quotes I,
%. Phillips as saying that he cannot condemn child
sacrifice in some remote tribe as he could condemn the
murder of a child at heme, for he would not know what it
was that he condemned. T think it is interesting that
this doubt over the object of an attitude is more or less
that expressed by the anti-relativist Davidson; but
Trigg is concerned rather to argue that

If the whole argument is removed from the

individual level to the level of conceptual

systems, it may be saild that a condemnation

of other systems is merely a reiteration of

our collective commitment to our system. The

argument then becomes another version of the
accusation of begging the question, which ...

is itself merely an assertion of conceptual?4
relativism, -

But again he misses the point. Consider an
example based on Shaw's discussion in his preface to
"Saint Joan'. An atheist would disagree with the
Inquisition about the existence of souls or the rules of
the spiritual universe; but he could see that, given
the beliefs of the Inquisition on these matters, any

amount of bodily suffering would be infinitely less than
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the suffering of a soul condemned for eternity, and that
this was a consideration relevant to the rights and duties
of the Inquisition. In this case someone might want to
say, of the atheist or the Inquisitor, that he merely
reiterated his commitment to his own system, provided
there was deemed to be no non-question-begging way of
establishing the correctness of one or the other. But
of course the atheist would know what the practices of
the Inquisition meant to its members. Ex hypothesi, he
does not know what they mean in the sense of accepting
them, but they must be comprehensible to him. He does
not suppose that any concepts are peculiar to either
side, but only that they disagree, concerning concepts
which both have available, as to which of them are

applicable.

This, the situation supposed by Trigg, can at
most be epistemic relativism: the atheisgt and Inguisitor
may be held to face a gquestion which is in principle not
resolvable. For linguistic relativism, understood as
the theory which Trigg attributes to Winch, we must
further hold that practices, and the concepts applied to
them, and the world in which they are adopted and dis-
cussed, are in some sense an indisspluble whole, so that
the atheist and the Inquisitor have no significant con-
cepts in common. The main complaint about this is that

it renders obscure everything said so far.
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If the atheist does not have the relevant
concepts in common with the Inguisitors, he never found
out what they did. When he thought he was finding out
what they believed, he was actually attributing a set of
beliefs to people to whom they were incomprehensible.
He did not discover a different conceptual scheme, for
the only concepts he understood were his own. So the
attempt to get rid of a common objective reality would
not provide a new account of difference and dispute,
for the discovery that a situation involves difference
and dispute is itself evidence that the situation is

not one to which linguistic relativism applies.

Though this argument seems to me powerful, I
do not think it is so final as I have tried to make 1t
appear. It serves to force a demand for clarification
on linguistic relativism, but it will be -weakened
insofar as the demand is met; and there are ways in
which its edge as an anti~relativist argument can be

blunted, at least at this stage of the discussion.

One of its assumptions is that linguistic
relativism involves commitment to a view of language
ag an indissoluble whole, so that any difference is a
total difference, One can note that even when Davidson
sets out to consider partial failure of translatability,

he discusses principles of radical interpretation which
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are quite general in their application. While it 1is
true that linguistic relativism owes an account of how
this commitment might be avoided, it is also true that
the commitment is not clearly established. It does
not follow from the claim that "Something is indep-
endently the case" is a rule of grammar, or the more or
less similar claim that Trigg attributes to Winch, that
different languages must determine reality differently
in every respect. An account of language which showed
possibilities for limited difference in determination
of reality would be significant; and will be more
readily achieved without notions of translation based

upon the relations between natural languages.

Moreover, even if linguistic relativism does
entail the incommensurability and mutual incomprehens-
ibility of different languages, it does not follow that
it has no value, We are accustomed to hear it said
that psychologically satisfying models of modern physics
to some extent misrepresent, like a classroom model that
shows an atom as a congeries of litile lumps and conn-
ecting wires. But we do not therefore say that such
models are useless, Given that their limitations are
recognised, they can be put to good use, Similarly,
even if linguistic relativism turned out to permit no
more than that models of alternative languages could be

constructed, and these in some respects misleading, 1t



would not follow that they were of no use at all.

Neither of these lines of defence is in any
way final, Rather, they represent the acceptance of
an obligation to provide an account of a language which
shows how they can be used. If such an account is not
forthcoming, then I think that linguistic relativism
must fall to an argument of the gemeral kind that 1

have suggested.

Epistemic relativism, as I have presented it,
denies the possibility of establishing which of our
beliefs are true, This essentially sceptical thesis
becomes relativist by arguing the necessity of commit-

ment, as follows.

We do, as a matter of fact, take statements to
be true or false, and further take it that, at least in
some cases, we get it right. Even if we do not do so in
any absolute sense, it would be odd to suppose that we
did not succeed in drawing any distinction at all. We
establish statements as true or false not absolutely, but
relative to some body of belief taken for granted, or
self-evident, Since no body of belief sufficient to
establish contingent truth or falsity can be self-
evident, it must be taken for granted, In turn, to
establish the truth of such a body of belief can only

be to show that it is true relative to some further
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body of belief, taken for granted in that argument,
Hence our knowledge claims, though proper enough in the
sense that they have all the grounding possible, must
rest on some body of belief which is unjustifiable, but
to which we are committed. Since more than one
internally consistent body of belief may be taken for
granted, ultimately irreconcilable differences are

possible.

This line of argument assumes that any claim is
liable to challenge for justification, and employs a
kind of methodological scepticism to show that the
demand for justification outruns the supply. Against
it, one could claim to find irrefutable answers which
stopped the sceptical regress; one could argue that
scepticism used to generate a regress of reasons was
improper; one could deny that justification was always
due. T shall ignore the first, taking it that there
are no claims adequate to support contingent beliefs
that are beyond sceptical challenge. The second I
think is interesting only when it is a consequence of
the third; but sometimes, operating alone, it may
reveal a situation which is to be expected if something
like epistemic relativism is correct. Thus Patrick
Corbett, while apparently keeping some place for
justification, treats the sceptic as a mischievous

child, whose gadfly persistence may be stopped by
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hoisting him with his own petard. Corbett does not make

clear just when and how we are entitled to use this ploy;
but T think that there is an answer, and suggest something
of it in the next chapter. For the present, however, it
is the third counter-argument which matters, for if it is

correct, the others are redundant.

One exponent of such a view is W.W. Bartley, in

The Retreat to Commitment. Impressed by Popperian dis-

confirmation, and noting in passing that political
advance becomes easier when we stop trying to get good
rulers and turn to deciding how to get rid of bad ones,
he suggests that we should not regard claims as estab~-
lished by the degree to which they are justified, but by
the degree to which they are open to criticism, That
is, we should not seek to establish claims at all, since
this requires authoritarian notions of justification and
opens the way to a sceptical regress. Rather, we should
hold all claimg tentatively, not in the sense that we
feel doubt or hesitate to act, but in the sense that we
recognise their openness to challenge. Of courge, "Why
do you believe that?" would not be a proper challenge;
something on th§6order of "That is false, because ..."
would be required. An exponent of Bartley's comprehen-
sively critical rationalism (CCR), is ".. one who holds
all his beliefs, including his most fundamental standards
and his basic philosophical position itself, open to

27
criticism! He might be supposed to say'"Some of the
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beliefs I hold may in fact be true; but since there are
no guarantees or criteria of truth, no way of definitely
deciding, I can never know for sure whether what I believe

28
to be true is in fact so"'.

The first thing to note is that this is an
effective criticism of justificationary approaches only
if CCR works. The general discussion shows only that
acceptance of an obligation to Jjustify, together with
some other premisses, commits one to limitations on
rationality which permit relativism based on arbitrar-
iness. Since this is very much the view towards which
I am proceeding, I would not accept it as a reason for
adopting a non-justificationary approach. But if CCR
works it shows that rationality is unlimited; and this
would be a reason for abandoning justificationism. It
is part of the problem that the rationality which is
unlimited is based on a notion of criticism which is said
to be separated from the notion of Jjustification, and
this might cause difficulty; but if CCR does not work,

this problem is not pressing.

That it does not work is argued by J.W.N.
Watkiiz. He argues that it is the kind of "Heads-1I-
win-tails-you-lose" doctrine that Bartley himself
condemned, and that ".. in one sentence: 1in support of

the claim that CCR is criticisable we are challenged to

criticise it in a certain way - namely, by trying to
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show that it is uncriticisablel", I accept this view,

not only because of Watkins's argument, but because it
suggests evidence that Bartley has not escaped the
problems of regress. Watkins has argued that a cogent
argument for the uncriticisability of CCR would only

show that CCR is criticisable, and thus that CCR is only
trivially criticisable. He then suggests that someone
might argue that by showing that no "level-1" criticisms
could succeed, he had offered a strong "level-2" crit-
icism of CCR, so that CCR is really criticisable, if only
at a metalevel. He regards this as establishing the
criticisability of CCR only in a Pickwickian senzl. He
does not notice, or does not see fit to mention, that the
pattern recurs on level 2. His comment on Pickwickian
senses suggests an argument against level-2 criticism.

If this argument succeeds, it shows that CCR is genuinely
criticisable on level 2, and he must move up another level
to make this point. It seems tc me that the possibility
of a real challenge keeps one step ahead here, in rather
the way the possibility of a real justification keeps

one step ahead: the problems of regress have been

shifted, not eliminated.

Even if this line averts the immediate danger
to justificationism, it is not illuminating. Some
further comments may be. Bartley's disavowal of
certainty is very like that which I attributed to the

epistemic relativist; +the difference is that the
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relativist, being a Justificationist, takes the choice

between theories to be arbitrary when the theories are
unjustifiabley Bartley takes the decision to be arbit-
rary only between ".. two theories against which there

3P
exist no criticisms one is unable to defeat".

First, the notion of justification from which
Bartley claims to have separated the notion of criticism
is an absolute one: a claim is absolutely justified only
when it is shown to follow from a basis of unchallengable
authority. One could define a weaker, relative notion
of Jjustification: a claim is Jjustified relative to a
basis from which it can be inferred. This is an
important sense because the regress of Jjustification
breaks under sceptical pressure at the point where no
relative justification is available; the question of
absolute justification may arise, but need not. And
this point might as well be described as that at which
no significant criticisms can be raised. In terms of
Bartley's own examples: an empiricist such as Hume did
not see our claims to know what our sense experience was
as lacking justification, but as subject to no conceivable
criticism; Descartes did not accept the cogito because
he could not justify it, but because he thought that no

significant criticism of it was possible.

The point is that which Bartley himself makes
in stressing the importance of logic. That p entails

g is indéfferent to matters of contingent truth or
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philosophers' interest. Depending upon whether we
affirm or deny p and g, the implication can be used
either to justify (in the relative sense) or to
criticise either p or q. Thus criticism and relative
justification are not separable notions: in recognising
something as a criticism of a position, we recognise
what would have gone to its relative Jjustification.
Providing that Bartley is not applying 'unjustifiable'
to theories as it applies to behaviour - as a term of
condemnation - he must suppose the Justificationist

to lapse into commitment not just because of some general
despair over absolute Justification, but because, and at
the point at which, no relative justification can be
found. He then owes an account of what it can come to,
at such a point, %o be open to the criticism of which

no conception can be formed, After all, though no
doubt Hume and Descartes were convinced, had anyone
managed to invent a "decisive criticism", we have no
reason to suppose that they would have been too stubborn
to listen, or too stupid to understand. And what more

could a comprehensively critical rationalist do?

This line of argument suggests that not only is
the Justificationist basis preserved, but that the best
of Bartley's argument may serve to improve rather than
refute it. However, it might seem to involve too

cavalier a treatment of Bartley's notion of openness to
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criticism, about which he did have something to say.
The thought is worth following, not because it helps
Bartley, but because it raises a point of importance

for my enquiry.

For some proposition/belief/hypothesis/theory/
principle/way of life/ etc. P, (Bartley does not discrim-
inate systematioally), to criticise P is to show its
inconsistency with some Q. Obviously it would be too
eagy if we could refute P by taking 'Q' as not-P; there
must be some conditions on values for 'Q'. Bartley
suggests two. The first is that we accept Q. The
second is that Q may be either an account of logical
consistency, or the deliverances of sense observation,
or a scientific theory, or the statement that P solves
the problem it was intended to solve, or something else.
The second is a permissive condition, and could not be
otherwise, since any putative value for 'Q', or the
statement that a list of values was correct, would in

turn have to be open to criticism.

This opens a new possibility of regress. In
defending any P, I invoke some not-Q. I argue rationally
from not-Q only if I am prepared, on some other occasion,
to have it criticised; and just because I have used not-
Q as a premiss, I should perhaps make special efforts to

criticise it. In this regress, new issues emerge.
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Suppose I claim, as P, that my car is in good
running order. I would justify this, generally, by
appeal to a body of factual belief, mechanical theory,
principles of goodness in motor cars, and a principle of
sufficient evidence which removed the necessity of, say,
driving the car continuously in order to prove it was
still in order. An ordinary criticism of P would deny
gome part of this. Suppose that I consider this crit-
icism and reject it. P now becomes this body of belief,
theory and vrinciple, to which is opposed some Q. I
can take this Q to be a more general body of belief,
theory and principle; but first, there are new problems
arising from the fact that defending explanatory theories
and defending principles of behaviour or action are not
the same sort of process, and the notion of criticism
and defence is now not only complex, but problematic.
Still, suppose that I deal with this somehow, produce
a highly general not-Q, and on this basis maintain P.

To save time, suppose that this not-Q, re-named P,
congists of full data, received scientific theory, and
the most general principles of behaviour. Bx hypothesi,
not-Q could sut consist of yet more general items; it
would have to offer reasons for receiving that as data,
that as theory, and that notion of satisfactory behaviour.
Again, the problem is not Just complexity. It is that
the nature of the justificatory task, and the critical

task, has changed again: we have to ask what kind of Q
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will do. The point of interest in all this is its role
as corrective to the impression that a justificatory
regress is a simple succession of steps of more or less
the same kind, complicated only by branching as premisses
multiply. It is this impression, I think, that allows
the notion that the sceptic can be stopped whenever we
tire of him, or that no justification short of absolute
justification is of interest. If the regress is com=-
plex, the task of diagnosis i® not adequately recognised

by Bartley.

It might be suggested that the problem is
gratuitous; that even though Bartley allowed for the
criticism of ways of life, he did not mean it all to be
done at once, But sorting out the strands only makes
the problem sharper, I might have modified the above
account to cover just a regress of explanation, ending
in a general scientific theory, and all the process
conducted on the principle that scientific theories were
proper values for Q. But this principle, too, must be
criticisable; and neither P nor Q can include scientific

principles on pain of circularity.

At first, this looks easy. We are invited, in
effect, to criticise the adoption of science, It might
be criticised on the ground that it tends on the whole

to decrease human happiness, which would be better served
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by the consolations of religion, or on the ground that 1t
mistakes the world for a mechanical system, when in fact
it is an animistic system better manipulated through
magic., These criticisms seem to invoke the test of the
problem, the first saying science does not solve the
problem of how to make people happy, the second that it
does not solve the problem of what the world is really

like, This is not apparently circular.

But then: how do we decide whéether science
makes people less happy? To attempt to determine what
would have been the present state of satisfaction on the
hypothesis that humanity had abjured science would be to
attempt to predict in a sgcientific mode, and one cannot
employ the mode which is under criticism. On the other
hand, to suggest that God would reward a proper display

of faith, in the manner of C.S. Lewis in Perelandra, is

no better, And it is not clear what other way of decid-
ing there might be, And for the second criticism, in
which the description of the problem explicitly rules
science out, the problem is even clearer. If the only
criticisms we can find are, like these, invitations to
circularity, it is not clear what our claim to remain
open to criticism amounts to. Certainly, it is not clear
that there is any major point that epistemic relativism

misses,
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So, although the lines of argument I have been
considering raise significant issues, they do not con-
stitute a case for rejecting either of the largely neg-
ative accounts of relativism I have suggested. They
create the need for answers to particular gquestions.
Perhaps for linguistic relativism, the most pressing is
the question how an alternative language can be discussed,
or a situation in which an alternative language is said
to operate can be recognised; for epistemic relativism,
the most pressing question might turn out to be how it
can be prevented from turning into linguistic relativism,
for the discussion of the last few pages has suggested
that it is much less the simple sceptical response to

difficulties than it might seem,

However, the aim of this section was merely to
deal with positions which might seem to stop my journey
before it began. The beginning requires a consideration
of the kind of reason which might serve to support a

relativist thesis.
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CHAPTER 2 There is a possible basis for relativism
in certain theories of knowledge and

meaning.

SECTION 3 There is nc adequate empirical or moral

basis for relativism,.

Discussion in the previous chapter has involv-
ed, though it has not considered in any detail, what
might be called logical and linguistic grounds for
relativism, I also noted a tendency, arising from the
use of remote communities and new natural languages as
a basis of discussion, to argue as though it was upon
some aspect of these communities and languages that our
notions of relativism depended. So, before logical and
linguistic bases are considered in some detail, it 1is
well to dismiss the claims of what I shall call empiric-
al and moral grounds. Although these grounds overlap
in various ways, it is at least possible to distinguish
between logical and linguistic grounds on the one hand,
and empirical and moral grounds on the other, on the
basis that while the former, to the extent that they are
sound, make some form of relativism necessary, the latter,
to the extent that they are sound, establish a form of

relativism either as an hypothesis or as a duty.

The attempt to found a version of relativism
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on more or less empirical grounds involves the claim that
observation of distinguishable, and perhaps preferably
previously isolated communities, leads to the discovery
that there are differences between communities which
might be called differences in "wcrld-view" or "form

of life". A world-view or form of 1life is certainly
supposed to include religious and normative beliefs

and principles; and, to the extent that this ought to
be regarded as something different, beliefs held about
the regulation of the natural world, such as beliefs in
sclence or magic. It may be said that members of
different communities "see the world differently", or

"live in different worlds",

This is not just the commonsense view that we
can have an observational basis for thinking that a
community holds different beliefs from ours, but the view
that those beliefs are true in that community, so that
our observations offer us either a view into another
world, or at least allow us to see that another world

exists.

Such a view presupposes a sharp separation
between observational and theoretical language, since the
observations that, in the first place, must be made by an
observer operating in his own world will subsequently

provide the basis either for his knowledge of the world
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the observed community inhabits, or for his knowledge of

the existence of such a world.

Although the account I offer in Part II
supports the separation of relatively observational and
theoretical languages, it does not support so radical a
separation as some aspects of this story suggest, nor
does it support the reductionist epistemology which
seems to be implicit in other aspects. Hence it is
important in the development of my account to see the
kinds of difficulty which arise on this contrary

assunption.

Now, it 1s prima facie odd to base the claim

that an observer cannot observe the same world as mem-
bers of a community on his observations of that community:
it sesms to lead to just the sort of paradox of which
relativism is so often accused. It is certainly poss-
ible to observe differences in behaviour, and to find
reasonable grounds for saying that members of a community
judge by standards and in the light of beliefs different
from those of the observer. But the fact of disagreement
is not in itself an argument for relativism, since it
might as reasonably provide occasion for attempts at the
rational resolution of disagreement, for imputations of
ignorance and moral deficiency, or, where highly general

systems of belief were in question, for something like the
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foundation of missionary societies, Indeed, such
observations could lead directly to relativism only if
they counted as observations of a "different world" -
if the observer saw the community's behaviour as taking
place in the community's world rather than. his own -
and it is not easy to understand what such an observat-

ion would be like.

Perhaps he could "get on the ingide" =
become, in effect, a member of the community - Dbut
although this may be possible, it does not seem consis-
tent with his retaining the status of outside observer,
and this brings problems. If he can observe the comm-
unity's behaviour as taking place in the community's
world only when he becomes a member, and thus ceases to
be an outside observer, he cannot have an observational
base for relativism, If he lacked such a base gua
member of his original society, he must lack it gua
member of the community he set out to observe. Only
if we suppose him to keep a foot in both worlds has he
grounds for relativism, as opposed to the experience of
conversion; but this requires that he be both community
member and outside observer, which doesnot appear to be

possible.

Hence such observations as he makes, and offers

as grounds for relativism, must be observations that he
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can make as a member of his original community. The
differences which he wishes %o accomodate by an account

of different worlds must be differences detectable in

his world, such that a ndifferent worlds" hypothesis is

at least a plausible account of these differences; as
against, say, suggestions that the community observed is
primitive, or ignorant, or pre-scientific, or pre-logical,
or immoral, or heathen, or whatever. It is therefore
reasonable to ask what kinds of observable difference

are possible.

The answer is disappointing. Differences that
the obgerver can see as arising merely from difference in
environment would not do; and differences interpretable
as arising from differences in opinion will not do for
the reasons mentioned above. Differences interpretable
as differences in some basic attitude, say, to human
life or personal gurvival may look more hopeful; but
these are explicable as a result of training, and we
need not explain them relativistically unless we bring

some prior, possibly moral, concern into the situation.

Indeed, this is another point, in addition to
those mentioned in Chapter 1, at which we may wonder
whether social-anthropological travellers' tales may

not serve to beg questions, since they may lead us,
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either from a feeling that such oddity must reflect a
fundamental difference or from a kind of Western-
imperialist guilt complex, to snatch at relativistic
accounts in these cases, which would have been rejected
as accounting for differences to be found in our own
back yard. It is perhaps some support for this view
if it can be found that those telling travellers' tales
with a relativistic bias show signs of absolutism at
home; and this can be found, at least in the opinion

of T.C. Jarvie and Joseph Agassi.

The observational differences so far suggested
are readily explicable, To some extent, their explic-
ability is guaranteed by the required common understand-
ing in other aresas. Not only do they not require even
moral relativism, but it has been suggested that full
understanding of beliefs held in the community on such

unestions of the nature of man, and human life and after-
life, may serve to explain observable differences without
the need of either moral relativism or moral erro?co

Could the case be otherwise? Could there be kinds of
observation which suggested differences which were
inexplicable in any terms available to the observer,

and thus seemed to support a more strongly relativist
approach? Could there be observational grounds for
supposing there to be a community inhabiting the sort of

gelf-contained world, incommensurable with our own, that

linguistic relativism might be held to propose?
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Perhaps there would be such a case were there
no common ground at all between the observer and members
of the community, so that everything that happened in
the community was incomprehensible; but this suggest-
ion is of no real help. This is not because of the
initial implausibility of the suggestion that nothing
was common - surely, after all, we could expect to
find Winch's triumvirate of birth, copulation and
death - though the points are connected. It is
rather that some common ground is presupposed in the
claim that a community is being observed. Since in
general we anticipate finding communities only of
humans, and nothing could be a human community if birth,
copulation and death had no place in 1it, Winch's tri-
umvirate is relevant; but this is contingent.

Nothing rules out the possibility of non-human communit-
ies, nor do I think we must reject the notion of a non-
human community the members of which were not involved
with birth, copulation or death. A community of robots,
the members of which were, in the normal run of things,

immortal, does not seem out of the question.

We should, however, at least have to be able
to recognise some transactions between members of the
community as "human-like" in gome sense. What this
sense is T am not quite sure; but there are at least

two strong candidates for criteria of "human-likeness":
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the use of language, and moral concern. It seems clear
that if nothing in the observed situation looked like, or
was interpretable as, the use cf language, we would not
be willing to regard any components of the situation as
members of a community. About moral concern I am less
sure. What I intend by 'moral concern' here is that
there should be reason to suppose that in at least some
cases the individual or collective interests of other
members of the community counted as reasons for a member
in deciding on a course of action. These are quite
liberal criteria - they allow that we might consider
the question whether there are non-human communities
within our present experience - but there is no obvious
reason to expect that further observations would not

yield to explanations of the kinds suggested above,

We might postulate observations of a kind that
would be inexplicable even when the observer and commun-
ity had much in common. The discovery that members of
the community could discriminate between gualitatively
identical objects, for instance, or that they could
discriminate on the basis of common differences in
impossible situations - say, in terms of colour when
unable to see - would not be explicable in terms of
any accephted theory, attributable to the observer, of
which I am aware. Bundling such observations together

under a title like "psi phenomena" is not helpful, unless
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the title indicates the existence of a reascnably well-
developed theory. In a similar class would be cases of
succegsful magic. We already have a name for this,

not to mention a variety of theories; but these theories
we might assume would be unacceptable to a gscientifically-

oriented observer.

This sort of thing ought, cne would suppose,
to fit the "different worlds" story. Magic works in
their world, though not in ours; and we can see that
this is so because we can "see into" their world a little,
even though we cannot get far enough in to work magic
ourselves. But such observations, though radical
enough in their way, dc not support any sort of incomm-
ensurability thesis. Paradoxically, this view can be
maintained only if these recalcitrant phenomena can be
explained without too much disruption of the obgerver's
world view. In this case it can happily be said that
the phenomena which are thus explained are distinct from
those produced by magic, and any genuine compariscn
between world views denied. But should acceptance of
the phenomena lead to changes in the observer's world-
view ~- should they, however described, become equive-
alent to the acceptance of magic =~ +then incommensur-
ability cannot be claimed, since it is only too clear
that there has been conflict between two world-views,
and one of them has won, It would then become incum-

bent on the relativist to invent the adjustment which
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the observer might have made in order to preserve both

the observer's world-view, and the relativist thesis.

One recourse is to deny the phenomena. As
a matter of commonplace, there are plenty of accounts,
if only travellers' tales, which purport to be observe
ations of magic, or indeed, of almost anything else
one might wish. No doubt many of these can be dismissed
on investigation, and it is at least likely that others
would be similar, although investigation is not possible.,
Still, where cases are common, or where the process of
investigation is such as to be itself liable tc error,
or where the assumption of error, deception or illusion
is too freely employed, one might feel that there remains
a case to answer, Tt might seem that this will do for
the relativist: all he need do in order to preserve
his thesis is suppose that reports of difficult phenom-
ena need not be accepted, But this doesn't help.
Iven in the case where a report is dismissed on no
better ground than that there must have been deception
or illusion involved, there is the implicit admission
that if the report had been true there would have been a
problem, and this is all that is needed to overthrow
the suggestion that world-views are self-contained to
such a degree that they cannot impinge on each other

at all.

It may be more to the point to deny the
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possibility of recalcitrant phenomena than the truth of
claims to have observed them. To say that no handsome
prince has ever turned into a frog, if this is just to
say that no such metamorphosis has ever been observed,
is implicitly to accept that such observations would
have to be accounted for under the given description,
and thus to rule out the case as a possible ground for
linguistic relativism. But to say that princes cannot
be turned into frogs, if this reccrds a determination to
treat any putative observations of such metamorphoses as
something else, say, hallucinations, and putative reports
of such observations as misdescriptions, is a very

different matter.

This does appear to be the sort of case in
which the phenomena do not force any revision of the
observer's world-view, yet are taken quite differently
in the world-view of the community he observes; and to
the extent that this alternative world-view can be said
to be understood by the observer, it may seem that he
has a possible basgis for linguistic relativism. This
may be part of the point of Horton's remarks, when he
says:

Why does the scientist reject the magician's

view of words? One easy answer is that he

has come to know better: magical behaviour
has been found not to produce the results it
claims to. Perhaps. But what scientist

has ever bothered to put magic to the test?

The answer is, none; because there are
deeper grounds for rejection - grounds which
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make the idea of testing beside the point.

To see what these grounds are, let us return

to the scientist's basic predicament - %o

his awareness of alternative idea-systems

whose ways of classifying and interpreting

the world are very different from his own,

Now this changed awareness gives him two

intellectual possibilities. Both are

eminently thinkable; but one 1is intolerable,3

the other hopeful,
To reject the magical world-view is to reject certain
ways of classifying and interpreting the world; in
effect, to rule that certain putative identifications of
phenomena are inadmigsable. One can then observe that
these identifications are issued and accepted in the
community under examination, without being thereby
committed to the occurrence of phenomena thus identified,
and hence claim observational evidence for alternative
world-views., Whether the existence of alternative

world-views, thus established, is support for relativism

is another matter.

According to Horton, the first intellectual
possibility, the continuance of the magical world-view,
is intolerable because "... it means that the world is
in the last analysis dependent on human whim, that the
search for order is a folly, and that human beings can
expect to find no sort of anchor in realiti". One
may escape from this through faith in some constant
reality to "... the modgrn view of words and reality

as independent variables" - presumably, the sort of

view that leads Horton to speak of his protagonist as
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"the scientist". Of these alternatives, Horton says:
"Tntellectually, this second possibility is neither more
nor less respectable than the first. But it has the
great agvamtage of being tolerable whilst the first is

horrific".

Clearly this claim, to the extent that it
expresses a relativist view, does not do so on the basis
of observation: mneither the observation, in the sense
permitted by the first alternative, of magical events,
nor the observation, in the sense permitted by the
second alternative, that events are identified in the
community in magical terms, could support the conclusion
that the altermatives were not distinguishable in terms
of intellectual respectability. Moreover, there seems
to be a suggestion that if the scientist went to the
trouble of putting magic to the test, he might find that
he did know better after all, and his predicament would

be dissolved.

But how would one put magic to the test? To
adopt Horton's first alternative, with its horrific
implications, is to embrace magic; to adopt the more
hopeful second alternative is to repudiate magic.
Neither alternative could properly be called a test,
and no other alternative offers, Could we now say: a

kind of relativism is forced upon us by the existence of
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incompatible world-views which we cannot put to the test,
therefore observational evidence for the existence of
incompatible world-views is observational evidence for
the existence of a kind of relativism? To this question

there are several replies.

First, the claim that members of the community
identify phenomena in magical terms requires translation
of their utterances, and is thus the product of a complex
net of assumption, couwparison and inference rather than

of observation.

Second, the claim that the world-view their
utterances reveal is incompatible with that of the
observer, if this means that they identify phenomena in
inadmissable terms, would support claims of faulty
translation, or of an unusually high incidence of
delusion or mass hallucination at least as readily as

any relativist thesis.

Third, it is not clear that the scientist
could not put magic to the test in some sense: 1in the
sense, perhaps, that modern scientific medicine can put
traditional folk arts of healing to the test, finding
in some of them merit independent of their explanatory
embroidery. Generally, this story does not identify

an observational base, nor does it show that the base it
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does identify supports a relativistic conclusion in

preference to any other.

In sum, it seems that neither the origin nor
the justification of relativist theories ig to be
explained as resting on empirical observation. Even
if it were accepted, contrary to some of the arguments
above, that the existence of incompatible world-views
could be established on such a basis, this would not
lend support to a relativist thesis; indeed, quite the
contrary, since one would be constrained, in the view
one took of the newly discovered alternative, by the
canong of the process of discovefy under which it was
found and identified., This, of course, does not show
that relativist theories must be whimsical or unjustif-
ied; it shows merely that their origin and justificat-
ion must be sought in fields other than that of empir-
ical enquiry, and in views other than those concerning

the diversity of human socileties.

One might put this point more strongly. Any
argument that can be offered for relativism must be one
that holds even in the event that no more than one world-
view has ever been held; for the task of testing and
justifying that world-view in isolation, or against
alternatives that are merely possible, must, if relat-

ivism is correct, be as impossible as the task of
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showing its superiority to another world-view which is
actually held. At most, one could say that there would
be less obvious occasion to develop relativist theories
if there were no systematic disagreement; but this is

not to the point.

That relativism cannot be read off the face of
the world as a simple fact is not surprising, since if it
were so, the kind of relativism I have called linguistic
would be true only if there were multiple worlds in a
most direct and simple sense: we should have to be able
to move at a step from the commonplace world into fairy-
land, and ignore the change only at the cost of the most
perverse distortion of evidence, And what the world
would have to be like in order to offer an observational
base for epistemic relativism is even less clear. If
we explain differences relativistically, it is because
we have a theory, of a very general sort, about man, or
the world, or cultures, or knowledge, which obliges us
to accomodate the facts of cultural difference in a
particular way. One must then ask: what kind of

theory could this be?

One sort of candidate, which has been common
in some areas of recent writing on education, appears to
be moral theory. Unlike the views mentioned above,
which present moral claims as conclusions from relativist

premisses, these writings appear to draw relativist



64

conclusions from moral premisses. Thus BEsland, in a
paper offering educational recommendations, begins by

describing a position, or class of positions, as

"objectivist epistemology". His sharpest criticism of
this position - though perhaps not the sharpest that
might be made - is that it is hard not to see it as

dehumanizing. As a basis for his further remarks, he
describes a presumably non-objectivist epistemology,
using notions like the intersubjective negotiation of
meanings, and freedom from external facticities, which

is intended to escape this criticism.

It is perhaps positions of this sort that
Gellner refers to as anthropomorphism - as the ".. plea
for a humanist psychology or sociology", or in this case
educational theory and epistemology. It does appear to
fit in the category of ".. positive, moral-order-pre-

serving anthropomorphic doctrines".

The detail of Esland's comment is of no partic-
ular interest, and has been dissected by Fle\?vo The
general pattern of argument, in which an epistemologicali
conclusion appears to follow from a moral premiss, 1is.

On the face of it, the case is implausible; that it
would be in a more or less moral sense more satisfactory

if one epistemology were sound and another were not does

not seem compelling. One looks for an appropriate



65

variation of Gellner's comment that
the autonomy of ethics only followed on the
autonomy of science, the exclusion of the
argument from morals to fact, from ‘ought to
tis', of the form 'This must be true, other-
wise our life would not make sense', or 'This

cannot be true, otherwise our life would make
no sense'. 10

Of course, it might be a development of an
argument from epistemology to morals. If an epistemol-
ogical position O entailed the falsity of a moral posit-
ion M, then the truth of M would entail the falsity of O,
and we might even be able to offer some account of an
alternative epistemology which would be consistent with
M; and perhaps this is what Esland thinks he is showing.
But there are problems in this pattern. I shall later
argue that epistemological positions do not have moral
consequences, I shall then be concerned with some
alleged consequences of relativist positions, but the

point holds generally.

But even if the entailment were thought to
hold, one would still have to show why M was better
grounded than 0, and this, given the nature of O as
objectivist, raises difficulties. M cannot be defended
on grounds which presuppose objectivism; but it is not
entirely clear what the force of non-objectivist
arguments for M could be. Presumably, if I were an

adherent of 0, and it were Esland's purpose to persuade
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me that M, he would have to proceed by an "intersubjective
negotiation of meanings". Even if I knew what this
meant, I suspect that I would be uncertain of how
negotiations were to proceed; and why, in the course

of these negotiations, I should give up the meanings

in which I accepted O in order to have it shown that M.

I do not think that, generally, arguments from
moral positions, classifiable by Gellner as positive
anthropomorphism, are significant. In order to take
them seriously in a philosophical context, one must
convert them to arguments of a different kind: Gellner's
negative or defensive, epistemologically based anthrop-
omorphisms, which argue "... that the very nature of
knowledge, in the sphere in question, is such that no
non-anthropomorphic theory can possibly be trucl:l'° It
was such a process of conversion which led even the
casual comments on Esland above to focus on his notion
of meanings. So we need, not a moral theory, but a
theory of knowledge and meaning. Gellner's example of
a proponent of a theory of the right sort is Peter Winch,
and I shall follow him in considering the theory develop-
ed in Winch's writings. It may seem at least insensit-
ive to take, as an example leading to relativism, one
who is on record as denying imputations of relativism.
However, Winch's work provides such a useful example,
and his denial of relativism is so equivocal, that T feel

justified in so taking him.



SECTION 4 Winch offers an epistemological basis for
relativism in an account of forms of life
in which the notion of identification is

central.

Since in my subsequent discussion, the account
Winch gives of forms of life is substantially modified, a
relatively brief acknowledgment of a debt to Winch's more
or less Wittgensteinian position might suffice for my
central purpose. However, there is a reason analogous
to that offered for the discussion in Section 3 for

giving Winch's views more space.

On his account, the relation between observat-
ional and theoretical language is, at least in the case of
human action and social relations, so very tight as to
make outside observation of the activities of a community
impossible; and some of his uses of 'form of life' seem
to suggest that the possibility of observing the activit-
ies of a community, resting as it does on the possibility
of correctly identifying them, presupposes something like
a participatory understanding of the total life of the

community.

Although the account I offer in Part II

includes an account of the relation between relatively
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observational and theoretical language, 1t does not supp-
ort so close a relation as this, nor does it support the
view that the total life of a community, or its language,
must be intelligible as a whole or not at all. Hence it
is important in the development of my account to see the

kinds of difficulty which arise on the contrary view.

Winch's position is complex, and one has a
choice of points of entry, and lines to follow. T shall
first trace a short path which is not obviously favourable
to relativism, then consider whether this path adequately
represents his position. I hope to show in this way the
significance in his story of notions of identification,
and of the difference between the constitution and the
operation of a form of life; and also to indicate the
directions in which attempts to clarify the notion of a

form of life might proceed.

Winch proposes a difference between physical
and social sciences. This difference is related to a
difference between their respective relations to
philosophy. He says:

Whereas the scientist investigates the nature,
causes and effects of particular real things
and processes, the philosopher is concerned
with the nature of reality as such and in
general .... the sense in which the philosopher
asks 'What is real?' involves the problem of
man's relation to reality, which takes us 4
beyond pure science.,




69

But this is the physical scientist: for the
gocial scilentist the case is different. In the light
of Wittgenstein's remark that it is forms of 1life that
have to be accepted as the given, he suggests that

.. whereas the philosophies of science, of
art, of history, etc., will have the task of
elucidating the peculiar natures of those
forms of life called 'science', t'art', etc.,
epistemology will try to elucidate what is
involved in the notion of a form of 1life 5
as such.

This has consequences for the social sciences, since
",. the central problem of sociology, that of giving an
account of the nature of social phenomena in general,
itself belongs to philosoph?". This is because ".. the
social relations between men and the ideas men's actions

embody are really the same thing considered from diff-

4
erent points of view", while in the case of physical

relations between objects,

oee although human beings can think of the
occurrences in question only in terms of
the concepts they do in fact have of them,
yet the events themselves have an existence
independent of these concepts. There
existed electrical storms and thunder long
before there were human beings to form
concepts of them or establish that there
was any connection between them. But it
does not make sense to suppose that human
beings might have been igsuing commands

and obeying them before they came to form 5
the concept of command and obedience.

So we might say, of some visiting extra-
terrestrial anthropologists, that we need have no

reason to suppose that they must get their account of
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electrical storms and thunder on earth wrong, even if
the concepts they in fact had were in some way differ-
ent from ours; but we could expect error in their
account of human society if they did not bring to it

the right concepts of, say, command and obedience.
Suppose that they had no such concepts: that each of
them acted always only for his own reasons, and that
expressions which sounded to us like commands were
understood by them only as invitations, When they
observed a situation in which a sergeant called "Eyes
right!", and his men all turned their eyes to the right,
they would describe this as a situation in which an
invitation was unanimously accepted, and perhaps specul-
ate on the common interest felt by all the men in some
object to their right, and the reasons they might have
for thinking the sergeant's Judgment of the interest-
value of this object to be reliable., In doing so,

they would go wrong in two related ways. They would
attribute to the sergeant and the men beliefs and inter-
ests which they probably did not hold, and would leave
out of their description the social relation which was

in that case of central importance.

Now, there is no obvious impetus to relativism
here; but this is perhaps because, if the point of this
line of argument is to make it clear that the extra-
terregtrials face a different task in their description

of human activity from that which they face in their
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description of the physical features of Barth, the
difference consisting in a requirement in the first

case that they should operate with human concepts rather
than with their own, the point is not conclusively_ made.
They are in error, but it is not clear that they could
not correct the error by further observations in their
own terms. They might note that we engage in practices
like locking people up, or withholding goods from them,
and that in some cases these practices are related to
declined invitations. They might observe that there
are signs by which this category of invitations can be
identified, such asg the uniforms worn by the sergeant
and his men., They might then speculate that the known
consequences of declining invitations in this category
constitute, for the majority of those receiving them,

a sufficiently strong reason for acceptance to override
any other interests they might have at the time. It
would then be much less clear that they were wrong in
either of the ways previously suggested, even if 1t

were only much later that they noticed the correlation
between the acceptance of invitations in this category,
and our use of the previously puzzling expressions
tcommand! and 'obedience'. Of course, they are still
using concepts peculiar to social relations, and concepts
which we also have; but it is not clear that this
matters, provided they are not using our concepts for

this case.
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It seems that the force of Winch's argument
must have been missed, and that this has occurred because
the suggested identity between social relations and ideas
of them has been neglected. The argument which he offers
immediately following this claim is that social relations
are internal, in the sense that an event's character, or
perhaps its falling under a certain description, is
intrinsic to it if it is a social event, but not if it
is a physical event. He says:

An act of obedience itself contains, as an

essential element, a recognition of what went

before as an order. But it would of course

be senseless to suppose that a clap of thunder

contained any recognition of what went before

as an electrical storm; it is our recognition
of the sound, rather than the sound itself,

which contains that recognition of what 6
went before.

Now, if the identity between social relations
and ideas of them is accepted, we can certainly argue
that the extraterrestrials must be wrong, no matter how
detailed their account: the idea of an invitation,
even when unpleasant effects of refusal are recognised,
is not identical with the idea of a command, therefore
an act of acceptance of an invitation is not identical
with an act of obedience, therefore the extraterrestrials
reported acts which never took place, and missed acts
which did. And this must be clearly distinguished
from the similar-sounding, but false, claim that they
reported acts which took place, but misdescribed them,

for this would be to suggest that an act could be
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identified as a physical movement, and subsequently

described in social terms, whereas Winch clearly wants
to say that an act can be identified only in social
terms. But it is not easy to come to terms with the

argument which supports the necessary identity claim.

It does not appear that his argument rests on
the view that there is £:.logical relation between social
concepts which is lacking in the case of physical
concepts, since he points out that our use of 'electrical
discharge', 'electrical storm' and 'thunder' does commit
us in ways analogous to those in which we are committed
by our use of 'command' and 'obedience', and regards
this theory-impregnatedness as a general, perhaps even a
necessary, feature of language. His point rather seemns
to be that the referents of physical terms have an
existence and character independent of these logical

relations, whereas the referents of social terms do nots.

It is possible that his point is otherwise.
Concepts like 'electrical storm' are quite sophisticated,
and that one does happen to embrace 'thunder'; but this
might not have been the case. Simpler concepts - of
lightning as a flash of light in the sky, and thunder as
a loud noise coming from the sky - might be in some
sense theory-impregnated, but they need not be impregnat-

ed by any particular theory, or by a theory which relates



74

them. T might have accomodated these phenomena in quite
different theories, yet there still be a sense in which I
could be said to pick out the same things, as lightning
and thunder, as does Winch. So it might be possible to
express his point as one about the presence or absence of
logical relations: one might say that a statement in
which an expression is used to refer to some aspect of a

social situation immediately entails a statement involving

a particular social concept ('X is an act of obedience'’
entails 'Something was recognised as an order'); a state-
ment in which an expression is used to refer to some aspect
of a physical situation entails a statement involving a
particular physical concept only through the mediation of
some theory ('X is a clap of thunder' entails 'There was

a lightning flash' only in conjunction with certain

theoretical premisses).

This proposal introduces a concern with the
relation between observational and theoretical language;
and while I shall be concerned with aspects of this
igsue in the next chapter, particularly in discussing
some arguments by Scheffler, it does not fit Winch's
approach well, Also, the proposal, even in this crude
form, raises problems. Even if the claim is accepted
for the examples given, it is not clear that it is

generalizable: that all social concepts are different
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in this way from all physical concepts. An attempt to
investigate reveals ambiguity in the status of the
proposal itself, Is it to be understood as a comment
on two categories of concept already distinguished in
some other way, or as a criterion by which a distinction
between social and physical concepts might be made?

If the latter, its generalizability is guaranteed, but
it must be appropriate to argue against its adoption on
the ground that it introduces unnecessary complications
into the social sciences. If the former, this kind of
argument may not be appropriate; but its generalizabil-
ity must come under question, as must the basis upon

which the distinction is drawn.

I shall put this suggestion aside for the
moment. As I have said, it does not appear to be
Winch's intention to argue from a claim about different
relations between concepts, but rather from a claim
about different ways in which concepts relate to their
reference, One reason for keeping the conceptual
relations story in play is, as noted above, that it
shows a connection with later discussion. A more
immediate reason is that the alternative seems such an
unlikely story for Winch to offer, given the general
features of his position, He seems to say that the
important difference is between things which are in some
sense identical with the concepts particular people have

of them, and things which are independent of the concepts
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anyone has of them; and 1t does not seem consistent
with his general position that he should allow there to

be anything of the second sort.

In saying this, I am in some danger of being
held to have misunderstood Winch. He has offered it as
a truism that it is one thing for a man to think that
something is so and quite another for what he thinks to
be so, and hag disavowed crude Protagorean relativis;.
Of a statement about the height of Ben Nevis, he has
said:

What we need, in order to determine the

truth or falsity of this statement, is

geological, not anthropological cr linguist-

ic, information,. Using Jarvie's terminol-
ogy, I might express this by saying 'the
rgality gf Ben Nevis' height is extra—8
linguistic.
So he certainly wants to say that what makes certain
kinds of statement true or false is extra-linguistic in
some sense; and its being extra-linguistic in this sense
might include its being independent of the concepts we
have of it. In Jarvie's sense, the world's being
extra-linguistic involves its not being altered by the
language in which it is being discussed; and since 1its
having or not having particular concepts would presum-
ably be a relevant feature of the language, it would
follow for Jarvie that at least in the case of physical
things and events, they are independent of the concepts

we have of them. That it follows for Winch is less

clear.
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After allowing that he might say that the
reality of Ben Nevis' height was extra-linguistic, he
goes on as follows.

Does this mean, though, that the reality of

height is extra-linguistic? Well, we might

speak in this way if we wanted to express

the point that the kind of remark I have made

about the sort of information which is

relevant to questions about Ben Nevis' height

would apply equally to any questions about a

mountain's height (or, with suitable modific-g

ations, about the height of anything else)
But he thinks this misses the point of philoscphical
gquestions about reality; and goes on to speak of an
observer from a group of whom we might say: "For them
height has no reality". He imagines this observer
saying: "There is no height", and meaning by this
something like: "The whole idea of height as something
to be measured is an illusion'. He compares this case
with philosophers who have denied the reality of time
without wishing to deny the truth of propositions such
as 'Before I had breakfast I washed myself'. He quotes
Wittgenstein saying: "It is what human beings say
that is true and false; and they agree in the language
they use, That is not agreement in opinions but in

10
form of life'",

I think we might, reasonably in this context,
invent an extension of Wittgenstein's comment, to the
effect that in their opinions, which are matters upon
which humans may disagree, and which are not identical

with their language or form of 1life, the determinants
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of truth and falsity may involve " a certain constancy"
which is independent not only of their wishes and
beliefs, but also of their language; but in their
language or form of life, agreement in which is pre-
supposed by their disagreement in opinion, the notion

of checking against extra-linguistic reality is in-
applicable, This is consistent with Winch's use of
Wittgenstein, and with what he goes on to say about the
ways in which Zande beliefs might be corrected or changed.
Now, the guestion is whether, in his remarks about thun-
der and lightning, Winch is saying things analogous to
remarks about the reality of Ben Nevis' height, or to

remarks about "the reality of height".

When he says that there existed electrical
storms and thunder long before there were human beings,
he expresses an opinion with which I can agree. More-
over, should it turn out that we were wrong in this
opinion, the evidence of our error would not be ling-
uistic information. But when he says that it would be
senseless to suppose that a clap of thunder contained
any recognition of what went before as an electrical

gtorm, the situation is less clear.

It is my opinion, and I suppose his, that the
supposition that a clap of thunder contained recognition

of anything, in the sense in which he says an act of
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obedience contains recognition of what went before as

an order, would be false, since this would imply that
thunder was the act of a conscious being, and I do not
believe that thunder is the act of a comscious being.
But I do not find the supposition senseless, since I

can readily conceive of circumstances in which I might
have believed that thunder was the act of a conscious
being. The situation is complicated by Winch's use

cf 'electrical storm', This is a sophisticated concept,
set in a causal pattern of explanation which does not
allow sense to the notion of an effect's containing
recognition of its cause; and it would be, if not
senseless, at least very odd of me to use these concepts
in an attempt to say just the sort of thing they are

not intended for. But this is just the point that
human beings can think of occurrences only in terms of
the concepts they do in fact have of them, and Winch is

quite explicitly not making this point.

He seems to be trying to say that the reality
of thunder - not just what we need in order %o
determine the truth or falsity of some statement in
which 'thunder' appears, but the reality cf thunder -
is extra-linguistic. He was less sanguine about height.
The most he appeared tc allow that a claim for the extra-
linguistic reality of height might mean was that the
rules applicable in answaring a particular question

would be applicable to a range of other questions. No
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doubt this is true of thunder too; but it falls short
of making the desired point, since if this is all that
having extra-linguistic reality comes to, acts of
obedience would surely have extra-linguistic reality

also.

The general point is this. If Winch, in
developing his argument, is using the notion of reality
which shows itself in a particular language or form of
life, then perhaps he can say that reality is independ-
ent of concepts in some cases and not in others, pro-
viding he is using the notion correctly; but he cannot
take his conclusions to Dbe statements about languages or
forms of life. If, on the other hand, he is talking,
in some second-order way, about the way the notion of
reality shows itself in a particular language or form
of life, then his conclusions will of course be about
forms of life; but the most he can do is to show what
it comes to to say that reality is extra-linguistic in
that language - he cannot make it a part of his
argument that reality really is extra-linguistic there.
In his response to Jarvie, he seems to be taking the
second line rather than the first; but in Idea of a

Social Science he seems to be taking the first line,

yet treating his conclusions as though he had taken the

gecond.
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It is perhaps worth making this point in a
slightly different way. Winch has defended himself
against imputations of relativism by invoking a dis-
tinction which might be called a distinction between the
use and the standing of concepts. The use might be
roughlly identified with the set of rules by which the
truth or falsity of statements in which the concept
appears 1s decided. Whether people agreed in the
resultant judgments of truth and falsity would depend
upon the nature of the rules, as well as on the sort of
contingent data which Winch characterised, in the case
of Ben Nevis, as geological, not anthropological or
linguistic; Dbut it is a tautology to say that those
sharing the form of life in the language of which the
concept had a place would agree in the rules. To agree
in such rules is what it is to share a form of life,

By the standing of a concept, I mean to refer to its
being an object of agreement, in the sense which makes

it partly comstitutive of a form of life.

On Winch's account, it is possible to discuss,
debate and +to some extent identify the use of a concept.
This process, the common notion of conceptual analysis,
must be understood as an exploration, "from the inside",
of the form of life in which the concept has a place.
Consideration of its standing is mcre tricky. of
course, in showing its use, one shows that it has stand-

ing in the form of life; but this is not a great
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achievement. That any concept has standing in the form
of 1life in which it is used is presumably part of what

we take as given in taking a form of life as given.

But this cannot show that it has standing in any other
form of life: +this is the point that Winch makes when he
speaks of the reasonable lack of Azande interest in our
scientific or logical concepts, or the people for whom

height was not real.

He uses this distinction most explicitly when
dealing with charges of crude relativism, He takes it
that those making the charges have assumed that he is
relativistic about the use of concepts - one thinks
of Newton-Smith defining relativism in terms of disagree-
ment over truth and falsity - and points out that he
is not. He then goes on to express relativist views
about the standing of concepts. This is clearly the
pattern of his remarks on height, quoted above.

However, the distinction is also implicit in his discuss-
ion of the Azande, It is not just because we are
interested in them as a society, and social science 1is
different from physical science because social concepts
are different from physical corcepts in their relation

to their reference, that we must take care to get their
social concepts right. It is rather that all their
concepts must be assumed to have standing in their form

of life, as our concepts have standing in ours, and it
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is their form of life that we are studying. Now, we
may have very good reason to expect that the use of some
of their concepts - observational physical object con-
cepts, perhaps - will be very like our own; but we
cannot jump from that expectation to the conclusion that
their form of life will be fundamentally like our own,
or even that the concepts we find most familiar will be
quite identical. A concept's standing is standing in a
particular form of life; we must explore its use in

that form, not in another.

But then it seems that even if his comments on
"thunder' and 'obedience' are correct, i.e., if there is
a form of life in which these concepts have standing and
the use he suvggests, his recommendations can have stand-
ing only within that form of life. If the social
scientists he addresses do not share that form of life,
then the concepts he describes have no standing for
them, and his advice is worthless. If we take it -
reasonably enough, given the significance of agreement
that they can be said to share his form of life only if
they accept his analyses of critical concepts, then there
is some reason for saying that they do not; and what is
he to do then? But perhaps their apparent understanding
of his claims shows that they do share his form of life.
It would seem that the task of epistemology, to elucidate

what is involved 1n the notion of a form of life in
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general, has not been well done, since it is not in the
least clear how the question whether these social scien-

tists share with Winch a form of life is to be decided.

Again, this line of argument may be said to
do less than justice to Winch's position. It makes it
appear that his main concerun is with analysis intended
to establish the use of certain concepts; but at most
points, and particularly where he is concerned with
Wittgenstein's account of following a rule, his main
interest is clearly in the question how concepts have
standing. As an introduction to his development of
this discussion, he quotes Wittgenstein's remark about
formsg of life as the given as a summary expression of
the view that "... the philosophical elucidation of
human intelligence, and the notions associated with
this, requires that these notions be placed in ??e

context of the relations between men and society".

We are to see these relations, expressed, inter alia,

through agreement in rules, which is agreement in
concepts, as constitutive of forms of life. This
position has immediate pluralistic consequences. A
plurality of forms of life is possible if it is possible
for groups to disagree in concepts - to go differently
about the business of going on in the same way. A
plurality of forms of life is actual if people actually
do disagree 1in concepts, It clearly is possible for

groups to disagree in concepts, and there is reason for



saying that some actually do, so we have pluralism more

or less at once.

This is, of course, a little too quick: there
is nothing in this primitive story to show how much
disagreement, or what kind of disagreement, 1s needed
if we are to count more than one form of life. However,
the exploration of ways of improving the account of a
form of life 1is still +to come; what should be noted
now is that two possible objectioms which have been

mentioned above do not hold.

This is not a case of inferring relativism from
empirical observation, of the kind I have already reject-
ed. Observation of the differing behaviour of groups
cannot tell us whether they disagree in concepts, or
agree in concepts but differ in opinion, It is only in
the light of a more or less Wittgensteinian theory of
meaning of the sort that Winch proposes that we can
sort out such questicus. Second, this is a case in
which disagreement is a ground for relativism,
Disagreement in the use of concepts is at least in
principle open to resolution - the notion of correct-
ness has some force. Disagreement in the standing of
concepts is another matter. If we encounter a group
which denies standing to some concept or set of concepts

in which we agree, we can perhaps explain to them the
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use we give the concept(s), so that they could recognise
correct or incorrect use, yet they might still deny
standing; and there does not seem to be any way of
saying that this denial is correct or incorrect, or any
further point we might go on to make., We might explain
to them, as Winch doesgs to the social scilentists, what we
think it is for a concept to have standing; but only if
they rejected the explanation might there be any reason
for their granting standing to the concept(s) in quest-
ion. For them to accept the explanation would be for
them to see that there could be no reason, at least no
reason that we could offer them, for them to allow the

concept(s) standing.

So this line does nothing to lessen the force
of my last criticism of Winch's argument. Indeed, it
may strengthen it. When Winch is confronted by a social
scientist who approaches the task of describing society
with a battery of more or less scientific concepts -
one who says, as Winch quotes Durkheim as saying, that
social 1life should be explained, not by the notions of
those who participate in it, but by more profound causes
which are unperceived by consciousness - Wwhat is he
to do? By way of reply, hegays this.

The crucial question here, of course, is how

far any sense can be given to Durkheim's idea

of 'the manner according to which associated

individuals are grouped' apart from the 190
'notions' of such individuals. -
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I am not sure why this is the crucial question.
Presumably, it would be possible to identify some
individuwals and groups in terms acceptable to
Durkheim's program, Perhaps Winch wishes to suggest
that they would not be the right groups; but if this is
a question about use, it is to be answered on the basgis
of Durkheim's concept set, not Winch's; and if it is a
question about standing it is not clear what role 'right!
could be playing. It is interesting that Winch speaks
in terms of "giving sense", which certainly makes it
seem that the conflict he discusses is over standing
rather than use. But how can standing be a matter of
conflict? Differences over standing should indicate
different forms of life; and though no doubt forms of
life can conflict in some ways, the notion that Winch
seems to suggest here, that the conflict is of a
rational sort, is not compatible with the difference
between use and standing as I have understood it.

Winch appears to be doing Jjust what he says cannot be
done: attempting to reshape one form of life to fit

another,

This criticism is very similar to one of those
offered by John Keklz, whose arguments I will discuss in
the next section. It is part of the complex of problems
which arise because the question how forms of life might

differ, and what they might have in common, is left so
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open. One is rather left with the impression that a
form of life, like one of Wittgenstein's language games,
is what it is, with nothing further, of a general nature,
to be said. However, Winch's discussion has suggested
that the notion of forms of life provides a potentially
useful perspective on questions about the relation of
meaning and truth, and the conditions affecting identif-
ication and individuation; and might yield a notion of
relativism more substantial than the negative forms 1
have employed, and more plausible that such primitive
versions as that set up by Newton-Smith. In continuing
the discussion by examining the counter-arguments offered
by Kekes, I shall hope to show that something like Winch's
position can be maintained, and also to find indications
of the lines along which atteumpts to improve the notion

of a form of life might proceed.
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SECTION 5 Congideration of a criticism of Winch
suggests further development of the notion

of a form of life.

Kekes addresses Winch's pogition as a relativ-
igst theory of rationality. He notes that it has been
opposed on the ground that there are absolute standards
of rationality, and on the ground of umnsatisfactory
analysis, citing as an example the vagueness of 'form of
life'!, Hig criticisms, however, he says are "... intern-
al. They show that if what Winch says were true, the

1
certain obviously possible things would be impossible".

His first criticism is based on the need for a
rule by which the difference or sameness of forms of
life could be determined, and is developed to yield the
dilemma: "If the required rule is part of a form of
life, then infinite regress results. If the rule is
independent of all forms of life, then Winch's thesis
is false, for forms of life, then, may be judged
externallszf"° Given Winch's commitment to Wittgenstein's
view of the relation between the notion of a rule and the
notion of sameness, the basis of the argument is sound;
and there is no doubt that the notion of a rule outside
all forms of life must be unacceptable to Winch. The

argument for infinite regress turns on the suggestion

that, if the rule is part of a form of life, then that
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form must already have been distinguished from others by
another rule. concerning which the same questions arise.
In the absence of a clear notion of a form of life, and
of the possible relations between forms, it is hard to
evaluate this argument. It is Kekes's view that there
can be no relations between forms. He says:
There must be discrete forms of life, for if
there were not, notions of rationality would
not be really different.... But the compul-
sion to recognise discrete forms of 1life
makes it impossible to account for communic-
ation between participants in them. For
communication requires a shared medium and
if forms of 1life are really discrete, then
there could not be any. On the other hand,
if there was a shared medium, then forms of
life must be related to it, and through it

to each other, consequently they would not 3
be really discrete.

This view, that forms of life must be unrelat-
ed if they are to be discrete, was not a part of his
initial representation of Winch's account of a form of
life; 1t is, however, a crucial part of his argument.

It is on this that his claim that Winch makes impossible
what is clearly possible depends. The pattern is clear-
est in his discussion of a religious/scientific debate
between two Winchian characters called Rench and Sinch.

I shall return to this example below; for the moment

I merely want to note that the point that Kekes makes
here is so glaringly obvious that it is almost
inconceivable that Winch could have overlooked it, and

so totally destructive of the notion of discrete forms
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that Kekes attributes to Winch that it is almost incon-
ceivable that the attribution could be correct. It

must be said, however, that I do not find anything in
Winch which would serve as a conclusive refutation of

the attribution. Much of his discussion seems to assume
the possibility of communication, but he does not provide
any clear reason for rejecting Kekes's claim that through
this relation the discreteness of forms is dissolved,

nor do I see how he could do so, except on the basis of
the sort of clear and detailed account of the notion of
a form of life that he has not offered, Thus Kekes's
argument exploits the vagueness of the notion of a

form of life; and while it is fair criticism, it has

the weakness that a more precise notion might pass

between the horns of the dilemma,

This weakness may have occurred to Kekes,
since he considers a possgible objection to his argument
which involves some slight consideration of the kinds of
rule which might go to make up a form of life. The
objection is that:

soo the rule used for distinguishing differ-
ent forms of life occurs within a form of life,
but it is self-referential. The rule may be
said to contain a description of some import-
ant features of the form of life within which
it occurs. Other forms of 1life can then be

distinguished by noting whether or not they 4

lack some of the gpecified features.

He offers two reasongs for rejecting this suggestion.

The first, that the point of having such a self-
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referential rule is to distinguish one form of 1life

from another, and that this involves assuming that

there are different forms of life when the rule is
supposed to establish that there are, seems to be just

a mistake. That, whatever may be the difficulties of
getting outside a system, we can at least work up To its
limits frog the inside, is a common Kantian view, argued

by Strawson; and it does not depend upon assuming that

there are alternatives.

The second reason is that a self-referential
rule could distinguish between those activities which
were in conformity with it and those which were not;
but not, among non-conforming activities, between those
which were poor attempts at conformity and those which
fell under another rule. By way of example, he
suggests that a self-referential rule for science,
applied to religion, could not determine whether relig-
ion was a different form of 1life, or an inferior form of
science, He does not cite a possible rule. One may
imagine he has in mind something like : an observation
counts as evidence only if it is intersubjective or
repeatable in the required sense. Since religious con-
texts commonly allow status under such rubrics as
religious experience or revelation, religious activities
would not conform to the rule. But whether we have the

choice Kekes suggests, between taking religion to be



non-science or bad science, depends on the status of the

rule.
John Searle hag discussed a distinction between
6
constitutive and regulative rules. I shall be concerned

with this distinction in some detail in the next chapter.
For the present, it is sufficient though somewhat over-
simplified to say that the difference is that breach of
constitutive rules does, while breach of regulative rules
does not, cancel the claim to be engaging in the activity
to which the rules apply. The required sort of self-
referential rule would surely be constitutive; and if
so, the conclusion could only be that religion - or
those activities which we have chosen to test against

the rule, in which religious experience and revelation

are concepts with standing - 1is not science.

It is important not to suppose, as perhaps
Kekes does, that such a use of a constitutive rule would
be a simple, one~step process. If I wished to decide
whether two people were playing chess, I would not
conclude that they were not the first time I observed
an illegal move, for people can be, occasionally or
systematically, in error. So I might interrupt them to
cite the relevant rule, and only on the basis of their
subsequent behaviour reach a conclusion. I would have
to behave gimilarly in order to decide that a chunk of

discourse was non-gcientific; but I see no reason to
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think that the choice will remain open indefinitely.

This seems to have missed two of Kekes's points:
that the rule has not shown that the discourse identified
as non-scientific is part of a form of life; and that I

should not presume the possibility of communication.

It would be absurd to suppose that the constit-
utive rules of chess could include those of other games
as well; the same applies to the constitutive rules of
gscience. What is puzzling is Kekes's apparent assumpt~
ion to the contrary. If we can find constitutive rules
for science, perhaps we can find them for religion to0;
and it is these rules, not those of science, that will

identify the religious form of life.

Kekes's answer, I think, would be as follows.
Suppose that we are participants in the scientific form
of life. Why, . then, should we come to think that there
are others? Why should we accept these "religious
rules" as consgtitutive of a form of life, rather than an
aberration? Why should we say that certain queer
concepts have religious standing, rather than saying
they have no standing at all? And if we were willing,
for no reason, to suppose an alternative form of life,
how could we cross the communication gap to find out

about it?
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The answer to the last gquestion is crucial and
difficult, I do not think that Winch provides it,
though he gives a hint, which I shall mention below.

I take the attempt to answer this guestion as my main
task in this thesis, and I take the proper articulation
of the notion of a form of life to be necessary for
success. Some preliminary suggestion is desirable;
but I defer this to the discussion of Kekes's second
criticism of Winch, which provides a better occasion.
To the earlier gquestions an answer was suggested earlier.
The source of our willingness to recognise alternafive
forms of life must lie, not in rules constitutive of
particular forms of life, like the evidence rule I
suggested, or Kekes's reference to hypothetico-deduct-
ive method, which establish the use of concepts; but
in such rules as might be found to show how concepts
have standing, or, in Winch's terms, show what is
involved in the notion of a form of life as such.

Such rules would be discoverable in any form, and would
be the same in every form. Kekes, of course, quite
properly asks by what rule this sameness is judged,

gnd how it is related to various forms. I think that
this question can be answered; Dbut the answer mus’t

await further developments,

I should like to note at this point that
although my invocation of Searle's notion of constitut-

ive rules is subject to further discussion, it has a
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prima facie appeal arising from the way it meshes with

the distinction between use and standing which I have
attributed to Winch. One might say: a constitutive
rule establishes the use of a concept; <tThe concept's
standing consists in its occurrence in a constitutive
rule. Of course, nothing so crude as this will

ultimately do; it can be seen only as an adumbration.

However, it is a further part of its appeal that at least

one point which at first sight counts against such
meshing, on closer examination offers some degree of
promise. Searle's examples of rule-constituted act-
ivities - playing chess, making promises ~ are
limited and specific, and seem remote from the sweeping
conception of a form of life, Moreover, they clearly

admit the common medium of communication which Kekes

gsees as troublescme for Winch. But then we turn to the

hint which I mentioned above.

Winch says:

In a discussion of Wittgenstein's
philosophical use of language games, Mr.
Rush Rhees points out that to try to account
for the meaningfulness of language solely in
terms of isolated language games is to omit
the important fact that ways of speaking are
not insulated from each other in mutually
exclusive gystems of rules. What can be
said in one context by the use of a certailn
expression depends for its sense on the uses
of that expression in other contexts (diff-
erent language games), Language games are
played by men who have lives to live - lives
involving a wide variety of different
interests, which have all kinds of different
bearings on each other, Because of this,
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what a man says or does may make a difference
not merely to the performance of the activity
on which he is at present engaged, but to his
life and to the lives of other people.

Whether a man sees point in what he is doing
will then depend on whether he is able to see
any unity in his multifarious interests,
activities and relations with other men;

what sort of sense he sees in his life will
depend on the nature of this unity. The
ability to see this sort of sense in life
depends not merely on the individual concerned,
though this is not to say it does not depend
on him at all; it depends also on the poss-
ibilities for making such sense which the
culture in which he lives does, or does
not, provide,

7
For 'form of life' in Winch's writings, we
sometimes seem able to read 'unity' or 'culture' in
roughly the sense those terms have in the passage
quoted; and at other times to read something rather
like 'language game'. The lists of examples and
synonyms which Kekes quotes from Winch illustrate this
variation in scope. Science, art, history and relig-
ion, no matter how obsessively they may be pursued by
individuals, will generally only be a part of the life
of the individual, and a smaller part of the life of
the community in which they are pursued; the life of
a monk, on the other hand, may be thought of as a case
in which, at least in principle, the whole life of the
individuval is an expression of faith, and is in this
representative of the community in which it is pursued.
'Mode of 1life' or 'way of life' may be thought to apply

to a unity or culture; ‘'form of activity', 'category



98

of behaviour' and 'mode of discourse' seem more readily
applicable to language games. Although very often
Winch seems indifferent to the scope of 'form of life'
and its possible cognates, in the passage above he 1is
drawing a reasonably clear distinction, involving a
part-to-whole relation. His warning is against ex-
clusive concentration on the part; he might, by way of
corollary, have warned against exclusive concentration
on the whole. Sc, if Searle's notion of constitutive
rules does not seem readily applicable to the most
sweeping notion of a form of life, it does not follow
that it is not applicable at all. And to the extent
that it applies to something on the scale of ailanguage
game, it might provide a basis on which the necessary
account of the articulation of a form of life could be

developed,

While the above is, strictly speaking, suffic-
ient for my main purpose in this section, Winch's
general position is of sufficient importance in my story
for it to be desirable to consider what force certain
arguments, turning on notions of communication, critic-
ism and rationality, have against him, I shall there-
fore go on to congider the second major criticism of

Winch which Kekes offers.

Thigs criticism is based on the claim that
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positions, beliefs and practices in religion, politics,
nistory and so on, are commonly criticised from the
standpoint of another position, and by extracting rules
from this common practice, and distinguishing reasonable
and unreasonable ways of going about it, one could
present it as a form of life. On this basis Kekes
offers a dilemma:
e.. either forms of life can be criticised
from the point of view of other forms of
life, or they cannot be. In the former
case, magic and religion can be argued to be
irrational without absurdity. In the latter
case, Winch's criticism of the form of life
involving external criticism of other forms
of life is illegitimate. In either case,g
Winch's position collapses.
This criticism, or at least the second horn of the dil-
emma, is very like that which I advanced in the last
section, so I must clearly have some degree of sympathy

with it. lowever, I do not think that Kekes's version

will do,

The dilemma says in effect: concerning the
external criticism of forms of life, either Winch is
wrong or he is right. If he is wrong, thern he 1s wrong;
if he is right, and says that he is right, then he is
wrong to say that he is right, and so he is wrong. It
one takes it seriously, the second horn is a disaster.

If forms of life cannot be criticised from the outside,
then no one does so, though they may make mistakes which

they mistakenly call external criticism of a form of
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life; thus there is no form of life involving external
criticism of other forms of life; +thus in criticising
this mistake Winch does not break his own rule. The
real argument behind this confused presentation seems to
be as follows. It is clearly possible, because it
happens, that people crificise one position from the
standpoint of another: in Winch's terms, they critic-
ise forms of 1life externally. Hence Winch must be
wrong, since he says this is impossible. If he admits
this, fine; if he denies it, we can show that in deny-
ing it he refutes himself by offering external criticism
of a form of life. It may be that he thinks that Winch
himself acknowledges the activities in question by crit-
icising them, that he should accept them as a form of
life, and that the zlleged confusion of Kekes's argument
was in fact just a reflection of the internal confusion

of Winch's position,

Now, it seems obvious that in order to adjud-
icate the point, one would at least have to be clear
upon the difference between one form of life and another,
and in this neither Kekes nor Winch is very helpful.
Winch uses science as an example of a form of life;
but in the light of the quotation referring tc language
games which I gave above, 1t seems clear that only in
the most exceptional circumstances could science be the

totality of the "unity" or "culture" to which he there
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e
refers. To say, as he there does, that the ruléévand
conventions of activities may relate to "a sense of the
significance of human life" does not seem to advance us
very far. Kekes, however, does make an attempt to

move +the discussion on.

He offers a religious and scientific discussion
between two people called Rench and Sinch, who set out,
in a Winchian way, to understand each other's positions,
which turn out to be based, respectively, on the Thirty-
Nine Articles and the hypothetico-deductive method.

But when this is achieved, Sinch says in his heart that
there is no rationality in accepting the Thirty-Nine
Articles, a view which he might then debate with Rench.
In order to clarify the issue, Kekes introduces a
distinction between weak rationality, which consists in
behaving in accordance with some norm, and strong ration-
ality, which consists in behaving in accordance with a

rational norm,

The question he raises concerns the medium in
which such arguments are conducted. He thinks it
cannot be either religious or scientific discourse, and
he takes it that these are the only possibilities Winch
could allow.,. He proposes that the medium is a natural
language, in this case English, that the technical sense

"rational' acquires in religious or scientific discourse

", ..derive from the original, non-technical uses of
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'rational'", and that the debate will usually involve
9

sgme comparison of derivations.

Now, the suggestion that, because 'rational'
has a sense or senses in English it can be used to
decide a religious/scientific dispute sounds rather like
the suggestion that English embodies opinions on what is
and what is not rational, and this is a suggestion that
Winch explicitly rejects. An alternative interpretat-
ion, that the use of 'rational' by English speakers
shows the norms which they take to be rational, would
bring the notion of strong rationality close ® that of
conformity with popular opinion, and this would not

serve Kekes's interest well.

A great deal of the trouble with Kekes's
argument is the obscurity of the target; the way in
which he has set it up affects his talk of 'rationality'.
He begins by making Rench and Sinch as Winchlike as he
can; but since we do not know what exactly a form of
life is, and what are its scope and limits, the force
of saying that they participate in religious and scient-
ific modes of life is unclear, and the way is open for
Kekes to set the scene very much in his own terms: we
do not really know what they can and cannot do, if they

are to remain faithful to Winch.
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Bach understands the other perfectly well, in
the sense that each could understand, present and approp-
riately criticise arguments in the idiom of the other.
Sinch thinks that Rench is only weakly rational: that
he acts in accordance with an unacceptable norm. But
then Sinch participates in a scientific mode of exist-
ence, and the Thirty-Nine Articles are not an acceptable
substitute for hypothetico-deductive method. What
Rench thinks of Sinch's rationality we are not told.

We are told that an answer to Sinch's challenge in
religious terms would be very unsatisfactory indeed;
but apart from the unsatisfactory suggestion that a
natural language may be the path to satisfaction, we
are not told what kind of answer might be satisfactory,
or why it should be supposed that satisfaction was

possible.,

Kekes is now edging away from Winch: he no
longer takes the notion of religious discourse very
seriously. If he did, he might have to say that Rench
could reply only in religious terms, and thus could not
satigfy Sinch, who could accept an answer only in
scientific terms - an answer which might be acceptable
to Winch, and incidentally quite plausible as a descrip-
tion of much "debate" of this sort. But Kekes wants to
show us real debate, and to do this he has to drop Winch

altogether, Religious and scientific discourse, he
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says, are not languages, but technical vocabularies
superimposed on natural language. So when he says

that Rench should not answer in religious terms, and
that Sinch does not conduct his argument ~ in scientific
discourse, he means that they abandon their ‘technical
vocabularies, and use the resources of ordinary English,
And now he is so far from Winch, and frow any serious
notion of a form of life, that the relevance of his
argument is tenuous. He could save it only by showing
clearly, albeit in his own terms, the possibility of
real debate between Sinch and Rench, This possibility,
could it be shown, would be something that Winch would
have to accomodate. But even with the freedom he has
allowed himself to build implicit contradictions of Winch

into his presentation of the case, he fails to show it.

The argument is not to be conducted in scient-
ific discourse, for Sinch is not a fool, and does not
expect to be given an experimental justification for
accepting the Thirty-Nine Articles. But 1f he does
not expect this - and it is not clear thet he would
be a fool if he did, though no doubt he would be dis-
appointed - then what does he expect? Well, he
expects to be shown the derivation of the religious
from the ordinary senses of 'rational', and may complain
if it is too thin-drawn. But what "ordinary senses"

of 'rational!'? Rench can say that religious rationality
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involves conformity to a norm; but this will not do
for Sinch, who must be shown not only that 'rationality'’
in religious contexts has this ordinary sense, but that

it is derived from an crdinary use.

Kekes employs both 'use' and 'sense' in speak-
ing of 'rational', without dréwing a diétinction between
them, I think that this is unfortunate, for this may
well be the real distinction between weak and strong
rationality. One is weakly rational when one observes
the sense of 'rational' - when one acts in conformity
with a norwm. But any use of ‘rational! must involve a
particular norm; and given any use of 'rational',
further cases of weak rationality can be sorted into
those which do and those which do not conform to the same
norm as the given case, 'Rational' is used in discourse
in non-technical language, so it is possible to ask of
any technical use whether the norm it invokes is con-
sistent with the norm of an ordinary use. To find that
it is, is to find that the technical use is strongly
rational - at least, this is what Kekes's argument

seems to say.

But ordinary discourse is indecisive. Regard
for empirical evidence is a significant norm, but so is
regard for intuition or ingight, and one can override

the other in complex ways. Of course, empirical
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evidence is beyond rational challenge in the right sort
of case, but such tautologies do not decide the issue.
Now, if Sinch expects to be shown that the religious
norm is derived from the empirical norm he will be
digappointed. But if he is shown that the religious
norm derives from a norm of intuition, why should we
suppose that he is satisfied by this, rather than that
he extends his doubts to those who employ 'rational' in

this way in their non-technical concerns?

A1l that Kekes does is to extend the unresolved
conflict into domains which might have been thought to
be excluded from the original notions of scientific and
religious modes of existence. In so doing, he does not
show genuine debate to be possible; that Rench and
Sinch both understand these ordinary senses 1is no more
to his point than the initial assumption that they
could understand each other's technical discourse,
unless we have licence to assume that there are no
disagreemente that they express in non-technical English,
with effect on their uses of 'rational', If English
does not embody opinion, the only sense it can give to
'rational' is the weak one; if it does, then it need be
no more common to Rench and Sinch at its non-technical

levels than it was when they spoke technically.

I do not think that Kekes makes the point he
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intends; but it does not follow that he makes no point
at all, The activities of Sinch and Rench, and the
problems they raise, reinforce the doubts about Winch's
ugse of 'form of life' which I expressed above, in relat-
ion to the comments on unity and culture which I +there
quoted, Rench and Sinch have much in common, and
Winch must somehow take this into account; but it is
not easy to see how, if science and religion are really
distinct forms of life, he is to do so. The gulf
between forms of life lies between them, and where

are we to place the things they seem to have in common?

The problem would be solved, to Kekes's
satisfaction, if he could show that it was possible to
criticise one form of life from the standpoint of another,
for this would reduce the gulf to an insignificant crack.,
But the question whether this is possible is confused
rather than clarified by the discussion. In one sense,
of course it is. Sinch can extract from Rench's
discourse those expressions to which he can give some
satisfactory, i.e., ccientific, sense, reconstruct the
argument, and show it to be bad science: he can accuse
Rench of lack of evidence, as Rench can accuse him of
lack of faith. This sort of thing probably makes up
the greatest part of the "immense literature" of relig-
ious and political argument to which Kekes directs

Winch's attention. Neither side need be ignorant of
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the position of the other: +they may know it very well,
and refuse to concede any part of it. To suggest that
because they understand both views, they are somehow
prohibited from speaking or acting in accordance with
either is just nonsense. Yet this is what Kekes does.
He reminds us of such quarrels, then refuses to allow
his sample protagonists either to attack or defend from

the point of view by which they were identified.

On the face of it, he does so because it is
otherwise impossible to see how they could argue with
each other; but of course they can argue with each
other withoutabdicating standpoints. Fach can reiterate
his principles, and deny those of the other; each can
attempt to persuade the other by invoking feelings of
pity or fear or pride; each can abuse the other. of
course, this is not, in a certain restricted sense,
rational argument; but it is not irrational either;
and nowhere has Kekes shown that the criticism which he
wants to count as a form of life must be rational in
that restricted sense. Without this requirement, the
practice of criticising cne form from the standpoint of
another would not need yet a third form to do it in -
it would be preeminently an activity we could perform
at home. If we were not Winchians, then, as Kekes
himself has insisted, we would need a good reason for

seeing the odd behaviour of others as an alternative
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form, and would not need to put our standpoint in
storage during the argument; if we were Winchians,

we would not expect the argument to be rational in the
restricted sense, Only the fact of rational debate
between forms would force us, in either case, to play
by the rules imposed on Sinch and Rench; and that
there is such a fact Kekes has failed to show. S0 why

did Kekes choose this path?

He wishes to refute Winch's claim that one
form of life cannot be criticised from the standpoint of
another, Now, in the sense I suggest above, the claim
is false, and Winch must know this as well as Kekes or I,
else how could he suppose that there were any such
practices as those of the social scientists whom he
criticises? But this will not do for Kekes. He
wants to press home the dilemma that Winch must account
for communication across forms, yet is committed by the
very notion of discrete forms to denying it; and in
this case Winch might argue that there is no communicat-
ion, even where there is a common natural language.

So Rench and Sinch must be supposed to understand each
other. But this is not enough: Winch could allow them
two common languages, without there being a language
shared by the forms themselves. Nothing will do but
that Rench and Sinch compare the validity of their

formg in rational debate. This is what Winch cannot
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allow, so this is what they must be supposed to do.

But the argument stands on its head. That
distinct forms preclude communication, and that commun-
ication is a fact to be accomodated, are not shown by
the discussion of Sinch and Rench, but presupposed in
it. They are said to participate in different forms.
Rut there is no attempt to show what account of their
activities could be given under a theory of forms of
life, or how much of our ordinary descriptions of what
goes on could be accomcdated or explained under such a
theory. We are told that there is a rational issue
between them: "If Sinch is right, then Rench may turn
out to be irrational after alig; we are told that they
can debate it: ".. Sinch may make this view known and
Rench may contest ill; we are told that they abandon
their forms ir the debate. The only possible question
is in what forbidden medium the debate is conducted, so
the notion of a form of life moves from vagueness to

incoherence without the need for any troublesome

attempts at clarification.

Yet there is so much here that Winch might have
accomodated, Clearly, Sinch could criticise Rench as a
bad scientist, neither knowing nor caring what signific-
ance that behaviour had for Rench himself. Less clearly,

he might be right to do so, if this were part of living
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a form of life, as opposed to seeking to understand
other forms, or the notion of a form of life as such.
Clearly, Sinch could come to understand Rench's form of
life, and the significance Rench found in it, and yet
reject it. Clearly, he might atteupt to persuade Rench,
in a non-ratiocinative way, to prefer the scientific
form of life; and he might succeed in this. Much

less clearly, but I think intelligibly, Sinch might

come to think that he and Rench differed in a language
game but shared a form of life. This last suggestion
could cause problems for Winch. It might allow that
the activities of scientific social scisntists of which
he disapproves, and those of philosophical social
scientists which he approves, could be alternative
language games within the same form of life, which would
suggest that he had sadly misunderstood his own thecry;
but it would provide richer resources for dealing with

Kekes.

Now, whether what I have said is clear is
really so, and whether such suggestions as the last are
useful at all, are parts of the general question of what
sort of account can be given of the notion of a form of
life. I have tried to show that, even in its present
form, the notion can blunt the edge of such criticism
a3 Kekes's, even if it cannot wholly furn it aside. I

take the most promising directions of enquiry to have
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emerged in this discussion to be the idea that a
language game account allows the articulation of the
notion of a form of life; +the relationship which I
have suggested exists between this aspect of Winch's
theory and Searle's account of constitutive rules;
and the need to give an acceptable acccunt of the

basis of communication between distinguishable forms.
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CHAPTER 3 A pattern, discoverable in justificatory
regress, can be identified and discussed
by the use of a notion of constitutive

rules.

SECTION 6 A comment on procedure.

The attempt to present forms of life as
organizations of language games requires an account of
language games which shows both how they are disting-
uished and how they are related. That is, one needs to
show, with respect to some universe of discourse, both
that it is in a certain sense partitioned or discontinu=-
ous, and that it is in a certain related sense integrat-
ed or continuous, and that both these senses are
explained by the notion of a language game. There are
two more or less complementary ways in which the attempt
might be made, both of which could be explained by
reference to the Wittgensteinian background to this way

of stating the task.

That such an explication of the notion of a
form of life is reasonably consistent with Wittgenstein's
use of the expression is shown not only by such judgments
as that of Rush Rhees quoted above, but also by such
comments of Wittgenstein's as "We see that what we call

"sentence" and "language'" has not the formal unity that
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I imagined, but is the family of structures more or less
1
related to one another",

One method of approach is that implied by the
aphorism "Don't ask for the meaning, ask for the use";
and explicit in his comments when considering the notion
of games. We can attempt to show what it is that we do
and say under certain circumstances; and perhaps, as an
extension of +this method, what it is we might do or say,
or the extent to which we could decide what to do or say,
in unusuval circumstances, or in circumstances in which
the point of our activities were somehow different. It
is in the context of such an endeavour that one can most
easily understand his suggestion that philosophy simply
puts everything before us. In such a process, we rely
upon acceptance of our identification of activities, a
point which is significant for that notion of a constit-
utive rule which I mentioned above, and will discuss in
more detail in this chapter. There is a relation
between the notion of such rules as prescriptive and
behaviour directing, and as descriptive, or as providing

the basis upon which identifications are possible.

At one point, Wittgenstein says:

Let us now examine the following kind of
language game: when A gives B an order B
has to write down a series of signs accord-
ing to a certain formation rule. The first
of these eries is meant to be that of the2
natural numbers in decimal notation.
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Now, B's following this rule is his doing a

5
certain thing - "'obeying a rule' is a practice'.
But our saying what he does =~ our identifying his

practice as writing down the natural numbers in decimal
notation - is equally a practice related to that rule,
and exhibiting our agreement in it. This relationship
will recur from time to time, first in the form of the
suggestion, by Scheffler, of an indeterminacy between
empirical statement and definition; second in the form
of the question whether Searle's constitutive rules
license prescriptions or descriptions; and in other
ways. At present, its point is that it explains the
sense in which an identification might be accepted in
such contexts as this: it will be accepted to the
extent that it identifies what we do or say, or might
under some chkrcumstances do or say, in ways that are
accepted as expressions of the rule that the activities
in question express. Thus in this approach one tells
stories of real or imaginary activities, hoping first
for assent, and second to show, through that assent,

significant features of the case.

The second approach is that which in
Wittgenstein takes the form of describing simple language
games which we might imagine being played, although we
do not actually play them. These games have, in his

view, a limited function. He says this of them,
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Our clear and simple language-games are not
preparatory studies for a future regulariz-
ation of language - as 1t were first approx-
imations, ignoring friction and air-resistance.
The language-games are rather set up as ob%ects
of comparison which are meant to throw light on
the facts of our language by way not only of
similarities, but also of dissimilarities.

For we can avoid ineptness or emptiness in
our assertions only by presenting the model
as what it is, an object of comparison - as,
so to speak, a measuring-rod; mnot as a pre-
conceived idea to which reality must 4
correspond.,

However, I want to suggest that, although such
a "model" is not something to which reality must corresp-
ond, it is something to which reality might come to
correspond. We might set out a language game which
people chose to play, so that what we presented as an
object of comparison became one of the family. And,
if our model were suitable, it might allow the playing
of a philosophical game. That is, while it is extremely
improbable that the model would provide a substitute for
all the games that people play, it might substitute for
some of the games that philosophers play, if they came
to see it as providing a rule by which they acted and
identified; though it might not regularise language, it

might come to count as a philosophical thesis.

In this chapter, I shall employ both of these
approaches. In Section 7, I shall offer an account of
what it is that goes on in the context of jJjustification-

ary regress, and suggest that we might see the regress
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as concerned with just that sort of federation of games
that might constitute a form of life. In Section 9, I
shall consider Searle's notion of constitutive rules as
the basis of a formal model of language games united in
a form of life, and thus of a playable philosophical
game, Following my practice in Chapter 2, I shall in
Sections 8 and 10 consider fairly specific criticisms
of the views expressed in the preceding sections, with
the intention both of defending the views, and finding
in the criticisms some basis of clarification or

improvement,
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SECTION 7 Consideration of the justificationary
regress leads to the recognition of "ways
of acting" in which both belief and con-

vention are involved.

In that part of the discussion of Section 2
which concerned the views of W.W. Bartley, I noted his
view that relativistic commitment arose from inability to
terminate the regress generated by the acceptance of
justificatien as the basis of rationality. I also
noted that the problem of justificationary regress was
taken by Bartley to require for its solution an absolute
rather than a relative notion of justification. This
is a coumon attitude. Quinton, for example, gives an
account of philosophical theory of knowledge as ".. bound
up with the idea that knowledge as a whole is a hierarch-
ical system". He pictures Aristotelian contexts of
relative knowledge modelled on geometry being collected
as by ".. Plato's conception of dialectic as a sovereign
study in which the relative axioms ... of particular
bodies of knowledge give up their status as axioms on
being derived from an absolute and all-inclusive set of
first principleg". That this is his own view becomes
clear when, in his discussion of the numerous distinct
systems which were later formed, he says:

The only objectively logical ground for choice

between them was their comparative economy in..

axioms and primitive terms. The idea that one
set might be epistemologically prefer&ble to
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the others ... was lost sight of. This
formal relativism about systems of formal
truths passed over into the analysis of
factual truth ... in the face of disputes
about the nature of the basic factual
statements ... Carnap ... put forward a
principle of tolerance, allowing that any
formally satisfactory systematization of
knowledge was as good as any other ...
since the dispute about foundations was
resolved in this radical way, by denying
the significance of the question at issue,
philosophers interested in logical system-
atization have in effect abandoned an 3
interest in knowledge.

The instrument of the regress is scepticism:
the notion of justification turns on the notion of
challenge. Thus Quinton develops the comments above
be reference to "sceptical challenge"; and even
Rescher, in the course of a detailed defence of coherence
theory of truth, takes account of the "spectre of
scepticism", which he represents as leading to questions
like ".. how can there ever be a secure standard of
rational acceptance? How can we secure such a standard
save by appealing to another standard - and then again
onwards until ultimately some unjustified standard is

irrationally accepted?".

One should first see that this absolutism is
itself a guiding principle. It is not an integral part
of a sceptic~induced regress of justification. The
sceptic may base his approach on the assumption of a
liability for justification attaching to claims gener-

ally, and proceed by requiring that justifications be
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actually given; but this is the 1limit of his substantive
commitment. He may suggest evidence contrary to a claim,
where this evidence is such as ought to be acceptable to
the proponent of the claim; but it is not his business

to deny claims. Hence scepticism i1s not a process

suited to falsifying views, or even to casting doubt on
them, Even if it is assumed that the demand for Just-
ification must outrun supply, the outcome can only be a
body of unjustified claims. This is not a demonstration
of their falsity; it is not even a reason for abandon-
ing them, Scepticism is an instrument by use of which
to induce a justificationary regress we can show something
of the structure in which our initial claims were made.
The question whether we require some total structure
allowing absolute justification if we are to accept any-

thing at all as a justification is another matter.

In my discussion of Bartley, I have already
suggested that the structures revealed in a Jjustificat-
ionary regress are not simply linear, or something like
tree diagrams in which each step is of much the same sort
as the others; but that justifications come in clusters.
Some thing similar is implicit in the comments quoted
from Quinton, though his concern is only with the kind
of clustering represented by explanatory theories. I
think it is possible to see that the clustering of just-

ifications is more complex than this, and that its effects
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include not just the ways in which we attempt to defend
the claims we make about the world, but also the ways
in which we find it possible to talk about the world.
It might be helpful to consider an imaginary example of
conflicting claims, in which these aspects of contexts

of justification can be exhibited.

Suppose that my motor car displays a mechanic-
al defect - it misses fire to such an extent that 1
can no longer coax it up even a moderate gradient -
and I take it to a garage, where I consult a motor
mechanic., Suppose further that after inspection, he
delivers the following report: the trouble is that
fairies are finding their way into the engine and steal-
ing the sparks, a thing they often do in order to
re-ignite fireflies that have gone out. The best
solution would be to carry some spark-emitting device
on the car so that they did not need to get into the

engine,

The interestingly problematic feature of this
situation is not that what I am told is false. We may
suppose that my views are in conflict with those of the
mechanic, so that I take his report to be false, do not
adopt the remedy proposed, and, should there be any
apparent sign that the proposed remedy is effective, T

seek an alternative explanation. But the report could
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have been false in less bizarre ways. I might have been
told that the plugs were defective when in fact the
distributor was at fault, without seeing the case as in
any interesting way problematic. In fact, it would be
much more appropriate to call this sort of mistake a
false report; the original supposition raises questions
not so much about the truth of the report, as about the

bagsis on which truth is attributed to reports.

Nor is the problem adequately identified by
saying that demands for justification expose a body of
background belief divergent from that commonly held by
motor mechanics, so that we should go on to see which of
the divergent beliefs is susceptible of further justific-
ation. Mechanics might differ, in ways affecting the
practice of their trade and their successful performance
in it, and we might represent their differences as such
precisely because we understood the criteria under which
they would compete for justification; but this does not

seem to be that sort of case,

We can, of course, compare this report with a
more conventional one by seeing which proposed remedy
works; Dbut this process will not be like that of
checking to see whether it is the plugs or the distrib-
utor which is at fault. Even if the proposed remedy

appeared to work - that is, if the car ran



123

satisfactorily after it had been put into effect -

and such conventicnal remedies as were tried did not
work, I should not take this as establishing the claims
about fairies against the competing normal account of
the way an engine works. I should be puzzled, no
doubt; but hardly convinced about the exigtence of
fairies. Nor would the mechanic's further success
compel me to accept his beliefs, though there might
come a point at which his record of guccess constituted

a reason for me to change my beliefs in some way.

The attribution to myself of this conservat-
ive attitude is not entirely a psychological hypothesis.
T am to some extent committed to conservatism by my first
statement of the case. In this statement I made use of
such terms as 'motor car', 'mechanic', 'misses fire',
and So on. These expressions, together with a number
of others, draw part of their meaning from their use in
the context of activities concerned with the restoration
of function, and to the extent that to be a motor
mechanic is to be one who restores the function of a
certain kind of thing, there would be some pressure to
change the use of 'motor mechanic', and certainly a
substantial change in the connotations of the term, if
it were to be the case that established procedures for
restoring function ceased to work, and other guite
different procedureg succeeded. These notions of

success relate the terms to various norms and conventions
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of behaviour, and notions of function, so that our view

of their applicability is not only disturbed by a break-
down in expected outcomes, but by improper attitudes:

a conservationist who said cars ran best when they were

wrecked, and proceeded to wreck them in the interests of
environmental conservation, could not be called a motor

mechanic.

The terms also draw meaning from their use in
contexts that might be loosely described as scientific -
that is, in which certain ontological assumptions and
heuristic principles are parametric. If the procedures
found to be effective in restoring function were to
change in the radical way supposed in the example, and
if this were accepted as good reason for accepting the
explanation my imaginary mechanic proposed, this would
involve to some degree the abandonment of these para-
meters, and hence a change in the sense of the fterms

employed in describing the situation.

On this account, in accepting the mechanic's
report fully, for whatever reason, I would effectively
change the meaning of the terms in which the situation
was initially described, and hence change my account of
what the situation in fact was. Although this change
may appear to be in some degree required in order to

retain the place of the terms in function-restoring
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activities, even this is not clear, since the function
which was to be restored -~ +the engine's smooth runn-
ing - must be identified in terms that are themselves
to some extent affected by the changes in sense affecting
the cluster of relevant terms generally. Thus 1 will
not be in a position to assert that the lost function

has been restored, since this assertion would require

the use of a seriously ambiguous term to refer to the
function: a term which occurred once in its abandoned,

and once in its new sense.

Even to say that one function had been replaced
by another might be difficult, since the new network of
terms might make it hard to use any term to refer to
running in the way the old term did; as, for instance,

a scientific world-view makes it hard to refer by the use

of 'magic', except perhaps in a Pickwickian sense.

Thus my conservatism involves not just a
desire to retain a body of accustomed belief, but a need
to maintain continuity of reference. The situation is
much more complex than one in which a mistake has been
made, or a demand for justification has been rejected
arbitrarily. The problem is not that I cannot know
that the mechanic's claims are false unless I know that
all the claims upon the basis of which I reject them are

true. The problem is that, appearances to the contrary
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notwithstanding, I cannot make sense of his claims in

the context in which they have arisen. Or, in other
terms: +the mechanic and I do not look at the same things
in order to see which of us knows what he is talking
about; it is rather that until we know what we are
talking about, we dc not know whether we look at the

same ‘things.

Hence one might suggest that the function of
a common use of 'knowledge' is connected to relative
rather than absolute notions of justification; that it
serves to preserve the sense and reference of critical
terms in a domain of discourse; that this is effected
through the preservation of the bodies of belief and
convention which direct the use of the terms in
question; and that these bodies of belief and conven-
tion comstitute the contextual features of this ordin-
ary use which systematic scepticism has traditionally
been thought to place unjustifiably at risk. On the
account suggested here, it can be seen that, since
conceivably one might have held to other beliefs and
conventions, the sceptic i1s not merely mischievous, but
justified in asking why these, in particular, are held;
but since what is at risk is not one or more specific
beliefs so much as an accustomed way of acting in the
world, resistance to the sceptic is not mere dogmatism,

and the task of providing further justification 1is more
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complex than it was when the sceptical challenge could

be answered within that way of acting.

A formally similar answer occurs to Rescher,
who suggests that we cope with the sceptic by
... recognizing that the things one rationally
accepts are not of a piece. Specifically,
it is necessary to give careful heed to the
distinction between theses on the one hand
and methods on the other..... we justify
the acceptance of specific theses because
(ultimately) they are validated by the
employment of a certain method - on our
view the scientific method as codified in 5
the coherence approach.
His account of the significant distinction and context
is not, of course, quite like mine; but it shares the
concern with the significance of notions of relative
justification, and the concern that we see clearly that
to challenge a context of relative justification is to
enter into a debate of a very different kind from that

conducted within that context.

I shall henceforth use the expression 'way of
acting', used informally above, as a technical term for
a context of relative justification, taking it, in a way
suggested by my imaginary example above, that the ident-
ification and explanation of objects and events in a way
of acting is in terms of an interactive body of belief
and convention, which might be said to be constitutive
of a way of acting in that its defence introduces a

significant discontinuity into the justificationary
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While my imaginary example provides the
nccagion for the introduction of the term 'way of acting',
it is not offered as a satisfactory sample. One can
readily see that involvement with motor cars, were this
accepted as a way of acting, would be neither distinct
from other ways of acting at the same theoretical level,
nor discontinuous with ways of acting at other theoret-
ical levels. The notion of a way of acting can be in
some degree improved by seeing why this is so, and that
there can be potential ways of acting to which such

criticism does not apply.

The first criticism is that activifties involv-
ing motor cars are not distinct in terms of the beliefs
and conventions they involve, Many of the propositions
relevant to activities involving motor cars would be
equally relevant to activities involving trains and
bicycles; and though to a lesser degree would overlap
with the propositions which were in the same sense
constitutive of the contexts in which most of my other
forms of activity were conducted. The second criticism
is that, since the mechanical principles in question in
such a case are specific examples of more general law-
like statements, and the conventions in use are specific

applications of more gemeral principles of conduct, the



122

context of activities involving motor cars is not in

any important sense discontinuous with more theoretical
levels of discourse. Hence the notion of a way of
acting, so far as it depends for its substance on this
example, may be vacuous, and in any case cannot support
claims about the loss of sense and reference, of the kind

made above.

The seriousness of the first criticism depends
upon the length to which it can be pressed. Nothing
important happens if the context is required to embrace
motor cycles as well as motor cars, and considerable
harmless extension beyond this seems possible. However,
if it could be shown that such a way of acting was not
distinguishable, in the sense of being constituted by a
distinct body of belief and convention, from any other
way of acting, then 'way of acting' would be perfectly
general, as I take 'form of life' to be perfectly
general when used to refer to some totality or unity;
and the entire weight of the notion would fall upon the

notion of a distinction between theoretical levels.

Pending further discussion, a case, of a
preliminary sort, for saying that the notion of a way of
acting cannot be extended to total vacuity can be based
on those ways of acting which provided the easiest basis

for the discussion of constitutive rules in the past:
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i.e., games such as chess. If playing chess can be
defended as a distinct way of acting in the sense so far
suggested, as I think it clearly can, then there are at
least two ways of acting, and the expression is open to
the kind of use I have given it. However, the question
how ways of acting are to be distinguished that are more
gsignificant and less stylized than chess remains an

important one.

Prima facie, the second criticism is directly

effective against my present line of argument. If the
path of justification leads from appeal to a mechanical
principle in support of a judgment that a particular
situation exemplifies that principle to appeal to a more
general law in support of the particular mechénical
principle which is held to be an application of that
law, there seems to be no reason to say that the path

is discontinuous; and the same can be said of a path

leading through conventions of increasing generality.

Briefly put, a possible answer is as follows.
From the fact that empirical beliefs and conventions are
interactive at a certain theoretical level, and both can
be presented as derivable from more gemeral beliefs and
conventions, it does not follow that these more general
beliefs and conventions are similarly interactive. We

may take empirical beliefs about motor cars into account
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in formulating conventions for their use: we might,

for example, determine speed 1imits-in part by reference
to tables of minimum stopping distances .at various
speeds. The tables we use might be explainable as
instances of more general laws, dealing perhaps with
friction or the conservation of energy, and speed
regulations might be explainable as as instances of more
general conventions of regard for the welfare of others;
but it does not seem that these groups of relatively
general and fundamental claims are in any significant
way interactive. Moreover, if, as this sequence seems
to suggest, our empirical defence path might lead us
eventually to propose theories regarding the behaviour
of sub-atomic particles, it is not even clear what an
interactive relationship between these theories and the
most general conventions of behaviour could be like.

The notion of a way of acting involved the context of a
body of interactive belief and convention, and it

cannot be preserved when the interaction is lost,

Hence the distinctness of ways of acting at different
theoretical levels, as evidenced by discontinuity in the

regress of justification, can be maintained.

A way of acting, as so far discussed, offers a
unit distinct within, yet related to, the general body
of our activity and discourse, Consistent with the
Winchian model I have proposed to use - and indeed

with the Davidsonian view of the identity of objects of
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propositional attitudes mentioned in Sectiomn 2 - a
way of acting includes ways of identifying objects in
which are established both sense and reference in a
context-relative way. A way of acting provides a
context of relative justification, and turns the problem
of absolute justification into the problem of justifying
ways of acting. It is no doubt because of this last
point that Quinton, in the discussion already guoted,
sees claims about distinguishable kinds of knowledge as
yet another sceptical challenge. Taking the logical gap
between physical object talk and sense impression talk
as an example of a justificatory discontinuity, he
proposes solutions. Most interestingly, he mentions,
as one concerned with the gap, Waismann, of whom he says:
He sees the gaps as indicating the lines of
fracture between various strata in language
within which, but not between which, strict
logical relations obtain, Rejecting
intuitionism and reductionism, he allows
that evidence from one side of a gap can
support, in an unanalysed way, hypothgses 6
about what lies on the other side of 1it.
Ways of acting are not solely strata of language, though
given the significance which I have attributed to the
systems of descriptions through which reference is
secured, it is clear that I shall employ claims about
such strata in distinguishing ways of acting. Thus
an account of the logical and conceptual relations which
obtain within and between ways of acting will be the main

part of the development of my account of ways of acting

and forms of life, commenced later in this chapter, and



developed in Part II.

Before attempting this development, I shall
consider an objection which might have force against even
the preliminary outline of the notion of a way of acting
so far offered, by attacking the assumed relationship

between belief, sense and reference on which it rests.
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SECTION 8 An objection to the notion of ways of
acting based on extensionalism involves
implicit abstraction, and an inadequate

notion of individuation.

Essentially, the objection I wish to consider,
while allowing some change in the sense of expressions
as a consequence of change in the context of belief,
denies the alleged effect on reference. It might
suggest that although in some sense of 'means', a
sentence like "I took my car to a mechanic, and now it's
running well" means one thing to me if my background
beliefs are scientific and another if they are magical,
this does not show that the things or events to which
terms like 'car', 'mechanic' and 'runs' refer vary
accordingly. Indeed, it is a condition of our under-
standing statements like that made in the first part of
the preceding sentence that we suppose reference to be
preserved. If we could not take it to be the state-
ment that different beliefs were held with regard to the

same things, we would not know how to take it at all.

Very much this point is made by Israel Scheffler,
in terms of distinctions between category and hypothesis,
and between individuating and categorizing. He says:

+ s« SUpPpose two theorists with non-overlapping

category systems.... we are not .. driven to

describe them as necessarily observing
different things ... A category ... both



135

delimits items to be recognized, and sorts
them ... the same form of individuation into
separate things may be shared, over a given
range, by two non-identical categories....
Nor does anything prevent us from trying to
explain the genesis of categorizations
differing wholly in individuvation: we may
characterize their divergent 1tems as having
been differently composed out of elements ’
admitted by us.

So, both the scientific and magical view of things might,
though they involve different hypotheses, employ the same
categories; even if they differ in categories, they may
agree in individuation; and even if they don't do that,
we may still be able to cope: one party can learn to
recognise the individuals the other recognises, even if

this seems to him an odd way to divide up the world.

This line leans heavily upon the distinction
between category and hypothesis. Scheffler says:

Conceptualization .... links up with the
notion of category and, also, the very
different notion of hypothesis. The very
same category system 1s, surely, compatible
with alternative, and indeed conflicting
hypotheses .... Conversely, the same set of
hypotheses may be formed compatibly with
different category systems .... Simply to

set up an alphabetical filing system for
correspondence is not yet to determine how
tomorrow's correspondence will need to be
filed. Conversely, to guess that the next
letter will need to be filed under "E" or "L"
is a prediction that may be made whether or 5
not we: have~a place for "X" in our system.

There is much in this that is reminiscent of
Winch's Wittgensteinian distinction between agreement in

a form of life or language, and agreement in opinion, in
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which the former is prerequisite for the latter, but does
not guarantee 1it. Agreement in a category system is
consistent with disagreement over distribution; agree-
ment or disagreement over distribution requires agree-
ment in a category system, though, on Scheffler's account,
we can see what is going on even in the case of non-
overlapping category systems providing there is agree-
ment in a form of individuation. The dispute between
Scheffler and Winch may be presented as a dispute over
the notion of meaning. For Winch, meaning is primarily
sense, established in a language structure; for
Scheffler, it is primarily reference. He summarises
the argument from meaning which he opposes thus:
A category term .. derives its meaning from
its role within a language system; its
meaning is not an atomic somewhat, mysterious-
ly linked to its physical character. But
then to alter the language system in any way 3
is to alter the meaning of the category term.
He argues against this view, saying:
In sum, though connotative meaning is relative
to language, it may remain fixed through
alterations of belief; opposing theorists
may employ selected synonymous terms, and

indeed the same language system, though 4
holding conflicting beliefs.

Since Winch does not think that language
structures forbid disagreement in opinion, this conclus-
ion is not one which he would be obliged to deny, though
it is no doubt intended to conflict with such views as

his; but it does not express Scheffler's main point.
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He goes on to suggest that the conclusion is strength-
ened by thinking of meaning as reference rather than as
sense, identity of reference surviving, he suggests,

both changes of belief and changes of synonymy relations.

One might ask at this point what it can come to

to say that a category system is "consonant with any
) 5

distribution which the data may form in actuality", if
category terms are defined extensionally, for it is not
easy to see how the distinction between the definition
of categories and the actual distribution of individuals
is to be drawn, and this distinction carries much of the
weight of Scheffler's position. He does say that

... the classification of any scientific

proposition as definition or empirical truth

is .. largely a matter of choice in the

interests of convenient systematic present-

ation for the purposes at hand; nothing

beyond referential relations need, in any 5

event, be taken into account.
But the problem is not whether extensionalism can cope
with both definitions and empirical truths; it 1is
rather that by meeting the question above by calling on
a notion of purposes at hand, this line makes the notion
of purposes at hand so powerful that Winch, for whom such
a notion is centrally significant, or I, who build it
into the notion of a way of acting, begin to appear as
champions of objectivity rather than as its foes.

Some further consideration of Scheffler's argument may

help to make this point.



138

The only hypotheses he considers as possibly
expressed through a category system are of the form
'Category C has n members'. These, he says, affect our
judgments of the usefulness of a system; and we may
revise the system if they prove false, say, by dropping
the "X" in our letter filing system. He says:

Acceptance of the scheme may be said, then,

to be based on the hope that no category ...

will remain empty; yet the scheme itself
does not prejudge the satisfaction of this
hope but rather allows perfectly well for the

expression of its frustration as a certain 7
sort of distribution.

Now, it is not immediately clear how this state
of affairs might have come about: whether because we
have received no letters from Xanthippe or Xerxes, or
no letters about xylophones or xebecs. This 1s not a
gquibble: the expression "an alphabetical filing system
for correspondence" does not adequately identify a system
of categories, but only a set of labels that might be
applied to categories. It is thus fairly easy to think
that the only respect in which category systems might
express hypotheses is the one that Scheffler suggests.
The example supports a treatment of a category system as
a set of sets, in which we can find out anything we need
to know about the set - indeed, all that we can know in
the context provided - by counting members. We find,
of course, that we cannot learn, just from the statement

that a domain of particulars is organized into sets on an
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unstated basis, what the cardinal number of any set will
be, whether any set will be null, or of which set a
randomly selected particular will be a member. We

are therefore to infer that category systems do not
embody or prejudge hypotheses. It is also easy to see
the creation of category systems as arbitrary, and to
suppose that "... the same sort of arbitrariness, if

8
such it be, characterizes all intellectual creation".

Scheffler makes his comments on' the notion of
a category system abstracted from all considerations of
its use: from questions concerning its acceptance, and
from questions concerning the purposes at hand. But
an abstracted notion may not be an independent notion;
and Scheffler's conclusions run counter to the back-
ground knowledge which we need in order to understand
him, We know what an "alphabetical system for filing
correspondence" ig, and we can see the sense in which it
ig arbitrary, and the distribution of letters is contin-
gent. But this is because we know what correspondence

is.

We know that the alphabet can be of use in
filing correspondence, and we might suspect that it
would be odd to keep empty files, while other files
bulged awkwardly; and taking this for granted, we might
be drawn into Scheffler's little world, where what really

matters about correspondence is the number of items
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that wind up in each file. But if we begin to reflect
upon what counts as an item of correspondence, or its
content, or the point of filing it, or why a folder
with a letter of the alphabet inscribed on it should
count as a file, or what it was for a file to count as

a category, we might begin to see the filing system as

a partial expression of the body of belief and conven-
tion within which the activity of exchanging corresp-
ondence 1s carried on. These beliefs and conventions
are not changed in the light of contingent features of
our actual correspondence, because nothing that counted
as correspondence could conflict with them; and it is
only because we understand them that 'alphabetical
filing system for correspondence' makes any sense to us.
It may be reasonable to abstract the notion of a filing
system from the context in which it is a meaningful one
in order to make certain points about it; but the point
that the system is independent of the intensional features

of the context is not one that can be made in this way.

Scheffler's use of abstraction would be less
worrying if the extensionalism which supports it were
itsellf independently supported; but it is not. The
argument which supports the claims on constancy of
meaning, particularly meaning as reference, gquoted above,
is persuasive and perfunctory. He says, in effect,

that we should not think of category systems as sets of
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boxes so arranged that we cannot change one without
changing all the others. He says that boxes that are
similar in some respect before a change may remain
similar, in that respect, after the change; and

suggests that we will be more convinced of this if we
stop looking at boxes, and lock instead at the things
that go in them. But it is not at all clear that this
is so. Even if the similarity in question is similarity
of content, as one suspects it is, one would need to be
assured that the similarity was not being preserved Dby
putting things in the wrong boxes; and how one is to

be assured of this without attending to the boxes as well

as the things is unclear.

T take this to be the view of the commentator
who remarks of Scheffler that:

.. he does not produce any substantial
arguments for this confidence in the refer-
ential constancy of scientific terms....
References do, after all, depend on sSenses ...
It seems quite open for someone of relativist
inclinations to maintain that the referential
values of scientific terms are as theory-
dependent as their senses, varying whenever
the theory in which they are used 1is
modified.... there will always be new and

as yet unexamined instances ... for them to
apply to. And this makes it difficult to see
how their referential values can be fixed by
'agreement on particular cases' - Wwe
obviously cannot fix the referential value of
such a scientific term by simply laying down
that it applies to each and every one of a 9
given number of identified individuvals.

Another aspect of Scheffler's use of
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abstraction arises directly from his distinction between
a category system itself, and its acceptance. Having
made this distinction one can say that any hypothesis
bearing on the usefulness of a system of categories 1is
is to do with its acceptance, and the system itself

can be anything at all. Presumably, a system of filing

all letters under "A" would be all right as a systemn,

though it would be acceptable only to one who hoped

(or hypothesised) that all his letters would be fileable
in such a system, or that he would get so few letters
that 1t did not matter. But all that this makes clear
is that the notion of a system of categories, abstracted
from all considerations which bear upon its acceptance,

is not a significant notion.

As an alternative way of making this point, one
might say that Scheffler's use of the distinction between
category and hypothesis works only for unaccepted systems
of categories; +to consider a system as accepted is to
consider it not in itself, whatever that may mean for an
in-principle-arbitrary artefact, but as a partial
expression of a way of acting, and thus as a partial
expression of a body of belief and convention. of
course there is a distinction between category and
hypothesis: +this is just to say that we can draw upon
category systems for the terms of statements which can

be true or false, a proposition which no relativist has
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denied. And these statements may be Jjust those concern-
ing the distribution of particulars over categories that
Scheffler suggests, although not if we were to suppose
that category-terms were extensionally defined. On

the whole, I think that, far from providing a convincing
case against the.view that beliefs and category structures
are related in the way that my account of ways of acting
suggests, Scheffler reinforces it by showing how important
the role of purposes at hand and the point of activities
is, in providing a context from which intelligible

abstractions can be made.

The other main line of his argument concerned
the distinction between categorization and individuation,
and presented the latter as significantly independent of
the former. We may, he suggests, allot the same
individuals to a variety of category systems. Again,

a commonplace truth covers a major mistake. Of course,
we might vary our filing system for correspondence in a
number of ways, but keep in it the same letters. But
all that is happening here is that we are considering
variations in a sorting system applied to something
which is already individuated in terms of categories.

We can vary our use of the alphabet; but a letter of
the alphabet is not one of the categories which allows
individuation to work here. I understand the ways of

acting in which corresponding and filing correspondence
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have a place; I know, therefore, how to carry out the
kind of individuation Scheffler's example requires; but
this is not clearly distinct from my understanding of

relevant categories.

I could not sort items if I could not individ-
vate them; but it is not clear that I could andividuate
them without some idea of how they might be sorted. I

individuate items in the first place as things of a

certain sort - roughly, as correspondence relevant to
certain ways of acting. I must know about the ways of
acting in order to perform the individuation. I must

know about the general business of correspondence, so
that I do not clog the cabinets with lunch-wrappers ,

or treat each page of a letter as a separate individual,
or include the boss's wife's shopping list, or my own
private love-letters. But if I know this much, T

also know a good deal about the way individuals are to
be classified: I know why categories like "vertebrate"
will not do; I know why classifying items by the colour
of their paper or ink is unhelpful; I know which of
their features and relations give point to the activity
of filing them; so I know at least something about the

ways in which they can be categorized.

More generally, it will not do to suppose that

we might pick things out just as things, with all
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gquestions of sort yet to come. First one must try to
understand what 'thing' might be doing in such a claim.
Does it indicate a reliance on the most general sort,

or an attempt to use a notion of an individual which

is "pure": something recognised as an individual without
being sorted at all, which must mean without being
characterized in any way, since to predicate anything

of it, say, being red, would entail that it was at least

of one sort, say, extended or visible?

Of course, I can individuate without being
sure of, or even considering, all the categories to which
the individuwal might belong. I can piek out something
in the fog, and think it is a truck; but perhaps it is
a building or a clump of trees, or perhaps Jjust a trick
of the light. In any case, I may be sure that it is a
public object - +that is, I pick it out ag a public
object. I may be wrong even about this, but I do not
think that matters. The question is not whether I
must be certain, or right, but whether I can pick some-
thing out without picking it out as something. I
cannot pick it out unless I can predicate something of
it, however tentatively, and in that case I must pick
it out as an individual of some sort -~ of the sort

of which such predications are possible.

This discussion perhaps seeums to suggest that
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the most generally successful account of individuation
would require the most general categories, so that talk
of picking out things as such may in the end be possible.
This is not so. There is the general point that while
more general categories are easier to apply in cases
where specific detail is unclear, they coupensate by
being more heavily theory loaded. It is easier to

pick out the thing seen in the fog as a public object than
as a truck; but one cannot learn to use 'public object’
as simply as one can learn to use 'truck', and it is no
advantage to Scheffler to clutter up individuation in

this way. There is, however, a more important point.

Scheffler's general position requires that we
be able to say things like: "This is the same individ-
ual that last week was categorized in one way, and 1is
now categorized differently": 1t expresses his opposit-
ion to the notion that by shifting categories we might
lose our ability to refer to the same individual. He
therefore requires a notion of individuation which is
strong enough to imply reidentifiability. This requires
the use of relatively narrow and specific categories, and
specific information about the sort of thing in question.
T need to know that a gap of a week between sightings
does not rule out their being sightings of the same
giraffe, but may rule out their being sightings of the

same may-fly.
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Generally, the wider the category, the less of
this sort of information it provides. Animals live for
varying periods, and some of them change in ways that
others do not. If I know of two sightings only that
they were sightings of animals, I do not know how to
decide whether they were sightings of the same animal.
For a very wide category, like public objects, the case
is worse. Some public objects, like light flashes, may
be of very brief duration; others, like mountains,
persist for a long time. For some, like billiard
balls, the observer can change position to some extent
without affecting the question of reidentification; for
others, like mirror-images, he cannot. It is easy, in
the sense previously mentioned, to pick something out
Just as a public object. It is not so easy to pick out
the same public object again - for this one needs

finer categories.

So not only does one need categories in order
to individuate; in order to use 'same individual' as
Scheffler must one needs fairly narrow and specific
categories. Even the attempt to deal with this by
supposing that referential force could be established
by agreement on particular cases, criticised by
Papineau in the passage quoted above, will not do, for
it also relies ultimately on the notion that different

judgments apply to the same individual.
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Part of the trouble is that Scheffler does
not take the notion of a gystem of categories serious-
ly. In themselves, category systems, as he explains
them, are purely formal and essentially arbitrary
artefacts. It is not clear that one could design any
set of rules which must be satisfied by anything that
was to count as a system of categories. This, on my
account, is because all the systematic features of
category systems have been left behind in the context
from which he abstracted the notion. The point of
having filing systems is part of the context in which
such systems are accepted, and from which the "system
itself" is abstracted. That what is so abstracted is
not in any serious sense systematic is convenient for
his argument, at least as long as we continue to draw
upon background understandings for persuasive evidence
that there is something significant to be said about the

system in itself and unaccepted.

The general view I wish to express 1s that
to see what is systematic in a system of categories
requires some understanding of the way of acting in which
that category system has a point. It is a view which
Scheffler himself seems to endorse when he says that
",.. meaning is not .... a function simply of the
physical constitution of terms; it depends also on the

10
human context within which they are used", though he has
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little to say about this context and the nature of its

role,

The importance -~ 1indeed, the over-riding
importance - of the background context of human
activity can be indicated by a further comment on
Scheffler's thesis of the indeterminacy of propositions

as empirical truths or definitions being resolvable

as a matter of convenience for the purposes at hand.

I have already suggested that the indeterminacy thesis
clashes with his extensionalism, the latter requiring at
least some category-membership statements to be defin-
itions; but there is another way to make the point that
problems created inside his account require a notion

like that of ways of acting for their treatment,.

The indeterminacy thesis is a Jjudgment on a
second-order categorization issue. If we re-apply
Scheffler's general view of categories at this level,
it seems to say that 'empirical truth' and 'definition'
are labels for essentially arbitrary divisions, correct-
able in the light of distribution. But this requires
a doctrine of natural kinds applying to propositions -
that they should be truths or definitions in some sense
that allows us to check our categories against the facts,
and this is what the indeterminacy thesis does not

allow. It blurs the notion of a matter of fact, as
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distinct from a matter of definition, by making it
relative to purpose. Perhaps not the only, but in this
context an obvious way to reduce the resultant tension,
is to accept that systems of categories are also
expressions of purpose, and in that sense are not non-
propositional. They can be presented as non-proposit-
ional only by abstracting them from the context in which
they are used; +the benefits of such a process could be
significant, but they could not include a refutation of
relativism based on the non-propositional nature of

category systems.

Thus it seems that my suggestion, in Section 7,
that sceptical pursuit of the justificationary regress
revealed ways of acting, based on interactive bodies of
belief and convention, and constituting a significant
context for relative justification by supporting part-
icular possibilities of reference, is not refuted by
such arguments as Scheffler advances; and is to some
extent supported when one sees to what extent such a
background "human context" is required to explain the
point of his discussion, and the extent to which he
presupposes the availability of category systems which
provide the descriptions necessary for the identification
and reidentification to support his use of 'individual'.
To the extent that this is so, my first purpose, to

show that some sort of federation of language-game-like
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systems, perhaps countable as a form of 1life, can be
revealed as part of our ordinary practices by a consid-
eration of Jjustificationary regress, is sufficiently

served.

What is next required is a more serious account
of the sub-structures and relations which on this view
constitute a form of life, I turn, in the next section,
to some considerations more directly preparatory to this
more formal enterprise, based on a consideration of the
account of constitutive rules given by Searle. I have
already suggested, in the course of my discussion of
Winch, some reason for regarding Searle's account as
useful.It is a further point that his concern with
human contexts covers the gap left by Scheffler, so
that his discussion might be expected to cast light upon
those questions about the point of activities, the
working out of purposes, and the role of conventions,
that I have regarded as significant. It could also be
noted, following the discussion immediately above, that
the indeterminacy thesis which I have argued is a point
for concern in Scheffler's story, is reflected in Searle's
by the suggestion that constitutive rules have an
analogous appearance of indeterminacy between rule,
tautology and empirical truth. One might reasonably

hope that this coincidence is more than coincidental.
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SECTION 9 Searle's account of constitutive rules
provides a context in which the issues so

far raised can be related and developed.

I have twice found occasion to refer to J.R.
Searle's account of a category of rules which he calls
constitutive: once in discussion of a criticism of
Winch in Section 5, and in the previous section as
involving a notion of indeterminacy analogous to the
indeterminacy between empirical truth and definition
mentioned by Scheffler, I shall attempt, in Part II,
to show a form of life as a system of ways of acting, a
way of acting as involving a system of what I shall call
interpreted games, and an interpreted game as a systen
of rules. Searle's constitutive rules I shall use as
the basis of an account of these foundational rules.
I shall criticise Searle's account, not on the ground
that the general notion of constitutive rules is unsat-
isfactory, but on the ground that it requires the
support of a much more detailed account of the theoret-

ical structure in which it occurs.

In this section I consider the account which
Searle offers of this category of rules, hoping to
clarify as far as possible their nature, relations and
function. He distinguishes constitutive rules from

regulative rules on the one hand, and on the other from
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conventions which may or may not be "realizations" of
"underlying constitutive rules",. I do not find the role
of 'convention' in his discussion at all clear, and shall
later suggest a way in which the term might be employed,
and an alternative way of talking about the "realization"
of a constitutive rule set; hence at this point I shall
follow Searle in supposing that the nature of constitut-
ive rules is best shown through a contrast with regulative

rules.

Searle initially offers two ways of disting-
uishing between these rule-types. First, he suggests
that ".. regulative rules regulate antecedently or
independently existing forms of behaviour .... constitut-
ive rules do not merely regulate, they create or define

2
new forms of behaviour", This he subsequently express-
es by the formula "The creation of constitutive rules, as
it were, creates the possibility of new forms of behav-
)
iour", Second, he says that:

Regulative rules characteristically have the

form or can be comfortably paraphrased in the

form "Do X" or "If Y do X". Within systems

of constitutive rules, some will have this

form, but some will have the form "X counts ap

Y", or "X counts as Y in context C",

The formula he offers for this characteristic of constit-
utive rules is "Constitutive rules often have the form:

5
X counts as Y in context C",

Having offered these formulse, he proceeds to
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clarificatory discussion, and attempts to express the
meaning of the first formula in the formal mode. This

he first gives as ".. where the rule (or system of rules)
is constitutive, behaviour which is in accordance with
the rule can receive specifications or descriptions
which it could not receive if the rule or rules did not
eXisi". This, after some discussion of examples, is
reformulated as ".. constitutive rules, such as those

for games, provide the basis for specifications of
behaviour which could not be given in the absence of

7
the rule'",

Constitutive rules so characterized are con-
trasted with regulative rules in two ways. He says
that "Where the rule is purely regulative, behaviour
which is in accordance with the rule could be given the
same description or specification (the same answer to

the question "What did he do?") whether or not the rule
8
exigted", He also says:

.. regulative rules often provide the basis
for appraisals of behaviour, e.g., "He was
rude", "He was immoral", "He was polite",
and perhaps these appraisals could not be
given unless backed up by some such rules.
But appraisals are not specifications or
degscriptions as I am now usling these 9
phrases.

Thus, putting aside for the moment any questions about
material or formal mode, one might suggest two more
distinctions between constitutive and regulative rules

to follow those initially given: third, that
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constitutive rules establish new expressions for the
description or specification of behaviour while regul-
ative rules do not; and fourth, that constitutive rules
provide the basis for description or specification,
while regulative rules provide the basis for appraisal,

or perhaps evaluation.

I suppose it is the third distinction which
Searle takes to be the first expressed in the formal
mode; and I further suppose that his reason for so
taking it is a view similar to that which I earlier
gquoted from Winch: the view that social relations and
the ideas men have of them are identical. On such a
view, and given that the rules Searle considers to be
constitutive are constitutive of social relations, the
move from speaking of forms of behaviour to speaking of
specifications of forms of behaviour might present itself
as a move from material to formal mode. But this is a
debatable view, and one cannot generate the third dis-
tinction from the first merely by substituting mention
for use; hence I shall regard the four distinctions as

distinct, rather than as reformulations of each other.

Searle illustrates the first distinction by
offering chess and football as examples of new, rule-
constituted activities; and rules of etiquette - his

first example has to do with table manners - asS
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examples of rules regulating a pre-existing activity -
for the example I mention, presumably, eating. To the
extent that this establishes a difference, it is not
clear that it is a difference of the right sort. We
might be supposed to say: nobody played chess before the
game of chess was invented; mnobody dined before that
game was invented. But pecple did eat, and did not
push 32 things around a 64 square board. So dining is
a matter of eating in conformity to regulative rules,
while playing chess is a matter of behaving in ways

made possible by constitutive rules. But this is a
contingent matter. People might have been nourished in
some other way, and taken up dining as a game; they
might have spent time pushing things around a board,

then introduced rules to regulate this common practice.

How much does the contingency matter? In
the chess case, the contingency is important, since it
does not seem to matter at all what the contingent state
of affairs was before the game was invented. If people
had pushed things around a board, as an art form or a
kind of doodling, we would not say that what they then
did was the same as what I now do when L play chess.
Why, then, should we want to say that a certain similar-
ity - putting more or less nourishing material in the
mouth and swallowing it - suffices for us to say that

the caveman gnawing a bone is doing the same thing as
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someone attending a ceremonial dinner, though doing it,
in a certain sense that a rule of etiquette defines, less
well? It seems we should be able to say, of someone who
attended the dinner and behaved like the caveman, not
that he was doing what the others did, i.e. eating, but
doing it badly, but rather that he was not doing what the
others did, i.e. dining, at all; and this is very like
what we would say of one who, being invited to play
chess, merely pushed the pieces around the board without

regard to the rules.

This leaves the crucial notions of antecedence
and independence used in the first distinction obscure.
What seems to me the most potentially troublesome aspect
of the obscurity concerns the question whether activities
have antecedent and independent status absolutely or
relatively. Searle seems to suggest the former: chess
is an independently constituted activity no matter how
we look at it, while rules of etiquette are dependent
upon some antecedent activity no matter how we look at
them, But the discussion above shows that this is not
clearly so. Hence it seems possible that we might
find a hierarchical structure of activities, in which
'constitutive' and 'regulative', applied to rules or
systems of rules, identified not some intrinsic feature
of the rules, but rather their place in the hierarchy

relative to other rules which were their "neighbours".
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To decide the point one requires a clearer idea of the
structure in which rules or systems of rules are compon-
ents, and one requires this not in addition to, but as

part of the account of constitutive rules.

The point of the second way of drawing the
constitutive/regulative distinction, in terms of the
form taken by rules, is unclear; indeed, it seems at
times a complete red herring. The forms suggested are
only loosely related to thestatus of the rules. Searle
says that form is not a formal criterion of status, and
concedes that the forms can be interchanged. Searle's
interest in the forms characteristic of rules 1s no doubt
related to his concern with the forms of ordinary lang-
vage; but this is not obviously significant when omne 1is
concerned, as I am, to generalise and systematise the

notion of a constitutive rule as far as possible.

However, although the notion of a natural or
characteristic form of utterance is of no great importance
to me, the notion of a standard form may be used as a
way of recording aspects of the function of a rule-type.
As will emerge in the next section, where 1 note the view
that the constitutive rule's function in licensing pre-
scription can be manifest in its form, and in my discuss-
ion in Part II, I think that there are significant points

to be made in this way. I do not,however, think that
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Searle makes them, so this seccnd kind of distinction

fails to clarify the notion of a constitutive rule.

The third distinction makes the difference
between constitutive and regulative rules turn on the way
in which it is possible for behavicur to be described or
specified. There does seem to be such a distinction to
be drawn. We do say "He threatened a knight fork"
rather than "He moved the thing carved in the shape of
a horse's head in such a way that ...", thereby employing
descriptions or specifications that depend for their
sense on the rules of chess; we do say "He slurped his
soup" rather than "He migsdined", thereby employing terms
antecedent to or independent of the rules of dining, or
of manners at table. This is an interesting approach,
since it comnnects the account of a constitutive rule to
the matter, of great importance in the last section, of
the descriptions under which individuals can be identif-
ied, and since it reintroduces that concern with the
relation between technical and ordinary vocabularies
which was important in Section 5. However, the
distinction between specialized, game-based terms and
antecedent or independent terms has its own problems.
What Searle gays about constitutive rules does not solve
them; rather, the problems show how incomplete the

account is.
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As an example relevant to this point, we can
anticipate a criticism of Searle to be discussed in the
next section. The criticism involves the contention
that specialized descriptions or specialized specific-
ations established by the congtitutive rules of games
are in principle eliminable, and replaceable by
independent terms. While T shall dispute this claim
on at least one of its possible interpretations, it is
clear that it would, if successful, completely destroy
the attempt to characterise constitutive rules by ref-
erence to the necessity for technical vocabulary in some
cases, s0 the non-eliminability of constitutive-rule-

based specifications must be argued.

An argument might be based on the Winchian
claim that activities would be specified or described
correctly only in those terms, and that what could be
described or specified in other terms would not be those
activities. But again, we lack the information and
understanding of the systems of rules within which we
are supposed to be arguing, which we would require
properly to understand or evaluate such a claim. The
mistake, if it is a mistake, of describing a game of
chess without using any of the specialized vocabulary of
chess, is not like the mistake of describing a cat as a
dog. In the latter case, 'cat' and 'dog' share a
context of rules in which the mistake can be identified.

In the former case, the choice is not between terms, but
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between contexts of rules; and we need to know in what

context of rules this choice is to be made.

Although the fourth basis of distinction,
between specification or description and appraisal or
evaluation, is not offered by Searle as central, being
rather slipped into discussion, it seems to me that this
is where the distinction starts to bite, as one between
the rules under which we identify a performance in a
sense relevant to the questions earlier raised in dis-
cussion of individuation, and those under which we eval-
uvate it as a good, bad or indifferent performance of

that kind.

I séy that this is the way it seems to me; T
am not sure that this is the way 1t seems to Searle. He
says: "Constitutive rules constitute (and also regulate)
an activity the existence of which is logically depend-
ent on the rullg"; and in a footnote on the same page
he comments on the scope of constitutive rules in a way
that suggests that one who makes a legal chess move which
is part of a plan to throw the game is not playing chess
because he is in breach of a constitutive rule. A rule
which both constitutes and regulates cannot be disting-
uished as providing only specificatory and not evaluative

descriptions; and if someone can make a legal chess

move, not inadvertently, but by intent in the course of
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a game, and yet not be playing chess, it seems that the
chess terms which we might use to refer to this move
both do and do not identify or specify what it is that

he ig doing.

These odd consequences are, 1 think, to be
explained as due to the extreme sketchiness of Searle's
concern with constitutive rule gystems. | He says that
rules come in systems, in which any particular rule
might be central or periphergl, and even suggests that
the form '... counts as ...' might characterise systems
rather than individual rules: "... acting in accordance
with all or a sufficiently large sub-set of the rules
does count as playing baseball". But, in the footnote
under discussion, he allows constitutive force to rules
which are extra-systemic, or perhaps inter-systemic, and
thus clouds whatever clarity the notion of a system might
have gained from the comments quoted immediately above,
and from the suggestion, also in the footnote, that he
includes in the notion of acting in accordance with the
rules, those rules that make clear the aim of the game.
Again, it is only by providing a more detailed account of
Searlels thesis than he has offered that one might clear

up the problem.

Generally, I have argued in this section that

the notion of constitutive rules, ag Searle presents it,
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is unclear, and requires the support of a much more
detailed account of the theoretical system in which it
occurs. I shall attempt such an account in the next
section and part. Before doing so, however, it seems
desirable to offer some explanation of why, in the face
of the difficulties I have suggested, I take this to be

a promising course to follow.

In exposing my notion of ways of acting to
the criticism implicit in Scheffler's comments, T
argued that his acceptance cf indeterminacy between
definition and empirical truth was a weakness in his
position, I argued that although category systems
were not forced upon us by natural distributions, they
were not arbitrary in the sense of not expressing or
depending upon propositions or beliefs; rather, they
express or depend upon propositions or beliefs forming
the point of the activity in which they have a place.
One might say: category systems can be called arbitrary
if all that is meant by this is that they cannot be
justified or explained by reference to the domain to
which they are applied, and perhaps also in the sense
that there may be no clear answer to the question "Why .
should there be an activity with that point?"; but only
in those senses. All these claims have théir counter-

parts in Searle's account of constitutive rules.
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For Searle, at least some category systeus
would be the expression of constitutive rule sets; he
requires the rule sets to be arbitrary in the first of
the acceptable senses; and, given that there is no
clear answer to the question "Why should there be such a
game as chess?", would take them to be arbitrary in the
second. He provides a context in which concern with
the function of certain kinds of specificatory or
identifying description can be related to concern with
the relation of technical and ordinary language. He
allows that constitutive rules can have the appearance
of rules of procedure, or analytic truths, or definitions.
He does not say that they can appear as empirical truths,
but clearly they can: the statement that checkmate in
chess is achieved in such and such a way can be construed

as a statement about what chess players do.

Thus Searle's account of the notion of a
constitutive rule, though not yet sufficiently clear,
does relate in a promising way to the issues with which
I have been concerned, and the position which I propose

to develop.
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SECTION 10 The account of constitutive rules is made

more detailed, and issues clearer, through
consideration of a critical comment on

Searle.

In "Constitutive Rules and Speech - Act
Analysis", J.R. Ransdell's general concern is to argue
that constitutive rules do not provide a basis for the
analysis of speech acts generall;. This is not to my
immediate purpose, though I shall later suggest that it
involves a mistake which a better account of the structure
of a form of life allows us to identify. However, as a
preliminary, he attempts an improved version of Searle's
account of constitutive rules, and it is with this part
of his paper that I am now concerned. His account
allows a much more detailed and suggestive consideration
of questions about the form of constitutive rules,
stresses the importance of the relations between the
language of a game-constituted context and that of ante-

cedent or independent activities, and can be made ®

show the relation between these two matters.

He begins his account of the notion of a
constitutive rule by looking at the categories the
rules egtablish rather than the rules themselves; that
is, he first directs his attention to "game-terms", this
being his expression for referring to those expressions

which, according to Searle, are available for the
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specification or description of behaviour only because

of the existence of constitutive rules. Taking it

that ".. games like baseball and chess are paradigm
cases of systems of CR's", (that is, comnstitutive rules),
he goes on:

A fundamental logical point about a game

such as baseball 1is that, although the
playing of the game is a physical activity,
consisting of interactions between physical
objects, these things usually appear in the
game only under a special game-interpretation.
Thus, for example, the persons who participate
do so as Players, considered individuvally, or
as a Team, considered collectively; the ball
used is a Baseball; the wooden stick 1s a
Bat; the plot of ground is a Field; the bags
located at certain places on the ground are
Bases; and so on, A1l of these terms,
capitalized here to indicate that they are
special game-terms, have special meanings
within the game and are in fact specially >
defined for the game in the rule book.

He distinguishes between the connotation and the import
of these terms, the connotation being "... the character-
istics a thing, person or action has that Jjustify the
application of a given game~term", and the import being

3
",. the logical effect of that application". The import,

or logical effect, is "... constituted by rules of

permission and obligation which apply to whatever object

4
the term is applied". He allows three different kinds

of connotation, by distinguishing three different bases
on which game-terms are predicated of particular things:

... some are predicated on the basis of the
physical characteristics of the objects they
qualify (e.g., 'Bat' is predicated of a given
object on the basis of the object's being of

a certain size, shape, type of material, etc.)
Some are predicated arbitrarily (e.g., 'Player!'
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is assigned to persons selected by some
criteria logically external to the game
itself ... %. And some - the major part -
are predicated on the basis of prior game-
interpretations (e.g., being a Runner on
First Base is conditioned upon being a
Player who has just previously been At Bat,
has been Walked or else has got a Hit, and 5
S0 on

On this basis, he distinguishes two varieties

of the '... counts as ...' pattern suggested by Searle:

(1)

(2)

'X counts as Y', in which 'X' is replaced by the
connotation of a game-term and 'Y' by the game-
term itself; and

'X counts as Z', in which 'X' is replaced by the
connotation and 'Z' by the import ofa game-term
which does not itself appear, but which is defined

by (2) as a whole.

Searle, he believes, concentrates on (1), but should

have concentrated on (2), because

... the notion that CR's are quasi-definit-
ional in character is uninformative, even
misleading, when the game-term is regarded
as occupying the second variable position,
since this suggests that the conditions of
application constitute the definientia and
the game-term in question the definiendum.
But in fact the game-term is defined not by
what fills the X-slot, but rather by the
elements expressed in the X-slot and those
expressed in the Z-slot and the conditional6
relation obtaining between them.

Thus game-terms are eliminable: apart from its

mnemonic and practical function, a game-term can be

replaced by an expression in the form of (2). Such an
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expression "... really expresses a gsecond-order rule

relating the satisfaction of a certain set of conditions
g
to the applicability of a set of first-order rules";

and allows us to see that, rather than thinking of
constitutive rules "... as merely making certain

descriptions possible ... it would be more accurate and

more suggestive to say that CR's make certain
8
prescriptions possible™. In illustration, he quotes

the following passage from Strawson.

If one is playing a game of cards, the
distinctive markings of a certain card
constitute a logically adequate criterion
for calling it, say, the Queen of Hearts;
but, in calling it this, in the context of
the game, one is ascribing to it properties
over and above the possession of these
markings. The predicate gets its meaning 9
from the whole structure of the game.

He takes this as meaning that it would be inadequate and
misleading to throw the weight of identification of the
Queen of Hearts solely upon its markings, or solely
upon its role in the game, i.e., the import of 'Queen of
Hearts'; and says:

Both are essentially involved in what it is

to be the Queen of Hearts, as is the condit-

ional relation between them. To be the

Queen of Hearts is to be an object which has

such-and-such markings and which is in 10
consequence governed by such~-and-such rules.

Hence, he suggests:

The "X counts as 2" form can be regarded as
functionally equivalent to the conditional
form "If X then Z", since the satisfaction
of certain conditions is represented to be a
sufficient condition for the application of11
certain (first-order) rules.
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Ransdell has done a great deal in a short
space. He has greatly enriched the vocabulary available
for the discussion of constitutive rules; and he has
offered a way of tightening the loose and uninformative
relation between form and function which Searle present-
ed, without undue reliance on the '... counts as oo
formulation which was, for Searle, such an unreliable
instrument. He has proposed a relation between the
specialized vocabulary of a rule-constituted context and
a prior domain of discourse, in a way that both relates
this issue to the proposed second-order structure of a
constitutive rule, and shows the possibility of the kind
of hierarchical system of meanings previously mentioned.,
Despite certain criticisms which I think can be made,
this provides the basis on which I shall proceed, 1in
Part II, to develop a more detailed account. Here, as
a preliminary to that endeavour, I shall note two related
igsues on which the juxtaposition of Searle's and

Ransdell's comments is informative.

The first issue can be approached through
Ransdell's distinction between game-terms, which are
specially defined for the game through the constitutive
rules, and the natural terms through which the game is
tied to our background understandings and activities.
We may draw a consequent distinction between connotat-

ions, in Ransdell's sense, on the basis of their
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containing game-terms, and thereby already presupposing
certain constitutive rules; or being composed entirely
of natural terms. For convenience, I shall call these

geconnotations and n-connotations respectively.

Ransdell makes a further distinction, within
n-connotations, between those that are related to the
game-term arbitrarily, and those that are not. While
someé distinction of this sort can no doubt be drawn, it
is at best a relative one. The physical characteristics
of equipment affect the game, of course: one could not
play baseball using a stick of spaghetti and a nine pound
shot as bat and ball. But, even apart from a more
radical point about the interpretation of game-terms to
be raised below, it is clear that the range of variation
in respect of any physical characteristic which would
allow the game to be played is very great, and the point
in such a range specified by the regulations governing
equipment must be arbitrarily chosen - that is, must
turn upon criteria "logically external to the game
itself" as much as might the selection of players.
Similarly, although players may be chosen for a variety
of reasons, it is clear that their physical character-
igtics are related to the playability of the game in
the same way as those of the physical equipment.

BEven in the favourable case of chess pieces, where the

specific characteristics of pieces are not determined
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by the game at all, the choice is not entirely arbitrary,
gince there are still limits on what would allow the game
to be played. Thus the relation between a game-term

and some natural terms relating it to an antecedent
domain will always be in some degree arbitrary, since

the selection of any n-connotation must always be 1in

some degree arbitrary.

This raises a problem about the identity of
games., On the account Ransdell gives, the identity
of chess is a matter of its being constituted by part-
icular rules, and the identity of a particular rule is
a matter of its being a conditional relation between
a particular connotation and a particular import. It
then seems that by changing a connotation, which we can
do within the range of arbitrariness without, one would
suppose, effect upon the identity of the game, we must
change the identity of the rule; and thus, contrary to
our expectation, change the identity of the game. If
this is so, then either chess played with different
kinds of piece is a different game, or rules with
arbitrary n-connotations - and I have argued that all
n-connotations are in some degree arbitrary - mwmust have

a different status.

Searle appears to take it that it is so, and

that the rules in question do have a different status.



He says:
... lmagine that chess is played in different
countries according to different conventions
.« labout boards and pieces] . Of these
different countries, we could say that they
play the same game of chess according to
different conventional forms. Notice,
also, that the rules must be realized in
some form in order that the game be 10
playable.
On this account, the identity of chess is no doubt a
matter of the rule-set that constitutes it; but the
conventions determining the forms in which it may be
realized are conditions not of its identity, but of its
playability. Given the importance of identifications
in Searle's account, we should surely take rules of
conventional realization as distinct from constitutive

rules.

It must appear, from Searle's point of view,
that Ransdell's account of constitutive rules is in a
sense upside down. Ransdell makes a constitutive rule
a rule about the applicability of rules; yet it is
rules of just this sort that Searle wishes to distinguish
as conventional realizations of constitutive rules.

There are two possible objections to this claim.

First, Ransdell clearly says that most const-
itutive rules will have g-connotations, and such cases
would count as constitutive rules for Searle too, so

the problem about n-connotations cannot be a defect in
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Ransdell's general account. But in the same passage,
Ransdell says that constitutive rules come in systems,
through which we can trace relations of logical prior-
ity leading ultimately to n-connotations; so the rules
which have logical priority in Ransdell's account are

the very ones which Searle distinguished, as conventions,

from underlying constitutive rules.

Second, it might be said that what could be
shown in the case of chess could not be shown for the
non-arbitrary n-connotations of, say, baseball. T
have already questioned the non-arbitrariness; but
there is a further point. Ransdell appears to take
it as clear and unproblematic that the game-term 'Hit'
refers to a proper sub-set of the referents of the
natural term 'hit', a sub-set picked out by the rules
of baseball. But we might take it otherwise. Suppose
it were a conventional realization of rules about Swings
and Hits that a Player rolled a die, certain results
counting as Hit, Strike and so on; and other rules
were interpreted accordingly. If this supposition
makes sense, there is not the proposed gort of differ-
ence between chess and baseball; and it makes sense if
we could call such a realization of rules Baseball.
Since Ransdell, at least by implication, claims that the
physical characteristics of Bats are logically internal

to the game itself, he might be assumed to say that we
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could not; the way is open, at least, for Searle to say
that we could, through a more careful delimitation of

our notion of constitutive rules.

It is some reason for leaning to Searle's
side that Ransdell's incorporation of n-connotations in
constitutive rules leaves him with problems of identity,
both for rules and for systems of rules, which Searle
offers some hope of avoiding. However, since Ransdell's
problems arise at the points where he attempts to rlug
the very substantial gaps which Searle left in his
account of constitutive rules, Ransdell's notions cannot

be put aside.

The second, closely related issue, concerns
Ransdell's account of the form of constitutive rules.
T want to suggest that there are serious difficulties
in the notion, central in his account, that the essent-
ial characteristic of constitutive rules is that they

are second-order rules.

Game-terms are defined by constitutive rules,
conditional in form, having as their comsequent the
import of the game-term they define, that is, those
rules of permission and obligation which apply to the
object to which the term applies. Hence constitutive

rules become second-order: "... the fact that such a
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formula mentions a first-order rule (or set of rules)

in its apodosis is, of course, what makes it a second-

14
order rule', Presumably, a rule is first-order when
it does not mention another rule. I do not think

that this distinction would prove as readily drawable
as Ransdell seems to suppose; but I wish here to
suggest what I take to be a more important problem,
which closely relates to the first issue, and arises

when we accept the distinction in Ransdell's terms.

He takes his account of constitutive rules to
suggest both that such rules are second-order, and that
",.. the game-term is in principle eliminable from the

15
description of the game altogether". The proposed

replacenent for a game-term is a comnstitutive rule,

or perhaps a constitutive rule preceded by 'the thing/
person/action such that ..'. Now, it follows from

this that a first-order rule cannot contain a game-term
or any expression synonymous with a game-term, since if
it did, it would contain an expression replaceable with
an expression which mentioned a rule, and would hence De,
contrary to hypothesis, second-order. Thug first-order
rules cannot be, so to speak, game-oriented: they must
be perfectly intelligible, if somewhat pointless, to

one with no acquaintance with the game in question.

But this leads back to the problem noted above.
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Suppose a set S of first-order rules of a
game G, Since the members of S, being first-order,
cannot show in themselves their game significance, we
might ask: what is it that makes S5 the rules of G?
The answer appears to be: the constitutive rules of
G, which both establish the sense of the game-terms of
G, including 'G' itself, and establish relations, basic-
ally definitional, between those game-terms and the
natural terms in which members of S are expressed.
But it is precisely this dual function of constitutive
rules which, I have argued, leads to problems of
identity, at least in the case of chess. By somewhat
stretching some comments of Searle's, I have suggested
that these problems might be eased if comnstitutive rules
were restricted to the function of establishing the
sense of game-terms in the game; and the relations
between these and natural terms were established by
rules, of a different sort, for the conventional
realization of the constitutive rules. This
distinction will in fact be a central feature of the
account I attempt to develop in Part II; and though the
line is not directly open to Ransdell, I shall neverthe-
less be able to base much of my early account on the
structures, vocabulary and insight which he has added

to Searle's somewhat sketchy proposals.



PART ITI

Relativism can be based on a notion
of a system of systems of systems of

rules, counting as a form of life,
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CHAPTER 4 There is a significant distinction between

constitutive and interpretive rules.

SECTION 11 A comment on rules and conventions

One might begin the attempt to articulate the
notions of a way of acting or a form of life by consid-
ering a number of common verbs which might be said to
lead to the identification of ways of acting: terms like
'eat', 'fight', 'love', 'worship' and so on. Eating,
fighting, loving and worshipping wight reasonably be
regarded as kinds of "natural" behaviour rather than as

ways of acting in the intended sense; but for each, one

can ldentify a conventionalized form - banquets, duels,
affaires and religious services - which appear to be

more likely candidates.

There is in this approach some conflict with an
aspect of Searle's account of constitutive rules which I
have previously mentioned and questioned. He seems to
say of such cases that the conventionalized activities
are always to be identified by the original verb, as
activities prior to the rules which might be introduced
to conventionalise eating as banqueting, fighting as duell-
ing, and so on. The rules in question would therefore

be regulative, not constitutive. Certainly he says this
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about eating, and he might be expected to extend the
account to other cases. It is not clear whether the
initial verbs are to be taken to identify a level of
behaviour that is natural or primitive, in some sense
which precludes its being thought of as rule-constituted;
or whether the point is Jjust that, whether rule-constit-
uted or not, eating is the basic form of activity in-
volved, and the encrustation of ceremony characterising

banquets is only a regulation of that basic activity.

Against this, I have argued that the distinct-
ion between constitutive and regulative rules is best
regarded as context relative, rather than as the absolute
distinction which Searle seems to suggest. One need not
suppose that eating is the main point of a banquet. Those
attending may neither need nor want the food; this, even
if true, seemg to leave much of the point of the activity
untouched. One might attend a banquet to be seen to
attend, to hear or make speeches, to savour food or wine
without particularly wishing to consume much of it; and
banquets might be planned to meet these purposes, rather
than to see that everyone gets a square meal. In other
words, if the point of the activity is the consumption of
food - 1if we say that what is happening is eating -
then the rules for conducting a banquet don't constitute
that; Dbut if we call the occasion a banquet, thereby

indicating that the point of it is something other than
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Just eating, then it is not clear that Searle®s claim

holds.

Of course, it is not to be supposed that all
rules relating to an activity would count as constitut-
ive, whether on Searle's account or on any other. The
suggesticn to a beginner at chess that he should not move
the same plece seversl times in the opening may increase
his chance of winning, but his neglect of it does not
cancel his claim to te playing chess, as would his neglect
of a constitutive rule. Such a suggestion may well be
taken as based on a regulative rule. Although it does
not contribute to constituting the game, it is not beside
the point of the game., It helps to establish notions of
quality applicable to chess games, enabling us to say of
someone not merely that he igs playing chess, but also
that he is playing it well or ill. It enables eval-
uation, which I have already suggested is one of the
clearer aspects of Searle's distinction between constit-

utive and regulative rules

Rules of etiquette have no comparable use in
the business of eating gqua eating. The notion of eating
well is not that of eating politely, or in due form.
Rules about the order in which food items should be taken
might be a basis of gustatory value, though this is
relevant only 1f the point of eating is taken to be gust-
ation rather than nutrition; but the concerns of Emily

Post could fairly be called, from either point of view,
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mere convention. Thus we can distinguish between two
kinds of non-constitutive rule as follows: a regulative

rule does not contribute to establishing the point of an

activity, but it does provide a basis on which the act-

ivity can be evaluated as a way of achieving that point;

a mere convention serves neither of these purposes for

the activity to which it is applied.

However, it cannot be assumed that a mere
convention is entirely arbitrary, irrelevant and insig-
nificant: 1t may be so; but there are other possibil-
ities. Regulative rules, because they are directed to
the point of an established activity, do not point to
anything beyond it, except through the tenuous links
provided by the systematic ambiguity of terms like
'well! and *ill?. Mere conventions may indicate points
beyond that of the game to which they are applied.

They may do this in two ways: either by indicating a
feature of the context in whieh the game is set, or Dby
showing how an alternative game might be constituted.

For example, in educational situwations, teachers are not
permitted to use extreme forms of torture on their pupils.
Depending on the account given of the point of the educ-
ation game, the rule proscribing torture might be
constitutive, establishing part of the point of the gawe -
say, te develop a certain sort of relationship with the
pupil; or regulative, reflecting a belief that the point

of the game is not well served by such means; or merely
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conventional in the sense suggested above, having no
direct relation to the point of the education game itself,
but arising from an important feature of the social
context in which the education game is set. In the last
case, the gignificance of the convention is mainly in
establishing a contextual feature, but it is also possible
to see that in a different education game, which had that
part of the context as part of its pcint, the rule would
be constitutive. Similarly, rules of etiquette are mere
convention where the point of eating is taken to be nut-
rition, but might serve %to constitute dining as an act-

ivity with a different point.

That a rule-set might be merely conventional in
one activity and constitutive of another is an important
suggestion, bearing on the way in which ways of acting
might be interrelated in a way of life; Dbut I shall not
attempt to spell the matter out at the moment. Similarly,
I shall defer the question whether any level of activity
is to be regard:d as absolutely primitive, rather than as
primitive only relatively to some other level, For now,
it is sufficient to note that the distinction between
regulative rules and mere comventions permits us %o
preserve gomething like Searle's account of constitutive
rules as the basis of an account of games, even in the

kind of case which he thought was %o be excluded.

The initial suggestion, then, to guilde the

search for ways of acting, is to look for conventionalized
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forms of common activities, or, in a sort of formal mode,
to look for terms that are related to common verbs as
'banquet' is related to 'eat!, or 'duel' to 'fight'.

One need not suppose that each common verb would deliver
a way of acting. There may be activities which have not
been conventionalizged; and it would not be surprising if
eating and drinking turned out to have conventionalized
forms in common, or if an activity were conventionalized
in more than one way, as worship might take many forms.
These possibilities also bear on the possible interrelat-
edness of ways of acting. However, this approach allows
at least a first approximation: a way of getting some
sort of body into the notion of a way of acting, so that
cone might be able to move on to questions about the
development of notions of identity and completeness for
ways of acting. The conventionalized forms are tn be
regarded as constituted by rules which establish the sense

of terms like 'banquet' and 'duel!.

The above discussion of constitutive and reg-
ulative rules and mere conventions, particularly the
educational example which suggests that what is in some
sense the same rule might be any one of these, depending
upon features of the context in which it occurs, shows
that we cannot rely upon the form of a sentence expressing
a rule to show what kind of rule it is: <to use sentence
form as a criterion for sorting out rules in use would be

to risk going very much astray. However, the purpose of
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served by attempting to establish what would be a
perspicuous standard form for a constitutive rule; and

to that purpose I now turn.
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SECTION 12 Constitutive rules should be distinguished

from rules of interpretation.

In discussing the form of a constitutive rule,
I shall make use of some of the terminology introduced by
Rangdell in the paper previously discussed. I shall
employ his distinction between the connotation and the
import of game-terms, i.e., between "... the character-
igstics a thing, person or action has that justify the
application of a given game-term to it, and the logical
effect of that application"1, the logical effect being the
rules to which the thing becomes subject by the application
of the term. I shall use 'C' and 'I' to stand for
expressions of connotation and import respectively. I
shall also employ Ransgdell's distinction between game-terms,
which "... have special meanings within the game and are
in fact specially defined for the game in the rule-
book"z, and non-game, or natural terms, the meaning of
which is prior to, or independent of, the game in question.
I shall use 'G' to stand for game-terms, and subscript 'g’

or 'm' where necessary to indicate the terms of which

expressions of connotation or import are comprised.

In these terms, and on Ransdell's account,
Searle's preferred version of the form of a constitutive
rule is
(1) C counts as G.
One of Searle's examples, when put in this form, is "The

king's being attacked in such a way that no move will
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leave it unattacked counts as checkmate". He says that
such rules are almost tautological in character, and the
fact that they can be construed as rules or as tautologies
is a clue to their constitutive statusg.

Ransdell's own preferred version is
(2) C counts as I.
He offers as example '"Allowing four Balls to pass while
one is Batter counts as being henceforth subject to the
following rules: " the list of rules which are then
specified being, of course, those which apply to a Runner
on First Base'4. This form, he says, is functionally
equivalent to the conditional form , so we might write
(21) If C then I.
Game-terms are defined by the whole of expressions in the
form (2'): +thus, 'He was walked! is defined by a condit-
ionally expressed version of the example above6. His
earlier discussion of the way "game-terms are predicated
of particular things" suggests that we are to see a
system of such rules as one in which game-terms introduced
in this way are used in the C and I places of other rules,
and as having at its foundation level rules in which

fit

natural terms occur in the C place . Thus we might

distinguish

(3) If C, then I
from

(4) If C, then I

not as different forms of rule, but as displaying internal
differences between rules related to their place in a

system,
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The main trouble with this account is that (3)
and (4) exhibit significantly different logical behaviour:
the suggestion that connotation is a sufficient condition
of import is true in the case of (3), and false in the
case of (4). If C is a sufficient condition of I, then
I is a necessary condition of C. This is clear enough
in (3). If the player is not subject to the rules which
apply to a runner on first base, then we can infer (EEEEE
iiii) that he has not Jjust allowed four balls to pass as
a batter, i.e., that he has not been walked. The sit-
vation in which this inference would be mistaken - in
which the player satisfied the connotation but was not
subject to the import - is not possible: the point of
the rule is not to deny that this situation will occur,
but to make such a description meaningless. This, no
doubt, is the point that Searle made by saying that
constitutive rules had an appearance of analyticity, or
were quasi-tautologous. In the case of (4), however,
the inference does not work. Something may have the
natural characteristics of a baseball bat or achess piece,
yet not be subject to any rules of those games, being in

fact a club or an ornament.

Consider this example. I observe a man seated
at a table with a pack of cards. He takes thirteen cards
from the pack one by one, placing them féce down in a pile,
then turns the pile over. He then places one card face

up above and to the right of the pile, and places four
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more cards face up in a row to the right of the pile.

I decide that he is dealing a Canfield layout. It is
part of this decision that I identify the cards I have
mentioned as stock, first foundation and tableau respect-
ively, and assume the applicability to them of certain
rules. For instance, in identifying one card as first
foundation, I note that it is dealt in a certain relat-
ion to the stock, and that it may be built upon in certain
ways, but not used for building on the tableau. At

this point, the man takes the card I have identified as
first foundation, and places it on one of the cards 1T

have identified as the tableau. I point out to him that
this 1g wrong. I then discover that, although acquainted
with some forms of patience, he is not acquainted with
Canfield, and was not dealing a game of any sort, but
merely laying cards down at random as an accompaniment to

thought.

In these circumstances, I must withdraw the
claim that the card is subject to the proposed rules, and
on the basis of a rule of form (3) defining 'first
foundation', must consequently withdraw the claim that
it was dealt in a certain relation to a stock, thus, in
effect, withdrawing the claim that it was a first found-
ation. There seems to be no difficulty about this, and
the status of the rule in form (3) is not affected by my
discovering that it does not apply in this case. I,

however, the rule is to be in form (4), having in its
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C-place the sort of description which I gave in the third
and fourth sentence of the last paragraph, the case is
~different. The rules governing first foundation do not
apply, but I cannot in this case deal with the matter by
denying the correctness of the descriptions in the C-place,
which continue correct regardless of what the man intended.
Hence I must regard this case as falsifying the rule; and
this is not the way constitutive rules are supposed to

work, either on Searle's account or on Ransdell's.

We might retain the conditional form by revers-
ing it; i.e., by replacing (4) by
(41) Only if C_ = then T.
$his would allow us to infer from the correctness of an
attribution of import to the correctness of certain
natural descriptions in cases where such a rule applied,
and its application would be entailed by the correct
attribution of import; but not from the correctness of
any natural description to the correctness of an attrib-
ution of import - +that is, to the applicability of a
rule. This ie intuitively plausible, and it saves the
rule in the sort of case imagined above; but it has the
problems I mentioned in the earlier discussion of Ransdell.
If the nafural descriptions are specific and precise, they
will have the effect of forcing us to say that informal
or improvised games of baseball are not really baseball
at all. This would conflict with the way we normally
identify guch activities. If, to avoid this, we make ths

natural descriptions more general and indeterminate, they
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will have about the force of 'such properties as allow the
rules of the game to be satisfied', which seems to make
the natural characteristics to which game significance 1is

attributed less important that we take them to be.

Before accepting such consequences, one might
congider abandoning the conditional interpretation of the
',. counts as ..' formula where natural terms are involved,
and considering some alternative way of understanding it.
Two relations can be suggested as more or less analogous

to the relation which the formula expresses.

One possible analogy is with the relation
between the language of a scientific theory and observat-
ion language, as these are distinguished by Scheffler in
the work previously discussed. Here we have an analogue
of game-terms in the technical terms of a theory, the
meanings of which depend primarily on their place in the
theory, as in the case of such terms as 'atom!', 'nucleus?',
telectron', etc.; and a very close analogue of natural
terms in the terms of an observation language, regarded
as independent in the sense that their applicability is
not dependent on the soundness of the scientific theory
in question, and the truth of a statement in which they
appear is not dependent on the truth of any putative law

contained in the theory.

It is perhaps tempting to think that the

relation between theoretical and observational language
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is best seen as arising from the process of experiment.
At the cost of some over-simplification, it might be
represented as a conditional relation in the form of (41)
above, in which the truth of a statement in theoretical
terms is presented as sufficient condition of the truth
of a statement in observational terus. The difficult-
ies which I suggested attach to this forw disappear in
such a case: the observational description should
clearly be as specific and precise as possible, and the
possibility that we might be forced to distinguish
sharply between situation which we had previously treated
as similar is not a problem. But this apparent support
for the conditional form is a result of over-simplific-
ation,. The conditional framework of an experiment
requires in its antecedent not only an hypothesis in
theoretical terms, but also a statement of initial
conditions in ohservational terms. Theoretical and
observational terms are conjoined rather than condition-
ally related in the antecedent; and the sort of relation
which (4) and (4') attempt to express is presupposed

rather than exhibited in such a context.

An alternative context is provided by the
notion of scientific explanation, as when a lightning
flash is explained as an electrical discharge. The
crucial point of such an explanation is commonly an id-
entity claim: +the lightning flash is explained when we

understand that it is the same thing as an electrical
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discharge - ©provided, of course, that we understand

the theory in which 'electrical discharge' has a place.
At first sight this is even less promising. There 1is

a well-worn path from such identity claims, through
Leibniz's law, to claims of intersubstitutivity for the
expressions concerned. I have already suggested that
there are difficulties for weaker requirements than this;
and we could certainly not recast (4) or (4') as identity
statements, or as statements that the expression in the

C place was interchangeable with the expression in the T
place, in view of the fact that the C place may contaln
a list of physical characteristics of an object, and the

I place is required to contain a rule.

Yet the example does not seem entirely beside
the point. Sentences like "The piece of wood with such-
and-such properties is the baseball bat" are in use, are
related to the kind of rule I am considering, and can be
regarded as identity statements. They even support a
limited intersubstitutivity: I can say, to a beginner
who I know is slow to acquire new terms, "Hold the
piece of wood by the thin end", and achieve thereby
just what I would achieve by saying "Hold the bat by
the handle', The qualification "limited" is important;
every lightning flash is an electrical discharge, but not
every piece of wood of the same sort need be a baseball
bat. But perhaps this difference is not critical.

Broadly speaking, scientific theory takes the whole
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range of physical phenomena as its domain, hence no
observational description of a phenomenon will be out-
side its scope; and, to the extent that the theory is
sound, there should be no problems, at least with sub-
gtituting theoretical for observatiocnal terus, as long
as the observational languzge ig sufficiently rich to
cope with the distinctions which are there to be made.
Baseball rules, on the other hand, have as their domain
only a limited range of human activity - that which,
on the account under congideration, they constitute.
Thus there is no reason to suppose that 'bat' should

be substitutable for a natural description occurring
outside the domain of the rules, even if it would be so
within their scope. That is to say, the difference may
indicate a difference in the scope cf the relata, rather

than a difference in the form of the relation.

A slightly different account of the relation,
which helps to make this point, can be drawn from another
example. In a discussion of central state materialism,
Deutscher has suggested that a typical expression of this
position should be regarded, not as an ldentity state-
ment, but as an identification statement, in which some-
thing incompletely known and inadequately identified as
a mind state is, on the basis of more complete knowledge,
more adequately identified as a brain state? This 1line
clearly takes the physicalist language of the scientific

theories in terms of which central state materialism is
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stated to be superior to the ordinary or technical
language of the dualist theories which allow the ident~-
ification of mind states. It is for this reason that,
although the scientific basis of central state material-
igm has the sort of ell-inclusive scepe mentioned above,
and there is clearly an identity statement buried in
Deutscher's version of the thesis, one does not expect

the two identifying descriptions to be intersubstitutable.
The physical state descriptions which might be subgtituted
for mental state descriptions are generally not available,
and if they were, would not serve purposes such as moral
assessment, which are an important part of the actlvities
in which the dualist language is used. Mental state
descriptions which might be substituted for physical

state descriptions are generally available, but are not
expressed in terms which enable them to be linked to

other expressions in the explanation. To say, for
instance, that given a certain state of mental awareness,
certain visual stimuli will cause a state of recognition,
which will in turn cause movement within a certain range,
is not to provide an explanation, in any serious sense
testable, of that movement. Confronted by such a
statement, one would probably assume that 'state of
mental awareness! and 'state of recognition' were place-
holders for fairly complex descriptions of brain states
and changes in brain state, or perhaps for series of EEG
readings accepted as signs of such states. But not until

these appropriate descriptions are available 1is the state-
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statement testable; and until it is testable, it is not
so much-a scientific statement in which some substitution
of expressions has been made, as an unfortunate hybrid of

doubtful sense and wvalue.

I take this discussion to support the comment
above on the significance of the scope of a theory: to
show that failure of intersubstitutivity can be the con-
sequence of attempts to apply a theory outside its scope,
and that central state materialism is such an attempt.
This, of course, is just what the central state material-
ist denies; but in this denial he incurs one, or possibly
two, obligations. The first is to provide an adequate
alternative to mental state descriptions. Since
physicalist and dualist theories are significantly diff-
erent, there must be problems in deciding when one pro-
vides an alternative, in the relevant sense, to the
other; hence this notion of an alternative is not a
clear one, However, one can offer examples. Science
offers an alternative to magic, at least insofar as
both are regarded as ways of understanding the world,
and pursuing one's interests in it. Science is not,
perhaps, a complete alternative to religion, but it
might be argued that it offers alternatives in so many
areas to which religion has laid claim, that, if it is
accepted, the scope of religion is greatly diminished.
The second obligation is to show that the alternative

has a superior claim to acceptance. Until the first
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obligation is met, over-extension of a theory will yield
unfortunate hybrids like the example above. To meet the
first obligation without meeting the second is to produce
two systems of equally acceptable and non-intersubstitut-

able terms.

All these notions, of explanation, identification,
scope and preference, bear on the task of improving (4)
above. The basic analogy consists in this: +that the
objects and activities involved in games such as baseball
can be identified and discussed in natural terms; but
cannot be explained in these terms. They are explained
by reference to the rules constituting baseball; and it
is essential to this explanation that things initially
identified in natural terms be reidentified in game-
teruns. It is the form of statements effecting this re-
identification that (4) attempts to capture. The analogy
suggests that these identification statements have more
in common with statements of identity than with condit-
ionals. It is because of this that they support
limited intersubstitutivity, the limitation being the
scope of the rules constituting the game. The identif-
ication in game-terms is the preferred or superior
identification. The implications of game identification
supersede those of natural identification where these
conflict, as when two pieces in a board game are allowed,
in game-terms, to occupy the same place at the same time.

It should be noted that the basis of this preference is
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not best explained as being the superior comprehensive-
ness or accuracy of the game-terms, though there is a
sense in which they must be said to have this character.
Rather, the undertaking to play the game 1is the acknow-
ledgement of this superiority: part of what it is for
us to be playing the game is for us to be engaging in an
activity which is not adequately explained without the

use of game-terms,

As well as casting doubts on the conditional
form, this analogy suggests that the form (1) above,
which Ransdell attributes to Searle, may be more adequate
than Ransdell suggests. When we say "That flash of
light in the sky was an electrical discharge", our
purpose is to identify the phenomenon in terms of the
theory in which ‘electrical discharge' has a place.

It is not necessary for this purpose that we gshould, in
the same statement, spell out the theoretical implicat-
iong of the identification - +that is what the theory

is for, Similarly, when we say "Such-and-such a thing
counts as a baseball bat", we identify the thing in a
way that brings it under the rules; and we can do this
without making the rules an explicit part of the identif-
ication statement. I am, in effect, distinguishing
between those rules which constitute the formal structure
of the game, and those rules through which that formal
structure is applied. For rules of the second sort, a

small revision of the formula attributed to Searle seems
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(11) C, counts as G.

This approach is already familiar in the area
from which I draw the analogy. Nagel, in his discussion
of scientific explanation, having distinguished between
theories and experimental laws in a way loosely parallel
to the distinction between game terms and natural terums
which I have employed, proceeds to characterise the
components of theories thus.

For the purpose of analysis, it will be use-

ful to distinguish three components in a theory:

(1) an abstract calculus that is the logical

skeleton of the explanatory system, and that

"implicitly defines" the basic notions of the

system; (2) a set of rules that in effect

assign an empirical content to the abstract
calculus by relating it to the concrete mater-

ials of observation and experiment; and (3)

an interpretation or model for the abstract

calculus, which supplies some flesh for the

skeletal structure in terms of more or less 9

familiar conceptual or visualizable materials.
I have not suggested any general need for a model, though
I shall later suggest that the notion of a model is useful

10
in certain sorts of case; I have taken it that when
the formal system Nagel mentions in (1) is dealt with by
the set of rules he mentions in (2), the result is an
interpretation of the formal systemn. However, the
remaining apparatus of calculus and content-assigning
rules - often called bridge principles - 1s clearly
similar in form and purpose to the apparatus of formal

game structure and rule of application proposed above.

Thus my approach reflects what Hempel called the standard
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11
conception of scientific theories.

The comparison suggests certain criticisms.
Hempel, in the paper mentioned, says of the distinction
between internal principles and bridge principles that
ees 1t should be explicitly acknowledged now
that no precise criterion has been provided
for distinguishing internal principles from
bridge principles. In particular, the
dividing line cannot be characterized syn-
tactically, by reference to the constituent
terms; for, as has been noted, both internal
principles and bridge principles contain
theoretical as well as antecedently available
terms., Nor is the difference one of epist-
emic status, such as truth by convention
versus empirical truth. The distinction is,
thus, admittedly wvague.
Feyerabend, discussing a similar account of scientific
theory in terms of an uninterpreted postulate system and
correspondence rules quoted from Carnap, and regarded as
the basis of objection to claims of incommensurability,
takes its point to be ".. that new and abstract languages
cannot be introduced in a direct way, but must be first
connected with an already existing, and presumably stable,
1%
observational idiom" ; and goes on to say that this "..is
refuted at once by noting the way in which children learn
to speak and in which anthropologists and linguists learn

14
the unknown language of a newly discovered tribe" .

None of these problems seem serious at this
stage. Whatever may have been the case for Hempel's
examples, it is quite clear that application or bridging

rules in the form (1!') identified above must contain both



199

natural and game terms; and that formal rules in the form
(2') identified above must not. At least, this second
point would be clear if some clear position were establish-
ed on logical or syncategorematic expressions, and if it
were remembered that expressions which were capitalised

to show game status in Ransdell's presentation, such as
'Walked!, are not synonymous with terms left uncapital-
ized to show natural status, such as 'walked'. While

it is not clear that rules in the form (1') are to be
distinguished from those in form (2') as empirical truth
from conventional truth, it is to» be remembered that these
forms were distinguished precisely because of a difference,
if not in their truth conditions, at least in their withe
drawal conditions. It should also be recalled that the
apparent ndeterminacy between empirical and conventional
truth, arising in both Searle and Scheffler, provided part

of the basis for the present approach.

Concerning Feyerabend's comments, it is not
clear that the sorts of case he mentions provide a
refutation of the claim that this distinction has the
place proposed, even if we accept his account of its
main point. Anyone who accepts that new and abstract
languages or theories or games must be interpreted in
a preexisting idiom through correspondence rules there-
by confronts a problem of foundation: either the very
first structure acquired must have been of such a
different type as to require an entirely different

analysis, or some abstract language must have been
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learned without being in some degree translated into an
antecedent idiom. Either alternative would damage the
analysis, One might suppose that it is to this problem
of foundatinn that Feyerabend's comments are directed,
but this is not so. His concern with children is not
with their first conceptual structures, but with later
ones. He suggests that a later "concept and perceptual
image of material objects" replaces a stage at which
"objects seem to behave very much like afterimages",
without this earlier view either explaining or providing
evidence for the new notion of a material object.
Indeed, the previous objects of perception, "... or
things somewhat like them, still exist, but they are now
difficult to find and must be discovered by special
methods. (The earlier visual world therefore literally
disappears.)"1? Similarly, the anthropologists and
linguists learning the unknown language of a newly dis-
covered tribe have an antecedent structure, but scorn %o
use it. They ".. remind us that a perfect translation
is never possible, even if one is prepared to use complex
contextual definitions. This is one of the reasons for
the importance of field work where new languages are
learned from scratch, and for the rejection, as inad-
equate, of any account that relies on 'complete' or

16
'partial' translation".

I think that there is a problem of foundation

for the sort of view I am attempting to formulate, and 1
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attempt to deal with it in a later chapter; but Feyer-
abend does not invoke it. Thig is because his suggestion
that the child's new concept owes no debt to the old one,
and the anthropologist's new language is similarly detached,
is implausible on the face of it, and ill-supported by
argument. The context of Piagetian theory supports the
identification of developmental stages, but not the claim
that an earlier stage has no significant relation to a
later one. The afterimageish, indeed, sense-~data-like
cbjects of the earlier stage do not explain the notion of
a material object, but this is not to be expected. The
noticn of a material object, however, might be used to
explain them; ‘and it can do so, . through the very
theories of Piaget and his school which are cited by
Feyerabend. It would be odd to suggest that these
earlier private objects were evidence for the notion of

a material object; but given such a notion, we can
explain what it might mean for a private object - a
perceptual image of a material object -~ to be evidence
of a commonly reliable kind for statements abocut particul-
ar material objects. Of course, one cannot see the world
in two incompatible guises at once, and one might use

this example, as I earlier used examples relating to

motor cars, to suggest the difficulty cf supposing that

a conceptual change changes nothing but concepts; but
this just emphasises the oddity of Feyerabend's using a
case of alleged conceptual change as though it were a

refutation of a general account of conceptual structures.
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There is a similar lack of appropriateness
about the other example. Even if we disregard more or
less Quinean objections to the apparent view that only a
perfect translation is better than no translation at all,
and even if we ignore the question how the anthropolog-
igt's first language is to be kept out of the business
of learning the new language from scratch, both of which
gquestions affect the quality of Feyerabend's argument,
there is still the point that noone has ever wished to
say, of natural languages, that one could be learned
only on the basis of prior knowledge of another. One
cannot refute an account of the relationship of concept-
ual structures within a language by showing that this is
not the way that different natural languages are related

%o each other.

In justice to Feyerabend, it should be said
that in the passages quoted he is particularly concerned
to meet an argument against incommensurability. He
allows a distinction between conceptual apparatus and its
basis, insisting only, in the Piagetian case, that the
basis changes from stage to» stage. But it is part of
this view that represents the basis as in some sense
"observational", and thus constant; and it appears to De
his view that only by relativising observation to the
conceptual structure which explains it can certain
unfortunate consequences be avoided. However, it is

not at all clear that the antecedent language must be
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"a presumably stable observational idiom".. The language
antecedent to a new conceptual structure need not be
observation. Indeed, it need not be stable, though no
doubt things are easier, and the new structure more useful,
if it is. This pecint is made in the field in which
Feyerabend wrote. Commenting on a concept of theoret-
ical terms proposed by J.D. Sneed, Stegmuller says:
"According to Sneed and unlike the common view, the diff-
erence between the theoretical and the non-theoretical

does not coincide with the observational - non-observat-

17
ional dichotomy". I shall not, however, attempt to
pursue issues within the philosophy of science. I

have taken it that the most obviously similar proposals
and difficulties arising in the field should be noted;
but I do not think that my more general concerns arc best
worked out in the terms of a restricted field of enquiry.
These accounts of scientific theory and explanation

provide analogy, not solutions.

The distinction between rule forms is perhaps
more clearly seen in the second case which T wish to
offer as analogous: the interpretation of an uninter-
preted formal system. P.P. Strawson, using this as a
way of looking at the activity of a formal logician,
suggests that the logician's task may be seen as having
two parts. The first part, he says, is the construction
of a purely abstract system of symbols, involving the

introduction of symbols, and of various kinds of rule
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for their manipulation. He goes on:

Such a system is called 'abstract' because

no meaning is attached tn the symbols over and

above the rules of combination and transform-

ation. The second part of the task will then
be that of giving the symbols a meaning or
interpretation; and for this it will Dbe
necessary to use expressions of which the18
meaning is regarded as already known.

Here we have the distinction between natural
terms and terms with a meaning established in a system of
rules clearly drawn, together with the notion of establish-
ing a relation between them. In interpreting the system,
we establish its scope by determining the domain over
which its variables range, and a limited intersubstitut-
ivity in regarding elements of that domain as values of
the variables of the system. In interpreting a system
as sentential calculus, we identify the members of
certain classes of sentence as formulse subject to the
rules of the system, in the process disregarding or
restricting or expanding functions that those sentences
may have had in informal discourse. In all these
respects, this process 1is closely analogous to that of
introducing a game, and to the process of scientific
explanation discussed above. 0f course, scientific
explanation is not quite like the interpretation of a

formal system; but one of the more obvious differences

might reasonably be said to mask a significant point.

In the case of scientific explanation, we are
commonly inclined to think of the observed phenomena

coming first, and the theoretical explanation coming



205

gsecond; in the case of formal logic, as Strawson's
presentation suggests, we are inclined to think of the
abstract system coming first, and its interpretation
coming second. Both inclinations are open to criticism.
Strawson thinks that we would be misled in so seeing the
logic case, since "... in practice, the logician always
approaches the task of system-construction with some
particular kind of interpretation in mindl? and the
broadly speaking inductivist account of scientific
explanation above has been vigourously attacked by
Popper. If Strawson and Popper are correct, one might
argue that the distinction between explanation and
interpretation rested not on a difference between two
processes, but on a difference between the interests and
intentions of logicians and scientists. This is not
entirely beside the point; but there is a further point
which does not depend upon this kind of argument. It

is no doubt true that, as a matter of fact, people
encounter physical phenomena before they encounter
scientific theories; and they could invent, or be shown,
purely abstract systems before they found ways of inter-
preting them; and that the search for explanations and
interpretations in such cases would be different, at
least psychologically, and probably methodologically.

But I do not wish to use the distinction between the
formation and the interpretation of systems in the invest-
igaticn of historical or psycholcgical or methodological

questions. I wish to use it as an instrument of analysis:
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as a way of more clearly articulating a structure of rules
which might be seen as constituting games, or ways of
acting, or forms of life. T will regard it as suitable
for this purpose if, understood in terms of the analogies
I have discussed, the analogies invoked are sufficiently
strong to provide a coherent way of talking about con-
stitutive rule systems, and there is reasonable hope of

further illumination.

I think that this discussion has shown a suff-
iciently strong analogy between explaration and interpret-
ation on the one hand, and rules in the form (1') above
on the other, to satisfy the first requirement. Con-
cerning the second requirement, I will quote further
from Strawson., After pointing out the respect in which
his diviesion of the logician's task may be misleading, he
goes on to say:

The reasons why it is illuminating are at leas?t

two: (i) it suggests,what we shall see to be

the case, that a system constructed with one
interpretation in mind may turn out to be
susceptible of more than one interpretation

(i.e., we may be put on the track of further

formal analogies); (ii) it reminds us that

we cannot be quite sure how the symbols of a

gystem are to be interpreted until we have

supplemented the explanations given with a
study of the rules of the system.

20
The significance of the possibility of alternative inter-
pretation I trust will emerge in subsequent discussion;
I shall not attempt to develop it at this point, though
it might be noted that being "put on the track of further

formal analogies" is highly desirable. The second
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suggestion has more immediate application. The error
of supposing that we understand the symbols of a system
on the basis of their interpretation, without a full
understanding of their place as defined by the rules of
the system, is in effect the error which, according to
Ransdell, threatens Searle. Noting that Searle says
that gameterms are not merely labels, but mark something
that has consequences, he says:
But Searle does not follow up this important
point to develop its full significance.
Moreover, the intra-game import of the part-
icular term he cites is not brought out....
In view of the fact that none of this is brought
out in a general way, there is reason to doubt
that Searle fully recognized ﬁhe significanceZ1
of the "consequencesg" he mentions.
Ransdell's way of giving weight to the consequences leads
to his proposal of the form (2'), in which the consequen-
ces form the consequent of a conditional which, as a
whole, defines the gameterm which Searle appeared to
define upon the antecedent alone. Now, Ransdell is at
this point explicitly concerned with cases in which the
connotation is expressed in gameterms; and for these
cases I have found no reason to quarrel with his proposed
refinement. But his reasons would apply, with even
more force, to cases in which the connotation is expressed
in natural terms. He takes it that the same refinement
works in these cases. I have argued that it does not;
and the distinction between a formal system and its
interpretation provides a way of saying why it does not,

and offers an alternative account of these cases, while

reinforcing what was ccrrect in his diagnosis. 1 take
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this to be sufficient for the second requirement.

I propose, therefcre, that we distinguish two
kinds of rule in systems which might constitute games cr
ways of acting or forms of life. The first, which I
shall call formal rules, can be regarded as having, idea-
1ly, the form (3) aboig, and are constitutive of what I
shall call formal games: abstract, uninterpreted
systems, The second, which I shall call rules of inter-
pretatiog, can be regarded as having, ideally, the form
(1) abo;e, and relate formal games to independent
domains of language. The definitions of gameterms, on
this account, must alsn have two components. A game-
term may be said to be formally defined, in the manner
suggested by Ransdell, by a formal rule: i.e., to
predicate a gameterm of some subject is equivalent to
asserting of that subject that it falls under a particul-
ar rule. It should be noted that this is a very
schematic account. The relation between gameterms and
formal rules need not be one-to-one. This, to define
'king! in chess would involve rules about initial place-
ment, movement and capture, and also the rules relevant
to 'check' and 'checkmate'. There is point in saying,
as Ransdell quotes Strawson saying, that the basis of
meaning is the whole structure of the game; there is,
however, also point in a more limited notion of a defin-

ition. To define a term formally is to place it in a

formal game, Its interpreted definition - its
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definition in an interpreted game - will involve a
link to natural terms. This link may be indirect.
There is no reason to suppose that every gameterm must
directly relate to some natural expression. We could

not satisfy such a requirement for 'electron', nor is 1t

satisfied for 'materially implies'. However, there are
direct links in some cases. Thus, 'cricket bat' might
be formally defined - 1loosely, and with no attempt to
impose conditional form - as that which the batsman

uses to strike the ball. Under the normal interpret-
ation, the familiar sort of wooden artefact will count as
a cricket bat, hitting a particular sort of spherical
object with it will count as striking the ball, and
various consequences will follow depending upon the out-
come of this operation., In an alternative interpretat-
ion, a die might count as a cricket bat, rolling it might
count as striking the ball, and various consequences
might follow depending upon the outcome of this
operation. As my use of 'normal interpretation' suggests,
a purely formal definition, or one based on an unusual
interpretation, would not normally be accepted as defin-
ing 'cricket bat'. Typically, the accepted definition
of a gameterm will be an interpreted definition, and in
the clearest cases will involve a normal interpretation,
though there may be less clear cases in which a formal
game is variously interpreted, or where more than one

formal game is interpreted in the same domain.
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SECTION 13 This account of rules meets requirements of

generalizability and relevance.

At this point in the development of this
account of rule-constituted structures, I should subject
it to two tests: one of generalizability, and one of
relevance, The account has used, as a basis, games 1in
the ordinary sense of the word. In these cases, the
distinctness of the game from our ordinary, non-frivol-
ous concerns is generally clear enough; in contrast to
our serious activities, the gcals of games would not
arise in the normal course of events, and would not
interest us if they did, and the terminology and act-
ivities of games would not make sense without the rule-
book. When we move to the sort of activity which,
however conventionalized, is not thought of as a gane,
the importance of the rules appears to diminish. We
feel we could understand the point of what is going on,
even if we didn't know The rules; we might say of these
caseg, as Searle said of rules of etiquette, that the
rules can only be regulative. I have already said
something about these cases; but more is needed. It
this feeling cannot be shown to involve a mistake, then
we have an account of formal and interpreted games which
ig applicable only to games in the ordinary sense, and
this would not serve the purpose I intend. The attempt
to show such a mistake is the attempt tc m=zet the test
of generalizability. The test for relevance is thes test
for relevance to the purpose as I previously and provis-

ionally stated it. I intrcduced the notion of a way of
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acting, which I characterized as involving interactive
bodies of belief and convention, which provided frame-
works for individuation, identification and reidentific-
ation. I claimed, in opposition to Scheffler, that
disturbances in +the conceptual structures embedded in
these bodies of belief and convention affected our
ability to refer to individuals; and offered these
claims as contributory to an account of a relativist
position. It is necessary that the present account
should permit the formulation and defence of similar
claims, for if it does not, the relevance of this to
earlier sections of my discussion is lost, I shall

first consider the question of generalizability.

That an account of this sort is not restrict-
ed to games in the ordinary sense appears to be accepted
by Ransdell, in the paper I have discussed. He accepts
it, in his version, for the non-frivolous speech act of
promising; he discusses its application to the case of
law, and in passing suggests that it might apply to
professional roles generally? Of course, his main
argument, that the account does nct provide an analysis
of speech acts generally, tends tn the opposite effect;
but this argument, even if it is sound in its own terms,
ig irrelevant to my present concern because of a differ-
ence between the notion of a rule-constituted way of
acting and of a speech act which is implicit in Ransdellls

own discussion. These notions are very different in
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scope. The operation of law must clearly involve a
variety of speech act types. There is testifying, which
not only includes, in the case of testimony under oath,
a kind of promising in the taking of the oath, but

might also be said to include, in the case of expert
testimony, cases of advising, another speech act type
which Ransdell discusses; there is also rendering a
verdict, and passing Jjudgment. Thue the analysis of a
speech act type may involve not just the association of
acts of that type with a particular rule constituting
certain behaviour as an act of that type, but rather
giving such acts a place in a way of acting, which in
its turn is analysed by reference to a constitutive rule
set. The particular speech act type gets its meaning,
one might say, from the whole structure of the game;
hence Ransdell's conclusion, far from counting against
the generalizability of this account of ways of acting,

is what the account would lead one to expect.

There remains, however, the general question
whether the sort of case which I initially suggested as
providing examples of ways of acting can be regarded as
sufficiently distinct %o yield to the kind of analysis

which can be applied to games.

Games, in the ordinary sense, are generally
convenient examples of interpreted games in my sense,

presenting few problems of individuation or identity.
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More problems are to be expected when the notion of
formal and interpreted games is used to organise talk
about less arbitrary and well-disciplined spheres of

activity.

At the beginning of this chapter, I suggested
that some ways of acting might be identified through
nouns referring to conventionalized forms of activities
named by common verbs: ‘'banquet' deriving from 'eat',
'duel' from 'fight', and so on. It can now be suggested
that the verbs are to be taken as natural terms relative
to the games identified by the nouns: ‘'eat' is to be
regarded as a terms of established reference through which
a formal game is interpreted as dining; 'eat' stands to
'dine' as 'fight' stands to 'duel', or as 'compete'

stands to 'play chess' or 'win' to 'checkmate'.

To bring out a further point, one might say:
'sword' stands to 'duel' as 'bat' stands to 'cricket'.
One might suppose either that nothing of the sort that
duellists call a sword or cricketers a bat had existed
until they were designed to complete the interpretation
of a formal game (as one might suppose that nothing of
the shape of a conventional chess bishop existed until it
was designed to complete a set of pieces); or that things
of that general sort, and known as swords and bats, had
existed before any formal game was interpreted as

duelling or cricketing. On the former supposition,
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'sword' and 'bat' are gameterms, which will be defined
partly by their function in the game, i.e., in relation
to other gameterms; and partly by their interpretation,
i.e., in terms natural relative to the gane. On the
latter supposition, 'sword' and 'bat' will be natural
terms with established reference, given a technical sense
in the game to the extent that either the function or
constitution of their referents is restricted by the
rules. Thus a cricket bat may be recognisably similar
to a rounders bat, but distinguished from it by being
constituted in a specified way related to its function

in the game; a duelling sword may be recognisably similar
to other swords, but distinguished by the requirement,
related to its function in the game, that it be the same
in specified respects as another sword - a sword can be
a sword in isolation, but a duelling sword only as one

of a pair.

This resurrects earlier difficulties with
Searle's distinction between constitutive and regulative
rules. In the preceding paragraph, I treated the rules
of cricket and duvuelling as constitutive, rather than as
regulative. The rules of formal games cannot be
regarded as regulative, since they do not refer to
anything external to the game; and I am considering the
interpretation of formal games as chess and cricket as
being basically the same sort of operation as the

interpretation of formal games as dining and duelling -
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roughly, as creating the possibility of new forms of
activity. For Searle, however, chess was a paradigmn
case of a rule-constituted activity, and cricket would
no doubt fall in the same class; but these were to be
distinguished from what he regarded as the regulative
rules of etiquette at table, and no doubt also from a
code duello. The first gquestion about this difference
of opinion is not whether the rule-sets in question are
constitutive or regulative, but whether there is a
significant difference between chess and cricket on

the one hand, and dining and duvelling on the other.

I have previously discussed the accounts given
by Searle of the difference; what is to be stressed at
the moment is its contingency. The point can be made
in relation to the above distinction between a newly
introduced gameterm, and a natural term given technical
sense as a gameterm. In order to make the difference
as sharp as possible, let us take as contrasting examples
the use of 'pawn' in chess and 'sword' in duelling. We
will suppose that 'pawn'! is defined on the rules of a
formal game and the physical characteristics of a
conventional object; +that the term has no use ante-
cedent to or independent of the playing of chess; and
that the behaviour of chess players is significantly
different from any antecedent or independent forms of
behaviour. We will suppose that 'sword' has established

reference %o a class of weapons; that duelling sword'
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is introduced to identify a sub-set of these weapons on
the basis of the restrictions mentioned above; and that
the behaviour of duellists is significantly similar to
that of people fighting with swords prior to cr indep-
endent of the code duello. Searle might then be supp-
osed to say, of chess and duelling, (i) that the former
is, as the latter is not, a new form cof behaviour; (ii)
that the rules of the latter do, as those of the former
do not, characteristically take imperative fori; (iii)
that the latter can, as the former cannot, be described
in the szme terms whether the rules exist or no®%; and
(iv) that the rules of the former specify the behaviour,

while thoge of the latfter evaluate it.

Now, the contingency of the distinction con-
sists in this. The suppositiocns above are reasonable,
and, perhaps, more or less correct; but they could be
false. One could suppose that the physical model of
chess had antecedent and independent use in informal
games similar to chess; and that weapons, and indeed
personal combat, were unknown beyond the limits of a
code duello. On these contingently false suppositions,
it would appear that the code duello was constitutive,
while the rules of chess were regulative. Thus the
question whether a rule-set is constitutive or regulat-
ive is an historical question; 1t is a question about
what happened first - about the ontogenesis of the

activity - and it cannot be answered in the abscnce of
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the required historical data.

This consequence brings out intermal stresses
in the criteria for the distirction. It is plausible
to suppose that we cannot decide whether a form of
behaviour is new without historical knowledge; it is
much less plausible - indeed, 1t seems simply wrong -
to suppose that we cannot tell whether we are specifying
or evaluating without that knowledge. The obvious way
to eliminate the stress is to eliminate the history: to
treat the first basis of distinction above as concerned
not with new, but with distinct forms of behavicur. We
thus make it clear that we are concerned with the analys-
is, mot the ontogenesis, of forms of behavicur. Ve
also make it clear that our first concern must be with
the individuation of formg of behaviour, and with the
question what makes similarities and differences signif-
icant. The similarities between a squabble between
armed ruffians and a duel between gentlemen might seem
more significant to Searle than the differences. (And
also, perhaps, to the ruffians. ) To the gentlemen,
the differences might seem more significant. This
suggests that the gentlemen would takg duelling more
seriously, as a distinct form of behaviour, than either
Searle or the ruffians. This might be taken to mean
either that the gentlemen can individuate where the others
cannot, or that the gentlemen take seriously regulative

rules of good form that the others do not. And what
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sort of question is it, which ¢f these interpretations

is correct?

It is tempting to see it as a question about a
matter of fact - as the question whether or not duelling
really is a distinct form of activity from fighting; but
this is a circular path, for it is so if it is signific-
antly different, and whether it is significantly differ-
ent is just the question, at issue between Searle and the
gentlemen, from which we started. The temptation, I
think, is really that of a return to ontogenetic guestiomns,
for the matter of fact that might decide the issue is
the historical one. But questions of the ontogenesis
of games have been ruled ocut, so this is not a way to a
solution. Rather, it is necewssary to consider what
account of a form of behaviour is accepted, and what
this account requires to be said about the case. That
is, expressions like 'form of behaviour!', 'distinct' and
so on are to be regarded not as terms the use of which
is established through their reference to bits of human
activity taken as given, but as part of a metalanguage -
as terms established in a game interpreted as a theory

of games.

On the account given here, the identity of
interpreted games involves both the idenftity of the formal
games of which they are the interpretation, and the ident-

ity of the referents in terms of which the formal games
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are interpreted: 1let us say, the identity of an infer-
preted game has both formal and substantive aspects.
Games may show similarities or differences in either
respect . If a formal game is interpreted as a sent-
ential calculus, and also as a calculus of switching
systems, we have two interpreted games which are
formally similar, and substantively different. If omne
formal game is interpreted as a legal code for human
behaviour, and another is interpreted as a moral code
for human behaviour, we have two interpreted games which
are formally different, and substantively similar.

Cases of formal similarity and substantive difference

are not intrinsically problematic. Since the games
involve different things - are, one might say,
semantically distinct ~ they are not likely to be the

source of practical confusion; it is easy enough for
players to tell which game they are in. Similarly,

the games do not conflict: +the differences are those
which arise from the game's being interpreted in diff-
erent areas; and should they come together, say, in the
event of someone's deciding to use the switching calculus
to build a logic machine, their formal or syntactical
similarity yields coherence rather than conflict.

Cases of formal difference and substantive similarity
are, however, a natural source of problems. The games
have referents in common. Their terms will refer to

what are the same objects under natural descripticns,
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though not in gameterm descriptions, so the formal rules
governing statements about these objects will be different.
Nor does the discovery of formal diversity automatically
yield coherence; it simply opens the question which game
is being played. Thus, the question can be raised
whether people ought to be penalized for breaking the law
in certain circumstances, say, when they have a conscient-
ious objection to the law in question. This is sometimes
presented as a legal question, which it could hardly be;

to see 1t as a moral qguestion is to clear the air a little,

but not to decide which game has priority.

So, since an interpreted game is by definition
an interpretation of a formal game, two games can be
identical only if they are the same interpretation of the
same formal game. Thus duelling is at least formally
distinct from fighting, and is therefore a distinct game.
This point holds whether one regards fighting as a
separately constituted game, or as a form of behaviour
which is in some sense primitive or unconstituted. In

neither case could the two activities be formally similar.

Together with this ground, that it is distinct,
for regarding duelling as a rule-constituted activity,
goes the third of the claims attributed to Searle above,
that it could not be described in the same terms in the

absence of the rules, because 'sword', taken as 'duelling
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sword'!, is a technical term, deriving part of its sense
from the rules. There is also, perhaps, some point to
the claim that the natural form of the rules is that of
an assertion rather than an imperative; but not the
point that Searle seemed to intend. The basic effect
of interpretation of a formal game is to impose form on
the referents: by making them referents of gameterms
one attributes to them the relational properties
established in the rules. To say "These are duelling
swords" is to attribute to them relations to each other
and to the activity of duelling. To say "Take these

to be duelling swords" may, depending on the context,

be to do the same thing, but it is at least as likely to
be to suggest that they are not duelling swords, but are
the best that can be found in the circumstances. That
is, the notion of the natural form of a rule may be
explained through reference to its introduction through
the interpretation of a formal game, and in this case
the natural form may be regarded as an assertion. In
what seems to have been Searle's intended view, however -
that the natural form of a rule was that in which it
was most commonly uttered - neither the correctness nor

the relevance of the claim is clear.

The satisfaction of the fourth claim, that
the rules should specify rather than evaluate, will be
established in the same way. Indeed, it is not quite

clear why Searle thought of rules such as rules of
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etiquette as evaluative, even when he thought them reg-

ulative., What could they be supposed to evaluate?

A code duello does not evaluate the quality of duelling,

for this would make it self-referring; it does not

evaluate the quality of fighting, since a stickler for

the code could be an inept swordsman. Perhaps he thought
it evaluated the form the fight took; Dbut it does

not - it specifies the form. It allows one to say,

not that the fight was a poor fight or a poor duel,

but that it was only a fight, and not a duel at all.

This discussion does, I believe, indicate a
mistake in the tendency to regard human activities,
other than games in the ordinary sense, as not amenable
to analysis of this sort. The mistake 1is, however, a
complex one; certainly not that of thinking that these
activities are not rule-governed when in fact they are,
for this would also be part of the same mistake. One
aspect of the mistake is the tendency to impose on the
instrument or process of analysis features which are
already taken to be significant aspects of the domain
to which the instrument is to be applied. I did this
to some extent, and unavoidably, in attempting to sketch
the view which I wished to oppose, by my use of 'serious'
and 'frivolous'. No doubt we do commonly draw such a
distinction; but apart from the question whether we draw
it correctly, or indeed, what it comes to to say that we
draw it correctly, it is not clear that it is a distinct-

ion that the analysis is required to reflect. Similarly,
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and perhaps more pertinently, I have acknowledged the view
that our behaviour in games is well-disciplined in a
sense in which it is not in other spheres of activity.
This is not always regarded as accldental. There is a
common view on which, though it is proper for our behav-
iour in games tn be rule-governed, our serious concerns
are too serious for such regimentation to be acceptable,
and the "rigidity" - a common epithet - of rule
structures is more likely tn frustrate than to further
ouUr purposes. Anyone sympathetic To such a view might
well regard the proposed kind of analysis as inapprop-
riate. This view 1s often confused: it is not always
clear what story, alternative to one about rules, might
be intended, or even what notion of a rule is in use;
and in some cases 1t seems clear, even in the rhetoric
itself, that substitution rather than elimination of
rules 1is going on. But even if the view that the ess-
entially human is essentially anarchical were clearer
than I take it to be, it would not be to the main point.
The question is not whether those engaged in an activity
see it as, or say it is, rule-governed, but whether it
can be analysed in those terms. If we found a chess
Grand Master who declared that he was neither acquainted
with nor interested in the rules of chess, but was inspired
to act in certain ways when confronted by a chess board,
we might decide that he was a liar, or invent a theory
of sub-conscious rule-following to cope with the case;

but we would not regard this as reason to withdraw an
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account of chess as a rule-constituted game. Bven if
such cases became common, we would not be obliged to
withdraw the account, though we might in such an event
make different use of it. Generally speaking, it is not
the case that a means of analysis must be consistent
with, or take account of, a proposition maintained as

true in the analysandum,

Another aspect of the mistake is a tendency to
conflate analysis and explanation. Having, in approp-
riate terms, shown that some activity arises from some
natural or instinctive behaviour, we may require of an
analysis that it conform to this discovery. It is this,
perhaps, that led Searle to say that rules of etiquette
could only be regulative. But, as I have argued above,
historical or ontogenetical accounts can yield only
contingent, not logical or conceptual, relationships;
and the formal structure of an activity may allow

diverse interpretations.

These aspects are of a mistake which might best
be identified as a failure to distinguish between formal
rules and rules of interpretation. So failing, we
import into formal systems features of the domain in
which they are interpreted, or see objects in the domain
as having in themselves the relations of the formal
system, Confronted by a formula in Russellian notation,

we take some of its signs as propositional variables,
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though it might be otherwise interpreted; confronted by
a matched pair of pistols from the eighteenth century, we
take them to be duelling pistols, although from none of
their properties could a code duello be inferred. In
ordinary circumstances, this is not a mistake, but a
natural feature of a well-established interpreted game

in vse; but it is a hindrance to analysis. Even
attempts to break the spell of accustomed interpretation
may go astray. Thus Frege, in a passage further discuss-
ed below, says that chess pieces acquire no new properties
simply because rules are laid dowi; and this, in a way,
is clearly true. An object which might count as a chess
piece has those physical properties that it has, whether
it is so counted or not; so to count it does not change
it, or make it subject to new physical laws. It is as
it would have been had chess never been thought of, and
it had been made for some other purpose. So far, this
is a salutary reminder that the formal rules of chess can
apply to such an object only through rules of interpret-
ation, and it might have been perfectly satisfactory if
Frege had not used 'chess pieces' to refer t- the objects
of which he spokes But no list of those properties of
an object which are unaffected by the rules of chess can
be sufficient for it to count as a chess piece, and the
formal rules and rules of interpretation relative to
which it can so count confer upon it relational propert-
ies; and these rules cannot be at once invoked in its

identification and dismissed as not affecting it.
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—_———

I do not take this discussion as establishing
the absolute generalizability of this basis of analysis;
I do, however, take it to show that it is not restricted
to games in the ordinary sense, and that certain general
arguments for its non-generalizability are mistaken.
Turning now to the test of relevance, I shall first
consider the applicability of this account in terms of
interpreted games to my earlier comments on individuation
and conceptual structures, and to this end use the foll-

owing example.

John plays chess by correspondence. For his
game, he uses an ivory chess set based on medieval
figures, while his opponent uses a set of boxwood turnings
of conventional shapes. John determines, and signifies
to his opponent, that he will move his king's pawn, which
he picks out as a replica of a medieval pi