
  

 

 

Tilburg University

Prospects of naturalistic epistemology

Kuys, Mattheus Henricus Maria

Publication date:
1992

Document Version
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Link to publication in Tilburg University Research Portal

Citation for published version (APA):
Kuys, M. H. M. (1992). Prospects of naturalistic epistemology. [Doctoral Thesis, Tilburg University]. [s.n.].

General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright owners
and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.

            • Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research.
            • You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
            • You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal
Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately
and investigate your claim.

Download date: 26. May. 2023

https://research.tilburguniversity.edu/en/publications/3f7f4d6c-7810-4b6e-9c04-809fc0b4a0df






PROSPECTS OF NATURALISTIC
EPISTEMOLOGY





PROSPECTS OF NATURALISTIC
EPISTEMOLOGY

PROEFSCHRIFT

ter verkrijging van de graad van doctor
aan de Katholieke Universiteit Brabant,

op gezag van de rector magnificus,
prof. dr. L.F.W. de Klerk,

in bet openbaar te verdedigen
ten overstaan van een door bet college
van dekanen aangewezen commissie

in de aula van de Universiteit
op vrijdag 20 maart 1992

te 16.15 uur

door

MA TIHEUS HENRICUS MARIA KUYS

geboren te Vught



promotor: prof. dr. Stuart Silvers

printed by Drukkerij Van Elinkwijk B.V., Utrecht

e Thieu Kuys, 1992



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I wrote this dissertation as an Assistant-in- Training at Tilburg University. I
thank this institution for giving me financial and secretarial support during
this period.

I wish to thank Brigitte for typing several parts of this book. I wish to
thank Jacqueline, Jose and Martin for helping me filling in various
necessary forms, reminding me of some necessities I tend to forget, and
telling me when my sister had called in order to find out whether I had
been sighted in Tilburg.

I wish to thank Willy Ophelders, my colleague and roommate who
always assisted me when I was busy jamming the computer.

I wish to thank an anonymous "user" who ran the wrong version of
DOS on the personal computer thereby erasing all the changes made
between augustus 1990 and november 1990. It taught me to make back-ups
more often, and it also relieved me of the burden to make further changes
in a version that was crooked anyway. Starting afresh with chapter seven
and eight turned out to be a good strategy.

I wish to thank the "speed marihuana"-virus for similar reasons.
I wish to thank Ton Derksen who enabled me to read a little

provocative paper on the subject in I..eiden in november 1990 in the
presence of Harvey Siegel. I also thank him for organizing an informal
meeting at Nijmegen in december 1990 where I could present the first part
of chapter four to a number of colleagues who were working in the same
field.

The person who had the greatest influence on this book is undoubtedly
Stuart Silvers. Over the years he has allowed me to make my own
mistakes which turned out to be the best strategy in order to ensure that I
acknowledged them as mistakes. Moreover, Stuart did not feel offended
when I started writing papers in his mother tongue. I guess he
occassionally liked what I wrote, or otherwise he did a good job disguising
his annoyance. I thank him in any case, both for his work as a teacher,
and for the discussions we had over various non-philosophical topics
(including those concerning Humphrey Bogart). I also thank him and his
wife Anti for their hospitality in july 1990 when I attended a summer
seminar at Clemson University, South Carolina.

A number of people have, often unknowingly, stimulated me over the
years. After apologizing to all for keeping them awake till daybreak or
annoying them in some other way, I wish to thank, in arbitrary order, Bets
(who was usually very impressed, but. .. ), Jeroen (who has started to
criticize me from within and, frankly, I don't like that at all), Bart (who
brought home the message that I did not produce anything), Michiel (who
was kind enough to pretend as if he really doubted whether the orange had

v



a color), Ad (only 10% of whose remarks were serious, but even the rest
was usually more to the point than most of what 1 had to say), Bob (who
remained patient and, usually, sober), Frankie-boy (who probably would
have liked to include all kinds of illustrations in this book), Peter S. (who
kept reminding me of the score), Hans (for his continuous interest and
confidence), Hans & ]0 (who always brought some extra cigarettes with
them) Stien & Ben & Co (who never gave me the idea that I was just an
unpractical intellectual crank) and Nicole (I always wonder: "Am I looking
at Nicole or at a slice of lovelihood?"),

Finally I wish to thank my parents, Elly and Harry, my brother Harry,
my sister Els, and my brother-in-law Leon for continuous support and all
kinds of "shots in the arms".

VI



PROSPECTS OF NATURALISTIC EPISTEMOLOGY

TABLE OF CONTENTS

introduction 1

part one: the nature of naturalistic epistemology

chapter one: the received view on the rise of naturalistic
epistemology

chapter two: balancing the received view

9

37

part two: critical studies

chapter three: evolutionary epistemology 69
chapter four: evolutionary philosophy of science 93
chapter five: weak: naturalism: reliabilism 113
chapter six: Quine de-naturalized 147
chapter seven: the socio-historical tum: epistemology socialized 201
chapter eight: relativism, anarchism and pluralism 239
chapter nine: the natural limits of human knowledge 263

epilogue: epistemology and criticism

chapter ten: the emergence of epistemic norms 293

general bibliography
samenvatting
summary
selective index of persons and subjects

316
336
338
340

Vll





INTRODUCTION

1. Ouverture

Philosophers are in a bad spot nowadays. Once, in the dark ages, the star of the
Queen of Sciences shone bright. Philosophy dominated the intellectual scene. Plato
claimed that only philosophers could tell us how to live our lifes virtuously, and got
away with it. Centuries later, Kant could stipulate that in order for science to get on
the move it is essential that we get our concepts right first, and he got away with it.
But the positivists in our century who claimed to provide the foundations for science
and mathematics didn't get away with it. Science itself, helped by politics and talk-
shows, has driven philosophy to the border of intellectual society, and perhaps across
it. The Queen of science was forced to abdicate and to write memoires in which she
pleaded guilty on all accounts.

But the cavalry arrived just in time, its buggIes heralding a new wave. If
philosophy was no longer as respectable as the sciences she allegedly gave birth to,
then why not make philosophy into a science itself? The only way to save the
monarchy in a republican age is to have the Queen come down from her throne and
make her polish the tin and marble alongside her sprouts.

2. Naturalistic epistemology

The topic of this study is naturalistic epistemology. The phrase 'naturalistic
epistemology' has been coined two decades ago in the slipstream ofW.V.O. Quine's
by now classical paper, "Epistemology naturalized". It is not altogether clear what it
means to naturalize epistemology, but the general idea is that epistemological
problems, once conceived as being the kind of problems that should be investigated
independent from the sciences, have to be re-interpreted such that the sciences
themselves can deal with them. The naturalists insist that this is the only manner in
which epistemology as an intellectual discipline can be saved from oblivion.

In the past decades an ever growing number of epistemologists have paid lip-service
to the naturalistic paradigm. Fewer have tried to develop programs in which the
classical epistemological problems are dealt with on the basis of the results of the
empirical sciences, usually biology, psychology and sociology. And some naturalists
have hinted at the possibility to tackle such problems by doing physics. The aim of
this study is to assess the prospects of naturalistic research in epistemology.
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Since the author of this study is biased, the bias cannot be made explicit too soon.
The tone of this study is critical and, occassionally, polemical. One of the themes will
be that naturalistic programs fail in doing what they set out to do. Either they are
indistinguishable from the kind of programs they claim to succeed, or they defy their
own naturalism, or they sketch a future that is, at the present time, too farfetched to
grasp. Thus, at the end of this study, there will be put forward the claim that if
philosophers want to do anything like traditional epistemology, then they will have to
shake off the naturalistic garments and pursue their research in a more old-fashioned
manner.

Yet, Iwill not allow myself to criticize naturalistic epistemology from the viewpoint
of traditional philosophy. While the naturalistic paradigm in epistemology developed,
the literature has witnessed too many spasms of traditional epistemology already.
Philosophers who objected to the naturalistic slogans presented, in all earnest, 'knock
down' arguments to show that the mistakes and fallacies committed by naturalists
were too obvious to give the naturalistic paradigm serious attention. I am as
suspicious of such 'knock down' arguments as I am suspicious of the naturalistic
slogans. Indeed, I feel that, against the background of the ruins of most traditional
programs, naturalism deserves the benefit of the doubt. Therefore, if this study
contains any 'knock down' arguments at all, then their impact will be explicitly
qualified, even if there is the risk that naturalism will slip away at the end.

3. The structure of this study

This book consists of three parts. The first part is a more elaborate, but still
elementary, introduction to naturalistic epistemology. The second part consists of
seven critical studies that will concentrate either on a specific naturalistic program or
on a specific epistemological theme, or on both. The third part sketches an
alternative, if not very novel, perspective on epistemological research. Iwill briefly
summarize the ten chapters of which this book consists.

3.1. The received view on the rise of naturalistic epistemology

In the first chapter Iwill rehearse what I consider to be the received view on the rise
of naturalistic epistemology. This view stresses three turns that have been made in
twentieth century epistemology. The first tum is the linguistic turn that re-interpreted
the crucial topics in epistemology as problems of logical analysis. The second tum is
the naturalistic turn that re-interpreted these topics as the objects of empirical
research. The third tum is the socio-historical turn. It is, I contend, compatible with
the general naturalistic perspective, and relates epistemological problems to research
in sociology and history.

The story that is told in chapter 1 is, hopefully, one with which many readers will
be familiar. However, apart from providing a general sketch of how contemporary
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naturalists see their own place in the history of philosophy, it introduces a number of
topics in a manner that will facilitate later discussion.

3.2. Balancing the received view

Although the received view is a helpful background for understanding current debates,
it has its historical and systematic flaws. In the second chapter I will try to redress
some of these flaws. I will relativize the importance of the history of philosophy for
contemporary research by suggesting that even those philosophers who have been the
stooges of naturalistic attacks can be viewed upon as naturalists. I will also introduce
two alleged 'knock down' arguments against naturalistic epistemology. The first is the
classical argument against naturalism in general. The second states what is probably
in the back of the mind of many critics. I will explain why both arguments are
ineffective.

Neither the first nor the second chapter results in a clear-and-cut 'definition' of
naturalistic epistemology. Naturalistic epistemology is still in a developmental stage.
On the one hand we have a number of slogans and promises; on the other hand we
have a number of programs. Although the slogans suggest that there is a common
denominator in these programs, their polemical nature renders it dubious whether we
can take them literally. On the other hand, the naturalistic programs diverge too
widely to construct a general characterization of them that enables us to deal with
them in one blow.

Therefore, in spite of the fact that it is expedient to begin a critical study only after
the target of criticism is circumscribed exactly, I will accept the current vagueness of
the naturalistic paradigm and argue on the basis of this vagueness that, at the present,
the proper manner to arrive at a general assessment of the prospects of naturalistic
epistemology is to go step-by-step, and to generalize the results only after it has been
made clear that they can be generalized. In a sense this means that the topic of this
study will be characterized gradually in the course of the critical arguments.

3.3. Evolutionary epistemology

One of the dominant problems in epistemology concerns the nature of a priori
knowledge. Philosophers since Kant have attributed special features to a priori
knowledge, both in respect of its scope as in respect of its role in the pursuit for
truth. A number of philosophers and biologists have claimed that the kantian notion
of the a priori can be identified with the biological notion of innateness and that a
detailed account of what is innate can be given with the help of biology (evolution
theory) and developmental psychology.

Granting the possibility of interpreting the notion of the a priori in this manner, I
will argue that this does not mean that biological science, combined with
developmental psychology, can make a contribution to epistemology. My main
argument will be that the level of theoretical sophistication in science is so high that
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any piece of evidence that might be considered to give us a clue about the a priori can
also be accounted for in other ways.

The purpose of this chapter is not to refute naturalism in general nor this specific
program, but to undermine the suggestion that, once We have made the naturalistic
tum, all is set for a rigorous solution of epistemological problems. This objection can
be generalized in the sense that none of the naturalistic programs will lead to a
straightforward, unambiguous solution. Even if a specific naturalistic program is
primafacie tenable, this does not mean that it can deal with epistemological problems
any better than non-naturalistic programs. It is not claimed however, that because of
this it is impossible to pursue naturalistic epistemology.

3.4. Evolutionary philosophy of science

Recently, philosophers who endorsed naturalism have tried to reconstruct Popper's
philosophy of science as the basis of a naturalistic program. They claim that the main
result of this program is that science develops in the same way as the way in which
biological species evolve and, indeed, that the progress of science can be understood
as an expansion of biological evolution. Correspondingly, science and other cognitive
endeavours are described against the background of biological evolution.

This claim has heen debated fervently in the past two decades. This debate
concentrated on alleged differences and similarities between biological evolution and
scientific change. I will argue that this debate is irrelevant with regard to the question
whether evolutionary philosophy of science is a tenable program in naturalistic
epistemology. The untenability of this program comes to the fore only once we find
that it does not fit the model of science it puts forward.

Since evolutionary philosophy of science currently is under the spell of Popper's
philosophy of science, my argument is formulated first against the background of
evolutionary philosophy of science Popperian style (EPS). Next, I will argue that
Lakatos' account of science vindicates the biological parallel better but that a
lakatosian version of evolutionary philosophy of science turns out to be untenable for
similar reasons.

This argument will be generalized in the sense that dubbing any program in the
philosophy of science 'naturalistic' is of interest only after a detailed development of
the program. Without a detailed account of what counts as a science, the contention
that a specific epistemological program is naturalistic is of no impact. The
committment to 'naturalistic epistemology' turns out to be vacuous both on the
methodological and on the justificationallevel.

3.5. Reliabilism

Reliabilism has become a dominant position in recent theory of knowledge. Since
reliabilism is often explicitly associated with naturalism, chapter 5 will investigate the
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possible contributions made by naturalistic programs that are based on the reliabilist
theory of knowledge.

Although some standard objections against these programs and their reliabilistic
basis will turn out to be misguided, I will argue that these programs cannot make any
contribution to epistemology unless they undermine their reliabilist background. In
order to make any contribution at all these programs will have to concentrate on
precisely those problems that reliabilists consider to be insoluble and try to avoid.
Reliabilists, in spite of their criticism of cartesian epistemology, mimick cartesian
epistemology when they develop their programs and get stuck in the same problems.
Therefore, these naturalistic programs are self-undermining.

3.6 Quine de-naturalized

In war it is a good strategy to kill the generals of the enemy. Although we are not in
a war and it is not accurate to say that W.V.O. Quine is the leader of the naturalistic
camp, he is a dominant figure. It should be worthwhile to show that Quine is not a
naturalist at all. This will be the conclusion of chapter 6.

In an attempt to understand the relation between some of Quine's most-debated
theses, I will argue that Quine's overall philosophical system entails that (i) Quine's
own naturalistic program is untenable, and (ii) it is possible to pursue epistemological
research that stands apart from the natural sciences. Generalizing these results, I will
indicate that any naturalistic program that does not endorse radical scientism, cannot
block non-naturalistic research in epistemology.

3.7. The socio-historical turn

Several groups of philosophers that are closely aligned to naturalism have added
another twist to naturalism by making the socio-historical turn. They claim that
historical and sociological research can illuminate a number of epistemological topics.

Chapter 7 introduces socialized epistemology as a reaction to the project of rational
reconstruction. Having outlined the rough contours of the programs developed in
socialized epistemology, I will play the devil's advocate by arguing that the socio-
historical turn is the natural follow-up to the naturalistic turn. Although many
commentators on socialized epistemology have objected to its relativist and idealist
consequences, I will claim that the socio-historical ploy is plausible and, from a
naturalistic point of view, hard to avoid.

This claim will be qualified immediately by noting that there is another option, viz.
a robust, 'a-social' naturalistic program that relates epistemology to neurobiology.
Looking ahead to chapter 8, however, I will claim that naturalists have to bite the
relativistic bullet one way or another: to be socialized relativists or relativistic
materialists. Since the materialistic alternative is too elusive, they should better stick
to the first option.
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3.8. Relativism and naturalism

Since socialized epistemology as well as other naturalistic programs lead to relativism,
one can decide to assess the prospects of naturalistic epistemology by finding out
whether relativism is tenable. This possibility will be discussed in chapter 8.

Two versions of relativism that are often conflated in the literature will be
distinguished, sc. anarchism and pluralism. I will argue that anarchism cannot be
criticized adequately and therefore is a possible philosophical position. Since I will
also argue that some naturalistic programs incline towards the anarchistic version of
relativism, this leads one to conclude that naturalism is a possible philosophical
position. However, in spite of its apparent coherence relativism defies whatever
naturalistic roots it might have. Thus, whether anarchism or pluralism is tenable or
not, naturalism dissolves.

It appears to me that at this stage, any pragmatic asset of naturalizing epistemology
has been dispelled. This means that the appeal of naturalistic epistemology is based
solely on the alleged impossibility of traditional epistemology.

3.9. Skepticism and naturalism

Having discussed the topic of relativism at length, I will end the critical part of this
study by discussing skepticism. Since skepticism is a prominent topic in the history
of philosophy, it is fair to demand that any acceptable epistemological program sheds
some light on it. The first conclusion of chapter 9 will be that naturalistic
epistemology is unable to make clear what skepticism amounts to, let alone to
determine whether skepticism is tenable or not.

Towards the end of the chapter the following dilemma will arise: although
naturalistic epistemology can find a way around any skeptical claim, it is itself based
on a skeptical claim. Since the pragmatic virtues of naturalistic epistemology have
been undermined at this stage and the skeptical claim has to bear the burden of the
naturalistic pyramid, to find that it cannot do so in the context of naturalistic
epistemology undermines naturalism effectively.

An addendum to this dilemma will trace it to the fallibilism permeating the
naturalistic programs. For all its superficial lure, fallibilism turns out to be an
incoherent position. Exit naturalism.

3.10. An alternative interpretation of epistemology

If my negative verdict on naturalistic epistemology is sound, then those philosophers
who proclaim the end of epistemology have good reason to do so. Yet, I will indicate
that the very idea that epistemology has come to an end, is paradoxical. This paradox
suggests that it should be possible to construct a viable interpretation of epistemology
that paves the way for future research.
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In the epilogue I will sketch an alternative perspective. This perspective holds on to
the idea that the main task of epistemology is to specify and defend epistemic norms.
However, while running the risk of sounding ridiculous, my outline will stress the
weirdness of the perspective rather than disguise it. My reason for doing so is that I
believe that, no matter how weird this perspective is, one can only at great cost avoid
embracing it, since the main alternatives to this perspective are even less plausible.

While presenting this perspective on epistemology, I will also show that it
vindicates the manner in which I have criticized naturalistic epistemology. Thus, my
own criticism of naturalistic epistemology passes the tests I set for philosophical
criticism in general. Having gone full circle, I rest my case.
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PART ONE:
THE NATURE OF NATURALISTIC EPISTEMOLOGY

CHAPTER ONE:
THE RECEIVED VIEW ON NATURALISTIC EPISTEMOLOGY

1. Slogans and programs

Ever since Socrates philosophical investigation has been believed by many
philosophers to be something special, special that is in comparison with "ordinary"
or even "scientific" investigation. According to some the discriminative feature of
philosophy lay in its scope: whereas science dealt with particular, 'contingent'
truths, philosophy spelled out universal, 'necessary' truths. Others have argued
that there is a difference in method: science relies on empirical data, but
philosophy eschews such data, being capable of arriving at truth without the help
of experience. Other philosophers have played with the idea that philosophy
consists of raising questions, whereas science tries to answer them. Paradoxically,
the opposite position was defended also. Various philosophers, usually referred to
as cartesians or kantians, believed that philosophy is able to answer questions that
cannot be answered by science. Where science cannot overcome the contingency of
the evidence available, philosophical insight probes so deep that, on reaching
bottom, there is no longer the possibility to err.

In contrast with the tradition in which the issue was not whether philosophy and
science are different, but in what manner they are, many contemporary
philosophers believe that the distinction between science and philosophy is
spurious. W.V.O. Quine, one of the main spokesmen of this group of
philosophers, claimed, at the beginning of his Word and Object, that "philosophy
( ... ) as an effort to get clearer of things, is not to be distinguished in essential
points of purpose and method from good and bad science." [Quine, 1960, p.3/4.]
Similar claims, usually accompanied by tirades against "traditional philosophy",
can be found scattered around in the literature of the last three decades.

This countercurrent has been fashionably identified as naturalism. Since the term
"naturalism" has had a number of applications in past centuries, it is necessary to
be clear about what is denied by naturalism, why it is denied, and what
consequences this denial purportedly has. A plausible answer, that is one that
would not startle the naturalists themselves, goes as follows:

What is denied is the thesis that there is a radical difference between science and
philosophy. The aims of science and philosophy are the same (sufficiently similar); the
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methods are the same (sufficiently similar); and the results are equally fallible. The
reason for this denial is that any attempt to establish the alleged distinction has failed.
The main consequence of this denial would be that philosophers can allow themselves
to use the best of our scientific theories in solving philosophical problems.

Naturalistic epistemology applies this to a specific part of philosophy, namely the
part which adresses questions like "What is the structure of empirical
knowledge?", "What is the proper methodology for scientific investigation?", "Can
beliefs and opinions be adequately justified?". Naturalism entails that these issues
are not different in kind from questions like "what is the meaning of the word
'justification'?" or "how are experiential data processed in the brain?" I Indeed,
some naturalists stress that the latter questions are alternative formulations of the
former ones. To know what is the structure of empirical knowledge is to know the
meaning of the term 'empirical knowledge'. To know in what manner our beliefs
about the world can be justified is to know in what manner sensory experience is
processed in the brain.

Since the distinction between science and philosophy is, allegedly, deeply
entrenched in intellectual society, it is not surprising that naturalism is a
controversial perspective and that naturalistis tend to express themselves in
polemical terms. They not only attack the philosophical tradition in which
philosophy is understood as an intellectual discipline that is different in kind from
science, but they also sketch the naturalistic alternative in slogans that suggest
more clarity than is actually given. A future is depicted in which epistemologists
will be informed by neurophysiology, or, to the very least, by cognitive science.
[Goldman, 1985; Churchland, 1986] It is stressed that every philosophical claim is
empirical, which probably means that it is fallible in the very broad sense that
someone sometime somehow might correctly judge the claim to be false. [Putnam,
1981, Devitt, 1984] And, finally, naturalists are never too tired to spell out why
"first philosophy", which they consider to be practically everything that went on in
philosophy before "the naturalistic tum", was "doomed to fail", that cartesianism
is unpractical and kantianism untenable. [Papineau, 1987]

Since the terms used in these promises and allegations all have been given at
least as many interpretations as there are people that have used them for
philosophical purposes, these slogans and promises are to be situated on a semi-
popular level. Beginners in the field like them for their apparent clarity, but some
time later they don't know what to make of them. It is one thing to quote
naturalists when they are producing catching phrases; to understand what is behind
these phrases and to make an assessment of their usefulness and correctness is
quite another. Since naturalistic epistemology taken broadly is an unstructured
collection of slogans rather than a coherent program of research, this might not be

1) The idea that philosophers talk about meaning has for some decades functioned as a basis for the idea
that philosophy was something very special. But this idea has also suggested that philosophers are
simply lexicographers. I will return to this issue in section 2.3.
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easy." The list of twentieth-century philosophers who have joined the naturalistic
camp (or are said to have done so) includes philosophers as diverse as Niels Bohr,
W.V.O. Quine, Karl Popper, Jean Piaget, Thomas Kuhn, Alvin Goldman, Larry
Laudan, David Bloor and Karin Knorr-Cetina. Moreover, a closer look at the
various research programs that have been developed under the umbrella of
naturalism strikes one with their apparent incommensurability.

Yet, in the literature arguments can be found that deal with the naturalistic
perspective in general. Notably, J.L. Cohen and Hilary Putnam (!) have put
forward rather swift arguments to show that naturalistic epistemology is a mistake.
[Putnam, 1982; Siegel, 1980 and 1984; Cohen, 1986] This suggests that in spite of
the differences between the various naturalistic programs it is possible to make a
general assessment of naturalistic epistemology. Clearly, such an assessment would
have to be based on a characterization of naturalism that is not only broad enough
to comprise all the naturalistic programs, but also precise enough to make possible
proofs or refutations.

In this study little effort will be made to obscure the differences between
naturalistic programs. On many occasions I will try to make the reader feel uneasy
about whether it is possible to arrive at a general assessment of naturalistic
epistemology and I will argue that a number of knock-down arguments that have
been given in the literature are completely ineffective. Still, the ultimate purpose
of this study remains to arrive at a general assessment. Indeed, my own conclusion
is congenial to the verdict of Cohen and Putnam. I agree with them, and with
other critics, that naturalistic epistemology is a mistake. But to show that it is a
mistake involves a set of complicated, and at times "nasty", arguments the
effectiveness of which can only be determined, to borrow an equally ineffective
phrase, "dialectically".

One consequence (or premiss) of my piecemeal approach is that I do not start
with a general and precise characterization of naturalistic epistemology. It seems to
me that as soon as one descends from the level of naturalistic slogans one finds
oneself on the level of naturalistic programs. That is, it is impossible to give a
characterization of naturalistic epistemology that is more precise than the slogans
but less specific than the programs without leaving out some of the programs that
are judged to be naturalistic in spirit by both participants and critics. Since my
own intuitions about these programs correspond with these judgments, I will
usually assume that whenever some program is called naturalistic, this
classification is apt. Whatever cards I hold up my sleeve in this respect will be
played only with great caution.

1) Similar doubts are expressed by Jerzy Giedymin in his (1972). According to him naturalists embrace
a principle of the unity of method that is much too vague. He concludes that "the reference in the
Principle to 'the method of natural science' is deceptive for it wrongly suggests that there is a
common positive standard of the method of natural science shared by all naturalists and somehow
accessible to inspection in case of doubt or of dispute." (p. 46) I will return to this matter in chapter
two.
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This strategy has several deficits. First, it suggests that much of the literature on
naturalism can be dismissed immediately since it over-estimates the range of its
arguments. This is not very charitable, and has the definite lure of immodest
pretensions ("I will show that everybody is wrong, except me.") Second, since the
naturalistic slogans are vague, and the naturalistic programs too precise, there is
the danger that one is left in the dark about what all the fuss is about. If the
naturalistic slogans are liberal enough to allow for any program to be developed,
then perhaps we should not even try to make a general assessment of naturalistic
epistemology, at least not if we take this assessment to be distinguishable from an
assessment of epistemology simpliciter. In that case, there is no reason to try to
generalize arguments concerning one naturalistic program to other naturalistic
programs because there is no reason to assume that they have anything in common
(apart from the fact that contemporary consensus dubs them "naturalistic" instead
of something else).

The danger is real enough but it is possible to neutralize it in a way that
reinstates philosophical modesty at the same time. In spite of the actual differences
between various naturalistic programs, it is possible to bracket them, temporarily,
by relying on what will be called the received view on the rise of naturalistic
epistemology. For there is a story to be told here, a story with which most
contemporary philosophers have familiarized themselves and the continuity of
which explains (and neutralizes) whatever differences there may exist between
programs in naturalistic epistemology. Naturalistic epistemology is kept together
through the common history shared by the programs of which it consists.

In this chapter I will rehearse this story in order to create a basis for the
subsequent arguments. In spite of a few idiosyncratic formulations and viewpoints,
1 expect that most readers will read the story in the same manner as in which one
listens to the tale of Cinderella. Indeed, precisely because I fear that the story is
too familiar to keep the reader on the alert, I will balance this received view in a
second, more disruptive chapter. The two chapters make explicit the two faces of
naturalistic epistemology. One face is simple, simplistic even, and keeps the
polemics going. The other face is complicated and suggests that there is no way to
develop the polemics into respectable arguments. The second part of this study
consists of the attempt to build the bridge between the two, that is to switch
between polemics and arguments in a way that closes the gap in a way that
satisfies all (or, to remain modest, some in both camps).

2. The received view on the rise of naturalistic epistemology

Naturalistic epistemology develops two themes. The first is that there is something
wrong with the traditional approach to epistemological issues. The second theme is
that the proper approach considers these problems to be of the same kind as other
scientific problems. It is helpful, if not necessary, to begin with a general sketch
of some epistemological issues. Of course, in doing this, one has to avoid too
much bias. The proper interpretation of epistemological issues is precisely what is
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at stake in the recent controversy. The following sketch might be acceptable to all
sides, however, because the bias in its formulations is explicit.

2.1. Topics in epistemology

Looking to the history of philosophy, four fields of epistemological research can
be distinguished:

A: Theory of knowledge

The first field concentrates upon the question: "What is knowledge?" In discussing
this question, philosophers give some kind of clarification of knowledge in terms
that do not refer to knowledge.' It is widely believed in contemporary
epistemology that the proper clarification is a specification of the necessary and
sufficient conditions for knowledge. A typical example of such a clarification is
what might be called the traditional theory of knowledge:

[TTK] TRADITIONAL THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE:
Some person S knows that p is the case if and only if:
(i) S believes that p is the case; and
(ii) p is the case; and
(iii) S is justified in believing that p is the case. 4

However, a theory like [TIK] does not exhaust the first field of epistemological
research. Another issue is whether there is a distinction between types of
knowledge. For instance, some philosophers believe that there is an important
difference between common knowledge and scientific knowledge, between
empirical knowledge and mathematical knowledge, between a priori knowledge
and a posteriori knowledge, etc. We expect that epistemology will spell out the
differences between these various kinds of knowledge.

') It is often tsken for granted that a theory of knowledge should not depend upon the very epistemic
concepts it tries to analyze. It appears to follow that any theory that satisfies this requirement appears
to be a naturalistic one (under the assumption that the language we get when we drop all epistemic
notions is "naturalistic"). However, this conclusion is unwarranted for three reasons. First, even if
epistemologists typically use 'if and only if-clauses, this does not mean that they identify key
episternic concepts with natural ones. Epistemologists are aware of the possibility that we have to
qualify such clauses because of various borderline cases. Second, in the case where such. clauses are
intended to be applied strictly an epistemologist might still hold that epistemic features are not
identical to natural properties but rather supervene on them. Finally, epistemologists might argue that
the methods used to construct and evaluate these 'if and only if clauses are different from the
manner in which 'if and only if clauses are constructed and evaluated in the empirical sciences.

4) [TIK] as well as its refutation have been traced to Plato's "Theaetetus".
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Finally, it is within this field that philosophers raise the question whether there is
something special about philosophical knowledge in comparison to scientific
knowledge. This means that a critical discussion of naturalistic epistemology will
eventually develop into a theory of knowledge that either erases or reinstates the
distinction between science and philosophy.

B: Skepticism and anti-skepticism

Most people believe that there are limits to human knowledge. Not only is it
believed that it is impossible for any person to acquire complete knowledge about
the universe, but it is also believed that there are some matters about which no one
can acquire knowledge. For instance, most of us believe that it is impossible to
know whether God exists or not. Another famous example is based on a scenario
in which we are all deceived by some malevolent demon. Philosophers usually
hold that we can never know whether this is not the case. Some philosophers have
gone much further than this by claiming that it is impossible for us to know
anything at all. One of the main topics in philosophy is whether these skeptics are
correct.

The second field of epistemological investigation addresses this matter. The
consensus with regard to skepticism is that it is incorrect. Yet, it has not been easy
to persuade the skeptics that we actually know a lot about the world surrounding
us. The typical anti-skeptical strategy has been to pursue the project of validation,
that is the attempt to prove that some of our beliefs are true. If one can actually
prove this, then it is hard to avoid the conclusion that one can also know these
claims to be true. S

There are other anti-skeptical strategies, some of which will be discussed in later
chapters. However, to pursue the project of validation was believed by many to be
the only strategy that could really damage the core of skepticism. This is why it
has played a dominant role in the history of philosophy. This is also why it has
been the object of many attacks. Given the intricate relation between the project of
validation and skepticism, philosophers who are not interested in skepticism will
object to the obsessive urge to rebut the skeptical challenge by pursuing this
project.

C: Methodology

The third field of epistemological research deals with the processes and methods
that are used in the acquisition of knowledge. How do we know the things we
know? How can we expand our knowledge? These matters should be decided, it

S) The concept of "proof" that is used here is related to notions like "indubitability", "certainty" and
"perfect objectivity", The mathematical notion of proof might or might not have these features.
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appears, through a detailed study of the cognitive features of human organisms or
groups of organisms. However, in the history of philosophy this question has
usually been understood as a question about methodological rules and canons. The
question is not in what manner some organism actually acquired knowledge about,
e.g., the distance that separated it from from its predator, but in what manner the
organism should acquire such knowledge. To use a familiar distinction:
epistemology intends to give prescriptions rather than descriptions.

The rationale behind this attempt is the conviction that people sometimes succeed
in acquiring knowledge about reality but also fail in this occasionally, or perhaps
most of the time. It would certainly be very welcome if we had at our disposal a
set of rules for investigation that would, at least to some extent, guarantee the
correctness of the results. This rationale becomes explicit in the philosophy of
science which tries, among other things, to specify scientific methods for
investigation.

In modern philosophy two general methodologies combat each other. Rationalism
focusses on the power of reasoning in uncovering the secrets of reality; empiricism
stresses that the main source of true beliefs about the world is experience. Usually
such methodologies are tested by attempts to re-write the development of a
cherished piece of science along the lines sketched by one's favorite methodology.
Only occassionally psychological details are mentioned, and if they are then it is
for some non-psychological purpose, usually to explain why one's favorite
methodology did not apply to one's cherished piece of science after all.

D: Theory of justification

A theory of knowledge like [TKK] is not completely satisfactory because it
assumes incorrectly that it is clear what it means to be justified in believing that
something is the case. Since not all philosophers accept [TTK] or alternative
theories that involve a condition that uses the concept of justification, there exists a
disagreement about whether justification is a topic for epistemology, but everyone
agrees that if some theory clarifies the concept of knowledge with the help of the
concept of justification, then we need a theory of justification too. The fourth field
of epistemological research is devoted to this topic.

Roughly there are three general approaches to the topic of justification:

D.l.: The project of validation
One approach relates justification to truth. In this approach, justification embodies the
evidence one has for accepting a theory. Ideally, evidence is what proves the truth of
what one believes. Along these lines, the topic of justification is combined with the
project of validation. A theory of justification amounts to an explicit characterization of
the manner in which you can demonstrate that some claim is true or false. As a
consequence, philosophers who were interested in justification have often tried to show
that some of our cherished beliefs are in fact false whereas others are true.
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D.2.: Theories of rational belief
The second kind of theory of justification relates the concept of justification to the
rationality of beliefs. It is held that someone is justified in believing something if and
only if it is rational for him to believe this. Without going into details, here, the
interesting feature of such theories is that rationality is not believed to be a guarantee
for truth. Indeed, it is not considered to be impossible that someone is rational in
believing some falsity, or even only falsities. As a consequence this kind of theories is
relatively independent from the project of validation.

D.3.: Justification and methodology
The third approach, that can be combined with either the first or the second approach,
is to relate justification to methodology. Beliefs and theories are justified if they are
arrived at in the manner specified by the methodology. Typically it is assumed that
methodological rules have a bearing on truth. But it is possible to drop this assumption
and say that methodological rules only specify how to be rational in investigating
reality.

To avoid any misunderstanding, it is not claimed that these field are independent
of each other. Yet, the distinctions are appropriate precisely because philosophers
disagree about the manner in which they are related. In the next chapters we will
encounter philosophers who, sometimes implicitly, equate knowledge with true
belief thereby dropping justification from their fields of interest. For these
philosophers the relation between the first field and the fourth field is not very
intimate. But we will also encounter epistemological programs in which the
concept of justification is still considered to be pivotal. The purpose of making the
distinction between the various fields of epistemological research is to avoid
begging the issue on these philosophers. For this reason I will also distinguish
between theories of knowledge and epistemological theories. A theory of
knowledge concentrates on the first field of epistemological investigation, whereas
an epistemological theory deals with one or more fields in combination.

Neither do I claim that these four fields exhaust the range of epistemological
research. There are other topics in philosophy that are crucial for epistemology.
An important issue in the philosophy of science is the aim of scientific theories.
Instrumentalists hold that the purpose of science is to produce reliable strategies
for dealing with reality whereas realists stress that the purpose of science is to
produce true descriptions of reality. In this study, such topics will be discussed
marginally only, but this does not mean that they are epistemologically neutral.
Quite the contrary, it is hard to say where epistemology ends and where
philosophy of science begins (or the other way round). In general I will follow
common usage in using the phrases "epistemology" and "philosophy of science".
This suggests that some chapters are about the philosophy of science, whereas
others deal with epistemology in a more strict sense. These suggestions are
unintended. In all chapters I will concentrate on issues that can be located in the
fields sketched above. The fact is that many theories about knowledge in general
are parasitic on theories about scientific knowledge. Indeed, many philosophers
(including, fortunately, most naturalists) believe that so-called ordinary knowledge
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simply is proto-scientific knowledge, and that proto-scientific knowledge is
referred to as "knowledge" largely out of charity. Real knowledge is the kind of
knowledge gathered by the sciences. It is only because we can allow ourselves
some slack in everyday life, that ordinary knowledge can pose as real knowledge
in some circumstances.

The four fields outlined above give some idea about what the main
epistemological problems are. In the second part of this study I will assess the
prospects of naturalism on the basis of what naturalists can contribute to these
fields of research.

2.2. Two "turns"

JUdging on the basis of the entries in the Philosopher's Index naturalistic
epistemology appears to be a relatively new phenomenon in philosophy. Indeed,
the paper usually referred to as the classical locus for naturalistic epistemology,
Quine's "Epistemology Naturalized", was published for the first time in 1969.
[Quine, 1969b] If naturalism had been a topic in philosophy before that date, then
it had something to do with ethics, or meta-ethics, not with epistemology, so it
would seem."

This is supported by the nature and scope of the recent controversy between
naturalists and their opponents. Naturalists claim to offer a radically new point of
departure in epistemological investigation and accuse their opponents of being
stubborn cartesians, who cling to the idea that epistemology should try to give an
absolute justification of empirical beliefs. 7 On the other hand, opponents of
naturalistic epistemology claim that the naturalization of epistemology makes
nonsense of two thousand years of philosophy and that naturalists don't have the
faintest idea about what philosophy is all about. 8 Using Kuhn's terminology,
epistemology seems to be in a revolutionary phase with two paradigms clashing.
Naturalistic epistemology supersedes or tries to supersede another kind of
epistemology that reigned in the twenty-odd centuries before Quine.

According to commentators on the history of twentieth century philosophy
naturalistic epistemology is the result of two turns that have been made against the
background of traditional philosophy. The first is the linguistic tum which has

6) Naturalism has been a topic in meta-ethics at least since the rise of utilitarianism in the nineteenth
century. But its roots go well back to the work of David Hume and his contemporaries, in which
moral values were explained as the result of natural dispositions and feelings.

7) Devitt [1984), p. 51-52, p. 63-69 opposes naturalized epistemology to cartesian a priori epis-
temology. Papineau [1987] also argues in support of naturalistic epistemology against the background
of the failure of cartesian epistemology. Similar arguments are given in Church land [1979] and Mun-
evar [1981].

I) See for instance Cohen [1986]. A similar view is expressed by those philosophers who believe that
naturalizing epistemology amounts to changing the subject of epistemology. This view has been
presented forcefully in Stroud [1984\.
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been made chiefly by positivistically inclined philosophers in the first decades of
this century. The second is the naturalistic tum and was necessary because of the
internal problems of the positivistic program.
If there is any truth in this, then we have to find out what is superseded. What is

the target of attack for naturalistic epistemologists? The naturalistic literature
stresses that naturalists react to something that is referred to as "first
philosophy"." Therefore, we need to find out what is the nature of this first
philosophy, before we can understand how the naturalistic paradigm came into
being.

2.2.1. First philosophy

Imagine a teacher in philosophy who tries to introduce his pupils to philosophy by
saying something like this:

"Philosophy is the love of wisdom. It deals with the fundamental structure of being. It
provides the foundations for Truth and Virtue. Commonsense, science, religion, the
arts and technology need philosophy in order to be understood, in order to be fruitful,
in order to be."

Most philosophers would be embarrassed with such an immodest presentation of
the place of philosophy if they would not disagree with it for other reasons. Yet,
in the contemporary literature it is often assumed that this characterization of
philosophy is the one that was accepted by the bulk of philosophers before our
century. It is precisely this interpretation of philosophy, that expects philosophy to
provide the foundations for the whole domain of human thought and human action,
that is the target of naturalistic attacks on traditional philosophy. Roughly, this
interpretation consists of the following claims:

1) Philosophy is fundamental for human actions;
2) Philosophy is fundamental for human thought;
3) In providing the foundations for human thought and human actions,
philosophy does not make use of contingent claims.

Before we are going to make these claims more precise, it is important to notice
that my discussion of first philosophy does not restrict itself to epistemology. In
this respect I agree with Richard Rorty who claims that contemporary philosophers

9) See for instance, Quine [1981ej in which he states: "naturalism: abandonment of the goal of a first
philosophy prior to natural science.' (p. 67) Naturalists use numerous expressions to describe the
target of their attacks. Expressions like "first philosophy", "cartesian epistemology", "orthodox
epistemology", "a priori epistemology" can probably be considered to be interchangeable in the
naturalistic literature. Siegel [1984], by stressing the vagueness of the phrase 'first philosophy',
expresses the kind of dissatisfaction shared by those who are under attack.
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mistakenly assume that the history of philosophy is the history of epistemology."
Probably the first claim of first philosophy has played a more significant role in
the history of philosophy than the second. Plato held that only philosophy can lead
to living virtuously. Epistemological considerations were important to Plato but
they were secondary. Questions about knowledge and belief were raised within the
overall context of the issues of justice and virtue.

It is true, however, that ethical and epistemological questions were also seen as
two sides of the same coin. Thus, in the philosophy of Aristotle the ethical and the
epistemological ideal were combined through his claim that wisdom was the
highest level of goodness. A similar position was taken up much later by Spinoza
who argued that true knowledge of the substance embodied the highest attainable
virtue. II

Another illustration of the role of ethical drive is the work of Immanuel Kant.
Although Kant's work is often viewed upon from an epistemological angle, it
cannot be denied that Fichte was able to give a fairly coherent ethical interpretation
of Kant's philosophy. Fichte's interpretation may not have been accepted by the
majority of Kant experts but it fits rather well with Kant's austere way of life.

The first two claims imply that human action and thought need a foundation.
Moreover, as is clear from the third claim, these foundations should be of a
special kind. Finally, since philosophy is part of human action and thought, it
should also provide its own foundations. All this clearly entails that philosophy is
an intellectual discipline that differs in a radical manner from other intellectual
disciplines, if only because these disciplines are not expected to offer their own
foundations.

The context in which the intellectual need of providing foundations for human
action and human thought was stressed, shows that the assumptions behind it were
neither trivial nor wrongheaded. Philosophical discussions about virtue and
knowledge typically arose when society was in some state of crisis. In Plato's age
traditional views about justice and virtue were undermined by the cultural influence
of sophistic vagabonds. The sophists, at least according to Plato, disrupted society
by spreading around surrogates for knowledge. Philosophical investigation was
adamant to separate surrogate knowledge from genuine knowledge. Similarly,
Descartes lived in an age in which religious dogma's appeared to be incompatible
with the results of the empirical sciences. Philosophical investigation was
necessary to fill the threatening intellectual vacuum. Locke wrote his treatises on
political systems during a period of political upheaval in his home country. And,
similar remarks could be made about most philosophers who presumably incline
towards first philosophy.

The fact that people disagreed about what reality was like and about how they
had to behave, motivated the search for foundations. The foundations were

10) Cf. Rorty [1980]. Unfortunately, Rorty promotes this exaggeration by arguing that the flaws in
modem philosophy are solely due to an epistemological misunderstanding.

II) Ethica, part Il, proposition 40; part V, proposition 25.
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believed to be necessary in order to settle these disagreements. But if these
foundations should enable people to settle disagreements, these foundations
themselves should not be of such a nature that they could be the object of further
disagreements. That is, the foundations had to demonstrate their own correctness,
they had to be the kind of things that were able to prove themselves, or at least,
they had to be the kind of things for which no proof was necessary. If this is
correct, then it is obvious that the foundations were to be found in a domain that
lay well outside both common and scientific discourse.

The philosophical distinction between contingent and necessary claims can be
used in order to make this clearer. Under the assumption that it is possible to
disagree about whether some contingent claim is correct, it is quite understandable
that philosophers believed that the foundations themselves, whatever they turned
out to be, should not be of a contingent nature. If one further assumes that the
empirical sciences produce only claims that are contingent, then it follows that
these sciences cannot provide their own foundations. In the light of this it is also
plausible that the method through which one can arrive at these foundations is
different from the methods used in the empirical sciences.

It is sometimes suggested that the phrase "first philosophy" should be taken
literally." According to this suggestion, traditional philosophers not only believed
that philosophy is fundamental to science, but also that we need to do philosophy
before doing science. "You cannot build a house if you have not laid the
foundations for it." But few, if any, philosophers have claimed that we have to
refrain from scientific investigation until philosophical investigation has been
completed. At most, some have claimed that we have to bracket our
commensensical and scientific beliefs about the world until philosophy has done its
job. That is, these philosophers believed that there is something lacking in
scientific knowledge if the philosophical foundations have not been excavated
yet. 13

One familiar way to look at the matter is to say that first philosophers
concentrated on the formulation of a general methodology of investigation. Such a
methodology might serve two purposes. First, it would specify rules for
investigation. Second, it would contain standards for the evaluation of scientific
claims and in this way could be used to validate or justify these claims. Here we
see two of the central fields in epistemological research come into the play. The
point to be noted is that first philosophers stress the logical independence of
determining the rules and applying them. Contemporary critics of first philosophy

12) This suggestion is implicit in one type of argument against first philosophy. According to this
counter-argument, first philosophers assume that you can start philosophical investigation out of
the blue, that is without having all kinds of beliefs about the world and your place in it. Since this
is clearly impossible, the argument continues, first philosophy is impossible also.

Il) It is important not to conflate the claim that philosophy provides foundations for science with a
foundationalist theory of knowledge. True, many philosophers that are called first philosophers
apparently adhered to some sort of foundationalism, but first philosophy is not inconsistent with a
coherentist theory of knowledge.
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ascribe to first philosophers the claim that the rules for investigation and the
principles for validation and justification can be determined independent of the
application of these rules and principles. This is reflected in the fact that these
critics usually criticize the notion of a philosophy that intends to be truly a priori.

If there is a difference between a priori knowledge and a posteriori knowledge,
then, given the foundational aim of philosophy, it is plausible that philosophical
and epistemological knowledge is a priori knowledge, whereas scientific
knowledge is a posteriori knowledge." The claim that philosophy provides the
foundations of human thought can then be expanded upon by showing that whereas
disagreements about empirical claims have to be settled with the help of a specific
methodology which has sensory experience as its input, disagreements about what
is the proper methodology are not settled in this manner. Moreover, since the
formulation of a methodology was closely associated with determining the
principles of validation and justification, it is plausible to hold that determining
these principles cannot be an empirical issue either.

None of this means that philosophers refrained from discussing the truth or
falsity of empirical claims. They did this more often than not. But it suggests that
philosophers could draw back to some other level of discourse that did not deal
with empirical claims. After al\, given the context in which the search for
philosophical foundations arose, it would have been enough to give a general
method for settling disagreements. It was not necessary to settle the disagreements
that existed, even if philosophers often tried to do this.

A good illustration of this is the work of Rene Descartes. Although Descartes
did not refrain from doing the kind of research we now delegate to the sciences,
the main part of his epistemology is an exposition of the manner in which you can
validate the beliefs you have and the manner in which you can acquire genuine
knowledge about the world. While developing this epistemology he gives a general
validation of the senses but, probably, he held that this general validation should
be distinguished from the actual use of the senses since this validation does not
depend upon sensory experience. That is, for his purpose it was enough to show
that the senses are in fact reliable. In this way he offered a general methodology
for settling disagreements about the world. It was not necessary for him as a
philosopher to settle all disagreements by using his senses. 15

The distinction between philosophical and empirical knowledge also suggests that
the object of philosophical knowledge is of a different nature than the object of the

14) Of course, if we take mathematical knowledge to be a form of scientific knowledge, then we might
have to make some qualifications here. In this study I will occasionally discuss the place of
mathematical knowledge vis a vis philosophical and empirical knowledge but I am afraid that I will
not have the time and space to discuss this matter in a completely satisfactory way. My strategy
will be to stay neutral as long as possible with regard to the place of mathematical knowledge.

1» These remarks may sound surprising since Descartes is usually, and in my opinion correctly,
judged to be a rationalist pur sang. But notice that in offering a rationalistic validation of sensory
experience, a rationalist can de faCIO accept an empiricist-like methodology. I believe that this is
what happened in Descartes' epistemology.
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empirical sciences. With regard to some philosophical disciplines this suggestion is
made explicit. For instance, it is often said that metaphysics, the science of being,
deals with the ultimate, fundamental structure of reality, whereas the sciences deal
with the contingent, lawlike features of reality. Similar claims can be defended
concerning other philosophical disciplines, including epistemology. For instance, it
has been argued that epistemology deals not with facts but with norms, and,
correspondingly, that there is a difference in kind between facts and norms.

First philosophy appears to take for granted that there is a difference between
philosophy and science with regard to aims, methods and objects of investigation.
It is the attempt to give a general, unbiased procedure for settling disagreements
from outside the realm in which these disagreements arose, possibly by
circumscribing the norms for the investigation of reality and the procedure for
evaluating empirical claims. First philosophy poses as an external arbiter who is
both authoritative, because we cannot disagree about its results, and undogmatic,
because philosophers can defend their claims independently of the contingency of
the available evidence.

According to many contemporary philosophers it is this interpretation of
philosophy that was dominant until this century. Then, for a variety of reasons, the
image of the external arbiter faded.

2.2.2. The linguistic turn

At the end of the nineteenth century science was in a state of crisis if there ever
has been one. In the natural and the mathematical sciences certain long cherished
conceptions and theories had already been cut at their roots. Euclidean geometry
had been deprived of its privileged position among the sciences, Einstein's
suggestive claims about relativity and quantized energy started undermining the
Newtonian paradigm in physics, and Cantor had inspired a revolution in set
theory. Among the ruins, philosophy was, despite its immodest promises, unable
to settle internal, philosophical disagreements, let alone to shed light upon the
developments that took place in the sciences. Still, many philosophers kept
producing bold theses about reality and knowledge. In this context, philosophy
came to be viewed upon as secularized religion, as a speculative metaphysics that
had just as little reason for existence as religion.

The reaction to this situation was manifold. Kierkegaard tried to escape from
philosophy, while Nietzsche tried to make it ridiculous. Others, like Husserl, tried
to salvage the traditional aims of philosophy by stressing the importance of a
rigorous philosophical method," But, according to the received view, the most

16) cr. Philosophie als strenge Wissenschaft. I will not discuss Husserl's position on philosophical
knowledge in this study. It is important to notice, however, that while he would not object to the
claim that philosophical knowledge is in the end scientific knowledge, he explicitly attacked the
naturalistic approach to philosophical issues in this work as well as in his Psychologische
Untersuchungen

22



important reaction was neo-empiricism. A group of philosophers, usually referred
to as logical positivists, set out to clear up what they took to be the philosophical
mess by making the linguistic turn. 17

The rationale behind the linguistic tum was intriguingly simple. Given the fact
that disagreements can only be expressed in language, the positivist proposed a
two-step-methodology for settling them. First, you make sure that you know what
the antagonists are saying. That is, determine the meaning of the conflicting
claims. Second, use the standard empiricist methodology to find out who is
correct. If Kant believed that most disagreements could be settled once you had
gotten your concepts in the proper order, then the positivists believed that
disagreements could be resolved once you had determined the meaning of the
phrases in which the disagreement was cast. Philosophy concentrates on the first
step of the methodology and is basically an analysis of language.

The two-step-methodology promised that any disagreement would be solved in
either of two ways. The first of these was that it turned out that one of the
antagonist had been spreading nonsense. A proper analysis of what he had been
saying would show that his claim had no meaning at all. As a result, it was
superfluous to produce any further argument against it. The positivists pressed this
conclusion in the case of metaphysics, which was believed to be a collection of
meaningless claims. [Carnap, 1932] Secondly, if various incompatible claims
turned out to be meaningful, then a precise analysis of the meaning of these claims
would amount to specifying the manner in which they can be verified, or falsified.
It was assumed that our sensory capacities are adequate for verifying or falsifying
meaningful claims. This means, that an analysis of the meaning of the various
claims will tell us either that there is no need to continue the argument or that the
argument can be settled by some specific method of verification. In both cases, it
is in our power to settle whatever disagreement we have.

In spite of its hostility to speculative metaphysics, the positivistic program can be
seen as an attempt to salvage the aims of first philosophy. 18 In claiming that
philosophy clarifies the content of the theoretical claims, the positivists implied that
philosophy is in some way vital to the sciences whereas it remains independent of
them. Moreover, some positivists, notably Otto Neurath, combined epistemological
and ethical themes by arguing that in solving the epistemological questions about
the justification of scientific claims the ground would be prepared for ethical

17) Cf. Rorty (ed.) [19671. Romanos [19831. Within the linguistic tum there were many different
approaches. Rorty's anthology offers a good overview of this diversity. For my purposes,
however, I believe that concentrating on the positivistic version of the linguistic tum is sufficient,
since this version is usually taken to be the crucial step towards the naturalistic tum made by
Quine and others who came out of the positivistic tradition. Therefore, I will say little about the
ordinary language approach to philosophy and I will hardly distinguish positivism and the linguistic
tum in the main text.

11) Cf. Romanos [19831 for further comparison of Kantian philosophy and positivism.
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discussions." But the epistemological motivation was dominant, and here we also
find close similarities to the objects and aims of first philosophy. Rudolf Carnap
held that the primary aim of epistemology was to offer a justification of our beliefs
about the world, albeit a relative rather than an absolute justification. [Carnap,
Pseudoproblems in philosophy, in Carnap, 1968, p. 305.] Also, in making the
linguistic tum, positivists held on to the view that philosophy is to be distinguished
from the sciences, and that it remains, in some sense, fundamental to the particular
sciences. The following passage from Moritz Schlick's "The turning point in
philosophy' illustrates this view:

"There is, in addition to [the totality of the sciences], no domain of "philosophical"
truths. Philosophy is not a system of statements; it is not a science. [... ] The great
contemporary turning point is characterized by the fact that we see in philosophy not a
system of cognitions, but a system of acts; philosophy is that activity through which the
meaning of statements is revealed or determined. By means of philosophy statements
are explained, by means of science they are verified. [... ] The content, soul and spirit
of science is lodged naturally in what in the last analysis its statements actually mean;
the philosophical activity of giving meaning is therefore the Alpha and Omega of all
scientific knowledge." [Moritz Schlick, 1930/31, quoted from Ayer, 1959, p. 56]

The crucial assumptions of logical positivism were (i) that it is possible to
distinguish analytic and synthetic statements, (ii) that the truth of the analytic
statements can be determined through a logical analysis of these statements, (iii)
that all the evidence we have for accepting a synthetic statement is delivered
through the senses and (iv) that a logical analysis of synthetic statements would
show how they can be proven to be true or false on the basis of sensory evidence.
The fourth assumption was most ominously expressed in the verificationist theory
of meaning, according to which the meaning of a statements was its method of
verification;" If the verificationist theory of meaning is correct then philosophers
would solve the issue of validation and justification by analyzing the meaning of
empirical claims and showing what kind of sensory evidence can validate them in
practice.

Against this background we can understand the manner in which positivists
approached the four fields of epistemological investigation. First, a theory of
knowledge resulted from a logical analysis of the key epistemic concept. Positivists
were convinced that such an analysis would vindicate the basic tenets of
empiricism in stressing the necessity of evaluating synthetic statements on the basis
of sensory experience. Moreover, to the extent that positivists acknowledged that
universal statements are meaningful, they committed themselves to the view that

19) Here is another similarity with Kantian philosophy. After all, in circumscribing the domain of pure
reason, Kant believed to prepare the way for his ethical system.

20) The verification theory of meaning was presented by numerous members of the Vienna Circle,
most prominently by Friedrich Waismann and Moritz Schlick. Apparently, this theory was
suggested to them by Ludwig Wittgenstein. For a discussion of the various statements of the
verification principle, see Munitz [1981 J chapter vi.
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such statements could only be properly justified with the help of inductive
arguments. Finally, positivists believed that conceptual analysis itself would specify
the limits of human knowledge, since such an analysis would circumscribe the
limits of human language and the limits of human experience at the same time.
Any problem that was expressed in a language that was not properly related to
human experience, was referred to as a pseudo-problem which is, of course,
another way to point out to others that the problem, if taken seriously, is insoluble.
One cannot know whether God exists or not, because the sentence "God exists" is
as meaningless as the sentence "God does not exist".

Since it was believed that a logical analysis of statements would not be
problematic, the logical positivists believed that they had shown that the
philosophical mess could be cleared up, at least in principle. In this way,
philosophy became at once more modest and more plausible. The positivistic
conception of philosophy was also encouraged by developments in the natural
sciences. Scientists like Einstein and Bohr were inclined to accept the positivistic
attack on speculative metaphysics. Indeed, Einstein's theory of special relativity
appeared to be based upon the assumption that time is not some kind of abstract,
ultimate, fundamental feature of reality, but the sort of thing you measure with
clocks. His critique of the standard notion of simultaneity can be interpreted as the
positivistic thesis that if you cannot determine whether two events, that are
separated in space, happen simultaneously, then the whole idea of simultaneity is
meaningless or unscientific. [Einstein, 1905; 1956] If in the last three centuries
there ever was a good prospect for a fruitful collaboration between science and
philosophy, then it was during the first decades of the twentieth century. Without
loosing its special status, philosophy appeared to be able to justify and account for
contemporary science in a way that satisfied all involved.

2.2.3. The naturalistic turn

Yet not all was well. From within positivism there arose a new cnsis in
philosophy and the history of positivism seems to be a series of swan songs that
say farewell to the various positivistic assumptions. The three main problems of
positivism had to do with the empirical basis of language and knowledge, the role
of induction, and the nature of "logical" analysis itself.

2.2.3.1. The problem of the empirical basis

Positivists believed that all the evidence we can have for accepting a synthetic
statements was delivered through the senses. Sensory experience provided the
empirical basis for scientific knowledge. This gave rise to a two-headed problem.
On the one hand it was necessary to identify the content of this empirical basis
properly. Some philosophers believed that we experience physical objects, while
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others claimed that we only experience mental 'sense data' .21 On the other hand
what was needed was a specification of the relation between claims like 'there is
an electron moving through the cloud chamber' and sensory experiences since all
positivists agreed that electrons were the kind of things you could not perceive, not
even with the help of microscopes. Indeed, given the positivist theory of meaning,
it was necessary to explain how such claims could be said to mean anything at all.
This has been dubbed 'the problem of the theoretical terms'. [Suppe, 1977]

These problems in themselves were tricky enough, but there was a further
complication which came to the fore quickly. The degree in which sensory
experience can be used as evidence for our beliefs about the external world is
influenced by and dependent upon the content of sensory experience. A truly
phenomenalistic interpretation of sensory experience rendered sensory experience
fully reliable with regard to our phenomenalistic experience, but it was difficult, if
not impossible, to relate such a basis to claims about clocks and rocks. On the
other hand, a physicalistic interpretation readily gave access to the world of rocks
and clocks but in that interpretation the basis was not completely reliable, due to
widespread cartesian tales about wicked demons and innocent dreams. After all,
the whole idea of external reality had not been proven yet. Philosophers were
faced with a system of communicating vessels where an increase of empirical
content involved an increase of uncertainty. If sensory experience transmitted
information about the external world, then it could not be taken as fully reliable. If
it consisted of information concerning private, mental states, then it was believed
to be fully reliable, but its role in providing knowledge about the external world
was severely undermined.

Still, philosophers might have been able to live with the necessity of making a
choice between content and certainty, if both alternatives had not been undermined
from other directions.

The whole idea of incorrigible sense data, dubbed 'the myth of the given' was
attacked by Wilfred Sellars, who argued, in a somewhat Wittgensteinian fashion,
that the identification of internal experiences cannot precede social interaction, and
that introspection can not be more reliable, or epistemically prior to the perception
of ordinary objects." This entailed that even if we follow Descartes in his
methodical doubt about everything and we end up with "I think, therefore I am",
we would not be able to understand this result independently of our interaction
with other human beings. So, apparently, even minimal content does not give
optimal certainty.

On the other hand, a physicalistic basis had problems of its own. Philosophers
and historians like Norman Hanson and Thomas Kuhn recapitulated experiments
that had been undertaken in psychology which showed that people can see radically
different things while looking at the same 'stimulus'. [Hanson, 1958; Kuhn, 1970]

21) E.g. Russell [1917), chapter 2, Camap (1928).
22) Cf. Wilfred Sellars [1956). Among the other attackers of the 'myth of the given' are Rorty [1980)

and Churchland [1979).
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The possible unreliability of the senses is something you might be able to live with
as an empiricist fallibilist, but the fact that people might actually disagree about
whether the sun is moving or not while they are looking at the sun, leads
empiricists to curl their toes. Unfortunately, the fact that people do see different
things when looking at the same 'stimulus' could hardly be denied.

The upshot of these attacks on the impact of the empirical basis is that whatever
we take experience to be about, the empirical basis cannot serve as the basis for
settling disagreements because the basis is both fallible and open to several
interpretations. These results made nonsense of the very idea of an empirical basis.

2.2.3.2. The paradoxes of induction

There are two paradoxes with regard to inductive arguments. The first paradox
arises out of Hume's problem of induction. The second paradox arises out of what
Goodman called "The new riddle of induction". [Goodman, 1954] The demise of
positivism is partly due to the fact that neither of these paradoxes can be resolved
by making the linguistic tum.

Hume's problem is a consequence of the fact that inductive arguments relate
sentences about situations that have been observed to sentences about situations
that have not been observed yet. The question raised by Hume was in virtue of
what people can be confident in accepting this kind of inference. For instance, if
the unobserved situations lay somewhere in the future, then our confidence
obviously depends upon the assumption that the future will resemble the past. But
how can we show this assumption to be true? We could try to give an inductive
argument in support of this assumption by arguing that because in the past we have
always found the past resembling the future we can conclude that in the future this
will also be the case. But such an argument would beg the question, of course,
since it itself assumes that the future resembles the past. Hume's conclusion was
that, since there can't be any deductive argument in support of induction either,
our confidence in using inductive arguments is unsupported apart from being part
of human inferential habits. Induction cannot be justified in a non-circular manner.
This leads to the first paradox of induction. Although induction as an inferential
pattern is used to show that observed and unobserved situations are alike, in using
induction we already assume that observed and unobserved situations are alike.
Therefore, induction is either intolerable or superfluous.

Numerous attempts have been made to solve Hume's problem. [Skyrms, 1986]
But the general verdict on these attempts is that they were unsuccessful. However,
within the positivistic project Hume's problem was bracketed. If it were possible to
give a plausible account of the way in which scientific claims could be confirmed
by the empirical evidence, then we would have some kind of a justification for our
confidence in inductive arguments, even if this justification would not be absolute.
Hume's conclusion was robbed of some of its force by relying upon the promises

27



of a future inductive logic that would at least show how sentences about observed
situations render sentences about unobserved sentences probable.P
The general idea of this 'solution' to Hume's paradox is that isolated pieces of
evidence effect the plausibility of contradictory claims. For instance, if we
compare the following two claims:

1) any emerald that will be investigated in the future, will be green;

2) any emerald that will be investigated in the future, will be blue;

then we expect that the fact that all emeralds that have been investigated in the past
were green renders the first claim more plausible than the second, even if this does
not prove that the first claim is true. If this is the case, one can admit that Hume's
paradox is interesting but that it does not necessarily undermine the usefulness of
inductive arguments. Positivists like Carnap sought for a theory of probability that
would enable one to calculate the degree of support given by the available
evidence. With such a theory one could have defended the thesis that inductive
arguments can be used to justify scientific results in spite of the fact that inductive
arguments cannot be justified themselves.

Not everyone was satisfied by this solution. Karl Popper, for one, pointed out
that the claim that sentences about observed situations render sentences about
unobserved sentences probable cannot be supported in a non-circular manner
either. [Popper, 1959] So, the claim that the existing body of evidence renders the
first claim more probable than the second claim is itself based on inductive
arguments. As a result, the Humean problem keeps returning in its original form.
However, precisely because this is just another version of the original problem, it
did not undermine Carnap's program since Carnap had 'solved' this problem by
ignoring the fact that inductive arguments cannot be justified.

However, the second paradox of induction that arises out of Goodman's analysis
of inductive arguments, proved to be fatal to Carnap's program. In order to
understand Goodman's problem with induction two kinds of examples of induction
have to be compared. The first case is of the kind that is usually discussed in the
literature. We pick up some object and we release it some distance from the
ground and we see that it moves towards the ground. Then we pick up some other
object, release it some distance from the ground and see it moving towards the
ground. We repeat this experiment many times with many different objects. In all
these observed cases we find that the objects move towards the ground. From this
we conclude, inductively, that in any observed or unobserved case an object that is
released above the ground will move towards the ground.

23) If we apply the taxonomy of naturalistic epistemologies to be developed in the final section of this
chapter at this point, then we can say that positivists tried to replace the problem about the
justification oj induction through the problem of justification through induction.
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The second case of induction is of a different type. We meet several people and
we notice that they all wear blue stockings. From this we conclude, through
induction, that any person we meet or will meet, wears blue stockings.

Assume that some philosopher has been able to give a non-circular justification
of induction in general, or to explain how inductive arguments in general confer
high probability on claims. These results would not discriminate between the two
kinds of cases. But then the justification of induction that has been offered is
seriously defective. Any justification of induction should at least discriminate
between prima facie respectable inductive arguments like the one about the objects
moving to the ground, and prima facie silly inductive arguments like the one about
the blue stockings. On the other hand, the justification should still be of a general
nature. We would not accept a justification of the respectable inductive arguments
that consisted of an enumeration of the respectable inductive arguments.

Carnap's strategy was to give some formal characterization of inductive
arguments that would enable us to distinguish arguments that are prima facie
respectable from arguments that are prima facie unrespectable. However, Nelson
Goodman pointed out that it is impossible to give a formal characterization of
inductive arguments that enables us to make this distinction. The reason is that
inductive arguments project predicates or relations from observed cases to
unobserved case but that it is impossible to give a formal characterization of
projectible predicates and relations." We believe that the predicate "moves
towards the ground if dropped" is projectible whereas the predicate "wears blue
stockings" is not, but this belief cannot be supported by a formal analysis of these
predicates. This is the second paradox of induction. Although induction intends to
show which predicates are projectible, it is based upon assumptions about which
predicates are projectible and which are not.

In order to explain his point, Goodman used an example that by now has become
famous but that still gives rise to various misunderstandings. The starting point,
and the main target of, the new riddle is the assumption that if we have
investigated an interesting number (say, 1000) of emeralds and we have found
them all to be green, that the claim that the next emerald will be green is more
probable than the claim that the next emerald will be blue. Presumably, this
probability can be made explicit with the help of a 'good' inductive argument like:

lA) Cf. Goodman [1954]. He explains the new riddle on the basis of the grue-bleen paradox. For
reasons of exposition, I begin with a less weird example, since many critics of Goodman have
believed that his claim depends upon the weirdness of his example. Notice, however, that
Goodman himself started his discussion of the grue-bleen paradox on page 73 with the help of an
example like my 'stockings'-example. It appears to me that Goodman's critics have overlooked the
fact that Goodman assumes that his grue-bleen paradox can also be stated in terms of stockings.
Any evidence we have for believing that all the people we meet wear blue stockings is also
evidence for believing that all these people wear blue stockings until now and that they will wear
black stockings hereafter. Both inductive arguments are equally silly, but a formal characterization
of induction would disguise this common feature.
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(i) Emerald 1, observed in 1877, was green;
(ii) Emerald 2, observed in 1879, was green;
(iii) Emerald 3, observed in 1880, was green;
etc.

(c. 1) The next emerald that will be observed, will be green

Next, Goodman introduced a term 'grue' in, approximately, the following way:

x is grue if and only if x is observed before this moment and is green or x is
observed after this moment and is blue.

If the inductive argument is sound, and if its soundness results from its formal
features, then the following, which has the same formal features, is sound also:

(i) Emerald 1, observed in 1877, was grue;
(ii) Emerald 2, observed in 1879, was grue;
(iii) Emerald 3, observed in 1880, was grue;
etc.

(c.2) The next emerald that will be observed, will be grue

Given the definition of 'grue' (c.2) is equivalent to the claim that the next emerald
to be observed, will be blue. Therefore, any attempt to show that, due to their
formal characteristics, inductive arguments render their conclusions more probable
than a contradictory conclusion, fails. The only manner in which one can defend
that, given the existing evidence, it is more probable that the next emerald
observed will be green than that it will be blue, is by stipulating that, for some
reason, 'green' is a better predicate than 'grue' when it comes to making claims
about the world. Unfortunately, such a stipulation would be completely ad hoc.
Not only is it possible to make different stipulations, but it is also possible to
translate our own green-blue language, as a grue-bleen language.

This shows that the paradoxes of induction cannot be resolved by making the
linguistic turn. Here we have another epistemological problem that defied the
linguistic approach to philosophy.

2.2.3.3. The problem of analysis

The problem of the empirical basis and Hume's problem of induction were well-
known before the rise of positivism, but the idea that these problems might be
solved in the near future remained alive. Moreover, philosophers who had made
the linguistic turn occasionally claimed that these problems were pseudo-problems
and that, in the fmal analysis, these problems would turn out to be incoherent.
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A third problem, however, struck positivrsm at its core, and undermined the
appeal of whatever the final analysis would bring, since it undermined the very
idea of philosophical analysis.

The notion of philosophical analysis as being an objective, yet non-empirical
explication of crucial concepts, relied upon the distinction between analytic and
synthetic statements or, alternatively, on the distinction between linguistic
problems and empirical problems. This distinction was put under severe attack in
the fifties, most prominently by W.V.O. Quine and to a lesser extent by Nelson
Goodman.P Quine's strategy was to make explicit an assumption behind the
linguistic tum, and to show that this assumption is actually false.

Philosophers who made the linguistic tum believed that the new philosophical
method provided them with a general methodology to settle disagreements. This
methodology consisted of two steps. One part of the methodology explained how
we can solve linguistic or analytical disagreements, the other part of the
methodology explained how we can solve empirical or factual disagreements. But
in order to apply this two-step-methodology within the context of some actual
disagreement, we need to be able to show whether this disagreement is linguistic
or empirical. If we cannot do this the disagreement may never be solved because
one antagonist could apply the first part of the methodology while the other applies
the second part and it is unlikely that they would arrive at the same result.
Moreover, if linguistic philosophy is going to yield a general method for settling
disagreements, then this problem, the problem about which part of the
methodology is to be used, should itself be a conceptual problem that can be
solved through analysis.

The unproven caveat behind the linguistic tum was that the distinction between
analytic and synthetic statements could be defended by logical analysis. But Quine
showed that any attempt to draw the distinction between the analytic and the
synthetic in a way that would be acceptable against the background of the
standards of analysis, has failed." This implies that, despite appearances, the
linguistic tum had not solved the internal crisis in philosophy.

We can formulate Quine's criticism in another way. Imagine some philosopher
arguing that a certain perennial philosophical problem should be seen as a
linguistic problem, that is, that, in order to solve this problem, we have to make
the linguistic tum. Imagine another philosopher who claims that the problem in

Cf. Quine [1953]. Quine attacked the idea that logical truths (i.e. truths of reason) can be
explained through linguistic conventions or notions like meaning in his [1935].

26) There are many interpretations of Quine'S argument against the distinction between the analytic and
the synthetic. My interpretation is that in his paper 'Two dogmas of empiricism' Quine intended to
attack the crucial elements of the positivistic program from within. What he showed was that the
positivists had failed to give an analysis of what makes a statement analytic that would satisfy the
positivistic requirements for proper analysis. Quine'S criticism is a piece of internal criticism, and
in my opinion that is the reason why his criticism is adequate. I will have much more to say about
this kind of criticism in the rest of this study.

2»
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question can be solved only through an empirical study of reality, that is, that we
have to make the naturalistic tum. In settling their disagreements, these
philosophers are faced with two problems. First, they have to find out what is the
proper tum to make. Second, they have to find out what results if they decide to
make the linguistic or the naturalistic tum. With regard to the first problem, they
get involved in a regress. After all, our philosophers might disagree about whether
this problem is a linguistic or an empirical problem. But if the first problem cannot
be solved in a non-question begging manner, then it follows that with regard to the
second problem it is impossible to say what results if you make the linguistic tum.
For, as we have seen, the two-step methodology embraced in linguistic philosophy
cannot specify the respective domains of application of the two steps of the
methodology. Therefore, with regard to any specific disagreement, the second
philosopher can insist that we need to make the naturalistic tum while the first
philosopher cannot show that he is wrong.

The important point to note is that the situation is asymmetrical. Whereas the
philosopher who wants to make the linguistic tum, runs into deep trouble when
someone asks him what it means to make the linguistic tum since the two-step
methodology can be applied in several ways, the philosopher who wants to make
the naturalistic tum avoids such problems because he drops the idea of a two-step
methodology and replaces it with the one-step methodology called 'science'. The
problem about which part of the methodology is to be applied disappears, since no
choice has to be made. In making the naturalistic tum, all problems are viewed
upon as empirical problems, and therefore they have to be solved empirically. T1

2.3. The rise of naturalistic epistemology

As I have stressed, the distinction between science and philosophy is itself an
epistemological one. First philosophers believed that philosophy and science
differed with regard to their respective aims and their respective methods of
investigation and evaluation. At the beginning of our century, philosophers
believed that the proper way to understand this distinction is to say that philosophy
deals with conceptual problems whereas the sciences deal with empirical problems.
But the attack on analysis, delivered by Quine and others, gradually gained impact.
In recent decades, many philosophers have come to believe that the project of
reconstructing and analyzing science undertaken by positivism has proved to be a
failure just as the project of proving and validating science that had been
undertaken by cartesian philosophers. Naturalists assume that there is no
epistemological distinction between science and philosophy. Philosophy is just
another science, using the same methods as the other sciences, with the same flaws
and the same prospects. As Quine wrote:

27) The asymmetry would dissappear if all problems can be characterized as linguistic problems, but I
suspect that not even ordinary language philosophers would go this far.
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"I see philosophy and science as in the same boat - a boat which, to revert to Neurath's
figure as 1 so often do, we can rebuild only at sea while staying afloat in it. There is no
external vantage point, no first philosophy. ,,211

Indeed, it is in the work of Quine that naturalistic epistemology developed into a
distinguishable philosophical position and many philosophers, who were making
the naturalistic tum for reasons of their own, acknowledged that Quine was
making explicit what they had in mind.F' In retrospect, we can see that the
naturalistic tum was already dormant even in linguistic philosophy. Although
analytic philosophers distinguished conceptual problems that were the object of
philosophical investigation from linguistic problems that were the object of
linguistics, the question: "what is the difference between these two kinds of
problems?" would have been raised sooner or later. 30

Quine's naturalistic position has a specific background. Other philosophers have
made the naturalistic tum for other reasons. For instance, while elaborating the
new riddle of induction Goodman stressed that the question about whether some
inference pattern is justified or not ultimately amounts to the question whether we
are satisfied with the results we get in this way. And a number of empirical
scientists had already begun to integrate philosophical points in the central part of
their studies. [Gardner, 1985] I will have sufficient opportunity to discuss the
alternative routes to naturalistic epistemology as well as to discuss Quine's position
in detail in later chapters. Two points about Quine's classical paper "Epistemology
Naturalized" need to be made here, however.

First, Quine's paper can be read as giving epistemologists a piece of advice. He
shows that epistemology has run into difficult problems both with regard to
questions about meaning as well as with regard to questions about truth, but that
there are still some philosophers who try to solve these problems in the 'old' way,
viz. through rational reconstruction and validation. To this, Quine counters:

28)

>0)

Quine [1969a], p.27. Quine repeatedly uses Neurath's metaphor. Koppelberg [1990] argues that
this is not a coincidence because Neurath explicitely promoted a naturalistic perspective on
epistemology and can be cited making claims very similar to Quine's claims in his [1969]. I will
not go into the question whether Quine was influenced by Neurath to a large degree or not. It
should be clear that in this outline of the rise of naturalism I am not interested in historical details
as much as a historian of philosophy should be.
This does not mean that they endorsed Quine'S own naturalistic perspective on knowledge. In
chapter six I will discuss the special features of Quine'S naturalism.
Already in 1932 Moritz Schlick refers to The practice of philosophy by Susanne K. Langer as a
work in which philosophy is claimed to be the science of meaning. More recently, the same point
has been made in Katz [1967). See also Cohen [1966]: "The question to be asked is not what
[philosophers) must do or what they actually do, but rather what they may legitimately do without
risk of exposure to the charge of amateurism. What room is there for a specifically philosophical
concern with particular meanings, let alone for a kind of concern with meanings that should
constitute the distinguishing characteristics of all genuinely philosophical enquiry? What can
philosophers find to study in meanings that philologists, historians, sociologists and other
specialists in semantics omit to study?" (p.95) Cohen's answer is: nothing.

29)

33



"But why aU this creative construction, aU this make-believe? The stimulation of his
sensory receptors is aU the evidence anybody has had to go on, ultimately. in arriving
at his picture of the world. Why not just see how this construction really proceeds?
Why not settle for psychology?" [Quine, 1969b, p. 75.]

On the basis of statements like these, one might embrace a weak interpretation of
Quine's paper. According to this interpretation, Quine advises epistemologists to
change the object, to drop the aims of cartesian or positivistic philosophy and to go
into the business that pays off: psychology.

But Quine may not have intended this to be an advice you are free to take or
leave. It is clear from the overall structure of his paper, that Quine intends to
make a more forceful claim. His claim (or advice) that we can see epistemology as
a chapter of psychology is embedded in a number of destructive arguments against
both the cartesian and the positivistic idea of epistemology. This gives us a
stronger interpretation of Quine's paper. According to this interpretation,
naturalistic epistemology is the only option left open for anyone who wants to do
anything like epistemological investigation. Of course, it is this interpretation that
has played a prominent role in the recent controversies about naturalistic
epistemology.

Like the linguistic tum, the naturalistic tum cannot claim to have solved all
philosophical problems in one stroke. Claiming that philosophy, and epistemology
in particular, have to make use of the same method of investigation as the other
empirical sciences, is informative only if we know what method the other
empirical sciences are using, and this matter still has to be settled. Yet, like the
linguistic tum, the naturalistic tum promises to give a general method for dealing
with philosophical problems in the future. In part two I will examine whether the
prospect for the naturalistic promises are any good.

3. Coda: the socio-historical tum

For many naturalists the story ends here. First philosophy has been eliminated in
two stages and epistemology turns out to be psychology. physics or
neurophysiology. However, as is usual in revolutionary eras, some naturalists have
blamed their fellow revolutionairies for being too moderate, too conservative.
According to these naturalists, it is not enough simply to make the naturalistic
tum. One has to make it in a specific direction. Kuhn and other historians of
science have concluded that once the idea of some neutral observational basis in
science is shattered, we have to acknowledge that the acceptance of a theory within
a scientific community is largely a matter of social pressures, thereby clearing the
way for a naturalistic sociology of knowledge and science. If one is really
interested in how we acquire knowledge, if one really wants to look at what
happens in science - as all naturalists confess to be their zeal -, then one should
take seriously the fact that our knowledge has a history, and that it is part of a
social fabric in which people praise each other for having knowledge or scold each
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other for lacking it. The naturalistic turn should therefore be combined with the
socio-historical turn.

To uphold the analogy, the naturalistic camp is divided between mensjewiki and
bolsjewiki who attack each other as fiercely as they attack their common enemies.
I will refer to those naturalists who insist on making the socio-historical tum as
socialized epistemologists. Of course, there is some controversy over whether
socialized epistemologists are naturalists. Dubbing socialized epistemologists
naturalists draws attention to a number of paradoxes naturalism could do without.
Still, it will not only be argued that socialized epistemology is a special case of
naturalistic epistemology, but also that it is the natural outcome of making the
naturalistic turn. This, however, is itself not yet part of the received view.
Therefore, a detailed discussion of the socio-historical turn will be postponed to a
more appropriate time.
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CHAPTER TWO
BALANCING THE RECEIVED VIEW

1. The other face of naturalism

The received view on the rise of naturalistic epistemology is helpful for at least
two reasons. First, in focusing on the positivistic background it presents a sketch
of that part of the history of philosophy with which naturalists are most familiar.
Second, it gives the opportunity to introduce some of the arguments that are used
in its support. Still, the received view is misleading both for historical and for
systematic reasons.

The historical defects of the received view are all too clear as soon as one
appreciates that the historical evidence allows one to tell the story in the opposite
direction. Indeed, it is hardly a bold thesis to claim that any philosophical school
can fix historical evidence either to show that it radically breaks with history, or to
show that it has been omnipresent in history. It is no surprise that the claim that
naturalism preceded first philosophy can be supported to the same degree as the
claim that first philosophy preceded naturalism.

Systematically, the received view hardly improves on the slogans. As suggested
towards the end of the first chapter, a lot of programs take shelter under the
umbrella of naturalism. If this is so, then we have to find out whether there are
any programs that are excluded by it. The received view leaves the real intentions
of Descartes and other first philosophers vague enough to allow for the possibility
that no philosopher ever was a first philosopher, or a diehard postivist for that
matter, We still have to make good on the claim that naturalism is a
distinguishable position on the philosophical scene. One way to do this is to
determine what naturalists take to be objectionable in the views of philosophers
like Descartes and Hegel, who are considered to be the classical examples of
traditional, non-naturalistic philosophers.

Another systematic error encouraged by the received view is that it focusses
exclusively on epistemology. Naturalistic epistemology is one element in
naturalistic philosophy. Other philosophical disciplines have had their naturalistic
waves long before Quine. This suggests that contemporary naturalists as well as
their critics might learn something through the controversies that were sparked by
these earlier waves. Naturalistic ethics, usually associated with utilitarianism, is a
good example. The recent skirmishes between naturalists and non-naturalists are

37



similar to the debates about naturalistic ethics. In order to counterbalance the
predominance of epistemology in the received view, the analogy between ethics
and epistemology has to be taken into account. Indeed, the most famous argument
against naturalism has been presented originally in the context of ethics. In this
chapter there will be opportunity to discuss this argument briefly.

After these disruptive excursions, it is time to consider the manner in which
naturalistic epistemology is to be assessed. It will be argued that there is little hope
for the kind of so-called knock-down arguments that have been produced by
Cohen, Putnam, and others. However, it will be claimed that there is still some
hope for a fairly general assessment.

1.1. The rise of first philosophy

The received view on the rise of naturalistic epistemology provides a basis for
understanding contemporary controversies, but it incorrectly suggests that there is
only one way to understand history. As an antidote, let us reflect on the following
claim:

Naturalistic philosophy is not a recent reaction against a dominant tradition oj firsl
philosophy, but first philosophy is a recent reaction against a dominant tradition oj
naturalistic philosophy.

According to this thesis, the received view turns history upside down. The
naturalistic conception of philosophy has been with us from the start, whereas the
distinction between philosophy and science is of a more recent date.

The historical evidence that can be produced in support of this claim is diverse:

1. Both popular and serious monographs on the history of western thought point
out that during history the various scientific disciplines gradually developed out of
philosophy to become independent. If the particular sciences gradually arose out of
philosophy, then it is extremely unlikely that there is a radical difference between
science and philosophy. Rather, it is more plausible to claim that philosophy is just
another science, or a 'proto-science', and that philosophical problems can be
solved in a scientific manner. The idea of first philosophy can lead a shadowy
existence at most.

2. Classical philosophers perceived the difference between science and philosophy
to be a gradual one. Even if Aristotle already distinguished physics from
metaphysics, it is dubious whether he would have accepted the radical dichotomy
between the two that is sometimes ascribed to him. It is more probable that he
considered his taxonomy of the sciences a helpful manual for the division of labor.
The oecumenical spirit lingered on for quite a while. As is clear from the use of
the phrase 'Philosophia natural is' by Descartes and Newton, philosophy and
science were seen as complementary. [Leclerc, 1988]
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3. In spite of the overwhelming consensus that many classical figures dichotomized
philosophy and science, it is difficult to find passages in their works which make
such a claim explicit, and which cannot be interpreted otherwise.

4. As already noted, philosophers did not refrain from discussing substantial
issues. The explanation given in chapter 1 is that no human being is a full time
philosopher. Philosophers need not bother themselves about substantial issues but
as human beings (or as scientists) they cannot ignore them. Another explanation,
however, is that most philosophers did not make the distinction between formal
and substantial issues. They never intended to stop quarreling over the things of
everyday life.

5. The naturalistic perspective on philosophy was implicit in traditional
empiricism. Locke's analysis of human knowledge preceded Leibniz' distinction
between the psychological and the justificational features of knowledge. Therefore,
it is difficult to distinguish Locke's epistemology from Locke's psychology.
Indeed, the most famous empiricist of all time, David Burne, also was the most
prominent naturalist for a long time. His philosophy was built upon the premiss
that a study of human nature would bring light into the dark perennial
philosophical problems. I It took some time for this naturalistic perspective to
become explicit, but in the nineteenth century the time was ripe for this.
Naturalism was defended by Ernst Mach and John Stuart Mill, by Comte, and by a
number of so called "scientific materialists", including Hermann von Helmholtz,
Karl Vogt and Jacob Moleschott.? As Moleschott claimed:

"[ .. J in fact philosophers can no longer be viewed in opposition to natural scientists,
because any philosophy worthy of its name laps up the best sap of the tree of
knowledge, and by the same token produces only the ripest fruit of that tree. ,,3

I) A fully naturalistic interpretation of Hume's philosophy was presented in Kemp Smith [1905].
According to Smith: "Hume finds in the facts of the moral life convincing confirmation of his
naturalistic view of reason, and so is enabled to develop an ethical theory in complete harmony
with his general philosophy." (p. 335). This interpretation of Hume is also accepted by Stroud
[1977]. Stroud writes in his final chapter: "Of all the ingredienta of lasting significance in Hume's
philosophy, I think this naturalistic attitude is of greatest importance and interest. [ ... ] Hume's
philosophical aims would best be carried out today not by a 'logical construction of the world' or
by an 'analysis of the concepts' of meaning, causation, goodness, and so on, but by pursuing in a
truly empirical, naturalistic spirit the very questions he raised about human thought, feeling and
behaviour." (p. 222-223) Another recent interpretation of Hume which stresses the naturalistic
element is Strawson [1985] that discusses Hume's naturalistic solution to the skeptical challenge.
On Mill's naturalistic approach to philosophy and epistemology, see the preface to Ryan [1987],
where Ryan modifies his negative claims in his chapter on mathematics as an inductive science.
Mill's naturalistic position with regard to ethical matters, has been discussed by numerous critics of
the 'naturalistic fallacy', G.E. Moore being the most prominent one. For the scientific materialists,
see Gregory [1977].
1. Moleschott, Ursache und Wirkung in der Lehre vom Leben, Giessen, 1867, p. 12. Quoted from
Gregory [1977], p. 146.

2)
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This naturalistic position was the dominant reaction to speculative philosophical
systems of the Hegelian kind in the second half of the nineteenth century and has
its roots in Feuerbach's materialism. The scientific materialists believed that
speculative metaphysics wasn't necessary, because the natural sciences themselves
could give insight into the things-in-themselves, or because the things-in-
themselves were of no interest to us. [Gregory, 1977, p. 148] But one should not
misunderstand the context of their work. The german materialists were not
radicals. They believed that they followed the footsteps of classical precursors. If
there was a break with the past then it was made by those philosophers (Hegel
perhaps) who believed that they could ignore science. But these philosophers were
few. Kant wasn't one of them. He did not ignore the sciences, nor did he believe,
as some commentators have suggested, that he could do philosophy without taking
into account the state of science. Quite the contrary, Kant's philosophy reflects the
state of science in his days and it would be unfair to stipulate that Kant wasn't
aware of this. Indeed, if we would be able to pose the question to him, then he
might confess that he was a naturalist if anything.

Arguably, it was only after the explicit and polemical formulation of the naturalist
dogmas by the nineteenth century materialists that philosophers reacted to it, and
constructed the notion of a first philosophy. Although the linguistic tum was in
part a response to the speculative character of some philosophical systems, it was
also in part a response to the naturalistic conception of philosophy that became
explicit in the second half of the nineteenth century. Indeed, the second motivation
may have been more important. The attack on psychologism as undertaken by
Gottlob Frege clearly illustrates the importance of naturalism as a motivation for
the construction of the idea of pure, non-empirical principles. [Sluga, 1980] We
can also fmd evidence for this in the work of the logical positivists themselves.
For instance, in "The future of Philosophy" Moritz Schlick explains the crisis in
philosophy in the following manner:

"The real reason [for the many controversies in philosophy] is to be found in a
curious misunderstanding and misinterpretation of the nature of philosophy; it lies in
the failure to distinguish between the scientific attitude and the philosophical
attitude. It lies in the idea that the nature of philosophy and science are more or less
the same. that they both consist of systems of true propositions about the world. ,,4

Statements like these are not solely directed against speculative metaphysics but
also against naturalistic philosophy, for both allegedly involve the same
misunderstanding of the nature of philosophy. The main distinction between the
twentieth century positivists and their precursors Mach and Mill was that they
considered logical analysis to be something special. Given this, they finally
constructed a "conceptual framework" that could be used to distinguish philosophy

4) Moritz Schlick [1932]. quoted from Richard Rorty, ed. [1967]. p. 45.
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from the empirical sciences. Philosophy was not an empirical science because it
resembled mathematics and because mathematics was not an empirical science.
This alternative was not open to classical empiricists who conceived mathematical
disciplines as a part of empirical science.

The truth of the matter is not just that it is difficult to say what came first, the
distinction between science and philosophy or the rejection of this distinction, but
that it hardly matters much. For some purposes it might be helpful to stress
naturalistic traditions, for other purposes it might come in handy to ignore them.
In practice, both naturalism and anti-naturalism can be found anywhere in history.
If we do not have any special purpose, however, there is no need to bend the
richness of history either way.

In any case, the image of first philosophy that has been attacked in the recent
naturalistic literature is in its explicit form a quite new invention, made in this
century by those philosophers who made the linguistic tum. Perhaps in the claims
of the positivists the idea of first philosophy approached intelligibility for the first
time. Some classical philosophers had exclaimed that philosophy is the queen of
the sciences, but what prerogatives came with the job remained unclear. The claim
that philosophy results in a priori knowledge whereas the sciences provide us with
a posteriori knowledge is not very helpful either, unless this distinction itself is
drawn clearly. In making the linguistic turn, the positivists, however, also made a
sharp distinction between form and content. They claimed that philosophy dealt
with formal, logical issues, whereas the sciences raised and answered questions of
content and substance. In making this claim the positivists exploited the Humean
assumption that a priori knowledge can be conflated with analytical knowledge. As
is nicely illustrated by the passage quoted from Schlick's "The turning point in
philosophy" in chapter one, the positivists could argue that the linguistic tum
explained how philosophy can be said to be fundamental to science in a manner
that was plausible given the scientific climate of their age.

1.2. Descartes' scientific epistemology

In the literature naturalistic epistemology is often opposed to Cartesian
epistemology, which is seen as one of the most prominent forms of first
philosophy. [Papineau, 1987] Yet, paradoxically, Descartes did not pay much
attention to the distinction between science and philosophy. True, Descartes
presented himself as foundationalist and at several places he seems to claim that
his Cog ito is the foundation for all human knowledge. But this does not entail that
Descartes dichotomized science and philosophy. Quite the contrary, in presenting
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his foundationalist theory of justification, Descartes suggested that there is no
difference in kind between the various instances of knowledge.'

Cartesian epistemology involves the attempt to extend the method of geometry
to all human knowledge. As a result of this, Descartes intends to find claims that
can play the role of the definitions and postulates in geometry. However, cartesian
epistemology relies upon one of the sciences, rather than placing itself outside of
the sciences as an external arbiter. Descartes' mathesis universalis expresses the
claim that, with regard to methodology, all sciences are on a par.

If this is correct, then the question is why naturalists spend so much time
attacking cartesianism. There are four related, but distinguishable explanations for
this. These explanations give more specific clues about what is involved in making
the naturalistic tum.

Cartesian epistemology was combined with a metaphysical dualism. Not only
did Descartes argue that mind and body were not identical, but he also claimed
that mind and body could not be causally related to each other." This suggests that
there is a rift in reality, which is not congenial to the metaphysical assumptions of
naturalistic epistemology. Naturalists hold that nature is all there is, and that nature
is not divided into two (or more) separate realms. It is precisely this monistic
assumption underlying naturalistic epistemology that renders plausible the claim
that the natural sciences can tell us anything about mental events and human
cognition.

Notice that the claim that mind and matter are distinct, does not entail that the
sciences of the mental and the sciences of matter differ radically in their methods
of investigation. In fact, Descartes himself believed that they were
methodologically on a par. Dualism entails, however, that sciences of the mental
and sciences of matter are, so to speak, informationally encapsulated. Since their
respective objects are causally isolated from each other, information about mental
events cannot be used in acquiring knowledge about material processes, or vice
versa. Dualism entails that there can never be a unified science. At most we can
have two sciences shadowing each other, but these sciences would never be
combined. 7

In this way we get two possible explanations of the naturalistic attack on
cartesian epistemology. The first one relies upon the ascription to contemporary

7)

Larmore [1980] argues that Descartes conceived himself as an empirical scientist. Larmore puts
forward claims like: "Descartes' empirical enquiry was concerned not simply with a deeper
understsnding of nature, but also with a broader understsnding of the nature of our knowledge as
well." (p. 20)
Some interpretations of Descartes would stress the qualifications made by Descartes himself. Let's
say that, if one's pineal gland is not functioning properly mind and body are effectively
encapsulated. This does not change things, because naturalists are equally suspicious of mysterious
intermediaries between mind and body like pineal glands.
Spinoza pursued this possibility in his Ethics. His 'double aspect theory' of nature entails that
nature can be described in (at least) two isomorphic yet radically different modes. The difference
between Spinoza and Descartes is that Spinoza did not believe that nature is split into two parts
because of this. The rift is in our descriptions, not in reality itself.
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naturalism of metaphysical monism. If naturalism endorses metaphysical monism,
and if cartesian philosophy is at odds with metaphysical monism, then naturalism
can be expected to oppose cartesian philosophy. This explanation applies to
nineteenth century naturalism because of its explicit materialist claims. There is
strong evidence for the claim that contemporary naturalism also inclines towards
materialism. Thus, the naturalistic attack on cartesianism might ape the arguments
given against dualism."

Although the explanation might fit some of the attacks, it does not account for
all of them. Another explanation is that naturalists think high of the ideal of
unified science. Descartes combined dualism on the metaphysical level with
monism on the methodological level. Although sciences of the mental and sciences
of the matter investigate radically different objects, according to Descartes they
can do so while using the same method. This is a mind-teasing thesis. If the
objects of these sciences are really different in kind, then one should expect that
the method for studying these objects is different in kind also. Undoubtedly, those
naturalists who believe that the sciences can be united, will object to it. 9

A third explanation of the naturalistic objections to Cartesian epistemology is
that Descartes attempted to rebut the skeptical challenge and believed that, building
on his Cog ito , he had succeeded in this. In chapter nine, various naturalistic
reactions to the skeptical challenge will be discussed, but it will be no surprise that
Descartes' response is not one of them. Naturalists are fallibilists which means that
they believe that the skeptical challenge simply cannot be rebutted definitively. As
a follow-up, naturalists usually claim that the skeptical challenge should not be
taken seriously in the first place. Descartes' position vis-a-vis skepticism is at odds
with both naturalistic responses. Since naturalists believe that the skeptical
challenge, once taken seriously, cannot be met, and since they believe that it is
essential for first philosophy to meet it, they take this to be a reductio of first
philosophy. Descartes was obviously engaged in the project of validation, and
naturalists believe that this project is doomed to fail."

Even if we bracket Descartes' dualism-monism slip, and his anti-skepticism,
still another explanation can be given for the naturalistic attack on his philosophy.
The explanation is simply that, according to naturalistic consensus, Cartesian

I) For recent arguments that undermine both dualism and the version of monism that intends to
overcome dualism by reducing mental events to events in the brain, see Feyerabend [1963], Rorty
[1965], Churchland [1979].
In chapter 10 it will be argued that in order to make sense of the various monistic and pluralistic
claims that abound in philosophy, it is necessary that the various levels are be made to correspond
with each other. To wit, one cannot have metaphysical monism without having methodological
monism. Correspondingly, metaphysical pluralism is tenable only in the context of methodological
pluralism. I doubt whether all naturalists will agree with me in this respect. But for those who do,
it explains why they rallied against cartesianism. Given this view on the relation between
metaphysics and methodology, Descartes made a cross-category mistake.

10) In chapter 6 it will be argued that it is inaccurate to conflate "first philosophy" and the project of
validation, but for now the naturalistic claim that the whole idea of first philosophy depends upon
whether it can refute the skeptic explains why they believed that cartesianism is their main target.

9)
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epistemology happens to be incorrect. Cartesianism is just too rationalistic to be
correct. In attempting to sketch a methodology appropriate for the whole of
science, Descartes happened to begin at the wrong place. Indeed, Descartes' view
on the geometrical method itself would have to be modified. Within naturalistic
epistemology Mill's claim that geometry is itself an empirical discipline has been
revived and within Mill's conception we should not look at geometry as a body of
claims that are proven on the basis of certain postulates that are evident from the
start."

It is beyond doubt that contemporary naturalistic epistemology inclines towards
empiricism. Indeed, most naturalists believe that whatever their naturalistic
investigation of human cognition will lead to, some version of empiricism will be
vindicated. For instance, Quine claims that "surely one has no choice but to be an
empiricist so far as one's theory of linguistic learning is concerned.· [Quine,
1969b, p. 81] Since Quine holds that the learning of language parallels the
acquisition of knowledge, he would insist that we have no choice but to be an
empiricist so far as epistemology in general is concerned.

Since empiricism itself has its origins in an age that is said to have been
dominated by first philosophy and some naturalists explicitly acknowledge that
early empiricism was a version of first philosophy, embracing empiricism might
burden naturalists with a lot of problems. The problem here is to distinguish those
elements of empiricism that are compatible with naturalistic epistemology and
those that are not.

Two strategies can be distinguished to avoid these problems. First, naturalists
can try to re-interpret history in such a way that their empiricist precursors tum
out to be naturalists themselves. Second, naturalists can try to show that the kind
of empiricism that has its background in the era of first philosophy can be
gradually improved upon to become fully naturalistic. Since the first strategy is
another case of historical totalitarianism, it is primarily the second strategy that
will concern us in later chapters.

Our discussion of the opposition between cartesian scientific epistemology and
naturalistic epistemology has stressed some features of naturalistic epistemology
that were not made explicit in the received view. Although we should be careful in
ascribing these features to all contemporary naturalists, it is safe to assume that we
can ascribe these features to the leading figures of contemporary naturalism. I will
qualify this working hypothesis whenever it is necessary.

Further, this discussion serves in restricting the scope of this study. Some
epistemologists have tried to point out the epistemological relevance of
mathematical disciplines. Good examples of this can be found in the numerous
articles about the epistemological consequences of Godel's theorems. [Nagel &
Newman, 1958; Lucas, 1961] If we take the phrase 'naturalistic epistemology'

II) The naturalistic approach to geometry was forcefully argued for by Albert Einstein in his
development of the general theory of relativity. This approach is also implicit in Quine's claim that
even the laws of logic can be modified on the basis of sensory experience.
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very widely, then these attempts are or might tum out to be examples of
naturalistic epistemology. The term 'naturalistic epistemology' is restricted here in
the sense that it applies only to attempts to relate epistemology to what is
considered to be empirical science. 12

1.3. The destruction of epistemology: Hegel and Spinoza

Even if the ideal of first philosophy was not expressed in an intelligible manner
before the 20th century, certain classical philosophers made hints in this direction.
Leibniz' distinction between causation and justification and Kant's distinction
between pure knowledge a priori and experiential knowledge a posteriori suggest
that philosophers, by concentrating on matters of justification and knowledge a
priori, make a special contribution to the pyramid of knowledge. Since distinctions
such as these still play a dominant role in contemporary debates on the nature of
epistemology, it should be interesting to find how other classical philosophers
reacted to them.

One and a half centuries before Quine's "Epistemology naturalized" Hegel
started his "Phlinomenology des Geistes" by making fun of epistemology as being
a necessary propedeutic to science. His critique of epistemology was even more
destructive than Quine's. He did not base his argument on the impossibility of
refuting the skeptic but he attacked the very idea of formulating any
epistemological theory, skeptical or not, before the acquisition of knowledge. It is
not surprising that the received view on the rise of naturalistic epistemology hardly
mentions Hegel's critique at all, since Hegelian philosophy lies outside the
empiricist tradition that shaped analytical philosophy. 13 Typically, Hegel is
referred to as a first philosopher in extremo. This ignores, however, that Hegel
identified "Philosophie" and "Wissenschaft". According to Hegel, what we
nowadays refer to as scientific knowledge, is not true knowledge. True knowledge,
"Wissenschaft", is knowledge of the Whole. Scientific knowledge being about
some part of the Whole only, cannot be real knowledge. So, from a legalistic point
of view, Hegel could be considered to be a naturalist, albeit a weird one.
Therefore, having a look at Hegel's position might be instructive.

III Tacitly, I am assuming here that the attempt to show that mathematical disciplines are themselves
empirical will fail. If the mathematical disciplines are truly empirical sciences, this means that my
assessment of naturalistic epistemology might be incomplete. I do not believe that this danger is
very great since I believe that my arguments against naturalistic epistemology can be applied to any
attempt to relate epistemology to empirical disciplines. If mathematics is an empirical discipline,
then, as a consequence, these naturalistic programs fail also.

13) Some commentators have compared Hegel and Quine. Schuldenfrei [1972] ends with interesting
remarks on this, whereas Kalin [1972] compares Hegel and Quine in more detail. Similar
suggestions are made in Solomon [1974]. To my knowledge, however, there is no detailed study
about the relation and/or similarity between Hegel's philosophy and Quine'S.
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Hegel's begins by claiming that the rationale behind epistemology is the Kantian
assumption that cognitive processes influence the content of our beliefs, that they
are something like an intermediary between the external world and our mind.
Obviously, then, the purpose of epistemology is to circumscribe this influence. As
a result of this we hope to determine which processes are reliable and which are
not. But Hegel believes that such a project is incoherent in two ways.

First, the Kantian assumption behind epistemology unavoidable leads to
skepticism, since it entails that cognitive processes cannot determine what reality in
itself is like. Indeed, Kant himself had come to this conclusion. According to
Kant, we never can have knowledge of the noumenal world, precisely because our
world view is shaped by our cognitive processes. This in itself shows, Hegel
contends, that Kant's epistemology is a mistake. It creates problems of which it is
immediately clear that they can never be solved.

Secondly, Hegel argues that the Kantian assumptions of epistemology entail that
epistemology is impossible. The purpose of Kantian epistemology is to strip the
final result of cognitive processes of the shaping influence of these processes, and
thereby to rediscover what reality 'really' is like. But, Hegel says:

"Diese Verbesserung wiirde uns in der Tat nur dahin zunickbringen, wo wir vorher
waren. Wenn wir von einem fonnierten Dinge das wieder wegnehmen was das
Werkzeug [i.e. our cognitive processes] daran getat hat, so ist uns das Ding ( ... )
gerade wieder so viel als vor dieser somit iiberfliissigen Bemiihung" (p. 55156)

That is, we would end up with something that is not structured in the proper way
for it to playa role in our thinking. But this means that the attempt to circumscribe
the influence of cognitive processes has to fail, since we would not be able to
understand the results of this circumscription.

In order to make Hegel's argument less abstract, let us suppose that the
language we use influences the way we think about reality. That is, linguistic
structures influence the possible contents of our beliefs. Assuming that reality itself
is not a linguistic structure, we might try to strip this linguistic structure of our
beliefs in order to see what reality 'really' is like. But, Hegel would say, the result
of this stripping would be unintelligible to us because it would not have the
linguistic structure that is necessary in order to make it accessible to our thought.

This is only the beginning of Hegel's system and Hegel offers more detailed
discussions of various epistemologies later on. But the central message of his
critique of epistemology is that there is no point of view that is both outside of our
system of beliefs and occupied by a believing system. If we can acquire knowledge
about cognitive processes, then this has to happen during the acquisition of
knowledge. There cannot be a radical distinction between epistemological
knowledge and plain knowledge.

A similar conclusion was reached by Spinoza more than a century before Hegel
in what most commentators believe to be his first work, Tractatus de intellectus
emendatione. Against the background of the work of Descartes, Spinoza assumed
that the task of epistemology was to provide a reliable methodology. But Descartes
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had suggested that it was possible to specify such a methodology prior to the
acquisition of knowledge. Spinoza argued against this. Obviously, in specifying a
methodology we would have to use some method, which might itself be unreliable.
Therefore, if it is necessary to validate our methods before using them, we would
have to show that this second methodology is reliable, to which purpose we would
need yet another methodology, and so on. Given this infinite methodological
regress the cartesian idea of epistemology was believed by Spinoza to be
incoherent. 14

Thus, Spinoza concluded that the nature of human knowledge only can be
understood during the process of the acquisition of knowledge. Similarly, if we
want to improve our understanding, then we can only do so while using it. He
pointed out (as Reichenbach would do three centuries later) that we actually are
able to improve hammer and nails by using hammer and nails. Spinoza was
optimistic about this. In his Ethica Spinoza endorsed Descartes' image of the
mathesis universalis by developing his philosophy with the help of the geometrical
method. The main difference with Decartes is that Spinoza did not believe that the
quest had to begin with a specific fundamental truth. Rather, he believed that no
matter where one started, one would ultimately find oneself upholding the
geometrical method.

How was Spinoza able to convince himself that in spite of the danger of the
methodological regress, it was possible to arrive at some definite, perfect
methodology? With the risk of getting involved in philological controversies, I
assume that the answer is that Spinoza was a firm anti-skeptic. He held that if
some belief is false, then we will find that it is false by taking it seriously. As a
result of this, Spinoza saw little need to specify some perfect methodology in
advance. Taking beliefs seriously was in itself a good enough method to begin
with. After we have validated some of our beliefs by taking them seriously and
finding that there is nothing wrong with them, we can begin constructing the image
of a perfect method that avoids having false beliefs in the future.

Historians of philosophy have recently claimed that the critique raised by
Spinoza and Hegel can be seen as versions of naturalism. [Klever (red.), 1986] In
my opinion this claim is too anachronistic to be taken as the correct interpretation
of the work of these philosophers. It is true that there are similarities between the
claims of Spinoza and Hegel and modem naturalists, but we have to see their
claims in the proper context. Spinoza's remarks on knowledge are embedded
within a very optimistic view on the power of human thought. He held that the
truth or falsity of some belief (he actually talked about "ideas") would become
evident as soon as we would reflect on it. Such optimism can hardly be
accommodated within contemporary naturalistic epistemology. As for Hegel's

14) Klever (red.) (1986) argues that Spinoza became aware of the methodological regress while writing
the essay. This would explain why Spinoza wasn't able to finish it. Although he implicitly
undermined Descartes' methodological premisses, Spinoza allegedly became aware of the fact that
precisely these premisses had motivated him to begin writing the essay in the first place.
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critique of epistemology, this critique is part of a metaphysical system which is
difficult to reconcile with the realist inclinations of naturalism. Of course, if we
have learned anything from the recent debates on realism, then it is that it is not
completely clear what it means to be a realist." Still, it is hard to avoid the
conclusion that Hegel's philosophy should not be considered to be a case of
realism as long as we want to use this term in a meaningful way.

The more plausible interpretation of the arguments of Hegel and Spinoza is that
they stressed that, on the one hand, epistemologists tried to rebut the skeptical
challenge with philosophical arguments while, on the other hand, these
epistemologists had not yet provided an acceptable analysis of philosophical
arguments. It might be correct to say that, against this background, Spinoza and
Hegel would object to any two step methodology, but it is clearly incorrect to
claim that they would embrace an empiricist epistemology as being the only viable
alternative. It is more accurate to say that Spinoza and Hegel proposed alternative
one step methodologies. Therefore, in spite of certain similarities between their
arguments and the contemporary naturalistic arguments, it is incorrect to say that
these philosophers arrived at identical conclusions. On the contrary, we should not
be surprised if it turns out that these philosophers already provided us with
arguments against contemporary naturalistic epistemology. 16

Interestingly enough, the arguments of Spinoza and Hegel are comparable with
Chisholm's argument in support of the claim that we have to be particularists in
epistemology. [Chisholm, 1966] A particularist, as opposed to a methodist, takes
certain beliefs for granted as being typical cases of knowledge in order to set the
stage for his analysis of knowledge. Ignoring the skeptical challenge, a particularist
assumes that people have a lot of knowledge. It appears that the rationale behind
Chisholm's claim is that he finds it hard to see how epistemological analysis is
possible otherwise. Like Spinoza and Hegel, Chisholm does not believe that
epistemology is possible independent of our actually having knowledge.

Contemporary naturalists also believe that epistemology cannot be independent
of the actual acquisition of knowledge, but we should not conclude from this that
everyone who agrees with them in this respect is a naturalist. Naturalistic
epistemology is more specific than this. It claims, in its radical form, that all
problems are empirical, and that we have to solve them on the basis of an
empiricist methodology. It is doubtful whether either Spinoza, Hegel, or Chisholm
would accept such a claim, unless the idea of an empiricist methodology would be
construed in such a manner that a methodology cannot help to be empiristic.

Ij) Cf. Putnam [1975], Putnam [1981), Van Fraassen [1980), Leplin (ed.) [1984], Churchland and
Hooker (eds.) [1985), Devitt (1984).

16) See chapter five for a spinozistic argument against naturalism.
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1.4. The ethical analogy

Naturalistic epistemology is one example of naturalistic philosophy. It is important
to notice, that in focussing on the epistemological problems that remained after the
linguistic turn, the received view ignores whatever parallels there might exist
between naturalistic arguments with regard to epistemology and naturalistic
arguments with regard to other philosophical disciplines. Still, it is necessary to
investigate whether it is possible to give an assessment of naturalistic epistemology
by giving an assessment of naturalistic philosophy in general, or, perhaps, by
giving an assessment of some other form of naturalistic philosophy.

The philosophical field which appears to be the most likely candidate for
finding parallel claims and arguments is ethics." The link: between ethics and
epistemology is that many epistemologists hold that epistemology, like ethics, deals
with values or norms. They stress that theories of knowledge and justification
make explicit important epistemic norms, and that the specification of a proper
methodology amounts to specifying in what manner the scientist ought to
investigate the world surrounding him. Against this background critics of
naturalistic epistemology can argue that naturalistic epistemology cannot take over
the flag of traditional epistemology, because it cannot make sense of the normative
dimension of the key epistemological problems. The crucial premiss of this
critique is the history of ethics has shown that claims about norms cannot be
supported by claims about matters of fact. Anyone who tries to do so, it has been
argued, is committing the naturalistic fallacy. IS

Some epistemologists would claim that this is indeed a knock-down argument
against naturalistic epistemology. [Siegel, 1980; Firth, 1981; Cohen, 1986] If it is,
then the rest of this study would be of historical interest at most. However, this
argument against naturalistic epistemology is, at the present stage, indecisive for at
least three reasons.

First, the argument assumes that there is a normative dimension of knowledge
and that epistemology is, in part, specifying justificational and methodological
norms. But this assumption is itself not trivial, and, unsurprisingly, some
naturalists have denied that there is anything normative about epistemology. Most
prominently, Quine himself has claimed that the only task of epistemology is to
specify the relation between sensory stimuli and theory and that this relation is a
psychological or a neurophysiological one. [Quine, 1969b] The whole idea of
epistemic norms itself is, according to him, just a relic of traditional epistemology.

Second, the argument assumes that supporting claims about norms with claims
about matters of facts is fallacious. Although many philosophers have claimed that

17) Naturalistic metaphysics will not be discussed in detail in this study, but in chapter nine I will
discuss one example of it.

II) The classical attack on the naturalistic fallacy is Moore (1903). According to Hare [1952] the
argument can be traced back to Hume. For more discussion on whether Hume did or did not
applaud the naturalistic fallacy see the papers of Macintyre, Atkinson, and Hunter in Chappell (ed.)
[1968].
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it is, it would be unfair to say that the matter is settled, in ethics or anywhere else,
especially since it is hard to imagine in what alternative manner claims about
norms could be supported. In chapter five a naturalistic program will be discussed
that analyzes norms in such a way that there is no category-mistake involved in
using factual evidence in support of certain normative principles.

Finally, the two assumptions themselves are based upon the distinction between
facts on the one hand and values and norms on the other hand. But the nature of
this distinction is a source of philosophical controversy. In the continental tradition
of philosophy dichotomozing facts and values has been viewed as being suspect.
Recently, philosophers who come out of the analytical tradition in philosophy, like
Hilary Putnam, have argued likewise that there can be no radical distinction
between facts and values. [putnam, 1981]

At this stage, the argument against naturalistic epistemology alluded to here, is
inconclusive and begs the question. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to assume that if
there is any truth in the claim that epistemology deals with epistemic norms, then
the ethical analogy should be taken into account.

The ethical analogy will play a prominent role in my assessment of naturalistic
epistemology. My first premiss will be that a main task of epistemology is to
specify epistemic norms. These norms specify the manner in which we can
legitimately and successfully criticize each other for believing something. My
second premiss will be that any account of epistemic norms has to be able to
bootstrap itself. These two premisses. once combined with a detailed description of
the various naturalistic programs. will enable me to argue that naturalistic
epistemology is untenable.

However, the rough argument cannot stand on its own. Before it can have any
impact on the contemporary philosophical scene. it is has to be shown that my
premisses are quite congenial to naturalistic epistemology itself. Only once this is
done. the argument is no longer question-begging.

1.5. The balance restored

In section 1.2. it has been suggested that the received view on the rise of
naturalistic epistemology turns the facts of history upside down. But this point is
not very important, because there are many ways to read the history of philosophy
and science. In later sections it was argued that the received view understates some
typical features of contemporary naturalistic epistemology. First, as was argued
above. naturalistic epistemologists have strong materialistic inclinations, just like
their nineteenth century predecessors. Second. naturalistic epistemologists are
inclined to appeal to the ideal of a unified science. Third, we have seen that
naturalists embrace fallibilism without taking the skeptical challenge seriously.
Finally, we saw that the naturalistic perspective probably will have some
consequences on the issue of the distinction between facts and values.

But if naturalistic epistemology is embedded in assumptions like these. then it
should come as no surprise that naturalists do not agree with each other in all
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cases. In the next chapters we will encounter various naturalistic research
programs that appear to be incompatible with one another. The crucial question is
whether we can, in spite of the many varieties of naturalism, arrive at a general
assessment of naturalistic epistemology and, if so, in what manner.

2. Towards an assessment of naturalistic epistemology

Since it is my intention to arrive at a general assessment of the prospects for
naturalistic epistemology, I will have to use some model with which to understand
naturalistic epistemology. This section presents one possible model that is used in
later chapters.

To this point, a rough-and-ready characterization of naturalistic epistemology
has not been given. I would be advisable for me to produce such a
characterization. However, I will not live up to this expectation. Naturalistic
epistemology is a collection of slogans and programs, and it happens to be the case
that these slogans and programs have little in common apart from a very loose
commitment to doing epistemology in a scientific, quasi-empirical manner.

Still, in order to make this study intelligible, I have to do a little better than
this. In this section the idea of naturalistic epistemology will be made more
precise. However, it cannot be stressed too that much my approach is bottom-up
rather than top-down. If you really want to know what naturalistic epistemology
is - and why it is a failure - then you have to take a look at the case studies that
can be found in the ensuing chapters.

2.1. Common features

Below I list a number of stereotypes that can be used in order to recognize a
naturalist when you are confronted with one. This stereotypes are similar to the
tiger's stripes. In general, my characterization of naturalistic epistemology is, for
the time being, very Wittgensteinian. The list below specifies possible family-
resemblances. Individual naturalists do not have to share all the claims that I
ascribe to the lot of them. Indeed, some claims might tum out to be contradictory.
The main purpose of my list is to introduce a number of themes that will return
throughout the second part of this study. Most readers will already be familiar
with these themes but at times my use of them will be somewhat idiosyncratic.

2.1.1. The distinction between 'object' and 'meta'

It has become quite common to distinguish between object-levels and meta-levels
in science and philosophy. For instance, ethics as the formulation of ethical
statements is distinguished from meta-ethics, in which the general structure of
ethical statements and the procedures for evaluating them is discussed.
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Analogously, philosophy as the formulation of philosophical claims, might be
distinguished from meta-philosophy, and epistemology as the formulation of
epistemological claims, from meta-epistemology. Thus, the message of naturalistic
epistemology would be a meta-epistemological one.

There are good reasons for doubting the usefulness of such distinctions.
Especially the distinction between epistemology and meta-epistemology is not
illuminating. Distinguishing object- and meta-levels is useful only if we can
address disagreements on the meta-level relatively independently from
disagreements on the object-level, or vice versa. But this can not be done with
regard to epistemological and meta-epistemological disagreements, since the meta-
epistemological disagreement happen to be epistemological disagreements.
Remember what is supposed to be done on a meta-level: an analysis of the general
structure of claims on the object-level and the procedures for evaluating them.
Making claims and evaluating them is what epistemologists do all the time. Now
someone might claim that epistemologists analyze ordinary, non-philosophical
claims, while meta-epistemologists are analyzing philosophical claims. But this
would merely be playing with words because we expect epistemology to yield an
account of philosophical as well as ordinary knowledge. The attempt to formulate
a procedure for evaluating epistemological claims is part of epistemology and can
hardly be dealt with independently of formulating a procedure for evaluating non-
epistemological claims.

It is to be expected that most, if not all naturalists, would agree with my
objection to the distinction between epistemology and meta-epistemology because
they, indeed, go a step further. Many naturalists hold that all epistemological
disagreements are empirical disagreements, and, if urged, they would claim that
"meta-epistemological" disagreements are also empirical disagreements. The
object-meta distinction would be irrelevant in distinguishing various problems.

2.1.2. Methodological monism

Assume that there is some procedure P, which is also referred to as 'the empirical
method'. One interpretation of naturalism is that it insists that the questions raised
by epistemologists like "What is the source of our knowledge?", "How can we be
justified in believing something?", "What is the scope of our knowledge?" etc. are
to dealt with through the use of Pe• This is a case of methodological monism.
Methodological monism entails that in order to settle the many questions and
problems that we are faced with, we only need one method, or, alternatively, that
only one method fits all intellectual purposes. If we want to solve some
philosophical problem then we can rely on the same method by which we solve a
physiological problem.

A symptom of methodological monism is attacking the idea of a two-step
methodology. Typically, naturalists will underscore the distinction between
empirical problems and problems of language. Similarly, they will argue that the
rift between description and prescription is illusory.
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This perspective on naturalism is apt enough for most purposes. This is what most
naturalist assume to be involved in making the naturalistic tum. Philosophers,
including epistemologists, would do things in a scientific manner, and from this it
is a small step to holding that philosophers are going to do their business in an
empirical manner;'?

2.1.3. Fallibilism

Fallibilism is based on the assumption that one can never be certain that one is not
mistaken. Science cannot rectify this situation. No matter how hard we try to
prove our theories about the world, our proofs will never completely rule out the
possibility that we are mistaken.

This is only one part of fallibilism, however. The other theme is that this lack
of certainty is not fatal to our attempts to understand the world. Due to the various
ways in which the concept of knowledge itself is specified, one has to be careful in
characterizing fallibilism, but in order to parse fallibilism swiftly, one can consider
it to entail that certainty is not necessary for having knowledge. Of course, if one
insists that knowledge involves certainty, then the message of fallibilism would
have to be grasped in different terms. For instance, fallibilism might be understood
as the claim that the primary object of science is not knowledge. In any case,
fallibilism entails that science and other cognitive endeavours can be worth our
while without realizing the ideal of certainty.

This feature of naturalism expresses itself in attacks on 'cartesian
methodology', 'the myth of the given', and on the project of validation in general.
The weapons in these attacks are diverse, but the message is always the same: all
attempts to arrive at certainty, or to construe some method through which certainty
can be obtained, have failed. One can mourn about this, and sometimes one
should, but fallibilists insist that there is little reason for us to commit intellectual
suicide because of it. One can acknowledge the imperfections of our cognitive
endeavours without concluding that they have not brought any benefits at all.

2.1.4. Metaphysical monism

Most naturalists will insist that there is only one reality, which means that in
principle any object can be influenced by any other object, or, alternatively, the
truth-value of any claim might be related to the truth-value of any other claim. It is
possible that Jack the Ripper's behavior had no influence on the behavior of Julius
Caesar, nor vice versa. But we should not conclude from this that Jack the Ripper

I.) Two qualifications have to be made. The first qualification is that Descartes' mathematical
epistemology can be understood as a naturalistic program. The second qualification is that some
naturalists would object to the claim that there is such a thing as 8 scientific, or empirical method.
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and Julius Caesar existed in separate realms. In principle, they might have
influenced one another. Julius Caesar might have produced some material flux that
induced Jack to kill prostitutes. This means that in finding out the truth about Jack
the Ripper, we cannot completely ignore the possibility that truths about Julius
Caesar are relevant.

Metaphysical monism can be the basis of two mutually incompatible theses on
the nature of epistemological claims. First, metaphysical monism can provide a
basis for defending epistemological claims on the basis of, e.g. psychological or
physiological claims. It is possible that such inferences are not sound, but the
reason for this is not that they can never be sound. Using the "Is"-"Ought"-
distinction: some inferences from "Is" to "Ought" are sound, whereas other
inferences of this kind are not (and vice versa, some inferences from "Ought" to
"Is" are sound, whereas other inferences of this kind are not).

However, it is inaccurate to say that metaphysical monism entails that Moore's
argument on the naturalistic fallacy is fallacious. There is a caveat here, and this
caveat is not necessarily part of metaphysical monism. Instead of holding that it
should in principle be possible make inferences from "Is" to "Ought", a
metaphysical monist could benevolently grant that this is impossible, but that this
only shows that the "Ought"-claims are not describing reality. He would follow up
this benevolence by wondering how this can be a solace to any critic of naturalism.
For if the "Ought"-c1aims do not describe reality, then they make no sense at all.
Thus metaphysical monism can also provide the basis for an eliminativist
viewpoint on epistemology.

2.1.5. Ideal of a unified science

If reality is not divided, and if the various sciences that study reality use the same
methods, then it is plausible that these sciences can be combined with each other to
create one super-science. The ideal of a unified science results from the
combination of methodological and metaphysical monism. Since naturalists usually
embrace both monisms, it is to be expected that the ideal of a unified science has a
strong grip on them.

The ideal of a unified science is at work both in philosophy of science and in
science itself. Typically, scientists sketch a future in which reality is described
completely with the help of one equation. It is difficult to find out whether they
are serious in this. In any case, one can cherish the idea of unified science without
praying for such an equation. It would be enough if one prays for mechanisms that
relate, e.g., psychology and physiology, or biology and chemistry.

2.2. A taxonomy of naturalistic programs

Although naturalists suggest that in making the naturalistic tum we will be
provided with a general procedure to settle philosophical disagreements, there are
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disagreements within the naturalistic camp. Any assessment of naturalistic
epistemology will have to take these disagreements into account. Therefore, I will
introduce some distinctions that will come in handy in my attempt to understand
and compare the various naturalistic research programs in epistemology.

A: The scope of naturalism

Naturalists want to naturalize epistemological topics, but not all naturalists want to
naturalize all epistemological questions. I will refer to the version of naturalism in
which all epistemological topics are naturalized as strong naturalism, and to the
version in which some topics are left for non-naturalistic research as weak
naturalism.P' Various strong naturalistic programs will be discussed below. A
prominent example of weak naturalism will be the subject of chapter five.

B: The naturalistic format

Suppose that you naturalize an epistemological question. Does this mean that you
have changed the question, or does it only mean that you propose another way to
answer it? I distinguish between methodological naturalism, replacing
naturalism and eliminativist naturalism.

I: Methodological naturalism:
A methodological naturalist claims that philosophical problems can or
should be solved through scientific investigation. He might object to the
manner in which epistemology was traditionally done, but he does not
object to the kind of questions raised in traditional philosophy. The
problems of traditional philosophy were interesting but it used the wrong
method to solve them."

ll: Replacing naturalism:
Replacing naturalism holds that in traditional philosophy philosophical
questions have been widely misunderstood. Typically, traditional
philosophers have misunderstood these problems by assuming that these
problems could not be settled by doing empirical research. In taking the
naturalistic stand, the replacing naturalist tries to offer an alternative
interpretation of philosophical problems that points out that there is no
problem with the attempt to solve these problems by empirical means.

20) Kornhlith [1985a) distinguishes weak and strong naturalism but he does not distinguish the scope of
naturalism and the naturalistic format.

21) Methodological naturalists would be reforming naturalists in the classification of Haack [1990).
However, some naturalists classified by Haack as refonning naturalists. such as Goldman, I take to
be replacing naturalists.
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m: Eliminative naturalism:
The eliminative naturalism might or might not accept the traditional
interpretation of philosophical questions. His point is that, regardless in
what manner we interpret this question, we better drop some of these
problems altogether. This would leave us with a collection of clearly
recognizable scientific problems that have no connection with the old
epistemological issues.f

To avoid any misunderstanding, these versions of naturalism tend to hold that we
have to make use of a scientific, naturalistic methodology, either in solving
epistemological problems or in showing that these problems are pointless. So we
might say that they are all versions of methodological naturalism. I will use the
phrase 'methodological naturalism', however, in the strict sense indicated above.

Another point that can be made here is that if an eliminativist naturalist
eliminates all fields of epistemological research, it appears that it does not make
much sense to say that he is a naturalistic epistemologist. But this does not mean
that he cannot be a naturalist. It is correct to conclude that such an eliminativist
would be unable to make any contributions to epistemological research. On the
other hand, his elimination of epistemology might rely upon naturalistic
arguments.P Remember that it is not necessary to dub Hegel or Spinoza
naturalists because they suggested that epistemology cannot be done in the old
way. Correspondingly, you can be a naturalist without holding that epistemology is
possible when done in some other way.

c: The naturalistic 'drive'

Why should anyone naturalize epistemological questions? In general, we can
distinguish between three motives or drives:

I: The skeptical drive
The skeptical argument for naturalism is that if epistemological problems
are investigated in a non-empirical manner, then they cannot be solved.
[Quine, 1969b, strong interpretation]

II: The occamist drive
The occamist argument for naturalism is that there is no need to create or to
uphold a specific, non-empirical discipline for investigating epistemological

22) Eliminative naturalists would be revolutionary nihilists in the classification of Haack [1990]. In this
case, there is no difference in intended scope.

23) An example of eliminative naturalism is the position of Richard Rorty. Rorty tries to eliminate
epistemology in general but does so on the basis of naturalistic assumptions. See Rorty [1979] and
Rorty [1980].
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issues because these issues have already been tackled In the empirical
sciences. There is no need to do the same thing twice."

DI: The pragmatic drive
The pragmatic argument for naturalism is that in order to solve
epistemological problems a naturalistic format is the most expedient.
[Quine, 1969b, weak interpretation]

D: The science of knowledge

It is clear that most naturalists believe that the exrstmg sciences have great
relevance for epistemology. Yet, they disagree about which science is most
relevant to epistemology. For our purposes we need to distinguish at least the
following naturalistic research programs:

I: Linguistic epistemology
which interprets epistemological problems as being solvable by analyzing
the meaning of the crucial terms used in formulating these problems.

D: evolutionary and genetic epistemology
which stresses the role of biology and psychology in epistemological
research.

m: socialized epistemology
which concentrates on the historical and social dimensions of human
knowledge, taking sociology and history to be the main successor
disciplines to traditional epistemology.

Some existing programs incline to give some existing discipline the monopoly in
epistemological matters. However, some naturalists have also sketched a future in
which an inter-disciplinary program has been developed. [Wuketits, 1984;
Campbell, 1987]

Although I will discuss both monolithic and inter-disciplinary programs, I will
not discuss linguistic philosophy in detail. The debate on whether linguistic
analysis can completely replace philosophy, including epistemology, is over by
now. The arguments of Gellner [1959] and MundIe [1979] might not have
appealed to everyone, but their conclusions were acknowledged by most
philosophers.

U) Thus, the occamist drive is associated with methodological naturalism.
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E: The epistemological assumptions

Many critics of naturalistic epistemology have pointed out that any attempt to
naturalize epistemology is faced with a serious problem. Anyone who tries to
answer epistemological questions seriously, does so because he believes that there
is something problematic about the methods we use in our investigation of the
world and the results we obtain. But then it is surprising that most naturalists
believe that all these questions will be solved by the scientific/empirical method.
For if they have no doubts about this method, then the epistemological questions
need not be raised by them at all, whereas if they have doubts, then their programs
cannot get of the ground.

The objection is sound, but it is not effective. A naturalist may fall back on
Quine's claim that since epistemological questions arise out of science, there is
nothing wrong with investigating them within science, and at this place in our
study we cannot allow ourselves to beg the question on this issue. The coherence
of naturalistic epistemology can only be assessed after we have a clear view of the
practice of naturalistic epistemology.

Yet it is clear that in naturalizing epistemological questions naturalists strongly
rely on an implicit or explicit perspective upon the nature of the method used in
the science. Given the present state of the art it is helpful to distinguish at least
four perspectives: the justificationist, the falsificationist, the holistic, and the socio-
historicalP These perspectives can be associated with Camap, Popper, Quine
and Kuhn, respectively.

Acknowledging that it is difficult to give a satisfactory characterization of these
perspectives without writing books about them, I will rely on a general outline of
these perspectives:

I: Justificationism
In this perspective the purpose of science is to produce theories about the world and to
show that these theories are correct. It combines a realistic interpretation of scientific
theories with the demand that to be acceptable a theory has to be demonstrated or at
least shown to be probable. For some purposes it is useful to distinguish bottom-up and
top-down justificationist theories. Descartes' epistemology is primarily a top-down
theory, since he suggests that all knowledge has to be arrived at on the basis of some
general principles. Empiricist incline towards the bottom-up strategy. I will caU the
bottom-up strategy inductivismP A crucial feature of the justificationist perspective on
science is that a specification of scientific methods is believed to amount to a validation
of specific scientific results. In spite of the fact that naturalistic epistemology disavows

H) Cf. Lakatos [1970]. Lakatos' own perspective is holistic. My distinctions are not exhaustive (e.g. it
does not include conventionalism as a specific perspective) but it is rich enough for the purposes of
this study.

>6) Inductivism is often a straw-position in the work of philosophers attacking it. It is usually
associated with Rudolf Camap. Using the term liberally, inductivism is part and parcel of any
attempt to relate the concept of probability with the concept of evidence.
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the project of validation, some naturalistic programs are closer to justificationism, then
some non-naturalistic alternatives.

II: Falsiticationism
This perspective on science combines a realistic interpretation of scientific theories with
the claim that science progresses by refuting scientific claims. The main rationale
behind this approach is that it is impossible to give a validation of the crucial claims of
science. However, given the evidential asymmetry between general and specific claims,
one might be able to show that a theory is incorrect because some specific claims
entailed by it can be shown to be false. [popper, 1959; 1965; 1972]

Ill: Holism
The most perspicuous feature of holism is that it expresses doubts about the attempt to
validate both general claims and specific claims. Nevertheless, holists would claim that
it is still possible to arrive at a rational assessment of the relative strengths of
alternative theories. For instance, Lakatos stresses that we can choose between
alternative theories by assessing the heuristic power of the core of these theories in
extending the protective belt. Quine also stresses that theories can be compared with
one another on the basis of general pragmatic criteria. [Quine, 1960; Lakatos, 1970]

IV: The socio-historical perspective
The main message of this perspective is that the holistic assessment of alternative
theories is also relative to certain historical, social factors. This means either that we
have to give up the idea of a rational assessment, or that we have to relativize our
conception of rationality itself by taking into account its historical and social
determinants. Within this perspective, science is a considered to be a cultural
phenomena, not unlike religion and the arts. The world view expressed in science might
be different from the world view expressed in these other cultural phenomena, but we
should resist the temptation to hold that the world view of science is, because of its
scientific nature, the better one. Correspondingly, we have little reason to assume that
there is such a thing as a scientific method that distinguishes itself from the methods
used outside science either with regard to its reliability, or with regard to its rationality.
[Kuhn, 1970; Feyerabend, 1988]

Now instead of objecting that because naturalists take up a certain perspective on
scientific method they bar themselves from discussing epistemological issues any
further, I propose to see these tacit or explicit assumptions of naturalistic research
programs as working hypotheses, or, if you prefer Lakatos' terminology, as the
core of a naturalistic program, or, if you prefer a sociological terminology, as a
set of institutionalized values. The upshot of this is that even if naturalists allow
themselves to make some assumptions about scientific methods, they do not believe
that this commits them to embracing these assumptions against all odds." That is,

27) Some commentators on naturalistic programs have failed to appreciate this. For instance, in his
[1984a1, Larry Laudan, who himself has promoted naturalistic epistemology, attacks the strong
programme by pointing out that it outs the cart before the horse. Little surprise that David Bloor
replies in his [19841 that his claims about the nature of science result from scientific investigation.
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naturalists believe that it is possible to modify these assumptions while relying on
them. A critic of naturalistic epistemology can argue that this strategy isn't going
to work in practice, but he should not claim, without proof, that it is impossible to
modify some method while applying it immediately for naturalists would surely
rebut this objection by saying that it begs the question against the naturalistic claim
that this is possible. Remember Neurath's boat.

It is not my intention to argue that naturalistic epistemology presupposes
answers to the questions that it sets out to investigate. Occassionally, some
naturalistic program does go in circles, but we should be cautious in taking this as
a fatal defect. Perhaps, the apparent circularity of these programs simply reflects
the reflexive nature of epistemology. In any event, a non-naturalistic
epistemologist, if he is a human being, will also have to make certain assumptions
about the proper method of investigation in investigating these methods. Spinoza's
message applies to any epistemological investigation. Therefore, I do not blame a
naturalist for having made up his mind about what method he wants to use. Also, I
leave open the possibility that a naturalist changes his mind during his
epistemological research and I am not going to object to this if he does.

3. Assessing naturalistic epistemology

The reader will appreciate that on the basis of these distinctions one can predict the
existence of more than a thousand different versions of naturalistic epistemology.
How are we going to make a general assessment of all these versions? To come to
such an assessment by discussing all these versions separately, might be possible in
principle, but is obviously not practice."

One appealing strategy would be to produce some knock-down argument
against naturalistic epistemology in general. Or, for that matter, to produce an
argument that points out what naturalistic program is the best. In the literature we
find several attempts to do so. For instance, Quine's critique of any two-step
methodology might be taken as an attempt to give a conclusive argument in
support of his version of naturalism, while on the other hand arguments which
point out the circularity of naturalism or the naturalistic fallacy are often supposed
to be conclusive arguments against naturalistic epistemology in general.

In my opinion these arguments pro and contra are not conclusive because they
beg the issue or misunderstand the message. I will not elaborate on this claim
here. In the next chapters the main 'knock-down' arguments that have been given
in the literature will be discussed and I will have the opportunity to show in detail

2J) Given the distinctions above there are at least 1620 possible programs. Undoubtedly, philosophers
are able to introduce additional distinctions. Some possibilities might tum out to be inconsistent,
but even these possibilities cannot be ruled out before they have shown \0 be inconsistent. All in
all, the probability that one can survive an attempt to arrive a\ a general assessment of naturalistic
epistemology by discussing all the possible versions separately is close to zero.
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where they go wrong. At this stage, I will illustrate the ineffectiveness of such
arguments with a very silly one.29

3.1. Why naturalistic epistemology fails

In the first sections of this chapter, I have argued that one of the main purposes of
philosophy is to give a general account of the manner in which disagreements
between people can be settled. Now imagine the reaction of a traditional
philosopher, who has been haunted by naturalistic dogs, when he is confronted
with the plethora of naturalistic programs. Undoubtedly we would start sneering,
saying that the fact that naturalists disagree with one another shows that naturalistic
epistemology is a failure. In making the naturalistic tum, the naturalists have not
been able to create a single coherent program of research. Rather, the result of
making the naturalistic tum was that old disagreements are revived in a new jacket
and that we have to face many new disagreements besides. To the very least, the
naturalistic tum has burdened philosophy with the controversy over naturalistic
epistemology. Bearing in mind the primary aim of philosophy, there is little we
can expect from making the naturalistic tum. Instead of pointing out in what
manner disagreements can be settled, naturalistic epistemology leads to a
multiplication of the number of existing disagreements.

The argument is important, if only to balance the widespread assumption that
once epistemology is naturalized, all our philosophical worries are over. But the
argument is far from decisive. For one, it relies on the assumption that
philosophers are in the business of solving disagreements, and perhaps that is itself
a worn-out idea. Second, the argument is too quick. In spite of the existing
disagreements in the naturalist camp, we cannot conclude from this that these
disagreements will never be dissolved. Perhaps one naturalistic program will prove
to be better and stronger than the other programs. If this happens, then the various
disagreements might actually be settled, and perhaps be settled once and for all.

3.2. Why knock-down arguments fail

To argue that because of the various disagreements in the naturalistic camp,
naturalistic epistemology is untenable, is to tum the world upside down. Rather,
these disagreements point out that it is unlikely that knock-down arguments,
directed against naturalistic epistemology in general, can succeed. Naturalistic
epistemology is evolving. No one knows what it will look like in the future.

29) The argument that will be presented in chapter three sounds very much like the one I am going to
dispell here, but, I contend, the argument is effective in the context of chapter three whereas it is
not in the context of this chapter.
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It seems to me that in amvrng at a conclusive assessment of naturalistic
epistemology we should try to be as internal as one can get. This means that we
should not allow ourselves to beg the issue by using assumptions or premisses that
are not available, and indeed hostile to the program we are assessing. We can do
so, if our purpose is to convince ourselves that we are right, and undoubtedly,
most of our arguments are concocted for this purpose. JO But if we have an
inquisitive mind, and really want to find out who is right, then our criticism has to
be internal. In criticizing naturalism from within, there is no danger that the
naturalist is going to blame us for using petitio principii for if we do so then the
principii are his own.

However, in order to criticize naturalism from within we have to look at
specific programs. Naturalistic slogans are not enough, because they are much too
vague. We need more than one assumption in order to play the internal juror. The
weak spot of a naturalistic program, if it has any weak spots at all, can only come
to the fore by looking at its details.

The strategy used in the second part boils down to the following: we wait until
a naturalist sticks out his neck and then we persuade him to commit suicide (or to
accept that he has already done so). If this strategy succeeds, then we conclude
that the specific version of naturalism under consideration is not viable. I think the
strategy is fun sometimes, and is usually successful. Moreover, at times I will take
the opportunity to extrapolate my claims to a whole range of naturalistic programs
that will fail for similar reasons.

The distinctions above will playa heuristic as well as argumentative role in the
ensuing chapters. It creates a hybrid but practical taxonomy of programs in
naturalistic epistemology. My hope is to show that wherever in this taxonomy a
naturalist tries to hide, his program will fail for internal reasons.

Hence, my strategy is a mixed one. In each chapter I will concentrate on a
specific naturalistic program and I will criticize this specific program from within.
At the same time I will argue that my criticism can be extrapolated to other
versions that share certain features with the program under consideration. The final
result will, hopefully, be a battery of powerful arguments against naturalism. I will
suggest that the battery is powerful enough to defeat the enemy permanently.

Can we expect this strategy to lead to conclusive results? I believe that the
strategy is going to work once all the cards are put on the table. However, this
book is not a pyramid. All my 'refutations' of naturalistic programs are qualified
in four ways. First, in spite of my non-naturalistic inclinations my refutations will
make use of empirical assumptions. For instance, I am going to say things like

lO) I distinguish two kinds of philosophical arguments. The first kind is based on premisses that are
available in the system of belief of the philosopher who is presenting the argument. Such
arguments I take to be illustrations or explanations of why he endorses some conclusion. The
second kind of arguments is based on premisses that are available in the system of belief of the
philosopher who is the opponent of the philosopher who is presenting the argument. Such
arguments are instances of internal criticism. It is only the second kind of argument that has
'argumentative power'.
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"Quine believes that ... " and "the evolutionary perspective on science suggests
that ... ", and such claims might be false. I hope, of course, that my ascriptions will
not be at odds with the true intentions of my targets."

Second, I will explicitly qualify my conclusions by pointing out the relevance
of other chapters. Occassionally my formulations might suggest that I take some
argument of mine to be a knock-down argument, but this suggestion reflects the
impossibility of qualifying what one is saying while saying it. Without exception
my 'knock-down-arguments' are intended to complement the arguments given in
other chapters.

Third, my internal criticism of naturalistic epistemology depends to a large
degree upon the theory of knowledge and criticism the validity of which is tacitly
assumed throughout the second part. Although I expect that many readers will
applaud my attempt to criticize naturalistic epistemology from within because they
agree that that is the proper way to criticize it, this is itself a bold thesis. In
principle, it is possible that my attempt to criticize naturalistic epistemology breaks
down because this applause is completely unwarranted. Perhaps the idea of internal
criticism makes no sense at all, or makes too little sense to carry the weigth of this
book.

The development of a theory of knowledge that justifies my criticism of
naturalistic epistemology is a necessary complement to my critique (indeed to any
critique, including a critique of this study). In the third part of this study I will
give a rough outline of what I take to be my justification in doing what I am going
to do. [Kuys, 1989]

Finally, my arguments might be unsound from a God's eyes-view. The only
thing that I want to say about this is: let's not bother about God. For all we know
he may not exist. For the time being, let us see what my strategy looks like in
practice.

3.3. A preview of coming attractions

3.3.1. Methodological naturalism refuted

In order to see how the strategy works, I will give here an argument against
methodological naturalism in general. Since my argument is neutral with regard to
the various other parameters of the taxonomy, methodological naturalism cannot be
saved by changing these parameters. On the other hand, my argument does not
rely on any premiss that is prima Jacie hostile to naturalism. Hence, it is a case of
effective internal criticism.

Within my taxonomy methodological naturalism combines two claims:

31) See chapter six for an argument to the effect that claims about what philosophers believe cannOl be
false.
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1. The traditional view on the purpose and interpretation of epistemological
theories is correct;
2. In order to arrive at or to evaluate an epistemological theory it is possible or
necessary to use the methods of empirical science.

The second claim can be supported either by skeptical, pragmatic or occamist
arguments, and therefore there are several different versions of methodological
naturalism possible. However, the second claim is not typical for methodological
naturalism, since replacing naturalism endorses it too. It is the first claim that is
crucial to methodological naturalism. But, unless a methodological naturalists is
going to hold that this claim itself is not an empirical claim, we can argue against
this claim by empirical means.

What is the traditional view on the interpretation of epistemological theories?
According to most naturalists the crucial assumption of traditional philosophy is
that the second claim is false. First philosophers believed that empirical research
has little or no relevance for epistemological issues. So it is mystifying how a
methodological naturalist can accept the traditional interpretation and hold on to his
second claim. A tempting conclusion is that whatever assumptions are made within
a specific naturalistic program, this program will lead to the conclusion that
methodological naturalism is untenable.

Indeed, I believe that most philosophers would accept this verdict. Both the
adherents and opponents of naturalistic epistemology believe that in making the
naturalistic turn the old problems of epistemology are reshaped or even dropped
altogether. They would probably feel that my introduction of methodological
naturalism amounts to introducing a straw-position that is easy to undermine.

However, there might be an escape-route for a methodological naturalist. For
he might argue that traditional epistemologists were indeed wrong in claiming that
empirical science has no relevance, but that they were also wrong in believing that
they actually endorsed such a claim. That is, a methodological naturalist might
argue that the implicit assumptions of traditional epistemology were sound, but that
its explicit slogans were wrong.

Once we view the matter from this angle, it appears as if methodological
naturalism is anything but a straw position. On the contrary, it is alive and
kicking, and the numerous articles and books produced by historians of philosophy
prove this. One classical philosopher after another has been re-interpreted along
naturalistic lines. Mill was a naturalist, of course, and Hume was one also, surely,
and why not consider Kant to have been a naturalist too, and if Kant was, then
Descartes might have been one also, and if Descartes was a naturalist, then surely
Spinoza was a naturalist, etc.

If there is one message of contemporary history of philosophy then it is that we
should not take for granted the traditional view of what traditional philosophers
were doing. Indeed, while balancing the received view I have claimed that first
philosophy is a new invention. If this is correct, then we should be careful in
ruling out methodological naturalism from the start, because the continuity between
the actual practice of traditional philosophy and the current practice of naturalists
might be greater than the discontinuity.
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The problem with methodological naturalism lies elsewhere. On the one hand, it
relies on a specific interpretation of the history of philosophy. Surely it is possible
to support this interpretation by pointing out certain passages in the work of
traditional epistemologists and ignoring others. But remember that the philosophers
who made the linguistic tum used the same strategy in claiming, for instance, that
Spinoza in producing his 'metaphysical' system was only making linguistic
proposals about how to use terms like •substance' and 'attribute'. [Bergmann,
1953] It appears to me that any program in epistemology might give way to the
temptation to annex the history of epistemology as its own prehistory, but we
should not make too much of this because there are many ways to interpret a
philosopher.

On the other hand, methodological naturalism undermines the project of
naturalistic epistemology in another, more devastating manner. If traditional
philosophers were, in spite of their non-naturalistic slogans, actually doing
epistemology in a naturalistic manner, then it is hard to understand why
contemporary epistemologists believe that we have to make the naturalistic tum. If
the slogans of traditional epistemologists did not influence the way they were doing
epistemology, then why change the slogans?

My argument against methodological naturalism can be summarized in the
following manner. From a naturalistic perspective we have to argue that either the
traditional interpretation of epistemology was incorrect or that the means used by
traditional epistemologists were incorrect or inapt. Methodological naturalism
wants to hold on to the traditional interpretation of epistemology. Taken at face
value, however, the traditional interpretation is hostile to the naturalistic program.
Therefore, a methodological naturalist cannot take the traditional interpretation at
face value, but has to argue that, in spite of the traditional slogans, traditional
epistemologists behaved very much like naturalists. It is dubious whether this claim
can be supported convincingly, but if methodological naturalism succeeds in doing
this, then it follows that, apart from the traditional slogans, there was nothing
wrong with traditional epistemology after all. This conclusion is at odds with the
naturalistic perspective. 32 Therefore, my conclusion is that methodological
naturalism is untenable within a naturalistic perspective.

Since this argument is neutral with regard to the other parameters of the
taxonomy and since it does not beg the issue on naturalistic epistemology, the
argument undermines approximately one third of all possible versions of

32) The reader might feel that there is another escape route. For instance, the methodological naturalist
might argue that making the naturalistic tum is the proper thing to do because, occasionally, the
traditional slogans blocked a thorough exploitation of empirical research strategies in epistemology.
I admit that this is one of the messages of naturalistic epistemology, but it cannot be the message of
methodological naturalism. As we have seen, in order to avoid the danger of inconsistency, the
methodological naturalists has to argue that the traditional interpretation is the one that is implicit in
traditional research. Any criticism of traditional research amounts to criticizing the traditional
interpretation and this is no longer methodological naturalism, but replacing or eliminativist
naturalism.
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naturalistic epistemology in one blow. Therefore. I will not discuss methodological
naturalism hereafter and concentrate on replacing and eliminativist naturalism.

3.3.2. Replacing and eliminativist naturalism

With regard to replacing and eliminativist naturalism matters become more
complicated and we will have to assess them with the help of more parameters of
the taxonomy. Nevertheless. we can make some general remarks about these
versions of naturalism also.

First. it will be clear that whenever we find that some naturalistic program
eliminates a specific epistemological topic rather than replacing it by some other
topic. we have an argument against naturalizing this topic as long as there exists
the slightest possibility that this topic can be addressed in a non-naturalistic
manner. To be specific. eliminative naturalism has to present a skeptical critique
of epistemology. If we are faced with the elirninativist challenge. epistemology has
the benefit of the doubt. Only if eliminative naturalism can rule out the possibility
of epistemological results with regard to a specific problem. it can legimately
eliminate the problem.

Second. whenever a naturalistic program replaces a specific epistemological
topic by some other topic. then we can demand that the new topic should in some
way be related to other epistemological topics. The relations between the various
epistemological topics after the replacement should. to some extent. mirror the
relations that existed before the replacement." Otherwise. it hardly makes sense
to say that it is still an epistemological topic. This means that whenever we deal
with a specific version of replacing naturalism it is in principle possible to argue
against it by showing that it replaces old problems by new problems that are not
related to each other.

All in all. we should not be too skeptical about the possibility to arrive at a
general assessment of naturalistic epistemology. I believe that the job can be done,
and I will attempt to carry it out in part two.

3l) By the way. this explains why in my assessment of naturalistic epistemology. I will not rely on
another standard objection to naturalistic epistemology. sc. that it just changes the subject. I will
return to this standard objection in chapter nine.
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PART TWO:
CRITICAL STUDIES

CHAPTER THREE
EVOLUTIONARY EPISTEMOLOGY

1. Towards a strong naturalistic theory of knowledge

Pending judgment about whether computers and animals can have knowledge,
philosophers have investigated cogmnon as a feature of human beings.
Evolutionary epistemology attempts to tackle key epistemological topics on the
basis of the results of thoses sciences that investigate the evolution of the human
species. Evolution theory is part of biology, and, hence, biological research is
taken to be relevant for evolutionary epistemology. But the institutional boundaries
between scientific disciplines do not seriously constrain this naturalistic program.
Evolutionary epistemologists avail themselves of the results of other empirical
sciences, such as ethology, neurophysiology and (developmental) psychology.'

Evolutionary epistemology does not result in theories like [TIK]. If one tries to
abstract such a theory from evolutionary programs one fmds that knowledge is
typically equated with having some adequate representation of the world.
Knowledge is true belief, and that seems to be all there is to it. This does not
mean that evolutionary epistemologists do not allow room for an analysis of
knowledge. Donald Campbell distinguishes descriptive epistemology and analytic
epistemology, each putting constraints on the other:

"[AI correct descriptive epistemology must also be analytically consistent. Or, vice
versa, of all of the analytically coherent epistemologies possible, we are interested
in those (or that one) compatible with the description of man and of the world

I) My discussion of evolutionary epistemology will be general enough for it to apply to other
naturalistic programs that are, at times, distinguished from the programs of Konrad Lorenz and
Donald Campbell. For instance, there has been some controversy over the compatibility of Piaget's
genetic epistemology and evolutionary epistemology. Gillieron [1987] denies this by arguing that
Piaget uses a non-darwinian concept of evolution. Apostel [1987] argues that Popper and Campbell
do not employ a darwinian concept either and re-instates the parallel. See also Apostel [1985]. In
this study I will have little to say about Piaget's attempt to contribute to epistemology. On the other
hand, I do not expect that his program of 'genetic epistemology' is a serious candidate for
replacing traditional epistemology. The general argument given in this chapter can also be applied
to his program.
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provided by contemporary science." [Campbell, 1974, quoted from Bartley and
Radnitzky (eds.), 1987, p. 47.]

Campbell distinguishes between consistency and coherence which indicates that he
allots analytic philosophers a role apart from logical analysis. It is tempting to
conclude that these claims point towards weak naturalism. However, the tenor of
Campbell's remarks is that empirical research can undermine any analysis theory
of knowledge if it is not compatible with contemporary science, and in particular
with biological theories." A plausible explanation for the fact that evolutionary
epistemologists have not produced detailed analyses of knowledge, is that they
consider the more elaborate theories of knowledge proposed in the literature as
inadequate whereas for most purposes the knowledge-is-true-belief account
suffices.

The first field of epistemological research does not only address the necessary
and sufficient conditions for knowing, but also the question whether there are
different kinds of knowledge. Notably, the distinction between a priori knowledge
and a posteriori knowledge has been the source of much controversy in
philosophy. As noted in the first chapter the very idea of a priori knowledge was
believed to be the bullwark of first philosophy. Therefore, it is surprising that
evolutionary epistemology promises to give a detailed account of the difference
between these two types of knowledge, and that this account is expected to show
that it is indeed possible to have a priori knowledge.

In this chapter I will concentrate on the alleged contribution of evolutionary
epistemology to the problem of a priori knowledge. In later chapters I will discuss
the fruitfulness of this approach with regard to the topics of justification,
methodology, validation and skepticism. My conclusions will be negative in most
cases.

2. The problem of the a priori

The two main questions concerning the a priori have been whether there can be
such a thing as a priori knowledge, and what it would look like. These questions
have lead to endless debates. Since philosophers disagree about what a priori
knowledge would 'look' like, they also disagree about whether there is such a
thing as a priori knowledge. But in spite of the discursive regress in the debates,
the topic has not been dropped from the philosophical literature. The reason is that
the distinction between a priori and a posteriori can be used to understand several

2) Other evolutionary epistemologists endorse weak naturalism explicitly. Plotkin [1987) stresses the
distinction between science and philosophy. The crucial criteria of demarcation is, according to
him, "the accessibility of the product of analysis, of a theory, to empirical test.' (p. 296) A
scientist relates theories to empirical evidence, a philosopher ignores this relation. In Plotkin's view
the role of evolutionary epistemology is not to solve (or replace) old philosophical problems, but to
fuse a synthesis between cognitive science and evolutionary biology.
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epistemological problems. Among other things, the distinction might be used to
explain the difference between 'mathematical' and 'empirical' knowledge. More
important, the concept op a priori knowledge is of interest with regard to the
topics of skepticism and relativism. Any theorist who gives a neat characterization
of a priori knowledge and tells us whether such knowledge exists, would have
made an important contribution to epistemology, albeit indirectly.

2.1. Kant and the a priori

In discussing the distinction between a priori and a posteriori knowledge
philosophers usually refer to the distinction as it was made by Immanuel Kant. In
Kant's presentation a priori knowledge was indeed a special kind of knowledge. It
was realized in specific cognitive categories that enable one to structure the chaos
of the world of experience. According to Kant these categories are necessary for
us in order to have experience. As a corollary to this, Kant claimed that these
categories themselves can not be derived from experience. On the one hand, a
priori knowledge was independent of the content of experience, whereas, on the
other hand, it made possible experiential knowledge of the world by structuring
experience.

Kant gave both a general characterization of these a priori categories and a list
of examples. In general he stressed that a priori knowledge expresses a necessary
truth that is strictly universal. Unfortunately, neither of these characteristics were
immediately intelligible, but Kant's examples appeared to be clear enough. For
instance, the 'fact' that every event has a cause was assumed by Kant to be both
necessary and strictly universal, and this claim fitted the intuitions most of his
contemporaries, whereas those that did not agree about this still had a pretty good
idea about what their disagreement with Kant was about.'

The universal validity and necessity of the a priori categories allegedly
explained why they cannot be learned through experience. David Hume had
convinced Kant that human beings cannot have knowledge about universal claims
on the basis of experience. But Kant could not bring himself to accept Hume's
conclusion that we do not know these universal truths to be true. Therefore, Kant
relativized Hume's empiricism by introducing the concept of a priori knowledge.
If empiricism was unable to explain a priori knowledge, then empiricism had to be
incomplete. In the wake of Kant's so-called synthesis of empiricism and
rationalism, he sacrificed some of his realist intuitions by stipulating that, in spite
of its necessity and universality, a priori knowledge applies to the phenomenal
world only. The noumenal world, the world of the things as they are 'in-
themselves', evades our intellectual powers for we cannot be sure that the
categories apply to them.

3) Actually, Kant's distinction was put in terms of judgments. For most pUlJloses, the distinction can
be applied to 'knowledge', too.
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Suppose that we have a priori categories that cannot be derived from experience.
One explanation for their existence would be that since these categories cannot be
derived from experience, they literally precede experience. What we would have
are innate structuring devices. In Kant's time, this explanation would not have
been novel. Even empiricists like Locke had acknowledged that a tabula rasa has
to have some structure in order to be written upon. But Kant did not seem to be
interested in whether what was a priori was also innate." What he was primarily
interested in was to distinguish two kinds of knowledge. Kant tried to understand
the difference between the a priori and the a posteriori in terms of generality and
validity, not in terms of the origin or cause of this knowledge. His point was not
that some bits of knowledge derive from experience whereas other bits are not
derived from experience, but that the latter bits cannot be derived from experience
while still being necessary for the former bits to be acquired. Kant's
epistemological distinction as well as his metaphysical distinction between the
phenomenal and the noumenal world reflected his assessment of cognitive
possibilities. Kant agreed with Hume that some cases of knowledge cannot be
explained on the basis of the experiential input and that the reason for this was
logical: these cases of knowledge expressed necessary and strictly universal truths,
and specific experiential evidence, no matter how elaborate, can not show such
truths to be true. Kant did not feel the urge to explain this result by an empirical
investigation of the tabula rasa.

Many philosophers have followed (and some have preceded) Kant in making a
distinction between kinds of knowledge on the basis of their validity and
generality. In most cases it is possible to compare these distinctions with Kant's.
The theories that have been built around such distinctions typically ignore the
actual origin of 'necessary and universal' knowledge. A plausible explanation for
this is that most philosophers assumed that the necessity and universality of claims
like "1 + 1= 2" neither depends nor is explained by the actual origin of such
knowledge. Some people might have learned it in a class-room, others might have
grasped it intuitively, others yet might have deduced it from evident premisses. But
to spell out the history of one's knowledge that 1+ 1=2 was not believed to
explain its necessity and universality. The traditional approach to a priori
knowledge was to construct theories that explained these special logical features.

2.2. Lorenz on a priori knowledge

Although the claim that a priori knowledge is innate had been put forward (and, of
course, been refuted) in the seventeenth century, it was at most somewhere in the
back of the mind of philosophers until the biological interpretation of the a priori
was revived in a powerful manner by Konrad Lorenz in 1941:

4) Zoeller [1989) argues that Kant's philosophy entails that a priori knowledge is not innate.
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"Wenn man ( ... ) die angeborenen Reaktionsweisen von untermenschlichen
Organismen kennt, so liegt die Hypothese ungemein nahe, dass das "Apriorische"
auf stammesgeschichtlich gewordenen, erblichen Differentzierungen des
Zentralnervensystems beruht, die eben gattungsmiissig erworben sind und die
erblichen Dispositionen, in gewissen Formen zu denken, bestimmen." [Lorenz,
1941, p. 95]

Due to historical contingencies the message could not be spread over the world,
but Lorenz kept repeating the theme:

"( ... ) the system of sense organs and nerves that enables living things to survive and
orientate themselves in the outer world has evolved phylogenetically through
confrontation with an adaptation to that form of reality which we experience as
phenomenal space. This system thus exists a priori to the extent that it is present
before the individual experiences anything, and must be present if experience is to
be possible. But its function is also historically evolved and in this respect not a
priori." [Lorenz, 1977, p. 9]

If this is the proper way to understand the distinction between a priori and a
posteriori then biological and psychological research might result in a detailed
account of the nature of the a priori. These disciplines investigate how human
organisms develop and this includes the development of cognitive capacities.
Ideally, developmental theories would determine what is the initial (cognitive) state
of the organism. If we understand this initial state as being the state a priori, then
this would indirectly enable us to specify what is a posteriori.

In this chapter I will defend:

CLAIM 2.1.:
It is unlikely that Lorenz' program to specify the nature of a priori
knowledge will succeed.

A number of complications have to be noted before we go on:
1. Isolating a priori knowledge on the level of conceptual categories, and arguing
that the truths they expressed were strictly universal, Kant did not even wonder
whether these categories could not be changed. Contemporary evolutionary
epistemologists, by raising the question that was not explicitly raised by Kant, sc.
where these categories originated, have urged that we have to accept a dynamic
interpretation of the a priori. [Wuketits, 1984] Since they assert that Kant's a
priori categories are innately endowned capacities, they do not expect these
categories to be eternally stable. Rather, they hold that the categories have evolved
through history and that they will undergo further modifications in the future.
2. In Kant's philosophy the claim that a priori knowledge could not be derived
from experience was crucial. Later, philosophers have modified this claim by
allowing for the possibility that a priori knowledge might be acquired a posteriori,
for instance in classroom situations. If the latter position is correct, then it is
implausible that there can be any strictly logical explanation for the existence of a
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priori knowledge. If Kant's assumption that due to the essential features of a priori
knowledge experience was inadequate, can be bracketed in classroom situations,
then these 'essential' features are circumstantial. I suspect, however, that most
authors would like to distinguish between the following two situations:

(i) a person learns that "I + 1=2" in the sense that he is able to use this claim
to the satisfaction of his teachers;
(ii) a person knows that "I + 1= 2" .

This distinction leaves open the possibility that someone who is capable of
satisfying his teachers, might not know that "I + 1= 2·, or vice versa, of that
someone can only learn to satisfy his teachers because he already knows that
"I + 1=2", or vice versa.
3. If, in Spencer's quip, "what is a priori for the organism is a posteriori to the
species", then one might suspect that evolutionary epistemologists are going to
argue that at some time in history experience enriched our species with knowledge
that, later on, posed as a priori knowledge. But, unless the concept of 'experience'
is inflated to include almost anything, it is unlikely that they will defend this line.
Evolutionary epistemologists do not hold that at some time in history some
humanoid organism learned that "I + 1= 2" on the basis of experience and, next,
transmitted this knowledge through his genes to his off-spring. Lamarckism is not
allowed to slip in through the back door. The existence of a priori knowledge is
explained by the random variations and environmental selection of genetically
endowned capacities. Probably, this explanation will fit neither an empiricist nor a
rationalist account of such knowledge. Although the claim that some of our
knowledge is innate is historically affiliated with rationalism, there need not be any
straightforward relation between evolutionary epistemology and rationalism.

2.3. Specifying what is innate

Evolutionary epistemologists hold that biology and psychology wilI give an account
of what is a priori in human knowledge by specifying the initial state of the human
organism, that is by specifying what is innate. Therefore,

CLAIM 2.1.1.:
Lorenz' program can succeed only if science can specify what is innate in
human cognition.

To identify the initial state of the organism with what is innate is inaccurate. On
the basis of what we take to be the facts of birth, one might wonder what is meant
with the phrase 'the initial state of the organism'. Are we referring here to the
state of the organism at the time of birth? Or should we go a little further back and
talk about the structure of the genotype?

The moment of birth is, from a biological point of view, important but not
essential. If women would have a more flexible internal structure then an organism
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might mature without being born, living comfortably in the woman's womb. It
would miss many wonders of life, no doubt, but it cannot be excluded logically.

One can insist that the moment of birth is a crucial moment from an
epistemological point of view. From that time on, one might say, the organism
starts to perceive the external world and to interact with it. Such an argument is
awkward within a naturalistic context. A strong naturalist should be careful in
looking at matters from an epistemological point of view unless this point of view
can be supported on the basis of empirical science. Moreover, contemporary
science tells us that the human organism is perceiving and interacting with the
world long before the moment of birth. Some scientists have even started to
develop programs for the education of embryo'S. Perhaps one day a baby will be
born who starts reciting the Encyclopedia Britannica when the nurse slaps his
bottom.

Given the present state of science, it is more plausible to assume that in order
to specify what is innate we have to tum to a detailed characterization of the
genotype. Scientists promise us that in the near future they will able to draw a
complete genetic map of the human organism. If anyone cares to know what is
innate in human knowledge, then this map will give the answer, somehow.

The sting is in the 'somehow', for there are two kind of genetic maps. The
first one consists of a number of chemical formulas. Although such a map contains
the answer to our question concerning innateness, we are unable to read it. The
map explains to us that the organism will be able to produce specific proteins, but,
at the present, we are unable to relate this to cognitive capacities. What we need is
the other kind of genetic map, the one that gives a functional analysis of the
various parts of the human cell that is formulated in terms suitable for the kind of
questions we are asking. We do not want to hear that some part of the genetic
structure can, if it is in the proper chemical environment, reproduce itself, or form
another string of atoms. We need a map with captions saying < this is going to be
the left arm>, < this is going to be the storage room for short term memory>,
< this is going to be the organ that grasps the specified-subject condition>, etc.

One does not have to be a philosophical skeptic to doubt whether science will
ever produce this kind of map. Even if the first kind of genetic map lies within the
limits of human knowledge, the possibility of the second kind of map appears to be
an illusion. The reason is not just that when looking at a human cell, you will not
see arms and storage-rooms. That point is trivial. The real worry, raised by
biology itself, is that the idea of a one-to-one correspondence between parts of the
human cell and parts of the human body has gone overboard a long time ago. It is
possible that, in the end, the only kind of functional analysis attainable might well
be a caption written beneath our genetic map saying < this is going to be the
human adult>, and that is not the answer to the question we asked.
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2.3.1. Taking the issue scientifically

Nevertheless, scientists have been optimistic about the prospects of specifying what
is innate. For our purposes two main strategies of research are pivotal. I will
discuss these strategies in turn in order to argue in support of the following claim:

CLAIM 2.1.2.:
It is unlikely that science can specify what is innate in human cognition.

The first strategy is to specify what is innate by relating theories of cognition to
biological (or neurological) theories directly. For reasons that will become clear
below, I will dub this the "bottom-up" strategy. The second strategy, which is, of
course, "top-down ", is not explicit about the biological details.

The first strategy will be discussed here against the background of two indepen-
dent research programs. The first research program concentrates on the cognitive
capacities of genetic twins; the second research program investigates the relation
between brain damage and cognitive impairments.

2.3.1.1. Comparing twins

In determining whether genetic structure is 'responsible' for future capacrties of
the organism scientists are faced with the fact that to date we do not have a
complete genetic map of the human cell. However, in some cases scientists do
seem to know that different cells have the same genetic structure, sc. in the case of
identical twins. In principle, it should be possible to get some clues about the
impact of the genetic structure on cognition, by determining the relative cognitive
powers of organisms that have the same genetic structure. Through a comparison
of the cognitive powers of identical twins we might find interesting correlations. If
these correlations are stronger than correlations between other relatives, then this
would be strong evidence for the claim that the genetic structure determines, at
least to some extent, the cognitive capacities of organisms in maturity.

Note that this kind of research would still not tell us what we would like to
know: it would not show that a specific cognitive capacity is innate. But if the
cognitive powers of twins are correlated an an interesting way, then it is rendered
more likely that some cognitive capacities are innate. This would pave the way for
a naturalistic program that specifies what is innate in human cognition in more
detail.

Although this research program is based on plausible assumptions, in our
century this kind of research has not provided conclusive results. In the forties it
was believed that Cyril Burt had proved the hereditarian hypothesis of intelligence,
but in the early seventies his research turned out to be biased and even fraudulent.
[Eysenck/Kamin, 1981; Gould, 1982] Other similar investigations also appear to
be biased to a large degree.

76



This in itself does not show that this kind of research is fruitless. It is a fair guess
that debates concerning heredity are too quickly blotted with political overtones.
The tacit assumption of most workers in the field appears to be that inherited
capacities are very often permanent 'handicaps'. As a consequence, those who
favor the hereditarian hypothesis of intelligence are often believed to be water-
bearers for rascism, fascism, etc., whereas those who oppose it can pose as true
democrats. But even if the political dimension of the issue increases its interest,
this dimension probably depends on wrong assumptions. Those cases in which
scientists have been able to relate, loosely, cognitive capacities to the level of
genes have given no reason to suppose that inherited 'defects' are permanent. For
instance, phenylketonuria is considered to be a hereditary complaint involving
mental deficiency and convulsions. Scientists know that it is caused by the inability
to convert the amino acid phenylalanine into the amino acid tyrosine, the
accumulation of phenylalanine resulting in brain damage. But putting the patient on
a diet with little phenylalanine might prevent the damage. So, if there is any
relation between genes and cognitive handicaps, the relation is not as
straightforward as is suggested in a typical debate on 'heredity and fascism'.

Nevertheless, the fate of Burt's 'results' does reflect a fatal flaw in the
underlying argument. The flaw is not that the underlying argument is a non
sequitur. Correlations might be mere correlations. Therefore, one could raise
general humean objections to this program. However, the dubious nature of such
philosophical points makes this objection question begging. In practice one should
explore the possibilities for distinguishing mere correlations and lawful correlations
in greater detail before concluding that finding correlations is to no avail.

One problem that confronts scientists is they can use whatever correlations
between the cognitive powers of identical twins are found to be evidence for the
hereditarian hypothesis only on the basis of a general assessment of the influence
of other factors, notably the environment. But, as a matter of fact, scientists do not
arrive at such an assessment independent of the correlations found in their
experiments with twins. This makes the results themselves question-begging.

The threatening circularity is acknowledged by most scientists working in the
field. They know that any analysis of the relative importance of hereditary factors
is based on the assumption that if the correlations between twins and the
correlations between 'ordinary' relatives differ, then this is due to these hereditary
factors. They also acknowledge that it is possible to explain these correlations in
other ways. After all, if twins look alike then this might prompt alike responses
from their human environment (if the twins are handsome, then most people will
give them more attention then if they were ugly). Therefore, they admit that they
have to use all kinds of statistical tricks in order to estimate the relative
contributions of genes and environment.

Of course, statistical tricks might induce certain philosophers to stir. But this
would be ineffective, too, if it were not for the fact that these tricks (and most
attempts to arrive at an independent assessment of the influence of the
environment) assume that cognitive powers can be measured. This is the main flaw
in the research strategy. Whether cognitive capacities can be measured is very
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controversial, and rightly so. People who say that the only thing that is tested by
intelligence tests is the capacity to make such a test, are not just being cynical.
One of the most fervent adherents of the hereditarian hypothesis, H.J. Eysenck,
would be among the first to acknowledge that many alleged intelligence test do not
measure intelligence, but rather measure acquired knowledge, or as he would say,
'crystallized intelligence'. The kind of intelligence that is at stake here is what he
calls 'fluent intelligence', the general cognitive capacity to solve problems.

Eysenck himself insists that it is possible to construct tests that measure fluent
intelligence. But this is unlikely for two reasons. First, Eysenck distinction
between 'fluent' and 'crystallized intelligence' can be used in various, mutually
incompatible ways. At the present time, science has not given an unequivocal
account of this distinction. A good guess is that 'fluent intelligence' is the kind of
intelligence that gets around the 'frame problem', but we do not know how we get
around the 'frame problem' in general. [Dennett, 1984] Research in Artificial
Intelligence has shown how we can get around the 'frame problem' in specific
cases, to wit, by using programs that are job-specific, but if these programs can be
said to excell intelligence, then it is the kind of intelligence that Eysenck calls
'crystallized intelligence'.

Now, one can imagine some test that can be used to determine how many
frame problems a cognizer can solve. However, if such a test intends to measure
fluent intelligence it may not assume acquired knowledge or shared culture. But
then it is extremely likely that the items have several solutions. Indeed, if this
weren't the case then we would have to conclude that traditional epistemologists
were right in suggesting that human beings have the power of intuitive knowledge
that is incorrigible, and few scientists would accepts such a conclusion. On the
other hand, in order to arrive at quantitative results, the experimentalist has to
assume that only one solution is 'correct'. In the end his answer will reflect his
opinion (or the opinion of his culture) about what is an intelligent solution and
what is not. No matter how deep this opinion is entrenched in our society, such
opinions remain prejudicial.

The problem is that measuring intelligence is parasitic of cognitive evaluations.
In this respect it is different from populational statistics. We can count the number
of children in each family without making any assumption about whether having
two children is better than having four. 5 But we cannot measure intelligence
without having some assumption about what is the intelligent thing to do when one
is confronted with a specific problem. The concept of intelligence happens to be
burdened with evaluative connotations. Intelligence expresses itself when some
person is faced with some problem and is able to solve it. But if we want to
measure it we, as experimenters, have to solve the problem ourselves first and we
have to determine which solutions are good.

I do not intend to commit myself to the claim that our counting of children is 'theory-free'. On the
other hand, I cannot deny that I am employing the intuitive distinction between facts and values.
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Still, if the standard methods to measure intelligence are inadequate to measure
fluent intelligence, some sort of quantitative comparison of identical twins might
still be possible. Imagine that twins happen to give the same solutions to the
various problems. In that case we can bracket the question which answer is correct
but still insist that we have found a quantitative correlation." True, this correlation
would not prove that genetic structure determines cognitive capacities, but in this
way the scientist would at least avoid the third problem. I believe that this is the
only way to give some kind of 'evidence' for the hereditarian thesis on the basis of
intelligence tests. To my knowledge, however, no one has ever undertaken this
kind of qualitative research. Moreover, I predict that if one should undertake it,
the correlation found in earlier experiments will have dissappeared."

2.3.1.2. Neuropathological evidence.

The second program of research is based upon another kind of argument. Imagine
some part of the genetic structure being responsible, to some degree, for certain
cognitive capacities of the mature organism. In principle we could check any
hypothesis to this effect by eliminating part of the genetic structure and see what
happens.

There are moral hindrances in exploiting such a strategy in research. However,
nature is helping the scientist here. Occasionally some piece of the biological
hardware is damaged after some cognitive capacity has shown itself to be present,
and it turns out that this cognitive capacity is impaired too. In this manner we
might isolate the biological underpinning of some cognitive capacities. The
argument underlying this strategy is recapitulated in the following manner by
David Rosenbaum and Neil Stillings:

"If a person suffers damage to location X and function x is impaired, it can be
inferred that location X plays some role in controlling function x. Thus, studying
which functions are disrupted by damage to different brain sites provides evidence
about how the brain is functionally organized. Furthermore, identifying the sorts of
functions that are impaired following brain damage allows inferences to be drawn
about the way cognitive functions are organized." [Stillings et al. 1987, p. 292.J

Next, given a full theory of biological growth we might be able to trace the
biological underpinning of some cognitive capacity back to part of the genetic
material, thereby clarifying what is innate or a priori about these capacities.

6) But what if the two twins score (according to the experimenter) equally good, but happen to give
different solutions in all cases?
Why will most readers believe that this is not a serious point? My guess is that they do not assume
that our innate cognitive capacities have a specific content. 'Capacities are capacities, they are
forms rather than substances.' But such distinctions should not be taken for granted, not even if we
are born with them.

7)
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I fmd this argument appealing and believe that, regardless of the question whether
cognitive capacities are innate, this is the way to solve problems about cognitive
development with the help of biological theory. Unfortunately, this strategy bas to
face formidable problems.

One problem is that the strategy obviously assumes that mind-body dualists are
wrong. If cognitive capacities are correlated to biological features, then this still
does not show that the correlation is not accidental. As a consequence, this kind of
research cannot prove that dualism is wrong. However, dualism is not very
fashionable, and it is clear that the more correlations we find between cognitive
capacities and neurophysiological features of the brain, the more the appeal of
dualism will diminish. Anyway, dualistic assumptions cannot provide us with an
interesting, non-question begging argument in this case.

A more serious problem is that the experiments done so far point out that,
although cognitive capacities are in some degree dependent on the biological
hardware, they do not always depend upon a specific part of this hardware. In
some cases the cognitive capacities are not damaged indefmitely. It seems that if
there is enough brain tissue left these cognitive capacities can be acquired anew.
This indicates that Putnam might have been right when he argued that although
cognitive capacities need some kind of biological underpinning, any biological
underpinning will do. [Putnam, 1960] In that case, the hardware is necessary, but
does not determine the software. The brain can run any program.

Furthermore, even if damaging some region of the brain impairs certain
cognitive capacities irreparably, this does not entail that this capacity could not
have been acquired independently of this part of the brain. Again, current research
suggests that especially in the first years of development, the functional
organization of the brain is very flexible. If this is so, then there is little reason to
assume that some part of the genetic structure of the human cell is responsible for
the acquisition of certain cognitive capacities.

Finally, the strategy fails given the present state of the art in cognitive science.
The following example is representative enough to illustrate the general situation in
contemporary science.

2.3.1.2.1. Broca and other syndromes

The dominant approach to cognition is functional and computational and assumes a
distinction between hardware and software. As a result cognitive scientists have
typically ignored the biological underpinnings of cognition while producing
theories about it. Indeed, Stillings himself takes the following assumption to be
crucial to cognitive science:

"The third [... ) assumption of the information processing view [taken up in
cognitive science) is that information processes can and in part must be studied
without reference to the physics or biology of the system carrying them out."
[Stilling et al. 1987, p. 4)
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It is not unfair to say that cognitive scientists have exploited this assumption as if
they had been given a carte blanche. However, while ignoring biological and
neurological features of the cognizer, cognitive scientists have produced many
alternative cognitive theories. The result of this is that, within cognitive science,
there are several alternative characterizations of what cognitive capacity is
damaged."

A good and fair illustration of how this undermines the evolutionary program is
the kind of research that it especially dear to cognitive scientists. In the nineteenth
century the surgeon Paul Broca noticed that certain disorders of language were
correlated to damage to a specific part of the brain. It is common to refer to these
disorders as Broca's aphasia and to the part of the brain involved as Broca's area.
It is no exaggeration to say that Broca's aphasia is probably the best documented
variety of language impairment to date. Moreover, scientists studying Broca's
aphasia were fully aware of the correlation between linguistic impairment and
brain damage, so they were interested from the start in relating their cognitive
theory to biology. [Zangwill, 1978; Chomsky, 1976 and 1980; Caplan, 1984;
Lecours et al., 1984]

Nevertheless, in spite of a century of research scientists have neither reached a
consensus about what are the main characteristics of Broca's aphasia nor about the
kind of relation that exists between Broca's aphasia and the damage done to
Broca's area (or any other part of the brain for that matter).

Let's first consider the data. Broca himself noticed a relation between brain
damage and muteness, but recent theories about Broca's aphasia are more specific.
Patients suffering from Broca's aphasia typically express themselves in a small
vocabulary, using mainly nouns, main verbs and adjectives, and omitting
grammatical formatives like articles, affixes and the like," Given this, it is a fair
guess that we are dealing here with cases of agrammatism, which involves defects
in the morphological and syntactic capacities of the patient.

Here is where the trouble starts. Within contemporary linguistics the notion of
linguistic capacity is rather complicated because of the distinction between
linguistic competence and linguistic performance. Therefore, it is not surprising
that some linguists have argued that Broca's aphasia is a defect in linguistic
performance and not in competence." Undoubtedly, another linguist might argue
that it is a defect in linguistic competence rather than in linguistic performance. It
all depends upon one's theory of linguistic competence. II

I)

9)

Lenneberg [1967) already stressed the problem arising from the fact that cognitive science and
neurology have matured in isolation from each other. However, he remained optimistic about the
prospects of this kind of research.
Marshall [1977), Zuriff[l984).

10) Weigl and Bierwisch [1970); Linebarger et al. (1983); Nespoulos and Lecours (1984); Whurr
(1982).

11) Some commentators suggest that this issue is a pseudo-issue because the distinction between
competence and performance is unwarranted or even untenable. See for instance Crystal [1982],
pp. 1920. I agree that there is something odd with this distinction but two points have to be kept in
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The matter is even more complicated. Although it was widely assumed that
Broca's aphasia had something to do with the morphological and syntactical
capacities of the patient, linguists have recently argued that the crucial features of
this aphasia are phonological defects. 12

Thus, there are available several alternative specifications of Broca's aphasia
because there are several alternative linguistic theories that give different
specifications of the crucial components of language. What is a defect in the
phonological component to some linguist, is a morphological defect to another.
What is a defect in performance according to one linguist is a defect in
competence according to another.

One might predict that these disagreements will be settled in the future. But
this prediction is unsupported by the current trends in research. Linguists are faced
with the following dilemma. If they restrict themselves to an analysis of the
linguistic data, then they are unable to select the theory that is correct. Without
being cynical about linguistic theory, it is fair to say that there happen to be many
alternative ways to fit the linguistic data into a modular model of language, that is
a model that distinguishes phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics, etc." It is,
in principle, possible to give another kind of support to a specific linguistic theory,
but this happens to be the kind of support coming from neurological data. The
dilemma is that in order to interpret the neurological data we need a detailed
linguistic theory, but in order to pick out the correct linguistic theory we need a
detailed interpretation of the neurological data. The dilemma is not imaginary (i.e.
is not parasitic upon pure philosophical doubts), but is alive and kicking in the
minds of the scientists themselves. The problem is nicely formulated by David
Crystal:

"The trouble is, that it is possible [... ] to hypothesize the neurological reality of far
too many linguistic constructs - including several from incompatible theoretical
backgrounds. It is rarely if ever going to be the case that aphasic data will
unequivocally support a single linguistic analysis or theory. Even assuming that
enough data halve] been analyzed from a sufficiently large group of patients to
enable a generalization about deficit to be made, there would still be several
alternative ways of identifying the deficit. For instance, lack of ability to use a

mind. First, a lot of linguists keep on making this distinction. Second, even if all linguists drop the
distinction, then this does not render it impossible to make it. For my purposes this is enough,
since my claim is that given the present state of the art there will always be several alternative
specifications of what is involved in Broca's aphasia. By the way, Crystal himself aclmowledges
this as I will point out below.

11) This claim is defended by Mary-Louise Kean in a number of papers. See Kean (1977), (1979) and
(1984). For discussion see Garman (1982).

13) A modular theory of language is a theory that distinguishes between several components or
modules. This feature of linguistic theories has been stressed only recently. See, e.g. Chomsky
(1981). However, any theory that distinguishes morphology, syntax, semantics, etc. is a modular
theory. The modularity of theories might itself reflect the modularity of the object of investigation.
Cf. Fodor (1983).
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phonological contrast still leaves open the question of whether distinctive feature
theory, phonemic theory, prosodic theory, or whatever is 'correct', as all might be
used to describe the lost contrast. Or again, to show that an aphasic has lost a
syntactic form t ...J does not clarify whether a structuralist, tagmemic, transfor-
mational or other analysis of the category is going to be supported by neurological
evidence. "14

The existence of various, equally plausible, alternative explanations of the data
available, undermines the second strategy of pointing out the biological
underpinnings of linguistic c.q. cognitive capacities. It appears to me that as long
as the competence-performance distinction, the distinction between linguistic
capacities and other high-level capacities, and modular theories flourish in
cognitive science, the results of the second strategy will remain inconclusive
because in that case there will always be alternative explanations available.
Moreover, it seems unlikely that with regard to these matters there will be changes
in the future. Putting it nastily: these distinctions help cognitive scientists to start
constructing theories in spite of their ignorance of the biological details of the
organism. Putting it less nastily: cognitive scientists need such distinctions in order
to give an interesting account of the data.

2.3.1.3. Some qualifications

Notice that in this section I have not argued that it is impossible to point out that
cognition has biological, i.e. innate, underpinnings. True, I believe that this is
impossible because I am a philosophical skeptic, but my skepticism has not been
used as a premiss here. What I have tried to do is to point out that given the
present state of the art, the task of specifying what is innate, placed upon science
by Lorenz and others has not been fulfilled and that it is not likely to be fulfilled
without some radical changes in cognitive science. That is, I have offered a
pragmatic argument against naturalizing this epistemological topic. The argument
is simply that since current science offers little prospects for specifying what is
innate or hereditary, we have little reason to naturalize the topic of a priori
knowledge. Of course, if I would be able to also show that current science will not
change in the way necessary for Lorenz' program to succeed, I would also have
given a skeptical argument against naturalizing this topic. At the present time, I
have not offered such an argument, and therefore my conclusion on this matter is
tentative.

However, my argument is inconclusive for another reason. As indicated above,
there is a different approach to the hypothesis of innateness. As a matter of fact,

14) Crystal [1982], p. 19 (note omitted). Crystal holds that '[e]valuative criteria for linguistic theories
must come from linguistics itself: there currently seems only irrelevance or ambiguity to be had
from outside.' (p. 23) He might be less pessimistic about the prospects of internal evaluation then I
am.
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this is the approach followed by most philosophers writing on innateness.
Therefore, before coming to some sort of final judgment, we have to take a look
at the alternative approach.

2.3.2. Going transcendental again

Long before philosophers distinguished between top-down and bottom-up, Kant
urged for the top-down approach. In order to understand the structure of human
knowledge, we have to make use of what he called 'transcendental' arguments.
Transcendental arguments point out to us the necessary preconditions for human
knowledge. For instance, Kant held that the concept of causality was one of these
necessary conditions since without this concept sensory data have no structure.

One problem with Kant's transcendental strategy is that it does not necessarily
lead to truth. Most commentators on Kant claim that Kant's epistemology was
actually refuted when mathematicians started constructing non-euclidean geometries
and physicists started demolishing Newton's notion of causality. Although neo-
kantians usually find a way to save Kant's message amidst the ruins, in doing this
they render Kant's message unclear and, certainly, unconvincing.

Another problem is even more devastating. For if Kant actually wanted to build
up his epistemology by means of transcendental arguments, then these arguments
are question begging. In specifying the alleged necessary preconditions of
knowledge, Kant had to make use of specific epistemological assumptions. For
instance, his claim that the notion of causality has to be a priori, is based upon the
epistemological claim that this notion cannot be picked up from experience itself,
and upon the epistemological claim that we yet need this notion to acquire
knowledge about the (phenomenal) world. But why should we accept his claim that
this notion cannot be picked up from experience? Leibniz didn't. Alternatively,
why should we accept his claim that this notion is of any relevance at all? Hume
didn't.

If one accepts this assessment of transcendental arguments, then it is
illuminating to see that the kind of arguments presented by contemporary adherents
of the top-down strategy on the issue of innateness typically have the same
structure. The following examples illustrate this.

First, there is Chomsky'S argument in support of his claim that children are
born with Universal Grammar in the back of their mind (or brain). Disregarding
niceties for a moment, the argument goes like this:
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1) All languages share an abstract Universal Grammar;"
2) Given the defectiveness of the linguistic data presented to the child, the

child is unable to pick up this Universal Grammar from the data.
Therefore,
3) Universal Grammar has to be innate.

Chomsky's argument can be objected in various ways. For one, the fact that
Universal Grammar cannot be picked up from the data, does not show that this
grammar has to be innate, since it might also have grown into the hardware some
time after birth." It has also been argued that the argument is unsound, because
its first premiss is false: the similarities between languages should not be explained
by postulating some Universal Grammar but rather by pointing out other universal
features of human cultures.

In general, Chomsky's argument begs all the relevant issues, since it
presupposes a specific theory of language learning, sc. one that says that learning a
language means filling in the parameters of Universal Grammar. Why is it that the
child is unable to pick up Universal Grammar from the linguistic data?
Chomskyans typically give two reasons. First, as is expressed in the second
premiss above, they hold that the data to which the child is confronted in learning
a language are not good enough to enable him to construct Universal Grammar.
This is in itself a controversial claim and we find in the linguistic literature a lot of
inconclusive discussions about how good these data actually are. [Shatz, 1982;
Stillings et a1. 1987, section 9.2] But even if the linguistic data themselves are not
good enough, other features of the learning situation might direct the child towards
the proper result. [Bates & MacWinney, 1982] Besides, intuitively, the thesis that
the data are not good enough for the child to acquire UG is implausible because if
the linguistic data are good enough for a child to learn some specific language, and
if within this language some universal grammar is implicit, then the possibility
cannot be ruled out that the data are good enough to learn this universal grammar
also.

This means that the second argument will have to carry the burden. This
argument is that the child cannot learn something completely new, no matter how
good the data are. The only thing he might learn is to copy or simulate the data,
but it cannot acquire knowledge about the structure of language without already
having some kind of knowledge about the structure of language. Indeed, the kind
of knowledge that is needed, is precisely knowledge about Universal Grammar,
because only Universal Grammar can be applied to all possible languages.

What we have here is another transcendental argument, and like all
transcendental arguments it begs all the relevant issues. Indeed, if we accept that a

I.\) I will speak about 'Universal Grammar' instead of 'universal grammar' because this is common in
the linguistic literature. Quite rightly, of course, since we also talk about 'Pegasus' and not about
'pegasus' .

16) I was surprised to find that Paul Church land did nor make this point in his [1979], although his
oversll approach suggests this kind of reply.
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child can learn a language only when Universal Grammar is available to him, and
that it cannot learn Universal Grammar, then the conclusion that this Universal
Grammar is innate is hard to avoid since children obviously learn languages. The
question is whether we have to accept that a child needs Universal Grammar in
order to learn some language. Given the theory of language learning embraced by
chomskyans, it needs Universal Grammar. But in the end this claim is supported
only by the very general claim that a child cannot learn anything apart from
learning how to apply the general principles he is born with. It is needless to say
that within contemporary science there are several alternative theories of learning,
and that we do not have to be chomskyans.

Fodor's arguments for his thesis that human beings are endowned with an
innate "language of thought" that is at least as rich in concepts as any other
language they can ever learn makes the transcendental strategy even more explicit.
[Fodor, 1975, 1980, 1981] According to Fodor, learning some term amounts to
learning truth- or satisfaction conditions like:

(1) [Py] is true iff Gx

In order to learn such conditions, however, the child has to have available a
representational system that contains the predicate 'G'. But if the predicate 'P' is
equivalent to the predicate 'G' then learning conditions like (1) does not enrich the
representational capacities of the child.

There are several caveats in this argument, and, of course, Fodor is the first to
point them out. One caveat is that some representational power might be gained by
learning complex concepts. To learn such concepts, the child has to learn slightly
different truth-conditions:

(2) [Py] is true iff Gx & Fx & Bx

However, according to Fodor, empirical research has shown that there are no
complex concepts, so he can relieve himself of the burden of arguing at length that
even complex concepts would not increase representational power. But in case of
emergency, Fodor holds a card up his sleeve. He reminds his imaginary opponents
of the failure of twentieth century attempts to give reductive defmitions of alleged
complex concepts in terms of simple ones and Quine's attack on the analytic-
synthetic distinctions could be rehearsed by him if things got rough.

This is a interesting example of how a transcendental thinker can tum the
tables. After all, one line criticism of Fodor's argument is that in order to learn
'G' a child does not have to learn conditions like (I) or (2). And the reason for
this would be precisely that the twentieth century attempts to give reductive
definitions have failed. Some philosophers have concluded from this that language
is not structured by conditions like (1) and (2) and that concepts are related, for
example, through family resemblances. Fodor tries to tum a vice into a virtue by
citing the same results in support of his conclusion.
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Of course, there is something fishy going on here. If Quinean arguments show that
there are no complex concepts or that such concepts cannot be learned by learning
'analytic' truth conditions like (2), then they probably also show that there are no
'simple' concepts that are 'learned' by learning conditions like (1). If Quine's
attack undermines the possibility of conditions like (2), then it also undermines the
possibility of conditions like (1). Therefore, the conclusion of Fodor's arguments
would be not just that the innate representational system of the child is at least as
rich as any language it may ever learn, but that this representational system
explicitly contains any predicate the child may ever use. Thus, the innate
representational system contains 'P' from the start.

Again this transcendental argument does not question the theory of learning it
exploits. There are other caveats, too. For instance, Fodor assumes that concepts
either have to be innate or learned, ignoring the possibility that they grow into our
heads or get there by some other, non-rational, route. [Samet & Flanagan, 1989]
From the point of view of the critic, Fodor's argument begs all the relevant
questions. Unsurprisingly, in the literature there are numerous alternative accounts
of what it means to learn a term, most of which theories assume that learning a
term does not involve learning necessary and sufficient conditions for applying it.

Although the kind of arguments proposed within the top-down approach are, at
the present, inconclusive and question-begging, I want to go a little further.
Suppose Chomsky or Fodor saying that although there are several interesting
alternatives within contemporary science, their claims will likely to be vindicated
at some time in the future. The objections depend upon the present state of art,
and this kind of assessment can itself not be conclusive. For all we know, science
might eliminate all the other alternatives respectively, leaving us with only one
option: to accept 'mad dog' nativism.

Again I cannot allow myself to rely on my philosophical skepticism to show
that they are wrong. I will have to show that it is unlikely that scientists are going
to agree on the issue of innateness unless they will drop distinctions that are very
dear to them. In this case, the distinction is between being able to acquire certain
results and being able to get able to acquire certain results. In order to understand
why the distinction is crucial to the current debate let's compare the positions of
Chomsky and Piaget. [Piatelli-Palmarini, 1981] In a nutshell, Chomsky is
claiming, with regard to linguistic competence, that this competence is hardwired
and is waiting to be 'triggered' by the environment. On the other hand Piaget
holds that what is hardwired is the capacity to acquire certain capacities that enable
one to learn a language. This means that they can agree both about the necessity of
interaction with the environment, and, under the assumption that the environment
is alike in most cases, about the universality of linguistic competence. Their
disagreement is that one is claiming that the child is born with the capacity to learn
a language, whereas the other is claiming that the child is born with the capacity to
acquire the capacity to learn a language. As a matter of fact, since learning a
language itself is acquiring certain capacities, we might formulate their respective
claims in an even more complicated manner:
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CHOMSKY:
the child is born with the capacity to acquire linguistic capacities

PIAGET:
the child is born with the capacity to acquire the capacity to acquire linguistic
capacities

It is evident that, in order for there to be any disagreement between Chomsky and
Piaget, we have to distinguish between having some capacity C and having the
capacity to acquire this capacity C. But if we accept this distinction, then we can
investigate human skills as much as we like, but the evidence is always going to be
inconclusive, until the moment at which the embryo starts learning a language
before being born (or, rather, from fertilization onward), which is very, very
unlikely. On the other hand, if we drop the distinction, then there is no longer any
disagreement. Indeed we might say that Chomsky's formulation of Piaget's claim
is the better one, but not because it is better supported by the evidence, but just
because it is less complicated. Indeed, once we drop the distinction then we might
as well hold that children are born with a detailed knowledge of all human
languages, although the bulk of this knowledge will not be triggered by interaction
with the environment. The point is that if we drop the distinction, then the
innateness hypothesis becomes as empty as the caption written beneath the genetic
map saying < this is going to be the adult human organism> .17

This discussion explains why most philosophers take an ambiguous stand
toward the innateness hypothesis. If the distinction between being able and being
able to get able is made, then the evidence is inconclusive about whether the
hypothesis is true, whereas dropping this distinction amounts to dropping the
possible impact of the hypothesis.

Specifying what is innate is a topic of perennial interest and we should allow
empirical science to go into this matter as much as it can. Nevertheless, the
conclusion of my discussion here is that given the present state of the art the
prospects for specifying what is innate in human cognition are slight, whereas the
only alternative appears to be to reformulate the problem as an obvious truth.

3. Replacing or eliminativist?

Imagine that, in spite of all the worries mentioned above, empirical science might
give us, by accident perhaps, a detailed account of what is innate in cognition.
Would it have given an account of the distinction between the a priori and the a
posteriori at the same time?

17) Samet & Flanagan [1989] make a similar point. If the distinction is dropped the resulting nativism
is "the nativism of the clay sculptor who kiddingly claims to have a fascimile of Michaelangelo's
David in his studio, the problem being to 'get it out' of the hunk that it's embedded in." (p. 197)
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The question sounds silly. If we equate a priori knowledge with innate knowledge,
then a specification of innate knowledge is a specification of a priori knowledge.
So what can be the problem?

Lorenz' stresses that evolutionary epistemology can elucidate the distinction
between a priori and a posteriori knowledge once we appreciate that Kant
misunderstood the issue. Whereas Kant was looking for principles that were valid
at all places and at all times, Lorenz stresses that there are no such principles. All
the principles structuring experience have evolved in time. Because of this
misunderstanding, Kant was unable to understand that his distinction was mainly a
temporal one. Lorenz, therefore, takes up a replacing position. He does not intend
to change the subject, but to investigate Kant's problem in a novel context.

In this he is followed by other evolutionary epistemologists. Popper, for one,
stresses that biological theories cannot elucidate the distinction between a priori
and a posteriori as Kant originally intended it, but that it can elucidate a similar
distinction once we have re-interpreted Kant's in a psychological manner. Popper
suggests that we might also say that problems and hypotheses are a priori to the
observations. [Popper, 1972; Popper, 1974, section IV]

The question remains, however. whether we can take these philosophers on
their word, that is, whether their forthcoming solutions to the problem of a priori
knowledge contribute to epistemology. Kant's problem was a modal problem. Its
focus was the possibility of cognition. He held that some cases of knowledge could
not be accounted for on the basis of (individual) experience. If Lorenz' program
would indicate that it can be accounted for on the basis of (species) experience,
then this would be relevant for Kant's original problem. However, evolutionary
epistemology does not intend to give a Lamarckian account of innate capacities. It
does not want to show that, for instance, our innate conceptions of space and time
are the result of the experience of our ancestors. At most, evolutionary
epistemology intends to show that species with other conceptions of space and time
were weeded out in the course of evolution. So what is the relevance of specifying
what is a priori?

Kant's original analysis of a priori knowledge was relevant for two important
epistemological issues, sc. skepticism and relativism. Kant's claim that a priori
knowledge was both necessary and universally valid undermined relativistic ploys,
including those that were made explicit only centuries later by Kuhn and
Feyerabend. If Kant was right, then the strong thesis of incommensurability cannot
be correct. In a strong sense, Kant's a priori can function as a common core when
communication threatens to break down. On the other hand, the idea of a priori
knowledge quietly forced Kant in a specific skeptical position, sc. the one that says
that there is a reality (or an aspect of reality) that escapes our cognitive capacities
permanently. Let us see whether evolutionary epistemology has something to say
about these issues.

It is difficult to determine whether the account of a priori knowledge that is
forthcoming in evolutionary epistemology supports or undermines relativism. First,
it is unclear whether innate capacities are necessary because of their content or
because of the temporal order of cognitive development. Even if it is, e.g.,
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necessary to have some innate conception of space and time before experiencing
something, it is unclear whether further experience can lead to a modification of
this conception or not. Can a human being develop from an Aristotelian into an
Einsteinian?

If the a priori structures are not universally valid, then other species, or even
other individuals, might have different structures shaping their experience. One of
the epistemological lessons of evolutionary epistemology would be that we have to
be careful in comparing experiences, for experiences are relative to these
structures. Indeed, if the structures remain in charge during our lifetime, and if we
assume again that experience is crucial to the acquisition of knowledge, then this
would lead to an ineradicable relativity of cognition.

Unfortunately, both premisses in the argument are as yet unwarranted. True,
occassionally, scientists assume that innate structures remain in charge during the
lifetime of an organism. For instance, if this were not the case, then the
chornskyan argument in support of Universal Grammar would be inconclusive. If
Universal Grammar does not determine linguistic competence during the whole
lifetime of the organism, then the kind of arguments given by Chornskyans in
support of the claim that there is such a Universal Grammar would miss the mark.
As a result, it is to be expected that there will be several accounts of a priori
knowledge, depending on whether scientists accept or deny this assumption. In any
case, there is no straightforward relation between a naturalistic characterization of
a priori knowledge and relativism.

As for skepticism, an evolutionary epistemologist might claim that certain
structures are necessary and that that they remain in charge during the lifetime of
the individual, narrowing down the range of possible experience. Along these
lines, the evolutionary epistemologist might come to endorse some version of
skepticism, at least if he believes that experiences are crucial for the acquisition of
knowledge. But in this case, again, the assumption that the restriction of the
hardware have permanent consequences plays a crucial role. An evolutionary
epistemologist might also argue against skepticism by showing that the a priori
structures do not really influence the content of experience, or by showing that
these structures can be changed or 'overcome' through experience.

Notice that a specification of what is innate itself sheds little light on these
issues. Indeed, as we have seen in our discussion of the transcendental strategy in
specifying what is innate, such a specification usually assumes that what is innate
cannot be changed or 'overcome' .18 This is precisely the reason why
transcendental arguments beg the issue.

11) If you are ill and the doctor doesn't know what to do, he might comfort you by saying that you
were born with the disease. This comforting strategy is not completely coherent. If there is
something wrong with the hardware then either you can change it or you can't. Whether the
hardware was wrong from the start or went wrong some time later, is of no relevance.
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4. Conclusion and promises

Despite appearances evolutionary epistemology is faced with what I take to be
insurmountable problems in elucidating the nature of the a priori. It is hard to
imagine that, given the present sophistication of scientific theorizing, evolutionary
epistemology can produce a plausible, unequivocal characterization of the a priori.
As we have seen, current science provides us with several incompatible
specifications of what is innate in human cognition, and will go on doing so for an
indefinite time. Since offering several incompatible solutions amounts to giving no
solution at all, we have little reason to naturalize this epistemological topic.

Second, there is another test for evolutionary epistemology. The
epistemological relevance of specifying what is innate in human knowledge is
parasitic on the solutions that it can offer with regard to other epistemological
topics, in this case the topics of skepticism and relativism. At this point, however,
it is difficult to see how claims about what is innate can be relevant for these
topics. If they can, however, then it seems that the line of inference goes the other
way round. Only after scientists have availed themselves of specific
epistemological premisses, can they begin to specify what is innate.

It seems to me that the current state of science does not only fail to offer us
reasons to naturalize the topic of a priori knowledge, but offers us reasons to
oppose to naturalizing this topic.

Yet, there is one looming caveat in all this. Throughout the discussion I have
assumed that in order to settle epistemological problems, science has to develop in
one direction. My main argument was that science is in fact developing in various,
mutually incompatible directions. I am assuming that this means that science does
not solve the problems at stake. But perhaps this assumption is unwarranted.

Most of us are fully aware of the fact that science (any science) develops in
various directions. Few people expect that science leads to a consensus. Instead,
science leads to a plethora of theories about the world. Philosophers have argued
that we are unable to select the one theory that is correct (typically in a duhemian
fashion). This itself cannot be a petitio principii here. However, it is no surprise
that a closer look at some specific research program shows that it is unable to
select the one theory that is correct. That is hardly a philosophical point, but rather
an empirical one.

But if we no longer expect that science leads to a consensus, then showing that
some specific scientific program does not lead to a consensus is not very
interesting, so it seems. We already knew that before we got going. Similarly, to
show that a specification of the a priori can at most be tentatively related to the
topics of relativism and skepticism does not necessarily discredit attempts to do so.

The problem that confronts me is that the present discussion is only
illuminating in the context in which it is assumed that science should lead to a
consensus. In such a context I am able to show that, given the present state of the
art, this is not the case, thereby undermining this naturalistic program. Now it is
obvious that I could apply a similar strategy to any naturalistic program. It does
not matter what research program you are considering: none of them leads to a

91



consensus. So my strategy is universally applicable in this sense. However, it is
effective only if we agree that in order to make a contribution to epistemology a
naturalistic program has to force some consensus upon us.

The intellectual climate in our age is, as indicated earlier, such that few people
expect science to lead to a consensus, and, moreover, that hardly anyone blames
science for not doing so. Science leads to a plethora of theories and from a
fallibilistic perspective, there is nothing wrong in that. So I have still some work
to do in closing this gap in my argument. The gap will eventually be closed, at
least I hope to do so, in chapter nine.

Nevertheless, the arguments given in this chapter might have a more direct
impact. To give a snapshot of the future, if the main motivation behind
epistemology was that people were dissatisfied with the disagreements they had,
then epistemology should lead to some sort of consensus. t9 It is very dubious
whether the kind of research that is done in evolutionary epistemology serves this
purpose. Suppose that John holds that "1 + 1=2" whereas Peter insists that
"1 + 1= 3". There are several strategies offered by philosophy to deal with this
disagreement. Conventionalists, for instance, would probably argue that the
disagreement is not worth our worries. Kant believed that it is possible to show
that Peter would be unable to make sense of his experience. Much of this might be
incorrect, but the strategy offered by evolutionary epistemology is even less
promising:

Peter: "You just believe that because you were born to believe so.·

John: "You do so likewise."

It may well be true that some of our beliefs are hardwired and that some of our
disagreements are permanent because of that. But it seems to me that before
philosophers accept this, they should investigate all alternatives first. For the mean
time, the ambiguous contribution of evolutionary epistemology should not be
considered to be a contribution at all.

19) This is not to say that consensus is enough. Consensus can be forced upon people in many ways,
devious indoctrination being one of them. I do not like indoctrination, so I hope that there is
another way to arrive at consensus.
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CHAPTER FOUR
EVOLUTIONARY PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE

1. The discovery of the analogy

Since Darwin's theory of biological evolution, the term 'evolution' has conquered
the intellectual world. Quite rightly, because this term can serve many purposes.
We can talk about political evolution, social evolution, economical evolution,
creative evolution etc. Reality is full of evolutionary development. Using the term
'evolution' is also an apt antidote to the way the term 'revolution' is used. The
reader will undoubtedly have seen many talkshows the main topic of which was
whether some development was evolutionary rather than revolutionary.
Intellectuals can hardly do without using these terms in contemporary society.

These and similar terms are also put to work in discussing changes (or
developments) in the sciences. For ages people have talked about the Copernican
revolution and we have all grown up with the idea that scientists at some time have
brainwaves and come up with something that is radically new. Indeed, this is our
favorite idea of doing science: to have a spark in the mind and invent or discover
something completely novel. Of course, we have to qualify this idea when we have
grown up especially if we want to hold on to another idea we have grown up with,
that of cumulative scientific growth. For in order to have cumulative growth,
common wisdom tells us that we cannot have changes that are too radical. Hence,
we also use the term 'evolution' in discussing scientific development if only to
avoid appearing to be naive. [Kuhn, 1970; Lakatos and Musgrave (eds.), 1970]

Discussions about whether scientific development is evolutionary or
revolutionary could be understood as discussions about whether scientific change is
gradual or radical. Both philosophers and historians of science have produced
numerous case studies in support of these two points. 1 On the one hand, stressing
the evolutionary element shows that scientific ideas do not come out of the blue.
We find that most scientific theories can be traced back to history, that new
theories are often old theories put in a new jacket, and that new evidence is
typically old evidence that has been given another interpretation. On the other

I) Compare Dijksterhuis [1950] with Kuhn [1957] and Kuhn [1978].
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hand, in acknowledging the revolutionary element, we can explain why certain
scientific theories have caused such an upheaval in science or society at large.

At the present time, it is unclear which perspective is the better (or whether
these perspectives can neatly complement each other) but, whatever the final
verdict may be, both perspectives have proved to lead to interesting and, at times,
striking results.

However, the controversy about the evolutionary approach in philosophy of
science is not identical with the controversy about whether science develops
gradually or not, although this distinction comes to the fore occasionally. The
controversy is about the claim that

"evolution - even in its biological aspects - is a knowledge process, and that the natural-
selection paradigm for such knowledge increments can be generalized to other epistemic
activities, such as learning, thought, and science." [Campbell, 1974, quoted from
Radnitzky and Bartlett (eds.), 1987, p.47.]

The first part of this claim, that evolution is a knowledge process, is part and
parcel of evolutionary epistemology in general. For instance, one of the main
claims of evolutionary epistemology is, as we have seen above, that evolution
theory enables us to understand the nature of a priori knowledge. If this
assumption is correct, the acquisition of the categories during biological evolution
involves some knowledge process. It is the second part of Campbell's claim that is
the source of much controversy since this claim entails that we can apply the
Darwinian theory of evolution - or some other theory of biological evolution - to
scientific development in a straightforward manner.

The rationale behind this claim is the discovery of the analogy between natural
selection and the selection of theories. What happens in biological evolution?
There is some genetic pool that arose out of inorganic mass. Through all kinds of
factors this pool is enriched. Then the environment makes a selection out of the
contents of this pool. Some elements disappear while the reproduction of others is
enforced. The main selection criterion is that the chance of reproductive success is
enhanced, i.e. that the organism is capable of coping with its environment until the
moment it can reproduce. The process repeats itself over and over, and nobody
knows where it will end.

What happens in science? If we accept Popper's account of scientific growth
then we get the following story. Scientific theories arise out of religion and
commonsense. By all kinds of mechanisms the body of scientific theory is
enriched. Then a selection takes place by confronting the body of theory with the
environment. Some parts of the body of theory disappear while other parts are
reproduced in books and in the educational system. The main selection criterion is
whether a body of theory can cope with the evidence that has been collected.
Again, the process repeats itself and no one dares to say where it will lead us.

The analogy is interesting. The question is whether it can be put to work. Most
evolutionary epistemologists, including Donald Campbell, Konrad Lorenz, Karl
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Popper, Stephen Toulmin, and Erhard Oeser, believe it can.? These authors
devote themselves to a program of research that can be called evolutionary
philosophy of science, or EPS for short. They hold that telling the truth about
scientific change amounts to telling a biological truth.

On the other hand, a number of critics argue that evolutionary philosophy of
science is a mistake. Among them there are even some evolutionary
epistemologists, notably Gerhard Vollmer.! Vollmer's main motive appears to be
the fact that commentators on evolutionary epistemology tend to criticize it by
making fun of the evolutionary approach to science. Indeed, the differences
between biological evolution and the developments in science appear to be too
glaring to be ignored and critics have not failed to point this out." In doing so,
they usually conflated evolutionary epistemology with evolutionary philosophy of
science. Dropping the project of evolutionary philosophy of science would free
evolutionary epistemologists of the burden to defend themselves against such
criticism. Vollmer stresses that this would not mean that science does not have any
biological roots at all. His claim is that whatever the biological roots for science as
a cultural phenomena may be, these roots can not be isolated in particular theories
nor in particular cases of scientific change. [Vollmer, 1987a, p. 218.]

Although Vollmer's distinction between evolutionary epistemology and
evolutionary philosophy of science is proper, I will criticize EPS from a different
angle. If we restrict ourselves to EPS as it has been developing in the literature,
then the recent controversy over EPS is not very interesting. Those who take part
in the debate typically miss a crucial point. Once we make this point explicit it
turns out that this program in EPS is not a tenable program in naturalistic
epistemology, for if it were a program in naturalistic epistemology, then it would
entail that evolutionary philosophy of science is 'bad' science. Ascribing a
naturalistic perspective to evolutionary philosophy of science renders this program
in EPS self-undermining.

The program that is developed in the literature inclines towards a popperian
perspective on science. However, it is possible to envisage an alternative program
in EPS that does not necessarily suffer from the same defects. I associate the
alternative program with the perspective on science that has been proposed by Imre
Lakatos. In order to give a full assessment of EPS, I will argue that this alternative

3)

Cf. especially Campbell [1974), Lorenz [1977), Popper [1972]. Toulmin [1967], Oeser [1984].
Boon has defended a version of evolutionary philosophy of science in his [1983] and [1987].
Recently, Giere has joined the evolutionary camp with his [1988]. Genetic epistemologists also
point out parallels between the conceptual growth of the individual and the development of science.
The first chapter of this paper concentrates primarily on those evolutionary philosophers of science
who are under the spell of Popper's philosophy of science.
Cf. Vollmer [1987a]. Vollmer has defended evolutionary epistemology in his [1973] and [1984],
and has attacked other criticism of it in his [1987]. Ruse [1986] also argues that evolutionary
epistemology could do without evolutionary philosophy of science. Knorr-Cetina [1987] defends a
similar position.
Cf. Cohen [1973], Thagard [1980), Bunge [1983). See also Thagard [1988], chapter six, which is a
revised version of Thagard [1980].

2)

')
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program fails also. While doing so, I will point out that evolutionary philosophy of
science leads to some sort of relativism. The consequences of this will be
discussed in more detail in chapter 7 and 8 below.

2. Putting the analogy to work

Although he did not realize it at the time when he was busy solving the problem of
induction, at that stage Karl Popper was already developing the analogy between
biological evolution and scientific development, giving it flesh and blood.' The
main thesis of his philosophy of science was that science is a trial-and-error
discipline. Forty years later Donald Campbell asked the crucial question: where is
the difference between the trial and error of science and the trial and error of
biological evolution? And his answer was that there is none. 6

Immediately the critics started to swing the hatchet. Their strategy was to show
that as soon as we take a closer look at the details of the biological theory of
evolution we find not only that we cannot apply them to scientific development
straightforwardly but that the resulting image of science points in the wrong
direction. [Bradie, 1986] Here are some recurrent themes in the debate between
evolutionary philosophers of science and their opponents:

1. Biological and theoretical variation:

A main objection to EPS is that there are crucial differences between biological
and theoretical variation. Biological variation is the result of 'random' processes in
the sense that the gene-mutations do not contain information about the
environment. They are 'blind'. But, pace Campbell [1960], the processes that give
rise to theoretical variation appear to reflect the information that a scientist has
obtained about his environment during his lifetime. If there is an evolutionary
model for theoretical change then the Lamarckian model is more plausible than the
Darwinian. The proper explanation of scientific change appears to be a teleological
one, i.e. an explanation that takes into account the purposes of the scientists who
have constructed the new theory, whereas the main message of Darwin is believed

In this chapter 1 am going to make fun of Popper and his apostles. Nevertheless, in several respects
my views are congenial to his. For instance, 1 agree with him that there are at least three worlds. 1
also agree with him that the concept of criticism is fundamental in epistemology and philosophy of
science. But in general Popper's concept of criticism is too narrow. His main focus is truth-related
criticism (which is conflated with rational criticism), and he assumes that this criticism should be
motivated primarily by evidence. I, on the other hand, insist that one can criticize (criticize
effectively, that is) also those beliefs that have all the evidence in their favor, and that are accepted
as true by all of us. Cf. my [1989] and chapter 10 below.
Cf. Campbell (1974). Popper accepted this interpretation with minor reservations in his [1978).

6)
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to be that the teleological explanation is not necessary for biological change. With
regard to scienti fie theory, creationism is the proper theory! 7

2. The process of selection:

If we tum to the processes of selection, then we again find traces of intentionality
in scientific selection, whereas biological selection does not rely on the aims and
interests of individuals. [Thagard, 1988, p. 107-109] Moreover, if there is any
sense in talking about the criteria of biological and theoretical selection, then the
criteria are different. Whereas the main criterium for biological selection is,
according to nee-Darwinian theory, the fitness of the organism to survive until
reproduction, the main criteria for theoretical selection are the theory's empirical
adequacy, coherence, simplicity, truth etc. [Richards, 1981; Lewontin, 1982] This
means that the only way to relate biological selection to theory selection is to show
that theoretical adequacy, coherence etc. are related to survival value. But hardly
anyone believes that this can be done. [Putnam, 1981] Indeed, evolutionary
philosophers of science acknowledge that there are differences between biological
and theoretical selection. Popper insists that in science, "we do not only look for
biological or instrumental success. In science we search for truth." [Popper, 1972,
p. 69] A similar distinction is defended in by Toulmin. [Toulmin, 1981, p. 33]

3. The process of reproduction and transmission:

The mechanism through which variations are reproduced are different also.
Whereas biological variation is transmitted through genes, scientific variation is
transmitted through articles and books. [Thagard, 1988, p. 109-110] It is true that
articles and books do not exist eternally. They can be destroyed by all kinds of
forces, including self-destruction because the paper it is made of is not acid-free.
But few people would compare this destruction with the manner in which
biological species become extinct. Moreover, scientists can ignore variations for
their own reasons, whereas nature can only ignore variations that have no
influence on the organism's fitness. [Knorr-Cetina [1987], 191-195.]

7) The difference between theoretical and biological variation was a main theme in the criticism of
Rescher [1977], Skagestad [1978], Thagard (1980), and Bunge [1983). Knorr-Cetina (1987) also
argues that variation in science is not random or blind in Campbell's sense. Both she and Thagard
stress the importance of reasoning by analogy and induction in scientific innovation. It is clear that
neither Popper nor Campbell would be impressed. Here we see that the disagreement is a result of
a disagreement concerning these heuristic devices. Whereas Thagard and Knorr-Cetina believe that
although these devices are not fully reliable, they have some virtue, Popper and Campbell believe
that they are hardly worth consideration.
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4. The direction of biological evolution and scientific change:

People ordinarily believe that they are better than other people, and most certainly
better than pigs, crocks, and dinos. But an unbiased comparison of the human
organism with the dinosaurs, leaves it doubtful whether we can make such a
judgment stick on the basis of the biological features of these two species. Of
course, people play football and destroy cities with bombs, and the dinosaurs could
not do that, but we do not allow ourselves to base our superiority on such
trivialities. Indeed, from a biological point of view human beings and the dinosaurs
were on a par because both species were adapted to their environment for a
number of centuries. 8 Apparently biological evolution is not directed towards
unique perfection. On the other hand, most philosophers, including Popper,
Lorenz, Campbell and Toulmin. believe that science is, in some degree, directed
towards perfection. Scientists are convinced that contemporary science has
progressed since antiquity and evolutionary epistemologists agree with this. So
here is another difference between biological evolution and scientific change.
[Ruse, 1986]

Indeed, if we start to point out the differences between biological evolution and
scientific development, then it appears that we can find differences wherever we
look." This suggests that the idea of an evolutionary philosophy of science is
untenable. The differences between biological evolution and scientific development
are too glaring to give it any plausibility.

It would be unfair to say that Popper and Campbell have ignored these
problems. They have tried to undermine some of these objections by pointing out
that new scientific theories are 'blind' in the same way as biological mutations are.
First, the main message of Popper's philosophy is that there is no logic of
discovery. This means that the origin of some scientific hypothesis does not
matter, but that scientific growth depends upon the evaluation (selection) of this
hypothesis. Second, the fact that scientists usually have some purpose in
constructing their theories does not entail that they usually succeed in reaching
their goals. We cannot take for granted that new theories contain more information
about the environment than the old ones. They are as blind as biological mutations.
This is expressed in Popper's phrase: "on every level, making becomes before
matching; that is, before selecting. "[Popper, 1978, quoted from Radnitzky and
Bartley (eds.), 1987, p. 152.]

Another kind of response is to qualify the similarities between theoretical and
biological variation. For instance, Campbell acknowledges that the solutions
proposed by scientists are not completely the result of random or blind processes.
The new hypothesis also reflects the 'already-achieved wisdom of a general sort

I) As is well-known, in quantative terms the dinosaurs have still an advantage of some 50 million
years .
Vollmer [1987a] gives a two-page list of differences in his table 3, p. 209-210..,
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which limits the range of trials', as well as 'structural limitations' and 'past habit',
and will have incorporated 'vicarious selection ( ... ) achieved through vision'.
[Campbell, 1974, quoted from Radnitzky and Bartley (eds.), 1987, p. 57.] Still,
like Popper, Campbell stresses that:

"In going beyond what is already known, one cannot but go blindly. If one can go
wisely, this indicates already achieved wisdom of some general sort." [Campbell,
1974, quoted from Radnitzky and Bartley (eds.), 1987, p. 57.]

In this way, these authors try to strengthen the analogy between biological
evolution and scientific change. It can hardly be doubted that they will not succeed
in persuading their critics, but nevertheless the position of the evolutionary
philosophers of sciences appears to be sophisticated enough to survive the knock-
down arguments used against it. Most alleged differences between biological
evolution and scientific growth can be explained away in some manner.

Yet, EPS is a tragic failure. In order to understand why it is so, let's have a
look at the controversy from another point of view.

3. Why the analogy doesn't work

In my presentation of the controversy I stepped right into the field where
evolutionary philosophers and their critics debated with each other about whether
the mechanisms of biological evolution and of scientific change are similar to a
sufficiently high degree. Such questions are of interest, of course, but we all know
that they lead nowhere. After all, when are two things sufficiently similar?

In what manner could Popper and Campbell support their claims? In order to
find out whether two processes that are clearly not identical are similar, we have
to start with some general characterization of these processes. Indeed, if we agree
about these characterizations then the question whether these processes are similar
or not can be solved rather easily. The problem is that philosophers do not agree
about the proper characterization of scientific development not about the proper
characterization of biological evolution. The whole idea of applying a Darwinian
story to science is suspect from the start. There are many stories on biological
evolution available in contemporary science, and some are more Darwinian than
others. So which story do evolutionary epistemologists want to apply? Why should
it be a Darwinian one? Or why shouldn't it?

Debates on evolutionary philosophy of science appear to be parasitic on such
disagreements. Philosophers disagree about the structure of science and this will
influence their assessment of the similarities between scientific and biological
development. For instance, Vollmer believes that biological evolution is very
gradual whereas scientific development is usually 'saltatory'. [Vollmer, 1987a, p.
210.] Then we have Campbell who agrees with Vollmer that scientific
development is often radical, but who is also acquainted with the fact that
evolutionists like Stephen Jay Gould have argued that biological evolution is less
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gradual than it was supposed to be. [Campbell, 1987, p. 148/149.] On the other
hand, there are many philosophers who claim that scientific change is usually very
gradual. That is, vis a vis Campbell's claim that the natural selection paradigm can
be generalized to science, we can expect philosophers of science to take up all
kinds of positions, depending upon what they take to be the relevant features of
scientific change and biological evolution.

The situation is analogous to the following case:

A number of people are sitting in room A. In two adjacent rooms Band C there are
two people, respectively mr. Smith and mr. Jones. The people in room A have had
glimpses of both Smith and Jones, but none of them as had a clear view of either Smith
or Jones. Nevertheless, the group in room A is fanatically debating whether Smith
resembles Iones.

The debate on EPS indicates that there are several disagreements about what
biological evolution and scientific development are like. If these disagreements
were resolved, then it is possible that we would conclude that biological and
scientific development are very similar. My point is, however, that the
evolutionary analogy does not help us to resolve these disagreements. The kind of
theories proposed by Campbell and Popper can hardly be seen as contributions to
naturalistic epistemology. The empirical theory of biological evolution is not used
by them in support of their general characterization of scientific development for
they obviously neglect all the interesting empirical details. Indeed, more often
these philosophers use their characterization of scientific development in order to
describe biological evolution. to As a symptom of this, no one expects that Popper
would claim that his philosophy of science is refuted if it turns out that the analogy
between biological and scientific evolution is much weaker than he suspects.
Despite appearances, EPS makes no use of biological theory.

If evolutionary philosophy of science is viable then we should be able to get
some idea about what science is on the basis of biological investigation. If we take
a close look at the origin of the evolutionary perspective on science, then it is clear
that this position is itself nothing but an expression of fallibilism combined with the
assumption that, in spite of its fallibilistic features, science still can be
distinguished from religion and the like. The following two considerations seem to
exhaust the arguments in support of this perspective."

First, no scientist can demonstratively prove what he is saying because of the
problem of induction. As a result of this, the manner in which a scientist arrives at
some hypothesis has no relevance for the adequacy of the hypothesis. Hypothesis
and theories can be understood as mere guesses. They are 'blind'.

'0) Cf. Ruse [1983], p. 146-148; Bradie [1986], p. 430-432.
II) Occassionally, Popper hints at an argument in support of his philosophical position on the basis of

evolutionary theory. For instance, in his [1974a) he suggests that the fallible nature of human
knowledge is a consequence of the ascent of man from animals. Cf. Schilpp, 1974, p. 1059.
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Second, it is possible that you are in a positron to show that some claim of
hypothesis is incorrect. Therefore, in order to be a good scientist one should
produce theories that could, in principle, be shown to be incorrect.

Fallibilism reduces the scientific method to making claims between brackets
(since all scientific claims are hypothetical) and rational criticism between brackets
(because even the 'empirical basis' is vulnerable to error). Although this might be
the correct perspective on science, biological considerations do not play any role in
it. The EPS-theory of science is based on a number of a priori arguments about
theory and evidence, not on an empirical study of biological selection. The
problem of induction might be presented while using actual examples from the
sciences, but it seems to me that it makes a logical point that is completely
independent of these examples. Similarly, Popper's insistence that it is easier to
refute theories than to prove them, is also a logical point, since his claim is based
on the assumption that it is impossible to prove theories.

In the literature it is sometimes suggested that the analogy between biological
change and scientific change can at least serve heuristic purposes." In an attempt
to understand the structure of scientific development, our prior understanding of
biological evolution might point out to us the kind of elements we have to look
for.

Although the heuristic virtues of the evolutionary paradigm appear to be
evident enough, in this context the claim flies right in the face of the evolutionary
philosophers. For if there is one claim about science that they are not willing to let
go, then it is that there is no logic of scientific discovery. This means that one
heuristic device is, in principle, as good as any other. If the main argument in
support of EPS depends on its heuristic virtue, and if theoretical variation is
'blind', then the virtue of heuristic virtue is its blindness.

Here is another analogy. Today philosophers are comparing scientific change
with biological evolution, in a similar vein as in earlier centuries ago when it was
common to talk about a political system by comparing it with organisms. We have
stopped doing the latter, because we have come to the conclusion that questions
about political systems aren't settled by answers concerning organisms, nor the
other way round. If we are willing to take analogies seriously, then we might as
well take this analogy seriously and stop taking the analogy between biological
evolution and theoretical development seriously.

In spite of what a benevolent critic of EPS might say about the heuristic virtues
of the biological analogy, the issue is not about heuristic virtues, and I feel sorry
for the trees that were selected for providing the paper for discussions about such
virtues. If you want heuristic devices for the investigation of science, then I invite
you for a summer-afternoon stroll on the beach during which I will provide you
with some. (Compare the growth of knowledge with the growth of a tree; compare
it with a greek tragedy; compare it with the way you select a meal in an expensive
restaurant; compare it with a match of european football; compare it with what the

(2) See for discussion Bechtel [1984], Bradie [1986], Vollmer [1987a]. Thagard [1988].
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fans of football teams are doing to each other before, during and after the game;
etc.)

If evolutionary philosophy of science is a tenable program in naturalistic
epistemology, then EPS should be able to explain its own virtues. As we have seen
evolutionary philosophers of science cannot fall back on its heuristic virtue. If EPS
is a viable program in naturalistic epistemology, then it is necessary that the main
claims concerning scientific development are testable on the basis of biological
evidence.

I have claimed that these claims actually derive from a priori reasoning. In the
next section I will show that the present state of evolutionary philosophy of science
itself indicates that these claims are not testable in an empirical way (nor in any
other way).

4. The universal fitness of evolutionary philosophy of science

The problem with EPS is that it wrongly suggests that it is a program in
naturalistic epistemology. I have claimed that evolutionary philosophers have failed
to put the naturalistic strategy to work." The points about science they make, are
supported by quasi-logical considerations rather than by biological details. For this
reason, the debate on evolutionary philosophy of science is wrongheaded.
Philosophers should not quarrel with each other about whether biological evolution
is similar to scientific change. Rather, they should concentrate on the main issue,
viz. what is the nature of scientific change. It is useless to quarrel with Popper
about whether scientific change is evolutionary if you accept the main outlines of
Popper's philosophy of science. The failure of EPS lies in its failure to show how
biological theory can provide us with clues about the structure of scientific change.

This isn't the whole story, for one can imagine evolutionary philosophers of
science reacting to my criticism in the following manner:

'" agree with you in several respects. First, you are correct in insisting that we
cannot fall back on heuristic virtues. Second, you are also correct in claiming that
the present consensus in evolutionary philosophy of science was originally motivated
by quasi-logical considerations rather than by biological evidence. However, these

Il) For reasons of exposition I have not referred to the work of Erhard Oeser in the main text. I
believe that his paper "The evolution of scientific method" (1984) is a very thoughtful exposition of
the relation between evolution theory and science. He claims that "our innate cognition apparatus
can be transcended only by aid of the apparatus itself, by a repetition of the original procedure.
This means that scientific method has the same circular structure as the elementary mechanism of
trial and error-elimination that is observable already [in) the lowest animals.· (p. 171) I am dubious
about whether this claim can be adequately defended, but the main point that has to be noticed is
that in his discussion he stresses the dissimilarities between science and evolution more than the
similarities. In the end, the only thing that is common to both is a general trial and error 'strategy'.
Therefore I believe that my criticism of the Popper/Campbell position applies also to this part of
Oeser's position.
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two objections neutralize each other. Precisely because the origins of hypothesis are
inessential, the fact that some evolutionary philosophers of science tend to argue in
a somewhat a priori manner cannot be taken as a vice. The evolutionary perspective
on science puts forward a specific hypothesis, namely that scientific development
and biological development are - to a large degree - similar. This hypothesis is not
put forward for heuristic purposes but as a theory about how things are. The proper
way to discuss this hypothesis is not to expose its alleged a priori foundations, but
to present evidence that refutes the hypothesis. So all your arguments, or quasi-
arguments above, miss the crucial point. "

Once we have reached this formulation of the issue, however, the present state of
EPS uncovers the sterility of the evolutionary approach in the philosophy of
science.

Having become increasingly aware of the dissimilarities between biological
evolution and scientific development, Campbell has reformulated his original
position in a breath-taking manner. He proposes a general Selection Theory that
applies to both biological evolution and to scientific development:

"For Selection Theory, Darwin's natural selection inspires an abstract 'variation-
selective-retention-and-reproduction' algorithm appropriate to all examples of
increased 'fit' between one system and another. Biological evolution is only one
such exemplar. Trial-and-error learning, radar, sonar, computerized problem
solving, and human thought are others. Biological evolution has specifics which may
be biologically necessary but not part of the abstract algorithm. Many theories of
scientific evolution retain in their analog irrelevant biological specifics. A
substantial class of the critics of evolutionary theories of scientific progress (... ) are
criticizing theories of this type in ways which do not apply to Selection Theory."
[Campbell, 1987, p. 143.]

Remember Popper's talk about unfalsifiable theories. How wrong he was (even if
we leave aside the heuristic usefulness of such theories)! For here we have a
wonderful, elegant, universal, abstract Selection Theory which has a perfect
explanatory value, assuming that it is combined with the proper account of what is
specific to its intended range of application, and which will surely survive all
criticism if only because no one will feel any urge to criticize it. The general
Selection Theory claims that any example of increased 'fit', where 'fit' has to be
specified in a manner that is specific to the intended range of application, will be
the result of certain domain-specific variations that have been selected and
reproduced in some domain-specific manner.

While we are at it, here is another theory of the same kind. Let's call it the
Universal Theory of Change. Here is how it goes:

[UTC] Universal Theory of Change:
For any change:
something happened (please fill in the relevant details)
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Thus, evolutionary philosophy not only makes the naturalistic program in
epistemology ridiculous by ignoring the biological details, and forgets to tell us
anything about science apart from stressing, perhaps correctly, the fallibilistic
features of scientific knowledge, but, moreover, instead of letting the EPS-
hypothesis be refuted by the glaring dissimilarities between biological development
and scientific development, the hypothesis is modified so that it cannot be refuted
by any future evidence whatsoever."

To avoid any misunderstanding the question here is not whether Popper's
perspective on science is correct, but whether EPS is a viable program in
naturalistic epistemology. At this point we are in a position to see that this cannot
be the case. The reason is that if we combine naturalistic slogans with Popper's
perspective on science, we wind up with some sort of contradiction. Naturalists
claim that epistemology is part of science. Undoubtedly, philosophy of science
tries to tell us something about science. Accordingly, if naturalists are correct,
then the main messages of the philosophy of science should be applicable to the
philosophy of science itself.

The main message of the Popperian perspective on science is twofold. First,
there is no logic of discovery. As a corollary, we should not get involved in
debates about heuristic values and the like. Second, the crucial feature of a
scientific theory is that it can be refuted by the empirical evidence. By now it
should be clear that neither of these messages is applicable to EPS. While
quarrelling about evolutionary philosophy of science, the debate spins towards
discussing the heuristic value of the Darwinian model. More importantly, the main
messages of the Popperian perspective have recently been reformulated in such a
manner that the only way to criticize this perspective is on the basis of quasi-
logical arguments. The Popperian perspective, especially as it has been formulated
by Campbell, tends to encapsulate itself, holding that it cannot be refuted by
biological or historical details. As a result of this, the main message of this
perspective is not applicable to the perspective itself.

Unfortunately, but illuminatingly, no 'philosophical' 'theory' has ever attained
the same amount of universal fitness as evolutionary philosophy of science and it
surely will survive my sarcasm by centuries. IS

'4) Ton Derksen has, in personal conversation, suggested that Campbell's Universal Theory of
Selection is not, in principle, unfalsifiable since it commits itself to a selectionist instead of
creationist viewpoint. Two points are relevant here. First, I doubt in all sincerity whether the
global selectionist viewpoint is less difficult to falsify than the global creationist viewpoint. Second,
Campbell'S Universal Theory of Selection restricts its range "to all cases of 'increased fit'". If
there is some increased fit, then obviously there has been some sort of selection going on. In
principle, Campbell's theory allows for the possibility that some cases of selection are due to divine
powers. On the other hand, creationists might allow for the possibility that God kept on creating
species to this very moment.

IS) If you insist on being positive about evolutionary philosophy of science, then you might claim that
evolutionary philosophy of science is the appendix of philosophy: useless but useless enough to be
reproduced.
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5. The lakatosian turn

Above I have shown that if we combine the evolutionary approach to the
philosophy of science with the popperian perspective on science, then EPS fails to
be applicable to itself. As a consequence, it is untenable as a program in
naturalistic epistemology.

But suppose we combine the evolutionary approach with some other
perspective. Isn't it possible that in this way we can arrive at a coherent program
after all? With the benefit of hindsight, one can say that EPS-popperian style turns
out to be a research programme in Lakatos' sense. [Lakatos, 1970] It consists of
several claims that are taken to be invulnerable but that are believed to have
heuristic value. Then it tries to generalize these claims to other areas, ending up
with claims like "making comes before selection", and "in going on, one has to go
blindly". Along the way, all kinds of details about scientific change and biological
evolution are discussed, and it is fair to assume that these discussions enable us to
learn something about reality. This suggests that EPS, if combined with a
lakatosian perspective on science, might be a coherent naturalistic program.

As is well-known Lakatos tried to find a middleground between Popper's claim
that science progresses by refutation, and Kuhn's suggestion that science changes
as the result of social pressures. [Lakatos and Musgrave (eds.), 1970.] Lakatos
held that the main criterion for theory-selection is whether a research program that
is built around the theory is progressive or not." The main reason for a scientist
to pursue one program rather than another is, according to Lakatos, that the
program of his choice has proved to be of heuristic value in the past and is likely
to be of heuristic value in the future. Pursuing this program leads to new areas of
research and promises new explanations and solutions.

This leads us to an important complication in my assessment of evolutionary
philosophy of science as a program in naturalistic epistemology. If we grant that
Popper's perspective on science is at odds with naturalistic slogans because
Popper's philosophy cannot be refuted by empirical evidence and that he takes it to
be the crucial feature of scientific theories that they can be refuted by empirical
evidence, then it appears possible to give an outline of an alternative program in
evolutionary philosophy of science. In order to do this, we just have to replace the
Popperian perspective on science by the perspective of Lakatos. After all, Lakatos
does not believe that what makes a theory scientific is that it can be refuted by
empirical evidence, but rather that it is of heuristic value. As a corollary,
evolutionary philosophy of science can be understood as a scientific research
program in spite of its tautologous nature. The main question is not whether

16) Lakatos himself went to some trouble to show that Popper's own perspective was not unlike his
own, but that Popper had been misunderstood by many commentators, including by himself. See
Lakatos [1970]. I have ignored this, following the common interpretation of Popper's philosophy of
science.
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evolutionary philosophy of science works by conjectures and refutations, but
whether evolutionary philosophy of science is of heuristic value.

Now what would EPS-Iakatosian style look like? The hard core consists of
claims like the following:

- there is no logic of discovery in the sense that the manner in which scientists
investigate reality does not guarantee success;
- theories can never be proven to be true, nor can they be proven to be false;
- the distinction between good science and bad science has to be drawn on the
basis of the heuristic value of various programs of research;
- the Darwinian model of biological evolution is applicable to scientific change.

If we make these assumptions then there is prima facie no reason to assume that
this program cannot pass its own tests. This means that one of my objections
against EPS would have been neutralized by making the lakatosian tum.

Although the lakatosian tum has not been made by those philosophers who
propose an evolutionary approach, it appears to me that the lakatosian perspective
offers better prospects for evolutionary philosophy of science than the popperian
perspective. If we look at the way evolutionary philosophy of science is done, then
we fmd that it does not consist of conjectures and refutations, but rather that it is a
research program built around a hard-core. Moreover, Lakatos' claim that theories
are selected on the basis of their heuristic value corresponds better to the
Darwinian model of biological selection than does Popper's claim that theories are
selected by refutation. If a theory is of heuristic value, then it is likely that it will
be reproduced and expanded upon. Such a theory is alive and kicking. The
criterion of heuristic value is the closest epistemological analogue to survival value
available.

A further benefit of EPS-Iakatosian style, is what it would expect to be the net-
effect of theory-selection. In the popperian perspective the realistic assumption that
if there are several alternative theories that are incompatible only one of these can
be correct, does the work. Theory-selection is based upon the assumption that by
refuting theories we will, in the end, construct the true theory, the one that cannot
be refuted no matter how hard we try. Therefore, EPS-popperian style suggests
that the final result of theory-selection will be this theory. Theoretical evolution
will ultimately lead to truth.

It is hard to find an analogue to this in biological evolution. Few scientists
assume that biological evolution will ultimately eliminate all species but one. On
the contrary, the claim that biological evolution encourages the existence of many
species, living alongside each other, is among the best supported in contemporary
science. Using a teleological formulation: the aim of biological evolution is not to
create the one perfect species.

Notice that if we embrace Lakatos' perspective on science, we can reinstate the
balance. Although Lakatos was a realist himself, realistic assumptions play hardly
any role in his philosophy of science. Indeed, his criterion of theory-selection is
compatible with an instrumentalist view on science. This is illustrated by the fact
that Lakatos takes for granted that there usually are several progressive programs.
Since all there is to theory-selection is heuristic value, the realistic assumption that
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only one theory can be the right one, does not playa role in theory-selection. As a
consequence, Lakatos' view on theory selection enables one to draw comparisons
with biological evolution.

Needless to say that I am playing the devil's advocate here. Since my purpose
is not only to show that existing programs in naturalistic epistemology are not
viable, but also that future programs will end in failure, it is necessary for me to
consider programs in evolutionary philosophy of science that are not based on
popperian claims. It appears to me that if we want a naturalistic EPS-program,
then EPS-Iakatosian style is the best available. The lakatosian tum appears to save
evolutionary philosophy of science from the ruins. Of course, I only say this in the
conviction that making the lakatosian tum is not effective either.

As we have seen, it is, in principle, possible that EPS-Iakatosian style passes
its own tests. But this does not mean that it actually passes these tests. Is it
possible to expand the hard core of the program in an interesting manner, or not?
In this context, we have to return to the debate over evolutionary philosophy of
science and ask: is the evolutionary analogy in the philosophy of science
heuristically valuable?

Even if the analogy between Darwin's model and Lakatos' perspective on
science is stronger than the analogy between Darwin's model and Popper's
perspective, then this does not show that the former analogy is of heuristic value.
Under the assumption that Lakatos' criterion for theory selection can be
characterized in such a way that it distinguishes valuable programs from
degenerated programs, it is possible that the lakatosian version of evolutionary
philosophy of science, in the end, fails to satisfy its own demands, just as Popper's
version did. My first argument against this program rests on the claim that it is
likely that this program is degenerative rather than heuristically fruitful.

A program in the philosophy of science is fruitful only if it produces new
claims, problems, or methods to solve problems. The program sketched above can
hardly be expected to do any of these things. I am not being sarcastic when
claiming that any claim that possibly can be made about science, has been made by
now. Consult your favorite library, if you have any doubts about this.

Next, does EPS produce new problems or novel solutions? It appears as if it
does. For instance, until recently few philosophers would not have bothered about
whether theoretical variation is like biological variation." But notice that the
debate on evolutionary philosophy of science was inspired by EPS-popperian style.
EPS-Iakatosian style can hardly claim that this debate shows its program to be
progressive. Moreover, such novel problems might not be of great epistemological
interest. Problems can be interesting and worthwhile without being epistemological
problems. The new problems, put forward by EPS, are only of interest in the

17) We have to be careful here. I would not be surprised if somewhere in the nineteenth century
literature there was produced in the slipstream of darwinism, a detailed comparison between
biological evolution and scientific change can be found. After all, Mach and Spencer made general
comparisons.
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philosophy of science if they are relevant to the central topics in the philosophy of
science. 18 For instance, can a comparison between theoretical and biological
change give us new clues about the way in which theories can be proved to be
true, false, acceptable, indefensible, etc? Can this comparison explain to us what
scientists are doing when they are doing science? It is clear that, on these issues,
EPS has little to tell us. This applies to both the popperian and the lakatosian
program. In both cases the main topics in the philosophy of science are settled
prior to and independent of the similarities or dissimilarities between biological
evolution and theoretical change. In spite of its slogans, evolutionary philosophy of
science has contributed little if anything to our understanding of science. The
darwinian model is superfluous. Everything that can be told about science, can be
told without it. As a consequence, EPS is a degenerative program of research,
which means that it fails to pass the tests of the lakatosian core.

My second argument against EPS-Iakatosian style, rests on the denial of one of
the assumptions of my first argument. In arguing that EPS fails to pass its own
tests, I have assumed, for the sake of the argument, that EPS-lakatosian style
indeed proposes some sort of test. I have taken for granted Lakatos' claim that
good programs can be distinguished from bad programs on the basis of heuristic
value. However, there is reason to doubt whether Lakatos' criterion enables one to
make such a distinction.

Since it is not my intention to discuss Lakatos' philosophy in detail, I will only
show what I take to be one of the consequences of his criterion, if applied to
programs in the philosophy of science."? If we grant that what makes a program
scientific, is that it has, or appears to have, heuristic value, then the result is that
whatever program we pursue, it is unlikely that it fails to be a scientific program.
The suggestions above concerning a stroll on the beach are to be taken seriously.
Anything can have a heuristic value, but, surely, any analogy has a heuristic
value. Comparing science with a football game is just as scientific as comparing it
with biological evolution. In both cases you will find that there are differences and
similarities, and that is worthwhile spelling out these differences and similarities.
As I have indicated above, one can have doubts about whether this is of
epistemological interest, but perhaps we have to be very liberal in this respect.
Once we do this, however, there is little reason to say that comparing theoretical
change to biological evolution is of interest, whereas comparing science with

11) What are central topics in epistemology? The reader might suspect (and at least one reader has
suspected this much) that I am on the brink of begging the issue here. However, the reader will
notice that my examples of 'central topics' here would be readily accepted as central topics by the
evolutionary philosophers of science. Undoubtedly, I would beg the question in some context, but
not in this one. Putting it in terms that might by now be familiar: my criticism is internal to the
position I am criticizing. For those EPS-ers who have other interests, my second objection against
EPS-lakatosian style can be put to work. See below.

'9) The weak spot in Lakatos' methodology of research programs is, of course, that we can quarrel
about whether some program produces 'new facts', especially if we acknowledge that a theory does
not lead to 'new facts' only because we conjunct it with some arbitrary statement that was not
available before.
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selecting a meal in an expensive restaurant is not. Every which way you win.
Indeed, the heuristic value of an analogy is inexhaustible. Once you start
comparing things, you can go on forever. No matter whether the analogy is good
or bad, you will always find some new facts.

The net result of the lakatosian turn is that evolutionary philosophy of science
will, at most, be one among many alternative research programs in the philosophy
of science. It cannot monopolize the field. Besides evolutionary philosophy of
science, we have gastronomic philosophy of science ("selecting theories is like
selecting meals"), aesthetic philosophy of science ("the criteria for theory selection
reflect aesthetic values, like elegance and beauty"), meteorological philosophy of
science ("the development of science is like the change of seasons"), ludological
philosophy of science ("science is like a game of chess, some data have to be
handled in this way, other data have to be handled in another way"), and suicidal
philosophy of science ("theories commit suicide by producing inconsistencies").
Saving evolutionary philosophy of science by making the lakatosian turns commits
you to acknowledging that there are many alternative programs in the philosophy
of science. This is, of course, what comes of it if you adopt a perspective on
science that concentrates on heuristic val ue. 20

An adherent of EPS-Iakatosian style, has to face the following dilemma. If he
constructs Lakatos' criterion in such a way that it has a sting, then his program is
stung by it. But if he constructs the criterion Jiberal\y, then no program is stung by
it. In both cases, there is little reason to naturalize epistemology by pursuing EPS.

Matters get even worse. Suppose that there is a program in the philosophy of
science that is heuristically valuable, but the core of which is incompatible with the
core of a lakatosian program. In that case, the lakatosian perspective on science
cannot produce any reason for dropping this alternative program, as we have seen
above. Next assume that the core of this alternative program is that in science
there are no rules for theory-selection or -production. The core, if you insist on
calling it that, consists of radical anarchistic slogans, like 'anything goes', or 'in
science everything is allowed, just like outside science'. Those readers who are
familiar with the work of Paul Feyerabend will appreciate that such a core is, in a
sense, heuristically fruitful. Think of the interesting historical tales told by him and
his followers. So we have here a program which passes Lakatos' criterion while
automatically passing its own 'test', since it says that there is none.

:ID) Since I acknowledge that my two arguments against EPS-Iakatosian style are not of one piece, the
reader might suspect that my arguments suffer from overkill. This is not the case. It is in principle
possible to balance the two arguments, by combining them. The main argument is simply that if we
try to use Lakatos' criterion liberally, then evolutionary philosophy of science cannot monopolize
the field, while if we press a less liberal criterion evolutionary philosophy of science fails to pass
the lest. Nevertheless, I have stressed the friction between my arguments in order to point out that
my objections against EPS (and against any naturalistic program) will depend upon the details of
this program. I try to criticize these programs from within. As a consequence, there is no danger of
overkill. Rather, we have to 'kill' several different opponents, using the means offered by them.
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Many commentators on Lakatos have argued that in spite of his good intentions,
his attempts to avoid methodological anarchism fails. The present discussion
supports this verdict. The lakatosian core does not provide us with the means to
attack a relativistic program that is heuristically fruitful. Given the fact that there
are relativistic programs that are heuristically fruitful, Lakatos' account of science
asks us to accept these relativistic programs.

In this context, it is important to notice that evolutionary philosophy cannot
avoid methodological anarchy either. A program in EPS does not have the means
to attack relativism. If this is so, then there is the danger that this program is,
implicitly, relativistic itself. It would not be a great surprise if this turns out to be
the case. The criterion of heuristic value cannot bear the burden of distinguishing
good science from bad science, nor cannot it distinguish good philosophy of
science from bad philosophy of science.

Since evolutionary philosophers of science would feel awkward when
confronted with this relativistic consequence, I assume that my discussion here
amounts to an effective reductio of evolutionary philosophy of science. Of course,
there is at least one gap in my arguments. If an evolutionary epistemologists is
willing to embrace relativism, then my objections are powerless. [Munevar, 1981]
Therefore, I will have to give independent arguments against relativism in order to
fill this gap.

6. Concluding remarks

In chapter three I have presented two strategies for assessing a program in
naturalistic epistemology. The first strategy sets out to show that the program leads
to many solutions rather than to one, which is not what we had hoped for. The
second strategy attempts to show that the problems discussed in this program are
not related to other main topics in epistemology.

In this chapter I have used another strategy in assessing naturalistic programs.
If an epistemological program is to be a naturalistic one, then we can demand that
it passes its own test. I have shown that in the case of popperian EPS, the resulting
program can never pass its own test. Next, I have argued that EPS-Iakatosian style
does not pass its own test, or that if it passes its own test, than most programs will
pass the test also. Along the way, I have indicated that evolutionary philosophers
of science will hardly be able to counter relativism. The only manner in which
they could do this, is by proposing severe tests, but it is difficult to understand
how they can do this without failing to pass these tests themselves.

My discussion has pointed out another important flaw in the naturalistic
slogans. In chapter two I resisted the temptation to object to naturalism on the
basis of the various disagreements that existed in the naturalistic camp. However,
in this chapter I want to stress that, although these disagreements do not undermine
naturalism, they do undermine the uncritical use of such slogans. Any naturalistic
program will have to pass its own test. Now, we can allow naturalists to put
forward the standards for good science gradually, that is while developing their
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programs, but we should not allow them to knock us of our chairs with bold
naturalistic slogans before they have developed their programs far enough to apply
their standards to their own programs. In the present circumstances, this
undermines the pragmatic lure of naturalism.

Finally, this chapter indicated that it is possible that, in order to ensure that a
naturalistic program passes its own tests, it has to tone down its criteria for theory-
selection. This being done, it becomes questionable whether any such criteria are
necessary. It is possible that in order to make a naturalistic program coherent,
naturalists have to embrace relativism. Since at this point of our discussion I
expect relativism to be out of the question, naturalism is out of the question also.
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CHAPTER FIVE
WEAK NATURALISM: RELIABILISM

1. Introduction

Weak: naturalism combines naturalistic and traditional elements, usually by allotting
an important role to a conceptual analysis of key epistemic concept. In the last two
decades epistemological reliabilism has won many supporters, notably A.M.
Armstrong, Fred Dretske, Alvin Goldman and Frederick Schmitt. I These authors
defend the reliabilistic perspective on knowledge with orthodox means but claim in
addition that it can be developed further by empirical research. This chapter explores
the possible contribution to epistemology of research programs that are set against a
reliabilistic background. The first sections illustrate how the reliabilist theory of
knowledge suggests ways for naturalizing various epistemological problems. In later
sections it will be argued that, in the reliabilistic setting, naturalistic programs cannot
get off the ground.

The arguments presented here are not directed at the reliabilist theory of
knowledge. The sole purpose of this chapter is to show that a reliabilist theory of
knowledge does not render interesting results when it is used as the basis for
naturalistic programs in epistemology. This has important consequences for my
presentation. Reliabilistic theories typically consist of two components. The first is
a reliabilistic condition of justified belief or knowledge. The second consists of extra
clauses that protect the reliabilistic core from various counter-examples. For reasons
of exposition, my discussion will largely ignore these extra clauses. However,
towards the end of this chapter I will indicate that my arguments against the
naturalistic programs that are based on the reliabilistic model can be put forward even
more swiftly if these extra clauses are taken into account.

In general, the dilemma that confronts naturalistic reliabilists is that they either
have to neutralize a principle that is crucial in their arguments in support of
reliabilism, or have to accept that they cannot substantiate their reliabilistic model.

I) Cf. Armstrong [1973], Dretske [1969] and [1981], Goldman [1979] and [1986], Schmitt [1983] and
[1984), Hannan [1973], [1980) and (1986); Nozick (1981); Swain [1981); Sosa [1980] and [1983).
Annis [1982) also defends naturalism while inclining towards reliabilism. Grandy (1980) and Sahlin
(1990) argue that the main message of contemporary reliabilism had already been stated in Ramsey
(1929).
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2. Reliabilism and traditional theories of knowledge

Reliabilism is an interesting version of weak naturalism, not just because it has so
many distinguished adherents but also because some reliabilists, notably Alvin
Goldman, explicitly distinguish the contribution of the empirical sciences and of non-
empirical investigation. This reflects the antecedents of contemporary reliabilism.
Reliabilism grew out of the tradition in which one of the main jobs for epistemology
was believed to be an analysis of the concepts knowledge and justification. The
reliabilistic characterization of these key epistemic concepts was put forward as an
alternative to the standard analyses.

Standard analyses took for granted that the justification of beliefs is essentially a
quasi-logical relation between the various propositions a cognizer believes to be true.
A typical example is Blanshard's theory of knowledge that holds that a cognizer S is
only justified in believing that P is the case if the other propositions believed to be
true by S entail that P is the case. [Blanshard, 1939] A similar, but less restrictive
characterization of what makes a belief justified underlies the coherence theories of
Lehrer and Bonjour. [Lehrer, 1974; BonJour, 1985] Foundationalist theories, like
Chisholm, also stressed that justification is a logical relation between propositions.
[Chisholm, 1966; 1982]2

Reliabilism was mainly inspired by two objections to the standard analysis." First,
the traditional view on justification commits one to accepting either an infinite
justificatory regress or a circular justification of beliefs. If S's belief that p is the case
is justified because S also believes some other propositions to be true, then whether
he is in fact justified in believing that p is the case will depend on whether he is
justified in believing these other propositions to be true. But in order for S to be
justified in believing these propositions he apparently has to be justified in believing
yet further propositions, and so on.

Foundationalists try to end the regress by claiming that some beliefs are self-
justifying, but the idea of self-justification remained mystifying in spite of the efforts
to make sense of it. If only incorrigible beliefs can justify themselves it turns out that
there are few if any self-justifying beliefs. [Sellars, 1956; Lehrer, 1974] On the other
hand, to stipulate that amidst all our corrigible beliefs there is a special class the
members of which can justify themselves in spite of their being corrigible, smacks of
special pleading.

Alternatively, coherentists claim that the regress can be avoided if the arrow of
justification can go both ways. Although S's belief that p is the case plays a role in
the justification of S's belief that q is the case, S's belief that q is the case can also
play a role in the justification of S's belief that p is the case. According to

2)

l)
A recent overview of the state of the art in coherence theories is Bender (ed.) (1989).
For a representative presentation of these objections, see Goldman [1967] and [1979], Kornblith [1980]
and [1985]. Similar objections underlie the analyses of perceptual knowledge proposed in Dretske
[1969] and Dretske [1981). Reliabilism was also motivated as a solution to Gettler-problems, but this
was not pivotal since other theories usually were able to solve these problems with extra clauses. Cf.
Lehrer [1986] and [1988].
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coherentists, it would be enough if S's beliefs mutually support each other. But the
attempt to make circular justification respectable was not too successful. The
coherence theory of knowledge reminded philosophers of the coherence theory of
truth. The latter suggested the possibility of making claims true by rearranging the
system of beliefs. This was unacceptable to most philosophers. Similarly, the
possibility of justifying beliefs by rearranging one's system of beliefs did not have a
great appeal. A plausible explanation is that accepting circular justification would
render it relatively easy to justify whatever beliefs one wants to justify and that this
consequence could not be reconciled with the assumption that knowledge is true
justified belief, since knowledge was not be believed to be the kind of thing that could
be acquired that easily.

The second objection against the standard view of justification, was that it did not
mention the causal history of beliefs. Apparently, whether someone was justified in
believing something, did not depend upon the manner in which he had come to
believe this. Reliabilists claimed that there were numerous counterexamples to this
part of the standard view. Imagine that Ronald believes that all bachelors are lonely,
that John is a bachelor, and that John is lonely. Under the assumption that Ronald is
justified in believing that all bachelors are lonely and that John is a bachelor, the
standard view implies that Ronald is justified in believing that John is lonely. But it
is possible that in spite of the logical relation between the various propositions Ronald
believes to be true, his belief that John is lonely is not motivated by these other
beliefs. In that case these beliefs could hardly have played a crucial role in the
justification of Ronald's belief that John is lonely. According to reliabilists, such
examples refute the standard view on justification.

Reliabilism sets out to avoid the danger of regress and circularity by the stressing
the role of the causal history in the justification of beliefs. Beliefs are claimed to
originate out of all kinds of processes that 'take place in the brain. Some of these
processes, like the process which instantiates the deduction of a conclusion from one
or more premisses, can be said to have a propositional structure, other brain
processes lack such a propositional structure. But if they are reliable, both kinds of
processes can be pivotal for justification and knowledge.

Within the reliabilist camp there are two alternative theories of knowledge
available. The first theory, that can be abstracted from the work of Armstrong,
Dretske and Swain, contains the following condition for knowing:

[RICK] Reliable Indication Condition of Knowledge:
If S knows that p is the case then it is impossible for S to believe that p is the
case ifp were not the case. [Armstrong, 1973; Swain, 1981a; Dretske, 1981]

If S knows that p is the case, the fact that S believes that p is the case is a reliable
indicator of the fact that p is the case. This condition does not refer explicitly to the
causal origins of S's belief that p, but does so implicitly because it does not state that
the fact that it is impossible for S to believe that p is the case if it were not the case
should be a consequence of the logical relation between S's other beliefs. The
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alternative reliabilist theory of knowledge, defended mainly by Goldman and Schmitt,
is more explicit about the role of causal processes and contains the following
condition:

[RPCK] Reliable Process Condition of Knowledge:
If S knows that p is the case then S's belief that p is the case is caused by a
reliable process (or method). [Goldman, 1979 and 1986; Schmitt, 1983 and
1984]

For a proper understanding of these conditions, another principle is crucial. This
principle can be formulated as:

[EP) Externalist Principle (Goldman/Schmitt):
In order for S to know that p is the case it is not necessary for S to know that
the processes that caused him to believe that p is the case are in fact reliable.
[Goldman, 1980]

or alternatively as:

[EP*) Externalist Principle (Dretske/ Annstrong):
In order for S to know that p is the case it is not necessary for S to know that
it is impossible for him to believe that p is the case if p were nor the case.
[Dretske, 1971, 1981a]

By combining one of the reliabilist theories with the corresponding externalist
principle a reliabilist not only blocks the counter-examples mentioned above, but
appears to point out a natural stopping place for the justificatory regress. If Ronald's
perceptual organs are generally reliable then he might know that John wears a hat if
this belief of his is caused by perceptual processes even if Ronald does not know what
processes lead him to believe this nor whether they are reliable. Alternatively, if it
is impossible for Ronald to believe that John wears a hat if John would not wear a
hat, then he might know that John wears a hat even if Ronald does not know (cannot
prove) that it is impossible that John does not wear a hat.

The two reliabilist theories are not equivalent in all respects. The discussion below
is modelled on the Goldman/Schmitt approach. Only ifthe difference between the two
approaches is relevant for assessing the prospects of naturalistic reliabilism the
Armstrong/Dretske approach will be referred to.

3. Reliabilism as a version of weak naturalism

It has been noted that the first field of epistemological research is not naturalized by
reliabilists. The problem of the nature of knowledge is not solved by an empirical
study of nature, but by analyzing the consequences of proposed conditions of
knowledge and justification and confronting these conditions with imaginary examples.
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Moreover, this evaluation of epistemological claims is set against the background of
certain general epistemological assumptions." One example of this is the assumption
that a theory of knowledge should not lead to a justificatory regress. Another example
is the Extemalist Principle, that is obviously put forward as an attempt to block the
regress. It is unlikely that such "principles" result from empirical investigation.

On the other hand, the other fields of epistemological research can be naturalized
within this perspective. Goldman is explicit on this point:

"When correct accounts are given of knowledge, justification, and other pertinent
epistemic concepts, it emerges that the empirical study of belief genesis becomes most
relev[a)nt to epistemology. [... ) Although foundational questions [in epistemology) may
be autonomous, substantive individual and social epistemology need help from other
disciplines." [Goldman, 1986, p. 7-9)

This section will indicate how a reliabilist theory of knowledge appears to make
plausible suggestions for naturalizing the other fields of epistemological research.

3.1. Reliabilism and justification

Within reliabilism there are two approaches to the topic of justification. Dretske and
Armstrong concentrate on an analysis of knowledge and usually ignore justification.
Probably their motivation is that they either do not believe that it is necessary for
analytical purposes to distinguish a specific class of beliefs that are justified but that
do not involve knowledge or that they do not believe that knowledge involves being
justified in having some belief. [Dretske, 1981, p. 85]. Goldman and Schmitt, on the
other hand, assume that the notion of justified belief is necessary and set out to give
a detailed account of it.

lt is possible that the disagreement is marginal. From the conditions proposed by
Dretske and Armstrong it should be possible to construct a theory of justified belief.
Dretske [1971] states that in order to know that p is the case, a cognizer needs to
have conclusive reasons for believing that p is the case. It is possible to distinguish
levels between conclusive reasons and stupid reasons, so Dretske would not betray his
purposes if he allows for a level of good but not necessarily conclusive reasons.
Armstrong [1973] does not mention justification either, but presents the matter in
terms of reasons or evidence, and he can - without any risk - allow for an
intermediary level, too.

') Alvin Goldman appears to believe that the theory of knowledge can also be naturalized. At the start
of his [1979) he suggests that the purpose of his analysis is to structure commonsensical beliefs about
justification and given the role of examples in his analysis, one might conclude that he holds that a
theory of knowledge is just a classification of our epistemic intuitions about these examples. However,
in that paper Goldman is dealing exclusively with the notion of justification. In any case, other
reliabilists explicitly attack the idea that a theory of knowledge classifies our epistemic intuitions. See
Schmitt (1981) for a critique of Goldman's suggestion.
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However, Schmitt insists that "[t]he notion of reliable indication may be appropriate
for the analysis of knowledge, but not for the analysis of justification.· [Schmitt,
1981, p. 409] Goldman who proposed a reliable indication theory of knowledge in the
seventies has also proposed a theory of justified belief, which indicates that he agrees
with Schmitt in this.

The theory of justification Goldman and Schmitt have in mind contains the
following condition:

[RCl] Reliability Condition of Justification:
If S is justified in believing that p is the case then S's belief that p is the case
is caused by a reliable process (or method). [Goldman, 1979; Schmitt, 1983r

This is the answer to what Goldman calls 'a foundational question' but a more
substantial contribution would be to find out precisely which processes are reliable
and which are not. Reliabilists assume that this is a task for empirical investigation.
Thus, empirical investigation becomes necessary in order to substantiate the general
reliabilist theory of knowledge.

Reliabilists usually compare the question whether some cognitive process is
reliable to the question whether, for instance, some instrument of measurement is
reliable. If someone wants to find out whether his watch is reliable, then the way to
do this is to compare it with various other clocks and watches. Of course, some of
these other clocks might be unreliable but people assume that this complication can
be neutralized by comparing lots of clocks and watches. It is less likely that two
clocks that are unreliable give the same time than that two reliable clocks give the
same time.

In a similar manner one can investigate the reliability of cognitive processes. If
I want to know whether my memory is reliable, or in what circumstances it is
reliable, I can ask an amateur movie-maker to record everything that happens to me
on a sunny day in July, then try to describe these events and use his recordings to see
to what degree my memory was accurate. It is also easy to see that I can vary the
circumstances as much as I like. For instance, I could try to bring back these events
to my mind after one day or after two years; I could investigate whether the
emotional setting influences my ability to rehearse the events, and so on. And, of
course, I could ask another person to compare my descriptions with the recordings
in order to avoid personal bias. This kind of investigation is easy to imagine, and
contemporary psychology is full of it.

Within the reliabilist perspective the role of theory of knowledge is to point out
to us what kind of things we have to look for in epistemological research. This being
done, it is the task of empirical science to find the things we are looking for. Ideally,

Both Goldman and Schmitt add further clauses to their respective theories of justified belief, providing
for cases in which a cognizer might have used some other reliable process in arriving at beliefs. These
addenda are illuminating in the context of this chapter, but I will postpone explaining why to a later
section.
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science would ultimately provide us with a list that orders processes on the basis of
their degree of reliability,"

The examples above concentrate upon the role played by cognitive processes that
are in some manner related to, or perhaps even identical with, processes in the brain.
Reliabilists often make use of similar examples in explaining their position. This does
not mean, however, that reliabilism has to restrict itself to psychological research.
There is no reason to assume that the reliabilist perspective cannot accommodate
cognitive processes that are related to social structure instead of psychological
structure. Goldman has tried to develop a truly social epistemology and claims that
it complements his psychologically oriented epistemics. [Goldman 1987a; 1987b]
Similarly, the reliabilist approach could lead to a detailed methodology.

3.2. Reliabilism and methodological rules

The reliabilist program opens a naturalistic perspective on methodology. Reliabilists
have noted themselves that reliabilism can elucidate the normative dimension of
epistemology by producing a set of hypothetical imperatives for scientific
investigation." As a first approximation the following general methodological rule is
proposed:

[RMR] Reliabilist Methodological Rule:
If you want to acquire true beliefs (or theories), then you should make use of
reliable methods and processes.

This rule can be understood as truly imperative, since it is not only ill-advised, but
obviously irrational to make use of unreliable methods in the search for truth. On the
other hand, the imperative is hypothetical or conditional, since it is valid only in those
cases in which a cognizer or scientist strives for truth. As a corollary to this, a
disagreement about the proper goals of investigation may lead to a disagreement on
the level of hypothetical imperatives."

The reliabilist strategy with regard to the normative dimension of knowledge and
justification appears to circumvent any danger of the naturalistic fallacy. Philosophers
who insist that norms cannot be based upon facts usually give examples of what they

6)

7}

The contribution of empirical science can go further than this. Science should also tell us what
processes or methods are available to us in what circumstances. Schmitt would probably say that
science has to tell us also what amount of 'cognitive energy' is spent in using some process and
method. See Schmitt [1984], p. 10-11. My critique is not directed at such attempts.
Cf, Goldman [1978] and [1986]. Larry Laudan has made a similar proposal in his [1984] and in later
papers on normative naturalism. See Laudan [1987] and [1990]. Firth [1981] stresses the ethical
analogy in comparing reliabilism with rule-utilitarianism in ethics.
Cf. Laudan [1984] for an extensive discussion on the relation between the axiological and the
methodological level. Although Laudan endorses strong naturalism, he does not see a conflict in using
analytical strategies in naturalistic investigation. Compare Doppelt [1990] and Laudan [1990] on this
issue.

I)
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take to be categorical imperatives. In restricting the range of methodological rules
reliabilists appear to undermine one of the main arguments against naturalistic
epistemology according to which naturalizing norms would involve committing the
naturalistic fallacy." Indeed, if we accept the manner in which Immanuel Kant
distinguished hypothetical and categorical imperatives, then this reliabilist strategy is
effective, since Kant explicitly claimed that hypothetical imperatives can be specified
by empirical science. Under the assumption that we have common goals and values
(e.g. truth), the question is in what manner we can realize these goals, and it is
plausible that this question has to be answered by an empirical assessment of the
suitability of the several alternatives methods and processes available to us.

3.3. Reliabilism and the limits of human knowledge

Since in most analyses of knowledge having knowledge entails having a justified belief
and reliabilism relates the justification of beliefs to the reliability of methods and
processes, the problem of the scope and limits of knowledge is related to the question
whether there are reliable methods and processes.

The standard answer to this question is affirmative. Reliabilists typically object to
global skepticism, which means that they claim that at least with regard to certain
propositions human beings are in a position to use some reliable method or process
in determining whether these propositions are true or false. Nevertheless, reliabilists
are somewhat evasive when it comes to showing why global skepticism is incorrect.
In this, they tend to follow the advise ofG.E. Moore and W.V.O. Quine, who both
claim, albeit for different reasons, that global skepticism should not be taken too
seriously. [Moore, 1939; Quine, 1980]

Reliabilism doesn't entail that global skepticism is incorrect. It is possible that
there are no reliable processes or methods available to human cognizers. In that case,
both reliabilism and global skepticism might be correct. But if reliabilism is correct,
then it follows that no one can know that global skepticism is correct. In order to
know this, one would have to believe that global skepticism is correct on the basis of
some reliable process or method. Since there are, e:t hypothesi, no reliable processes
or methods, such knowledge is impossible.

On the other hand, a reliabilist theory of knowledge allows for the possibility to
know that global skepticism is incorrect, if it is incorrect. For if it is incorrect, then
someone's belief that it is incorrect could be based upon some reliable process or
method, and, ignoring the other conditions of knowing for a moment, such a person
could know that global skepticism is incorrect.

9) Brown [1987) argues that a naturalist does not have to restrict himself to hypothetical imperatives in
order to escape the naturalistic fallacy. This interesting suggestion could be supported by showing that
axiological disagreements can be settled in a quasi-empirical manner. According to Laudan,
disagreements on the axiological level can also be resolved in a quasi-empirical manner. Against that
background it is difficult to understand why Laudan, who holds that axiological disagreements can be
settled in this manner, still believes that epistemology can at most propose hypothetical imperatives.
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This is an interesting asymmetry. On closer inspection, we find that this asymmetry
results from the Extemalist Principle. to A person can believe that there is some
reliable method and that global skepticism is incorrect on the basis of a reliable
method. The Externalist Principle allows for the possibility that he knows that
skepticism is incorrect without knowing what method he has been using or whether
it is reliable.

Reliabilists seldomly discuss less global versions of skepticism. Yet reliabilism is
not at odds with all versions of local skepticism. If the reliability of processes and
methods can be assessed by empirical means it might be possible to argue in support
of a version of local skepticism. Suppose that we can isolate some set of claims, e.g.
claims about what Gorbatchov's intentions are with regard to world politics. It is
plausible that to residents of the western world no reliable processes or methods are
available for determining whether these claims are true or false. In that case
reliabilism would lead to a version of skepticism that is restricted to a class of claims
as well as to a class of cognizers.

In general reliabilism doesn't have to be silent when it comes to the limits of
knowledge. That reliabilists do not discuss skepticism very often is probably due to
their belief that other items on their agenda are more worthwhile, at least for the
present.

4. Problems for reliabilism

Despite its overall attractiveness, reliabilism has not been universally accepted." The
main objections have to do with the notion of reliability, the individuation of belief-
forming processes and the threat of circularity.

10) My reconstruction of this asymmetry is somewhat idiosyncratic. Winblad [1989] traces the asymmetry
to specific conditions of the reliabilistic theory of justified belief. This condition renders it possible that
even a belief that is based on a reliable process is not justified, namely in the case that the cognitive
state of the cognizer undermines the permission to use this reliable process. For instance, if the
cognitive state of S is such that it does not permit S to use inductive arguments then inductive
arguments cannot justify any of S's beliefs independent of whether such arguments are reliable.
Winblad then goes on showing that the asymmetry results from this condition. In his reply to Winblad,
Goldman [1989] accepts this analysis. However, the condition referred to by Winblad is part of the
machinery developed by Goldman to avoid specific Geuier-like counter-examples. At this point in my
discussion, only the original core of reliabilistic theories is available, and the asymmetry had to be
traced to the externalist principle, which happened to be possible.

II) For critical discussions of reliabilism see BonJour (1980) and [1985], Firth [1981], Lehrer & Cohen
[1983], Putnam [1982], Feldman [1985], Foley (1985), Ginet (1985), Luper-Foy [1985], Winblad
[1989], Shope [1989]. Most of these authors concentrate on whether the reliabilist theory of knowledge
and justification is viable, usually against the background of the work of Goldman. Although I will
occasionally refer to their criticisms in the ensuing sections the tenability of reliabilism is not what is
immediately at stake here. Even if my claims sound similar to the claims of the critics, they are
primarily directed not at the reliability theory of knowledge but at the naturalistic program based on
such a theory.
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4.1. Processes and reliability

4.1.1. The notion of reliability
~

Much has been written on the notion of reliability used by reliabilists. Actually,
several such notions are used. Goldman and Schmitt stress the role of the causal
history of beliefs in epistemic evaluation. Dretske, on the other hand, insists that the
causal history is not crucial to whether some belief involves knowledge.'? As a
result, Goldman concentrates on the reliability of belief-forming processes, and
Dretske discusses the reliability of the beliefs themselves.

Reliabilists like Goldman and Schmitt embrace a probabilistic notion of rellability,
According to them, a process is reliable if and only if it produces true beliefs in most
circumstances or if it has the propensity to lead to true beliefs. [Goldman, 1979;
Schmitt, 1983] A process can be reliable even if jt occasionally leads to false beliefs.
On the other hand Dretske and Armstrong propose a nomological notion of reliability,
according to which a process is reliable if and only if it necessarily produces true
beliefs. [Armstrong, 1973; Dretske, 1969 and 1981] Bearing in mind that Goldman
en Schmitt put forward a theory of knowledge as well as a theory of justified belief,
the disagreement may be neutralized by Goldman's distinction between global and
local reliability, where local reliability can be compared to reliable indication and
global reliability to the (overall) reliability of processes. [Goldman, 1986]

Both approaches encounter their own speci fie problems. The nomological notion
of reliability employs the notion of a law of nature, and this notion is the source of
much controversy in philosophy of science. The probabilistic notion of reliability
urges a statistical approach in assessing the reliability of processes, and this is also
the source of much controversy in philosophy. Furthermore. it is possible that the
disagreement in the reliabilist camp reflects disagreements of a more general,
metaphysical nature. The Goldman/Schmitt approach is more humean than the
Dretskel Armstrong approach." In the context of this discussion, however, only the
epistemological differences between the two approaches are relevant.

First, there is a difference in degree. Goldman and Schmitt ordinarily individuate
processes irrespectively of the circumstances in which they are applied but Armstrong
and Dretske would hold that the circumstances in which the cognizer uses some
process largely determine what process is used."

t2) Cf. Goldman (1967) for his original 'causal theory of knowledge' which he developed in later work;
compare Dretske's remarks on the difference between a causal analysis and an informational analysis
in the first chapters of his (1981).

tl) This does not entail that the proposals made by reliabilists are incompatible with one another. Indeed,
it may well be that the bulk of they are equivalent in the sense that they lead to the same results in all
circumstances. Lycan [1979) compares the various proposals on the basis of subjunctive conditionals
and suggests that the differences between these proposals are slight.

to) Schmin (1983) suggests that we need to individuate processes on the basis of the content of the
resulting beliefs. This means that with regard to most process types there will only occur ooe token
of this type. But the difference with Dretske and Armstrong remains. Schmitt's process type can be
reliable even if some of its tokens do not lead to true beliefs. Even in the case where the only actual

122



Goodman's discussion of induction can illustrate the consequences of this. He showed
that there is a difference between inductive arguments that make use of projectible
predicates, and inductive arguments that do not make use of projectible predicates.
Assume that the first kind of inductive arguments cannot fail to produce true beliefs,
whereas the second kind sometimes produce true beliefs but not always. Adding up
the scores, it is possible that inductive arguments in general produce true beliefs most
of the time. In that case, Goldman and Schmitt might say that using inductive
arguments, sliced broadly, is a reliable method. But Armstrong and Dretske would
say that using inductive arguments, sliced broadly, is unreliable. Only inductive
arguments that make use of projectible predicates are reliable. IS

Second, according to Goldman and Schmitt an assessment of the reliability of
some process would not give us an answer to the question whether some belief that
resulted from this process, is in fact true. On the other hand, Armstrong and Dretske
would claim that in determining whether some process is reliable or not, we would
also determine whether a particular belief that resulted from this process is true or
not. Thus, if [RCJ] is combined with the nomological notion of reliability, then it
would follow that to show that some belief is justified amounts to showing that this
belief is true and, furthermore, to showing that it is (physically) impossible that this
belief is false. The problem of the justification of beliefs would then be identical to
the problem of validation.

Thirdly, because of this, one can hardly expect that the Dretske/Armstrong
approach leads to the specification of a set of reliable processes and methods. Since
their approach relates justification to validation, and since contemporary philosophers
believe that it is impossible to validate our empirical beliefs, adherents of the
Dretske/Armstrong approach would not feel confident enough to specify a set of
reliable processes and methods. Within the Dretske/Armstrong approach the
naturalization of the topic of justification is undermined by the widely accepted
assumption that empirical investigation cannot give a validation of empirical beliefs
without becoming viciously circular.

On the other hand, since Goldman and Schmitt do not contlate the two problems,
they can allow themselves to produce such a set. A tempting conclusion is that if
reliabilism wants to offer a background for the naturalization of the third field of
epistemological research, then it has to embrace a probabilistic notion of reliability.

token of a type leads to a false belief, the process type might be reliable in that it has the propensity
to lead to true beliefs. Goldman also occasionally individuates process less broadly, but has not made
this into a habit.

1» In this example I assume that projectibility is not a feature of our language but a feature of the world
we are talking about, i.e. a feature of the circumstances we are in.
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4.1.2. The slicing problem

Some critics of reliabilism have pointed out an interesting dilemma that has not been
resolved by reliabilists. Within the approach of Goldman and Schmitt reliability is a
feature of process-types. This leads to the slicing problem."

If processes and methods are individuated in a broad manner and if a list is made
of the beliefs that resulted from each process and if the best theory available is used
to count how many of these are true, then it is to be expected that most processes will
tum out to be unreliable. For instance, although it is possible that inductive arguments
lead, in general, to true beliefs, it is extremely unlikely.

Belief-forming processes can be made more reliable, however, by slicing them
into several types. Individuating inductive arguments on the basis of the distinction
between projectible and non-projectible predicates probably will increase the overall
reliability of at least one of the resulting process-types. The question is, of course,
whether epistemologists can permit themselves to slice processes to ensure that some
processes are reliable.

This strategy would have two unsatisfying consequences. First, refining the slicing
technique would make it more difficult to apply it. People usually succeed in
recognizing inductive arguments as inductive arguments, but they would have a hard
job in recognizing inductive arguments that employ projectible predicates as inductive
arguments that employ projectible predicates. After all, one element of Goodman's
new riddle of induction was that we cannot distinguish sound inductive arguments
from stupid inductive arguments independently of the reliability of these respective
arguments.

Second, there is the danger that our method of individuation would result in
process types that have but a few instantiations. If epistemologists are free to
individuate process types in order to ensure that there are at least a few reliable
processes, then why should they not be free to individuate process types in such a
way that any belief that is justified (due to the reliability of the process used) is also
true (and vice versa)?

The main reason why slicing process too narrowly would be ill-advised for a
reliabilist of the Goldman-type is that he wants to substantiate his reliabilistic
perspective. Slicing processes too narrowly renders the Goldman/Schmitt approach
indistinguishable from the Armstrong/Dretske approach. It has already been shown
that the latter approach cannot naturalize all fields of epistemological research,
including those fields that are on the agenda of Goldman and Schmitt.

What is needed in order to avoid these undesired results is a method of
individuating processes and methods in a manner that does not refer to the truth-value
of the beliefs that result from it. To date, however, reliabilists have failed to develop
such a slicing technique.

16) The problem is discussed in great detail in Feldman [1985] who refers to it as the "Generality
Problem". It is also discussed in Goldman [1979], Foley [I985jand Papineau [1987].
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4.1.3. A naturalistic solution

The two problems discussed above are both related to the manner in which cognitive
processes and methods are to be individuated. Although some philosophers believe
that these problems are very tricky, within the naturalistic perspective there is an easy
way out for the reliabilist. After all, the individuation of processes and methods can
be delegated to empirical sciences such as psychology or perhaps even sociology. The
two problems given above are tricky only if we assume that processes and methods
are to be individuated on the basis of certain epistemological criteria or against the
background of specific epistemological purposes (e.g. to avoid skepticism). But,
within the naturalistic perspective, this assumption would be awkward indeed.

Acknowledging this is solving the problems. Within the naturalistic perspective the
individuation of processes and methods can be left to the empirical sciences. It is the
task of the empirical sciences to tell us to what degree processes and methods are
similar. It is possible that the results of empirical research do not promote
epistemological purposes, but if this is the result, then this is bad luck.

Critics of reliabilism have not taken the naturalistic perspective of reliabilism
seriously enough to see that their objections were based on a non-naturalistic
perspective in which the task of individuating processes and methods is believed to
be a matter of conceptual analysis. Once we appreciate that there is another option,
these problems disappear. As Goldman says:

"Only cognitive science can specify what our basic cognitive processes are, and only
with its help can we determine which of these processes meet the relevant [... ]
standards, or meet them to what degree." [Goldman, 1987, p. 537]

This solution is adequate enough with regard to the problems stated above.

4.2. The empirical basis of the theory of knowledge

Weak naturalism combines empirical research and old-fashioned analysis stressing the
relative importance of each. From the perspective of strong naturalism, weak
naturalism is a hybrid monster. Many naturalists will insist that Quine's attack on the
distinction between the analytic and the synthetic renders weak naturalism untenable.
Thus, reliabilism appears to be at odds with the naturalistic perspective itself.

At this stage, however, a quinean critique of weak naturalism would be
ineffective. Contemporary reliabilists are fully aware of Quine'S attack and still insists
that they can distinguish 'foundational questions' and 'substantive questions'.

The naturalistic solution to the slicing-problem suggests another line of critique
that can be directed against weak naturalism in general and is internal to it. For if it
is possible for a weak naturalists to burden empirical science with problems that
appeared to stem from the analysis of knowledge, it is tempting to argue that weak
naturalism is on a slippery slope towards strong naturalism.
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With a blind eye for complications, let us ascribe to reliabilists the following theory:

[RTK] Reliabilist Theory of Knowledge:
S knows that p is the case if and only if:
(i) S believes that p is the case;
(ii) p is the case;
(iii) S's belief that p is the case is caused by some reliable process or

method.

This theory holds on to the intuitive idea that people have beliefs, and to the less
intuitive idea that beliefs have causal origins. But it is possible that people do not have
beliefs or that these beliefs do not have causal origins. In that case, it would be
impossible for any person to satisfy the conditions of [RTK]. Hence, [RTK] would
lead to global skepticism.

If reliabilism is a version of weak naturalism, then we can imagine a reliabilist
holding on to [RTK] in spite of the fact that people do not have beliefs or that beliefs
do not have causes. For instance, reliabilists might insist that [RTK] remains the only
adequate analysis of knowledge, in spite of the skeptical consequences. But, it is
unlikely that philosophers like Goldman or Dretske would accept such consequences.
Rather, they would modify [RTK] if it turned out that people do not have beliefs or
that beliefs do not have causes. So, if they want to stick to their present proposals,
they better ensure that people do have beliefs, and that beliefs do have causal origins.
How can this be done?

A couple of decades ago, philosophers could have permitted themselves to remark
that 'the philosophy of mind' takes care of this. In the contemporary setting, however,
this would not be very inspiring. Within the naturalistic perspective philosophy of
mind is plain psychology, or perhaps even neurophysiology. The claim that people
have beliefs is considered to be an empirical hypothesis, not the result of a priori
"philosophy of mind" analysis.

This means that the two assumptions are part of the empirical basis of [RTK]. It
also means that empirical research could undermine this basis. This allows critics to
put weak naturalism on a slippery slope. If reliabilists can rely on empirical research
with regard to the problem of the individuation of processes and methods, then they
already have accepted a naturalistic perspective on the philosophy of mind, which
means that they have to modify their analysis of knowledge if it turns out that people
do not have beliefs.

This line of reasoning indicates that reliabilism is untenable as a version of weak
naturalism. The committment to a naturalistic perspective of the philosophy of mind
undermines whatever autonomy the analysis of knowledge might have had. Empirical
research might shatter the empirical basis of [RTK]. Underneath [RTK] a time bomb
is ticking.

The possibility that empirical science can undermine theories like [RTK] is not an
illusion of the critics of naturalism. Self-appointed naturalists like Richard Rorty and
Paul and Patricia Churchland insist that the bomb has already exploded. These
philosophers have not only argued that the question whether people actually have
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beliefs is an empirical question, but also that the theories that ascribe beliefs to people
are old-fashioned, degenerate and probably incorrect. [Rorty, 1965, Churchland,
P.M., 1979, Churchland, P.S., 1986] They claim that the mental jargon that is
exploited in every day life as well as in epistemology, will ultimately disappear.

If they are correct in this, then this disappearance will have ramifying
consequences for both the traditional and the reliabilist theory of knowledge.
Moreover, if they are correct in claiming that the disappearance of mental notions is
possible, then the distinction between formal and substantive issues as drawn by
Goldman, is rendered vacuous. The only formal issue left to pure epistemology would
be the question whether knowing that p is the case entails that p is the case. 17

Epistemology, including the theory of knowledge, would be fully naturalized.
My claim in this section is that the reliabilist theory of knowledge, as it is

proposed in the literature, appears to have an empirical basis. If this is so, then
reliabilism as a version of weak naturalism is untenable." However, this does not
entail that reliabilism cannot be the basis of naturalistic programs in epistemology. If
it is possible for empirical research to undermine theories like [RTK], then it is also
possible that empirical research supports such theories.

5. Traditional epistemology strikes back

As indicated above many epistemologists object to reliabilism, usually while relying
on the traditional conception of epistemology as a non-empirical discipline. I am
congenial to the conclusions of these epistemologists, but in most cases I disagree
with their arguments. In this section I will argue that the reliabilist program is not
viable. My main objection, however, is not that it is inconsistent or viciously circular,
but that it is uninformative or inconsistent. The reliability theory of knowledge cannot
be used as a basis for naturalizing the other fields of epistemological research,
independent of its own origins.

In order to set the stage another traditional objection against reliabilism will be
discussed. It is only after we understand why this objection misses the target, that we
can see how the target can be hit.

5.1. The circularity objection

According to some critics of reliabilism, reliabilism proposes a circular notion of
justification. 19 In delegating the task of specifying reliable processes and methods,

17) If metaphysics is naturalized, even this condition would be at the mercy of empirical research.
If) See chapter seven for further discussion on the elimination of beliefs.
19) Cf. Firth [1981]. Heil [1984] rebuts this critique primarily by dropping the aim to give substantive

rules. See Amundson [1983] for another version of the circularity objection.
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reliabilism appears to be using science in order to justify science, and this manner of
justification is in principle untenable.

Before going on, we need to distinguish the justification of some belief, which
involves a process of justification that results in the belief being justified, and the
attempts to show that some belief is justified. The justification of a belief is a
necessary condition for knowing, but to show that some belief is justified might not
be a necessary condition. Reliabilists insist that one can have knowledge without being
able to show that one is justified. Nevertheless, reliabilists claim that science can be
justified by science itself and that science is able to show that science is justified. By
using a reliable method a science can justify itself: the very fact that one is doing
something in a reliable manner justifies the results obtained. In order to show that
science is justified we have to show that the scientific results were obtained on the
basis of a reliable method. Since science itself tells us which processes and methods
are reliable, science can be used to show that science is justified. Finally, if our belief
that some scientific claim (or even science as a whole) is justified is based upon
reliable processes or methods, then [ReJ] states that we are justified in believing that
this scientific claim is justified. Therefore, although the justification of a belief is not
the same thing as showing that some belief is justified, science appears to be able to
do both.

Why are so many philosophers worried about this result? A plausible explanation
is that they identify the problem of justification with the problem of validation.
According to them, to justify some claim amounts to demonstrating that it is correct.
But in that case the reliabilist justification of scientific claims would become circular:
it takes for granted the very claims it intends to demonstrate.

It cannot be denied that reliabilists make use of specific assumptions. For instance,
they assume, probably on the basis of empirical science, that certain processes are
reliable. This does not mean, however, that in showing that some scientific hypothesis
is justified, a reliabilist has to argue in circles. There is no reason to suppose that the
scientific hypothesis under consideration has to function as a premiss in his argument
in all cases. Let us, however, try to construct such a case.

First, suppose that scientist A believes that inductive arguments are reliable on the
basis of some sort of induction. Reliabilism entails that, if induction is reliable, this
scientist is justified in believing that inductive arguments are reliable." A
philosopher who claims that A is justified if inductive arguments are reliable, does not
claim that A is justified, so there is no danger that the philosopher is arguing in
circles. As for scientist A, he might be completely unaware that he used an inductive
argument. 21 Moreover, the argument used by scientist A (if it is possible to describe

20) To avoid misunderstandings: the entailment is straightforward only if we ignore the extra conditions
for justified belief.

21) One might wonder whether it is necessary to be aware of circularity in order to commit circular
reasoning. From a traditional point of view, circular reasoning is objectionable, whether one is
conscious of it or not. Notice, however, that from a reliabilistic point of view circular reasoning is not

objectionable: circular reasoning is a (conditionally) reliable process. That is, if we concentrate on the
conduciveness to truth of our argumentative patterns, then circular reasoning is all right. Therefore,
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the processes that lead to his belief that inductive arguments are reliable, as an
argument) goes like this:

(i) Harold, who on the basis of induction concluded that the sun would rise
in the east today, was right.

(ii) Peter, who on the basis of induction concluded that his wife would betray
him in september, was right.

(iii) etc.

Therefore, inductive arguments are likely to lead to true beliefs

and this argument is not circular.
Next, suppose that philosopher B wants to show that the scientist is justified in

believing that inductive arguments are reliable. Since he finds that A's belief is based
on an inductive argument, he has to show that inductive arguments are reliable.
Critics of reliabilism fear that to do so B would have to argue in circles, but B might
show that inductive arguments are reliable on the basis of some other process or
method that is reliable.P In that case he would pass all the reliabilist tests for being
justified in believing that the scientist is justified in believing that inductive arguments
are reliable. Yet, his arguments were not circular.

Next, imagine that B did use inductive arguments in order to show that inductive
arguments are reliable. In that case, B used the same method as A in arriving at the
conclusion that inductive arguments are reliable. Since, as has been shown above, the
scientist did not necessarily use a circular argument, the philosopher does not
necessarily use a circular argument either. If A can be justified in believing that
inductive arguments are reliable, then B can be also justified in believing this.

Finally, in despair, let us ascribe to both the scientist and the philosopher the tacit
assumption that the process or method he is using to arrive at certain results is
reliable, and that they have also identified this process as induction. Let us also
stipulate that their use of induction lead them to the belief that using induction is
reliable. Isn't that bad?

Perhaps it is, but reliabilism entails that there was no need for either the scientist
or the philosopher to use this argument. According to the externalist principle, neither
A nor B has to be justified in making tacit or explicit assumptions before using them.

if traditional epistemologists intend to object to circularity they have to add another element, sc. that
the cognizer willingly deceives his opponents.

22) Winblad (1989) suggests that the fact that inductive processes can never justify the belief that inductive
processes are not reliable renders it dubious whether inductive processes can ever justify the belief that
inductive processes are reliable. Although he does not present this analysis in the context of the
circularity objection, I suspect that it is somewhere in the back of his mind. The reason why inductive
processes can never justify the belief that inductive processes are unreliable is that unreliable processes
cannot justify any belief. This does not tell us anything about whether inductive processes are in fact
reliable. If they are reliable, then, from a reliabilistic point of view, there is nothing wrong with using
them in order to justify the belief that they are reliable. In any case, Winblad's paradox is avoided
once several belief-forming processes come into play.
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Now you can ascribe to A and B circular reasoning and blame them for it, but you
cannot put the blame on the reliabilistic theory. 23

A critic might go on and say that this shows how stupid the extemalist principle
is. For it seems that the principle merely disguises, thereby condoning, the fact that
the scientist and the philosopher are arguing in circles. But this would indeed be an
act of despair. According to a Goldmanian theory of justified belief to show that A
is justified in believing that inductive arguments are reliable, because his belief is
based upon an inductive argument, one does not intend to prove that inductive
arguments are reliable. A reliabilist acknowledges that he might be wrong in his
claims about the reliability of processes and methods. He also acknowledges that he
usually assumes that some process is reliable. But since one cannot avoid making such
assumptions and since it is not necessary to justify all assumptions beforehand, he
does intend to validate these assumptions, neither before nor after using them.

We have already seen above that reliabilists like Goldman and Schmitt would not
identify justification with validation. Other reliabilists appear to identify the two
topics, but it is illuminating that they ignore the topic of justification almost
completely. Reliabilism is intricately related with fallibilism. The validation of our
claims about reality is not an interesting topic within a fallibilistic context, because
fallibilists believe that the job can't be done. With regard to the project of validation,
reliabilists are skeptical eliminativists. To the extent that they conflate justification
with validation, they are also skeptical eliminativists with regard to justification. But
those reliabilists who do not identify these issues, would stress that to show that some
belief is justified is not comparable with demonstrating the truth of this belief.

Another illustration of the externalist principle is that it allows for the possibility
that one can show that some belief is justified even if one believes that this belief is
false. For instance, a reliabilist might point out that Gerald's belief that he sees Harry
entering a bank is justified because it is based upon sensory processes that are
generally reliable, in spite of the fact that the reliabilist knows that the man Gerald
sees entering the bank is actually someone who has disguised himself as Harry.
Surely, in this case, there is no danger of circular reasoning.

The circularity objection, as it is usually presented, is ineffective for three
reasons. First, it is inaccurate to claim that any person who arrives at the conclusion
that a specific process is reliable by using this very process necessarily uses a circular
argument. Second, within the reliabilistic perspective, circular arguments would be
harmless cases of conditionally reliable inferential processes. Finally, the extemalist
principle relieves cognizers to find out what processes they are using in arriving at
a specific conclusion, and to determine whether this process is reliable. It is for these
reasons that reliabilists believe that science can bootstrap itself. Indeed, reliabilism

n) See Van Cleve [1984] for a consistent solution to a problem of induction that illustrates the role of the
externalist principle.
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might offer an interesting account of how science can bootstrap itself without vicious
circulari ty .24

Of course, it is possible that reliabilism (or the externalist principle) might turn
out to be untenable. But I contend that the circularity objection is ineffective to this
respect. If we have shown that the externalist principle is untenable, that the
conditional reliability of circular arguments does not render such arguments
permissible, and that reliabilists in justifying induction by using it commit circular
reasoning, then the case of traditional critics would be strong. But none of these three
conditions has been satisfied at this point.

5.1.1. A non-Goldmanian intermezzo: evolution and justification

Time for a brief illustration. Among the different strategies used to substantiate the
reliabilist promises, the following is the interesting, because it is part of evolutionary
epistemology and has already been developed in some detail. Imagine that we find
that in our attempts to acquire knowledge about reality we use methods like induction.
If these methods are reliable, then the bulk of our beliefs is justified. But how can a
scientist show that our beliefs are in fact justified?

One attempt to show that our beliefs that are based on these methods are reliable,
relies on the Darwinian claims that evolution encourages those capacities that enhance
the survival of the species. If the acquisition of true beliefs about reality enhances the
survival of a species, and if evolution has had a enough time to exert its influence on
the human organism, then it is probable that to the extent that the use of specific
cognitive methods is hard-wired in the human organism, these methods are reliable.

A detailed analysis of those cognitive capacities that are hard-wired, combined
with some general Darwinian claims about survival value results in a list of reliable
cognitive capacities. Since both the detailed analysis of hard-wired capacities and the
Darwinian claims are part of empirical science, this would amount to a naturalistic
approach to the topic of justification. Indeed, if the methods used by science are of
the same kind as those cognitive capacities that are hard-wired, and if we havefound
that this is the case, then the strategy can be applied to itself. But this strategy is not
circular in the sense that it assumes those claims it tries to demonstrate. A reliabilist
using this strategy can ignore the question whether the methods used by him are of
the same kind as the hard-wired capacities. If the methods used by him are in fact
reliable, then he is justified in believing that most of our beliefs, arrived at through
the use of these hard-wired capacities, are justified.

This does not mean, of course, that the strategy works in practice. Not only have
we seen that it is unlikely that science will succeed in giving a defmite
characterization of those capacities that are hard-wired but there are other defects with
the strategy, too.

:U) This claim is made explicitly in Vollmer (1987), although he appears to believe that naturalism in the
end offers what I will call an empirical validation in later sections.
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The first defect is that the relation between survival value and reliability might not be
as strong as is suggested. [Putnam, 1981] It is dubious whether the acquisition of true
beliefs actually promotes the survival of a species. It is evident that the acquisition of
true beliefs is neither a necessary condition nor a sufficient condition for survival.
The fitness of a species to survive and reproduce depends on many other features of
the organism. The acquisition of true beliefs does not even necessarily increase this
fitness. Having knowledge can be fatal (not only, that is, in Hitchcock-movies).

Second, the darwinian tale about biological evolution has itself been modified in
recent research. Few biologists hold that all the hardwired features of the organism
are the result of natural selection. Indeed, in Darwin's own time, scientists like
Wegener already pointed out the existence of genetic drift. The fact that certain
features of the organism occur more often than others, does not always indicate that
these features enhance fitness. It can also be the result of mere statistical factors.
Moreover, the prospering of certain features can be a by-product of the survival value
of other features that are correlated to them.

Finally, the strategy invites epistemologists to concoct stories that are hardly more
valuable than cocktail-party talk. Consider claims like 'curiosity ( ... ) makes organisms
more adaptable'. [Munevar, 1988, p. 344] Or the claim that Mother Nature would
have given us precisely the capacities we have, if she had done her job optimally.
[Lycan, 1985] All this sounds very nice, but it seems to me that such claims are not
intended to be philosophical arguments."

Nevertheless, these defects do not show that strategies such as these are
impossible, stupid, circular, or whatever. It is unlikely that evolutionary epistemology
can substantiate the naturalistic reliabilism, but this is not due to threatening
circularity but to the contingencies of evolution theory.

S.2. The role of justification

A less carefree criticism of reliabilism would be to show that it is a vacuous theory.
In this section and the next I will show that, in spite of the appealing suggestions,
reliabilism cannot lead to interesting results with regard to the topics of justification,
validation, or methodology.

One clue to this is that classical philosophers like Descartes and Hume could have
embraced [RCK] and [RCJ] without reservations." These philosophers also believed

2J) Cf. Sober [1981) and [1985). Feldman [1988) for a more detailed discussion of the arguments pro and
contra.

U) Cf. Foley [1985). p. 189. Note that Foley distinguishes causal from non-causal reliabilism and appears
to believe that Hume and Descartes might be understood as advocating non-causal reliabilism. In my
presentation I will stress that the difference between contemporary reliabilists and these philosophers
is mainly a result of their positions with regard to fallibilism and externalism. The same suggestion
is made by Lycan [1979). According to him the difference lies mainly in the restrictiveness of
Descartes' notion of reliability. It appears to me that this difference in degree is a result of Descartes
adherence to the internalist principle. Against the background of the disagreements between science
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that the main task of philosophy was to find processes and methods that are fully
reliable. Unfortunately, as we have seen in the case of checking our memory, our
assessments of the reliability of some process are parasitic upon certain assumptions
about what the world is like. Whereas contemporary reliabilists hold that we need not
demonstrate these assumptions before exploiting them, Descartes and Hume were
obsessed by the possibility that these assumptions might be incorrect. They felt that
we had to validate these assumptions in order to make legitimate use of them.
Therefore, it is unlikely whether these philosophers would accept the extemalist
principle."

Contemporary reliabilists are skeptical about the project of validation and have
concluded from this that the project should be jettisoned. This is the fallibilistic
element of contemporary reliabilism. The question is in what manner we have to
understand the topic of justification in epistemology hereafter.

5.2.1. The reliabilist argwnent against naturalizing justification

Against this background an eliminativist stance towards the topic of justification can
be defended. The argument is simply this: if justification does not amount to a
validation of beliefs, then justification serves no purpose whatsoever.P

The argument is very forceful and has a long history. It is also accepted by many
naturalists, including Quine, Goodman, Dretske and Armstrong. These authors might
accept that justification is not the same thing as validation, but then, of course, the
Gettier-cases show that the level of justified belief is not an important level in the
analysis of knowledge.

Within the Goldman/Schmitt approach there is a distinction between justification
and validation as we have seen above. Therefore, although within this approach the
project of validating our empirical beliefs is dropped, the project of justifying beliefs
is not. But obviously, since the role of justifying beliefs here can not be to validate
beliefs, we can wonder what role is left for the justification of beliefs.

and religion, Descartes wanted to show that any man can be his own judge in theoretical matters.
Goldman himself points out the continuity with Descartes and Hurne in his [1978}.

11) Although Descartes is usually presented as an intemalist, some recent commentators have qualified this
verdict. I do not want to quarrel with these commentators. Let's just say that if the real Descartes was
not an intemalist, my Descartes would have disagreed with the real one.

11) I do not accept this argument. In my opinion, the notion of justification is not related to the truth of
some belief, but to the rationality of the belief in question, and truth has little to do with rationality.
However, most epistemologists would disagree with me. I will present my view on the relation
between knowledge and justification elsewhere. Here it is important to notice that within the reliabilist
perspective rationality is not seen as a separate topic for epistemology. Therefore, I will not consider
here the option, my own, that to show that some person is justified in believing that p is the case
amounts to showing that it is rational for this person to believe that p is the case.

133



5.2.2. The options

There are three options for a reliabilist who wants to naturalize the topic of
justification.

First, in showing that some person is justified in believing that p is the case, a
reliabilist will reflect upon the process or method by which this person arrived at his
belief. That is, the idea is to show that a belief is justified is some sort of conscious
reflection upon the process or method used. This reflection will involve an assessment
of the reliability of the process or method, but this assessment is not vital. After all,
an assessment of the reliability of the process does not have direct consequences for
the truth of the resulting belief (it is not validating). Moreover, the reflection itself
is not infallible. The main purpose of this sort of reflection appears to be to obtain
some intellectual delight. Our self-understanding increases (or is made explicit) and
that's all there is to it. Most epistemologists would not be very interested in this kind
of carefree reflection, especially not if they are naturalists. In any case, if analyzing
the notion of justification is intended solely to satisfy a capricious intellectual emotion,
it would be stupid to devote so much paper and polemics to it.

The second option is to relate the concept of justification to the notion of rational
belief. A reliabilist might argue that the kind of reflection above is not carefree, but
that it points out why the belief under consideration is rational. In that case
naturalizing the topic of justification would be combined with naturalizing the topic
of rationality. A theory of justified belief would amount to a theory of rational belief.

Some critics of reliabilism assume that a reliabilist theory of justified belief is
indeed a theory of rational belief. [Ginet, 1985, Brandt, 1985] Reliabilists tend to
return the compliment. Goldman acknowledges that he has little to say on the topic
of rationality. He believes that the notion of rationality is too vague to be very useful.
[Goldman, 1986, p. 27] Moreover, Goldman's reply to Shope [1989], makes clear
that he believes that to relate his analysis of justified belief to the rationality of beliefs
would lead to undesired complications:

"The concept of rationality is closely linked to the activity of reasoning. [... J What is
questionable [ ... J is whether all justificational status arises from good reasoning. On
the surface, it seems not. There are other cognitive activities that seem to confer
justificational status - perception, memory, and introspection, in particular - that do
not, or do not obviously, involve reasoning. (This is not to say that they involve no
cognitive processing.) Theories that insist on forcing reasoning into these activities -
especially reasoning that "reflects" on these activities to assess their conduciveness to
the goal of truth - have a tendency to be excessively "intellectualist". Either (A) they
tend to impose requirements for justification that children and philosophically untrained
adults usually lack, or (B) they make demands that are only appropriate for an iterative
epistemic concept (e.g. being justified in believing that one is justified) rather than a
first-order concept." [Goldman, 1989, p. 307]

If Goldman's view is representative, the second option is out, too.
The third option open to reJiabilists is relating the topic of justification to

methodology. In showing that some person is justi fied in believing that p is the case,
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one shows that the process used by this person is reliable and as a result one specifies
a hypothetical imperative. In that case an assessment of the contribution of this
version of naturalistic epistemology to the topic of justification is concomitant with
an assessment of its contribution to methodology.

5.3. The emptiness of reliabilist rules

The general methodological rule proposed by reliabilists was:

[RMR] Reliabilist Methodological Rule:
If you want to acquire true beliefs (or theories), then you should make use of
reliable methods and processes.

Reliabilists suggest that this general rule can be substantiated on the basis of empirical
research. If all goes well, this research will provide us with a list that orders
processes and methods on the basis of their degree of reliability.

This list might be difficult to use. Certain processes and methods exclude each
other, not all processes and methods will be available at the same time, and,
dependent upon the manner in which the processes and methods are sliced, their
reliability will have to be qualified with regard to the circumstances in which they are
used. Yet, regardless of these complications, reliabilists believe that it is possible that
empirical science will specify a set of substantial methodological rules.

The first thing to note is that if epistemology is to be of practical value, it has to
specify rules that can be deliberately used by a cognizer. [Goldman, 1978; Schmitt,
1984; Papineau, 1987] This means we enter the realm of conscious considerations
here. One problem that forces itself upon a philosopher here is that it might be
impossible for a cognizer to decide what processes or methods he is going to use.
This is indeed a problem, analogous to the problem of free will in ethics, but the
debate on free will appears to be open-ended, and we should be open-minded in order
to avoid begging the question. Let us therefore grant reliabilist the assumption that
cognizers can make deliberate decisions about which process or method they are going
to use.

A less harmless problem is that, although reliabilists acknowledge that the kind of
rules they envisage are hypothetical, they are wrong in believing that they are
hypothetical only because there validity depends on the aims of the cognizer. Any
methodological rule will be hypothetical in this sense. There are no methodological
categorical imperatives, at least none that is defensible. It is interesting to say that
methodological rules are hypothetical only if they are hypothetical in another sense,
too. And this happens to be the case.

Imagine that you want to obey the rules and apply [RMR). How can you do this?
Obviously, the rule has to be substantiated first. Let's say that after a couple of
decades empirical science will have substantiated the rule to the effect that it states
that in order to acquire true beliefs we have to rely on our sensory organs.
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How did this happen? The naturalistic explanation would be that one of the results of
empirical science was that our sensory organs are generally reliable. But this
explanation is incomplete. Nowhere in [RMR] empirical science is mentioned. The
explanation has to be combined with a modification of [RMR]. [RMR] is trivial but
unhelpful, for it does not indicate in what manner it is to be substantiated. Once we
start to make it less trivial, we refer to what certain people, e.g. empirical scientists,
believe about the reliability of processes. [RMR] itself does not provide room for this
kind of substantiation, so we need to replace it with:

[RMR$] Reliabilist Methodological Rule (second version):
If you want to acquire true beliefs (or theories), then you should make use of
methods and processes that are deemed reliable by the empirical sciences.

Whereas [RMR] could not be applied in practice, fRMR*] can. Unfortunately, since
the empirical sciences can be wrong about the reliability of some process or method,
the revised rule does not guarantee that you will get the kind of results you are
looking for. This illustrates another sense in which this methodological rule is
hypothetical: it functions properly (relative to specific aims) only if the sciences are
right about the reliability of processes and methods.

There is a further complication, however, that can be explained by comparing the
Dretske/Armstrong approach with the Goldman/Schmitt approach. In this approach
finding out whether some process or method is reliable amounts to ascertaining that
its results are true. This immediately blocks any attempt to formulate interesting
methodological rules. If the reliability of some process can only be ascertained by
validating its results, the advice to use reliable processes or methods in acquiring
beliefs is an after-the-fact and after-the-validation advice. The assessment of the
reliability of a process and the acquisition of beliefs about the circumstances one is
in go hand in hand. If we would take this piece of advise seriously, then we would
argue in circles after all for we would be using our beliefs about the circumstances
we are in in assessing the reliability of some process and then use this process in
sustaining our beliefs about the circumstances we are in.29 Thus, the
Dretske/ Armstrong approach is not only eliminativist with regard to validation and
justification, but, if theories of justification are methodological theories in disguise,
it is also eliminativist with regard to methodology.

One might expect that the Goldman/Schmitt approach will escape such a verdict
because, by allowing reliable processes to lead to false beliefs occassionally, it can
distinguish justification from validation. Typically, the lack of local reliability is
explained by pointing out that the circumstances are abnormal or just not good enough
to use the process under consideration profitably.

However, the relative reliability of processes indicates that the reliabilist
methodological rule is hypothetical in another sense. Even if empirical science

29) The circle might involve more steps, but that does not improve on the status of the methodological
rule.
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hypothesizes that, for instance, human memory is reliable, its reliability depends on
the circumstances in which it is employed. Certainly, if this is the case, the
methodological rule should advise the cognizer to be cautious in using the processes
and methods deemed (globally) reliable by science. Thus [RMR*] is to be replaced
by:

[RMR**] Reliabilist Methodological Rule (third version):
If you want to acquire true beliefs (or theories), then you should make use of
the processes and methods deemed reliable by the empirical science, if you
believe that the circumstances are such that these processes and methods will
lead you to acquiring true beliefs.

If you believe that the circumstances are abnormal, you should not blindly apply the
processes and methods that are reliable in normal circumstances. On the other hand,
if you believe that the circumstances are normal, then you might use them and be
confident in their results. But one cannot deliberate upon the circumstances one is in
without using some process or method. Moreover, empirical science cannot help us
here, because its results are fallible and restricted to circumstances.

A detail of Goldman's original presentation of his theory of justified belief is
illuminating at this point. In his [1979] Goldman distinguished processes that are
reliable simpliciter from processes that are conditionally reliable. Goldman took the
latter to be processes that have beliefs as input, modus ponens - or the process that
instantiates modus ponens in the brain - being the classical example. If the input is
correct, modus ponens - or its instantiating process - is perfectly reliable. Hence, it
is to be expected that this process or method will be on the list of reliable methods
provided by the sciences. However, modus pone/IS is not itself a reliable guide to
truth. In advising the cognizer to use it, it should be made clear that before doing so
the input has to be checked and double-checked. But now we find that similar caution
is due in applying any process or method. Goldman's distinction between
conditionally reliable processes and processes that are reliable simpliciter will not do,
once all the chips are down. All processes are at most conditionally reliable. So any
advice to use a process should be accompanied by the advice to check and double-
check the input first. What we need is a reliable guide to check the input, but there
is no process that can do this without having some sort of input itself.

Therefore the piece of advice given by [RMR*] comes too late in all cases.
[RMR**] indicates that on the methodological level, the Goldman/Schmitt approach
doesn't fare any better than the Dretske/Armstrong approach. Indeed, following this
line of reasoning, [RMR**] cannot be the final version of the reliabilist
methodological rule. [RMR] was replaced by [RMR*] because our methodological
format had to ensure that cognizers take the results of science seriously. [RMR **]
qualified this, because the cognizers have to decide for themselves whether the piece
of advice given by science is applicable in a specific situation. However, if cognizers
can overrule science whenever they feel like it, this piece of individual authority
should be made explicit by replacing [RMR**] by:
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[RMR***] Reliabilist Methodological Rule (final edition):
If you want to acquire true beliefs, then use the processes or methods deemed
reliable by you in the circumstances you believe to be in.

Every cognizer will apply this piece of advice but it is as helpful as the advice that
in order to get in heaven you should not provoke God once you got there.

Naturalists as well as non-naturalists are faced with the following dilemma. If it
is important (or perhaps necessary) for us to have a methodology in investigating the
world, we should certainly try to construct such a methodology. But it is evident that
we need some methodology to do this. If constructing a methodology is a hobby,
something that is inessential and of limited interest, then there is no dilemma. If it is
more than a hobby, then it is necessary to validate some results at some point. But
contemporary philosophers believe that no result can be validated which, indirectly,
undermines any attempt to construct a methodology.

Within a naturalistic setting this dilemma becomes even more embarrassing. For
according to a naturalist the specification of a methodology is itself the result of an
investigation of nature. In that case we are not only faced with a methodological
regress, but moreover with a regress where one level duplicates other levels.

The only escape route left open to the reliabilist who wants to hold on to the idea
that reliabilism can offer a basis for naturalizing methodology, is to object to my final
version of [RMR] and say that a cognizer need not have any beliefs about the
circumstances he is in when he asks himself what process or method he should use.
This does not make much sense (or is inpractical, if you want to put it that way). In
practice, we always have beliefs about the circumstances we are in and it is
practically impossible to disregard these beliefs while wondering what process or
methods should be used. Not even Descartes was successful in doing that! Moreover,
if the reliability of processes depends upon the circumstances we are in, then it is
hard to resist the conclusion that the decision to use one process rather than another
one has to be made on the basis of assumptions about the circumstances we are in.
In any case, naturalists cannot allow themselves to advise the cognizer to start from
scratch and to use the processes and methods deemed reliable by science, because
science itself points out the relative reliability of processes and methods.

This argument might surprise some readers because it appears to be inconsistent
with the arguments presented earlier. In the sections above it was stressed that you
cannot raise the circularity objection against reliabilism. But here it appears as if! am
raising some sort of circularity argument myself. This is indeed the case. The reason
why it can be raised at this point is that a reliabilist can no longer take recourse to the
extemalist principle in order to avoid the circularity. With regard to justification the
circularity argument fails because reliabilism distinguishes justification and validation.
On the level of methodological rules, however, the extemalist principle is rendered
powerless. If epistemology wants to give an advice to the cognizer, then this advice
should be of help to the cognizer. The first version of the methodological rule, which
is congenial to the extemalist principle, would be helpful if we would know for
certain what processes and methods are reliable, but we don't know this for certain.
The other versions of the methodological rule are hypothetical in several ways, and
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leave it to the cognizer to decide for himself whether it is expedient to use a specific
process or method.

Spinoza's argument against any methodology can be applied destructively to the
reliabilist attempt to naturalize methodology. 30 What is wrong with naturalizing
methodology is that any attempt to produce a methodology fails from the start, unless
we can ensure that its results are incorrigible. If the topic of justification is related
to methodology, reliabilism also fails to produce interesting results with regard to this
topic. If showing that someone is justified in believing something is another way 10

specify methodological rules, then, since the methodological rules provided by
reliabilism at most reflect a subjective assessment of their conduciveness to truth,
showing that some person is justified in believing something has no bearing upon the
truth of the belief under consideration nor upon the truth of other beliefs that might
be justified in the same manner. Rather, reliabilists should accept Quine'S conclusion
that the notion of justification is a worn out relic of the non-naturalistic past.

Spinoza believed that false beliefs cannot be sustained in the limit. This convinced
him that we could do without any methodology, and, hence, that the methodological
regress was not a real worry. Just go ahead, don't check the input and don't check
the process. If you are going wrong you will find out sooner or later.

I suspect that Spinoza believed that it was impossible to go wrong forever, because
he was acquaintanted with the reductio ad absurdum. If we start with an inconsistent
proposition, then reflecting on its consequences often makes clear that it was
inconsistent. 31 But it is very unlikely that all false beliefs are inconsistent. Most of
our failures do not lead to absurdity.

The idea that we cannot go wrong forever is deeply entrenched in the minds of
philosophers, scientists and ignorami. Perhaps this idea reflects a deep truth. Perhaps
it does so even if philosophers do not forge truth in an anti-realistic mold. But it
cannot be the basis of a methodology, not even a methodology that is as empty as
[RMR ***]. If this piece of non-advice is the final offering of normative epistemology,
then reliabilists have done a hell of a job disguising it.

5.4. Reviving the project of validation

The reaction of the project of validation had unexpected consequences for the other
areas of epistemological investigation. But confronting reliabilists with these
consequences might induce them to revive this project albeit in a truly fallibilistic and

30) Probably Spinoza believed that whatever method we start with, this method will ultimately lead us to
conclude that the only adequate method for acquiring scientific knowledge will be the geometrical
method. In Spinoza's view only the geometrical method can show how the particular features of the
world result from the nature of the substance.

lI) Even this is not necessary. The classical paradoxes of philosophy show that there are many ways to
get around a contradiction. At most we know that there is something wrong in our premisses, but we
cannot be sure about what is wrong. One can show that the reductio ad absurdum strategy is
confronted with the same duhemian complications as scientific hypotheses.
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naturalistic context. Indeed, this would be the only way if reliabilism is to form a
basis for substantive naturalistic programs. But what could it mean to offer a
fallibilistic validation of some belief?

When a reliabilist would take these objections seriously, the kind of answer to be
expected is:

"Fallibilistic validation is just empirical validation. Empirical validations are given all
the time by scientists and laymen, at least if they are using reliable processes and
methods. Moreover, it is possible to give an empirical validation of some empirical
validation. Science can effectively bootstrap itself."

This answer would enable one to identify the problem of justification with the
problem of validation after all. A reliabilist might adopt such a position. But it does
not change his problems.

First, the reliabilist methodological rule is as bleak as before. The emptiness of
the rules does not rely solely on the impossibility of validating scientific results, but
also on the relative reliability of processes and methods. Reliabilism would still advise
us to use the process and methods we believe to be reliable in the circumstances we
are in. The hypothetical methodological rules would still leave the decision whether
to apply a rule or not to the cognizer's estimate of the circumstances.

Second, there is something fishy about the idea that, given the role of the
externalist principle, empirical science offers some sort of validation and justification
through an investigation of the methods and process used.

Imagine that scientist A uses some method M in order to arrive at certain results.
Next, naturalistic philosopher B (perhaps another scientist) comes along and shows
on the basis of some empirical method that method M is reliable. Moreover, B claims
that this also validates the results arrived at by A to some degree, that is, it does not
validate A's results in the philosophical, cartesian sense, but it does validate A's
results in the empirical sense.

The paradox is this. The crucial claim of reliabilism is that beliefs are justified by
the reliability of the processes used in arriving at these beliefs. As is made explicit
by the externalist principle, it is not necessary for the cognizer to show that the
processes he is using are in fact reliable. That is, if A used a reliable process and
arrived at true beliefs, then, under the assumption that the other conditions of
knowing are satisfied, he has acquired knowledge. Enter B who shows that the
process were in fact reliable. It is evident that within a reliabilist context showing this
is not necessary, for if it were necessary then the scientist would not have acquired
knowledge prior to it. But if this is the situation, then what is gained by the
philosopher's endeavours?

The reliabilist has two options. Either he claims that the scientist himself did not
offer an empirical validation of his beliefs, or he claims that the scientist did offer
some empirical validation but that the philosopher was able to improve on it.

In the first case B gave an empirical validation of A's results although B did not
give an empirical validation of his own results. But if anything is gained by giving an
empirical validation of beliefs, then it appears natural that B should go on and offer
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an empirical validation of his results. However, in this way the same regress which
haunted the traditional theory of knowledge would result. At any step in the process,
the result will either not be empirically validated or will be empirically validated by
another result that is not empirically validated. The externalist principle has reached
its limits. Although it was formulated in order to point out a natural stopping place
for the justificational regress, the regress returns if showing that some belief is
justified is understood as giving an empirical validation of this belief where there was
no empirical validation available before." Since this result is at odds with the main
reason to embrace a reliabilist theory of knowledge, this option is not open to a
reliabilist.

Rather, the reliabilist should insist that although the philosopher offers an
empirical validation of the scientist's belief, this piece of empirical validation is not
essential because the scientist's belief was already empirically validated thanks to the
reliability of M.

There are two problems with this. The first is that it renders ad hoc the
naturalistic claim that the main topics of epistemology have to be delegated to
empirical science. For on what basis can the naturalist insist that the kind of fallible
validation offered by the philosopher has to be part of empirical science, while
resisting the claim that any kind of fallible validation will do?

Here we have Indian Joe who shows that the scientist is justified in believing that
inductive arguments are reliable on the basis of what the Big Chief whispered in his
ear while he was sleeping.P Indian Joe knows that the Big Chief is dead and that,
while he was alive, he did not always speak the truth. He acknowledges that the
process that caused him to believe that the scientist was justified is fallible. But he
insists on relying on it, stating no reasons for this stubbornness. Now, if the
externalist principle is of any practical use, then we should allow Indian Joe to be
stubborn here in order to avoid a regress. We can only pray that the method he is
using is actually reliable. If it is then Indian Joe has validated the scientist's belief.
If it is not reliable, then Indian Joe has not validated the scientist's belief. But that is
up for reality to decide.

Fallibilism is based on the assumption that it is impossible to distinguish successful
attempts to give this kind of validation from failed attempts to do so. Yet, reliabilists
claim that it is interesting to give this kind of validation, regardless whether we have
validated this validation. They might back up this claim by arguing that science has
validated the methods of empirical science, and that this enables us to make a
distinction between successful attempts and unsuccessful attempts to validate beliefs.
Such an answer is unacceptable within a fallibilistic perspective on validation, because

32) A similar argument can be directed against Papineau [1987\. He distinguishes several "justificatory"
levels and, moreover, suggests that running through all these levels is, in some degree, necessary.

33) I apologize for bringing mythological indians into the matter. No offence intended. The reader might
replace my example here by the following: "Thieu Kuys believes that the scientist's belief is justified
because Humphrey Bogart told him so." Or: "Hilary Putnam believes that reliabilism is a mistake
because the Dalai Lama told him so."
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we cannot show without circularity that the validation offered by science is any better
than the validation offered by Indian Joe. This means that in practice a reliabilist
cannot put to work the distinction between successful attempts and unsuccessful
attempts to give such a validation. But, if this is so, what is interesting about this kind
of validation? Either this kind of validation is a piece of carefree speculation, or it is
sheer dogmatism.

The claim that the reliabilist theory of knowledge can be substantiated by the
empirical sciences suffers the same fate. Either it is carefree speculation, since the
naturalists allows us to substantiate the theory of knowledge in any way we want as
long as we appreciate that our methods are fallible, or, if the naturalists insists that
only the narrowly circumscribed fallible methods of empirical sciences are reliable
enough to give some kind of validation, it is sheer dogmatism.

The way out of this dilemma is to drop all references to what is specific to the
empirical sciences. Any method is good enough if it is actually reliable. Because of
the extemalist principle this means that for all practical purposes any method is good
enough even if we do not have the faintest idea about its reliability. If an infallible,
absolute validation of empirical beliefs is no longer believed to be possible, the
combination of the project of validation with the reliabilist perspective on justification
and methodological rules, forces one to give up the idea that justifying beliefs or
proposing methodological rules is of any use.

The second problem is that, according to reliabilism, one can do without this
additional piece of validation. The scientist had obtained all desirable results (he has
acquired knowledge) before the naturalized philosopher entered the scene.
Furthermore, the contribution of the naturalistic reliabilist has no practical
consequences.

Reliabilists might still insist that something is gained by their work, but at this
point it should be clear that he cannot explain what is gained.

5.5. Sacrificing externalism

Paradoxically, this chapter could have been much shorter if its first sections had been
somewhat longer. For, actually, the extemalist principle was sacrificed long ago,
possibly even at the time that reliabilists started to put it forward as a solution to the
justificatory regress. Thus, if I had only taken the time to take a closer look at the
details of the reliabilist theories, I could have arrived at my negative verdict more
swiftly.

Since this is a meta-confession, let me give a meta-justification before going on.
One fundamental flaw of reliabilist theories of knowledge was that they
underestimated, and as a result of this, undermined the possible impact of the
externalist principle. To me this was an indication that reliabilist theories were
incoherent and, therefore, inadequate. But I feared that, if I had given a detailed
account of these theories, the reader would agree with me and conclude: "Since these
theories are obviously inadequate, why bother about assessing their possible
contribution to naturalistic epistemology. " In that case, I would have achieved one of
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my goals, sc. to convince the reader that reliabilism cannot make such a contribution,
but I would have blocked achieving another goal, sc. to convince the reader that a
coherent version of reliabilism could not make any contribution either.

To rectify this, let's return to Goldman's original presentation of his theory of
justified belief. I acknowledge that his [1979] is not representative for the current
state of reliabilism, but it is representative enough for the point I want to make.

After inveighing against •cartesian ' conceptions of justification Goldman presents
his reliability condition where reliability is analyzed in terms of the statistical
frequency in which processes lead to truth. Then, however, in replying to imaginary
but likely objections of critics, Goldman confesses that some cases still bemuse him.
For instance, if wishful thinking is in fact reliable, then should we allow it to justify
beliefs? Goldman's theory of justified belief gives an affirmative answer, but Goldman
is inclined to relativize this result, although he is not sure about the proper way to do
so. Then he makes an illuminating confession:

"What we really want is an explanation of why we count, or would count, certain
beliefs as justified and others as unjustified. Such an explanation must refer to our
beliefs about reliability, not to the actual/acts. The reason we count beliefs as justified
is that they are formed by what we believe to be reliable belief-forming processes. Our
beliefs about which belief-forming processes are reliable may be erroneous, but that
does not affect the adequacy of the explanation. Since we believe that wishful thinking
is an unreliable belief-forming process, we regard beliefs formed by wishful thinking
as unjustified. What matters, then, is what we believe about wishful thinking, not what
is true (in the long run) about wishful thinking. I am not sure how to express this point
in the standard format of conceptual analysis, but it identifies an important point in
understanding our theory." [Goldman, 1979, p. 107, quoted from Kornblith (ed.),
1985.]

This confession is illuminating in three ways. First, it relativizes the autonomy of an
analysis of knowledge by making the adequacy of such analyses crucially depend on
the empirical claim that we count beliefs as justified because we believe that they are
formed by what we believe to be reliable belief-forming processes. Thus, weak
naturalism is replaced by strong naturalism."

Second, it relativizes the importance of an analysis of knowledge by stressing that
its intention is not to explain why a belief if justified, but rather to explain why we
count a belief as justified. If this is the case, however, then an empirical investigation
of the reliability of processes does not substantiate the reliabilist theory of knowledge.
If we want to substantiate this theory, then we should go around asking people which
processes they believe to be reliable, rather than correcting these beliefs by empirical
research.

Thirdly, no clue is given about why we believe certain processes to be reliable,
nor about whether we should check these beliefs on the basis of empirical science

>4) As far as I know Goldman did not qualify his original position that philosophical analysis is
autonomous explicitly before his [1989a].
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(rather than some other fallible device). Indeed, since what is true (in the long run?)
is inessential, there is no reason to assume that an investigation of what is true can
influence our dispositions about what we count as justified beliefs.

Goldman's qualifications are not unique. Reliabilists have undermined the
extemalist principle by conditions that are unmistakenly 'cartesian' or 'intemalist'.
Komblith [1980] is atypical in its explicit undermining of the extemalist principle.
After introducing the distinction between relevant and irrelevant alternatives,
Kornblith points out that:

"[r]e1evant alternative situations are (... ) determined, in part, by an agent's beliefs, and
questions of justification are determined by the tendency of the process responsible for
the presence of a belief to produce true beliefs in relevant alternative situations. I have
urged that all justified beliefs must either be or depend on beliefs that do not depend
on others, simply because there must be some first belief involved in any belief-
forming process. Nevertheless, no belief is justified independently of its relations to
other beliefs; for in order to be justified a belief must be produced by a process that
tends to produce true beliefs in relevant counterfactual situations, and relevance is
always determined, in part, by an agent's beliefs. Concessions are thus made to both
foundationalism and the coherency theory." [Kornblith, 1980, quoted from Kornblith
(ed.), 1985, p. 126]

Thus, Kornblith goes even further than Goldman in qualifying [RCJ]. Whereas
Goldman believes that a belief counts as justified if it is based upon a method which
is deemed reliable by an anonymous group of external jurors (i.e. by us), Kornblitb
holds that the cognizer's own beliefs are crucial. As a consequence of this, the
attempt to substantiate the reliabilist theory by empirical research can at most result
in a list of processes, the reliability of which is dependent on the beliefs of the
individual agents. [RMR ***] expresses this result on the methodological level.

However, this chapter has shown that whether the reliabilist theory of knowledge
and justification qualifies the externalist principle or not, in either case reliabilism
cannot form the basis for substantive naturalistic research.

6. Conclusion

In the literature several objections have been made to query the adequacy of the
reliabilist theory of knowledge and justification. These objections turned out to be
ineffective as a criticism of the naturalistic programs that are based on reliabilism.
Other objections were more successful. First, the naturalistic solution for the
problems with individuating process-types illustrated the vulnerability of weak
naturalistic programs. Any weak naturalistic program which commits itself to the
empirical claim that people have beliefs or that beliefs have causal origins while
naturalizing the other fields of epistemological research finds itself on a slippery slope
to strong naturalism. In principle, a weak naturalist might naturalize theory of
knowledge and take some other field of naturalistic research to be non-empirical. But
this gap in the argument probably has no severe consequences. At least, I know of
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no weak naturalist who pursues this option. On the other hand, the slippery slope on
which weak naturalism finds itself, can be little comfort to the critic of naturalism.
It purifies naturalism instead of undermining it.

A more destructive strategy is to argue that the reliabilistic program cannot lead
to interesting results. Although the circularity objection as it was stated by the critics,
turned out to be ineffective, the circularity becomes fatal if reliabilists try to show that
the empirical method is better than some other fallible method and, in doing this,
undermine their motivation to endorse the externalist principle. A critic has to lure
the naturalist to the level of methodological rules after which the trap can be closed.

The negative conclusions arrived at are based on internal criticism. Reliabilists set
out to naturalize epistemological problems because they believed that the traditional
approach to these problems was to no avail or perhaps incoherent (the pragmatic or
skeptical drive). When traditional epistemology is compared with the naturalistic
programs under consideration, the latter fail to be improvements. If the naturalist is
motivated by skeptical considerations about traditional epistemology, then he should
also be skeptical concerning this version of naturalism. If he is motivated by the
pragmatic drive, then it appears to me that he has pragmatic reasons to drop the
reliabilistic program.

The scope of these conclusions is restricted to naturalistic programs that are based
on reliabilism. Although reliabilism is a prominent model in both contemporary
epistemology and in the history of philosophy there are naturalistic programs that try
to substantiate the normative dimension of epistemology without relating justification
to reliability. Therefore, this chapter cannot bear the full burden. In the next chapters
programs will be discussed in which there is no direct link between epistemological
topics and reliability.
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CHAPI'ER SIX
QUINE DE-NATURALIZED

1. The mythical naturalist

If anyone would take the trouble of making a list of the ten philosophical papers or
books that have been referred to most frequently in the decades between 1970 and
1990, then it is a fair guess that W.V.O. Quine's paper "Epistemology
naturalized" will be on this list. Like "Two dogmas of empiricism", another
classic, this paper, in which Quine coined the phrase 'epistemology naturalized',
forces itself on any epistemologist in the sense that he will not be able to convince
himself that his work is worthwhile if it does not take notice of it. Also, Quine's
paper is usually cited because of its conclusions rather than because of its
arguments.

Commentators agree that in this paper Quine presents himself explicitly as the
naturalist-pur-sang he always has been. He forcefully attacks traditional
epistemology, accusing it of playing a game of make believe, and propagates a
naturalistic tum in epistemology. Although commentators disagree about whether
Quine's arguments to this effect are conclusive, most accept Quine'S conclusions
that traditional epistemology is powerless, and that we have to naturalize
epistemology, come what may. Thus, for many contemporary naturalists Quine is
the keeper of the flag.

This justifies devoting a complete chapter to Quine's perspective on
epistemology. My problem was where to situate this chapter. Being the most
prominent naturalist Quine deserves to be discussed up front. For various reasons,
however, I have kept this chapter in the storage room.

The first reason is that I wanted to avoid conflating naturalistic epistemology
with Quine's specific brand of naturalism. Although Quine made explicit what
many philosophers had become convinced of independently, and many naturalists
refer to Quine's critique of the analytic-synthetic distinction and to Quine'S holism
with appreciation, most of the programs in naturalistic epistemology discussed so
far have very un-quinean origins. The programs of Lorenz and Campbell go back
to Spencer, Piaget started naturalizing epistemology in the forties, reliabilism grew
out of an epistemological tradition where Quine is a minor figure, and the
programs of philosophers like Thomas Kuhn and Barry Barnes have features that
are not congenial to Quine's philosophical position. To discuss all these programs
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as being of one piece with Quine's would unavoidably lead to misunderstandings
and inaccuracies.

Second, in commenting on Quine I feel a little insecure. It is always difficult to
present the ideas of another philosopher in a fair and intelligible manner, but in the
case of Quine an additional problem is that Quine has had so many commentators
already. I It is hardly possible (and certainly not very efficient) to take into account
all commentaries, and this can have undesirable consequences because you might
ignore the best. Additional to this, writing another commentary on Quine's work is
a little like writing another exegesis on the Bible. It also resembles a training in
mnemonics. Wherever you start, you always find yourself stressing familiar
points: the distinction between analytic and synthetic statements cannot be made to
work; translation is indeterminate; scientific theories are underdetermined by the
data; naturalize epistemology; away with intentional objects and intensional talk,
etc. But the awkward thing is that these familiar points keep turning up in a
different order, and their familiarity does not guarantee insight.

My third reason for postponing a discussion on Quine is perhaps the most
important. In discussing Quine I will apply a novel strategy to undermine
naturalistic epistemology. An effective manner to attack a philosophical position is
to attack its dominant figures. It is beyond doubt that Quine is the most prominent
adherent of naturalistic epistemology. Hence by undermining Quine's personal
brand of naturalism, other naturalists will become insecure also, especially since I
intend to recruit Quine to the non-naturalistic army. My interpretation of Quine's
naturalism is going to be heretical. On the one hand. I am going to give a swift
proof (or actually, two such proofs) of why Quine's naturalistic program fails. On
the other hand, I am going to argue that Quine is not really a naturalistic
epistemologist. On the contrary, he enables us to understand how a fully
naturalistic perspective on reality and science can be combined with a non-
naturalistic perspective on epistemology, or philosophy in general.

So I am not just going to write another commentary on the Bible, but I intend
to tum its messages upside down. You will agree with me that this should be done
with great caution and only after I have convinced my readers that I know what I
am talking about.

2. Epistemology naturalized

In his first monograph on Quine, Roger Gibson gives the following
characterization of Quine's philosophy:

I) My discussion in this chapter is in several respects parasitic on some excellent commentaries. e.g.
Romanos [1983). Hookway [1988) and especially Gibson [1982] and Gibson [1988]. Other valuable
sources were anthologies on Quine's work, such as Hahn & Schilpp (eds.) (1986).
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"From a historical point of view, Quine's philosophy, as a whole, is an attempt to
salvage and to reorient an empiricism that had its beginnings at least as far back as
John Locke's Essay and its most recent stage before Quine in Rudolf Carnap's
Aufbau," [Gibson,1982,p.l.]

Gibson stresses that Quine has done much to show that classical empmcism
contained a number of gross errors. Nevertheless, Quine remains an empiricist.
[Gibson, 1988; Hookway, 1988] Some commentators have felt that there is
something contradictory, or even unintelligible, with Quine's philosophical
position. [Putnam, 1982] While offering a pervasive critique of the main projects
of empiricist epistemology, Quine appears to underwrite these very projects
himself. This is indeed the case. Quine wants to hold on to a number of empiricist
assumptions, but he argues that these assumptions are defensible only if
epistemology, which is for Quine of a piece with empiricism, is reoriented.

Quine [1969b] evaluates the prospects of empiricist epistemology. He
distinguishes conceptual and doctrinal issues. The main conceptual issue is where
our language, or our 'ideas' comes from. Empiricists hold that our ideas are
derived from experience, or, if we follow positivists, from experience combined
with some basic logical principles. This thesis committed empiricists to showing
how the bulk of our language can be translated to the language of experience cum
logic. This lead to debates between physicalists and phenomenalist about whether
terms in ordinary language refer to physical objects or to sense data.? It also lead
to the problem of theoretical terms and to attempts to translate number theory into
set theory and set theory into logic. [Suppe, 1977]

The main doctrinal issue is how our claims about reality can be shown to be
correct. This is the project of validation. Empiricism entails that this can be done
only on the basis of experience, combined with logic. As a consequence,
empiricists had to show how the bulk of our theories and beliefs can be deduced
from sensory evidence cum logic.

Quine's verdict is that, both on the doctrinal and on the conceptual side, the
empiricist project has failed. He recapitulates briefly the failure of attempts to
reduce mathematics to logic, and to reduce theoretical language to a strictly
observational language. On the doctrinal side, he stresses that there is, among
other things, no way to get around the problem of induction.

However, his main argument in support of his claim that empiricist
epistemology has failed is that it could only have succeeded if empiricism had
solved both the conceptual and the doctrinal issues.' Showing that a theoretical

3)

The term 'physicalism' has several functions in contemporary philosophy. At this point, the term
refers to a claim about the meaning of language. Throughout this study, the term usually refers to
the thesis that all scientific theories can be construed as physical theories. Since Quine is a
physicalist in both senses, I will allow my formulations to be somewhat ambiguous in this chapter.
The reader might object to my ascribing to Quine the view that both issues go hand in hand. After
all, Quine himself suggests that even if the doctrinal project fails, the conceptual project might be
of interest. [Quine, 1969b, p. 76] Even there, however, Quine relates the conceptual to the

2)

149



language can be translated in an observational language has some intrinsic interest
but the project can only be epistemological illuminating if this translation enables
us to validate theoretical claims on the basis of experience. On the other hand, in
Quine's view, showing that we can demonstrate theoretical claims on the basis of
experience amounts to showing that theoretical claims can be translated to an
observational level. Hence, it is all or nothing, limited success is failure.

Quine's arguments here complement the arguments he gave in his [1953]. In
that paper Quine does not explicit distinguish conceptual and doctrinal issues, but
implicitly he shows that conceptual projects and doctrinal issues go hand in hand.
After all, his main conclusion is that we cannot distinguish factual issues from
issues about meaning. This comes to the fore, when he argues that the first dogma
of empiricism, the distinction between synthetic and analytic statements, is
identical with the second dogma, reductionism. Both serve conceptual as well as
doctrinal projects. The failure of attempts to give an accurate characterization of
the distinction between the analytic and the synthetic reflects that none of our
statements has experiential consequences it can call its own while, at the same
time, all of our statements can be said to have experiential consequences in
combination with other statements. In "Epistemology naturalized" Quine does little
more than rehearse these facts and draw some further consequences from them.

The main consequence is, he argues, that we have to drop the project of
validation, or, alternatively, the project of rational reconstruction, to the extent that
the attempt to arrive at a rational reconstruction is a disguised attempt to validate
specific scientific theories. An analysis of the observational origins of theoretical
statements does not enable us to demonstrate theoretical claims. In pursuing a
rational reconstruction of science epistemologists have misled themselves in
believing that a thorough validation of science would be the net result of their
investigation. But whatever we do, we will always fall short on the ideals of rigour
and certainty.

This suggests that there is no need for doing epistemology at all. Quine himself
notes that the failure of the two empiricist projects has lead philosophers like
Wittgenstein to find "a residual philosophical vocation in therapy: in curing
philosophers of the delusion that there were epistemological problems." [Quine,
1969b, p. 82] A consequence of this would be that it is senseless to remain an
empiricist. But Quine does not draw these conclusions:

"But I think that at this point it may be more useful to say rather that epistemology
still goes on, though in a new setting and a clarified status. Epistemology, or
something like it, simply falls into place as a chapter of psychology and hence of
natural science." [Quine, 1969b, p. 82.]

doctrinal issue: translating physical concepts to the level of observation terms shows the 'essential
innocence' of these concepts. Anyway, Quine's genetic approach in epistemology surely identifies
conceptual with doctrinal issues.
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Quine wants to put an end to the illusory parts of epistemology. But he believes
that we can go on doing epistemology without make believe if we reorient our
research appropriately, sc. by making the naturalistic tum. We have to drop the
project of validation, disguised as rational reconstruction, and start investigating
the actual origins of scientific theories. One example of such an investigation
would be to study the relation between scientific theory and sensory stimulations.
Another example is to excavate the evolutionary origins of human cognition.
[Quine, 1969b, p. 90] Quine predicts that the naturalistic approach will render
support to what Gibson calls enlightened empiricism, an empiricism without
dogmas. [Gibson, 1988]

What does this enlightened empiricism look like? Quine himself gives some
clues:

"Two cardinal tenets of empiricism remained unassailable, however, and so remain
to this day. One is that whatever evidence there is for science is sensory evidence.
The other ( .. ) is that all inculcation of meanings of words must rest ultimately on
sensory evidence." [Quine, 1969b, p. 75]

Along the way Quine revives the distinction between observational and theoretical
language. Some statements have, he contends, experiential consequences they can
call their own. [Quine, 1981e] One example of this would be the conjunction of all
our claims about reality. On a more mundane level, there is a set of observational
statements like "this is red" or "there is a table in front of me". These statements
are observational in the sense that people have no problems in relating them to
experience.

"Theoretical sentences grade off to observation sentences; observationality is a
matter of degree, namely, the degree of spontaneous agreement that the sentence
would command from present witnesses." [Quine, 1981e, p. 71]

We cannot say that we can demonstrate the truth or falsity of such claims on the
basis of experience because all estimations of truth and falsity can be modified on
the basis of further experience, but, as long as further experience is not available,
we feel that we can say that we can show that there is a table in front of us by
looking around. Within the context of our present system of beliefs we can
distinguish between observational statements and non-observational statements.
Since our system of beliefs can be modified, this distinction does not enable us to
be certain about whether these observational statements are true or not, nor about
whether they are observational in nature, but, given the actual context, we have no
reason to doubt whether our observational claims are true nor about whether they
are observational in nature.

Indirectly, Quine revives also the distinction between the synthetic and the
analytic. We can say, within the context of ordinary english, that the statement 'all
bachelors are unmarried' has no experiential consequences and, hence, that is
analytic. Within the same context other statements can be said to have experiential

151



consequences, direct or indirect, and these are synthetic. But this does not mean
that there cannot exist a context in which 'all bachelors are unmarried' is not
analytic. In the end, whatever meaning statements have depends on experience.
Experience has taught us that 'all bachelors are unmarried' is correct and while
doing so it has provided this statement with a specific meaning. But what
experience has given, can be taken away by it. Analyticity, like observationality, is
relative to the context of our present system of beliefs.

Quine assumes that once epistemology is reoriented these empiricist
assumptions will be vindicated. Reorienting epistemology consists of making the
naturalistic tum. The proper task of epistemology is to give a factual account of
the relation between the sensory evidence and the theories we construct, of the link
"between the meager input and the torrential output". [Quine, 1969b, p. 83] That
is, Quine urges us to take literally the old epistemological question: how do we
arrive at our knowledge? In traditional epistemology this question was typically
understood somewhat metaphorically as: in what manner can we acquire absolute
certainty with regard to our beliefs about reality? But, due to the failure of the
project of validation, this question is no longer of interest. What we should settle
for is an account of the actual relations between theory and evidence.

However, I believe there to be a third crucial empiricist thesis that Quine
remains convinced of, sc. that

"the evidential relation [between theory and experience] is virtually enacted, it
would seem, in the learning [of theoretical language]. " [Quine, 1975, p. 74175]

Empiricists have always objected to the idea that we are born with a complete
language in our head. Rather, language is learned on the basis of experience. As a
consequence, theoretical language - whatever that may be - is also learned on the
basis of experience. But if this is so, then it is indeed plausible that the learning of
language parallels the evidential relations between claims and experience. At this
point, Quine revives the verificationist theory of meaning, albeit in a mitigated
version. The 'meaning' of a statement is, in the end, the method in which the
statement can be 'verified'. If this were not so, then, according to Quine, it is
unexplainable how we could have learned the meaning of a statement in the first
place.

On the basis of this third assumption, Quine assumes that we can arrive at an
account of the relation between theory and observation by studying the manner in
which we learn a theoretical language. This he calls the genetic approach in
epistemology. The evidential relation between the "torrential output" and the
"meager input" is similar to the genesis of theoretical language.

Quine wants to reorient epistemology by making the naturalistic tum.
Epistemology is part of science, and indeed part of the natural sciences. Quine
assumes that this account will support the main assumptions of empiricism. He
does not believe that naturalistic attempts to give an account of the manner in
which we arrive at theories will offer us a plausible alternative to empiricism:
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" Surely one has no choice but to be an empiricist so far as one's theory of
linguistic meaning is concerned." [Quine, 1969b, p. 81]

This sounds pretty dogmatic. But it is fairer to assume that Quine considers the
three empiricist theses referred to above as working hypotheses that are and will
be supported by naturalistic research.

3. Why Quine's naturalism does not work. (part one)

In assessing the prospects of the naturalistic program Quine envisages, I will use a
mixed strategy. In this section I will argue in support of the following claim:

CLAIM 6.1:
Given the current state of science, Quine's naturalistic program can only
support a dogmatic empiricism.

In the rest of this chapter I will argue that in the context of Quine's overall
philosophical position it is dubious whether we can ascribe a naturalistic view on
epistemology to Quine at all. Rather, Quine implicitly shows the manner in which
epistemology can escape a full-blooded naturalism.

What is the aim of Quine's naturalistic program? Quine expects his program to
vindicate the rough outlines of his enlightened empiricism. Empiricism might have
gone beyond Locke, but it remains committed to the idea that both our language
and our knowledge are derived, in some way or another, from experience. This
explains why Quine puts the relation between the 'meager input' and 'torrential
output' at the top of his list of topics.

The major publications of Quine can also be understood in this context. One of
the main aims of Word and object was to show how the meaning of terms is
related to the observational level, to the 'stimulus meaning'. [Quine, 1960] At the
same time, Quine pointed out that the strength of the relation between the meaning
of terms and the observational level mirrors the degree in which observations can
give evidential support to various claims.

Nevertheless, in spite of the fact that Quine has tried to substantiate his
naturalistic program, he has little to say on a problem that is, in my view, fatal to
his project. This problem comes to the fore if we take a brief look at the
controversy between Quine and Chomsky.

The controversy is, of course, about innateness. Chomsky accuses Quine of
reviving, somewhat naively, the thesis that we are born as a tabula rasa. Quine
counters that he has, indeed, a penchant for innate ideas, but that his empiricism is
not naive. He acknowledges that there is something innate in our knowledge,
including our knowledge of our language, but insists that:

"language aptitude is innate; language learning, on the other hand, in which that
aptitude is put to work, turns on intersubjectively observable features of human
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behavior and its environing circumstances, there being no innate language and no
telepathy." [Quine, 1969c, p. 306.]

By now the reader might getting bored by the debate on innateness. But of all the
topics in naturalistic epistemology, it is this topic that is crucial to Quine's
naturalistic program, and, indeed, to most naturalistic programs that assume that
the main problem for epistemology is to show how knowledge is actually acquired.

CLAIM 6.1.1.:
A naturalistic program can support empiricism only if the empirical sciences
can specify what is innate in human cognition.

Suppose that you want to find out how human beings acquire knowledge. In the
history of philosophy two general claims have been made about this. The first
claim, the rationalist one, is that all knowledge is innate. The main theme of
rationalism is that the actual acquisition of knowledge is the process of triggering
already available knowledge or ideas. The second claim, the empiricist one, is that
all knowledge is derived from the senses. It is well-known that both claims are
implausible. No one seriously believes that my alleged knowledge that Amsterdam
is the capital of the Netherlands is innate. On the other hand, no one seriously
believes that we can give a full explanation of this alleged knowledge in terms of
sensory stimuli. So, presumably, the correct answer lies somewhere in between
these two extremes.

It is clear that the main purpose of Quine's naturalistic program is to determine
what the correct answer is: how much of our knowledge is due to innate
capacities, and how much of our knowledge is due to the sensory stimuli? Indeed,
Quine expects that we will find that the contribution of the sensory stimuli is
greater than the contribution of innate capacities, otherwise he would no longer be
an empiricist. But if this is the purpose of his naturalistic program, then the
prospects for it to succeed are bleak.

Notice that it is not necessary to get into scientific details here. My discussion
in the second chapter renders this superfluous. For if we make the plausible
assumption that human cognition depends on innate factors and experience,
specifying the role of sensory stimuli in human cognition amounts to the same
thing as specifying what is innate in human knowledge. To put it in familiar terms,
once we have an accurate characterization of a priori knowledge, we also have an
accurate characterization of a posteriori knowledge (under the assumption that we
can determine the range of our actual knowledge). However, since we do not have
an accurate characterization of a priori knowledge, and we are not likely to fmd
one, we do not have an accurate characterization of the contribution of the sensory
stimuli, nor will have such a characterization in the foreseeable future.
Therefore,
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CLAIM 6.1.2.:
It is unlikely that the empirical sciences can specify what is innate in human
cognition.

that has been defended in chapter two, rounds out my argument In support of
claim 6.1.

To put it briefly, Quine's naturalistic program is of a piece with Lorenz'
program in the sense that the one cannot succeed without the other being a
success. We have found that Lorenz' program is anything but a success. As a
consequence, Quine's program fails also.

So it seems. But remember that the argument in chapter three was based on the
assumption that to give more than one solution amounts to giving no solution, or,
in other words, that scientific research should render an unequivocal results. It is
unlikely that this assumption can be used here. After all, Quine has been among
the first to insist that scientific research can hardly avoid producing various,
incompatible solutions. It is necessary to take a closer look at Quine's philosophy
before one can show that his naturalistic program has to fail on Quine's own
terms.

4. Quine's naturalism and epistemology

However, my assessment of Quine's naturalistic epistemology does not depend
solely on the claim that the prospects of the program he envisages are dismal. My
main claim concerning Quine'S naturalism is:

CLAIM 6.2.:
Within Quine's overall philosophy (i) there is room for non-naturalistic
epistemology, and (ii) there is no room for the kind of naturalistic program
in epistemology he envisages.

Both parts of claim 6.2. sound paradoxical, since it is widely assumed that the
message of Quine'S philosophy is that (i) there is no room for non-naturalistic
epistemology, and (ii) it is possible to realize his naturalistic program. Yet, I hold
that claim 6.2. is implicit in Quine'S philosophy.

It will take some space to give a full defense of this paradoxical claim. To
prepare the ground we have to take into account that the bulk of Quine's
arguments are negative in tone. Quine argues that traditional epistemology has
failed. Hence, he proposes to naturalize epistemology which means, as indicated
above, that he focus on one epistemological question that he intends to take
literally. In Quine'S view this is the only alternative that is left if we want to do
anything resembling epistemology. The main strategy in support of claim 6.2. will
be to show that within Quine's philosophy there is at least one alternative
interpretation of epistemology available, and, moreover, that this alternative
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interpretation is more congenial to Quine's overall position than Quine's own
explicit interpretation of epistemology.

4.1. Quine's arguments against traditional epistemology

In discussing the negative part of Quine's position I will distinguish two arguments
to the effect that traditional epistemology is a failure, and that epistemology has to
be naturalized. The first argument is explicit in "Epistemology naturalized". The
second argument is scattered over Quine's work. I will show that the first
argument is defective. Therefore, the burden of Quine's attack on traditional
epistemology falls upon the second argument.

4.1.1. The failure of the project of validation

In criticizing traditional epistemology in "Epistemology naturalized", Quine
conflates it with the project of validation. Since the project of validation fails,
traditional epistemology fails also. Therefore, we have to reorient epistemology.
This reorientation should reflect the fact that we do no longer pursue the project of
validation. The proper way to do this is to drop the claim that in doing
epistemology we should not rely on the results of science itself. If we want to give
an absolute validation of science, it is obvious that we cannot rely upon science
itself. Once our purpose is no longer to give such a validation, Quine sees no
reason why we should refrain from using the best of our theories in doing
epistemology:

" If the epistemologist's goal is validation of the grounds of empirical science, he
defeats his purpose by using psychology or other empirical science in the validation.
However, such scruples against circularity have little point once we have stopped
dreaming of deducing science from observations. If we are out simply to understand
the link between observation and science, we are well advised to use any available
information, including that provided by the very science whose link with
observation we are seeking to understand." [Quine, 1969b, p. 75-76]

I acknowledge that if traditional epistemology can be conflated with the project of
validation, sc. the quest for certainty, then Quine's conclusion that traditional
epistemology can never succeed is correct. Yet, his argument is ineffective for two
reasons.

The first reason is that Quine'S assumption that the aim of epistemology is
defeated by relying on empirical science only if the purpose of epistemology is to
validate our beliefs about the world, might be too quick. There might be other
reasons to object to relying on empirical science while doing epistemology.
Compare the situation with pure mathematics. A pure mathematician ignores the
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results of the empirical sciences. But the reason why he does so is not that he
intends to validate the empirical sciences.

The second reason is that we cannot conflate traditional epistemology with the
project of validation. As a consequence of this, we cannot show that traditional
epistemology has to be replaced by naturalistic epistemology because of the failure
of the project of validation.

Imagine the situation in which some epistemologist shows that human beings
cannot have knowledge, for instance by showing that we can never be certain
about the truth of our beliefs. I take it that such a result would be an
epistemological result. But if this assumption is correct, then it is possible that
epistemology is a success in spite of the failure of the project of validation.
Therefore, showing that the project of validation fails in itself does not force one
to give up traditional epistemology. The failure of the project of validation is
compatible with good epistemology.

4.1.2. The argwnent against a two-step methodology

It appears to me that if Quine's main argument in support of naturalistic
epistemology are to be found in his paper "Epistemology naturalized", then his
argument is not persuasive. However, Quine also uses another strategy in
supporting naturalistic epistemology that does not depend upon conflating
traditional epistemology with the project of validation. This strategy can be found
in Quine's earlier work.

I have already alluded to this second argument in the first chapter. Quine's
argument is not that the project of validation fails, but rather that the idea of a
two-step methodology is nonsensical. A two-step methodology is only illuminating
if we can decide, within this methodology, which step has to be applied in a
specific case. In his [1953] Quine implicitly showed that the dominant version of a
two-step methodology does not work because we cannot specify which step of the
methodology has to be applied in a specific case. He concludes from this that we
have to settle for methodological monism. There is only one way to settle
disagreements, and that is doing science.

In the work of Quine we can also find another version of this argument. The
argument is implicit in Quine attack on modal logic. Quine argues that, in the final
analysis, the distinction between extensional and intensional language is untenable
in the sense that if intensional language is comprehensible, then it can be reduced
to a purely extensional level. This is what I will call semantical monism.
Correspondingly, Quine holds that any scientific theory, if comprehensible at all,
can be reduced to physics. But if this is so, then epistemology is naturalized as
soon as we start producing intelligible epistemological theories.

I assume that if we would point out to Quine that the argument he gives in his
"Epistemology Naturalized" fail to support naturalistic epistemology, then he
would fall back on his arguments in support of methodological and seman tical
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monism. Therefore, I assume that these arguments have to bear the burden of his
attack on traditional epistemology.

In the rest of section 4 I will show that Quine's arguments in support of
naturalistic epistemology are ineffective on all accounts. Quine has not shown that
we cannot pursue epistemology in a non-naturalistic vein. On the contrary, Quine's
overall philosophy enables us to understand how epistemology can be pursued in a
non-naturalistic vein. For, on closer inspection, we fmd that at some point in the
development of his philosophy, Quine drops both methodological and semantical
momsm.

What do you need to bake a non-naturalistic cake? Congenial to the overall
strategy in my assessment of naturalistic epistemology, the main ingredients have
to be part of Quine's philosophy. So I will discuss a number of claims that can be
fairly characterized as the core of Quine's philosophical system. Then it will be
time for some interactive mixing which amounts to turning Quine's naturalism
upside down. While it rises, I will argue that even if Quine would fiercely disagree
with my interpretation of his philosophy, the core of his philosophy puts me in the
position to give an effective reply to him. Then, at the end of this chapter, we will
start eating the cake. But do not eat too much, because in the next two chapters I
am going to bake some more cakes that are even more difficult to digest.

4.2. The ingredients

I intend to de-naturalize Quine's epistemology on the basis of a number of claims
that can be fairly said to be crucial to his overall philosophical position. Two
Quinean theses will be central in my discussion, to wit the thesis of the
underdetermination of scientific theories (U-thesis for short), and the thesis of the
indeterminacy of translation (I-thesis for short). I will discuss these theses in this
order. Along the way, I will show the relevance of some other features of Quine's
philosophy, particularly his attack on modal logic and intentional objects.

4.2.1. The thesis of underdetennination

On a text-book level, Quine shares with Pierre Duhem the fame of having
presented the Duhem-Quine Thesis,' The rough-and-ready version of this thesis is
that

•• Cf. Harding [1976), Hesse [1970), Vuillemin [1986). See also Quine's own remarks in his "Two
dogmas" and his [1975a). While commenting on a paper by Dirk Koppelberg, Quine stresses that
at the time he wrote "Two dogmas" he was not familiar with the work of Duhem. See Barren &
Gibson (eds.) [1990]. p. 212.
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"scientific statements are not separately vulnerable to adverse observations, because
it is only jointly as a theory that they imply their observable consequences." [Quine,
1975a, p. 313]

But if this is so, then we find that if some theory is confronted by 'adverse
observations' there are several ways to remove this friction. This leads Quine to
the thesis of the underdetermination of scientific theories (U-thesis for short) that
can be formulated - roughly - in the following manner:

U-thesis:
For any set of observational data, for any theory T that fits this set of data:
there is an alternative to T that fits this set equally well

From a logical point of view, the Duhem-Quine-thesis complements Hume's claim
that the bulk of our claims about the world cannot be demonstrated by experience.
The Duhem-Quine-thesis expands on this claim by stressing that the bulk of our
claims about the world cannot be refuted by experience either. In this way the
thesis embodies an objection to the popperian perspective on science. According to
Popper, science grows by conjectures and refutations. The conjectures are
powerful generalizations, the refutations are arrived at by confronting the logical
consequences of these generalizations with the empirical evidence. For instance, if
you find one citizen of Salt Lake City who isn't a mormon, then the statement that
all citizens of Salt Lake City are mormons is refuted. The Duhem-Quine thesis
points out that a specific observation is rarely incompatible with some other
isolated scientific hypothesis. Rather, it is incompatible with a number of other
claims in combination. This means that, generally speaking, there are several
alternative ways to avoid a contradiction. In the case above, one can for instance
argue that the alleged counter-example to the generalized claim is not really a
citizen, but only a resident in Salt Lake City. Whether the counter-example is a
counter-example itself depends upon a lot of background assumptions, or, if you
like to put it in another way, upon whether the people who are discussing this
issue are willing to accept the counter-example as a counter-example.

The main consequence of the Duhem-Quine thesis is that a theory is developed
as a whole, and, hence, is confronted with experience as a whole. Science is a
holistic enterprise. This is not only true for specific scientific disciplines, but it
also applies to science in general. Although in practice some sciences develop in
isolation from other sciences, and some theories appear to have no relevance for
other theories, in the final analysis, one has to acknowledge that no scientific
discipline nor a scientific theory is totally immune from outside influence. We can
never say: "if theory T is capable of accounting a specific, stable set of data, then
T is empirically correct". In principle there is nothing wrong with the idea that a
theory of vision suggests that some sociological theory is incorrect. Whatever the
autonomy of specific scientific theories, this autonomy is relative to the global
context. Within contemporary science, we do not have examples of theories of
vision that are at odds with a sociological theory. which means that in this context
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we find it difficult to imagine that sociological theories can be 'refuted' by the
empirical evidence about vision. But contexts can change, and they have repeatedly
done so in the past.

Similarly, although nowadays nuclear scientists believe that the sparks and
flashes they see in a particle accelerator confirm or disconfirm their theories about
the microphysical world, there might come a day on which they stop believing
this, and for good reasons.

Quine has stressed these points in several ways, using various examples. For
instance, in his [1953] he undermined the idea that science knows best, by
acknowledging that although he himself believes that science knows best, he cannot
explain the difference between science and mythology. In his [1960] he makes the
same point using Neurath's boat-metaphor, holding that while on the one hand we
cannot allow ourselves to rebuild all the parts of the boat at the same time, it is,
on the other hand, possible that we will rebuild it by replacing all its constituents
gradually.

"Our boat stays afloat because at each alteration we keep the bulk of it intact as a
going concern. (... ) We are limited in how we can start even if not in where we
may end up. To vary Neurath's figure with Wittgenstein's, we may kick away our
ladder only after we have climbed it." [Quine, 1960, p. 4]

Although we cannot replace all our statements about the world at the same time,
no statement is immune to replacement, including the observational ones. At most
we can say that, in our present situation, is would be rash to replace some of the
planks (the observational and the analytic ones) in order to hold on to others (the
theoretical). But occasionally, being rash is all right.

A statement is immune to revision if it is impossible to deny that the statement
is true. Stated in this way, it is hard to understand how anyone could ever have
toyed with the thought that some statements were immune to revision. People have
the verbal liberty of denying whatever they want. But the question has to be put in
a more sophisticated way, sc. is it impossible for someone to deny a specific
statement without giving up his sanity?

Descartes believed that there are such statements, his "Cogito ergo sum" being
one example. No person X can claim that X is thinking but that X does not exist
without giving up his sanity. Unfortunately, this example of Descartes is not a
very good one, because philosophers have been able to give a dozen interpretations
of this statement, and no one knows which interpretation renders the statement
immune to revision.

Skipping a few steps, the obvious candidates for statements that are immune to
revision are statements that express the laws of thought, with statements that
specify the meaning of words coming in as close second. But Quine has argued at
length that even these statements are not immune to revision. A specification of the
meaning of words can only be immune to revision if a number of 'factual' claims
are also immune to revision, but this is not the case. Moreover, even the laws of
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thought are not immune to reVISIOn, or at least, if they are, then we have been
unable to specify them indefinitely.' Quine writes:

"Even a truth of logic or mathematics could be abandoned in order to hold fast
some casual statement of ephemeral fact: 'could' in the sense that the thus altered
system of the world could still save the appearances. Could be abandoned - very
well; but would be? Yes, in an extremity; there are two oft-cited examples,
intuitionist logic and the deviant logics that have been proposed for quantum
mechanics. In principle, thus, vulnerability is universal. What is more worth noting,
however, is that in practice it comes in degrees. It is at a minimum in logic and
mathematics, because disruptions here would reverberate so widely through science.
[.. ] Basic laws of physics, such as those of physical geometry or of conservation,
are a little more vulnerable. There is a grading off. As we move toward the
observational periphery of the fabric of science, vulnerability increases. 'There are
brick houses in Elm Street' could be refuted in the space of a short walk. "[Quine,
1986g, p. 619-620f

So Quine is going all the way, from theoretical statements to observational
statements to logical principles. I would like to follow him. It appears to me that
the claim that there are statements that are immune to revision is implausible, if
only because there is no reason to suppose that this claim itself is not immune to
revision. Moreover, in the context of our discussion, it is clear that the bulk of our
statements about the world are not immune to revision. This means that for most
purposes we can pretend as if the claims we are discussing, are revisable.

The thesis of the underdetennination of scientific theories goes a little further
than this. For even if all the evidence is in, that is, even if we have no doubts
about which observational planks we have to use, the thesis holds that we can
build several alternative boats using them. This is the way in which the thesis is
presented in text books: there are several alternative theories that are compatible
with whatever evidence you have.

This shows that, in principle, the thesis of the underdetermination is
independent of both the problem of induction, and the problem of the observational
basis. Even in the case where the problem of induction does not exist, because our

6)

Quine'S position on the revisibility of logic is another main worry for a commentator on Quine.
Occassionally, Quine has suggested that the idea that a group of people might actually cherish other
logical principles is incomprehensible. Indeed, Donald Davidson has argued that we cannot imagine
a conceptual scheme that is, from a logical point of view, radically different from ours, which
suggests that we cannot revise these features of our conceptual scheme. [Davidson, 1974]
Unfortunately, the assumptions with the help of which Davidson argued this point themselves
appear to be revisable. I assume that the passage cited in the text expresses Quine'S final point of
view on the revisibility of logic.
Quine's formulations are not completely accurate. For instance, the issue is not whether we can
abandon 'truths' of logic or mathematics. Moreover, from another point of view, the observational
periphery is as invulnerable as the logical core. If we are looking at brick houses in Elm Street,
then we will not revise our judgment unless we have strong reasons to believe that we are
hallucinating etc.
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evidence is exhaustive, and in the case in which there can be no doubts about what
the evidence looks like, theories are underdetermined by the evidence. The reason
is that the thesis assumes that theories always go a little further than the possible
evidence. [Quine, 1970, 178/179] That is, scientific theories are not conjunctions
of observational statements, they do not enumerate the evidence or possible
evidence. Indeed, Quine himself has recently pointed out that enumerative theories
do not fall into the scope of the thesis. [Quine, 1975a]

All this amounts to the following. Imagine some theory T which has the
following characteristics:

- the main claims of T are not analytical in the sense that they cannot be
assessed on the basis of a strictly logical analysis (i.e. T cannot be
considered to be tautologous or inconsistent);
- the main claims of T cannot be related directly to the observational
periphery (i.e. T is not a conjunction of observational statements):
- T fits the empirical data.

For any such T, the U-thesis holds that there are alternatives to T such that these
alternative theories fit the observational data equally well. Yet these theories are
not compatible, that is, if we compare T and its alternatives with the help of
standard logical analysis then we will find that combining T with its alternatives
leads to contradictory statements. As a consequence, the main empiricist criterion
for theory-evaluation, sc. checking theories on the basis of observational data,
points towards various incompatible theories. Therefore, if we insist that the
purpose of science is to do better than this, we need additional criteria.

4.2.2. Pragmatic criteria and theory-selection

Many philosophers suggest, in commenting on the U-thesis, that pragmatic criteria
can take the sting out of the U-thesis. [Papineau, 1987] They hold that since the
U-thesis is formulated in terms of the relation between theory and the data,
additional standards might overcome the underdetermination of scientific theories
in such a way that they enable us to select the correct theory after all. If this is so,
then we need not worry too much about the U-thesis.

At this point, Quine presents a commentator with some problems. 00 the one
hand, Quine repeatedly stresses the importance of additional, pragmatic standards
of theory-evaluation like simplicity and elegance. 00 the other hand, it is dubious
whether Quine believes that these additional standards are proper in science. The
situation is even more complicated because there appears to be a development in
Quine's philosophy from a radical pragmatic position towards a more 'realistic'
stand. [Smart, 1969; Hookway, 1988, chapter 3]

There is the danger that we get involved in philological debates here. I want to
short-circuit the issue by giving some sort of a rational reconstruction of Quine's
overall position.
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First we have to make clear what pragmatic standards are. For the sake of the
discussion, I assume that pragmatic standards for theory-selection are standards
that refer to the simplicity or elegance of a specific theory, or to the continuity
between old and new theories." It appears to me that Quine is convinced that such
considerations play a significant role in the actual process of theory-selection.
Moreover, this can hardly be doubted. It is evident that scientists often select
theories on the basis of elegance, simplicity and the continuity with past science.

On the other hand, I expect that for two reasons Quine would object to the idea
that these standards can solve the problem engendered by the U'-thesis.

First, although Quine himself hardly discusses this possibility, criteria like
simplicity are too vague to enable us to select one theory among various
alternatives. Whether some theory is simple, elegant, continuous with past science,
etc. is itself to a large extent a matter of taste. We can expect that scientists will
disagree about whether some theory is more elegant than its alternatives. So, it is
plausible that Quine would accept a generalized thesis of underdetermination, that
says that scientific theory is underdetermined by the empirical data, combined with
additional pragmatic standards.

Second, the suggestion is at odds with Quine's position with regard to the
relevance of pragmatic standards. Quine would insist that pragmatic standards are
not of the same kind as the traditional empiricist standards, nor that they have the
same impact. Whereas the 'fit' between theory and data gives us some sort of clue
about whether the theory under consideration is correct, the simplicity or elegance
of theories do not provide us with such clues. To put it in terms of truth,
according to Quine these standards are irrelevant with regard to the truth
(correspondence) of scientific theory. They are only relevant in the sense that we
actually use such standards in evaluating scientific theory. As a result of this,
nothing follows from the fact that we can pick out one theory among several
alternatives on the basis of pragmatic standards. In spite of his pragmatic
inclinations, Quine opposes a Peircean conception of truth.

The main textual evidence in support of this interpretation is, of course, that if
Quine does not intend to make such a distinction, it is hard to explain why he
keeps stressing that theories have to fit the experiential periphery. In spite of his
acknowledgment that even observational statements are not immune to revision, he
is firmly convinced that experience is our only link with objective reality. Indeed,
where this link is missing, Quine holds that there is little reason to assume that
there is anything objectively real. For instance, in comparing ethics with scientific
theory he says:

7) Hookway points out that the term 'pragmatism' as it is used by Quine cannot be always understood
in this way. Rather, Quine'S "pragmatic" standards are indistinguishable from general empiricist
standards. "The 'pragmatic standard' embodies, not a reference to whatever particular interests and
purposes might lead someone to construct a world, but an appeal to the pursuit of efficient
predictive control over experience which serves as the 'duty' of science." Hookway [1988], p. 53.
I will ignore this terminological complication, but note that Hookway 's remarks support my
interpretation of Quine on this matter.
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"The empirical foothold of scientific theory is in the predicted observable event; that
of a moral code is in the observable moral act. But whereas we can test a prediction
against the independent course of observable nature, we can judge the morality of
an act only by our own moral standards themselves. Science, thanks to its links with
observation, retains some title to a correspondence theory of truth; but a coherence
theory is evidently the lot of ethics. n [Quine, 1981d, p. 63]

Now if additional pragmatic standards would be truly additional in the sense that
they could compensate the defects of an observational check on theories, then it
should be possible that these standards are effective in evaluating a moral code.
But although Quine would acknowledge that we use such standards in assessing
moral codes, he insists that this is not enough to put a moral code on the same
level as a scientific theory. The difference here is evidently a difference in kinds.
In the case of scientific theories we can take up a realistic position (embrace a
correspondence theory of truth), but in the case of moral codes we have to accept
some sort of idealism (accept a coherence theory of truth). From this it follows
that pragmatic standards cannot be said to provide the same kind of warrant to a
theory as observational standards.

For my purposes, it is not necessary for me to commit myself with regard to
the adequacy of Quine's objections, since it is enough that he would probably raise
them. However, I cannot help to say that I find myself in close agreement with
Quine in this case.

4.2.3. What makes a theory an alternative?

Imagine two theories T. and Tz that fit the empirical evidence perfectly. Does it
make sense to say that T. and T2 can in principle be alternatives to each other?
Couldn't we say, in a positivistic vein, that whenever we find that there are two
theories that are empirically equivalent but that appear to contradict each other, the
contradiction is an illusion, because we could in principle translate the one theory
into the other given a proper set of rules for translation?

It is important for my arguments below to stress that these theories are
incompatible in the sense that, taken on face value, they lead to contradictory
results. For instance, theory T. says that there are no electrons, whereas theory T2

says that there are electrons and goes on to describe them. It is possible that in T.
we can find similar descriptions, but according to this theory these are not
descriptions of the same objects as the ones described in T2• The main difference
between the two theories is the manner in which these theories carve up the world
at its supposed joints. If we write out the consequences of the two theories, we
find that in combination they lead to contradictory statements. So these theories are
true alternatives to each other, and we expect that only one of them can be correct.
The U-thesis says that we are unable to pick out the one that is correct, no matter
what the empirical data are. So we are faced with a vexing problem in the
selection of theories.
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I believe that this is an adequate expression of Quine's view on the matter.
Unfortunately, Quine himself has made several remarks that appear to take the
sting out the U-thesis. For instance, in his [1981b] Quine suggests that two
incompatible theories might both be true. Then, he goes on to say that we might
translate the terms of one of these theories in such a manner that these theories are
no longer logically incompatible, although they are not logically equivalent.
[Quine, 1981b, p. 29] Similarly, in reacting to Grunbaum's criticism of the U-
thesis, Quine suggested that, in the end, the differences between two alternative
theories might well be terminological. 8 Again this suggests that the two alternative
theories should be seen as terminological variants of each other, rather than as true
alternatives.

It appears that in these passages Quine himself robs the U-thesis of its
philosophical impact. Roger Gibson concludes that these passages

"trivialize( .. ) under-determination itself, for now it appears that alternative global
theories of the world are mere verbal alternatives - true descriptions of one and the
same world in different terms." [Gibson, 1986a, p. 36.]9

However, within Quine's philosophy, we should not make too much of this. After
all, Quine has become famous for claiming that we cannot distinguish
terminological from factual issues. It is true that we can explain away the apparent
contradictions by saying that the two alternative theories are formulated in different
languages, but it is also true that we can object to such an explanation and insist
that the two theories are incompatible.

I want to illustrate this on the basis of a somewhat contrived example. Assume
that the two following theories are empirically adequate:

T1: There is only one kind of entity such that, depending on the
circumstances, this entity behaves either like waves or like
particles.

T2: There are two kinds of entities. One behaves like waves, the
other behaves like particles. The circumstances determine
which of these entities exist.

Taken on face value, these two theories are not logically equivalent and, indeed,
logically incompatible. I expect also that most people would be able to explain
what the difference is between the two theories. That is, we have absolutely no
problem in understanding that these two theories cannot both be true.

I) Cf. Grunbaum [1960]; Quine [1962]. Note that Quine is talking about the Duhem-Quine thesis, not
about the Ll-thesis. At this point, I assume that we can ignore the difference between these two
theses.
As a side-effect, Gibson notes that there is no longer a distinction between the thesis of underdeter-
mination and the thesis of the indeterminacy of translation. See below for further discussion.

9)
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Now, let's use the trick that is suggested by Grunbaum and by Quine himself. We
are stipulating that the two theories are not formulated in the same language.
Hence, in order to compare the two theories we have to translate the one into the
language of the other. In order to do so, we need a manual of translation. In
principle we can -construct a manual of translation such that the apparent
contradiction disappears. For instance, assume that we translate T) into the
language of T2 in using the following manual:

- the -word 'entity' in the language of T) cannot always be translated with
the word 'entity' in the language of T2;
- the expression 'behave like' in the language of T) can be translated as the
expression 'exists as' in the language of T2.

Given such a manual of translation, one can explain away the apparent
contradiction between T) and T2. However, this does not mean that we can be
confident in theory-selection. We might also use another manual of translation
which does not enable us to explain away the apparent contradiction. So as long as
it is unclear which manual of translation is correct, we cannot rely on the manual
described above in order to explain away the contradiction.

Moreover, regardless whether we are able to explain away the contradiction,
we are able to construct another theory T3, such that this theory is formulated in
the language of T2, while T3 reads like T). The problem is simply that within our
language we can formulate two theories T) and T2 as above. If we assume that one
of these theories is formulated in another language, then we can explain away the
apparent differences, but we need not make this assumption, nor does this
assumption forbid us to produce a theory that need not be translated and that is
logically incompatible with T2•

The point is, of course, that such translational tricks do not neutralize the
questions we pose to nature. The general message of Quine [1953] is indeed that
we cannot distinguish doctrinal and conceptual issues. Alternatively, we can always
take some issue to be conceptual. With regard to any imaginable disagreement
between people we can construct a manual of translation that neutralizes apparant
contradictions. But it would be very unlike Quine to conclude from this that this
possibility actually settles all our disagreements. It does not, because it is also
possible to resist the translational trick in any imaginable disagreement. One
question we might raise is whether the circumstances create specific entities, or
whether existing entities are only influenced by them. We feel that there is a
difference here, and, in ordinary English, we have the means to formulate this
difference. Now, it might well be that we use our language in an improper way,
and that the difference is a mere illusion, but the trick mentioned above does not
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show this. Within our present context, the contradiction is real enough and we will
not allow someone to discuss it solely on the level of language.'?

The message of this discussion is that if we want to find out in what sense,
according to Quine, alternative theories are incompatible with one another we have
to take into account Quine's view on language and logic. Indeed, it appears to me
that we can only understand Quine's U'-thesis in the context of Quine's thesis of
the indeterminacy of translation. Therefore, I will return to the U-thesis after
discussing the thesis of indeterminacy.

4.3. The thesis of indeterminacy

Imagine with Quine a case of radical translation in which two linguists A and B
investigate a language that is completely alien to them. [Quine, 1960, chapter two]
These linguists will try to forge the alien language into their own by constructing a
manual of translation. Imagine also that our linguists cannot appeal to an
intermediary, bilingual authority to tell them when they are right or wrong about
some translation. Their only tools for constructing the manual are the tools offered
by their own language and the tools offered by their sensory experience. For
instance, our linguists might observe that when the native speakers of the alien
language are confronted with a rabbit, they utter 'gavagai', and then they can
hypothesize that 'gavagai' means 'rabbit'.

Surely, after some time, our linguists will have made progress in understanding
the alien language and they might be able to use this language themselves. Hence,
they might ask a native speaker what the meaning is of some alien words in the
same manner in which a child asks a teacher what the meaning is of some word.
Quine, however, asks us to focus on the often taken for granted preliminaries to
this stage. What is involved in the decision of the linguist who tries to begin with
his translation of an alien language?

Here is one way to look at the situation. Suppose linguist A claims that
'gavagai' means 'rabbit' after he has observed some twenty-odd cases where the
native speakers utters 'gavagai' when some rabbit runs across a field. However,
linguist B disagrees with him because he believes that A's evidence is too scanty.
Perhaps the next time the native speaker will say 'hullyballoo' when a rabbit runs
over the field. Putting it in familiar terms, linguist B reminds A of the problem of
induction.

Of course, A is more sophisticated than this. Following Popper he claims that
although he has not proven that 'gavagai' means 'rabbit', he has shown that it does
not mean 'cow', 'the sun shines bright', or 'there is a loving couple on the lawn'.
Linguist B remains un convinced , however. He points out that the evidence

10) In his [l986b), Quine states that he still inclines towards what he calls the sectarian view, sc. that
'one of two systems of the world must be deemed false even if we know them to be empirically
equivalent. • (p. 156) This supports the interpretation given in this section.
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collected by A is compatible with the conclusion that 'gavagai' means, for
instance, 'there is a rabbit out there without there being a cow'. In general,
linguist B (who is not a linguist at all, but only a philosopher disguised as a
linguist) claims that whatever evidence is collected by A there will always be many
alternative translations that fit the evidence equally well. Skipping further details,
linguist B stresses that in constructing manuals of translation, a linguist is faced
with the underdetermination of his theory by evidence. Now, let us see what Quine
has to say on this matter.

In Quine's terminology, the first step of radical translation amounts to
determining the stimulus meaning of the terms of the alien language. But the
stimulus meaning of the term 'gavagai' is not 'rabbit'. Rather, it is "the pattern of
chromatic irradiation of the eye". Such a pattern could also be produced by a
counterfeit-rabbit. A linguist can determine, ignoring the problem of induction,
whether a specific pattern stimulates the alien to produce specific sounds, or to
assent to the production of specific sounds. In this manner, he can determine the
stimulus meaning of these sounds. As a result, the linguist can, in principle,
determine whether 'gavagai' has the same stimulus meaning as 'rabbit', that is,
whether these two words are stimulus synonymous.

Where he takes the linguistic evidence to be the stimulus situations that prompt
assent or dissent to specific sounds, Quine writes:

"Stimulus synonymy of the occasion sentences 'Gavagai' and 'Rabbit' does not even
guarantee that 'gavagai' and 'rabbit' are coextensive terms, terms true of the same
things.

For, consider 'gavagai'. Who knows but what the objects to which this term
applies are not rabbits after all, but mere stages or brief temporal segments, of
rabbits? In either event the stimulus situations that prompt assent to 'Gavagai' would
be the same as for 'Rabbit'." [Quine, 1960,51-52]

In this way, Quine argues that there is an evidential gap between saying that
'gavagai' has the same stimulus meaning as 'rabbit' and saying that 'gavagai'
means 'rabbit'. In filling this gap, the linguist avails himself to what Quine calls
analytical hypotheses. For instance, the linguist assumes that since 'gavagai' is
relatively short, the translation 'there is a rabbit in the field that scratches its back'
need not be taken into account. Similarly, the linguist might assume that 'rabbit' is
more apt as a translation for 'gavagai' than 'slice of rabbithood', because it fits
better in the ontological commitments of ordinary english.

Given the manner in which Quine discussed radical translation, it is tempting to
assume that he intended to give another application of the V-thesis. For instance,
we might expect Quine to say that there are various sets of analytical hypotheses,
one of which will lead to translating 'gavagai' as 'rabbit', the other leading to
translating 'gavagai' as 'slice of rabbithood'. Next, Quine would undoubtedly
argue, that these various sets are evidentially on a par. The net effect of this would
be that such translation are underdetermined by the evidence. Quine, of course,
satisfies such expectations:
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"There can be no doubt that rival systems of analytical hypotheses can fit the
totality of speech behavior to perfection, and can fit the totality of dispositions to
speech behavior as well, and still specify mutually incompatible translations of
countless sentences insusceptible to independent control." [Quine, 1960, p. 72]

However, Quine repeatedly stresses that his thesis goes beyond this. According to
Quine, in constructing manuals of translation, the linguist is not just dealing with a
situation in which his theory is underdetermined by the empirical evidence. The
special feature of constructing manuals of translation is that there are no facts of
the matter about which manual of translation can be correct. There just is no
uniquely adequate manual of translation.

"Thus the analytical hypotheses [about the meaning of some term, TK], and the
grand synthetic one that they add up to, are only in an incomplete sense hypotheses.
Contrast the case of translation of the occasion sentence 'Gavagai' by similarity of
stimulus meaning. This is a genuine hypothesis from sample observations, though
possibly wrong. 'Gavagai' and 'There's a rabbit' have stimulus meanings for the
two speakers, and these are roughly the same or significantly different, whether we
guess right or not. On the other hand no such sense is made of the typical analytical
hypothesis [e.g. '''Gavagai' means 'rabbit' and not 'slice of rabbithood" ,TK]. The
point is not that we cannot be sure whether the analytical hypothesis is right, but
that there is not even, as there was in the case of 'Gavagai', an objective manner to
be right or wrong about." [Quine, 1960, p. 73]11

This is Quine's famous thesis of the indeterminacy of meaning (I-thesis for
short). 12

Quine elaborated on the I-thesis in the following manner. Assume that linguist
A produces a manual of translation that gives a full account of the verbal
dispositions of the native speaker by translating 'gavagai' as 'rabbit', but that
linguist B produces a manual of translation that does equally well in accounting for
the verbal dispositions of the native speaker by translating 'gavagai' as 'a slice of
rabbithood'. Quine points out that given ordinary English there can be no doubt
that the two manuals of translation are incompatible, since we all assume that in
ordinary english 'rabbit' does not mean the same thing as 'a slice of rabbithood'.
Still, he holds that we have no good reason to conclude that one of these manuals
is correct whereas the other is wrong. Neither linguist A nor linguist B gives a
wrong translation of 'gavagai'. In this case we have two theories that are
incompatible but that are nevertheless both correct. Quine's explanation of this is

II) Note that Quine gives two 'Gavagai'-examples. One example is about the stimulus meaning of
'Gavagai', the other is about the analytical hypotheses used to translate 'Gavagai' to either 'rabbit'
or 'rabbit stage' .

Il) The phrase 'indeterminacy of meaning' is inaccurate. Typically, the thesis is referred to as the
thesis of the indeterminacy of translation, whereas the thesis of the inscrutability of reference is
cited as another application of the arguments behind indeterminacy. I will ignore these distinctions.
See, e.g. Aune [19751.
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that there is no fact of the matter about what 'gavagai' means when translated to
ordinary English.

4.3.1. Indetenninacy and the disquotational theory of truth

There is another way to present the I-thesis that will come in handy later on."
Assume with Quine that the disquotational theory of truth is correct. This means
that the concept of truth can be eliminated from our language. For instance,
according to the disquotational theory we can replace the sentence "the sentence
'there is a rabbit running across the field' is true" by the sentence "there is a
rabbit running across the field". If we tum now to the sentence ., gavagai' means
'rabbit'· we can interpret the I-thesis as entailing either that we cannot use the
disquotational theory of truth in the case of such sentences because these sentences
have no determinate truth value or that for such sentences we cannot use the
logical principle of non-contradiction, sc. that some sentence cannot be true and
false at the same time. 14

In order to see why this is so, let's assume that this sentence has a determinate
truth-value. Hence, using the disquotational theory of truth, we can replace the
sentence "the sentence "'gavagai , means 'rabbit'" is true" by the sentence
·'gavagai' means 'rabbit'·. Further we assume that the sentence ·'rabbit' means
'slice of rabbithood'· has a determinate truth-value also, and that it is false. From
this it follows that if 'gavagai' means 'rabbit', then 'gavagai' does not mean 'a
slice of rabbithood'. But if this so, and if we stick to the principle of non-
contradiction, then either the manual that says that ·'gavagai' means 'rabbit'" or
the one that says that '''gavagai' means 'slice of rabbithood'· is incorrect. But
Quine holds that both manuals of translation can be correct, in spite of the
apparent incompatibility of their consequences. This suggests that he holds that
either we have to accept that in some cases contradictions are not problematic,
dropping the principle of non-contradiction, or that we cannot use the
disquotational theory of truth in cases such as these.

If there are facts of the matter about whether 'gavagai' means 'rabbit' or not,
then one of the manuals of translation proposed by the two linguists has to be
wrong. But according to the I-thesis this is not so. We find that we explain away
the resulting paradox by holding that the disquotational theory of truth does not

\3) Although this alternative interpretation of the l-thesis is not developed in detail by Quine himself, I
expect that he would have no reservations about it. Scattered remarks through his work indicate
that the way in which I parse the f-thesis is not dissimilar from the way he parses it. To suit
philological experts, recent evidence for this can be found in his comments in Barrett and Gibson
(eds.) [1990). For instance, in commenting on Stroud, he relates a homophonic manual of
translation with "Tarski's familiar paradigm for truth" (p. 335) which clearly shows that Quine
believes that if the homophonic manual breaks down, the disquotational theory does so likewise.

'0) In classical logic the principle of non-contradiction is equivalent to the law of the excluded middle,
but not so in intuitionistic logic. Therefore, I talk about the principle of non-contradiction here.
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apply to sentences like "'gavagai' means 'rabbit'". Indeed, if we want to use the
notion of truth with regard to these sentences, then we have to use a theory of
truth such that it does not allow us to replace the sentence "the sentence "'gavagai'
means 'rabbit'" is true" by the sentence ""gavagai , means 'rabbit'". Apparently,
for sentences like these, and for the theories in which they are embedded, we need
some other notion of truth.

4.3.2. The range of the I-thesis

In order to avoid misunderstandings, we have to determine the range of the 1-
thesis. The discussion above suggests that we are only confronted with the l-thesis
in the case of radical translation. On the other hand, the examples above are
unspecific in the sense that it appears as if any feature of language is vulnerable to
indeterminacy. Both suggestions are misleading, however.

First, Quine stresses that indeterminacy begins at home. [Quine, 1969a] It is
true that we take for granted that, in ordinary English, the sentence "'rabbit'
means 'slice of rabbithood'" is false, but this assumption is unwarranted even if
understandable. Any claim about the meaning of words like 'rabbit' is
indeterminate. It is true that if a linguist would construct a manual for translating
English into English, he might use a manual that translates words homophonically,
but we should not be misled in thinking that such a manual states facts of the
matter. In principle, we could propose a manual that translates 'rabbit' as 'slice of
rabbithood". If such a manual would fit our observable dispositions, then there is
no reason to assume that the manual is incorrect." Indeed, for some purposes,
we actually construct manuals that do not translate words homophonically. For
instance we say that 'bachelor' means 'unmarried male'. So, there is nothing
special about radical translation apart from the fact that it is the best way to
illustrate the I-thesis.

On the other hand, Quine restricts the range of the I-thesis. For instance, he
stresses that with regard to the syntactical features of sentences, there are facts of
the matter. [Quine, 1987] Moreover, he holds that the l-thesis is not applicable to
the level of stimulus meaning. There are facts of the matter about whether 'rabbit'
and 'slice of rabbithood' have the same stimulus meaning, that is whether a
specific pattern on our retina would prompt assent or dissent to the questions "Is
this a rabbit?" and "Is this a slice of rabbithood?" in the same way. The reason is
that with regard to such question physical reality is determinate (the disquotational
theory of truth applies as well as the principle of non-contradiction).

It is dubious whether Quine's characterization of the range of the I-thesis is
correct. [Chomsky, 1969; Rorty, 1972; Dummett, 1974] The theses on

1.1) Of course, it is likely that the manual would not fit our observable dispositions, for we would show
dissent if someone were to say that 'rabbit' means 'slice of rabbithood' whereas we would assent if
someone says that 'rabbit' means 'rabbit'.
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homophonic translation and stimulus meaning remain controversial. For our
purpose, we need not go into these details. First, because the aim of this
discussion is to point out some consequences of Quine's own position. Second,
because for my purpose it is enough if we can ascribe to Quine the view that the 1-
thesis applies to at least those cases in which the sentences under consideration are
sufficiently remote from the observational level, and in which the manual of
translation proposed is not a homophonic one. As will become clear below, if this
ascription is correct, then the stage is set for an alternative non-naturalistic
interpretation of epistemology.

4.3.3. The relation between the I-thesis and the If-thesis

As noted above Quine's presentation of the I-thesis suggests that his argument in
support of this thesis are similar, or perhaps even identical, to his arguments in
support of the U-thesis. Such an interpretation is strengthened by some of Quine's
remarks, such as:

"Insofar as the truth of a physical theory is underdetermined by observables, the
translation is undermined by translation of (... ) observation sentences. [... ] Our
translation of his observation sentences no more fixes our translation of his physical
theory than our own possible observations fix our own physical theory." [Quine,
1970, p.179]

Yet, Quine stresses that these two theses are not identical, and that the I-thesis is
not a consequence, or at least not a straightforward consequence, of the U-thesis.
After the passage quoted above, Quine writes:

"The indeterminacy of translation is not just an instance of the empirically
underdetermined character of physics. The point is not just that linguistics, being a
part of behavioral science and hence ultimately of physics shares the empirically
underdetermined character of physics. On the contrary, the indeterminacy of
translation is additional." [Quine, 1970, p. 180]

This comes to the fore when we find Quine stressing that with regard to physical
reality there are facts of the matter, although physical theories are underdetermined
by the evidence. If the I-thesis were a straightforward consequence of the U-thesis,
or, indeed, logically equivalent to it, then Quine would have to hold that physics
does not deal with facts of the matter either. But he insists that physics does deal
with facts of the matter. However, one might assume that the I-thesis is the
result of the U-thesis when the latter is combined with certain additional premisses
that are domain-specific in the sense that they only apply to precisely those cases
to which the I-thesis applies. Therefore it is important to note that Quine himself
would not endorse this view. He says that the I-thesis is correct even in the case
where there is only one manual of translation that gives a full account of the verbal
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dispositions of the native speakers." So, even in the case where linguists cannot
help but assume that 'gavagai' means 'rabbit' because any other translation runs
afoul with regard to the observable dispositions of the native speaker, there is no
fact of the matter about whether 'gavagai' means 'rabbit' or not.

This shows that even if there is some argument that relates the U-thesis to the
l-thesis, as most commentators assume that Quine believes there to be, there must
also be an argument in support of the l-thesis that is completely independent from
the U-thesis in order to explain why Quine believes that the l-thesis is correct even
in the case where the U-thesis is incorrect.

In his [1969b] Quine indeed offered an argument in support of the l-thesis that
is independent of the U-thesis in the sense that the argument does not have the U-
thesis as one of its premisses. The argument goes like this:

"If we recognize with Peirce that the meaning of a sentence turns purely on what
would count as evidence for its truth, and if we recognize with Duhem that
theoretical sentences have their evidence not as single sentences but only as larger
blocks of theory, then the indeterminacy of translation of theoretical sentences is the
natural conclusion." [Quine, 1969b, p. 80-81]

The verification theory of meaning identifies the meaning of some sentence with
what would count as evidence for its truth. But sentences - at least not the
theoretical ones - do not have evidence they can call their own. As a corollary,
these sentences do not have meaning they can call their own. But this indicates that
if we reflect on what is the meaning of these sentences, we find that there are no
facts of the matter. These sentences cannot be said to mean one thing rather than
something else, because we cannot say that they are supported by some isolated
piece of evidence rather than by some other isolated piece of evidence.

Against this background, I conclude that much of the confusion concerning the
relation between the l-thesis and the U-thesis rests on conflating the U-thesis with
the Duhern-Quine thesis. The l-thesis is not a consequence of the U'-thesis, but it
is, at least according to these remarks of Quine, a consequence of the Duhem-
Quine thesis which has also the U-thesis as its consequence (of course, under the
assumption that we combine the Duhem-Quine thesis with some other premisses).
Schematically:

Duhem-Quine thesis

additional premisses additional premisses

U-thesis I-thesis

16) "If these [simplicity, and maximizing the truth in the natives' assertions, tk) and kindred canons of
procedure suffice to weed out all conflicting codifications of the native's verbal dispositions, which
is doubtful, I would still say that they confer no fact of the matter." [Quine, 1986b, p. 155)
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Unfortunately, this does not explain why Quine believes that the l-thesis does not
apply to physical theory. The catch has to lie, of course, in the additional
premisses. In the passage quoted from "Epistemology Naturalized" above, the
main additional premiss for relating the Duhem-Quine thesis with the l-thesis is the
verificationist theory of meaning. However, if this is so, then the verificationist
theory of meaning cannot relate the Duhem-Quine thesis to the V-thesis. For if this
were the case, then we cannot explain the difference in range between the l-thesis
and the U-thesis. Unfortunately, given the arguments in Quine [1953] the
verification theory of meaning is also at work in the argument for holism itself,
and hence, in the thesis of underdetermination. In any case, it is possible to use
the verificationist theory the other way round. If two theories are evidentially on a
par, and if the meaning of a term is identical with what counts as evidence in its
support, then one can conclude that the 'two' theories have exactly the same
meaning. Undoubtedly, Quine would recur that the verificationist theory is only
applicable to specific elements in a language, but this still would not settle the
issue of distinguishing the 1- and the U-thesis. We are still wondering about why
Quine applies the verification theory in the one case (sc. to arrive at the I-thesis)
and does not apply it in the other case (sc. to relativize his U-thesis). Therefore, I
conclude that verificationism cannot bear the burden of relating the DuhemlQuine
thesis to the l-thesis, since it cannot explain why the range of the l-thesis and the
U-thesis is not identical.'?

4.3.3.1. The incompatibility of the I-thesis and the If-thesis

In clearing up the inferential relations between Quine's various thesis, we can
move on on the basis of the following, somewhat surprising claim:

CLAIM 6.2.1.:
There can be no argument in support of the l-thesis that has the U-thesis as
one of its premisses.

The reason is

CLAIM 6.2.1.1.:
The l-thesis and the V-thesis are incompatible with each other if applied to
the same statement or theory.

This shows, a fortiori, that if the verification theory of meaning plays a role in
arriving at the l-thesis, it can play no such role in arriving at the U'-thesis, since
the range of the l-thesis falls in the range of the verification theory of meaning.

11) Follesdal [1973] discusses the argument via verificationism. Quine [l986b] indicates that he still
believes this argument to be effective.
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What can be said in support of claim 6.2.1.1.? Remember that the U-thesis is
usually seen as a problem for science. According to the U-thesis it is always
possible to construct alternative theories on the basis of any arbitrary set of
empirical data whereas we cannot determine which theory is the correct one. The
fact that scientific theories are underdetennined by the evidence is not very
welcome to scientists, who try to construct theories on the basis of empirical
evidence. This remains so, in spite of the various qualifications of the U-thesis
made by Quine himself.

However, the net-effect of the I-thesis is that the underdetermination of theories
is not a problem for theories about meaning and reference. No linguist has to lay
awake because he cannot prove that he is right. On the contrary, the T-thesis
suggests that in principle a linguist can prove that his manual is correct. Ignoring
the problem of induction for a moment, a manual of translation is correct if it
passes all the usual tests for theory-evaluation. To say it without sophistication, a
manual of translation is correct when it works, i.e when it enables us to
communicate with the aliens, to debate with them, to quarrel with them, or to
teach the alien language to alien children.

To explain the difference between the U-thesis and the I-thesis, we have to take
into account the manner in which we can determine whether two theories are true
alternatives to each other. In my discussion of the U-thesis above, I have stressed
that the only way we can show that two theories are true alternatives, is to show
that they lead to contradictory results. But of course, in order to show that they
lead to contradictory results we have to handle the various statements of these
theories as if they have a determinate truth value. That is, in determining the
consequences of a scientific theory we use the disquotational theory of truth.
Moreover, in claiming that two theories are true alternatives to each other, we
assume that the principle of non-contradiction is valid.

We have seen above, however, that one way to understand the I-thesis is to say
that with regard to claims about the meaning of words either we cannot apply the
disquotational theory of truth or the principle of non-contradiction is not valid. As
a consequence of this, the apparent incompatibility of two manuals of translation
does not entail that the two manuals are actually different nor that only one of
them can be correct.

This illustrates clearly the incompatibility of the I-thesis and the U-thesis. For
it clearly makes no sense to say that with regard to some statement we can apply
the disquotational theory of truth and the principle of non-contradiction, while
holding that the disquotational theory of truth and the principle of non-
contradiction are not applicable in this case. One might say, like Quine does
occasionally, that theories of meaning are underdetennined by the evidence just
like physical theories, but the fact that, quite unlike the case of physical theories,
the underdeterrnination of theories of meaning is no worry to us should put us on
the alert. Rather, we should say that theories of meaning are not underdetermined
at all. For if we have found a manual of translation that fits the empirical data (the
verbal dispositions), then we need not bother about whether it is possible to
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construct an alternative manual, because this possibility does not influence the
correctness of the manual constructed by us.

Since I am suggesting that Quine's own understanding of the relation between
the l-thesis and the U-thesis is incorrect, and my interpretation appears to be at
odds with many passages in Quine's work, I need to give some explanation of
these passages.

The following is, I think, a satisfying explanation. Some theories of meaning
are, in effect, part of physical theory, sc. theories about stimulus meaning. The
concept of stimulus meaning is characterized by Quine in a way that an
investigation of stimulus meaning can be said to be a part of physics. With regard
to stimulus meaning Quine holds, consequently, that there are facts of the matter.
So there is a fact of the matter about whether 'gavagai' has the same stimulus
meaning as 'rabbit' or 'slice of rabbithood'. Moreover, since we are dealing with
facts of the matter here, and since theories about facts of the matter are
underdetermined by the empirical evidence, theories about stimulus meaning are
also underdetermined by empirical evidence. The U-thesis is applicable to theories
about stimulus meaning.

Now, notice that with regard to stimulus meaning Quine would also endorse a
verification theory of meaning. But then we have the following situation. In the
case of stimulus meaning we find that the following theses apply:

- holism: statements about stimulus meaning cannot be evaluated in isolation.
- verificationism: statements about the stimulus meaning of a term are identical
with statements about what counts as evidence for such terms.
- u-thesis: theories about stimulus meaning are underdeterrnined by the possible
evidence
- denial of the l-thesis: concerning stimulus meaning there are facts of the
matter.

This shows that, in spite of Quine's claim, the I-thesis cannot be a consequence of
the Duhem-Quine-thesis, combined with the verification theory of meaning. The
range of the verification theory of meaning is wider than the range of the I-thesis.
Hence, we need at least one more additional premiss in order to relate holism to
the l-thesis.

However, those theories about meaning that go further than specifying what the
stimulus meaning is of some term fall prey to the indeterminacy of translation.
With regard to such theories, there are no facts of the matter. But because of this,
such theories cannot be called proper theories. Quine himself contrasts the two
cases in the passage cited above. Theories about stimulus meaning can be called
proper scientific theories, but theories that are based upon analytical hypothesis
cannot be called proper science. With regard to such theories of meaning, i.e. the
kind of theories that use analytical hypotheses, the I-thesis applies. But not the U-
thesis, because it makes little sense to say that these theories are genuine theories,
just as it makes little sense to say that analytical hypothesis are genuine hypothesis.
Theories of meaning that go further than specifying the stimulus meaning of terms
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are not part of science, because there is nothing to be wrong or right about. But if
there is nothing to be wrong or right about, then it makes little sense to say that
one's claims are underdetermined by the evidence. Rather, one is not making any
claims at all!

It appears to me that in those passages where Quine suggests that there is an
argument in support of the l-thesis on the basis of the U'-thesis, he is mistaken. His
mistake is due to the fact that he forgets to distinguish theories about stimulus
meaning from theories about Meaning writ large. With regard to the first kind of
theories, the U-thesis applies, but there is no argument to the effect that the 1-
thesis also applies (there are facts of the matter with regard to stimulus meaning).
With regard to the second kind of theories the l-thesis applies, but the U-thesis
doesn't, since we are not dealing with theories that can be compared on the basis
of the disquotational theory of truth and the principle of non-contradiction. So, all
in all, the mistake is understandable. Indeed, once we appreciate that Quine made
a mistake in suggesting that the l-thesis is, in part, a consequence of the U-thesis,
then we can improve upon the coherence of Quine's overall position.

4.3.4. Quine's argument in support of the I-thesis

Although some commentators wrongly assume that the l-thesis and the U-thesis are
identical, all commentators on Quine agree that whether the two thesis are related
or not, Quine will have to explain why the l-thesis does not apply to physical
theory. Given what is said above, it is clear that Quine'S argument for the I-thesis
has to be independent of his argument for the U-thesis. Moreover, the verification
theory of meaning cannot fill the gap. Therefore, we have to find out what Quine's
argument is in support of the l-thesis, once we acknowledge that the U-theais
cannot play any role here, and holism combined with verificationism is
insufficient.

Fortunately, we can take a short cut here. After all, it is well known that Quine
is a physicalist. So why not understand the l-thesis as another expression of his
physicalism? 18

Of course, it is not completely clear what it means to be a physicalist, just as it
is not completely clear what it means to be a materialist, realist, idealist,
energeticist, etc. It is a fair approximation to say, however, that a physicalist is
someone who believes that reality can be fully described by physical theory. Given
this formulation of physicalism, it is easy to quote many passages in Quine's work
that warrant the ascription of physicalism to him.

11) Notice that Quine will have to rely on his physicalism any way, that is, even in the case where he
tries to support the I-thesis on the basis of the V-thesis. For only his overall physicalism could
explain why he believes that physical theories deal with facts of the matter in spite of the
underdetennination of physical theories whereas theories of meaning do not deal with facts of the
matter.
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The next step is to wonder what a physicalist would do with some theory that does
not present itself as a physical theory. Here again the answer is well known. First,
the physicalist will try to show that this theory can be reformulated as a physical
theory, that is he will try to show that this theory can be reduced to physics.
Second, if it is clear that the theory cannot be reduced to physics, he will conclude
that it is not a theory about reality, since reality can be fuUy described by physics.

But how can a physicalist find out whether some theory can be reduced to
physics? This question is a little more difficult to answer. Obviously we have to
ascribe to the physicalist a specific view on what a physical theory is. This is
hardly surprising, for if the physicalist does not have a specific view on physics,
then his claim that reality can be fully described by physical theory amounts to
writing out a black cheque. So we have to find out what Quine takes to be the
special feature of physical theory.

According to Quine physical theories are formulated in an extensional and
extentional language. An extensional language is a language for which the
following principle is valid:

Quine's substitution principle:
(x)(y) (x=y > (Fx>Fy»

That is, if the term 'x' of this language refers to the same object as the term 's',
then we can replace 'y' by 'x' in all sentences without influencing the truth value
of these sentences. An extentional language is a language in which terms like
'believes' 'desires' etc. do not occur. It is likely that any extensional language will
also be an extentional language, and vice versa. Then, Quine's physicalism
amounts to the claim that reality can be fully described in an extensional language.

Now we can tum to theories of meaning. Since Frege's distinction between
'Sinn' and 'Bedeutung' philosophers have believed that theories of meaning are
not about things that can be described in an extensional language. Indeed, Quine
himself has offered a forceful argument in support of this view in his [1953].
There he showed that the theories of meaning that had been proposed in other to
elucidate the distinction between the analytic and the synthetic are typically
expressed in non-extensional language." Indeed, one of his main arguments
against this distinction was that these non-extensional theories were begging the
same questions they intended to answer.

At this point we can appreciate that in this paper Quine also argued that,
whatever you do, you cannot express theories of meaning in an extensional
language. The reason is that any theory of meaning stipulates that two terms can
refer to the same object, while not having the same meaning. In order to explain
this, theories of meaning have to rely on modal operators, like necessity. Hence,

19) Such theories typically use operators like 'necessity' in a non-opaque manner, which the result that
Quine's substitution principle is not valid.
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the language in which a theory of meaning is presented is not an extensional
language. As a consequence, such theories can not be reduced to physics.

Quine's main argument against the distinction between the synthetic and the
analytic was that if the attempt to support this distinction is successful, then we are
faced with a dichotomy one part of which cannot be described any longer, whereas
the description of the other part is parasitic on it. In order to specify the synthetic
statements of some language, we have to give a conclusive specification of the
analytic statements. But any attempt to specify these statements fails because it is
put in a intensional language, and we do not know what to do with a language in
which Quine'S principle of substitution does not apply. Quine's conclusion is
twofold. On the one hand, the attempt to construct a full-blown theory of meaning
can only be successful if we use an intensional language that cannot be reduced to
an extensional language. On the other hand, he holds that these attempts fail
anyway because intensional languages are not comprehensible.

Another version of the argument, stated in terms of intentionality and
extentionality, can be found in Quine [1960]. In commenting on Brentano's thesis
that our intentional vocabulary cannot be translated to an extentional one, Quine
writes:

"One may accept the Brentano thesis either as showing the indispensability of
intentional idioms and the importance of an autonomous science of intention, or as
showing the baselessness of intentional idioms and the emptiness of a science of
intention. My attitude, unlike, Brentano's, is the second. To accept intentional usage
at face value is, we saw, to postulate translation relations as somehow objectively
valid though indeterminate in principle relative to the totality of speech dispositions.
Such postulation promises little gain in scientific insight if there is no better ground
for it than that the supposed translation relations are presupposed by the vernacular
of semantics and intention." [Quine, 1960, p. 221]2()

This strongly supports my claim that Quine's argument for the l-thesis is nothing
but another version of his argument against the idea of describing reality in an
intensional/intentional language. Theories expressed in an intensional language
cannot be part of physics, and, henceforth, cannot describe physical reality.
Hence, there are no facts of the matter about whether such theories are correct.

4.3.5. Underdetennination again

I have said above that we can understand the If-thesis only in the context of the 1-
thesis. The discussion above has vindicated this claim to some degree, since I have
shown that the l-thesis is incompatible with the U-rhesis. To round out my
discussion, however, I have to return to the problem of the incompatibility of
physical theories. For we found that in understanding the manner in which theories

20) At this point Quine uses the principle of sufficient reason in arguing against intentional objects.
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can be incompatible with one another we have to take into account the role of
manuals of translation.

Above we have seen that in the work of Quine and his commentators there are
suggestions that the Ll-thesis is not a real problem for science. Alternative theories
are incompatible only if we translate the sentences that make up these theories
literally, that is, homophonically. But we might also decide to translate these
theories in some other way, for instance in a way that renders two alternative
theories logically compatible with each other. Hence, the fact that we can
construct, on the basis of whatever evidence we have, two alternative theories does
not show that we cannot find out which one of them is correct. For we can simply
say that both are correct and explain how this can be so by translating one theory
in such a way that the apparent contradictions disappear.

Also we find that the l-thesis supports such a strategy. With regard to the
meaning of theoretical sentences there are no facts of the matter. Hence, there is
no reason to suppose that we should not explain the apparent contradictions by
using some contrived manual of translation. There are no facts of the matter about
what the meaning is of some theoretical sentences. As a consequence, there are no
facts of the matter about what is entailed by a scientific theory. But from this it
follows that there are no facts of the matter about whether some theory is logically
compatible with some other theory or not. Whether two theories are logically
compatible or not depends upon the manual of translation we use in translating the
language of the one into the language of the other. We are free to use any manual
of translation we like as long as they fit the observable dispositions of the
speakers. Hence, we are free to say that two theories are logically incompatible or
that they are not logically incompatible.

This shows clearly that the l-thesis is incompatible with the If-thesis. For if the
l-thesis applies, then there is no room for us to argue, definitively, that there are
two alternative theories about the world rather than one that is written in two
alternative manners. The l-thesis undermines the Ll-thesis by undermining the idea
of logical (in)compatibility.

Many commentators on Quine have held that this shows that in physics there
are no facts of the matter either. The present discussion appears to support this
view. If there are facts of the matter in physics, then we expect that there can be,
in principle, several alternative physical theories only one of which is correct. But
if there are no facts of the matter about what are the logical consequences of a
physical theory, then we are free to say that there are several physical theories that
are correct. We are relieved of the burden to pick out the one that is correct, since
other theories can be rendered logically compatible with whatever theory we
select. There is no tension between alternative theories, there is no
underdetermination, there are no facts of the matter.

At this point, however, we have to bear in mind that Quine believes that truth
is not a transcendental concept, but that it is immanent. In Quine's view, this
means that, for all practical purposes, we can rely on a disquotational theory of
truth. But notice that in order for the disquotational theory of truth to make sense,
it is crucial that the meaning of terms remains stable during the process of
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disquotation! This means, of course, that we have to translate the various
sentences homophonically while using the logical machinery, or, putting it more
precisely, that we have to translate sentences in such a way that Quine's
substitution principle is valid. But if we do this, that is, if we translate theoretical
sentences homophonically, then we find that there are alternative theories that are
logically incompatible. Moreover, we expect that only one of these theories can be
correct, because we assume that the principle of non-contradiction is valid here
also.

This explains why Quine can hold that the I-thesis applies to theoretical
language while also holding that although physical theories are formulated in a
theoretical language par excellence there are facts of the matter in physics. It also
explains why the l-thesis and the U-thesis are distinct. In my view, it is Quine's
overall physicalism that plays the crucial role in arriving at these theses. On the
one hand, his physicalism shows that there are no facts of the matter with regard
to meaning; on the other hand, his physicalism entails that there are facts of the
matter with regard to physics. The distinction between the two theses is the result
of the willingness, or unwillingness, of Quine to apply the disquotational theory of
truth and the principle of non-contradiction. He is not willing to drop this theory
and this principle in the case of physical theory. Hence, he concludes that there are
facts of the matter. But he is willing to drop them in the case of theories of
meaning, because these theories fail to satisfy his principle of substitution anyway.
Hence, there are no facts of the matter in translation.

Quine's inclinations appear to be either dogmatic or completely arbitrary. 2t In
order to relativize this impression suppose that in physics we are presented with
two theories that, taken on face value, contradict one another. As we have seen,
we can explain away this contradiction with the help of some specific manual of
translation. But we have also seen that this hardly eases our minds. Indeed, the
construction of such a manual rather increases our worries, for it dismantles our
confidence in our own language as well. I expect that our typical reaction is to
ignore such manuals and to translate the two theories homophonically. This is not
an arbitrary decision, at least not according to Quine. For Quine stresses that any
assessment of theories has to be made within some background language. We
might have doubts about our background language, but in or.ier to express such
doubts we would have to use some other background language, etc. The point is
that in order to end the regress we have to stipulate that we can translate our
background language homophonically. In any assessment of some theory, the
background language has to be one that can be translated homophonically.

But now imagine that we are assessing a theory of meaning that contains a
number of manuals for translating a number of languages into each other. Again,

21) Cf. Siegel [1984] who argues that the use of the Ll-thesis shows that naturalists avail themselves to
extrascientific arguments. Cresswell [1979] argues that Quine has to use some non-scientific
metaphysical assumptions. Of course, Quine's restricted use of it enforces the idea that he is need
of extrascientific arguments.
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any discussion about the correctness of these manuals will take place in some
background language. However, any interesting theory of meaning raises doubts
about whether a language can be translated homophonically. A manual of
translation that would translate sentences homophonically would simply be too
trivial to forge itself a way into science. Hence, in such a context stipulating that
our background language can be translated homophonically begs the question on
the theory of meaning at hand.

In aftermath, I claim that many passages in Quine's work endorse my
assumption that at the core of his philosophy we find his attack on modal logic and
his defense of extensional languages. It is true that both Quine himself and some of
his commentators often ignore these features of his philosophy and start talking
about holism, indeterminacy, and underdeterrnination, but it appears to me that we
cannot create a coherent Quine unless we understand his physicalism as providing
him with the means to distinguish between the U-thesis and the I-thesis in the first
place. In effect, his physicalism functions somewhat like a petitio principii in
Quine'S philosophy. This might offer us with arguments against the main claims of
Quine.P But this does not concern us here. The message of the present discussion
is that we have to acknowledge that Quine's physicalism is the source of the bulk
of his theses.

4.4. Quine de-naturalized

Now we have all the ingredients we need in order to show that Quine's arguments
in support of naturalistic epistemology fail. First, we follow Quine in claiming that
with regard to certain issues there are facts of the matter, whereas with regard to
other issues there are no facts of the matter. Second, we follow Quine in claiming
that with regard to issues where there are no facts of the matter, we can accept a
plethora of theories, although we have to accept them one at the time. Next we
take a break and look at what we have arrived at. In my view, we find Quine
committing himself implicitly to the following claim:

CLAIM 6.2.2.
The ontological distinction underlying the restricted range of the I-thesis
revives methodological dualism.

What we have is a clear distinction between intellectual disciplines on the basis of
both metaphysical and methodological criteria. For, as we have seen, those
theories for which the I-thesis applies can be evaluated in a radically different

22) We should be careful here, however. for Quine would probably say that his physicalism is born out
by the current state of science. Quine believes that physical theories (formulated in an extensional
language) have proved to be better than other theories (formulated in an intensional language), if
only because we do not know what to do with these other theories.
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manner from those theories for which the l-thesis does not apply. In effect, we can
hold that Quine distinguishes a naturalistic methodology, apt for issues where the
l-thesis does not apply, from a non-naturalistic methodology, that is apt for issues
where the l-thesis applies. In a more familiar terminology, the methodological
distinction parallels the distinction between a realist and an instrumentalist
interpretation of science. Physical theories are interpreted realistically, whereas
theories of meaning are interpreted instrumentalistically. This enables us to show
that epistemology cannot be naturalized.

4.4.1. Epistemological manuals

Quine's own example for pieces of interesting research that do not deal with facts
of the matter is the construction of translation manuals. If these manuals intend to
relate expressions on the basis of what those expressions mean, then Quine stresses
that there are no facts of the matter. In that case, however, we should not be
bothered too much by the fact that there are several manuals that do equally well.
As I have said, if there are no facts of the matter, then we need not worry about
the possible underdetermination of theories! Rather there is no underdetermination
of theories, because we cannot show that alternative theories are incompatible with
each other (we cannot use the disquotational theory of truth). This means,
however, that the prospects for finding correct theories if there are no facts of the
matter are better then if there are facts of the matter. The only thing we have to do
is to avoid understanding these theories as representing matters of facts. Putting it
concretely: even if our manuals of translation (or our theories of the mind) work
well, we should not explain this by saying that they are about 'meanings' (or about
'minds').

But if there are no facts of the matter about which translation is correct, then:

CLAIM 6.2.3.:
The construction of manuals of translation cannot be naturalized within
Quine's philosophy.

Once we have followed Quine thus far we can de-naturalize Quine by applying his
claims to the very domains that he wants to naturalize. Concentrating on
epistemology, we have to argue that:

CLAIM 6.2.4.:
The main projects in epistemology can be compared with the construction
of manuals of translation.

In the first chapter of this study I have mentioned various fields of epistemological
research. As an illustration of my strategy, I will concentrate on one of these, sc.
the theory of knowledge. One of the main tasks epistemologists set for themselves
was to elaborate on the concept of justified belief. Now, Quine might well believe
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that in his "Epistemology naturalized" he has shown that this project has failed
also, hut of course this would be too quick. At most he has shown that if the
attempt to construct a theory of justified belief is identical with the attempt to
validate our beliefs about the world, then this project has failed. But we need not
assume that the two attempts are identical. Indeed, in chapter five I have given an
example of a naturalistic program that assumes that you can be justified in
believing something without being correct in believing this. True, I have argued
that this program can only provide us with a substantial theory of justified belief if
the project of validation is revived, but that is another matter. The fact remains
that, in principle, an epistemologist can propose theories about what makes a belief
justified without proposing theories about how we can prove that what we believe
is true or false.

Next, imagine what Quine's further objection to these kinds of theories, the
ones about what makes a belief justified, would be. Undoubtedly, he would insist
that such theories cannot be part of physical science, since theories about belief are
intensional/intentional. In effect, Quine would say that with regard to such theories
there are no facts of the matter.

However, this in itself would not show that there is something wrong with
theories about justified belief, nor that we should naturalize these theories. On the
contrary, if such theories cannot be part of science (as Quine would insist), then
they cannot be naturalized. You cannot study facts of the matter where there aren't
any. If you insist on studying facts where there aren't any, then you are
committing what I calI the ontological fallacy. So, there is still a gap in Quine's
arguments.

How to filI in the gap? WelI, one possible way to do this, would be to show
that all theories about things like belief are nonsensical. Unfortunately, in general
we cannot expect that Quine will take up such a position, in spite of his early
criticism of Brentano. After alI, he acknowledges that constructing manuals of
translation is not nonsensical, in spite of the fact that there are no facts of the
matter about whether the translation is correct. A manual of translation can serve
alI kinds of purposes. This is clear from the fact that even although there are no
facts of the matter, we can and do distinguish between good and bad manuals of
translations. Therefore, to object to theories about justified belief, Quine wilI have
to put forward some criticism that is specific to such theories.

Unfortunately, it is easy to show that any such criticism will be ineffective as
long as Quine holds on to the claim that constructing manuals of translations is in
itself permissible and worthwhile. For many projects in epistemology, including
the attempt to produce a theory of justified belief, can easily be understood as
attempts to write some sort of a translation manual. Moreover, we find that in the
history of philosophy and science, such manuals have served various purposes.

What kind of manual is produced by an epistemologist who proposes a theory
of justified belief? Well, one answer would be that such an epistemologist writes a
manual for relating evidence and theory. He says for instance that if your reasons
for believing something are such-and-such and if you are justified in believing this,
then you have evidence for believing what you believe. In a sense, such a manual
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can even be seen literally as a manual of translation, sc. one that relates the term
'justification' to the term 'having evidence'.

But can we say that such manuals have served some purpose? Yes, we can say
this. The history of philosophy is full of efficient manuals for relating theory and
evidence. True, these manuals are incompatible with each other, if we were to use
the disquotational theory of truth. One manual takes logic as the foundation of
mathematics, another takes set-theory as the foundation of mathematics, another
manual holds that there are no foundations at all. But it cannot be claimed that
these manuals didn't work. Mathematicians actually use the foundationalist manual,
holists like Quine actually use the non-foundational manual. The fairy tales told by
philosophers who were trying to give a rational reconstruction of scientific theories
actually work. Instead of claiming that traditional philosophy has failed, Quine
should have concluded that traditional philosophy was an overwhelming success.
Putting it bluntly: the fact that philosophy has produced various incompatible
manuals is only problematic if there can only be one correct manual. But if we can
understand the manuals produced by philosophers as an analysis of the concept of
justified belief, and if there are no facts of the matter with regard to issues
concerning belief, then there can be no facts of the matter with regard to justified
belief either. In that case, the existence of various incompatible manuals is not
problematic, just as the existence of various incompatible manuals of translation is
not problematic.

My strategy for de-naturalizing Quine amounts to the following. The main
projects of epistemology can be interpreted in such a manner that they are similar
to the project of translating an alien language into one's own. With regard to the
construction of manuals of translation Quine himself has shown that (i) there are
no facts of the matter about whether some manual is correct or not, and that (ii)
we have good reasons to go on producing such manuals in spite of this. A direct
consequence of (i) is that translation cannot be naturalized. Hence, if we interpret
traditional epistemology in the manner sketched above, we find that epistemology
cannot be naturalized either.

CLAIM 6.2.5.:
Since Quine acknowledges that constructing manuals of translation is
worthwhile, he cannot show conclusively that other programs that are of the
same kind as constructing manuals of translation are not worthwhile (nor
that they are stupid, unintelligible, impossible, etc.).

Quine's conclusions are turned upside down. Quine has not shown that
epistemology has to be naturalized. On the contrary, Quine has shown that
epistemology, or at least the part that deals with the epistemic status of our beliefs,
cannot be naturalized. Moreover, he has enabled us to understand how
epistemology can be of interest even if it does not describe reality.

This means that if we follow Quine all the way, we end up with a strong
argument against any attempt to naturalize epistemology. Since there are no facts
of the matter in epistemology, any attempt to naturalize epistemology would
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involve the ontological fallacy. A naturalistic epistemologist is looking for facts of
the matter where there aren't any. And that is stupid.

4.4.2. Why Quine's naturalism does not work. (part two)

In section 3 above I have argued that Quine's naturalism fails because it depends
upon a solution to the problem of innateness, whereas it is unlikely that science
will ever offer us such a solution. At this point, we are able to show that Quine's
naturalistic program in epistemology fails for independent reasons also. Indeed, in
the context of my discussion it is necessary to show this. For if Quine's
naturalistic program is congenial to his overall philosophical position then my
arguments above would be inconclusive. At most they would show that Quine
might have resisted naturalizing epistemology, not that he should have done this.

The main aim of Quine's program is to specify the relation between the
'meager input' and the 'torrential output'. Quine advises us to use the genetic
approach. The relation between theory and evidence is reflected in the manner in
which we learn to use theoretical language. Hence, a precise study of the way we
learn such languages on the basis of experience enables us to understand the
relation between theory and evidence. This is another way to say that in
epistemology we assume that the veri fication theory of meaning is correct. The
meaning of a sentence can be identified with what counts as its evidence.

However, the I-thesis entails that with regard to the meaning of theoretical
language there are no facts of the matter. Now if this is so, and if the meaning of
a theoretical statement can be identified -however loosely - with what counts as its
evidence, then there is also no fact of the matter about what counts as its evidence.
But this means that:

CLAIM 6.2.6.:
The main project of Quine's epistemology (i.e. specifying the relation
between 'meager input' and 'torrential output') is part of the construction of
manuals of translation.

Hence, epistemology as a study of the relation between theory and evidence does
not deal with facts of the matter. Therefore, epistemology cannot be naturalized.

Isn't this a nice reductio? I think it is, but some readers might suspect that now
there is really something fishy going on:

"It is plausible that one can show that some of the projects of traditional
epistemology are worthwhile whereas they cannot be naturalized by Quine because
he insists that with regard to these projects there are no facts of the matter. To put
it bluntly, in your reductio you conflate meaning with Meaning. Quine nowhere
claims that Meaning is evidence. He only claims that meaning is evidence."
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So let me refine the reductio a little bit. Quine claims that, if we are faced with
two apparently incompatible theories, we can, in principle, neutralize this
incompatibility. Indeed, if reality is such that we cannot determine which of the
allegedly incompatible theories is correct, then we can reinterpret one of these
theories without this having any physical consequences. Thus, the l-thesis applies
to theoretical statements in general. The Meaning of theoretical statement is not
anchored in physical reality. Moreover, physical reality is silent about whether the
evidence we have is evidence for either of the allegedly incompatible theories.
There is no fact of the matter about whether the evidence, construed however
broadly, is evidence for the one theory or for the other, or for both. As far as
nature is concerned, we can do what we like. We can stipulate, for reasons of
simplicity, that the evidence fits one theory better than the other. Physical reality
would go unharmed through such stipulations.

On the other hand, if we interpret our theories homophonically, embracing a
disquotational theory of truth, then we are left with two incompatible theories only
one of which can be condoned by physical reality. But, having fixed the meaning
of theoretical statements within our background language, we find that our
cherished theory is underdetennined by the evidence. Now at this point Quine
might claim that what counts as evidence is the whole of our body of experience,
combined with all kinds of inferential tricks, and he might also claim that this is a
truly naturalistic account of the relation between the meager input and the
torrential output. But this is what he began with. The aim of his naturalistic
program is to substantiate enlightened empiricism. The prospects for this are very
slight, however. First, Quine himself has acknowledged that, although simplicity
and similar standards, cannot count as evidence, they play an important role in the
selection of theories. In this respect, Quine will not be able to cash in his
empiricist ticket. Second, he will have to account for the role played by intentional
theories in the development of our body of belief. Moreover, Quine cannot forbid
people to go on producing such theories and to be influenced by them. Thus Quine
has to face the fact that in his naturalistic, physicalistic and would-be empiricist
account of the processes relating the meager input and the torrential output, he has
to mention, if not use, the very intentional objects he believed to have eradicated.
And, finally, whenever Quine produces some theory about this relation, then we
can deconstruct this theory as a manual of translation. Undoubtedly, as long as
Quine holds on to his empiricist inclinations it will be easy to interpret these
inclinations as expressing episternic standards (and there are no facts of the matter
about epistemic standards). 23

23) Readers might also suspect that my overall discussion here is incoherent. On the one hand, I
stressed that the l-thesis and the V-thesis are incompatible, whereas on the other hand I claim that
all theoretical statements are haunted by both! The resolution of this paradox is that the l-thesis
applies if the disquotational theory of truth is bracketed, whereas the V-thesis applies if it is in
power. Quine's methodological dualism is 'vertical' rather than 'horizontal'. In chapter ten I will
propose a version of pluralism that is also vertical.
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Still one a part of epistemology can be naturalized in spite of all this. If we restrict
ourselves to the observational level, that is to say to the level where we are dealing
with stimulus meaning, then according to Quine there are facts of the matter.
Similarly, if we identify the stimulus meaning of a term with what counts as its
evidence, then there are facts of the matter about what counts as its evidence. This
part of Quine's program can be naturalized without creating tensions in Quine's
overall philosophy. But this part is not the central part of Quine's program. It does
not deal with the relation between the 'meager input' and the 'torrential output',
but, at most, with the relation between the 'meager input' and the 'meager output'.

4.5. Summing up the results

In the first chapter of this study I have distinguished two readings of Quine's
"Epistemology naturalized". According to the weak interpretation Quine is giving
us a piece of advice here. According to the second interpretation Quine demolishes
traditional epistemology and then gives us a piece of advice.

At this point, we find that (i) the weak interpretation is more plausible than the
second, and (ii) the advice given by Quine is at odds with his overall philosophy.

The second interpretation entails that Quine is working his way up into a
incoherent position, on the one hand saying that there are no facts of the matter in
epistemology while on the other hand suggesting that we can go on doing
epistemology by investigating facts of the matter. The problem is that if Quine is
correct in holding that traditional epistemology did not deal with facts of the
matter, his analysis of the failure of traditional epistemology is inadequate. To the
extent that his attack rests on an attack on any two-step methodology, the attack
has to be ineffective, since the I-thesis revives methodological dualism.

If we accept the weak interpretation then Quine is not immediately faced with
such problems. He can coherently argue that traditional epistemology did not deal
with facts of the matter, and that traditional epistemology is of no interest,
although he would still have to explain why he believes that the construction of
manuals of translation is of interest. However, the specific epistemological
program Quine promotes would itself be struck by the same verdict. With regard
to the relation between the 'meager input' and 'torrential output' there are no facts
of the matter. Hence, Quine cannot advise us to naturalize epistemology by
pursuing such a project, because this project is not a naturalistic one.

I prefer to conclude that Quine's philosophy enables us to understand how
traditional epistemology is possible by comparing epistemology with the
construction of manuals of translation. Quine's drive to naturalism is a pragmatic
one. But if I am right in claiming that the philosophical fairy tales have been
efficient, then his pragmatic argument is not convincing. Perhaps Quine is able to
fill in the gap in his pragmatic argument somehow (although I cannot imagine
how). As matters stand now, it appears to me that we have to conclude that Quine
has failed to give an effective defense of naturalistic epistemology.
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4.6. Quine's naturalism in retrospect

The upshot of my discussion is that we can ascribe to Quine a version of
naturalism which combines a naturalistic perspective on reality with a non-
naturalistic perspective on epistemology. If I am correct, then we can summarize
Quine's naturalistic philosophy in the following manner.

First, science deals with facts of the matter. The crucial feature of theories
about facts of the matter is that we can use the disquotational theory of truth in
comparing such theories. In doing so we find that our theories about reality (or at
least, those theories we are interested in) are underdetermined by the data. This
means that, given that all the data are in, it is possible to construct several
alternative theories that are incompatible if we compare them on the basis of the
disquotational theory of truth. One theory holds that p is the case, whereas the
other holds that p is not the case. We are faced with a dilemma. Since we are
dealing with facts of the matter, only one of these theories can be true (principle of
non-contradiction). But, no matter how great our effort, we find that we are unable
to pick out the theory that is true on the basis of the evidence. Surely, we might
convince ourselves that we have found the correct theory by relying on pragmatic
criteria for theory-selection, but these criteria are not infallible indicators for truth,
nor are they, Quine would say, proper standards for assessing truth. In the end we
not only have to accept that the evaluation of scientific theories is holistic, but also
that even a holistic evaluation of scientific theories cannot pick out the uniquely
correct theory about nature.

Second, there are theoretical investigations that do not deal with facts of the
matter. Constructing manuals of translation is one example, constructing
psychological theories about the mental, or constructing manuals for relating
theories and evidence, others. These theories are also underdetermined by the data
and we can say that evaluating these theories will also involve certain pragmatic
criteria. However, in this case comparing theories on the basis of the
disquotational theory of truth is hardly of any interest. Since there are no facts of
the matter, theories that pass all the pragmatic tests cannot be said to differ from
each other with regard to their claim to truth. Of course, if we were to use the
disquotational theory in comparing them, then we would find that they are
incompatible and that they cannot be all correct. But there is no reason for us to
use the disquotational theory here. This means that the pragmatic criteria might be
proper indicators for correctness in this case. If some theory passes all the
pragmatic tests then we can hold that the theory is correct. The fact that there are
several, apparently incompatible theories that are correct need not worry us.
Indeed, we might say that with regard to these theories we can embrace a non-
disquotational theory of truth. For instance, here we might embrace some holistic
theory of truth and say things like 'every theory creates its own truth', etc.

Although I believe that this story can be extracted from Quine's overall
philosophy, I have already noted that in some passages he appears to object to
such a story. Some passages have already been discussed above. At this point, we
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have to tum to a final objection that could be raised by Quine against my
denaturalization strategy.

The objection is implicit in the fact that Quine agrees with Gibson's claim that
the main message of the I-thesis is ontological and not methodological." I agree
with this. The J-thesis is an expression of Quine's naturalism, of his world view,
and hence, it is primarily an ontological thesis. If this is so, then it is difficult to
understand how I can use this thesis in de-naturalizing Quine. For, in order to
denaturalize Quine, I have tried to forge the I-thesis in a methodological jacket. I
have argued that an important consequence of the l-thesis is that it revives
methodological dualism. We can expect that because of this tum, Quine would
strongly object to my interpretation.

Indeed, I have suggested that, in some respects, one cannot distinguish
ontology and epistemology. A distinction between facts, or between facts and non-
facts, leads to a distinction in methodology, under the assumption that it remains
interesting to study the non-facts. But if this is so, then the ontological distinction
underpinning the l-thesis, paves the way for a methodological distinction between
physics and, e.g., epistemology. This distinction comes to the fore once we find
that epistemological theories are not underdetermined by the evidence in the same
sense as physical theories are. It is also at work when comparing the role of
pragmatic standards in physics and in epistemology.

Against this background it is possible to give another Quinean argument against
naturalistic epistemology. This argument is independent of my interpretation of
Quine's philosophy, in the sense that a non-naturalist can use it without getting
mixed up in the discussions on underdetermination. Indeed, the argument is as old
as naturalism itself, for it is another way to ascribe to naturalists the naturalistic
fallacy. However, it appears to me that the argument is only convincing against
the background of my attempt to denaturalize Quine. The reason is that my
discussion has shown, I hope, that the argument is available within Quine's
philosophy. The argument is not external to Quine'S own position, it does not beg
the crucial issues by stipulating that Quine is wrong. Finally, spelling out this old
argument enables me to show that my interpretation of Quine is less far-fetched
than it appears.

Throughout this study I have repeatedly shown that many epistemologists are
convinced that epistemology deals, to some extent, with norms. If we, for the sake
of the argument, assume that the kind of norms that are investigated in
epistemology are similar to the kind of norms that are investigated in ethics, then
Quine offers a strong argument against naturalistic epistemology himself.

To my knowledge Quine has devoted only one paper to ethics. In this paper,
"On the nature of moral values", Quine argues that all attempts "to work a
justification of moral values into the fabric of what might pass for factual science"

24) Gibson [1986]. In his reply, Quine says thai "Gibson fully understands the difference in status that
I ascribe to the [I-thesis] and the [V-thesis)", and I take this to apply especially to Gibson's claim
that the impact of the I-thesis is ontological. [Quine, 1986b, p. 155]
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have failed. [Quine, 1981d, p. 63] In the case of moral values, "we have to
deplore the irreparable lack of the empirical checkpoints that are the solace of the
scientist.· [Quine, 1981d, p. 66] To repeat the quote from Quine [1981d]:

"The empirical foothold of scientific theory is in the predicted observable event; that
of a moral code is in the observable moral act. But whereas we can test a prediction
against the independent course of observable nature, we can judge the morality of
an act only by our moral standards themselves. Science, thanks to its links with
observation, retains some title to a correspondence theory of truth; but a coherence
theory is evidently the lot of ethics." [Quine, 1981d, p. 63.]

In order to apply these claims to epistemology, we need only replace 'moral
values' by 'epistemic values', 'moral code' by 'epistemic code', etc. Once this is
done Quine is claiming that in epistemology (as the study of epistemic value) we
have to accept a coherence theory of truth. Epistemology, like ethics, cannot be
naturalized.

Still, this does not show that we can ascribe to Quine the view that
epistemology can ignore the results of empirical science. Quine might argue, and I
expect him to do so, that in spite of the fact that epistemology and science are not
on a par methodologically, we still have no reason to say that an epistemological
theory cannot be built, in part, upon empirical data. After all, it is clear that a
manual of translation is to some extent arrived at on the basis of such data.
Alternatively, our moral codes are in some manner related to such data ('the
observable moral act').

In the final chapter I will follow Quine in this point. One can hold that, in a
sense, epistemological theories are related to experience. However, I will argue
that the kind of experience referred to here is not the kind of experience that Quine
takes to be the comer-stone of science.

5. An alternative interpretation: dropping epistemology altogether

In the discussion above I have concocted a somewhat surprising mixture of
Quinean ingredients. However, in order to avoid any accusation of false
immodesty, it has to be noted that other commentators, like Quine himself, have
come close to baking the same cake. Before going on, a short comparison between
my interpretation and theirs is in order.

Many commentators have stressed that there is something awkward about
Quine's thesis of indeterminacy. The awkward thing is just why Quine does not
apply this thesis to physical theory also. Indeed, some commentators have argued
that in physical theory there are no facts of the matter either. [Chomsky, 1969;
Ravnkilde, 1979] Others have argued that there are facts of the matter, both in
physics and linguistics. [Rorty, 1972; 1980] As has been pointed out by Roger
Gibson, however, these commentators have not always appreciated that the thesis
of indeterminacy is independent of the thesis of the underdetermination of theories.
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[Gibson, 1986, p. 141ft] The reader will acknowledge that in my interpretation
these theses surely do not entail one another. On the contrary, my claim is that
wherever the one applies, the other doesn't apply.

This enables us to attack any interpretation of Quine's philosophy that conflates
these theses. However, in practice, it is not always easy to find out whether some
commentator does conflate the theses, just as it took some time before it was noted
that Quine himself did not conflale them. Moreover, some commentators clearly
do not conflate the two theses. Yet, it is unlikely that they would agree with my
interpretation.

To be more concrete, I have particularly in mind the critique of Quine by
Richard Rorty. [Rorty, 1972; 1980]. Although I am pleased that Rorty agrees with
me about the poor prospects of naturalistic epistemology, his reasons for objecting
to naturalism are different from mine. After all, whereas I intend to go on doing
epistemology for some time to come, Rorty wants to put an end to it altogether.
His position is of special interest here, because his reasons for doing so are partly
of Quinean origin. Like Quine, Rorty attacks the idea of a first philosophy by
attacking both the myth of the given and the analytic-synthetic distinction. At some
point, however, Rorty departs from Quine. Indeed, this point is precisely where
Quine starts naturalizing epistemology.

Rorty acknowledges that in Quine's philosophy the thesis of indeterminacy is
not a consequence of the thesis of the underdetermination of theories. The crucial
question is, of course, where the thesis of indeterminacy comes from. In Rorty's
view there is only one possibility. Quine's thesis of indeterminacy is a case of
metaphysical or ontological question begging. According to Rorty, Quine remains
under the spell of the idea that ontology is an interesting subject. The thesis of
indeterminacy is just another way to say that meanings and other intensional
things, are bad things, just because they can not be described in an extensional
language. But what's so bad about this, Rorty asks? If using a purely extensional
language would give us a greater possibility of success, then attacking meanings
and the mental would be warranted. But Quine himself acknowledges that even
when our theories are fully extensional we are still left in the holistic dark. From
an epistemological point of view, brains are just as flimsy as minds.

Rorty believes that Quine committed treason by falling back on a first
philosophy stance in his attack on the mental. Instead of attacking the mental in a
manner that suggested that this attack was itself of absolute validity, Quine should
have attacked the mental on the basis of science itself. There are no a priori valid
arguments against the mental, or against intensional objects in general. But we do
have strong scientific arguments against such objects. Theories about the mental
are not stupid because they fail to pass certain universally valid tests, like Quine's
standard of extensionality. Rather, such theories are stupid because they do not
produce anything new. Rorty sides with other eliminative materialists like
Feyerabend and the Churchlands. They hold that folk psychology as a theory that
posits minds, beliefs, ideas and the like, is just a degenerated theory. It is wrong
to suggest, as Quine does, that these theories are wrong because they postulate
entities that cannot exist, or because they do not deal with facts of the matter.
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Rather these theories are wrong because they postulate entities that do not exist
(which is a fact of the matter).

As a result of this Rorty's critique of naturalistic epistemology is different from
mine. Rorty stresses that the purpose of epistemology is to give an absolutely valid
justification of theories. Since he believes it to be evident that such a justification
is unattainable, and that we do not need to bother ourselves in fmding something
that cannot be found, we can just as well drop epistemology altogether. This
pragmatic argument is backed up by a detailed analysis of the rise of epistemology
where epistemology is presented as the result of taking the postulates of folk
psychology too seriously. Since folk psychology is a stupid theory, epistemological
theories that rely on it are also stupid. [Rorty, 1980, Churchland, 1979]

In assessing Rorty' s position towards naturalistic epistemology, several points
have to be taken into account. First, Rorty assumes that he has purified Quine's
philosophy of the remnants of first philosophy. In this way, he offers an
interpretation of Quine that does not involve dichotomizing the notion of truth.
Second, Rorty's own theory of truth is not a correspondence theory of truth.
Third, Rorty's argument against epistemology is a little ambiguous. On the one
hand, the formulations I used above suggest that Rorty is giving a skeptical
argument. On the other hand, giving a skeptical argument is at odds with the main
tenets of his analysis. If Quine should not attack the mental by arguing that mental
objects cannot exist because this comes too close to first philosophy, then Rorty
should not attack epistemology by arguing that epistemology cannot succeed.
Perhaps it can, perhaps it cannot, but, applying Rorty's critique on Quine to Rorty
himself, Rorty cannot claim that he has conclusively shown that epistemology,
whether it is understood as the search for absolute justification or not, is
impossible. At most, he can argue that given the present state of the art, it is very
unlikely that it can succeed. Therefore, I assume that Rorty's argument against
epistemology is not skeptical, but pragmatic: since it is unlikely that epistemology,
having its origins in a degenerate psychological theory, can succeed, it is advisable
to drop it.

As in the case of Quine's arguments in "Epistemology naturalized", Rorty's
pragmatic argument is inconclusive. Rorty holds that, because of some mistaken
theory of the mental, epistemologists have committed themselves to a task that is
probably insurmountable. This in itself does not give us a good reason to give up
the attempt to fulfill this task. Surely, if centuries of old-fashioned epistemology
would have produced nothing of any interest whatsoever, then the pragmatic
argument would stand strong. But this is not the case. Epistemologists have indeed
failed to provide us with an absolute justification of scientific theories, but while
trying to give such a justification they have produced many interesting analyses of
scientific theories. Indeed, one of the reasons why these analyses were interesting
is that they showed that they did not enable us to give an absolute justification of
our theories about the world. Putting it bluntly, Rorty's own critique of traditional
epistemology is based on the results of traditional epistemology. If epistemologists
had not tried to give an absolute justification of scientific theories, then Rorty's
claim that such a justification is probably unattainable would come out of the blue.
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Indeed, these considerations can be reshaped as a general argument against the
claim that epistemology is impossible (the skeptical drive) or that it is not
interesting (the pragmatic drive). Since these claims themselves are part of
epistemology, anyone who endorses them will have to explain why he believes that
these claims themselves are interesting and how they can be supported by
arguments. Now, one might argue that this epistemological topic has to be settled
by naturalistic epistemology, but it is stultifying how anyone can argue that we can
drop this topic. So at least one epistemological topic survives all the attacks
undertaken by eliminativists.

To summarize this discussion. Rorty intends to give some sort of reductio of
Quine's naturalistic epistemology by arguing that Quine reinstates first philosophy
while arguing in support of naturalistic epistemology. In doing this, Rorty's
interpretation of Quine does not allow any room for the application of the
distinction between issues about which there are facts of the matter and issues
about which there are no facts of the matter. Now, one can agree with Rorty that
this distinction is, to say the very least, a little hard to grasp, but he is wrong in
believing that this distinction cannot be supported by empirical means. The crucial
point to note is that Quine does not have to base his physicalism on some a priori
argument. He can, like Rorty, argue that we have strong empirical evidence for
the claim that nature can be completely described by physical theory. The
difference between Rorty and Quine is rather that Quine offers an alternative
interpretation of theories about intensional objects. He takes it for granted (albeit
on the basis of the results of the empirical sciences) that theories about the mental
do not describe reality because there is nothing for them to describe. Still, Quine
shows how such theories about nothing can be of practical use. A translation
manual is a practical thing to have, even if it postulates entities that do not exist.

Rorty's critique on Quine's naturalistic epistemology is based upon an
interpretation of Quine that understands it as another piece of first philosophy.
Although it is possible to see Quine's philosophy in such a light, this is at odds
with Quine's crucial claim that there is no external vantage point. At this point the
difference between the image that arises out of Quine's work and the image that
arises out of Rorty's discussion is too great.

On the other hand, with little cost my interpretation of Quine rescues his
philosophy from the critique raised by Rorty. The only thing that we ask Quine to
acknowledge is that he has not given a conclusive argument against traditional
epistemology. At most he has given an argument against an epistemology that tries
to eat the cake and have it. That is, Quine has shown that an epistemological
theory cannot deal with facts of the matter without there being another theory that
passes all the empirical tests equally well. If there are facts of the matter, then the
theories are underdetermined by whatever evidence there is. Nowhere has Quine
offered an argument against epistemological theories that do not deal with facts of
the matter. On the contrary, he has enabled us to understand how such a theory
can still be of value.
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6. Being a radical Quinean

It is now time to reply to some objections that probably have crystallized
themselves somewhere in the readerhood. Imagine you say to me something like
the following:

" All right, mr. Kuys, you can put the ingredients together in a way that serves you
in attacking naturalistic epistemology but you have to admit that you arguments are
far from convincing. First, your interpretation of Quine is not much closer to the
image of Quine than Rorty's, or the image drawn by other commentators. Second,
you can try to use Quine in order to de-naturalize Quine, but that does not mean
much if Quine's philosophy consists of a number of claims that do not cohere with
each other. In spite of his intellectual powers, Quine might have missed the target
by shooting in many different directions. In particular, if you intend to save
epistemology by committing yourself to the weird idea of theories about nothing,
then do not be surprised if we are going to give you a good lashing, given the time
and the energy. Finally. you cannot de-naturalize Quine and rest your case, because
there are many naturalists that cannot be de-naturalized in this way."

I will reply to these objections in this order.

6.1. Why philosophers do not exist.

Above I have tried to show that my interpretation of Quine is fairly close to the
text. I could support this claim by quoting other passages from Quine, such as:

"The indeterminacy of translation differs from the underdetermination of science in that
there is only the natives' verbal behavior for the manuals of translation to be right or
wrong about; no claims are laid regarding hidden neural mechanisms. If translators
disagree on the translation of a jungle sentence but no behavior on the part of the jungle
people could bear on the disagreement, then there is simply no fact of the matter. In the
case of natural science, on the other hand, there is a fact of the matter, even if all
possible observations are insufficient to reveal it uniquely. The facts of nature outrun
our theories as well as all possible observations, whereas the traditional semantics
outrun the facts of language." [Quine, 1987, p. 9/101

But at this point, I will play a different tune. The first objection is based upon
assumptions that are themselves at odds with Quine's philosophy. For let me
inform you that according to Quine's philosophical position no philosopher is
entitled to having a philosophical position.

My reply to the first objection is based on a cheap trick. Indeed, the trick is so
cheap that no other commentator on Quine has dared to play it on Quine. Here is
how it goes.

It starts with what I will call the folk theory of philosophical disagreements.
According to this theory philosophers disagree about some point if they have
different ideas or beliefs about some issue. For instance, one philosopher, calling
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himself a realists, embraces a realist perspective to scientific theory, while another
philosopher, calling himself an instrumentalist, embraces an instrumentalist
perspective on scientific theory. We, like these philosophers themselves, assume
that there is a difference between realism and instrumentalism. Moreover, we
usually believe that we have a fairly good idea about what the difference is. A
realists holds that a good scientific theory is a true theory, whereas the
instrumentalist holds that a good theory is a theory that works, whether it is true
or not.

Next imagine some unbiased observer who sets out to write a manual for the
manner in which we use terms like 'realism' and 'instrumentalism'. Undoubtedly,
he would produce a manual in which 'realism' is not translated as
'instrumentalism'. He might express this by saying that 'realism' does not have the
same meaning as 'instrumentalism', or, alternatively, having the philosophers
themselves in mind, that in using these terms philosophers don't have the same
thing in mind, that is, that they have different ideas about scientific theory.

See what happens to this folk theory once we apply Quine's indeterminacy
thesis to philosophical controversy." We find that the folk theory was wrong.
The most we can say is that there is a difference between the verbal dispositions of
the two philosophers, which we knew from the start. We cannot say that
underlying the difference in verbal dispositions there is an agreement about the
meaning of the terms used, nor can we say that underlying the difference in verbal
dispositions there is a disagreement in ideas. The crucial point, Quine's, is that
once we have given up the idea of the sameness of meaning we have also given up
the idea of the difference in belief. If meaning is not pinned down by nature, then
the content of our beliefs is not pinned down either. Putting it bluntly, there just
are no facts of the matter about what a philosopher believes or disbelieves.
Philosophers, as collections of ideas, do not exist.

Here is an illustration of my point. Imagine some philosopher A busily
interpreting another philosopher B. It is fair to say that philosopher A is
constructing a manual for relating the various comments made by philosopher B.
For instance, philosopher A tells us that philosopher B's remark that translation is
indeterminate is not intended by philosopher B to be a consequence of his remark
that translation manuals are underdetermined by the evidence.

According to Quine we cannot expect that there will be only one such manual
of interpretation that passes all the tests, e.g. by fitting all the textual evidence. If
we assume that in this case there are facts of the matter, then only one manual of
interpretation can be correct. However, Quine's thesis of the underdetermination of
theories tells us that we are unable to pick out the correct manual of interpretation
once and for all. If we assume, on the other hand, that in this case there are no
facts of the matter, then Quine's thesis of indeterminacy tells us that there will be
several alternative manuals of interpretation possible.

2j) In a sense, of course, nothing happens, because such an application has no physical repercussions.
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It appears to me that the first objection raised against my discussion here will be
undermined in both cases. In the first case, we can quarrel indefinitely about
whether my interpretation is correct or not but since my interpretation is in
accordance with a reasonable part of the textual evidence, and since it itself
explains away the textual evidence that is not in accordance with it, my
interpretation is among the possible ones. In order to show this it is enough to
point out that the key terms in philosophy are not linked straightforwardly to
sensory stimuli (which explains, by the way, why we still have difficulty to
understand what we are quarrelling about when we are quarrelling about whether
realism is correct or not). Even a mitigated holism cannot save a philosopher who
is writing a manual of interpretation.

In the second case, there is no need to quarrel. If some manual of
interpretation is coherent enough to put into practice, then we can put it into
practice. Of course, we might also use some other manual, but we should not
allow ourselves to claim that the first is wrong or incorrect.

As I have suggested above, Quine would hold that we find ourselves in the
second case where manuals of interpretation do not deal with matters of fact. In
the end we find ourselves in the following situation. If we accept the main thesis
of Quine and follow him also in his application of this thesis to meaning and other
intensional objects, then the objection above is undermined, because there are no
facts of the matter here. So, Quine himself can hardly disagree with me here
(assuming that my manual of interpretation is correct). Second, if we accept
Quine's main thesis without following him in his applications, then the objection
above is undermined, because it is unlikely that we ever will be able to show
conclusively that my manual of interpretation is incorrect.

Of course, my reply to the objection is not free of circularity. If my manual of
interpretation is indeed incorrect, then it does not enable us to see whether Quine,
or anyone else, could or could not object to it. But I believe that my reply is
effective enough. After all, the manual of interpretation offered here does not
modify the crucial Quinean claims beyond recognition. It cannot be refuted out of
hand.

If you want to have a final piece of textual evidence in support of my radical
Quineanism, then the following passage might do the job. In commenting on
Manley Thompson's attempt to forge Quine's epistemology back into a non-
naturalistic format, Quine says:

"Underlying the indeterminacies of translation there is for me [... ] no fact of the
matter; and the indeterminacy of assent and dissent, what little there is of it, has the
same status." [Quine, 1986f, p. 565].26

26) By the way, Thompson's attempt to de-naturalize Quine does not resemble the strategy used in this
paper.
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It appears to me that Quine cannot object to ascribing to him the view that the
indeterminacy of assent and dissent is in full command where it comes to assenting
or dissenting to an interpretation of a philosophical work, and indeed for any
interpretation of some other piece of work. I imagine that if Quine were to read
these pages, and were asked whether he believes that the interpretation offered
here is correct, he would try to express dissent. But it is clear that a commentator
should not take such a dissent as an infallible indicator for truth. Quine, nor
anyone else, can play the role of the ultimate juror on what Quine's philosophy
amounts to. Additional to this, however, we have to acknowledge that according to
my interpretation of Quine, there are no facts of the matter about whether my
interpretation is correct or not. Moreover, there are no facts of the matter whether
Quine dissents or not, even when he writes me a letter saying that I have
misunderstood him. In principle, I might interpret whatever he writes to me as an
endorsement of my interpretation.

Commenting on Quine is like commenting on the Bible. The Bible has been
bent in so many ways, that most of us feel that the idea that there is one, uniquely
true interpretation of the Bible is sheer nonsense. In my view, the same verdict is
applicable to Quine's work. Indeed, in my interpretation of Quine the verdict is
applicable to any piece of work that is written in a language that is sufficiently
remote from sensory experience (including this study).

6.2. Generalizing the argument

It is correct that my attempt to de-naturalize Quine relies on some details that are
specific to Quine's philosophy. As a result, my strategy is not applicable to any
arbitrary program in naturalistic epistemology. Nevertheless, some features of my
strategy can be used in order to generalize my argument to the effect that my
conclusion applies to the bulk of naturalistic programs. Let's see how this can be
done.

Notice that what I have done is show that within Quine's philosophy we can
make a methodological distinction between intellectual disciplines. In his case, the
distinction was both metaphysical and methodological. Indeed, the methodological
distinction between constructing physical theories and writing manuals of
translation might have gone unnoticed if it were not for the metaphysical
distinction introduced by the restriction on the I-thesis.

Next, notice that for the purpose of salvaging epistemology in a traditional,
non-naturalistic sense, it is enough to show that within most naturalistic programs
a distinction is made on a methodological level between scientific disciplines and
non-scientific disciplines. For if such a distinction is made, then it is in principle
possible to argue that epistemology, as an intellectual discipline, falls outside
science because it makes use of non-scientific methods.
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CLAIM 6.3.:
Any naturalistic program that involves methodological dualism allows room
for non-naturalistic epistemology.

In applying my de-naturalizing strategy to some arbitrary program in naturalistic
epistemology and seeing whether it works, we have to answer the following
questions:

1) Does the program distinguish between scientific and non-scientific
investigation, i.e. does it entail methodological dualism?

2) Does the program entail that there is some room for non-scientific
investigation?

3) Does the characterization of scientific method and its counterpart as is given
by the program, enable us to argue that epistemology can be done in a non-
scientific manner?

With regard to the first question, the answer will be, in most cases,
affirmative." After all, the main reason why philosophers started to naturalize
epistemology was that they believed that epistemology had been done in the wrong
manner. Remember that, in the first chapter, we assumed that one of the main
claims of naturalistic epistemology is that epistemology should be done with the
help of the empirical method. It is true that in that chapter I gave no precise
characterization of what makes a method empirical (in this I have allowed myself
to be as vague as the naturalists themselves), but we can expect that any
characterization of the empirical method will implicitly show what a non-empirical
method looks like. If this would not be the case, then it is difficult to understand
what it means to make the naturalistic tum.

Second, assuming that naturalists distinguish scientific (or 'empirical') methods
from non-scientific methods, we have to wonder whether these non-scientific
methods can serve any purpose. Since we do not have a precise characterization of
scientific methods, the question is difficult to answer. Therefore, we have to find
out what would result if the naturalistic program would entail that the answer is
negative. The result would be that any non-scientific investigation of reality is
stupid, incomprehensible, unreliable, or whatever vice you have in mind.
Naturalism would be indistinguishable from scientism. Such a result would be
unacceptable, even to the naturalists themselves. For it would mean that science
has the monopoly on reliability, rationality, intelligibility, or whatever intellectual
virtue you have in mind.

The problem is this. As soon as a naturalist restricts rationality, etc. to science
alone, he has robbed himself of the means to say anything interesting about other
cultural events. He can say that these events are nonsensical, that they deal with
pseudo-problems, etc. But such remarks will be powerless compared to the

27) In the next chapter we will discuss a naturalistic program that does not distinguish between
scientific and non-scientific methods. As a consequence, the strategy sketched here has to be
complemented by some other strategy.
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existence of such phenomena. For instance, suppose that epistemology is not a
science, and that, for that reason, epistemology is stupid, unreliable, nonsensical,
or whatever. But imagine also that philosophers go on doing epistemology. A
naturalist can repeat over and over again that what these philosophers are doing is
of no intellectual interest, that it does not have a cognitive content, that it is not
scientific, but epistemologists will not be bothered by this. Imagine Quine saying
that we have to stop constructing manuals of translations because they do not deal
with facts of the matter. We need manuals of translations, even if they do not
describe reality. Hence, we would completely ignore Quine's recommendation. In
general people will reply to the naturalist: 'Be as arrogant as you like, but
remember that you are unable to give a definite validation of your standards for
rationality, intelligibility, and cognitive content, yourself.'

The claim that only doing things scientifically is worthwhile, is unacceptable,
that is, because of its arrogance and sterility. So it is fair to assume that whatever
characterization of what makes a method scientific is given in a naturalistic
program, the program will not entail that the rest is nonsense. Any naturalistic
program will allow some room for non-scientific investigation.

Finally, we have to find out whether epistemology can be said to be a case of
such non-scientific investigation. Again, this question is difficult to answer because
we do not have a clear-and-cut characterization of scientific method. Again,
however, we are able to circumvent this complication.

In the first chapter I have distinguished various fields of epistemological
investigation. It appears to me that given the present state of our discussion we
have no reason to assume that the proper manner to investigate the various topics
is the scientific way. Rather, I have argued that in most cases naturalizing these
topics leads to a dead end. This does not mean that a non-naturalistic approach to
these topics will do any better. Indeed, I have claimed that with regard to the
project of validation any research strategy fails (given a realistic conception of
truth). Nevertheless, my arguments lead one to conclude that if any of these
epistemological problems can be solved at all, then they have to be solved outside
science. We have here a pragmatic argument against naturalizing epistemology.

At this point, I have to rest my case for some time. I believe that the general
strategy sketched above effectively undermines the rationale behind most
naturalistic programs, sc. those programs that hold on to the idea that what is
special about science is the method that is used in science. Given the factual
sterility of the empirical sciences vis-a-vis the main problems of epistemology,
there is little reason to naturalize these topics. But whether there is a reason, or
whether we are in a position, to do epistemology outside science can only be
settled if we investigate the alternatives there are for naturalizing epistemology. I
will sketch two alternatives in the next two chapters.
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CHAYfER SEVEN:
THE SOCIO-IDSTORICAL TURN: EPISTEMOLOGY SOCIALIZED

1. Socialized epistemology

In the last two decades a number of programs in epistemology have crystallized that,
in opposition to traditional programs, combine a historical and sociological perspective
on knowledge. Knorr-Cetina & Mulkay [1983] distinguish six such programs:

1. 'strong programme': This program, also referred to as the Edinburgh school
of interest theory, relates scientific developments to the interests of scientists
and the culture to which they 'belong'. Its chief proponents are Barry Barnes,
David Bloor and Donald Shapin. [Barnes, 1974 and 1977; Bloor, 1976; Barnes
& Shapin (ed.), 1979]

2. program of empirical relativism: This program, promoted chiefly by Harry
Collins, concentrates on the dissensus in science and stresses the relativity of
assessments of similarity and replication by scientists. [Collins, 1981 and
1985]

3. 'weak programme': in reaction to the fierce criticism of the strong program
Daryl Chubin and Sal Restivo have developed a weak program that is
somewhat more eclectic and evasive on some themes, but still stresses the
sociological point of view. Restivo refers to his program as emancipatory
epistemology or sociological materialism. [Restivo, 1983]

4. ethnomethodological study of science: Taking their cue from Garfinkel,
scientists such as Lynch, Livingston and Steve Woolgar have applied
ethnomethodological insights to scientific developments. [Woolgar, 1988;
Woolgar (ed.), 1988]

5. discourse analysis program: stressing the ambiguities that underlie scientific
discourse, Mulkay, Potter, and Yearley have investigated the manner in which
meaning is 'created' in scientific discussions. [Mulkay, 1979; Mulkay et al.,
1983]
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6. constructivist/ethnographic program: this program tries to account for the
construction of facts and objects in science on the basis of a 'microscopic'
view on scientific research, in particular research in the laboratory. Karin
Knorr-Cetina and Bruno Latour are the chief proponents of this program.
[Latour & Woolgar, 1979; Knorr-Cetina, 1981]

According to Knorr-Cetina and Mulkay "it is impossible to identify a single set of
characteristics shared by all of these analytical positions. Nevertheless, there are
certain broad themes which link them together through a series of family
resemblances. "(P. 1) These themes are: 1. the inclination to include the technical
content of science within the scope of sociological analysis. 2. the choice between an
internal or external methodology. 3. the 'linguistic tum' . 4. the rejection of traditional
distinctions, such as the distinction between the social and the scientific.

I will refer to these programs in general as socialized epistemology. I The relation
between socialized epistemology and naturalized epistemology is complicated. On the
one hand, some features of socialized epistemology, notably its explicit endorsement
of (some sort of) relativism, are quite incompatible, so it seems, with the naturalistic
programs discussed in previous chapters. Where, in spite of their opposition to
traditional epistemology, Popper, Lorenz, Campbell, Goldman and Quine still appear
to be under the spell of the aura of scientific progress, to an innocent bystander
socialized epistemology appears to undercut the very roots of scientific progress. Yet,
on the other hand, socialized epistemology is naturalistic in the sense that it sets out
to solve epistemological problems through scientific research. If there is a conflict
between the programs discussed earlier and socialized epistemology, then the conflict
is not about whether epistemology should make the naturalistic tum, but rather about
how relentlessly epistemologists should pursue the new course once they have decided
to make this tum and, further, about what results from making the tum.

Putting the situation in familiar terms (familiar, that is, to readers who like to talk:
about science and philosophy as if every now and then a revolution takes place), with
socialized epistemology the Thermidor-phase began in the naturalistic revolution.
Naturalists like Quine and Popper robbed epistemology of its absolutistic pretensions,
but their naturalistic programs remained rather conservative. They borrowed some of
the premisses of the traditional philosophers who they considered to be respectable
enough. Descartes might have been chasing a wild goose in excavating the
foundations of knowledge, but he was, of course, perfectly right in believing that even
if our knowledge about reality was unsteady, reality itself was not. Both the
"respectable" traditional philosophers and their naturalistic critics assumed that reality

J) A number of analytists of knowledge have tried to incorporate the social dimension of knowledge
within their theories of knowledge. Cf. Cohen [1987], Kornblith [1987], Schmitt [1987], Lehrer [1987]
and Goldman [1987a] and [1987b]. These attempts do not fall into the scope of my socialized
epistemology since these philosophers insist that there are some conditions for knowing that have
nothing to do with this social dimension. Also, although Steven Fuller has introduced a program called
social epistemology in his [19881, this program falls outside the scope of my socialized epistemology.
Fuller's main interest is to present a novel approach to science policy.
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has a specific structure that does not depend upon what we believe this structure to
be and that it is the primary task of science to describe this structure. If the quest for
the foundations of knowledge was judged to be futile, then this did not undermine the
solid metaphysical realism underlying "respectable" philosophical research. True, in
the history of philosophy there had been some undercurrents, but some of these were
simply unrespectable (Hegel) and others refrained from drawing the consequences that
would have shaken commensense radically (Mach). Also, since reality itself was
believed to be a rock, our knowledge of it was considered to have a stable, permanent
structure, in spite of the fallibility of most of our attempts to acquire knowledge.
Indeed, precisely because reality was pre-structured, philosophers feared that it would
be impossible to capture its structure with certainty.

Allowing myself to borrow some jargon with which I am even less at ease, both
traditional epistemology and most naturalistic critics held on to the distinction between
"object" and "subject". Reality was the object of subjective investigation. Since
twentieth-century philosophy had experienced "Der Untergang des Abendlandes" ,
modesty was adamant, and everyone had to accept that subjective capriciousness
might blurr the true nature of objective reality.

Bracketting Quine for a moment, it would not be inaccurate to ascribe
metaphysical realism to most naturalists discussed so far. Including Quine, it is not
unfair to say that, in spite of his thesis of ontological relativity, he decided that, for
all practical purposes, we can hold on to some version of physicalism. Since common
sense combined with high school education leads to physicalism, not even diehard
realists will find his mystifying brand of anti-realism controversial or radical.

Similarly, most people have great difficulty in understanding a dualistic conception
of reality. Although we usually allow ourselves to apply distinctions like beliefs and
feeling, or the natural and the supernatural, none of us intends to use these
distinctions in a radical manner. Apart from sentences like "Shut the door!" and "I
don't agree with you!" the sentence "Of course, everything depends on everything"
will be among the most frequently produced. This sentence is sometimes
misinterpreted as an expression of relativism, but in fact it expresses holism. We are
all little holists, and holism and monism are very close relatives. So as soon as some
naturalist claims that philosophy and science are not distinct, and that they mutually
inform each other, that nature is One, one leans back with a deep sense of satisfaction
and relief.

Another conservative idea is that scientists are - or at least, should be - objective
and impartial. Science should not make itself the stalking horse of some political
system. Problems are to be settled in science on the basis of evidence and rational
analysis. In spite of the debate between rationalism and empiricism that is revived by
naturalists, these assumptions themselves have not been questioned by the naturalistic
programs discussed so far. The sky might not have the particular shade of blue
favored by either traditional empiricists or traditional rationalists, but it still is blue.

The six programs above, however, have stirred the philosophical society more
powerfully. For it seems that most of the assumptions shared both by lay-men, first
philosophers, and pre-thermidorian naturalistic converts go down the drain
permanently. Socialized epistemology proclaims both cognitive relativism and a
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version of idealism called "social constructivism"; reality is not out there for us to
discover, but we are constructing reality, inventing it, and, indeed, we are
constructing several realities, and we are doing this in several ways. [Barnes & Bloor,
1982; Collins, 1981]2

Historically, socialized epistemology is a combination of what used to be called
"the sociology of knowledge" and "the sociology of science". It is based on the
insight, or postulate, that science - and other cognitive events such as having a
knowledge - is, to a large degree, a social phenomenon. As a consequence of this,
socialized epistemologists claim that in studying science and knowledge, we should
concentrate, primarily or exclusively, on the social context of science and knowledge.

In the second section of this chapter I will invoke the 'received view' on the rise
of socialized epistemology, rehearsing and complementing some of the themes of
chapter 1. In the third section I will present socialized epistemology as a case of
replacing naturalism on the basis of a number of representative examples. In the final
section I will play the devil's advocate by defending socialized epistemology against
some of its conservative critics, and by arguing that the socio-historical tum is the
natural follow-up to the naturalistic tum. Indeed, I will claim that, at the present,
socialized epistemology is the only viable alternative to traditional epistemology.

Notice that this in itself might round-out my critical assessment of naturalistic
epistemology. After all, most naturalists are suspicious of relativism (and of
constructivism). If naturalistic epistemology develops into socialized epistemology and
finds itself defending relativism and idealism, naturalists might be induced to
surrender.

However, given the overall flexibility of naturalistic epistemology one should
expect that some naturalists will accept the relativistic consequences rather than drop
their naturalism. [Stich, 1990] Indeed, adherents of socialized epistemology have
already done so. Therefore, I will undertake the attempt to close the final gap in my
argument by making an assessment of relativism in the next chapter.

2. The rise of socialized epistemology

How can we explain the rise of socialized epistemology? Several explanations are
available.

1. A 'sociological' explanation might go as follows.' In the sixties the
philosophical scene was dominated by both Popperians, rigorous Quineans and

2) J am aware that socialized epistemologists object to the accusation of being idealists. Typically, they
would say that this accusation reflects the naive realistic and absolutistic perspective of the accuser.
I hope that my discussion below will ensure that I do not intend to make that accusation. That is, J will
not pursue the kind of criticism of Radford (1985).
Dubbing this explanation 'sociological' is inaccurate. As J will argue below it misleadingly suggests
that sociological explanations are necessarily 'external' to science.

')

204



apologetic Carnapians. All the 'ins' and 'outs' of these positions had been spelled out
by then, but the number of philosophers who were looking for a topic on which to
write a dissertation was still increasing exponentially. It was difficult to be
provocative and original by writing another commentary on Carnap or Popper
(although Lakatos succeeded in this). Therefore, a novel topic had to be invented that
could feature on symposia and in articles and books. The socio-historical tum, by
stirring the conservative minds of rational reconstructionists, obviously suited this
purpose.

2. Another 'sociological' explanation goes as follows: in the political climate in
the sixties many philosophers feared that pure reason had become the handmaid of
destructive drift (remember the debates on theoretical physics and nuclear arms, if
you can bring yourself to that). Pure reason was anti-social. Hence, the only way to
make philosophy socially acceptable was to socialize it.

I am dubious whether any of these explanations is correct, in spite of the fact that you
could write intellectual bestsellers around them. In any case, I will concentrate on an
explanation that enables me to elaborate on the plausibility of socialized epistemology.

My starting point is that if the message of the socio-historical tum is that science
is a cultural phenomenon, and that in studying it we have to take into account the
historical and social context of scientific developments, then it is almost
incomprehensible that anyone ever objected to it in all earnest. It has always been
acknowledged that human knowledge - including scientific knowledge - is situated in
a specific context, and these contexts have always been the object of research. So,
what's new about it? What justifies calling it a turn?

In order to explain why the socio-historical tum was conceived of as a (further)
break with the past, we have to assume that it was preceded by a paradigm that did
not take notice of the social and historical dimension of knowledge. That is, the
triviality of the socio-historical tum must have been underplayed by the incoherence
of what went on before it. Probably, this incoherence had something to do with the
project of rational reconstruction.

2.1. The project of rational reconstruction

The main object of rational reconstruction is to explain the sequence of developments
in science. It tries to explain why the sciences developed in the way they did, for
instance, why Newtonian mechanics was superseded by Einstein's theory of relativity,
or why Darwin's theory of evolution put an end to creation theory (at least until the
recent revival of the latter).

Assume that a scientific development is the construction or acceptance of a
specific, relatively novel scientific theory. Obviously, this involves human decisions.
At some point, some scientist presents some theory. Next other scientists accept it,
and finally, the achieved wisdom turns up in schoolbooks. It seems that the object of
rational reconstruction is to explain such decisions. In that case, a rational
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reconstruction involves a kind of psychological analysis of why scientist did what they
were doing.

However, one of the main features of a rational reconstruction is that it
distinguishes between rational and irrational (or non-rational) factors in scientific
developments. Although Daniel Dennett has claimed that any psychological
explanation of behavior is based on the ascription of optimal rationality to the actor,
the consensus in the field is that psychological analysis usually reveals bias and lack
of rationality.

The assumption that psychological factors might not promote the ends of science,
induced philosophers to identify the rational factors with logical factors, and the
irrational factors with psychological factors, this in spite of the fact that, from a
causal point of view, logical factors can also be said to be psychological. Thus we get
the following explanatory model:

psychological factors logical factors

causal justificationai

scientific developments

The project of rational reconstruction concentrates on the logical factors. These
factors embodied what was believed to be the scientific method," This method
specified the manner in which science should be done, at least if science were to
produce the kind of results that are expected from it. For instance, if science is
expected to lead to truth, the scientific method would probably entail that scientists
have to avoid inconsistencies.

Thus, a rational reconstruction tries to emulate a strictly causal account of how
scientific developments come about. It not only gives a causal account (or would-be
causal account), but also tries to explain why the development under consideration
was a contribution to science. A rational reconstruction elucidates the idea of
scientific progress. Of course it was assumed that progress is achieved in precisely
those cases in which scientists behave in the way prescribed by the scientific method.

In retrospect, the projects of Russell, Carnap, Popper and Quine were ambivalent
with regard to the importance of historical details. At times, these facts were used to
construct a model of scientific rationality. Alternatively, a model of scientific
rationality was used to show that some alleged scientific achievement was neither
scientific nor an achievement. It is clear that the project could develop towards both
extremes, i.e. either towards rehearsing the historical facts or to ignoring the facts
altogether. Although it did not collapse into either of these extremes, it inclined
strongly towards the latter. Philosophers of science believed that they were in the

OJ In recent years, some rational reconstructionists have widened the scope of their analysis by dropping
the demarcation problem. Cf. Laudan [1984].
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business of specifying the proper way to do science, combining reverence for the
scientific facts with philosophical immodesty. Therefore gradually rational
reconstruction became a-historical, and at the same time a-psychological.

Dudley Shapere noted that the rift between the philosophy and science and the
history of science came to be institutionalized in a number of assumptions. One of
these was the object/meta-distinction. Shapere formulates the impact of this distinction
in the following manner:

"The analysis of meaning of metascientific concepts [such as theory, law, confirmation,
etc. TK] does not depend on analysis of the content of science, in the sense that those
meanings are not a function of that content, changing or evolving with the changes or
evolution of the specific concepts, propositions, and arguments accepted or employed
in science." [Shapere, 1977, 183.]

There were other ploys available. One of these exploited the distinction between the
context of discovery and the context of justification. Whereas philosophers, by
specifying the logic of justification, were able to assess whether some development
was for the better the actual production of theories was assumed to be accidental.
There was no logic of discovery. Allotting the historical details to the history of
science, rational reconstructionists freed themselves of the burden to account for this
sort of evidence.

Alternatively, the project of rational reconstruction did not presuppose that science
develops progressively in all cases. Occassionally a development could be a step in
the wrong direction. Therefore, a rational reconstructionist didn't have to feel
frustrated if some scientific development did not fit his model of scientific rationality.
Quite the contrary, the model enabled him to explain why this development was a set
back.

A fmal ploy was to invoke the objections to the naturalistic fallacy. Since rational
reconstructions intended to specify how science should be done, they had to underplay
the importance of how science was actually done in order to be consistent. The
implication of this is - according to Shapere - that the history of science could be
purely descriptive. Hence, the alleged rift between philosophy and history was only
one example of the alleged rift between philosophy and science in general.

The widening gap between a causal explanation and a rational explanation of
scientific development rendered philosophical models effectively immune to all sorts
of criticism. In recent decades it has become fashionable to write books that debunk
the image of scientific heroes. Historians have analyzed the rigidity of the German
university system, they have uncovered the somewhat infantile quarrel between
Leibniz and Newton over who was the first to discover the calculus of the
infmitesimals, they have explained the originality of Einstein by showing that he
allowed himself to make the mistakes that other scientists did not allow themselves
to make, they have related Heisenberg and Weimar Culture and they have demolished
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Lysenko, Creationist science and other obvious stooges." Such studies are fun to
read, which explains why the genre remains popular, but it can not be stressed too
much that a rational reconstructionist need not be bothered by such stories at all, even
if they were accurate. These stories simply fail to be possible counter-evidence to the
philosophical models proposed by rational reconstructionist. Not only could the actual
behavior of individual scientists be ignored, but, if matters got serious, the behavior
of all scientists could be ignored. Even if all scientists were unable to follow the
canons specified by the model of rational reconstruction at hand, then it was still
possible that this model somehow fitted scientific developments from a more global
perspective. Depending upon whether the facts would force them to do so, rational
reconstructionists could turn Hegelian and say that, in spite of the irrationality of all
the members of the scientific community, the scientific community as a whole
embodied scientific rationality, just like Napoleon for all his egotistic wickedness was
able to bring the Rational Spirit closer to realization. A c cor din g tom 0 s t
commentators, the break down of the project of rational reconstruction was the result
of the untenability of the ploys used to free it from the burden of accounting for the
historical evidence. Thus, it is claimed that there is a logic of discovery, that there
is no purely descriptive level, that the distinction between the "meta"- and the
"objects-level turned out to be untenable, etc. There is much to say in support of such
an explanation. However, the break down of rational reconstructionism is, in my
opinion, due to a more obvious flaw.

The fatal flaw in the project of rational reconstruction is not the untenability of the
ploys, but rather in the incompatibility of these ploys with the purpose of rational
reconstruction. Quine [1969b] rightly stresses that the project of rational
reconstruction is the project of validation in disguise. Because this aim was the main
rationale behind producing a reconstruction of scientific development, those who
pursued it found themselves in an uneasy dilemma between, let's say, empirical facts
and cognitive values. For at some point they had to make good on their claim that
their reconstruction explained why science progresses, which meant that they had to
show how science produces ever more truths (or increases in verisimilitude). But any
such attempts would be frustrated by philosophical fallibilism, which has become one
of the few philosophical theses almost everyone agreed with. Sooner or later the
reconstructionists had to betray themselves by attempting to validate their cherished
examples of good science in order to make good on their claims about scientific
progress.

Therefore, Shapere is wrong in claiming that the project of rational reconstruction
runs afoul because its assumptions are untenable. Although some of its assumptions
might indeed be untenable, to show that they are takes a lot of hand-waving. For
instance, the question whether there is a logic of discovery has heen debated again
and again, but even if there is such a logic, then philosophers could still allow

Cf. Forman [1971], Feuer [1971], Mulkay & Williams [1971], Farley & Geison [1974], Mittrof
[1974], Pinch [1980] for examples of case studies that might be considered 8S debunking the traditional
idea of 'objective' science/scientists.

208



themselves to concentrate on the logic of justification. The problem with the project
of rational reconstruction is that it sooner or later has to make good on its explanatory
aims. If reconstructionists had dropped this aim (and, thereby, had dropped the
project of validation), concentrating on the question how science should be done, then
they undoubtedly would have been able to find some justifying ploy.

The time-bomb underlying the project of rational reconstruction was the
combination of explanatory and normative aims. Rational reconstructionists wanted
to tell how science ought to be done, and that this was the way science had been done
in those fortunate cases of scientific progress.

2.2. Exploding the bomb.

In the first chapter it has already been shown how the bomb underlying rational
reconstructionism exploded. The failure of the project encouraged novel perspectives
that had been restrained by it. But partly independent of Quinean holism, Goodman's
color-spectrum and Sellars' scientific image, alternative systematic perspectives on
science were developing. It would lead us too far afield to discuss some of the anti-
scientistic moods swaying over the european continent before W. W. II, but two
developments have not been discussed so far.

The first is that an increasing number of philosophers began to relate their model
of science to the history of science. Secondly, an increasing number of philosophers
began to argue that in understanding what science is we need to take into account the
overall social context in which the scientific enterprise is undertaken. Let's briefly
discuss these two developments separately before showing how combining them led
to socialized epistemology.

2.2.1. The history of science: Kuhn

What can the history of science contribute to the philosophy of science? From the
point of view of rational reconstructionism the history of science provides one with
a series of events that either illustrates the scientific method or consists of a number
of telling anecdotes about cases in which scientists fail to apply it. But Thomas Kuhn
explicitly challenged this view in the opening passage of The structure of scientific
revolutions:

"H istory, if viewed as a repository for more than anecdote or chronology, could
produce a decisive transformation in the image of science by which we are now
possessed. (... ) [The aim of this essay] is [to give] a sketch of a quite different concept
of science that can emerge from the historical record of the research activity itself."
[Kuhn, 1970, p.l]

Kuhn does not take the history of science to be just a story about a sequence of
events, but stressed that a historical analysis of scientific activity tells one what
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science is. If you want to know what science is, and how it works, then look at it
when it is working, and the history of science offers plenty opportunity to do so.

For Kuhn the motivation for this overtly naturalistic program was that he was
convinced that the models for scientific development that had been proposed by
rational reconstructionists happened to fly in the face of history. As is suggested
above, Kuhn mistakenly assumed the history of science to contain possible counter-
evidence to philosophical models of science, but, since the mistake was widespread,
Kuhn's conclusion had tremendous support. From Kuhn's viewpoint as a historian,
the current philosophical models did not account for any historical development, since
these models underestimated the role of what Kuhn called paradigms and later world
views combined with disciplinary matrices. A consequence of this that has played a
major role in most interpretations of Kuhn's work, was that those scientific
disagreements that are interesting are seldom settled by rational discussion. In these
cases the various camps use methods of problem-solving that are incommensurable,
and, hence, it is in principle impossible to determine in a rational manner which side
is right.

There were three main reactions to Kuhn's work. One was to object to Kuhn's
conclusions by claiming that they were based on the naturalistic fallacy. Since it is the
purpose of the philosophy of science to explain how science should be done, the
historical facts about science are and remain irrelevant to the philosophy of science.
This view was defended by Karl Popper before he was lured into the naturalistic camp
himself by Campbell and other admirers.

At this point, I will not discuss this reaction in detail. Let it suffice to say that it
restates the by now familiar objection to historicism in the context of epistemology.
As I have argued above, such an objection might be sound, but is completely at odds
with the second component of rational reconstruction, sc. the project of validation.
Only if Popper is willing to drop this component from his philosophical model, he can
ignore Kuhn's criticism. This would mean, of course, that he has to drop his analysis
of falsification and verisimilitude, and it is not likely that he will do so. Moreover,
if these elements were dropped, then one might wonder what the purpose is of his
philosophical model, and he might have some difficulty in explaining this.

The second reaction was to agree with Kuhn that the models proposed so far did
not fare very well in accounting for the historical facts, but that Kuhn's own "model"
of science, which was based on the notion of scientific paradigms, was either not that
good itself or could not be considered to be a proper philosophical model at all. The
ensuing recommendation was that a philosopher of science had to take into account
the historical facts without forgetting the primary purposes of his philosophical model,
which were both evaluative and explanatory.

This second stand was taken up by Imre Lakatos and, later, by Larry Laudan.
Paraphrasing a Kantian dictum, Lakatos held that "Philosophy of science without
history of science is empty, history of science without philosophy of science is blind. "
[Lakatos, 1973, p. 196.] A proper theory of science had to combine both
philosophical and historical insights. Indeed, the main purpose of a philosophical
model of science was to enable one to make a rational reconstruction of the history
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of science. While such a model should keep close track with history, it still tries to
elucidate what is rational about science.

Of course, Lakatos was merely trying to soften the blow of Kuhn's work vis-a-vis
philosophy. He distinguished the internal history of science and the external history
of science in the following manner:

"The history of science is always richer than its rational reconstruction. But rational
reconstruction or internal history isprimary. external history only secondary. since the
most important problems of external history are defined by internal history. External
history either provides non-rational explanation of the speed, locality, selectiveness etc.
of historic events as interpreted in terms of internal history, or, when history differs
from its rational reconstruction, it provides an empirical explanation of why it differs.
But the rational aspect of scientific growth is fully accounted for by one's logic of
scientific discovery." [Lakatos, 1973, p. 215]

So in the end, Lakatos agreed with Kuhn that the philosophy of science should keep
an eye on the history of science and he agreed with Kuhn that the main philosophical
models had failed to do so. Yet, Lakatos' distinction between internal and external
history is just another way to say that there cannot be any straightforward refutation
of philosophical models by historical evidence. Although philosophical models could
be refuted by historical facts, in practice, a philosopher will always be able to explain
away any divergence between his model and the facts.

Some scientists were impressed by Lakatos' philosophy of science, possibly
because it enabled them to disguise rigid dogmatism as "negative heuristic".
Philosophers were less satisfied. They either saw Lakatos' methodology of scientific
research programmes as a terminological variant of Kuhn's model, or they believed
that it was indistinguishable from Popper's trial-and-errorism provided that Popper's
theory was enriched with some time-delaying mechanism (crucial experiments are
indeed crucial, but it takes some time before scientists accept them as crucial).

A response similar to Lakatos' was Larry Laudan's. Like Lakatos, Laudao
acknowledged that a philosophical model should take the historical facts into
account." He was also appreciative of the weaknesses of Lakatos' model. He replaced
Lakatos' vague heuristic model through a more specific, pluralistic model. The
rationality of science, and the rationality of human behavior in general, does not
express itself in one specific kind of behavior, such as gathering evidence
(inductivism), or developing the hard core of one's program, in the proper application
of a specific goal-means analyses. Given some specific aim, and given a specific
estimation of the effectiveness of the various available means, one's behavior is
rational if and only if it tries to exploit those means that were believed to be the most
effective.

6) Cf. Lakatos et al. [1986] for attempt to check philosophical hypotheses on the basis of historical case
studies. Cushing [1987] criticizes this attempt because it, mistakenly, assumes that there are universal
characteristics of scientific development.
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Using this concept of rationality, Laudan did not expect that rational people behave
alike in alike circumstances. Much depends upon what their respective goals are, and
what means they judge to be effective. Hence, for some scientist it may be rational
to gather all kinds of experiential data, whereas for some other scientist it may be
rational to pursue 'speculative' reasoning. As a result, the history of science plays an
important role in the ascription of rationality to its actors for we have to find out,
e.g., what goals underpinned Newton's research, what means he and his
contemporaries believed to be reliable, etc.

Moreover, history - in a broad sense - is informative in another way. For the past
tells us what goals are attainable and what means are reliable to attain them. Indeed,
according to Laudan the history of science can be described as a two-level
development. On one level, the goals of science have changed in the past centuries.
On the other level, other means have been used either because some were found to
be ineffective, or because the aim of science had changed such that they were no
longer of interest. These developments are not just part of history, but are also largely
informed by it. Scientists experience that some goal is unattainable or that some
strategy is ineffective.

Hence, history is allowed to playa large role in Laudan's philosophy of science.
Still, like Lakatos, Laudan cherishes the distinction between internal and external
history. Not just any aim can count as a scientific or rational aim, and, hence, not just
any strategy can count as a scientific or rational one. For instance, according to
Laudan a scientist's intention to get rich can in no circumstances count as a scientific
aim. The same applies to the situation in which a scientist wants to use a scientific
theory in order to attain certain political goals. [Laudan, 1984a] Such goals belong,
according to Laudan, to external history. They have nothing to do with the
development of science or with the rationality of a scientist.

This pinpoints one main problem for Laudan. Whereas Lakatos could distinguish
internal and external history relatively easy since he characterizes research programs
explicitly as scientific programs, Laudan, having liberalized the notion of rationality
to encompass goal-means-analyses in general, has great difficulty in making the
distinction. As we will see in the next chapter, he is faced with a slippery-slope
argument that forces him to drop the distinction between internal and external history
and make the socio-historical tum.?

7) Another major problem might be fatal to Laudan's program. His philosophy of science rests on what
he calls nonnative naturalism. In spite of the initial plausibility of Laudan's model, one of the
conclusions of chapter five was that nonnative naturalism cannot play any serious evaluative role, at
least not if the ultimate aim is truth. In the end, it simply legitimatizes any behavior as long as it is
believed to be directed towards truth. The only way to substantiate such normative naturalism is, as
we have seen, to revive the project of validation, and that happens to be something that few if any
philosopher is willing to do. Since Laudan does not commit himself to scientific realism, and explicitly
argues against it, he might get away on this point, but as a matter of fact he does not commit himself
on the axiological level at all. As soon as he does, it is likely that we will be in a position to construct
an argument similar to the one presented in chapter 5. For the time being, it appears that the dilemma
that he faces is even more troublesome, since he explicitely allows "epistemic aims" to develop in an
somewhat arbitrary manner. I will return to this possibility in chapter 8.

212



In practice, softening the impact of Kuhn's work turned out to be as ineffective as
ignoring it. That leaves us with the third reaction to Kuhn's analysis, sc.
Feyerabend's radical interpretation of it. Feyerabend claimed that as soon as
philosophers start taking the history of science seriously, then they will be unable to
avoid the conclusion that there simply is no method guiding scientific development.
History is too diverse to be captured by any philosophical model, not even a model
as liberal as Laudan's. Moreover, the failure of philosophical models of scientific
rationality in accounting for the historical facts, and the actual progress of science
suggests that the whole idea of constructing normative models is as superfluous as it
is incoherent. Feyerabend concludes that in science, as in any other human endeavor,
anything goes. [Feyerabend, 1988]

The third reaction is anarchistic and relativistic in spirit. 8 Since this reaction could
be (and has been) bolstered by an analysis of the actual development of science, this
reaction is naturalistic in spirit.

2.2.2. The sociology of knowledge: Marx and Merton

The claim that history should be taken seriously does not specify what elements of
history are to be taken seriously. A philosopher who accepts Kuhn's general claim
about the importance of history might concentrate mainly on what Lakatos and
Laudan call the internal history, that is on the logical factors. In the resulting story
of science, a discussion of the overall political and social context of some scientific
development would still function as an inessential complement to the true,
philosophical story.

In fact, the increasing historical awareness of philosophers of science was
combined with an appreciation of the influence of social and political factors on
science. It was believed that the so-called 'external' factors not only influenced the
speed of scientific development, or its impact on society in general, but that they also
determined, to a large degree, the very content of scientific theories. This idea can
be traced back at least as far as Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. The thesis that the
superstructure, including politics, religion, the arts and the sciences, mirrored the
substructure suggested that the content of the various sciences reflected specific socio-
economical interests and tensions. For instance, after the take-over of power by the
bourgeoisie, science would produce theories that would enable the bourgeoisie to
remain in charge.

Merely suggesting this was, of course, very controversial and it is still cited in
high school education as an example of "where Marx went too far". Actually, Marx
refrained from drawing such consequences of his overall socio-economical theory. He
stopped short in applying his scheme to science as a whole (and, unsurprisingly, he
did not apply it to his own theory). For instance, he insisted that the natural sciences

I) For the distinction between relativism and anarchism, see chapter 8.
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were to some degree immune to socio-economical determination. In the case of these
sciences, reality itself had some saying in the results.

After Marx, Emile Durkheim and Karl Mannheim made similar suggestions and
expressed similar reservations. [Durkheim, 1938; Mannheim, 1936 and 1952] They
probably held that the development of the sciences, and especially of the natural
sciences, is at most partly determined by the overall social context. Still, the idea that
science was a result of socio-economical forces had been added to the list of possible
themes, and it was to be expected that sooner or later philosophers would revive it.

A second, partly independent source that concentrated on the social dimension of
science was Merton's analysis of norms in science. Merton became widely known
because of his (somewhat Marxian) thesis that there was a causal relation between the
rise of modem science and the rise of puritanism in seventeenth century England.
After this he stressed the role of scientific values in science itself and introduced the
phrase the ethos of science:

"The ethos of science is that affectively toned complex of values and norms which is
held to be binding on the man of science. The norms are expressed in the form of
prescriptions, proscriptions, preferences and permissions. They are legitimatized in
terms of institutional values. These imperatives, transmitted by precept and example
and reenforced by sanctions are in varying degrees internalized by the scientist, thus
fashioning his scientific conscience or, if one prefers the latter-day phrase, his super-
ego. Although the ethos of science has not been codified, it can be inferred from the
moral consensus of scientists as expressed in use and wont, in countless writings on the
scientific spirit and in moral indignation directed towards contraventions of the ethos."
[Merton, 1973, p 268/269J

A rational reconstructionist need not to be worried by Merton's idea of the ethos of
science. Although he might wonder about whether it is apt to talk about moral
indignation, he would readily acknowledge that scientists evaluate their research on
the basis of specific norms that need not be explicit. At most a rational
reconstructionist would take exception to Merton's suggestion that the norms are
legitimatized in terms of institutional values. However, shortly before this passage,
Merton had already freed the rational reconstructionist from the obligation to
comment on the ethos of science:

"( ... ) we shall consider, not the methods of science, but the mores with which they are
hedged about. To be sure, methodological canons are often both technical expedients
and moral compulsives, but it is solely the latter which is our concern here. This is an
essay in the sociology of science, not an excursion in methodology." [Merton, 1973,
p. 268]

Merton never did challenge the project of rational reconstruction explicitly, and
endorsed the assumption that this project can be pursued independently of the
sociology of science.

Until well into the sixties this was the consensus concerning the division of labor
between philosophers and sociologists. The sociology of science was dominated by
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Merton's conception of the ethos of science as complementing methodology, and by
the statistical 'field-work' of Derek Price. Then the tie broke. Groups of philosophers
started to revive Marx's unspoken suggestion that the whole of science is in all
respects a contingent, historical phenomenon, and began radicalizing Merton's
scientific ethos.

2.2.3. The rise of socialized epistemology

Socialized epistemology combines the two developments discussed above. It
concentrates on the historical details of scientific developments and relates them to
social factors. Allowing myself some liberty of interpretation, the general message of
socialized epistemology boils down to the following:

1. Against the background of the failure of the project of validation, epistemology no
longer pursues the validation of scientific theories or surrogates like reliability. Since
justification cannot be related to validation, the justification is either uninteresting or
has to be related to another, more interesting commodity. Socialized epistemology
identifies justification with credibility. The concept of knowledge as some sort of
vague 'objective' possibility is replaced correspondingly by the concept of knowledge
as the set of beliefs that is accepted as credible by a group of persons. Whereas
analytic philosophers, in their pursuit of an accurate account of objective knowledge,
only occassionally let themselves be inspired by the manner in which we ascribe
knowledge to people, socialized epistemology holds that these ascriptions should be
taken for granted. Knowledge is what counts as knowledge. Since what counts as
knowledge depends to a large degree on the general context in which ascriptions of
knowledge are made, socialized epistemologists conclude that an account of how this
context impinges on ascriptions of knowledge is a contribution to epistemology.

2. Having debunked the myths of 'objective' justification, socialized epistemology has
no need for the distinction between justi fication and causation. Hence, the explanation
of alleged true beliefs is no longer conceived of as part of 'pure' epistemology,
leaving the explanation of alleged false beliefs to sociology. For polemical reasons (I
guess) it is sometimes suggested that social factors provide a complete explanation of
both false and true beliefs, but socialized epistemologists usually grant that other
factors (including biological and psychological ones) play some role, too. Socialized
epistemology is basically a multi-disciplinary perspective on knowledge, although the
sociological element remains predominant. The reason for the predominance of
sociology is that biological factors are assumed to be universal, and therefore cannot
account for the content of specific beliefs and theories, whereas psychological factors
could account for this content but can usually be deconstructed as sociological factors.

3. To the extent that there is some court of appeal for evaluating beliefs and theories,
socialized epistemology insists that reality itself, the 'bare' facts, is not a plausible
candidate. Although socialized epistemologists often express themselves in a idealistic
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manner, this does not mean that they believe that there does not exist a reality that is
independent of the human mind. Indeed, the 'bare' facts obviously play some role in
the development of science. However, reality leaves a lot of room to play in. Hence,
it cannot explain the details of scientific development. If we want to understand why
some group of scientists accepted a specific theory, then we have to look at those
features of the context that are discriminative enough to explain why some other
group of scientists, faced with the 'same' reality, arrived at other conclusions.

4. Finally, socialized epistemology explicitly accepts whatever relativistic
consequences follow from it. It does not even try to obscure that almost any belief can
count as knowledge. Rather, and I suspect that this is also partly for polemical
purposes, it dwells elaborately on the unavoidability of relativism.

3. The strength of socialized epistemology

Probably socialized epistemology arose because the demise of rational reconstruction
had become evident, and the ideas of Kuhn, Marx and Merton suggested a plausible
follow-up to this project. If reconstructionists had been able to produce a fairly
plausible story about how science develops and progresses, then philosophers would
not have felt the urge to change the panels. But the project of rational reconstruction
crumbled away and an increasing number of philosophers believed that it was
necessary to construct an alternative perspective on science.

Although in the literature socialized epistemology and naturalized epistemology are
occassionally presented as incompatible alternatives, I have already made clear that
it is more accurate to consider socialized epistemology to be a specific version of
naturalistic epistemology. In this section I will give a number of examples that
indicate that socialized epistemology is a case of replacing naturalism. Next, I will
argue that, once the naturalistic tum is made, socialized epistemology is more
plausible than alternative naturalistic programs. My conclusion will be that the socio-
historical tum was the natural follow-up to the naturalistic tum.

3.1. Socialized epistemology as a case of replacing naturalism

For socialized epistemology to be a case of replacing naturalism, two conditions have
to be satisfied. The first is that it plausibly re-interprets an interesting number of
epistemological problems. The second is that this new interpretation entails that these
problems are empirical problems. Again there is no need to give a clear-cut
characterization of empirical problems. For our purpose we can rely on whatever
characterization is given by socialized epistemologists themselves. Usually, they are
not too specific about this themselves. It is fair to ascribe to them a pretty holistic
perspective on empirical science. The main symptom of their naturalism is that they
believe that epistemology is part of sociology in a broad sense that includes history
as well as any other scientific discipline that might come in handy.
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3.1.1. Scientific change

In his [1976] David Bloor suggested that the fact that theories were underdetermined
by the evidence showed that social factors were crucial in science. The fact that
observation was theory-dependent was used in the same sense. This inspired critics
of the strong program to sharpen their axes. It was pointed out that Bloor apparently
accepted the underdetermination of theories as an a priori truth which undermined
both his naturalism and his relativism. Second, the underdetermination of theories by
the evidence does not entail that social factors had to be invoked to explain why
scientists usually prefer one theory above the rest.

Both objections were sound but ineffective. At most, they showed that Bloor and
his compatriots had to be more precise. Replying to Laudan, Knorr-Cetina & Mulkay
[1983] write:

"while the Duhem-Quine thesis [and the thesis of the theory-Iadenness of observation]
does not prove that social factors structure scientists' theory choices, it does make it
more likely that some kind of non-logical factors playa role (... ) These theses have
helped to get the sociology of knowledge off the ground." (p. 4-5)

The situation is, I think, as follows. For decades historians of science and sociologists
had produced case-studies on science. These case-studies were generally taken to be
interesting in their own right, but not philosophically relevant. For instance, if written
earlier, Forman's detailed analysis of the rise of quantum mechanics in Weimar
Culture would at most have been an interesting footnote in a philosophical article.
After all, philosophers insisted that there was an alternative, logical explanation for
the rise of quantum mechanics. The bifurcation of reasons and causes was, however,
undermined by the demise of the project of rational reconstruction. Although most
philosophers still believe that Einstein turned 'conservative' (and irrational) in
objecting to Heisenberg's 'revolutionary leap', Einstein's conservatism fitted the
evidence. This is typical for science in general. The underdetermination of theories
by evidence does not only entail that all our theories are fallible, but also that the
actual cause of the acceptance of theories might have little to do with the evidence.
It is not because individual scientists are sometimes incoherent or idiosyncratic. The
'bare' facts happen to allow for a number of interpretations.

Along these lines historical case studies get into the main text. As long as
philosophers could cherish the myths of justification, they could allow themselves to
ignore the historical details, but once the myths were undermined, there was only the
causal story to be told. As a result, the case studies could be claimed to be of
immediate epistemological relevance.

Thus we find that in socialized epistemology causal accounts of scientific
developments literally replace rational reconstructions. Since the traditional concept
of knowledge had been replaced too, the causal accounts did precisely what was to
be expected of a philosophical account. If knowledge is what counts as knowledge,
then an explanation of why groups of scientists held that quantum mechanics counts
as knowledge is an account of knowledge itself.

217



3.1.2. The problem of the external world

One problem philosophers have teased themselves with is the problem of the external
world. This problem is mainly an epistemological problem. Most philosophical
theories assume that the evidence for our beliefs about reality is derived from sensory
experience but that reality itself is not a collection of sensory data. Typically,
philosophers believed that the evidential gaps that have been created in this way had
to be bridged by a proof for the existence of reality that transcends sensory
experience.

In spite of numerous attempts to produce such a proof, philosophers were always
very skeptical when one of them claimed to have found such. At the present the
consensus is that such a proof is impossible. Socialized epistemology offers a simply,
if not completely original, way out. The crucial element in their story is that the
whole idea of an external world is a social construction. That is, if it were not for our
social, primarily linguistic machinery, then we would not have constructed the
problem in the first place.

Steve Woolgar presents this solution in the following way:

"Our ability to speak as if realities exist independent of our knowing them is a key
function of language and representation. But can an object exist independent of our
practices or representation?

In a classroom situation, the challenge to students (those with realist proclivities)
is to demonstrate the existence of any object (fact, event, thing) without recourse to a
form of representation. [... l Students quickly see the difficulty of the task. Indeed, no
one has thus far succeeded in demonstrating the antecedent existence of a fact or a
thing independent of some representative practice." [Woolgar, 1988, p. 56157]

The situation of the students is similar to the situation in which philosophers found
themselves in trying to prove that there was an external reality. The philosophical
proofs remained internal, on the level of representations which might or might not
refer to something "out there". Indeed, when Moore came close to producing a non-
representative proof of the external world, most of his colleagues failed to see that it
was a proof, undoubtedly because Moore skipped over the level of representation (and
logic).

Woolgar does not go as far as to say that this shows that realism is incorrect, but
even

"[ilf we grant that this whole exercise fails to refute objectivism, we should note that
it equally pinpoints the massive difficulty in establishing objectivism. On this basis we
are at least entitled to entertain the alternative (constructivist) position as a heuristic."
[Woolgar, 1988, p. 57]

If realism and constructivism are on a par, then our skepticism concerning the
external world could be transformed into a skepticism concerning whether there is a
problem. Socialized epistemology offers a deconstruction of the need for proving the
existence of external reality. Our conviction that we need such a proof stems from our
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language which has in-built suggestions that there is a world out there before we
began talking about it. The linguistic machinery makes us forget that the whole idea
of the external world is our construction. However, if we understand what is
happening here, (i.e. if we analyse what Quine would call the devices of reification,)
then we can set our minds at ease.

The general argument relies on the notion of representation. In order to understand
anything at all we need representations; representations, however, are available to us
only in a social structure which determines their meaning; hence, as far as we are
concerned, reality can be understood as a social construction, even if we have also
constructed means to disguise this.

The argument is not novel. It is very similar to Berkeley'S refutation of
materialism, and almost indistinguishable from Hegel's attack on kantian
epistemology. But there is the Wittgensteinian caveat that there is no private language.
What is novel is that it dubs the problem of the external world a social problem
(rather than a psychological problem). The danger of solipsism is nowhere in sight!

Although Woolgar's turn of the screw might not be fully convincing, it illustrates
the structure of socialized epistemology. In this case it re-interpretes the positivistic
claim that most problems are linguistic problems. If socialized epistemology is correct
in claiming that linguistic problems are problems of social context, then Woolgar's
analysis is an interesting contribution to the problem of the external world. First, the
traditional interpretation of the problem of the external world is replaced by a
linguistic one. Second, a solution is provided by analysing the linguistic means with
which we erase our contribution to the construction of the external world.

3.1.3. The 'rules' for replication

Wittgenstein has inspired socialized epistemologists in other ways. Somewhere in his
[1953] ("somewhere", because the commentators don't agree about the precise spot)
he made a discomforting point about what it means to follow a rule. Wittgenstein's
point was, at least according to most commentators, that rules are never explicit
enough about what is the proper way to obey them. [Winch, 1958; Bloor, 1983;
Kripke, 1982] It is common to illustrate this with an example like the following:

A teacher gives his student a series of numbers, such as 1,2,3,4,5, ... Then he asks his
students to "carry on" this series "in the same way". Usually, the students expand the
series with "6,7,8,9,10 ... " Usually, the teacher will be greatly satisfied if this happens.
But one student might continue the series with "1,2,3,4,5,1,2,3,4,5, ... " Also, the
teacher might have had this continuation in mind. In a sense, the original series could
be expanded in a number of ways, possibly in infinite ways. There is no way to
determine, on the basis of an analysis of the original series, which expansion is the
proper one.

This example appears to illustrate a logical point about following a rule: most rules
can be viewed as a demand to continue a specific behavior, but rules themselves
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cannot be specific enough about what behavior should be continued. In spite of this,
it is widely assumed that, e.g. scientific research is structured by rules. But if
Wittgenstein's point about following a rule is correct, then it is a miracle how anyone
can ever succeed in following a rule, because it would be a miracle if anyone can
ever succeed in not following a rule.

Socialized epistemology provides a plausible explanation for the fact that, in spite
ofWittgenstein's point, we actually succeed in following rules (as well as in breaking
them). Whether one follows a rule or not simply does not depend solely on the logical
structure of the rule. Other factors, some of which are social in nature, determine
which continuation is correct and which continuation is wrong. In the case above, the
authority of the teacher does the trick. He is the one who decides which continuation
is correct, and he has the dean to back him up if necessary.

All this sounds pretty trivial. But Harry Collins decided to apply the
Wittgensteinian lesson to the problem of replicating scientific experiments. Whenever
scientists decide that some experiment has been replicated (or not), they cannot have
done so on the basis of a neat characterization of what a replication amounts to.
Rather, we expect that they commit some gerrymandering in underpinning their
verdicts, and social pressure might be part of it.

Against this background, Collins and some of his colleagues have produced a
number of case studies about how scientists decide whether an experiment has been
replicated or not. [Collins, 1974; 1985; Collins and Pinch, 1979; Travis, 1981] These
studies typically contain a description of "front-line" experiments, and indicate that
scientists have various strategies to justify accepting or ignoring the results of these
experiments. Nevertheless, in most cases, the scientists reach some sort of consensus
about these results in the end. This encourages Collins to put forward the sociological
resolution of the problem of induction:

"We perceive regularity and order because any perception of irregularity in an
institutionalized rule is translated by ourselves and others as fault in the perceived or
in some part of the train of perception. Thus we arrange all our perceptions into boxes
[i.e. we will say that, dependent upon whether we expected some phenomenon to
occur, we were competent only if our expectations came true, TK]. If we do not care
to do this, then others will not be able to communicate with us; they will treat us as
though we spoke a private language. Our regular judgments of similarity and difference
are made with no more difficulty than attends the categorization of experimental
activitities once the proper outcome has been defined, The open system quality of these
judgments disappears when the appropriate outcome is known. After this there is only
one proper continuation to the series. It is not the regularity of the world that imposes
itself on our senses but the regularity of our institutionalized beliefs that imposes itself
on the world. We adjust our minds until we perceive no fault in normality. This is the
meaning for the individual of the joint entrenchment of a concept. It is why our
perceptual ships stay in their bottles." [Collins, 1985, p. 147-148J

This is, of course, an elaborate way to say that even in science there is some sort of
teacher who stipulates which continuation of the series in proper. Nevertheless,
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Collins allows room for less conservative developments, inspired by "Awkward
Students" who continue the series with "1,2,3,4,5,1,2,3,4,5, ... " However,

"[J]ust as with Awkward Student, a new continuation cannot be just any continuation.
It must fit with some part of the network. It must be more than the equivalent of a rude
noise or complete nonsense if its ever to be more than a private language. (... ) This
provides constraints upon the possibilities of creative success. An individual act of
creation is worth nothing unless it can become institutionalized. ( ... ) Awkward
Students, if their efforts are to be met with success, need allies within and outside the
core set. Allies outside the core set can offer material help such as financial and
professional support, publishing outlets, publicity and so forth. (... ) Allies within the
core set can offer two sorts of help. They can help scientists with mental work and they
can help them 'legitimate' the heterodox new ways of going on." [Collins, 1985, 148-
149]

That is, a teacher might take sides with the Awkward Student, or his father might
spend a lot of money to build a new school and hire other teachers that side with his
little boy.

It is easy to trivialize Collins' message, but nevertheless, if Wittgenstein's point
about following a rule is correct, then to trivialize it does not disprove it. Quite the
contrary, once all the chips are down and no "crispy" philosophical myths are left,
we know that this is the way things happen. Therefore, the case studies produced by
Collins c.s. are to be considered as serious attempts to develop this allegedly trivial
message in detail.

4. The debate on socialized epistemology

Although socialized epistemology can be understood as a version of replacing
naturalism, among the philosophers who have committed themselves to naturalism
there are fierce opponents of socialized epistemology. As we have seen, socialized
epistemology is set against the background of the demise of traditional epistemology,
and rational reconstructionism in particular, but other naturalistic programs are set
against this background, too. If there is a fatal flaw in rational reconstructionism, then
this does not entail that one has to make the socio-historical tum to redress it.

In this section I will discuss the current debate on socialized epistemology. I will
concentrate on the criticism that has been launched against socialized epistemology by
other naturalists and the replies to it. However, bearing in mind that I intend to
criticize naturalism myself, my discussion will mirror the anti-naturalistic strategies
exploited in earlier chapters. The ineffective criticism of socialized epistemologists
launched by other naturalists illustrates the failure of my strategies thus far.
Indirectly, this indicates that among the naturalistic programs, socialized epistemology
is the best successor candidate for traditional epistemology. I will end my discussion
by giving more direct arguments in support of it.
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4.1. Socialized epistemology does not lead to a consensus

In chapter 3 I argued that evolutionary epistemology fails to make good on its
promises because the current state of science does not enable one to give an
unequivocal account of what is innate. Science has not lead to a consensus on this
point, and is not likely to do so in the near future. Socialized epistemology is in a
similar position. The variety of programs shows that the sociological perspective on
knowledge enables one to tell several, mutually incompatible stories about knowledge
and science.

Socialized epistemology holds that a causal account of the acceptance of theories
can be a complete account. Consider the case in which theorist A accepts theory T).
Typically, socialized epistemologists will account for this choice by relating it to
political interests." It is a fair guess that any such account will be underdetermined
by the evidence at hand. Thus, a philosopher who is under the spell of rational
reconstructionism might concoct an alternative explanation. This is not a serious
worry to socialized epistemologists. Rational reconstructionism has been effectively
undermined and any explanation coming from that direction can be laughed at. More
serious is that it is possible to give several accounts of A's choice in terms of political
interests.

Let me give a simplistic example. It has become common to relate theories that
stress the hereditary of cognitive capacities to the political and moral doctrines of
conservativism, racism or fascism. I suspect that this account is motivated by the
assumption that what is innate is permanent. Apparently, the fact that some individual
has developed out of 'inferior' genes is believed to condemn him for the rest of his
life. Hence, it is of no use to reform him, to try to improve his cognitive capacities.
Rather, we should ensure that such inferior persons can do no harm to the rest of
society which itself should, of course, be organized by people with 'superior' genes.

The ploy is well-known to the degree that these kinds of arguments have become
part of commonsense. But to ascribe this argument to a scientist in an account of why
he accepted a specific theory is naive. Assume that A is a racist. I take a racist to be
someone who despises some race and who wants to rob members of that race of the
possibility to play an important role in society. Now it is possible that A assumes that
a hereditarian theory of cognition suits his purpose. But there is no reason to assume
that this theory has a particular logical relation with A's interests. His interests do not
entail that A accepts such a theory, nor does A's acceptance of this theory entail that
he has these interests. Indeed, his interests might be served better by other
theories. )0

Let us go back to the nineteenth century. We are in the United States, amidst the
controversy about the inferiority of the black race. Remember that the actual
circumstances were such that their was a cultural gap between the two races. In these

It is not necessary for socialized epistemologists to do so, as we will see below. but it still is typical!
10) Fuller [1988] criticizes what he takes to be naive inferences from a scientist's interest to his acceptance

of a specific theory in a different manner.
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circumstances a racist scientist need not employ hereditarian theses to defend his
interest. He could play the devil's advocate and defend the opposing theses that all
cognitive capacities are acquired while growing up and that 'even' black people could
be instructed to behave like white people. Given the cultural gap, there would be little
chance that the attempt to do so would be successful overnight. For one, black people
might consider these reforming attempts as patronizing (which is what happened in
our century). Secondly, it would undoubtedly take a lot of time before any
"improvement" showed itself. The obvious result would have been that even sincere
reformers became frustrated. Of course, this might pave the way for the acceptance
of the hereditarian theory after all. The point to note is that it might have been more
expedient of scientist A to defend the alternative theory, in order to promote his
overall interests.

Thus, the relation between theory acceptance and political interests (or any other
interests) is not only underdetermined in the sense that it is possible to give a more
'internal', 'logical' account, but also in the sense that one can easily construct
alternative sociological explanations. Indeed, if this were not the case, then socialized
epistemology would be in serious problems. For this would mean that there is a
straightforward logical relation between political interests and scientific theories that
is independent of the actual context. Only if the hereditarian ploy is believed to
promote racist's interests, can the acceptance of such a ploy be explained by such
interests. Usually, however, it is very difficult to say whether a culture accepts it (or
whether it accepts some other commonsensical story). Thus, it is to be expected that
socialized epistemology will not lead to a consensus in this respect.

But, as we have asked before, so what? Socialized epistemology accepts cognitive
relativism and a plurality of world views. It accepts dissensus, even if it is permanent.
It may well be that its critics don't like it, but socialized epistemology cannot be
blamed for that. Unlike the case of evolutionary epistemology, the claim that
socialized epistemology does not lead to a consensus cannot be the basis of an
argument against it.

4.2. The positivistic revenge

The previous section suggests another kind of objection. Once we have become
acquainted with the possible deviousness of scientists we can also imagine that they,
in general, do not accept theories but solely pay lip-service to them. If the main
stimulus for a scientist is not "to serve the ideal of truth" but to promote his career
or achieve some political end then his theoretical commitments need not go very deep.
A racist need not really believe that the black race is genetically inferior. He simply
despises black people and defends the hereditarian theory only because other people
tend to find in this theory reasons to despise black people too.

If scientists do not accept theories, the explanations offered by socialized
epistemology would be inaccurate not because they cite the wrong causes, but the
wrong effects. Since this possibility came to the fore because explanatory models
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were offered that related theoretical decisions to political interests, socialized
epistemology appears to be asking for trouble.

There are two ways out, both leading to Rome. First, one can argue that
individual scientists do not have minds of their own. For all their wickedness, we are
dealing with collective wickedness here. We cannot ascribe to an individual scientist
an elaborate scheme based on assessments of expediency. The issue of why an
individual scientists accepts a specific theory should itselfbe replaced by the question
why a culture accepts a specific theory. The level of individual decisions is skipped
over in analysis. And cultures cannot delude non-existing individuals by pretending
as if it accepts something that it does not really accept.

Alternatively, one can argue that there is no difference between accepting a theory
and paying lip service to it. If A behaves as if he accept theory T1, then he accepts
theory T1• The idea that there can be decisions in thought that are not overt in
behavior would itself be another case of constructing an external reality that cannot
be experienced. The idea of a person should, if retained at all, be re-interpreted
behavioristically.

There are several passages in Bloor's work that induce his critics to conclude that
he is some sort of behaviorist. Apart from the fact that behaviorism in the past has
been closely aligned with positivism, which is the most famous version of rational
reconstructionism, there is another thing awkward with Bloor's position. On the one
hand, he appears to replace the individual mind by the collective mind, proclaiming
some vague version of holism. On the other hand, he occassionally expresses himself
in a reductionistic manner, as if we are dealing with physics here.

It seems to me that if Bloor holds that in the end psychology and sociology will
be reduced to physics, he is not an interesting socialized epistemologist (although he
would remain an interesting naturalistic epistemologist). I suspect that socialized
epistemologists prefer the notion of a collective, supra-individualistic mind and they
will pursue holism all the way. In any case, they are likely to skip over the
individual, which undermines the objections raised above.

4.3. The internal-external debate

Above I have occasionally illustrated the message of the socio-historical tum by
exploiting the distinction between internal and external. This suggested that socialized
epistemology holds that the determining factors in scientific change are always
external. Many commentators have taken this to be a crucial element of the socio-
historical tum and have used it to ridicule socialized epistemology. [Brown, 1984]

This applies to both the criticism of Lakatos and of Laudan. We have already seen
that Lakatos took the internal history of science to be primary, if only because it
determined in what manner the external history could complement it. The socio-
historical tum, by concentrating, allegedly, on external factors, involves a major
mistake. Both Lakatos and Laudan acknowledge that external factors come into focus
at times. But this is only in cases where the model of rationality no longer enables an
historian to produce a rational reconstruction of those cases where scientists behaved
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improperly and actual developments did not reflect any - visible or invisible -
rationality. To speak, as all commentators do at this point, with Newton-Smith:
"sociology is only for deviants. " [Newton-Smith, 1981, p. 238]

These claims are, of course, question begging, but there is a sting in them that is
nasty enough once critics query socialized epistemologists for their own reasons to
endorse it. If an account of knowledge is external to it in the sense that it does not
cite reasons but only social factors, then it is hard to avoid the conclusion that no
matter what arguments in support of socialized epistemology can be constructed, the
socio-historical tum should be accounted for on the basis of the social factors that lead
to it. Thus, my playful 'sociological' explanations of the rise of socialized
epistemology would contain a serious message, namely that socialized epistemologists
have no good reason for doing what they are doing (trying to make a career in
philosophy is not considered to be a good reason). There are no arguments pro, there
are just social pulls towards it. On the other hand, when they are writing books
socialized epistemologists appear to state reasons, give arguments, and try to prove
their point. According to most critics, there is something fishy going on here.
[Laudan, 1984a]

To a large degree, socialized epistemologists have themselves to blame for the
appeal of this accusation of incoherence. They usually concentrate on elements that
are usually considered to be external to science, and they have clamored against
'reasons' and 'proofs'. The trouble began avant-la-lettre, when Kuhn, with the earnest
of a historian, decided to let his book on the Copernican Revolution contain chapters
on the overall historical background. [Kuhn, 1957] Then, avec-la-lettre he made
matters worse by suggesting, in the first edition of his [1970], that scientific
developments come about by the extinction of specific groups of scientists. If there
ever was something that was believed to be external to science, then it was the
biological existence of individual scientists, so then Kuhn had really done it. Others
followed him. Historians and philosophers did not stop after demolishing Lysenko.
As we have already alluded to above, they went all the way, relating quantum
mechanics to Weimar Culture, Pasteur to political conservatism, Einstein to Swiss
rebellianism, etc.

The misunderstanding was encouraged even more when socialized epistemologists
such as Bloor started reacting to the Lakatos/Laudan-objection. In their defense the
distinction between internal and external factors was - possibly for polemic reasons -
dramatized. In this way, they encouraged the idea that the message of the socio-

historical tum was that only external factors played a role in shaping scientific
developments. As a consequence, authors kept quibbling about the relative importance
of, e.g. logical evaluation and social pressure. [Bloor, 1984; Barnes, 1984] And since
socialized epistemologists could hardly acknowledge that they were not trying to give
arguments in support of their theses, their critics felt confident in ridiculing them.

Of course, not all socialized epistemologists followed Bloor to the extreme. Quite
the contrary, most case studies are presented in an ecumenical tone, as
complementary to 'philosophical' analyses rather than as replacements of them.
However, this modesty undermines the possible impact of the sociological perspective
on knowledge. It is too Mertonian to be of much philosophical interest.
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Thus, it seems as if socialized epistemologists have two undesirable options: either
playing down the message of their program and allowing opponents to allot to it the
status of anecdotes, or to radicalize the message and allowing opponents to query its
coherence.

4.3.1. Deconstructing the debate

In spite of the dominance of the external-internal distinction, the internal-external
debate misdirects the issue completely. After all, the socio-historical tum has attained
some level of sophistication. By suggesting that the socio-historical approach to
science concentrates on external factors, one overlooks that fact that the socio-
historical tum questions the very distinction between internal and external factors. The
message of socialized epistemology is that this distinction is as senseless as the
distinction between causation and justification. The internal-external distinction relies
indirectly on the distinction between context of discovery and context of justification,
and this latter distinction is no longer available, at least not to any analytic purpose,
in socialized epistemology. II

Let's explain this with a simple, unsophisticated example. Suppose that scientist
S decides that theory T is incorrect because one of the logical consequences of theory
T, sc. that p should occur in circumstances c, is found to be false. In the context of
rational reconstructionism this would have been a good illustration of Popper's model
of rationality, of course. Moreover, the sketch of the situation is typically taken to be
internal, probably because it can be used as an example to illustrate Popper's idea of
rationality. That is, what is internal or not depends upon the theory of rationality one
uses in describing science. Internal factors are per definition those factors that exhibit
rationality.

Now, suppose some wicked sociologist comes along, claiming that S's behavior
is explained by his intention to please his academic peers who expect him to behave
like a popperian scientist. We can imagine him quarrel with a popperian for a while
about whose explanation is the better one. Typically, of course, the popperian will
back off, stating that it is not his intention to explain the scientist's behavior, but only
to 'elucidate' why his behavior was rational, and why the specific development lead
to scientific progress. But now notice that the sociologist need not allow the popperian
to slip away. He might continue to apply his sociological perspective to whatever is
non-explanatory in the popperian "elucidation". Probably he will argue that the
supposedly logical features that are referred to in the popperian story are themselves
embedded in and legitimatized by a social structure. Indeed, if the popperian would
object to this by claiming the underlying logical principle of modus tollens to be

tI) Jarvie [1984) has undermined the internal-external distinction in a similar way. In the literature I have
found several hints that this line has already been taken up in the thirties against the background of the
marxist perspective on science.
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eternally valid, the sociologist could and would reply that this popperian idea itself
is embedded in and legitimatized by society.

In general the distinction between internal and external, or justification and
causation, no longer make sense in a socio-historical perspective, because in that
perspective strategies exist that enable one to "deconstruct" any alleged logical or
quasi-logical principle to the level of social structure. [Bloor, 1984a]

This shows why the original stress, by Bloor and others, on the distinction
between internal and external, and justification and causation, should be considered
to be either mistaken, or grounded in polemical motivations. It also shows that
Lakatos and Laudan completely underestimated the "protective belt" of the research
program they were attacking. Any explanation (or elucidation) of scientific change
that is offered by any naturalistic research program can be deconstructed by socialized
epistemology, at least if the explanation makes any mention of representations,
interpretations, or 'logical' relations like confirmation or refutation. All these ideas
can be given a socio-historical interpretation and incorporated within socialized
epistemology.

4.3.2. Socialized epistemology and reflexivity

After distinguishing socialized epistemology from some of its polemical disguises,
there still remains another objection according to which socialized epistemology,
somehow, discredits itself. I will give two versions of this objection. The first goes
as follows:

version 1:
Socialized epistemology holds that all knowledge is relative in the sense that its
validity/credibility depends on the context. Since socialized epistemology is intended
to be a contribution to our knowledge, this contribution itself has only a relative
validity. This forces socialized epistemologists either to accept that it is possible that
in some context the claim that all knowledge is relative is invalid, or to insist that their
contribution to knowledge is exempted from its scope. In the first case, the impact of
their contribution is unclear since it is difficult to determine whether one is in a context
in which the claim that all knowledge is relative is valid, or in a context in which this
claim is not valid. In the second case, socialized epistemology is based upon special
pleading which happens to be not credible in most contexts.

This version concentrates on the relativistic element in socialized epistemology. This
theme will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter. The second version is
more 'neutral':

version 2:
Socialized epistemology holds that the overall context structures the content of science.
Since socialized epistemology is part of science, its content is structured by the context
in which it is developed.
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Although the second version appears to be too 'neutral' to be considered as an
objection, I expect that some critics would consider it to be fatal, probably because
they would agree with my strategy to present these two versions as versions of the
same objection. Undoubtedly this tells more about the critics than about socialized
epistemology. Still, the critics might be right in claiming that the main problem with
socialized epistemology is that it, somehow, undermines itself.

I expect (and hope) that my presentation urges those readers who feel that they are
familiar with either version to reconsider what they are familiar with, bearing in mind
that the claim "socialized epistemology is structured by the context in which it is
developed" does not necessarily discredit socialized epistemology. For clearly, the
claim is too platitudinous to have any interesting consequences.

Actually, socialized epistemologists disagree about whether either version is to be
taken as a serious objection, and, of course, they disagree about the manner in which
the alleged objection is to be rebutted. Since the objection obviously exploits the
apparent self-referential nature of some of the claims put forward in socialized
epistemology, the various rebuttals (or non-rebuttals) reflect the various stands with
regard to the reflexivity of socialized epistemology.

Glossing the literature, it is possible that the critic's objection was first raised by
socialized epistemologists themselves. For instance, Barry Barnes concluded, almost
twenty years ago:

"The account of knowledge offered [by the interest theory, TK] must (... ) claim no
special status for itself; it must be fully reflexive. It has been claimed that knowledge
grows through the development and extension of models and metaphors, and that the
process can be understood deterministically, and that claims to validity throughout
remain contingent, since any 'context of justification' must always rest upon negotiated
conventions and shared exemplars. It follows that all this must be the case for the
present knowledge and the way they have been developed." [Barnes, 1974, p. 154]

Barnes did not intend to take recourse to special pleading if things got rough. But
where Barnes takes this as a reason to retain some modesty, David Bloor gave another
tum of the screw:

"If someone's beliefs are totally caused and if there is necessarily within them a
component provided by society then it has seemed to many critics that these beliefs are
bound to be false. Any thorough-going sociological theory of belief then appears to be
caught in a trap. For is not the sociologist bound to admit that his own thoughts are
determined, and in part even socially determined? Must he not therefore admit that his
own claims are false in proportion to the strength of his determination?" [Bloor, 1976,
p.13]

Bloor's rethorical questions indicate what his reply to the objection will look like. He
stresses that the fact that some belief is caused, whether by social or 'non-social'
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factors, does not necessarily discredit it. Thus, the main premiss of the objection is
false. 12

After noting that things might indeed get rough, Barnes offers a less negative
solution:

"Why, it will be said, if the preceding account makes no claims to being the best account
we have in a fully objective sense, should anybody accord it credibility? This, of course,
is the classic argument against relativism in a slightly different guise. The answer is easily
given; this whole volume is crammed with proffered reasons why its main tenets should
be accepted; its justification lies within itself." [Barnes, 1974, p. 156]

Barnes' 'solution' is very problematic, no doubt. There is clearly a tension between
not claiming to have given the best account "in a fully objective sense", and claiming
that the account somehow justifies itself. After all, an innocent observer of the debate
might have gotten the impression that one of the few shared assumptions of both
critics and adherents of socialized epistemology was that nothing could justify itself
in any interesting sense. Surely, an innocent bystander would associate the idea of
self-justification with the foundations Descartes and Chisholm try to build on.

Although the BarneslBloor program is not to be conflated with Collins' program
of empirical relativism, I suspect that Collins' solution to the problem makes explicit
what Barnes and Bloor have in mind. In spite of the fact that, as we have seen,
Collins has deconstructed the notion of scientific replication, in a letter he claims that:

"the sociology of scientific knowledge offers unusually good opportunities for
replication ... and much has been independently confirmed [such as] the replication
studies." [Collins, 1983a, 92, 108, n. 8]13

So, although Collins appears to have demolished the notion of scientific replication,
he cites successful replications of his own study in support of his account of
knowledge.

This paradox has been solved by Collins along two lines. The first line, which I
do not want to burden Barnes and Bloor with, is that he argues that social reality is
real whereas natural reality is socially constructed. This is Quine's indeterminacy
turned upside down, which is interesting but too controversial to discuss at length
here. The second solution is given in the same letter by Collins:

"It is clear that in some sense there is a contradiction between discussing the
permeability of replicability in natural science and claiming replicability as a
justification for my own claims. It is hardly a contradiction that I overlooked. One
couldn't really miss it. On the contrary, in making such strong claims about the

12) Bloor presents his reply in a enduring polemic against 'the teleological model' of knowledge. Since
neither critics nor adherents of socialized epistemology have referred to this model in the recent
literature, I will skip the detsils of Bloor's presentation.

Il) I thank Malcolm Ashmore for enabling me to quote this deconstructed quote of Collins. See Ashmore
[1988], p. 126. The letter is dated March 1983. I guess the letter was written to Ashmore.
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replicability of the replication studies I was trying to show in dramatic form that the
penneability of replication does not mean that it is still not the only criterion of what
is to count as a natural regularity (or social regularity). It is the only one we have. "14

These various solutions suggest what I take to be the solution that is adhered to by
Barnes, Bloor and Collins. Iwill call it the BBC-solution:

BBC-solution:

In analyzing the causes of scientific knowledge, and relating them to the social context,
scientific knowledge is relativized, but not discredited. Hence, there is no reason for
socialized epistemology to take recourse to special pleading. The fact that the account
of knowledge given by socialized epistemology applies to itself reIativizes this
knowledge, but does not discredit it.

As a consequence, these writers do not pay much attention to the reflexivity of
socialized epistemology. They acknowledge that it is possible to give a sociological
account of socialized epistemology, but hold that there is no urgent reason to do so.
In any case, it would not influence, they contend, whatever the merits of socialized
epistemology are any more than giving a sociological account of other scientific
programs influences their merits.

This interpretations puts other elements in the work of these three authors in a
different light. For instance, in discussing 'traditional philosophy' these philosophers
typically insist that there have been times in which 'realism', 'absolutism', and
'objectivism' dominated the intellectual scene. It is possible to take this as a
condemnation of "realism", "objectivism" and "absolutism", but, in my interpretation,
it is unlikely that they intended to claim that realism, absolutism and objectivism were
invalid in these contexts. Rather, they hold that there were times in which realism,
absolutism and objectivism dominated the intellectual scene, semi-colon, and that
these times might be over by now. Therefore, since the fact that the intellectual scene
was at one time dominated by these philosophical positions does not undermine
socialized epistemology, it is equally unlikely that the possibility that there exists a
(future) context in which relativism is invalid would be fatal. Socialized epistemology,
nor, as I will argue in the next chapter, relativism in general, can be defeated by
default. The burden is on the side of the critic (realist, absolutist, objectivist). They
will have to show that science is not structured by its contexts, or at least that it is
only structured by 'pure', 'logical' factors. In contemporary philosophy of science the
consensus is that the attempt to give a strictly logical reconstruction of science has
failed, which renders the thesis that science is structured by other factors among the
best supported of our times. Since this thesis is, at least on the face of it, consistent
as well as plausible by any current standard, the attempt to 'refute' it by arguing that
forwarding it is self-defeating is, by any current standard, self-defeating.

14) Quoted, again, from Ashmore [l988],p. 126.
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Moreover, although the BBC-solution appears to evade the problem improperly, this
kind of solution is part-and-parcel of naturalistic epistemology in general. After all,
naturalists (as well as many of their traditional precursors) believe to have demolished
the 'solid' foundations of knowledge effectively, but they have not concluded from
this that this undermined their programs. The BBC-solution simply shows how
incoherent some naturalists have been by raising this objection to socialized
epistemology!

Nevertheless, one element of the BBC-solution appears to me to be misguided.
The solution suggests that showing that our knowledge of reality has relative validity
could not discredit our knowledge. If this is the underlying premiss, then this means
that the account of knowledge given by socialized epistemology is strictly descriptive.
This, in effect, allows critics of socialized epistemology to go unswayed by its main
theses, nourishing their confidence by insisting that epistemology clearly is not a
strictly descriptive enterprise.

Moreover, the claim that socialized epistemology is strictly descriptive is hardly
sustained by empirical investigation (or replication). Although the case studies
produced by historians and sociologists were not intended as a criticism of science,
it cannot be denied that the main effect of these case studies, as well as the main
effect of much of what has been going on in naturalistic epistemology, has been to
discredit science in some degree. To show that scientific knowledge is relative is an
evaluative claim if there ever was one! IS Putting it the other way round, if the kind
of research that is done in socialized epistemology, and in naturalistic epistemology
in general, is to be of any epistemological importance, then it should have some
influence on our epistemic standards.

The problem for the BBC-solution is that we all know that this kind of research
does have this kind of influence. The dilemma confronting socialized epistemologists
is that in presenting their accounts they have changed, or contributed to the change
of, our standards of credibility. The possibility that this change has the result that
socialized epistemology is not credible, cannot be ignored lightheartedly, even if there
is an overwhelming naturalistic consensus that undermining the foundations of
knowledge is not detrimental to science. The public knows better: it has appreciated
that philosophical and scientific accounts of the nature of knowledge effect the status
of alleged knowledge.

Other socialized epistemologists have acknowledged the evaluative potential of
their work, and have objected to the BBC-solution. Steve Wool gar refers to this
solution as benign introspection, claiming that

U) I am assuming here, of course, that non-relative knowledge is better (or worse) than relative
knowledge.
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"(f)ar from raising any fundamental problem [concerning the status of science, I guess,
TKJ, this kind of reflexivity sustains and enhances the Scientific axiom of the research
effort." [Woolgar, 1988a, p. 22J16

This is, according to Wool gar, just a disguised form of uncritical "realism" (read:
objectivism, absolutism, or something like that). He proposes another solution that is
based on Garfinkel's notion of constitutive reflexivity. [Garfinkel, 1967] The effect of
constitutive reflexivity in socialized epistemology would be that the constructed nature
of the facts described by socialized epistemology is thematized in the description
itself. This makes explicit that the knowledge produced by socialized epistemology is
as relative as the knowledge analyzed by it. Thus, Woolgar follows the relativistic
message of socialized epistemology to its ultimate, discrediting consequences. 11

This has induced adherents of the ethnomethodological approach as well as the
discourse analysts to experiment with so called "New Literary Forms". Good
examples of these experiments are Wool gar & Ashmore [1988], Wool gar [1988a] and
Ashmore [1988]. These articles attempt to make explicit the constructed nature of the
articles themselves by having the author interrupt himself, ridiculing his own
arguments and by putting the reader off balance. 18

The use of such forms has lead to a little internal debate. Some socialized
epistemologists, notably Trevor Pinch and Bruno Latour have attacked the literary
fashion by claiming that it is too much of too little. [pinch, 1988; Latour, 1988]
Although Latour appears to agree with Wool gar that the BBC-solution is too quick,
he insists that the Woolgar-solution cannot get off the ground because that version of
socialized epistemology would be unable to make any claims about anything. 19

Taking an apologetic stand, he confesses: •A little relativism takes one away from
realism; a lot brings one back." [Latour, 1988, p. 173] His point is, if I understand
him correctly, that if reflexivity and relativism are combined to the limit, one winds
up with scepticism, and scepticism happens to be a close partner of realism.

For my discussion it is not necessary to get into all the details of this internal
debate. It is enough that both the BBC-solution and the GarfmkellWoolgar-solution
effectively, relatively, dissolve the self-undermining feature of socialized

16) Woolgar distinguishes between Bloor's solution and Collins', claiming that Bloor commits benign
introspection and Collina is not reflexive at all. Although there undoubtedly are differences between
Bloor's position and Collins', I consider their solution to be of a kind.

17) This claim has to be qualified, and will be qualified in the next chapter where it will be argued that
relativism has no ultimate consequences. For reasons to be detailed there, this does not undermine
Woolgar's solution.

II) As noted by these writers as well as by their critics these forms are neither new nor necessarily
literary. Plato had some playful dialogues in his work (or had some work in his playful dialogues),
medieval plays had interpreters explaining what happened to the audience, and in our century Brecht
and other reformers didn't give their audience a rest. And, of course, the recent fashion of interrupting
oneself has been promoted by Hofstadter [1980], who might have been among the few to use the
strategy to the reader'. delight.

19) Of course, this claim, 8S well 8S the claims made by Woolgar, are formulated in a phrase full of
"distances", "presences" and "absences". I hope that the reader will forgive me for not complicating
my mind and text with such phrases. "I know what you are trying to say, but I cannot say it that way."
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epistemology. The BBe-solution is effective, relative to the context of naturalistic
epistemology; the Garfinkel/Woolgar-solution is effective, relative to the context of
relativism. Unless both naturalism and relativism are incoherent, the objection that
socialized epistemology undermines itself stands no chance.

4.4. A plea for socialized epistemology

The upshot of the previous sections was that socialized epistemology is a possible
naturalistic program (relative to the possibility of naturalism, that is). This does not
entail, however, that socialized epistemology is the only possible naturalistic program,
nor even that it is a promising one. Yet, I believe that once all the cards are on the
table, socialized epistemology beats the other naturalistic competitors for the crown
easily.

Notice that in principle it is not necessary for me to argue that socialized
epistemology beats naturalistic alternatives. After all, socialized epistemologists
envisage a multi-disciplinary future. Moreover, the relativistic message renders it
improbable whether socialized epistemologists would applaud an attempt to give them
the monopoly on epistemological matters. Yet, in the context of this study, it seems
to me to be a good strategy to have socialized epistemology swallow most of its
alleged naturalistic alternatives in order to get a clear view of the options. If I am able
to show, in spite of the elaborate taxonomy of chapter two, that the naturalistic
options ultimately boil down to, say, two, then this might allow me to send short,
swift abstracts of this study to philosophical journals.

Since socialized epistemology concentrates on social factors, the main stumbling
block for it to dominate the whole field of epistemological research is the alleged
existence of other relevant factors in the production or evaluation of knowledge. My
object will be to neutralize or deconstruct these other factors.

Fortunately, most of the work has already been done by others. Take reality itself.
Even diehard realists acknowledge that the way the world is has no immediate
discernable consequences for the way we believe the world to be. True, these realists
are not willing to give up the notion of a mind-independent world, something that is
"out there" (out where? what are the 'ins' and 'outs' of in and out?), but they have
not been able to show that the role played by reality in structuring our knowledge is
anything more than the role played by Kant's noumenal world. There is something
out there, no doubt, and if you feel like it, you can insist that it is some sort of
transcendental condition for our cognitive successes and failures, but we know by now
that the mere idea of there being something out there cannot help us in accounting for
the content of what we believe to be out there, let alone in distinguishing successes
and failures.

Turning to logic, the situation does not improve. To the best of our knowledge,
logic is at least as indiscriminate as reality (and probably more so, because most
logical systems use the concept of truth only to talk about validity). Moreover,
socialized epistemology would have no problem in incorporating whatever cognitive
role can be allotted to logic. The short-cut would be to argue that even the principle
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of non-contradiction is part of our social fabric. The long route would be to write
case studies on development in logic. If it is possible to relate quantum mechanics to
Weimar Culture, then it should not be too difficult to give a cultural explanation of
quantum logics.

That leaves us with psychological factors, so it seems. Now it is not clear what
counts as psychological factor, but bearing in mind that we want to stay away from
social factors, we probably find ourselves back at the individual.

Many epistemological theories have been constructed on an individualistic basis.
Descartes and Hume have developed the two extremes. Descartes vested the
individual, the res cogitans, with absolute epistemic authority in evaluating and
validating claims about reality. Hume turned the res cogitans into a collection of
habits, rendering it dubious whether cognitive evaluation was of any relevance. Yet,
both Descartes and Hume offered an account of human knowledge without referring
to social context.

Hume's version of individualistic epistemology is no problem for socialized
epistemology. The development of cognitive habits can probably be described in terms
of some sort of social interaction and, then, the stage is set for the application of
various sociological ploys. There is a complication, for some habits might tum out
to be not habitual but part of the biological hardware. All right, but it is a fair guess
that whatever is part of the biological hardware will have as little impact on the actual
content of cognitive states as reality and logic. In any case, as we have seen in
chapter 3, the program of specifying the hardware has not been too successful.

Descartes' epistemology is a more formidable opponent. Although it has been
stripped of its authoritative, validating ambitions, the idea that the individual is able
to make up his own mind, and indeed, should make up his own mind, still lingers on.
The autonomy of the individual person is a satisfying notion to the individual as well
as a crucial assumption to the bulk of our institutions. This role itself, however,
suggests how the remnants of cartesianism can be deconstructed. The very idea of the
autonomous individual is part of the social fabric of our society. Indeed, comparing
our western culture to other cultures, we find that the individual is less autonomous
elsewhere. It should be possible to give a nice little argument to support the claim that
the idea of the autonomous individual is a construction based on the interests and
needs of a 'liberal', 'democratic' society.

Some philosophers have made a direct attack on the individual, exploiting the
linguistic and rule-based nature of cognition and behavior. Wittgensteinians have
shown that the only way to account for cognition and behavior on the basis of the
individual is to invoke notions like 'private language'. Next, they showed that such
notions are incoherent or at least ineffective for explanatory purposes. The fact that
language is convention and that the individual is unable to weed out the various
possibilities for applying a rule on his own, shows, so the argument goes, that
cognition and behavior are based on social interaction.

This attack on the individual is very global, indeed, for it need not even mention
suspect notions like 'consciousness' (these notions have gone overboard since Freud,
of course). So if the attack is conclusive, cartesian epistemology is up for the grabs.
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Bearing in mind the relativistic message of socialized epistemology, we should be
cautious in claiming that the attack has been conclusive by all standards. Still, it
appears to me that under the present circumstances, the case against individualism is
strong enough. In spite of the recent rise of individualistically inclined cognitive
sciences, the explanatory power of the individual for cognition and behavior is
minimal.

This allows one to beg some questions, for instance by saying that even if there
are individualistic origins to cognition, knowledge is only an interesting commodity
to us in a social context. To quip: one person is enough to have knowledge, but you
need at least two persons to talk about it. If Robinson Crusoe evaluated his claims
about the world, then he could do so only by splitting himself into two (or more)
persons and having these persons talk to each other.

Isn't this stretching the notion of social interaction to the point of ridicule? Yes
and no. Yes, because if we are going to split up (conceptually) individuals in order
to create social contexts, advocating a social monadology, we are sacrificing the
concept of a person as an identifiable object for criticism. And no, because we can
stretch any notion as far as we like. What is ridiculous and what is not, is something
for us (collectively) to decide!

4.5. The fruits of socialized epistemology

In the first chapter I claimed in passing that epistemology and philosophy in general
were motivated by the fact that people disagreed with one another. One way to settle
a disagreement is to show who is right. Philosophers have pursued this strategy for
centuries, the only solid result of which was to engender further disagreements,
leading one to conclude that the strategy leads into a dead end. The time is overripe
to consider alternative strategies to settle disagreements.

An alternative strategy would be to ensure that the antagonists stop disagreeing
with one another. This would settle the disagreement, wouldn't it? Especially if this
would mean that the antagonists can no longer be distinguished from each other.

But is this an alternative strategy?
Of course, the two strategies might go hand in hand for a while. The standards

put forward by philosophers who wanted to find out who was right typically were
standards that were considered to be persuasive (or allow someone to be persuasive).
The difference between the two strategies is that the first insisted that being persuasive
is not enough. It is possible that some person persuaded the rest of us, but that he,
and the rest of us, are persuaded to believe a falsity. This was, for the time passing,
a praiseworthy axiom, but unfortunately, it turned out to be impossible to show who
was right without being persuasive. This, combined with the fact that if one party is
persuasive discussions usually end, indicates that the first strategy (which is, of
course, the project of validation) slowly but painfully led to a dead end.

Now, persuasion is undoubtedly a social phenomenon. Persuasion as an event
typically takes place in social interaction. But even if we allow for the Crusoe-kind
of persuasive events, it cannot be denied (in social interaction) that social interaction
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can undo the effects of the individualistic machinery. Although it is, for the time
being, part of our societal conventions that we allow the individual to pose as a lonely
voice in the desert of consensus, it is also part of our society that we can neutralize
this heritage of the cartesian epistemology (and the project of validation) with the help
of well-accepted institutions, such as giving low grades or committing lonely voices
to an asylum.

Once we have acknowledged that we are in the business of persuasion, we find
that the alternative strategy can succeed with a vengeance. For if two people disagree
about the truth-value of some claim, then it is not necessary to have them agree that
the claim is true or false. It would be enough if they agree that the disagreement
cannot be settled because there is no basis for them to agree. Pursuing radical
relativism would probably be the philosophical way to press this point.

Isn't this a nice apotheosis? The original theme of settling disagreements, and the
more recent themes of socialized epistemology and philosophical relativism conspire
to bring the discussion to a natural conclusion.

The socio-historical tum is the natural follow-up to the naturalistic tum. The
naturalistic tum was inspired by the conclusion that it is impossible to demonstrate
which one of the antagonists is right. But if this conclusion is correct, and if we still
want to make it our job to investigate the manner in which disagreements are settled,
isn't an analysis of the tactics of persuasion, of the actual, context-relative standards
of credibility, our best chance?

I confess that the kind of reasoning applied in the passages above might seem
abhorrent to some readers, but I ask them to appreciate that I am posing as a
relativistic socialized epistemologist here who can hardly afford himself to give an
argument that is less impressionistic (what's wrong with impressionistic arguments:
aren't they persuasive? Or if they aren't: do you really believe that disguising them
by putting them in a 'logical' jacket makes them more persuasive? If so, in what
context? etc.).

4.6. A plea for something else

Although assessing socialized epistemology would amount to a fairly complete
assessment of naturalistic epistemology, I had promised to leave naturalists at least
two options. The foregoing discussion implicitly sketched the second option.

The crux of the socio-historical tum in epistemology is the linguistic and rule-
based nature of cognition and behavior. Although the assumption that language and
rules are crucial to knowledge is rather innocent, a naturalist might resist this
conundrum. Within the literature there indeed exists a program that pursues a
naturalistic perspective on epistemology in which this assumption is not available.

It is common to refer to this program as eliminative materialism. The two
leading figures are Paul and Patricia Churcbland, both of whom have tried to put
philosophy on a neurobiological basis, fulminating against a 'sentential theory of
knowledge' (and behavior). This entails that their program does not have to fall for
the socio-historical ploys, even if, in practice, they might. Thus, their program might
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offer a coherent naturalistic alternative to socialized epistemology. [Churchland, 1979;
Churchland, 1986]

Given the limits of this study, which are, of course, circumscribed by the very
assumption to which the Churchlands object, it is impossible to make a fair
assessment of the prospects of eliminative materialism. Of course, one can think of
several knock down arguments to their program, of which I could avail myself. For
instance, one can argue that if one needs an example of a self-defeating program
eliminative materialism is even a better candidate than relativism. For what can be the
message of eliminative materialism if it is not to be a sentential one? By undermining
meaning in general, the Churchlands surely undermine whatever meaning their claims
might have had. Etc.

Although it is important to stress this dilemma, it is inaccurate to take it to be
fatal. After all, the practice of eliminative materialism is less radical than the tone
with which it is presented. In the end, what the Churchlands, and compatriots like
Richard Rorty, are claiming is that there may come a time, somewhere in the future,
in which we do no longer use the mentalistic jargon of minds and meanings. Since
contemporary philosophy, mainly because of the critique on the distinction between
analytic and synthetic statements, can not make sense of purely conceptual refutations
of empirical claims, the only permissible conclusion is that the Churchlands and Rorty
might be right. So the proper reply to their claims would be: well, let's wait and see.

Although the dilemma confronting eliminative materialism cannot be taken as a
reductio ad absurdum of it, one can still wonder about what we are expected to see
in the future. For the moment, there is little to be seen. The work done to date
indicates that eliminative materialists can tell interesting stories about the
neurobiological structure of man and animal by quoting a book on neurobiology, and
that they can tell interesting stories about what is wrong with traditional philosophy
by quoting a sophisticated introduction to the philosophy of science, but it is not
unfair to say that it does not show how the two stories are to be related. What we
have is a sketch of a future that is too vague to be grasped.

When it comes to a pragmatic assessment of naturalistic epistemology it seems to
me that these kinds of promises hardly fare any better than the promises of cartesian
epistemology. The latter might have been unrealizable, but at least we knew why we
liked them. In the case of eliminative materialism we have no clue about whether the
kinds of results promised are attainable and the promises are too vague to determine
whether we would like them.

At this point, I explicitly allow naturalists to slip away. If they pursue eliminative
materialism, then I can only give them my blessing. However, there is a sting even
in the blessing. For in the next chapter, I will reduce the naturalistic options even
further to complete my pragmatic assessment of naturalistic epistemology. Naturalism,
whether conservative or radical, whether neurological or sociological, leads to
epistemological relativism.
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CHAPTER EIGHT:
RELATMSM, ANARCmSM AND PLURALISM

1. The relativistic option

In the previous chapter I have argued that (i) the naturalistic tum ultimately leads to
the socio-historical tum, unless one insists in developing an austere physicalistic
interpretation of reality, (ii) that the socio-historical tum leads to relativism, and (iii)
that since most naturalists can be expected to abhor relativism, it is likely that they
will feel themselves caught in a comer. Although some naturalists might be satisfied
with relativism, it appears to be possible to finish the job. In the history of philosophy
it has been often argued that relativism is incorrect, and that it is incorrect for obvious
reasons. Relativism was claimed to be a philosophical position that was incoherent,
inconsistent, self-defeating, in other words, completely unintelligible,' One can
imagine that someone who tries to criticize naturalistic epistemology, and who is
convinced that naturalistic epistemology leads to relativism, would be very relieved
by this. All he would have to do in order to complete his argument is to copy one of
the famous refutations of relativism. The case against naturalism would then amount
to the following argument:

(i) naturalism leads to relativism;
(ii) relativism is untenable;

therefore, naturalism is untenable.

If the reader expects me to present this argument in this chapter and then to rest my
case, I will have to dissappoint him on both accounts. First, at the end of this chapter
I will not have rested my case. Second, part of this chapter will be devoted to
showing that the second premiss, at least in one reading, cannot be defended without
qualifications. That is, in some sense, relativism is tenable. I will claim that relativism
is not inconsistent, not self-defeating and not incoherent. Whether this means that
relativism is intelligible, will be left open. I have to confess that I have some doubts

1) A recent collection of refutations is Siegel [1987]. Hollis & Lukes (eds.) [1982] also contains variations
on standard anti-relativistic arguments.
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about it, but I do not think that this can be the basis of an argument against it. Quite
the contrary, a specific version of relativism, which I will refer to as philosophical
anarchism, cannot be criticized at all, at least not in accordance with the standards of
criticism I have committed myself to throughout this study.

I will begin by distinguishing two kinds of relativism, sc. anarchism and
pluralism. As for anarchism, I will argue that it is a tenable philosophical position.
Hence, a naturalist can take refuge to this position and get away with it. Next, I will
argue that most naturalistic programs lead to anarchism. Thus, these programs are
uncriticizable.

So it seems as if this chapter actually will weaken my case against naturalism
instead of strengthening it. However, I will argue that, in spite of the tenability of
anarchism, anarchism looses its sting as soon as it confronts a coherent philosophical
alternative. If a naturalist falls back on anarchism, then his position is interesting
(and, at times, inspiring) only if there is no plausible alternative.

After this, I will discuss briefly the possibility that some naturalistic programs lead
to pluralism rather than to anarchism. With regard to these programs it is possible to
show that they defy their naturalistic roots. The situation is like that of an army that
tries to conquer the world and succeeds in doing so. However, in conquering the
world the army has lost its identity. The final result cannot be distinguished from
what would have resulted if the enemy would have won.

Naturalism started out as radical monism. That gave it its identity. In developing
the naturalistic perspective one winds up with radical pluralism. Spinoza, the classical
'naturalist', is turned upside down. Spinoza believed that it did not matter where
science began. Any belief, any theory might do since the manner in which it could
bootstrap itself would ultimately lead to the one perfect method of investigating
reality, the geometrical method. Contemporary naturalists insist that one has to begin
with the empirical method, only to find that ultimately it does not matter with what
method one ends.

2. The nature of relativism

Relativism is the denial of absolutism. Absolutism is the following thesis:

There is a set of universal, unqualified epistemic standards and this set exhausts whatever
epistemic standards there may be.
[There is also a set of universal, unqualified moral standards that exhausts whatever
moral standards there may be.]?

This set of epistemic standards determines, among other things, whether some belief
is a case of knowledge. For instance, if some belief is false then this rules out the

2)
I will allow myself the liberty to switch between the epistemic and moral versions of absolutism and
relativism without advance notice.
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possibility that it is a case of knowledge. Looked at from another angle, the set of
standards also specifies in what manner we are to acquire knowledge. That is, the set
of standards comprises both methodological and evaluative principles. Similarly, the
universal moral standards determine whether some action is good, and specify in what
manner one is to produce such actions.

Many philosophers have taken up an absolutistic position. A symptom of this is
that they make scanty remarks on relativism. Especially in our century relativism has
become a main topic in philosophical debates, and usually a topic about which almost
everyone agreed. The consensus was that relativism was not just incorrect, but indeed
wicked in the worst sense of that term. Occassionally there was a counter-current.
E.g. Einstein's theory of relativity sparked a relativistic wave that was almost
universal. But typically, such relativism is relativized itself in scientific research and
philosophical debates.

The alleged wickedness of relativism stems from moral relativism. Moral
relativism suggests that even a mass-murderer might be one of the good guys because
the term 'good guys' has no fixed status. Most philosophers were and are appalled
by this suggestion. Presumably, moral relativism undermines whatever backbones our
society might have. Surely, if we can no longer convict murderers without being
confident that our verdict is legitimate from 'the view from nowhere' (Thomas
Nagel), then we are left with anarchy.

The wickedness of cognitive relativism is parasitic on the moral analogy. Most of
us assume that, just as there are moral virtues, there are cognitive virtues. The
corresponding cognitive standards put constraints on the theories we produce. In
effect, the existence of such virtues enable us to conclude that some persons are
idiots, or completely insane, and it legitimates our behavior towards such persons (sc.
putting them in an asylum). If there are no cognitive standards that are truly
universal, then our behavior is not only unfounded, but is determined by and
vulnerable to whatever powers happen to obtain. Our cognitive standards resemble
physical force, and the idiots and imbeciles are martyrs. Isn't it unfair and devious
to depict the bulk of society, including philosophers and scientists, as striving for
power? Shouldn't we object to the implicit accusation to this effect that is made by
relativism? Of course, we should. Relativism is a philosophical position that is too
vile to be correct.

However, the wickedness of moral and cognitive relativism should be qualified
itself. Most opponents - and some supporters - of relativism tend to conflate a number
of views and judge them all by the most extreme, most wicked view. If relativism is
the denial of absolutism, then it is clear that there are many ways to be a relativist.
I will distinguish, both on the cognitive and the moral level, two forms of relativism.

2.1. Anarchism and pluralism

The first version of relativism is anarchism. I take anarchism to be the thesis that
there are no standards whatsoever. An anarchist can acknowledge that people often
suggest that there are such standards, and that they are using them, but this is a mere
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illusion. Human thought and actions are not influenced by these alleged standards, so
we could just as well deny that the standards exist. Indeed, since the illusion is that
standards playa major role, it is well-advised to deny their existence for once and for
all. If we wonder whether we are allowed to believe something or to undertake some
specific action, our conclusion should be that, apart from the constraints put on us due
to physical factors, we can do anything we like, and that our fellow men can react to
us in any way they like. We should not mislead ourselves into believing that there
exist standards - somewhere out there - that justify our actions or beliefs, and that
would -somehow - come to our aid if we are criticized for what we have done. The
whole idea of standards or norms, universal or not, is as incoherent as it is
superfluous.

If philosophers object to "relativism" then they usually have anarchism in mind.
However, although relativism denies that there are universal standards, it does not
entail that there are no standards, nor that standards playa specific role in justifying
our actions and beliefs.

A familiar analogy might be helpful. Although the anarchistic wave sparked by it
suggests otherwise, Einstein's theory of relativity is relativistic but not anarchistic.
The theory stipulates that there are various frames of reference and that there is no
reason to assume that measurements made in one frame are any better than
measurements made in another. Quite the contrary, the first postulate is that both
kinds of measurements give the same results in the sense that the laws of mechanics
and electrodynamics will be found to apply in all frames. Thus, if we measure the
distance between two events in two frames that move relative to each other, then we
usually will not find the same values. Yet, both values are correct as long as we
interpret them relative to the corresponding frame. However, we should not arbitrarily
switch between frames. For instance, it would be incorrect to relate the velocity of
some particle that is determined relative to frame A directly (that is, without using the
Lorentz-transformations) to the position of this particle relative to frame B. If we
were to do this, then the laws of mechanics and electrodynamics would no longer
apply in both frames and we would be faced with all kinds of intractable paradoxes.

Relativism does not necessarily deny that there are standards, but it insists that if
there are standards, then their validity is relative to specific circumstances. Instead
of there being one set of standards that is universally applicable, there are several sets
each of which has a specific range. The thesis that there are various sets of standards
I will call pluralism. An example of pluralism is cultural relativism. Cultural
relativism embodies the thesis that various sets of norms apply in various cultures.
Typically it also insists that all these sets are equally valid, since they are all
restricted. A cultural relativist does not conclude from the relativity of standards that
in the Netherlands people can or should behave as inhabitants of South Africa, or that
people can do whatever they like to do. For one, cultural relativism is mainly a
descriptive thesis. It says that there simply exist different sets of standards. Second,
if cultural relativism is used to support a normative thesis, then it is the thesis that
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Dutch people should obey Dutch standards, and that inhabitants of South Africa
should behave according to the rules of South Africa."

As a consequence cultural relativism is not a carefree position. It is possible that
a theory that supports cultural relativism is incorrect, for instance in entailing that in
culture X norm N applies. Also, one can quarrel about whether a relativist restrict the
range of the alternative sets of standards adequately. In the case of cultural relativism
it is necessary to explain how we are to individuate cultures. This might be difficult,
which illustrates that it is not a carefree position. Finally, one can criticize the
assumption that standards are valid because they have been institutionalized in a
culture. Institutionalization is not necessarily a sufficient condition for legimatization.

There are numerous versions of pluralism. One version will restrict the range of
standards by individuating cultures, another version might restrict it by individuating
languages. Still another might relativize standards to individuals. Thus pluralism
grades off into anarchism. If the issue whether specific standards apply depends on
the capriciousness of some individual, then, since the individual is - at the time - the
smallest moral and cognitive entity we recognize as such in our criticism, a version
of relativism that relates the validity of standards to the convictions or dispositions of
an individual is indistinguishable from anarchism. But as long as a relativist is able
to 'transcend' the individual in some way or another, he should not be blamed for
proclaiming complete cognitive (or moral) chaos. 4

3. Relativism and its refutations

The numerous alleged refutations of relativism produced in the literature can be
divided in two kinds. The first kind criticizes relativism by criticizing what is believed
to be its main thesis. The second kind criticizes relativism by attacking those who are
believed to be its adherents. I will discuss these two kinds of arguments in tum.

3.1. The relativistic thesis

For purposes of exposition, I prefer the following version of the relativistic thesis:

3) In a sense, this nonn is universal. But this shows that a pluralistic perspective need not propose
qualified, relativistic norms only.
There is one version of individualistic relativism that appears to steer clear of radical anarchism.
Suppose that standards are valid if an individual holds them to be valid at some time. If this individual
fails to obey his own standards, then there exist some ground for criticizing him. On the other hand,
if an individual is able to create valid standards, then it is difficult to understand why he should be
unable to change or drop them. It seems to me that for all purposes such a version of individualistic
relativism boils down to anarchism after all.

4)
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Relativistic thesis:
The validity of any standard for evaluating theories and beliefs is relative to
the context.

Thus, my version is not explicitly anarchistic. In principle, the thesis allows for a
detailed specification of various sets of standards that have their range restricted by
contextual parameters.

Philosophical theses can be put to various uses, so we have to decide what to do
with the relativistic thesis. For instance, we can use it as a description of the manner
in which standards are introduced and applied in specific cases. After all, there is a
considerable slack in applying standards and the relativistic thesis might induce us to
believe that in order for the standard to be valid it has to be applied in a specific
manner.

U suall y , however, the relativistic thesis appears to serve another purpose.
Typically, philosophers start producing the thesis in order to mollify stem dogmatists,
the kind that hold, e.g., that in everything we do we have to obey the principles of
logic. If this is an apt use of the thesis, then it turns out that the relativistic thesis is
itself a standard for evaluating theories and beliefs, in this case theories and beliefs
about the standards we have to comply with. Given this, the relativistic thesis is
applicable to itself. It entails that its validity as a critical standards is relative to the
context.

This is paradoxical for two reasons. First, the relativistic thesis is a universal
claim (which is why it falls into its own scope), so one expects that it does not have
to be relativized itself. Second, if it is relativized, then, apparentely, there are
contexts in which the relativistic thesis is not valid. Hence, we have here a universal
claim that says of itself that it is not universally valid. In common parlance, there is
something fishy about this thesis. In scientific jargon, the thesis turns out to be self-
contradictory .

This theme has been elaborated upon by many philosophers in their refutations of
relativism. The details of these arguments depend, of course, on the specific
formulation of the relativistic thesis used. If relativism is parsed as "there is no
absolute truth", then the refutation trades on the fact that the relativistic thesis poses
as an absolute truth in insisting that there is none. My formulation is motivated by my
concern with the normative dimension of epistemology, but this bias does not blur the
general structure of the classical refutations. Most philosophers conclude that the
relativistic thesis is similar to the statement "I know that what I am saying now is
false". They also assume that once this has been made clear, they have refuted
relativism.

3.2. The relativists

Sometimes relativists express themselves in a manner that obscures a straightforward
inconsistency-proof. Therefore, philosophers have developed an alternative method
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to attack relativism. This method centers on producing some sort of ad hominem
argument to the effect that the self-appointed relativists are not really relativists.

Again there are numerous variations on this theme. Picture Socrates teasing the
sophists and trying to have them admit that they do not want to be relativists at all but
that they just want everyone to annex sophistic standards which in tum would function
as absolutistic standards. The general idea behind this kind of 'refutation' is that it is
not necessary to refute the relativistic thesis if one succeeds in preventing anyone to
embrace it. Usually, philosophers believe that this job can be done quickly, which is
why they assume that relativists and unicorns have the same existential status.

The difference between the two refutations of relativism is that in the first case the
refutation is given by the critic and in the second case the critic tries to lure the
relativist into giving the refutation himself. This is the difference between saying "you
are wrong" and saying "You don't think you are right".

As the reader might suspect, I am more interested in the second refutation than
in the first. Throughout this study I have continously claimed that the proper way to
criticize philosophical systems is to criticize them from within, that is without
exploiting premises that are prima facie hostile to the core of the system that is being
criticized.

However, in the case of relativism, the very distinction between internal and
external criticism brakes down if the relativist gets nasty. I will argue that any
criticism of anarchism is, from the point of view of my distinction, external. Thus,
I cannot criticize it in the spirit of this study, so it seems.

3.3. Does relativism need a devil's advocate?

In spite of their long tradition, both refutations of relativism are ineffective. This lack
of success is not due to failures on the side of the attacker, but rather on the nature
of relativism itself. Relativism, if considered as a thesis, is not only not refutable, it
is even uncriticizable. In effect, relativists, as strategic players, can do whatever they
like, including ignoring the ad hominem arguments Socrates and the rest of us would
like to confront them with.

3.3.1. Tarski's trick

The apparent paradox that resulted from the universal range of the relativistic thesis
cannot be the basis of the kind of inconsistency-proofs offered in the literature, no
matter what the details of the thesis are. There are three reasons for this.

The first reason is that given that a specific formulation of the relativistic thesis
leads to a contradiction, it is always possible to modify the formulation to avoid this.
Philosophers have been so intoxicated with the image of eternal logical principles, that
they usually forget that applying such principles depends on details that are easy to
change. In general, showing that some philosophical thesis is contradictory is not as
important as is usually suggested.
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The second reason is that a relativist can invoke the trick used by Tarski to neutralize
the liar's paradox. If statements like "this sentence is false" are not self-contradictory
because of the object-meta distinction, then no statement can be explicitely self-
defeating. In spite of the nasty critics, the relativistic thesis says nothing about itself.!

Although Tarski's trick is somewhat cheap, philosophers and related subjects have
put it into widespread meta-use, so it is prima facie all right to use it here. Moreover,
there is an additional reason to allow the relativist some hand-waving when it comes
to the danger of inconsistency. If the relativistic thesis really is self-defeating, then
its critics have to face a formidable practical paradox. On the one hand we have a
thesis that is obviously false. On the other hand we have an army of philosophers
spending a lot of time in explaining what is obvious without being able to achieve
permanent victory. So, if the relativistic thesis is self-contradictory, then a lot of
respected philosophers and non-philosophers are wasting their and our time (indicating
that they either invent problems in order to get paid or are merely insane). Even a
critic of relativism should feel this to be a dangerous conclusion. The paradox can be
avoided if the tables are turned by assuming that the relativistic thesis is not self-
contradictory and finding an elegant explanation for this. Tarski's trick would do the
job in a manner that is familiar and respectable enough for most critics. So let's leave
it at that.

3.3.2. Anarchism gets vicious.

There is a third reason why the alleged universal range of the relativistic thesis cannot
be the basis of an inconsistency proof. In order to understand this, one has to
acknowledge that the Tarski trick appeals more to the critic of relativism then to the
relativists themselves.

Tarski's trick, which is little more than a logical rabbit, has been incorporated in
the absolutistic empire. It introduced a novel rule, namely that we have to distinguish
object- and meta-levels, but the novelty was quite congenial to the standard
interpretation of logical analysis. Indeed, it was welcomed as an elegant way to
expand the tools of logical analysis.

A relativist might not like this. Being suspicious of the alleged universality of
logical analysis, he might disdain Tarski's trick in order to avoid compromising
himself. And, (un) fortunately , he can allow himself to be so supercilious. For in the
case that the critics keep bothering him with their alleged refutations, he can simply
parrot their conclusions. He can say: "Yes, my thesis is self-contradictory." And then
he can say: "So what?"

When people ask each other "So what?" this is a reliable indicator for the
breakdown of communication. The opponents have reached some bottom-line and it
turns out that their bottom-lines are different. This is also the case in the controversy
between relativists and their critics. If the relativists are benevolent, then they will try

Tarski's trick can also be used to neutralize similar refutations of skepticism. See my [in preparation-a]

246



to win the game according to the rules accepted by their critics. That is, they will
criticize their critics from within. But as long as relativists play along with their
critics, these critics might be able to convince themselves that they have won the
game already. They incorrectly assume that the relativists actually accept their rules,
whereas in fact they simply mimick them for tactical purposes. Only a final shoot-out
can clear up the air.

In this case, the core of absolutism is challenged since the relativist asks what it
would mean if some thesis is self-contradictory. At that point, his critic has no more
to offer than to say that if the thesis is self-contradictory then it is false. But someone
who is willing to challenge the philosophical weapon of the reductio ad absurdum,
will also be willing to challenge the commonsensical weapon of saying that something
is false.

Since communication has broken down by now, the relativists can produce all
kinds of intriguing strings, like:

"Relativism entails that, in some way, anything is as good as anything else. It is certainly
elegant to express this message with a thesis that is self-contradictory. For those who
disagree with the message believe to know that from a self-contradictory proposition one
can deduce any other proposition. So you didn't really expect us, relativists, to produce a
consistent thesis, did you?"

or

"I agree that the relativistic thesis is false. 1 hadn't expected anything else. On the other
hand, I expect that some other thesis, e.g. the denial of the relativistic thesis, is true.
Perhaps you feel a deep satisfaction because of my confession, but I did not intend this to
be a confession. I still don't believe that true theses are any better than false ones."

It is dangerous (from the point of view of the critic) to interpret such strings as
elaborations of the relativistic thesis. But the overall message should be clear. Once
relativism shakes off its absolutistic or pluralistic robe, those critics who are stubborn
enough to construct an intelligible interpretation of anarchistic strings fmd themselves
confronted with a position that keeps returning the compliment without intending it
to be a compliment.

The easy victory of anarchism reflects the target of anarchism. This target is our
system of evaluating beliefs and actions. Ultimately, anarchism will direct its attack
at the heart of this system. Questioning the role of consistency and truth (and certain
moral values), usually uncovers the petitio principii of our system of evaluation,
either because we believe that these values are intrinsically good, or because we are
convinced that they are good instruments to attain what is intrinsically good. But once
we commit ourselves about what is intrinsically good, we implicitly admit that we
cannot give further arguments to show that what we believe to be intrinsically good,
is intrinsically good. The relativist, being forced to show his anarchistic teeth, points
out to us that, in order to sustain the absolutistic pretensions of our evaluating
systems, we need precisely such a proof. Minimally this proof should vindicate the

247



distinction between good and bad. If such a proof is indeed impossible, then our
system of evaluation cannot avoid being ridiculed by anyone who feels like it.

3.3.3. The structure of anarchism.

Anarchism in philosophy is an attack on evaluative systems. In spite of the ordinary
assumption that people can make mistakes and that people can be criticized because
of these mistakes, anarchism holds that the very idea of making a mistake is a
mistake. Taken literally, anarchism gets involved in some sort of contradiction. But
one misses the point if one decides to evaluate anarchism on the basis of some,
supposedly inconsistent formulation. The question whether there is a determinable
difference between good and bad, rational and irrational, sound and fallacious
arguments, is not decided as a matter of formulation. Claims like: "No one can assert
that there is no difference between good and bad, without asserting at the same time
that there is such a difference", appear to be pretty deep but are as implausible as
claims like "No one can assert that there is no difference between globrad an speldite,
without asserting at the same time that there is such a difference. " From an anarchist
point of view, terms like "good" and "bad" are as meaningless as terms like
"globrad" en "spekfite". The only difference between these terms is their
pronounciation and spelling. Surely, no philosopher who is serious of mind will try
to build a theory about norms on that difference.

At the heart of anarchism we find a thesis that defies our attempts to analyse it,
since we cannot take for granted the effectiveness of our most precious tricks of
evaluation. In order to stress the uniqueness of anarchism in this respect, I prefer to
say that whatever is at the heart of anarchism is not a thesis.

Speaking from a non-anarchistic point of view, this implies that anarchism has no
determinable consequences. Contrary to the common idea of what it means to be an
anarchist, a philosophical anarchist does not need to pose as a radical. Of course,
anarchism is more fun if it teases dogmatic absolutists or timid pluralists, but someone
who has dropped the distinction between right and wrong is not forced to do so. If
one can do anything one likes to do, then one can play an anarchist as well as an
absolutist. An anarchist can produce the same esoteric strings that give absolutists
eternal satisfaction. He can say things like: "The validity of norms is independent of
the context in which they are applied." Or "Any scientist who is inconsistent should
bum in hell. " And he might even be serious in this without betraying his anarchism.

The first refutation of relativism fails because relativism in its anarchistic form is
not built around some specifiable philosophical thesis. The second refutation of
relativism fails because philosophical anarchism puts no behavioral constraints on
philosophical anarchists. Even the most ad hominem ad hominem argument is
ineffective.

All this might sound pretty esoteric itself, but it seems to me that philosophical
anarchism makes a challenge that is too radical to allow non-anarchists to eliminate
it on the basis of arguments that are shallow from any point of view. The anarchist,
when talking to us, questions what we are doing when we are evaluating or criticizing
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actions, beliefs and theories. If someone would say to us that we are just expressing
emotions of some sort, we would feel offended. The challenge of philosophical
anarchism is a similar insult. The insult might be made in a less structured manner
than is common in philosophy, but it is no less real.

Unfortunately, in the case of philosophical anarchism one cannot return the
compliment. Philosophical anarchism cannot be criticized from within because its core
is unstructured. That leaves us the option of criticizing it from our point of view. But
such criticism just encourages "So Wbat"-ism, and isn't worth the paper it is written
on. External criticism is an act of self-persuasion. Some people are good in it, others
cannot even persuade themselves into believing something. But if we want to stay
away from anarchism, we have to acknowledge that external criticism is of no
philosophical value.

3.3.4. Pyrrhic victories

Assuming that a philosophical position can be criticized adequately only from within,
that anarchism as characterized above is a philosophical position, and that anarchism
cannot be criticized from within, it appears that philosophers have to accept
anarchism. However, from the fact that some philosophical position cannot be
criticized adequately, it does not necessarily follow that we have to accept it. Some
positions might be uncriticizable but yet false. Second, in spite of the flexibility of
anarchism, philosophers might still opt for some alternative they judge to be more
plausible or agreeable.

I agree with the critic's verdict on relativism, but in my case there are some tricky
complications. For I have been betting all my money on internal criticism. Thus,
if internal criticism fails, then my resources are exhausted. In this section I will
explain why I still feel somewhat confident in dealing with anarchism. After that I
will return to the relation between naturalism and relativism.

3.3.4.1. Philosophy and philosophers

Philosophy is usually conceived of as an objective discipline, as a part of Popper's
World III. Ideally, philosophy is a collection of modules which consist of theses and
arguments. That is why philosophers typically avoid ad hominem arguments. They do
not want to criticize Hume or Descartes, but humean naturalism or cartesian
metaphysics.

I agree with the stress on theses and arguments. If we tum ad hominem
immediately, then we will get involved in side-shows and demagogy. Yet, as is
illustrated by the role I ascribe to internal criticism, the soundness of philosophical
arguments depends ultimately on frontal confrontation. The question is not whether
e.g. cartesian metaphysics is correct, but whether Descartes or anyone else is really
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willing to embrace it fully." In real life we find that there are no die-hard realists,
idealists, empiricists, rationalists, or what have you. The strategy of internal criticism
is in this respect adequate in quering what we really believe. Indeed, I cannot think
of any other strategy.

Thus, I take it to be a great virtue for a philosophical position to be uncriticizable
for this means that some philosopher has been able to adopt this position and get away
with it. All too often it is believed that this is an easy thing to do. For instance, the
standard objection against a coherentist conception of truth has been that it is no big
deal to build a coherent system around one's cherished assumptions." But even if
most human beings have a strong inclination towards dogmatism and arrogance, there
is no reason to be too pessimistic about the possibility of infringing on such
psychological barriers. Everyone has some doubts about something, and an
experienced burglar can use these doubts as a crowbar. Doubtfulness is a reliable
indicator for incoherence. Whenever your target is in doubt about something, you can
bet on it that internal criticism will get this incoherence into the open. (This is not to
deny that you still might loose the bet, but that's life.)

But even if the standard objection against a coherentist conception of truth is
warranted in some degree, this does not mean that we have to despair. Imagine the
situation in which a number of philosophers have created a nice, coherent spot for
themselves to exercise self-persuasion to the limit. Although internal criticism would
not get hold of these philosophers, this does not mean that they would be satisfied
with their situation. If they are, well, then the matter ends. There is no reason to
pursue philosophical investigation once all philosophers have suceeded in persuading
themselves and are completely satisfied with it. Fortunately, human beings also have
strong dictatorial inclinations. To persuade oneself can be very comforting
occassionally, but people want to persuade the rest, too. Usually, that is fatal.

Likewise, philosophical systems have an extravert spin toward comprehensiveness.
It does not just secure its own validity, but it also tries to ensure that other systems
are invalid. This reflects the psychological capricities of philosophers. Bearing this
in mind, let's return to anarchism.

6) This sounds as if I am making a psychologistic turn here. Two points have to be noted here. First, in
actual circumstances, if someone acknowledges that he has been wrong (i.e. incoherent), then this
confession probably can be explained on the basis of psychological factors. Moreover, I admit that my
psychological nature is such that I would be delighted if I would obtain such a result. On the other
hand, I do not claim that if someone is not willing to acknowledge his mistakes, then he is a fortiori
coherent. At most I hold that if a philosophical system is not coherent, I do not expect anyone to
pursue it to the limit. (See chapter ten for furthers rebuttals to the eventual accusation that my
perspective on epistemology is itself naturalistic.)
E.g. one might identify coherence and consistency and then claim that it is always possible to make
one's system of belief coherent by running it through some computer and modifying whatever axioms
that lead to inconsistencies. However, for one time it is possible to put the Godelian horse before the
philosophical card. If one's system of belief is rich enough, then, although it may be consistent, it
cannot be proven to be consistent, at least not if one restricts oneself to the means of deductive logics.
If one allows oneself to use other argumentative tricks too, then the identification between coherence
and consistency is unwarranted.

7)
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3.3.4.2. What's wrong with there being nothing wrong?

1 have argued that anarchism cannot be criticized from within. This was illustrated by
the fact that an anarchist can accommodate any behavior within this anarchistic
framework. Indeed, an anarchist might write this book including this section and fully
agree with it. But he would have to give an interpretation to this section, which is
different from mine (I hope).

Suppose there is a frontal collision between an anarchist and an absolutist (or
pluralist). There will be rash exchanges in which the absolutist will criticize the
anarchist enabling the anarchist to get the flaws of absolutism into the open. As we
know by now, the anarchist wins this debate. He cannot be criticized for being an
anarchist and since the absolutist cannot criticize him from within the battle ends with
one side invoking petitio principii and the other side exposing them as such. Suppose
also that, due to the richness of his system, the absolutist occassionally contradicts
himself. If there is an audience its sympathy and respect probably will be divided
between the two, but it will still appreciate that the absolutist is getting a hell of a
beating.

This is true, however, only as long as the absolutist keeps beating the anarchist.
The proper strategy for him would be simply to leave the anarchist be and to go on
with whatever he was doing. Perhaps the absolutist will succeed in constructing a
coherent system for himself, and in that case the balance would have been tipped in
his favor. Whereas the absolutist is at least able to invoke petitio principii in
persuading himself that the anarchist is wrong, the anarchist cannot do likewise.
Having erased the difference between right and wrong he has cut off the wings with
which to fly outside. True, the anarchist can pretend as if he is criticizing the
absolutist from the outside by saying things like "You are wrong", "You are stupid",
etc., and if the absolutist is not on the alert he might take such accusations seriously.
But the proper way to deal with these accusations is to deconstruct the relevant terms
in the same manner as has been done by the anarchist. So the absolutist will say
things like: "All right, 1 am wrong, but that's all right, isn't it?"

The crucial difference between the case of the incoherent absolutist vs. the
anarchist and the case of the coherent absolutist vs. the anarchist is that in the latter
case the anarchist can not undermine the absolutistic perspective from within.
Therefore, if the anarchist still intends to criticize the absolutistic perspective (e.g. by
claiming that it creates the illusion of norms and standards), he has to use a set of
evaluative standards that is neither adhered to by the absolutist nor by the anarchist.
In that case, the absolutist can query whether the anarchist is sincere by saying:

"I know that you, as an anarchist, don't believe that there is a distinction between right and
wrong. 1 also know that you occassionally pretend to apply specific standards in order to
put an opponent like me in a bad spot. Well, if you apply the standards that your opponent
endorses himself, you strategy is very ingenious. But if you start applying standards that
your opponent does not accept, then you can no longer criticize him and pretend to
criticize him. Either you criticize him or you don't. Since you are an anarchist the latter
must apply."
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This answer should not be interpreted as indicating that we finally have found an
adequate refutation of anarchism. If the anarchist sticks to his anarchism, then he will
appreciate the trick played on him and go on with whatever he was doing. But this
example explains why even a diehard absolutist need not be bothered by the fact that
anarchism is uncriticizable. The price the anarchist has to pay for being uncriticizable
is that he cannot force those who disagree with him to take his criticism seriously.

In practice this might tum out to be an effective ad hominem argument.
Confronted with his critical sterility, the anarchist might actually bog down and claim
that there is a difference between right and wrong. But this does not mean that
anarchism has been defeated after all. Due to its lack of internal structure, anarchism
remains a possible philosophical position albeit one that is unable to attack any
coherent alternative positions. Anarchism surely is a limiting case. But even here, it
seems to be possible to persuade self-appointed 'anarchists' to drop their anarchism.

4. Naturalism and relativism

Because philosophical anarchism is compatible with anything, it is also compatible
with naturalism. Nevertheless, it is to be expected that even those naturalists who
endorse relativism will not accept philosophical anarchism. If this expectation is
warranted, then showing that some naturalistic program leads to anarchism would
effectively undermine it.

4.1. The slippery slope towards anarchism

Pluralism can grade off into anarchism. In this section I will discuss three examples
of pluralism that appear to spin towards anarchism.

4.1.1. Laudan's doxastic pluralism/anarchism

Laudan defends the thesis that the rationality of standards in science depends on the
aims cherished by scientists and the ideas scientists have about the manner in which
these aims can be realized. [Laudan, 1984; 1987] In evaluating the work of an
individual scientist we have to begin with determining what the scientist strived for
and how he assessed the instrumental effectiveness of his methods. If one judges the
behavior of some scientist to be in accordance with his goal-means-analysis, then we
are not only able to explain why he produced such behavior, but we have also shown
that this behavior was rational.

Obviously, it is possible to change one's mind on the aims of science and the
appropriate methods. According to Laudan, this happened repeatedly in the history
of philosophy. Thus scientists can behave rational in several ways. Under the
assumption that the notion of rationality comprises standards of evaluation, this means
that there need not be one set of standards that is universally valid. Rather, we have
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several sets each of which is valid in the context created by the goal-means-analysis.
Since the actual beliefs of scientists about what is reliable and what is not determine
in part the contexts that structures this form of pluralism, I will call this version
doxastic pluralism.

Laudan's liberal attitude towards rationality has been appealing to many
philosophers. However, his doxastic pluralism grades off into anarchism. If the
rationality of one's behavior depends on the aims one has set for oneself and on what
one believes to be the best way to realize these aims, then it is dubious whether any
set of standards can have a critical impact.

It is illuminating that Laudan does not believe that the sciences have a special
monopoly on rationality. He considers the monopoly claim to be a relic of traditional
epistemology. However, if Laudan's theory of rationality is correct, then it is unlikely
that we will encounter many cases of irrational behavior.

The problem is dramatized by the fact that in our explanation of behavior our own
rational standards shape our understanding of the behavior of other people. Indeed,
according to Daniel Dennett any explanation of behavior ascribes to the agent optimal
rationality. [Dennett, 1979] To be more precise, if person A tries to understand the
behavior of person B, then A tends to ascribe to B what A takes to be optimal
rationality. If Dennett and Laudan are both right, then this means that it is impossible
that scientists ever behaved irrationally.

Laudan would object to this conclusion, but his own analysis of the history of
science strongly supports it. Since Laudan believes that rational behavior is motivated
by a serious goal-means-analysis, he ascribes such analyses to past and present
scientists. Hence, the danger of anarchism works in both ways. On the one hand, any
actor should be able to rebut criticism by producing a goal-means analysis that
demonstrates his actions to be rational. On the other hand, any theorists can ascribe
to him a goal-means analysis that renders his actions irrational. As a result, anarchism
rules both our actions and our criticism. The fact that Laudan is as liberal as he can
be illustrates this problem rather than solves it.

Laudan holds one card in his sleeve. He insists that, although we have to be
liberal in our judgment of past science, we can and should apply our own standards
in assessing the results of past science. [Laudan, 1987] This appears to allow for
some critical distance. But referring to "our standards" does not neutralize the
problem that "we" disagree about what "our standards" should look like. In the end,
Laudan cannot neutralize the idiosyncracy of individual goal-means-analyses.

4.1.2. Objective pluralism/anarchism

Socialized epistemology stresses the social context of scientific research as a
determining factor. This in itself does not entail that they condone such factors. It is
possible that socialized epistemologists stress such factors precisely because they hold
them to be suspect, irrational, and hostile to cognition. In contemporary philosophy
this is not the case. Even when a socialized epistemologist cites telling anecdotes
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about how some scientist gerrymandered the data to suit his purpose, there does not
follow a sharp criticism of the scientist's behavior.

The lack of such criticism on the part of socialized epistemology might reflect
some division of labor between socialized and non-socialized epistemologists, but in
my presentation this is unlikely. Rather we have to conclude that in stressing the
social context as a determining factor in scientific research, socialized epistemology
urges that this context is also a determining factor in the construction of the standards
for evaluating this research.

The pluralism explicit in socialized epistemology is holistic in the sense that all
kinds of events in society can determine the standards for scientific research. In any
case, there is no reason to assume that the goal-means analysis of scientists is pivotal,
nor that the beliefs of the actors are so. Therefore, I will call this version of pluralism
non-doxastic or objective pluralism.

In spite of the different perspective of objective pluralism, it finds itself in a
similar position as doxastic pluralism. Whereas doxastic pluralism tends to ascribe
rationality to almost everyone, objective pluralism, having eliminated the notion of
rationality as a critical weapon, is in want of a critical substitute. At most it can
parrot the critique that has been produced in society. This is not as shameful as my
formulation suggests. Socialized epistemology is part of society, so it is partly
repeating itself. Still, one can ask what is the purpose of the analyses produced by
socialized epistemology. It is interesting to explain that some of the standards used
by scientists stem from, e.g. political forces. It is also interesting to claim that this
does not undermine these standards as has been thought by rational reconstructionists.
But there is something missing in all this, and that is that we want to know what we
have to think of these standards in the final analysis.

Socialized epistemology has short-circuited this issue by acknowledging its own
institutional role in science. What socialized epistemology tells us about the various
sciences is claimed to be applicable to socialized epistemology also. In this way
socialized epistemologists have avoided the accusation that they want to pose as final
jurors. This is probably praiseworthy, since in our times we are suspicious of people
who know better, but the net-effect is that socialized epistemology could just as well
leave the issue of cognitive standards aside. Why not consider their analyses as
descriptions of the behavior of scientists rather than as descriptions of the standards
that motivate or justify this behavior?

Again it appears that pluralism slides down to anarchism. Take the case of
Pasteur. It has been claimed that some of his scientific theories were motivated by
political and religious motives. [Farley & Geison, 1974] Untill recently, this would
have blurred the image of Pasteur as a scientist. However, it is not the intention of
socialized epistemology to do so. On the other hand, if its intention is merely to point
out this kind of influence, then the controversy between rational reconstructionists and
socialized epistemologists is incomprehensible. If socialized epistemologists are going
to be impartial with regard to whether political forces may exert influence, then the
issue of legitimacy need not be raised at all. There is no reason to hold that the kind
of research that is done in socialized epistemology has any bearing on the standards
for evaluating science. The kind of commitment made by socialized epistemology on
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this issue is indistinguishable from anarchism. In the case of Pasteur, it is left open
whether we have to conclude that in Pasteur's age the standards of science were such
that political motives could justify theoretical choices, or that the standards that ruled
in his age did not allow such influences. For its explanatory purposes, socialized
epistemology need not mention real or alleged standards at all.

Notice that the problem raised here is in part my own construction. I have
ascribed to socialized epistemology a thesis about standards, sc. objective pluralism.
Next, I suggested that objective pluralism grades off into anarchism, and that
socialized epistemology need not discuss standards at all. Now if socialized
epistemology does not propose a thesis about standards, there is no reason to discuss
it here at all. My justification for discussing it here is that there are various symptoms
to the effect that it does propose such a thesis. In retrospect, however, the thesis
proposed is interesting only because it is indistinguishable from anarchism.

4.1.3. Problem-specific pluralism/anarchism

Positivistically inclined philosophers held that there is a sharp distinction between the
manner in which one can determine the truth-value of claims about the meaning of
some statement and the truth-value of claims about what the world is like. For claims
about meaning a quasi-logical analysis should be enough, whereas for claims about
reality itself such an analysis has to be complemented by experiential data.

This is an example of problem-specific pluralism. According to positivism there
are two sets of standards, each of which is valid for evaluating claims that deal with
a specific set of problems. The fact that the quasi-logical analysis was considered to
be an element in evaluating claims about reality, is circumstantial. If positivists would
have had it their way we would evaluate claims about trees and clocks in a different
manner than claims about 'trees' and 'clocks'. This is not just because we actually do
evaluate such claims in different ways, but mainly because we have to do so.

Problem-specific pluralism, unsurprisingly, also grades off into anarchism. This
is illustrated by my interpretation of Quine'S attack on the distinction between analytic
and synthetic statements. Positivism proposed a two-step methodology to settle
disagreements, but Quine pointed out that this two-step methodology is ineffective
because whenever we are confronted with some disagreement, the choice between the
two steps is left undetermined. We can either consider the disagreement to be a
terminological one, or to be a disagreement about matters of fact. Additional to this,
the second step in the methodology turned out to be vaguely circumscribed. Positivists
had assumed that the general empiristic methodology was good enough to settle
empirical disagreement once the meaning of the various claims had been determined
but Quine noted that if the distinction between the analytic and the synthetic breaks
down, the second step is invested with the vagueness that ideally would have been
eliminated by the first step. As Quine suggested at the end of his "Two dogmas" this
means that it is hard to compare the merits of a theory in which lightning is explained
by physical interactions with a theory in which lightning is explained by divine anger.
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The reason for this is not that both theories might pass the same tests, but rather that
several standards can pass as tests.

4.2. Pluralism without anarchism

Above I have already indicated that pluralism quickly slides off into anarchism. The
main symptom of this is that the role of criticism in society is left unexplained. Given
a specific interpretation of pluralism we wind up with situations in which any piece
of criticism can be taken seriously or ignored, depending on the judments of either
of the protagonists. Thus, criticism is reduced to play precisely that role that it is
adjudged by philosophical anarchism.

But perhaps some naturalistic program can steer clear from anarchism. I will
briefly discuss some possibilities for this. However, whether naturalism can avoid
anarchism or not, the overall relativism still strikes back.

4.2.1. Biological pluralism

Evolutionary epistemology claims to be able to settle a number of epistemological
problems by relating these problems to the results of biological science and
developmental psychology. Concentrating on the issue of a priori knowledge I have
argued in chapter three that it is improbable that evolutionary epistemology will
succeed in providing us with an adequate and unambiguous account of the a priori.
But if evolutionary epistemolgy ultimately suceeds in giving such an account, in what
sense would this be a contribution to the epistemological problem of a priori
knowledge?

This depends on the role of this problem in epistemology. Without begging the
question, one can ascertain that the concept of a priori knowledge played an important
role in the explanation of the aIleged fact that we have knowledge about reality. The
concept of a priori knowledge enabled philosophers to concoct a plausible
combination of rationalism and empiricism.

However, the concept of a priori knowledge has also played another role in the
history of philosophy. This comes to the fore when we appreciate that the examples
of a priori knowledge that have been given both by followers of Kant and
contemporary naturalists are always examples of a kind of knowledge that is abstract,
mathematical, fundamental, or in some other way esoteric. Indeed, if it were not for
the concept of the a priori, that is for the concept of the innate, then we still would
have no plausible explanation for the alleged fact that we have such knowledge, in
spite of all attempts by radical empiricists.

The role played by the concept of the a priori in philosophy is that those pieces
of knowledge that apparently result from innate capacities or information are to be
assessed in a different manner than those pieces of knowledge that are a posteriori.
If some person believes that he is walking in the garden, and if we disagree with him,
then our criticism will direct itself primarily at the present perceptual state he is in.
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For instance, we will criticize his belief on the basis of the claim that he has not
properly checked whether the' garden' is made of paper and hard-board. Our criticism
is based on the assumption that if he were to follow our prescriptions for checking
this out, then he would come to the same conclusion as we did, namely that he is not
walking in a 'real' garden. But if people disagree about whether what we take to be
two objects (e.g. two tulips), are two objects or one, then we might conclude that the
person we are criticizing is not of the same species. This is, of course, precisely why
the biological interpretation of the a priori is of philosophical importance. If
evolutionary epistemology is successful, then it would explain to us why in some
cases our criticism is ineffective. If the person we are criticizing is born to view the
world in a manner that diverges from the way we are looking at it, then our criticism
of him would be comparable with our criticism of someone who is color-blind for not
seeing that the flower in front of him is red.

Thus, the concept of the a priori is pivotal in understanding the standards with
which we assess and criticize our beliefs and theories. As a result, the biological
interpretation of this concept would lead to what can be called biological pluralism.
Biology, in combination with developmental psychology, would induce us to relativize
our epistemological theories to the hardware. For instance, it is clear that if we want
to give prescriptions for determining the color of flowers, we have to differentiate
between people who are able to see different colors and people who are not able to
see this difference. Returning to the case of mathematical knowledge, if the fairy tales
about an innate capacity to do mathematics are correct, then we can only hope that
Mill was right in claiming to be able to give an empiristic account of this knowledge.
For if he was wrong, then part of the education system rests on shaky foundations.

Apart from the question whether evolutionary epistemology can successfully isolate
the a priori and develop biological pluralism in detail, there are two important issues
in assessing evolutionary epistemology.

First, one has to determine whether biological pluralism can avoid committing
itself to biological anarchism. Second, one has to determine whether biological
pluralism can be combined with naturalistic epistemology.

4.2.1.1. How many species are there?

If epistemic standards have to be relativized to the hardware, and if there are as many
hardwares as there are people, then biological pluralism leads to biological anarchism.
In principle, any debate could end with accusations like:

"You believe that because you are innately preset to believe that."

Such an accusation seems wild and ill-founded, but we can imagine the accusation to
be less direct. The point is that if there are as many hardwares as there are people,
the accusation is not illegitimate. Indeed, it might be preset itself.

It is improbable that our species is actually as diverse as this, and few
philosophers would take this possibility seriously. Even socialized epistemologists,
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while making their relativism explicit, usually introduce concepts like 'natural
rationality', which is the set of cognitive strategies that is shared by all member of the
human race.

At the present, however, the results of evolutionary epistemology are too vague
to determine whether it leads to anarchism or not.

4.2.1.2. How many methods are there?

Naturalistic epistemology insists that epistemological problems have to be settled by
scientific research. Provisionally, evolutionary epistemology rearranges (part of)
epistemology by fitting it into accepted disciplines like biology and developmental
psychology. As long as it is clear what happens in these disciplines, then there is no
problem in insisting that the naturalistic slogans are compatible with this specific re-
arrangement. But once biological pluralism gets into the arena, one can wonder
whether this re-arrangement is as illuminating as it is supposed to be.

Take the issue of the a priori itself. Biologists and developmental psychologists
assume that the proper manner to determine what is innate, is to compare species,
determine the capacities of little children, and slice genes. But this assumption might
be incorrect. First, there might be other strategies to determine what is innate, and
these strategies might be even better. Second, these scientists themselves might be
biologically preset such that the strategies they actually use are unreliable or
inexpedient. Imagine that scientists like Chomsky and Fodor are right in claiming that
most of our knowledge is innate, and indeed, that most of what they know is innately
endowned. Imagine also that they have been born with that marvelous capacity that
Aristotle called intuition. In that case, these scientists should not investigate the world
through the (vague) empirical method. Rather, they should use their biological
heritage and directly intuit the truth of their claims.

There is a lot of imagination going on here, but the point of it is serious enough.
From the viewpoint of biological pluralism it is a serious mistake to underestimate the
possibility that first philosophers hit the bull's-eye. In principle, they might have been
born with the special capacity to intuit philosophical truths. That many critics couldn't
understand the first philosophers might be due to the fact that they were not born with
this capacity. Therefore the critics believed that philosophical issues had to be settled
in some other manner. For want of a better term they called this alternative 'science'
or 'the empirical method'. Biological pluralism theoretically leaves open the
possibility that this empirical method is apt for the naturalists as it leaves open the
possibility that some other, 'non-empirical' method was apt for the first philosophers.

It is possible that evolutionary epistemology will ultimately bootstrap the vaguely
circumscribed method that is used by biologists and psychologists. In that case, it
would have vindicated its naturalistic origins. At the present time, however, one has
to accept the possibility that evolutionary epistemology ultimately will disentangle
itself from the naturalistic slogans. Indeed, some of the scientists in the field seem to
arrive at their result less a posteriori as they had promised, which suggests that these
slogans do not even playa role now.
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4.2.2. Relative reliability

The point made in the previous chapter can be made also independently of a
biological basis. As has been argued in chapter five, reliabilism explicitely leads to
a version of methodological pluralism that is almost indistinguishable from anarchism.
The ultimate message of reliabilism was that in investigating the world, everyone has
to do what seems to him to be the best way to find out what the world is like. On the
methodological level, therefore, reliabilism resembles Laudan's doxastic pluralism and
leads, in practice, to robust anarchism.

Leaving the methodological level aside, however, reliabilists still would have to
face the fact that the reliability of processes is relative to the context. They
acknowledge this explicitly when they introduce the notion of conditional reliability.
Inferential processes like modus ponens are reliable only relative to its input. But,
pardon this personal confession, I know of no cognitive process, inferential or not,
the reliability of which is not relative to its input. Of course, reliabilists are aware of
this, too, but for some reason they found it necessary to express this relativity not in
terms of conditional reliability but in ceteris paribus clauses. Thus, whereas modus
ponens is reliable only in the case where its input is correct, perceptual processes are
reliable only in normal circumstances. All this means simply that the reliability of
processes in relative to the context in some way or another.

This is enough for disentangling reliabilism and naturalism. In chapter five I have
already explained that for all practical purposes reliabilism need no more be
associated with naturalism than with its alleged enemy, cartesianism. At this point,
having made explicit the relativistic theme in naturalism, we can conclude that even
if taking the naturalistic turn would have had any identifiable practical consequences,
we still have no clue about whether making the naturalistic turn would increase the
reliability of epistemological research. Indeed, if the reliability of processes is relative
to the context, making the naturalistic turn is profitable only in the proper context.
But this means that any conclusion as to whether we should make the naturalistic turn
or not has to be postponed until we have determined the context in which we are in.
But how are we going to find this out? The answer that is offered by reliabilism is
that we have to do so in the manner that we judge to be reliable. This answer does
not mention naturalism at all. From a reliabilistic point of view, we can begin
anywhere we like. The fact that contemporary reliabilists formulated their reliabilistic
model in a naturalistic spirit, doesn't seem to matter at all!

In the first two chapters of this study I have pointed out repeatedly that naturalists
have not been clear about what they mean by phrases like 'empirical method',
'empirical discipline'. I have also said that it would be incorrect to use this vagueness
in constructing a knock-down argument against naturalistic epistemology. My reason
was that these phrases are used in a vague sense by the critics of naturalistic
epistemology, too.

At this point one can appreciate that it is not the vagueness of such phrases that
is fatal to naturalistic epistemology, but rather that naturalistic programs undermine
their naturalism even if the vagueness is eliminated. No matter how detailed the
notion of empirical method is characterized in the reliabilist program, we are still left
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with the fact that the reliability of this method is relative to context. Therefore,
reliabilist do not only have to face the project of validation in order to give precise
instructions to ordinary cognizers who want to know what the world is like, but they
also have to face the project of validation in order to explain to philosophers why they
have to use the empirical method in solving epistemological problems. Since
reliabilists have explicitely dropped the project of validation from their shopping list,
we fmd that whatever the empirical method looks like, reliabilism has no reason to
offer to use this method in epistemology rather than some other method. In this way
the reliabilistic program completely eradicates its naturalistic roots.

4.3. Cultural pluralism

In spite of common belief to the contrary, cultural relativism does not lead to
anarchism, neither in the moral nor in the cognitive domain. True, the thesis that all
standards are relative to the cultural context in which they are used might in practice
become indistinguishable from the thesis that there are no standards (see section
4.1.2.), but as in the case of biological pluralism, we should not run ahead of things.
Socialized epistemologists are still busy filling in the details of their non-doxastic
pluralism, and perhaps they will find a way to avoid philosophical anarchism when
it comes to epistemic standards.

Yet, the main problem which they face while doing this, indicates that, even if
they are able to solve this problem, the resulting pluralism would have defied the
naturalistic slogans of socialized epistemology.

The problem, briefly sketched above, was that the concept of standards does not
playa relevant role in the explanatory models produced by socialized epistemology.
The reason is that the notions of 'culture' and 'context' are flexible enough to be
shifted around. If someone murders some person in South-Africa, then we can say
that this person, belonging to South-African society broke the rules of this society,
or that he didn't belong to this society and a fortiori didn't break its rules. Given this
indeterminacy, the question whether he did or did not break a rule cannot be relevant
to the explanation of his behavior. Thus for explanatory reasons, we need not mention
these standards at all. On the other hand, if we want to know what this person should
have done, or should not have done, our answer will depend on whether we judge
him to be part of South-African society or not. Since this issue is in principle
indeterminate, we will decide on the basis of our personal estimations.

Suppose that it is possible to overcome this indeterminacy. For instance we might
stipulate that any person who has a South-African passport is a member of South-
African society and had to obey the rules of this society. Suppose also that this
stipulation is acceptable enough to avoid anarchism. So we would end up with a
plausible version of cultural pluralism.

The next problem that has to be taken into account is that the resulting situation
might be changed. For instance, the murderer might, after then years in the
goldmines, be able to get rid of his South-African passport. He might even succeed
in eliminating all institutional traces that relate him to a specific culture. Next, the
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murderer goes to South-Africa and kills someone else. Now, it is probable that the
South-African authorities will find some excuse to shove the murderer back into the
mines, but the question remains: did the murderer break the rules of South-African
society? Indeed, did he break any rules, given that the validity of rules is relative to
cultures and societies?

This study does not deal with the philosophy of law, but the same problem arises
in socialized epistemology. According to socialized epistemology the validity of
epistemic standards is relative to the context. For instance, some scientist has to obey
the methodological prescriptions of the scientific community to which he belongs. The
notion of a scientific community is problematic enough, but even if socialized
epistemologists can characterize this notion in a manner that the resulting account of
epistemic standards is distinguishable from philosophical anarchism, then there still
is the question what happens with these standards if the context is changed. And, of
course, there is also the question how this context can be changed.

The following caricature introduces the problem in a helpful way. Imagine that
scientists possess membership cards that intitutionalize their membership of a specific
scientific community. As long as they are members, non-doxastic pluralism entails
that they can be criticized if they break the rules of this community, for instance by
destroying unwanted evidence or by not producing theories that are politically
expedient. If it is possible for these scientists to return the card, then it is also
possible that they can stop breaking the rules of this community while going on
destroying evidence and insulting cabinet-members. Again we find that the normative
dimension doesn't matter. It does not help to explain the scientist's behavior, nor does
it show whether the scientist behaved according to specific rules.

It is clear that in the actual process of scientific research the membership of a
scientific community is institutionalized in more sophisticated and disguised ways, but
this does not change the situation as long as it remains possible to end the
membership. Perhaps there are institutional barriers to do that, but in that case, we
are left with absolutism, not pluralism.

Turning now to epistemology, one can imagine an institutionalized naturalist who
is busy investigating epistemlogical problems. Skipping the vagueness of what it
means to be a naturalist, one can imagine that he stops being a naturalists, for
instance by applying for membership of the Institute for Medidation and
Epistemology. This is a joke (and not a good one at that), but the message should be
clear enough. In spite of the fact that due to the current vagueness of naturalistic
epistemology any epistemologist can be dubbed a naturalistic epistemologists, any
naturalist can stop being a naturalist as soon as its gets clear what it means to be a
naturalist.

Philosophers like Barry Barnes and David Bloor started their programs in
socialized epistemology under the umbrella of naturalism. Bloor even went to the
extreme by giving a characterization of the natural sciences ,in terms of models of
explanation and then stipulating that a socialized epistemologist has to fit his theories
in the same model. The fact that these philosophers arrived at objective pluralism does
not mean that they made a mistake during the process. But it does mean that those
who do not feel themselves to be member of the naturalist camp, do not have to fit
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themselves in the same model. Indeed, Barnes and Bloor themselves can get out of
it whenever they want to.

Again we find that in pursuing the naturalistic slogans, these slogans lose their
sting.

S. Conclusion

Relativism is a main theme in philosophy. If a naturalistic program leads to
relativism, it is possible to assess this program through assessing relativism.
However, before doing so, we have to ensure that we do not make the mistakes that
have been usually made by philosophers who discuss relativism.

The first mistake is to conflate pluralism and anarchism. Whereas the danger of
anarchism typically motivates the fervent attacks on relativism, the attacks
inaccurately depict relativism as a well-ordered philosophical system. This explains
why the attacks have failed to persuade anyone. The relativist/anarchist laughs them
away and the relativist/pluralist cannot understand the excitement because he assumes
that in these days no philosopher allows himself to be an absolutist.

The previous discussion has tried to disentangle this mess. I have argued that,
although some pluralistic schemes might to the regret of their adherents fail to steer
clear of anarchism, philosophical anarchism is a position that is uncriticizable. Still,
in spite of the survival value of philosophical anarchism, it makes fun of naturalism
as much as it makes fun of anything else. Hence, whenever a naturalist winds up with
philosophical anarchism, the rest of us can deal with him in the same manner as we
can deal with other anarchists. We don't try to refute him, but just let him spin in his
own circle.

In the case that naturalistic programs lead to a viable version of pluralism, we
have to consider whether this result vindicates the naturalistic origins of the program.
In the cases above, which appear to me to be representative enough, the versions of
pluralism implicit or explicit in naturalistic programs have the wittgensteinian
inclination to kick away the ladder that brought the naturalists upstairs.

Therefore, our discussion should have repressed the inclination to climb the
naturalistic ladder in the first place even further.
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CHAFfER NINE:
THE NATURAL LIMITS OF HUMAN KNOWLEDGE

1. Replacing naturalism: a case study

In chapter two it was argued that only replacing naturalism is a serious candidate for
succeeding "traditional epistemology". In the chapters 3 to 8 a number of replacing
programs have been analyzed. Lorenz' program replaced Kant's problem of a priori
knowledge, the Popper/Campbell program replaced the cartesian problem of what is
the proper way to do science, reliabilism replaced the problem of justified belief,
Quine replaced Carnap's problem concerning the relation between theory and
evidence, and socialized epistemology replaced most of these problems a second time.
In all these cases I have tried to criticize these programs from within. This, however,
means that if my attempts were successful my criticism was piecemeal. I repeatedly
suggested that my criticism could be extrapolated to other naturalistic programs, but
even if these extrapolations are warranted, it is unlikely that my criticism can count
as a general assessment of naturalistic epistemology. For one, it is possible that a
novel naturalistic program will be constructed that is immune to all the critical
strategies I used. So it seems as if the strategy of internal criticism renders it
impossible to arrive general results.

Yet, as pointed out repeatedly earlier, in the literature there exist several
arguments that seems to do precisely what I have failed to do, that is to blow away
replacing naturalism. Some of these arguments have already been discussed in earlier
chapters, but the most elegant one has not even been mentioned. In the next section
I will rehearse this argument and show why it is ineffective. But in this case, a
similar argument will be put forward that might do the trick.

This arguments consists of two parts. The first part is a discussion of the possible
contributions of naturtalistic epistemology to the topic of philosophical skepticism. It
seems to me that if the history of epistemology can be said to have a common
denominator at all, then it is the skeptical challenge. Hence, it is not unfair to demand
that a epistemological program should be able to shed some light on this challenge.
I am quite liberal about what counts as a contribution. For instance, if naturalism
would succeed in showing that the challenge is a mistake, or is a case of
"overreacting", then I will not insist that this is a deficit to naturalism. In spite of this
liberal attitude, I will argue that naturalistic epistemology cannot make any
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contribution to the skeptical challenge. It cannot "refute" skepticism, it cannot "rebut"
it, and it cannot "neutralize" it.

Although my discussion of skepticism illustrates the manner in which the critical
strategies developed earlier can complement each other, prima facie the approach
appears another case of piecemeal criticism. After all, the demand that an
epistemological program should deal with philosophical skepticism might be
considered to be unfair, in spite of the pressure of history. This defect is remedied
by the second part of the argument, the upshot of which is that this demand is internal
to naturalistic epistemology. Both the naturalistic and the related socio-historical tum
are based on minimal skepticism. Thus, an analysis and assessment of skepticism
should be on the shopping list of any naturalistic program. Since I will have shown
that this item on the list cannot be bought with naturalistic resources, we can finally
close shop.

2. A standard objection to replacing naturalism

Critics of naturalism have raised the following objection against the naturalistic
format:

A naturalist claims that he pursues epistemology in a novel manner. However, this
claim cannot be made to stick because in making the naturalistic turn the naturalist has
changed the subject. He does not discuss epistemological problems, but certain other
problems. It is clear that epistemological problems are not solved in solving certain
other problems. Hence, naturalistic epistemology is untenable. [e.g. Stroud, 1984]

This objection faces two problems. First, the objection conflates naturalism with
replacing naturalism. It is clear that it has no impact on methodological or
eliminativist naturalism. But this problem is not fatal. We have seen that
methodological naturalism can be done away with easily. With regard to eliminativist
naturalism, one can expect that eliminativists tend to eliminate epistemology
altogether. In principle, therefore, the objection might be able to complement the
argument against methodological naturalism.

The second problem is fatal, however. If the objection is sound, then it can be
applied to most developments in science. Historians of science have pointed out that
scientists frequently changed the object of their research. One could claim that a
physicist is no longer doing physics when he tackles novel problems, but this claim
makes nonsense of the idea of theoretical development. An intellectual discipline
concentrates on a number of related problems. In principle, it should be possible to
replace one of these problems by some other problem. It is advisable not to burden
our vocabulary unnecessarily by holding that whenever this is done, a new discipline
has been born. Moreover, even burdening the vocabulary would not prevent the
"new" problems from being relevant or vital to solving the "old" ones.
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Therefore, the standard objection against naturalism as stated above is somewhat
naive. But perhaps it can be made more sophisticated. I suspect that the sophisticated
version would run approximately as follows:

A naturalist claims that he pursues epistemology in a novel manner while replacing
certain traditional problems by other problems. However, while doing so epistemology
is no longer a coherent body of research. Hence, in naturalizing epistemology,
replacing naturalists have stopped doing epistemology.

The idea behind this objection is that epistemology deals with a structured set of
problems. In principle one can replace some of these problems by other problems, but
the structure has to be kept intact. If naturalizing epistemology demolishes the
structure of epistemology, then there is no longer a reason to dub the naturalistic
research 'epistemology'. There is no continuity with past epistemological research.
To speak with Kuhn, traditional epistemology and naturalistic epistemology would be
incommensurable with one another. If this is the case then the naturalistic tum has no
impact on traditional epistemology.

This argument is still vague. For what is the structure of epistemology?
Epistemologists themselves disagree about the relation between the various problems,
and this is neither a novel phenomenon nor a astonishing one. After all, the relation
between the various epistemological problems is itself an epistemological problem.

In this chapter I will try to substantiate the objection against replacing naturalism
in spite of the vagueness of the identity-criteria for epistemology. My strategy
assumes that certain features of traditional epistemology are indeed essential to
epistemology. I will argue that these features dissappear by making the naturalistic
tum. Hence, naturalistic epistemology ceases to be epistemology.

I have in mind here the problem of skepticism. Skepticism is as old as
epistemology and has lead philosophers to produce all kinds of theories by means of
which they believed to be able to rebut the skeptical challenge. It is fair to say that
the skeptical challenge has motivated epistemological research to a large degree.
Moreover, it is also clear that there is an intricate relation between the theory of
knowledge and the problem of skepticism. Therefore an epistemological theory - any
epistemological theory - should have something to say about the skeptical problem.
If a theory fails in this respect, then it is either a bad epistemological theory, or it is
not an epistemological theory at all.

The skeptical problem itself has two faces. On the one hand, we expect an
epistemological theory to be able to explain to us the content of skepticism. What
does it mean to say that human beings cannot know anything? All philosophers (pace
Wittgenstein) agree that if the skeptic is correct, then this has devastating
consequences for our system of beliefs. But it is not immediately clear what these
consequences are, nor how devastating they would be. An epistemological theory
should explain the possible impact of skepticism.

On the other hand, we expect that an epistemological theory provides us at least
with a number of clues about how to find out whether skepticism is correct, or 10

what extent it is correct.
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I will argue that naturalists have little to say about these issues. Indeed, the sole
message concerning skepticism that can be extracted from the naturalistic literature
IS:

Don't worry (and be happy if you like): there are no limits to human knowledge.
Indeed, the whole idea of limits to human knowledge is incomprehensible.

One might take this to be an interesting claim, or even as a solution to the problem
of skepticism. The naturalistic 'solution' is indistinguishable from the Wittgensteinian
solution, and the latter is considered to be acceptable by many philosophers.
However, if we combine the naturalistic "solution" with the skepticism that pervades
naturalism, we find that it is untenable.

3. The skeptical challenge

Are there features of reality that lie outside the scope of knowledge? Are there facts
that can never be known by us? Or is it even impossible for any human being to have
knowledge about anything at all? Global skepticism amounts to the claim that it is
impossible for human beings to have knowledge about reality. In this way a skeptic
challenges our commensensical assumption that we actually know a great deal about
reality.

For ages philosophers have tried to come to grips with this challenge. Typically,
the research strategy smacked of a priori reasoning. Claims about the limits of human
knowledge were supported by general considerations and examples that appeared to
be vindicated solely by the intuitive powers of the philosopher. For instance, the
skeptics have suggested that the mere possibility that people can hallucinate when they
think they are not hallucinating, is enough to prove the skeptical claim that knowledge
is unattainable. Surely, if this is the way you can prove a skeptical claims, then there
is little hope that empirical research can undermine such claims. As a result, anti-
skeptical strategies tried to beat the skeptics at their own game by arguing that it is
impossible that it is impossible to know anything.

I will discuss the possibility of naturalizing this topic by discussing some specific
examples that can be extracted from the literature. The examples rest on the idea that
in supporting or undermining skeptical claims we can, or have to rely on empirical
evidence.

Before beginning two points need to be made. First, I will concentrate on
questions with regard to the limits of knowledge rather than to the limits of
justification. Since naturalists take up several different position with regard to the
relation between knowledge and justification, discussing the limits of justification
would complicate matters too much.

Second, I assume that any claim with regard to the limits of human knowledge is
a modal claim. Some readers might be inclined to believe that my conclusion in this
chapter is indeed a refutation of naturalizing this field of research because they believe
it to be evident that with regard to certain matters we will never acquire knowledge.
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Without patronizing these readers, it should be clear that whether we will or will not
acquire knowledge is not the issue here. The issue is whether we could acquire
knowledge, whether it is possible for us to acquire knowledge.

I admit that modal claims are not easy to understand. Anyone who reflects on such
claims will acknowledge that their meaning remains vague (or even obscure). For
instance, despite my confidence in using the verbs 'can' and 'could' as being not
interchangeable, I have wn stled with this distinction from the moment I started using
it and I would be very pleased if Quine is correct in claiming that distinctions like
these are useless, silly, and unscientific. However, since this study is not about the
nature of modal claims, and since it would lead us to far from our actual topic in
discussing the nature of such claims along the way, I will rely on the benevolence of
the reader not to question his own confidence in using the distinction between modal
and non modal claims.

4. Anti-skeptical strategies

Global skepticism is not very popular in contemporary naturalism. I can cite no
naturalist in support of global skepticism whereas most naturalists hold that there is
something wrong with skepticism. Naturalists pick their choice between various anti-
skeptical strategies. The following are the most typical.

A. In defense of fallibilism

Naturalistic programs invariably endorse a fallibilistic conception of knowledge. The
main rationale behind fallibilism is anti-skeptical. Fallibilists hold that cartesian
epistemology, and any other epistemological theory that falls into the skeptical traps,
put demands on the cognizer that cannot be met. If we accept the cartesian conception
of knowledge, including its intemalism and its stress on an incorrigible basis, then
global skepticism is unavoidable because there is no incorrigible basis to stop the
regress. Fallibilists consider this to be a reductio of the cartesian conception. Instead
of burdening the cognizer with silly demands, they insist that a cognizer can have
knowledge even if neither he nor anyone else can exclude the possibility that he is,
in fact, wrong.

We have already seen that this anti-skeptical theme underlies reliabilism and
Popper's evolutionary philosophy of science. It can also be traced in Quine's reaction
to the problem of induction:

"We can know something, in a reasonable sense of the word, without having checked
every instance (of a general statement) by direct observation. If we have done a
reasonable lot of sampling of instances or if we have a plausible notion of an
underlying mechanism that would account for the truth of the general statement in
question, then we may reasonably be said to know the statement to be true. Sometime
we may be surprised by a counter-instance, and compelled to conclude that we had not
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known the statement to be true after aU; we only thought we did. This, however, is a
risk we must run." [Quine, 1972, p. 61.]

Here, as elsewhere, Quine urges us to accept a fallibilistic notion of knowledge that
reconciles having knowledge with running risks. Clearly his motivation to do so is
that he takes the demands made by a skeptic to be unreasonably high. In general, the
reasonableness of fallibilism is parasitic upon the unreasonableness of global
skepticism. The fallibilistic perspective relies on the assumption that we have to chose
between two options. Either we embrace a conception of knowledge such that having
knowledge amounts to having absolute certainty, and accept the skeptical
consequences; or we avoid the skeptical consequences by embracing a conception of
knowledge such that having knowledge does not entail having absolute certainty, that
is, that you can know something although it is possible that your belief is false.

Symptomatic of this approach is the tendency to distinguish several concepts of
knowledge on the basis of their restrictiveness. Typically the fallibilist says things
like: "true, if knowledge is taken to be perfect or absolute knowledge, then skepticism
is unavoidable; but if we embrace another, less restrictive concept of knowledge, then
there is no reason to assume that knowledge is unattainable ." [e.g. Nozick, 1981]

If this tendency is made explicit the result is what I call a level-theory of
knowledge. Such a theory allows for several characterizations of knowledge that can
be placed in a hierarchical order. At the top of the hierarchy we find the cartesian
conception of knowledge, and at the bottom there is the conception of knowledge that
enables quizmasters to give candidates who guessed the correct answer a prize.
However, both the cartesian conception and the "Pick a prize "-conception of
knowledge are claimed to be irrelevant for analytical purposes. The interesting
concept of knowledge lies somewhere in between these two extremes. It is something
more than an accidental true belief and something less than a true belief combined
with a justification that proves the belief to be true.

B. The skeptical doubts

Why are the demands of the skeptic too high? A fallibilist could lean back and rely
on the implausibility of global skepticism, but he can go a little further by analyzing
the skeptical arguments and pointing out where they go wrong.

Skeptical arguments trade on skeptical doubts, notably doubts about whether we
are not deceived by demons or wicked scientists. The skeptic demands of the cognizer
that he is able to take away these doubts, but stresses at the same time that it is
impossible to do this.

Typically, fallibilists argue that such demands are too stringent by defending the
distinction between mere doubts and real doubts, or between relevant and irrelevant
possibilities. This being done, one can admit that it is possible that a demon is
deceiving us and that this possibility can never be ruled out by us, but still insist that
this has no consequences for the limits of knowledge. According to fallibilists, there
is no reason to demand that a cognizer has to rule out all alternative possibilities. At
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most, he has to rule out those alternative possibilities that are relevant. Since
fallibilists also believe that precisely the circumstances described in the skeptical
scenario's are irrelevant alternatives, the distinction between relevant and irrelevant
possibilities is used for undermining the skeptical challenge. [Dretske, 1970, 1981,
1981a; Goldman, 1976, 1986; Swain, 1981a; Nozick, 1981]

C. The skeptical overreaction

Where do the skeptical doubts come from? Most philosophers assume that these
skeptical doubts result from armchair reflection. In that case armchair reflection might
be able to neutralize them. But Quine gives an alternative account of the origins of
skeptical doubts:

"Scepticism is an off-shoot of science. The basis for scepticism is the awareness of
illusion, the discovery that we must not always believe our eyes. ( ... ) In a world of
immediate sense data with no bodies posited and no questions asked, a distinction
between reality and illusion would have no place. The positing of bodies is already
rudimentary physical science; and it is only after that stage that the sceptic's
distinctions can make sense." [Quine, 1975, p. 67]

If skeptical doubts are scientific doubts then why should we be scrupulous in not
neutralizing these doubts with the help of science? Quine himself believes that
although skeptical doubts are nurtured by the sciences, the sciences tip the balance in
favour of a more optimistic view of our epistemic attainments. In ignoring the extent
in which the sciences support our actual system of beliefs and in stressing the
possibility of error, the skeptics are overreacting. [Quine, 1981fJ Global skepticism
as a scientific claim happens to be less plausible than the claim that we have a lot of
knowledge about reality. Thus, Quine's analysis naturalizes the general "relevant
alternative" -rebuttal by claiming that the relevancy of alternative possibilities can be
determined by empirical science.

D. The naturalistic reductio of skepticism

Remember the old paradox resulting from the skeptical dictum: "nothing is certain,
except that nothing is certain" or "the only thing you know is that you know nothing. "
In an introductory course to philosophy this paradox is often presented as a reductio
ad absurdum of skepticism, or at least as an explanation of the sterility of a skeptical
philosophy.' Yet, few philosophers would rely on this reductio in responding to the
skeptical challenge. Quite rightly, since, as we have seen in discussing reliabilism,

I) Usually students produce this reductio themselves as soon as the skeptical challenge is presented in an
introductory course.
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we need to distinguish the question whether global skepticism is correct from the
question whether it is possible to know that it is correct.

Even if naturalists are cautious in refuting skepticism, the old paradox remains
alive if we see global skepticism as a scientific claim. Imagine a philosopher
producing an argument in support of global skepticism on the basis of empirical
assumptions, possibly assumptions that play an important role in our theoretical
system. It is incorrect to believe that this argument is either a reductio of global
skepticism or of the empirical assumptions used. [Cf. Quine, 1975, p. 68] However,
it is obvious that the conclusion of such an argument would discredit the application
of empirical assumptions, and, indirectly, our acceptance of the skeptical conclusion.
So, for all practical purposes, such an argument would be inconclusive.

It seems to me that in a naturalistic setting the skeptic will have to bite the bullet
one way or another, and that he is not going to like what he is eating. If
epistemology, including the topic of the limits of human knowledge, is naturalized
then any argument in support of global skepticism will undermine itself. This means
that if global skepticism can be defended at all, then the defense must be such that it
falls outside the range of its conclusion. Taken literally, this means that global
skepticism is indefensible. But we have to bear in mind that if epistemology cannot
be naturalized, then it is plausible that epistemological knowledge is not of the same
kind as ordinary of scientific knowledge. If we make the plausible assumption that
global skepticism has only ordinary and scientific knowledge as its intended range,
then it might be possible to give a defense of global skepticism. Within naturalistic
epistemology this possibility is excluded, however, and any defense of global
skepticism is rendered self-undermining. [Kuys, in preparation-a]

5. Versions of local skepticism

Since the fallibilist relaxes the demands on the cognizer these strategies will enable
him to convince himself that we can be confident that global skepticism is incorrect.
However, this does not mean that a fallibilist has to commit himself to the claim that
there are no limits to human knowledge. Here I will discuss some attempts to specify
the limits of knowledge within a fallibilistic and naturalistic perspective.

In general we are dealing here with attempts to defend a version of local
skepticism. The typical format of global skepticism is:

For any person S, for any state of affairs P. it is impossible for S to know whether p
obtains or not.

On the basis of this format we can construct versions of local skepticism by restricting
the range of the variables S or p. For instance, the reader might claim that is
impossible for Thieu Kuys to know whether some arbitrary state of affairs p obtains
or not. Let's call this a case of person-specific skepticism. On the other hand,
someone might claim that for any human being it is impossible to have knowledge
about the initial state of the universe (or even to have knowledge about whether there
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was such an initial state). This can be called state-specific skepticism. One might also
defend a skeptical claim for which both variables have a restricted range, for instance
by arguing that persons living in the twentieth century cannot obtain knowledge about
what happened in the tenth century or about what will happen in the next.

Since the number of possible versions of local skepticism is infinite, the examples
below can only be illustrations of the attempts to naturalize this field of
epistemological investigation.

5.1. Biological and psychological limits

It is believed to be evident that there are biological and psychological limits to what
a member of the human species can do. Human beings can't fly because they are not
equipped with wings. Human beings can't solve all travelling salesman problems
because their minds are finite and considering alternative routes takes time. It is
plausible that there are biological and psychological limits to human knowledge.
Therefore, biology and psychology should be able to give us certain clues about these
limits.

Several clues have been given. We have been told, for instance, that human vision
is sensitive only to a specific range of wave lengths. We have been told that our short
term memory cannot store more than seven items (if the items are counted in a
specific way). Quite recently, psychologists have produced evidence in support of the
claim that most humans are often unable to reason in the manner prescribed by logic
and probability theory, and the list of similar claims is endless. [Wason & Laird,
1970; Kahneman & Tversky, 1973; Nisbett & Ross, 1980; Tversky & Kahneman,
1983; Stich, 1983 and 1990] Obviously, these claims are relevant with regard to our
topic.

Yet it is unlikely that these results can be used to support versions of local
skepticism. Two obstacles lie in the way of this. First, state-specific skeptical claims
cannot be supported by limits that are not state-specific." Suppose that psychologists
find that there is a limit to the number of beliefs we can have and that this number
is less than the number of state of affairs. Astonishing as this result might be, it can
not support a version of state-specific local skepticism because it does not rule out the
possibility that we have beliefs about some arbitrary state of affairs. Hence, in
principle we could know anything.

Secondly, those empirical results that point in the direction of state-specific
limitations are in unsuitable for supporting local skepticism. The claim about the
range of human vision is a good example. Even if human beings do not have the
capacity to be stimulated by specific wave-lengths, this does not mean that they cannot

1) I am assuming that we are not dealing with person-specific skepticism here. Of course, we might
discuss these versions of skepticism also. Perhaps some psychologist can show why I am not able to
acquire knowledge about, e.g., the opinions of other philosophers. I would certainly agree with such
a conclusion. I do not know what Quine believes, or what Descartes tried to tell us. And my lack of
such knowledge might reflect psychological features of my (non-)personality.
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compensate this limitation by other means. We cannot fly, that is, we cannot fly
without the help of some device. With the help of a specific device we can and do fly.
It is possible that there are biological limits to human cognition, but it does not follow
that we suffer from these limitations. Skeptical claims are only interesting if they
point to limitations from which we suffer. The fact is that in our century human
beings can use an enormous variety of external information devices and it is likely
that these devices compensate whatever biological limits the human cognition may
have. 3

The discussion about the innateness-hypothesis might be repeated here. Obviously
the biological limits have something to do with the limits of our cognitive hardware.
However, skeptical claims deal with the limits of our software including the software
that is available outside our bodies. In order to support skepticism on the basis of
biological limitations we have to show (i) that the software depends on the hardware
and (ii) that the limitations of the hardware cannot be compensated. Given the present
state of the art, it is improbable that science can succeed in doing both. If we are able
to show that the software depends upon the hardware, then, if we rely on
contemporary science, the evidence is strong that the hardware has few permanent
limitations. If the hardware has permanent limitations, then the evidence is strong that
the software can compensate these limitations in most, if not all, cases.

There is abundant evidence that people can learn whatever they like. Only very
special states of affairs, such as the initial state of the universe or the color of the
eyes of the inhabitants of a planet a million light-years away, appear to be prima facie
beyond the realm of human cognition, but this has very little to do with biological or
psychological limitations. With regard to certain topics we are just born in the wrong
time in the wrong place, and that's all.

A familiar example illustrates the situation. According to Noam Chomsky the
biological hardware (Universal Grammar) determines a class of languages that can be
learned by humans. In the end, there is only one manner to give some sort of proof
of this claim: we have to construct a language that cannot be learned by us, or we
have to find a language that cannot be learned by us. The first possibility is hardly
intelligible. If we construct a language, then we probably have learned it while
constructing it. The second possibility is intelligible, but there is little reason to
believe that it will ever occur with us knowing of it. If there is some symbolic device
that cannot be decyphered by us, then we will probably decide that it is not a
symbolic device.

Surely, any natural human languages can be learned by most members of the
human species. Moreover, apparently, scientists know a lot about the languages of
other animals and are able to "communicate" with these animals in some degree. 4

Finally, scientists are confident that if aliens would send us messages through space,

3) To avoid misunderstandings, I do not claim that discussions about whether we "can see" electrons with
microscopes are uninteresting. The skeptical claims that concentrate on such issues will be dealt with
in section 6.2 of this chapter.
The only reason why human communication with bees is not completely satisfying might well be that
we do not have 8 brown-yellow-jacket.

272



they would be able to distinguish it from the background radiation of the universe.
Alternatively, NASA equipped the PIONEER TWO with a message that was assumed
to be universally comprehensible, and this was not intended as a joke (although I
admit that it would have been a good one).

Here again we could rely on empirical disciplines like neuropathology, or
embryology etc. Perhaps some day we will be able to show that a person born with
gene S is able to learn only those languages that satisfy the specified subject
condition, but these possibilities are at least as remote as the skeptical scenario used
by skeptics to argue that human beings cannot acquire any knowledge at all.

These considerations should not be taken as a refutation of the attempt to relate
biological or psychological limitations to cognitive limitations. They only show what
would be involved in arriving at local skepticism along these lines. This gives us
some idea about the manner in which empirical research can be relevant for this field
of research. But it also points out the kind of problems that have to be faced by such
a program.

5.2. Epistemology and physics

There are other iUustrations of the possible relevance of the empirical science for our
topic that appear to be more promising. Certain results of contemporary physics can
be and have been interpreted as containing skeptical messages. The idea behind such
an attempt is prima facie plausible. Any version of state-specific skepticism is only
compatible with the denial of global skepticism if the explanation of these state-
specific limits relies partly on the features of those states that cannot be known. For
instance, if you say that you could know whether President Bush wears a blue jacket
at the moment whereas you can never know whether Bush is serious while negotiating
with the Russians, then you will have to support this state-specific skepticism partly
on the basis of a characterization of these two possible states of affairs. Since physics
is supposed to teU us something about the structure of reality, it is plausible that
physics will enable us to distinguish states of affairs about which we can never have
knowledge from states of affairs about which we can, in principle, acquire
knowledge.

5.2.1. The skeptical interpretation of relativity

Einstein's theory of special relativity is based upon two postulates. The first says that
the fundamental laws of physics apply in all frames of reference moving at constant
velocity. The second postulate says that in these frames of reference we will find the
speed of light to be the same.

It is interesting to find that both in popular and technical presentations of relativity
these postulates are often reformulated as epistemological lessons. These presentations
suggest that the theory of relativity points out that we are unable to determine whether
our frame of reference is at rest or not. Since the postulate of general relativity
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extrapolates the first postulate to frames of reference that accelerate relative to each
other, we are also unable to determine whether our frame of reference is accelerating
or not.

Interpreted along these lines the theory of relativity is a version of local skepticism
in which the range of the variable A is restricted to the absolute state of our frame
of reference. This is a plausible interpretation. How could we determine whether our
frame of reference is at absolute rest, moves with constant velocity, or accelerates?
One way to do tbis is to compare two frames of reference that cannot be in the same
state of motion and see whether the laws of nature are different in these frames.
However, if we reflect on the structure of the fundamental equations of physics then
we fmd that these refer to relative motion only. Given tbis, we can predict that
measurements that have been made in these frames of reference will differ from each
other symmetrically, and that these equations themselves offer no clue about the real
state of motion of either frame.

In nineteenth century physics there appeared to be a way out. Many scientists
assumed that light travelled in the absolute frame of reference, called ether.
Therefore, it should be possible to determine the state of motion of our frame of
reference by comparing the measurements of the speed of light in several frames of
reference that move relative to each other. 5 But the second postulate of relativity
entails that such attempts fail. If we find the same speed in all frames of reference,
then such measurements can give us no clue about the state of motion of our frame
of reference. Another way to put tbis is to say that the laws of physics are relative to
the measured speed of light. Since the speed of light is always the same, we will not
find any differences in the laws of physics.

It appears as if this is a clear example of how empirical science can specify the
natural limits of human knowledge. Let's now tum to another such example.

5.2.2. Uncertainty and the limits of measurement

In the roaring twenties the german physicist Werner Heisenberg presented a famous
thought experiment in order to analyze the manner in wbich we can make
measurements of the properties of microphysical objects. There are several versions
of tbis thought experiment. One involves the measurement of the position and the
momentum of a particle. Since in these measurements we use light that interacts with
the particle, we are faced with two problems. First, the precision of our measurement
of the features of the particle is parasitic upon the measurements of the light ray.
Second, since the interaction of the particle with the light ray influences the state of
the particle, we cannot be certain about the position and the momentum of the particle
unless we can measure both in the same experiment. Using generally accepted
equations Heisenberg showed, however, that there is an ineradicable uncertainty in

Within nineteenth century physics it was allowed that even this kind of investigation might be
inconclusive because of "ether drag".
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these measurements, which means, among other things, that we cannot measure both
the position and the momentum of a particle at the same time.

This is a popular version of Heisenberg's results. According to this interpretation
making measurements involves some kind of interaction. The effect of the interaction
is a change in the basic properties of the objects involved. Given the impossibility of
measuring all these properties in the same experiment with complete accuracy, we are
faced here with a general limitation of our measurements of the fundamental
properties, and, assuming that the role of such measurements is crucial in our
knowledge about microphysical particles, with a general limitation on our knowledge.

Along these lines we arrive at a different version of state-specific skepticism in
which the range of the variable A is restricted to a combination of state of affairs.
Although we can obtain knowledge about either the position of a particle or its
momentum, we cannot obtain knowledge about both. And this appears to be the result
of certain well-founded physical equations. So, apparently here we have another case
of a physical theory supporting local skepticism.

5.2.3. Epistemology or metaphysics?

The reader familiar with contemporary physics will accuse me either of a lack of
knowledge or of cheating. Although my knowledge of physics is far from complete,
I believe that the second accusation is more to the point. I have been cheating, but for
a good purpose.

In order to explain my strategy, I want to quote Henry Folse in commenting on
Bohr's reaction to the first presentation of Heisenberg'S thought experiment:

"A consequence of this mode of presentation was to suggest the possibility that the
particle does in fact have, or exist in, a well-defined classical state, i.e, it possesses
both position and momentum, but that due to the observational interaction it is
impossible to know these parameters with equal certainty. Consequently, those
dissatisfied with the quantum mechanical representation tried to attack the theory by
devising a way in which both parameters could be determined, at least in principle.
(... ) Bohr was forced to a much more radical reading of Heisenberg's discovery."
[Folse, 1985, p. 94]

Without going into the details of either Bohr's or Heisenberg'S interpretation of
quantum mechanics, we have to explain why Bohr was forced to 'a much more
radical reading' of the uncertainty principle. The explanation is that Bohr did not
believe that quantum mechanics contained the lesson about the limits of human
knowledge sketched above, but rather that it told us something about the structure of
reality itself. The lesson is not that we are unable to determine the 'classical state'
(the combination of position and momentum) of a particle with full accuracy, but that
particles are not in such a 'classical state'. According to Bohr (and to Heisenberg as
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well) the lesson of quantum mechanics was metaphysical rather than epistemological
(skeptical)."

So we have two alternative interpretations of quantum mechanics, one in which
quantum mechanics is seen as a contribution to naturalistic epistemology, the other
which denies this but suggests that quantum mechanics contributes to metaphysics.

The same applies to the theory of relativity. According to the interpretation offered
above, this theory contains (or perhaps even consists of) an epistemological lesson
about the limits of knowledge. But there is another interpretation according to which
the theory contains a metaphysical message. The metaphysical lesson is: there is no
absolute, permanently stable frame of reference (there is no ether). It is not that we
are unable to determine the real state of motion of our frame of reference, but that
there is no 'real' state of motion of our frame of reference to have knowledge about.

Since I have been cheating, a personal confession is in place here. Ever since I
have become acquainted with contemporary physics, I have been bothered by the
following paradox. Whereas popular presentations of the theory relativity hardly
distinguish the epistemological and the metaphysical interpretation of this theory,
popular interpretations of quantum mechanics make the most of this distinction and
stress that the real lesson of this theory is the metaphysical one.

The ultimate resolution of the paradox is a task for the historian of science. He
will have to explain why in the beginning of the twentieth century scientists ignored
the distinction whereas they started to put the distinction to work two decades later.
For our purposes the following, tentative remarks are enough.

1. The history of science shows that physicists switch between the metaphysical and
the epistemological interpretation of their theories. This suggest that there is a tension
within contemporary naturalism. On the one hand, strong naturalists would stress that
the whole range of philosophical disciplines can be naturalized. On the other hand,
we find that, in some cases, naturalizing epistemology undermines naturalizing
metaphysics, and vice versa. If this is so, then a non-naturalistic philosopher will
always find some room for doing philosophy in the old way. We are faced here with
another case of Duhem's problem. In these cases we have two incompatible global
interpretations of physical theory. The problem is that physical theory itself does not
enable us to pick out the correct interpretation.

2. However, there is a philosophical position in which the epistemological and the
metaphysical interpretation are not incompatible. This position, let's call it anti-
realism, stresses that if we cannot acquire knowledge about some state of affairs, then
there just is no state of affairs to obtain knowledge about. For our purpose, anti-
realism identifies epistemology with metaphysics, usually by adhering to an epistemic
notion of truth (and meaning). Unfortunately, anti-realism is not very popular among

This is not to say that Bohr did not draw epistemological lessons out of quantum mechanics. His
principle of complementarity is itself a piece of epistemological advice. But his lesson is not that we
cannot know whether some state of affairs obtains or not.
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naturalists. I expect that given the correctness of my presentation here, naturalists will
acknowledge that physics does not provide us with epistemological lessons rather than
embrace anti-realism." In any case, whatever skeptical conclusions are arrived at in
the context of anti-realism are at most virtual, since they are immediately replaced by
metaphysical ones.

5.3. The computational limits of knowledge

In the first chapter I have indicated that Descartes' scientific epistemology can in
principle be understood as a version of naturalistic epistemology. This version tries
to solve epistemological problems on the basis of mathematical, or quasi-mathematical
research. I promised to ignore this version for spatio-temporal reasons. At this point,
I want to retract my promise, and mention one example of how mathematical research
appears to give us clues about the limits of human knowledge.

The example is, of course, extracted from the debates on the impact of Godel's
theorems. [Nagel & Newman, 1958; Lucas, 1961) In 1931 Godel showed that any
consistent, formalized systems of axioms that is detailed enough to entail a reasonable
number of truths in number theory, will fail to entail all the truths in number theory.
No matter how detailed the system is, some well-known truths about numbers cannot
be deduced from its axioms.

If one looks at the structure of Godel's proof, then one would not expect that it
is of great importance. Of course, if you still are bothered by Hilbert's nightmare (or
Leibniz'), Godel's proof is shattering, but nowadays few people believe that all the
truths about the universe can be axiomatized. Nevertheless, philosophers have tried
to make the most of Godel, claiming that Godel had shown, among other things, that
computers can never parallel human cognition, that most of our theories will tum out
to be inconcistent, not to mention humans having a free will. Some philosophers
argued that, because of Godel's results, the brain-computer analogy had to be a
failure, whereas others pointed out that this analogy combined with Godel's results
pointed out some of the permanent limits of human intelligence.

We need not go into details here in order to appreciate that these authors assumed
that the computational limits of machines can provide us in principle with some clues
about the limits of human knowledge. So, apparently, some version of local
skepticism might be arrived at via an analysis of computational power.

Unfortunately, such an attempt would fail for three reasons. First, again it can be
argued that, whatever the computational limits, we are apparentely capable of
compensating these limits by other means. Second, any such attempt is based upon

7) Cf. Papineau [1987] for an explicit defense of the claim that anti-realism is at odds with any version
of local skepticism. Papineau's arguments are not completely convincing, because his crucial
assumption is that anti-realists commit themselves, in some way or other, to the claim that human
beings cannot err. For our purpose it is enough to stress that if an anti-realist defends some version
of local skepticism it is surely going to be a version that is much more complicated than the versions
discussed here.
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a specific theory of knowledge. For instance, if a skeptic would rely on Godel's
results in order to show that we cannot know some mathematical truth, then he has
to embrace a theory of knowledge in which deduction is sacrosanct. I suspect that
such a skeptic would be slain immediately by the fallibilistic army.

Finally, the results of a mathematical, or quasi-mathematical analysis of the limits
of computational problem-solving cannot be extrapolated to human knowledge, even
if the analogy between human thinking and computing is accurate. The reason is that
the computational limits of a system can only be specified relative to its input.
Although Godel's proof, combined with a specific axiomatic system, enables one to
construct allegedly true statements that cannot be proved in the system, it does not
enable one to construct allegedly true statements that cannot be proved by any
axiomatic system.t In order to use Godel's proof to arrive at state-specific skepticism
one has to show that a specific range of axiomatic systems can never be available to
us, namely precisely those systems that would enable us to deduce the theorems that
cannot be deduced in the systems that are available to us. Given the relative ease with
which contemporary number-magicians construct axiomatic systems, this possibility
is even more far-fetched than the possibility that we are dreaming while we are
having breakfast.

6. Naturalistic epistemology and the natural limits of human knowledge

Up to this point we have only considered the general naturalistic position vis-a-vis
global skepticism and some specific examples of the manner in which naturalists
might arrive at a version of local skepticism. In this section I will argue that
naturalistic epistemology is at odds with any version of local skepticism. I will do this
by presenting a number of general arguments against local skepticism. Although these
arguments are, in my opinion, not compatible with each other, they are available
within various naturalistic programs. An individual naturalistic epistemologist can pick
out his own preferred anti-skeptical argument. Whatever choice he makes, against the
background of his version of naturalistic epistemology, the net result will be that there
are no limits to human knowledge.

6.1. The fallibilistic argument (strong version)

What is wrong with global skepticism? According to fallibilists what is wrong with
it is that is makes too high demands upon the cognizer. But if this is the main
argument against global skepticism, then it is also an argument against any version
of local skepticism. Whenever a skeptic argues that a specific class of persons cannot
obtain knowledge about a specific class of state of affairs, a fallibilist might object
that with regard to these states of affairs the demands laid upon the cognizer by the

I) The notable exception is tbe statement tbat the system tbat is trying to prove tbings is consistent.

278



skeptic are too high. If the argument underlying fallibilism is that the skeptic's
demands are too high, then this extension of the first anti-skeptical strategy will be
as plausible as the fallibilistic conception of knowledge itself.

This extension of the first anti-skeptical strategy will and should appeal to
fallibilists. However, the matter is more complicated than this. After all, a fallibilist
might base his argument against global skepticism on a specific analysis of why the
skeptic's demands are too high. Notably, epistemologists who incline towards
fallibilism and naturalism, have argued that the skeptic demands too much because
skepticism allegedly involves either the iteration principle, which says that in order
to have knowledge the cognizer has to know that he has knowledge, or the principle
of epistemic closure, which says that in order to know that p is the case the cognizer
has to know the logical consequences of p. [Dretske, 1970; Nozick, 1981] These
philosophers take recourse to the second anti-skeptical strategy in ruling out a specific
class of doubts as irrelevant.

It is doubtful whether the extension of the first anti-skeptical strategy would appeal
to these philosophers. On the contrary, these philosophers stress that although we can
know that, e.g., the sun is shining, we cannot know whether we are not hallucinating,
nor whether we are brains-in-a-vat, nor whether we are at the mercy of some
malicious demon." That is, these philosophers argue against global skepticism within
the context of a version of local skepticism.

In my view these fallibilists are faced with a slippery slope argument. The
slippery-slope argument goes as follows: if the demands are too high in some case,
why are they not too high in another case. On the other hand, if we accept too high
demands in one case, why shouldn't we accept too high demands in the other case.

6.2. The Duhemian argument (strong version)

In discussing the relation between epistemology and physics, we saw that for an
epistemological, skeptical interpretation of physical theories there is an alternative
metaphysical interpretation. This applies to all versions of local skepticism. Whenever
we have strong evidence for the claim that we cannot acquire knowledge about
specific states of affairs, we also have strong evidence for the claim that there is
nothing to have knowledge about. Both claims are evidentially on a par, pace Kant's
noumenal world.

Imagine a philosopher accepting the Duhem/Quine thesis. Suppose that he believes
that this thesis entails that we cannot have knowledge because we are unable to
eliminate all alternatives but one. Such a philosopher accepts global skepticism and
there would be little reason for him to argue in support of versions of local

9) See Dretske (1970], Nozick (1981]. Compare Stine [1976] and Yourgrau [1983]. It is important to
notice that these authors are too quick in conflating global skepticism with the acceptance of the
principle of epistemic closure or the iteration principle. The principle of epistemic closure does not
entail that in order to know that the sun is shining one has to know that we are not brain in a vats, nor
does the iteration principle.
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skepticism. On the other hand, if our philosopher believes that the thesis does not
entail global skepticism, then he might offer some strategy which enables us to pick
out one of the alternatives and acquire knowledge in this way. Let's call this strategy
pragmethod. Against this background we can arrive at the following conclusion: a
naturalist who accepts the Duhem/Quine thesis without accepting global skepticism,
can support a version of local skepticism only by showing that his pragmethod favors
the epistemological, skeptical interpretation of the empirical theories under
consideration rather than the metaphysical interpretation.

Since this is the minimal requirement that can be made on a naturalistic argument
in support of local skepticism, it should be enough to show that this minimal
requirement cannot be met. The reason why it cannot be met is as follows. Any
version of state-specific skepticism will have to rely, in part, on a characterization of
the states of affairs that form the range of this version. As a corrollary, any defense
of state-specific skepticism assumes some knowledge about precisely that state of
affairs about which it claims that we cannot have any knowledge, sc. that there is
such a state of affairs.

Let's give a very down-to-earth illustration of this. Suppose that some skeptic tries
to show to us that we cannot know whether John wears a blue jacket or a brown
jacket (for instance, because our vision is incapable of distinguishing these two colors
in this case). Bearing in mind the alternative interpretation sketched above, we reply
that there is no fact of the matter about whether John wears a blue jacket or a brown
jacket. In that case, the skeptic will have to try, using pragmethod, to show to us that
it is plausible that John wears either a blue jacket or a brown jacket. For instance, he
might argue as follows:

"In the rest of nature some objects are blue and other objects are brown, whereas there
isn't any object that is both blue and brown. Hence it is plausible that John wears either
a blue jacket or a brown jacket. However, due to contextual factors, we are unable to
determine the color of his jacket. "

But we remain unconvinced, replying:

"If you believe that, because of contextual factors, we are unable to determine the color
of his jacket, then we might hold that, because of contextual factors, there is, in this
case, no fact of the matter about whether the jacket is blue or brown. What is missing
in your argument is a specification of the manner in which the context influences our
cognitive capacities in ascertaining the facts you hold there to be. But whatever your
specification of this, it is parasitic on the assumption that there is a fact of the matter
to ascertain in the first place. The only manner to convince us is to show to us that
John's jacket is in fact blue (or brown), and next to show why we cannot see that it is
in fact blue. But this cannot be done. "

In spite of the widespread assumption that metaphysical claims are the most esoteric
of all, skeptical claims beat them easily. In this I fully agree with Bishop Berkeley:
it is more commensensical to believe that something does not exist, than to believe
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that something does exist but that you can never have knowledge about it. I do not
think that any pragmethod can tum the tables here.

6.3. Quine's genetic argument (strong version)

In his paper "The limits of knowledge" Quine proposes to understand versions of
skepticism as embodying the claim that there are unanswerable questions. After
discussing various versions of these claims, Quine ends his paper with a knock-down
argument against any version of local skepticism:

"Questions, let us remember, are in language. Language is learned by people, from
people, only in relation, ultimately, to observable circumstances of utterance. The
relation of language to observation is often very devious, but observation is finally all
there is for language to be anchored to. If a question could in principle never be
answered, then, one feels that language has gone wrong; language has parted its
moorings, and the question has no meaning." [Quine. 1972, p. 67]

This argument is a consequence of Quine's genetic epistemology. According to Quine
the manner in which we learn the meaning of observational and theoretical language
corresponds to the evidence we have for believing observational and theoretical
sentences to be true or false. This does not mean, of course, that we cannot
understand the meaning of some sentence without having determined whether it is true
or false. Quine is not claiming that it is impossible for us to know what we say or to
make mistakes. But if the learning process enacts the evidential structure, then it
makes no sense to say that we can understand sentences the truth-value of which can
never be determined, no matter what we do.

Quine's genetic argument against local skepticism was part of a popular lecture,
and one can expect some slack in it. Indeed, it appears that Quine'S overall
philosophy qualifies the argument. For one, since Quine is suspicious of the idea that
sentences have a determinate meaning, he should also be suspicious of the idea that
questions having determinate answers. However, it seems to me that the niceties of
Quine's philosophy leave his genetic argument against local skepticism intact. To
answer simple, but tricky questions like "are there sheep in black holes" is burdened
with all the problems Quine raises concerning meaning and evidence. This means that
this question has no determinate meaning in the sense that it can only be said to have
a meaning in the context of a specific background language and a specific manual of
translation. It also means that whatever answer we give, will be invested with
uncertainty. Our theories about black holes, and its content are and will remain
underdetermined from here to eternity. Couldn't we say that given all these
complications, we cannot now or ever give an answer to the question "are there
sheeps in black holes? Quine would not draw this skeptical conclusion. Not only is
it easy to imagine some scientist answering this question, but Quine's overall
philosophy does not undermine such a behavior. For if the scientist's answer has a
meaning, then it is because it is possible to say what kind of evidence would support
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it. It may well be that this evidence (and the meaning of the scientist's claims) is
relative to some background theory, but it still is evidence (and the answer still is
meaningful).

Hence, Quine's overall philosophy entails that if it is impossible to answer some
question then there can be no background language in which the question has
meaning, and, a fortiori, that there can be no background theory on the basis of
which the question can be answered. Surely, if we can raise a question for which
there can be no background language (or background theory), then language has
parted from its moorings. 10

6.4. The naturalistic argument (strong version)

Skeptical claims are modal. In certain cases, we cannot acquire knowledge, no matter
how good the epistemic circumstances are. Of course, such a claim has to be based
upon (i) a specific account of what the standards of knowing are and (ii) a specific
account of our cognitive capacities.

Imagine what happens once we accept a strong naturalistic perspective on
epistemology. The details of this perspective are different within the various
programs, but for our purpose it is enough to distinguish two perspectives:

1. In one naturalistic perspective (evolutionary philosophy of science, socialized
epistemology) it is stressed that the standards of knowledge themselves evolve.
Moreover, our cognitive capacities depend upon the specific context we are in.

2. In the other naturalistic perspective (physicalism, reliabilism) there are hard,
stable facts of the matter about the standards of knowledge and our cognitive
capacities. However, within this perspective it is stressed that our beliefs about these
standards and these capacities evolve with the development of the empirical science.
We can never be certain about whether some standard is correct (whether some
process is reliable, etc).

Undoubtedly a naturalist can, whatever version of naturalistic epistemology he
embraces, produce theories about the limits of knowledge. However, whatever version
of naturalistic epistemology he embraces, he cannot explain what is interesting about
these theories. Why should he produce theories about the limits of knowledge if he
accepts either that the limits of knowledge evolve or that our opinions about these
limits might change, no matter how good our present evidence is? My answer is: why
should he indeed?

The reader might feel that this is no argument at all. Indeed, he might reply that
if this is an argument against naturalizing the fourth field of epistemology, it is also

10) Of course, in cases where there is no fact of the matter there is no need 10 provide answers, since
language has parted its moorings there immediately.
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an argument against naturalistic epistemology in general, and indeed against science
itself. According to naturalists, science and philosophy are in the same boat. If the
evolution of philosophical facts or philosophical opinions provides us with an
argument against investigating these facts and having these opinions, then it should
also provide us with an argument against any scientific investigation or theory. But
isn't that a reductio ad absurdum of my strong naturalistic argument against local
skepticism?

My reply to this objection is twofold. First, whether a strong naturalists wants to
expand this argument to science itself is something he should figure out for himself.
This does not influence my point which is that it makes no sense to produce theories
about the limits of human knowledge within strong naturalism.

Second, the reader should not assume that I would be unwilling to accept the
ultimate consequence of the argument. After all, being a global skeptic means that you
do not accept any theory produced by science. I I

7. A refutation of naturalistic epistemology

I have argued that any naturalistic attempt to specify the limits of human knowledge
is confronted by a number of problems. I have also argued that, in general, a
naturalist can avail himself of premisses that enable him to undermine any version of
local skepticism. To put it briefly, if a naturalist can beat global skepticism, then he
can beat the local skepticism too.

At the beginning of this chapter I promised that by discussing the topic of
skepticism I would arrive at a general assessment of replacing naturalism. I put
forward the demand that any viable program in naturalistic epistemology would have
to make some sort of contribution to the investigation of skepticism. This demand in
itself appeared to beg the question, but even if the reader acquits me on this point,
then it still is possible that the present discussion has supported naturalistic
epistemology instead of undermining it. For the upshot of my discussion was that
naturalists can deal with any kind of skepticism. Should this not be considered to be
a main contribution to epistemology?

In this section I will show that the topic of skepticism is fatal to naturalistic
epistemology. There are two elements in this. The first is that at the heart of
naturalistic epistemology there is a version of local skepticism. Therefore, the demand
that an epistemological program has to say something about skepticism is not external
to naturalistic epistemology. Second, since naturalistic epistemology can effectively
undermine any version of local skepticism, it can also effectively undermine itself.

II) Being skeptic does not mean that you are nol impressed by science, however. A skeptic can has his
own reasons for being impressed by science. See my [in preparation-b).
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7.1. Making contributions to epistemology

Imagine the following situation:

Scientist A concludes on the basis of physical theory that it is impossible for us to
receive information about what happens inside black holes. Scientist A also endorses
an informational theory of knowledge according to which someone knows that some
state of affairs obtains if and only if he has received the information that this state of
affairs obtains. Thus, scientist A concludes that it is impossible for us to know what
happens inside black holes.

I assume that this would be a paradigmatic example of what it would mean to specify
the limits of human knowledge on the basis of scientific theory. Scientist A puts
forward a version of local skepticism that is both person-specific and state-specific.
And he has pretty good reasons for doing so.

I have argued that naturalists can undermine any version of local skepticism. But
I have not shown yet that they have to do so! Since I cannot accurately predict
whether naturalists would feel the urge to undermine A's skepticism, let's assume that
they don't feel this urge. In that case, one might consider A's results to be a real
contribution to epistemology.

What does a real contribution to epistemology look like? It is rather untactical to
answer this question in general. Therefore, let's pursue our thought-experiment a little
further instead.

Imagine that scientist A visits a symposium on black holes. During the sessions
scientist B proposes a theory about the internal structure of black holes. If the
discussion is serious, then scientist A will cri ticize B' s theory. But he will not criticize
this theory on the basis of the claim that it is false or incorrect. Rather, he will
criticize it on the basis of its dubious status as a theory. For instance, scientist A
might say something like:

"Proposing theories about the inside of black holes is like proposing theories about the
capacities of God. It is impossible for us to know whether God exists. Therefore, if we
talk about Him, "theorize" about him, then this is to be considered as an expression of
faith rather than a serious attempt to understand Him. The same applies to theories
about the inside of black holes. We have an impossibility-proof for having knowledge
about the structure of black holes. Thus, our theories about the inside of black holes
are not tentatively like other scientific theories, but carefree."

I think that this is an interesting piece of criticism. Scientist A believes to have
specified some limits of human knowledge. Although he knows that most if not all
scientific theories cannot be proven, he insists that for some scientific theories the
verdict is even worse. They are DOtjust tentative and hypothetical in the sense that
we can Dever be certain about the results, but they are unscientific.

Of course, his criticism relies on his claim that he has given an impossibility-proof
concerning knowledge about what happens inside black-holes. This might lead one to
conclude that this piece of criticism is question-begging, since the critic avails himself
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of premisses that are not accepted by his opponent. Although in specific
circumstances, the scientist's criticism would not be legitimate, prima facie, there is
nothing wrong with criticizing someone who tries to do something that you deem to
be impossible. If scientist A actually is convinced that he has an impossibility-proof,
then he would be schizofrenic if he would forget about this in dealing with the theory
of scientist B.

However, let's assume that in spite of appearances, the criticism of scientist A is
incoherent, untenable, question-begging, and irrelevant. In that case, it is dubious
whether the attempt to find the kind of impossibility-proofs presented by scientist A
(that is, to defend versions of local skepticism) makes sense. If we do not allow
ourselves to use versions of local skepticism in our criticism, then why bother about
local skepticism at all?

Notice that from the perspective of scientist B the situation is different. Scientist
B is a fallibilist. He acknowledges that his theory might be incorrect. Moreover, due
to his fallibilism, he assumes that there might be something wrong with A's
impossibility-proof, too. This encourages him to present his theory in spite of A's
impossibility-proof.

The problem for scientist A is that he is, presumably, a fallibilist, too. He himself
would acknowledge that there might be something wrong with his impossibility proof.
But if he does so while debating with B, then B will reply to A's criticism in the
following manner:

"If you acknowledge that you theory might be incorrect, then you have undermined
your impossibility proof. For if it is possible that the claim that it is impossible for us
to know what happens inside black holes, is incorrect, then it is possible for us to know
what happens inside black holes. This being granted, you have no reason to criticize
me for proposing theories about what happens inside black holes."

True, scientist A might fall back on some cherished example of modal logic in
arguing that B is somewhat inaccurate in claiming that if it is possible that A's claim
is incorrect, then it is possible to have knowledge about what happens inside black
holes, but, if pressed, B might reformulate his conclusion as "it is possible that it is
possible for us to know what happens inside black holes", which in ordinary language
would be as fatal to A's criticism.

The resulting situation is this. On the one hand, A's criticism of B's theory
appears to be unobjectionable, at least from A's point of view. A holds that B is
trying to do something that cannot be done, and he states this in terms of his version
of local skepticism. I have suggested that, if versions of local skepticism make any
sense at all, then it is precisely because we can use it for this kind of criticism. On
the other hand, B can effectively neutralize A's criticism on the basis of the fact that
A, like B himself, endorses a fallibilistic perspective on knowledge.

Since this situation does not result from the details of A's version of local
skepticism, we find that, in the context of fallibilism, A's criticism can never make
sense. Since A's criticism is an expression of his local skepticism (indeed, the only
interesting expression), we also find that, in the context of fallibilism, local skepticism
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makes no sense. Alternatively put, in the context of fallibilism, versions of local
skepticism do not contribute to epistemology. For there is nothing interesting that can
be done with it.

7.2. Fallibilism refuted

Naturalistic epistemology is the attempt to pursue epistemology as a science. The most
powerful argument in support of naturalism is that it is impossible for traditional
epistemology to attain its aims. For instance, philosophers have mistakenly assumed
that they could find a secure basis for investigating reality, or that they could validate
permanently the results of such an investigation. They were wrong in this. Therefore,
if we want to do anything like epistemology, we have to moderate our aims and our
promises.

This argument is skeptical in nature. Indeed, if it were not, then naturalistic
epistemology could be promoted only on a pragmatic basis. If the option of
"traditional epistemology", whatever that may be, is, in principle, still open to
philosophers, then the only way for the naturalist to show that his option is better is
to compare the results of both options (or all options, since naturalism itself is a
many-headed position), and we have already seen that the actual results of naturalistic
programs are rather shabby.

If there is any common denominator in contemporary naturalism, then it is
fallibilism. Fallibilism is itself a version of local skepticism. However, the previous
section showed that in the context of fallibiIism no version of local skepticism makes
sense. Hence, fallibilism cannot make sense of itself.

This point can be understood only "dialectically". As I have stressed above, local
skepticism is interesting only if it is relevant in our criticism of theories or beliefs.
In the context of fallibilism, such criticism makes no sense, however. Moreover, if
a fallibilist is pressed, then he will make confessions like:

"I am a fallibilist with regard to my fallibilism. "12

I do not believe that such confessions make sense, and I take it as a symptom of the
incoherence of fallibilism. Any way, it would rob the skeptical motivation behind
naturalism of its sting. Unless naturalists are serious in their skepticism about the
"myth of the given", "the insoluble problem of induction", "the intractable problem
of analysis", etc., their advice to naturalize epistemology is no more than an advice.

12) This reply was once given to me by Keith Lehrer when I tried to explain to him that his theory of
knowledge was more sceptical then he believed it to be. I couldn't understand this reply then and do
not understand it at the present. If you are a fallibilist about your fallibilism then your fallibilism will
have no impact on critical discussions.
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8. Conclusion

At this stage my assessment of naturalistic epistemology is completed. Putting the
arguments of the previous chapters together, the following "refutation" of naturalistic
epistemology can be constructed:

Preliminaries:

(Pi) Contemporary naturalism combines fallibilism and naturalism.
[Chapter II]

(Pii) There are three versions of naturalism: methodological naturalism,
replacing naturalism and eliminativist naturalism. [Chapter II]

(Piii) There are three drives towards naturalism: the skeptical drive, the
occamist drive, and the pragmatic drive. [Chapter II]

Critical conclusions:

(CCi) Methodological naturalism is untenable. [Chapter II]

Corrolary (c-CCi)
Since the occamist drive can only support methodological naturalism,
this drive cannot lead to a viable version of naturalism.

(CCii) Eliminative naturalism is untenable as an epistemological program.
[Chapter II]

Corrolary (c-CCi/CCii)
Only versions of replacing naturalism are senous naturalistic
candidates to succeed traditional epistemology.

(CCiii) Fallibilism is incompatible with the skeptical drive towards
naturalism. [Chapter IX]

Corrolary (c-CCiii/c-CCi):
Naturalistic epistemology has to be motivated by the pragmatic drive.

(CCiv) The pragmatic drive towards naturalism is neutralized by:

- the fact that the sciences do not offer unequivocal solutions to
epistemological problems. [Chapter III]
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- the fact that naturalistic programs are unable to characterize
themselves as naturalistic programs a priori. [Chapter IV]

- the fact that some naturalistic programs tum out to be not
naturalistic on their own standards a posteriori. [Chapter, IV]

- the fact that naturalistic programs tend to revive those problems that
were claimed to have been replaced. [Chapter V]

- the fact that some naturalistic programs implicitly restrict the scope
of the naturalistic replacement. [Chapter VI]

- the fact that naturalistic programs implicitly indicate the possibility
and relevance of additional, non-naturalistic research. [Chapter VI]

- the fact that naturalistic programs lead to results that either are
unacceptable to naturalists or erase their naturalistic roots. [Chapter
VII & VIII]

Corrolary (CCiv):
The problems encountered in the development of naturalistic
programs support a pragmatic drive away from naturalism.

The claim that the elaborate argument given above can count as a refutation (or
"refutation") of naturalistic epistemology has to compete with the impression that
there is a fatal tension between my promise to arrive at a general, critical assessment
of naturalistic epistemology and the results.

The tension arises once my promise is understood as a promise to give a robust
impossibility-proof of naturalistic epistemology. For it is clear that the arguments
given do not amount to such a proof, not even if these arguments are sound. First,
all arguments are qualified explicitly, either because they are set against the
background of specific programs or because they are set against the background of
specific topics. Second, although the arguments support the negative conclusion and
complement each other to some degree, it is not clear whether they undermine all the
naturalistic options. It is not only doubtful whether the options spelled out in the
multi-dimensional classification of chapter two are undermined, but this classification
explicitly allowed for unforeseen novel options.

The elaborate introductory chapters already suggested that it is impossible to give
a robust impossibility-proof of naturalistic epistemology. These chapters aggravated
the tension instead of diminishing it. The rhetorical purpose of this was to make clear
that I was aware of the tension but that I still felt confident that I would be able to
neutralize it in the end. I suspect that most readers indeed interpreted this promise as
a promise to give an impossibility-proof of naturalistic epistemology. I applaud this
interpretation and, indeed, would have been eager to satisfy the reader in this respect.
Regrettfully, however, I was unable to do this in the critical part of this study. Yet,
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this does not entail that my arguments are ineffective. In earnest, I never intended to
satisfy this promise.

Suppose that a naturalist would give the same interpretation to my promise. Since
he is a fallibilist, he would immediately conclude that whatever arguments I would
produce, they would fall short on this promise. For he holds that it is impossible to
give robust impossibility proofs. However, as a fallibilist, he has drawn the further
conclusion that in assessing some thesis or program it is not necessary to produce
such impossibility proofs. Therefore, the naturalist cannot object to my arguments on
the basis of the fact that these arguments do not lead up to a robust impossibility
proof. To wit, although traditional philosophers would have good reason to be
dissappointed by my arguments, this does not apply to naturalists.

Quite the contrary, since I have stressed repeatedly that I intended to pursue an
internal criticism of naturalism, the naturalist is invited to assess the effectiveness of
my arguments on the basis of standards he accepts. That is, he should pretend as if
these arguments were given by a naturalistic epistemologist who wants to evaluate the
contributions of naturalistic epistemology by whatever means the naturalistic
perspective permits him to use. My guess is that, along these lines, the naturalist will
find that this study contains a naturalistic reductio of naturalistic epistemology.

For instance, if the naturalist embraces a justificationist perspective on science,
then he might conclude that this study inductively supports a negative assessment of
naturalism. Surely, the programs discussed are representative for the present state of
the art: there is no reason to stipulate that this inductive argument employs non-
projectible predicates. The failure of an interesting number of representative natura-
listic programs inductively supports that all naturalistic programs will fail, including
those that have not been observed.

Suppose that our naturalistic opponent is a popperian. In that case he could read
my study as the attempt to refute the bold thesis that all naturalistic programs fail.
Since an analysis of the most promising naturalistic programs did not refute this bold
thesis, there is nothing he can find objectionable in it. True, failed attempts to refute
a bold thesis do not prove that the thesis is correct, but its versimilitude has
increased. Nothing more can be expected from the hypothetic-deductive strategy, and
nothing less has been achieved.

From a holistic, lakatosian perspective, my study would be the development of a
research program that has the bold thesis as its core. Without exaggarating the
heuristic virtue of this core, developing it did result in a refinement of the current
debate on naturalism and made explicit a number of critical strategies that can be
applied to future naturalistic programs. Thus, the research program has not
degenerated yet.

Finally, from a sociological perspective, it is to be expected that, if this study is
plugged properly, a number of philosophers will count it as a refutation of naturalistic
epistemology. At the very least, the writer of this study will be able to convince a
number of people in his immediate surrounding that it is a refutation of naturalistic
epistemology. Probably, this would include a lot of non-philosophers, but that does
not matter since the barriers dividing philosophy, science and the rest of culture are
down anyway.
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Are the results of this study dissappointing? As far as I can see, they can only be
dissappointing to those who agree with me. These philosophers would have preferred
to refute naturalism with a swift a priori argument. But such refutations come after
the fact. Only after naturalistic epistemology has been shown to be a mistake, can
philosophers permit themselves to explain from a non-naturalistic perspective why it
is a mistake.

290







EPILOGUE:
EPISTEMOLOGY AND CRITICISM

CHAPl'ER TEN:
THE EMERGENCE OF EPISTEMIC NORMS

1. Epistemology eliminated

From the point of view of the critic naturalistic epistemology can be divided in three
waves. The first wave has beaten 'traditional epistemology' black and blue after which
it mimicked it in every respect. The second wave has beaten everyone black and blue
after which it seriously claimed that everyone was right. The third wave has promised
to beat "the intentional daylights" out of us, but is still uncertain about whether the
best way to do this is to reduce colors, hunches and other strange phenomena to the
level of physics, or to stop talking about them. Since naturalistic epistemology is often
depicted as the final resort for a philosopher who wants to do "anything like old
epistemology", and since naturalistic epistemology turns out to be all but a safe spot
to take shelter, epistemology is as dead as SchrOdinger's Cat once the box is opened.

Richard Rorty has, among other things, proclaimed the end of epistemology.
[Rorty, 1980] Although he is some sort of naturalist himself, he has no inclination to
naturalize epistemology. Quite the contrary, according to Rorty naturalistic
epistemology is a mistake precisely to the extent that it succeeds in being continuous
with traditional epistemology. He considers epistemology to be a historical mistake,
a language game that got out of hand. On the other hand, Rorty claims that there is
little reason to say that naturalistic epistemology is continuous with old epistemology.
In this respect, Rorty agrees with those critics who claim that naturalistic
epistemology has changed the subject altogether. One way or the other, as far as
Rorty is concerned, the naturalistic cat is as dead as its traditional ancestor.

Many philosophers have proclaimed the end of philosophy, or some highly
cherished part of it. In our century it has grown into a respectable fashion to do so.
Anyone who would claim that such doomsday claims are incorrect would be accused
of begging the question when begging no longer induces mercy. In most cases, the
odds are definitively against philosophy. Since all individual philosophers have been
the scapegoat of some critic, it was only natural that critics have turned to the
discipline itself. Individual philosophers are not to blame for the nonsense they
produced. Rather, the project itself was nonsensical. Philosophers are just innocent
victims who fell for the call of the sirens.
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Still, the philosophical species is not extinct. There are more institutionalized
philosophers now than there were ever before in history. It is true that many of these
philosophers no longer burden themselves with ambitious projects like the ones
ascribed to Descartes, Kant and Hegel. Of those philosophers who remain
recognizable as philosophers most have naturalized themselves, others have sought
refuge in more respectable faculties, and some have gone to the market-place, selling
what was impossible in philosophy to corporations and therapeutic institutes where
"everything is possible". But I suspect that at least some philosophers are still inspired
by cartesian dreams. This chapter intends to bring some consolation to these
philosophers.

Due to spatio-temporal limits my outline of epistemology will not be as detailed
as I had originally planned, but perhaps this is for the better. After having criticized
other philosophers for hundreds of pages, I should pause a while before sticking my
own neck out too far. Yet, my discussion in this chapter will indicate that the manner
in which I have criticized the various naturalistic programs was legitimate.

2. The symptoms of life

Before getting started, I want to reflect briefly on the prospects of saving
epistemology from ruin. This itself is typical for philosophers: to wonder about
possibilities before trying to realize them. In this case this transcendental approach is
especially expedient, since there appears to be little hope.

There are two reasons for believing that epistemology is alive if not kicking.
These reasons are far from conclusive but bring some consolation.

While criticizing naturalistic epistemology I acknowledged that there is no rigorous
impossibility-proof of naturalism forthcoming. The reason for this is not just that in
the future a new species of naturalists might crop up, but also that the very idea of
such rigourous proofs is suspect from a naturalistic perspective. You can never be
certain that no naturalist slips away. At most, you can explain to any arbitrary
naturalist that he cannot slip away by his own standards. Similarly, in spite of the
massive onslaught by critics of epistemology, I do not expect that these critics believe
to have given an impossibility-proof of epistemology in general. Typically, these
critics are among the first to stress human fallibility, and they are not that biased not
to apply this to themselves. Those daring philosophers who kill off their own
discipline, will have some doubts about their own success, and it should be possible
to play upon these doubts. It all depends on the strategy one applies in persuading
these critics to admit that epistemology, for all its flaws, is still worthwhile.

Second, in considering the possibility of such an impossibility-proof one finds
oneself in an interesting paradox. One of the main concerns of epistemology has
always been to determine the limits of human cognition. If that is so, then it is hard
to understand how anyone can succeed in giving an impossibility-proof of
epistemology without having succeeded in realizing at least part of the epistemological
project. The attempt to show that some intellectual discipline is not viable is, from
any point of view, part of epistemology. Or, to put it less abstractly, if epistemology
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is interesting enough for numerous epistemologists to spend years on spelling out why
it is superfluous, it cannot be that superfluous.

Therefore, someone who tries to save epistemology should not be depicted too
quickly as a conservative, dogmatic old crank who is in despair because he is afraid
of losing the ground he is standing on. The "crank" might actually know that he can
achieve victory, albeit a pyrrhic one.

3. Internal criticism spinning outward

Internal criticism is proper in order to make explicit the tensions within some system
of belief, but it has also a more constructive application. Once the weaknesses and
tensions of some system have been excavated, it also suggests ways in which the
system can be improved, or expanded. For instance, in part two of this study, most
tensions were claimed to be the result of the naturalistic context of the various
programs. Hence, one way to resolve these tensions is to drop the naturalistic slogans.

Below I will pursue the following thought-experiment. I will pretend as if
intellectual society as a whole is an identifiable person that has a system of belief. My
experiment will suggest how we can create a plausible spot for epistemologists to play
their favorite game, and what kind of game that will be.

3.1. The project of validation

The attempt to demonstrate definitively what is true and what is false has a long
history but, according to Intellectual Society one that consists of a series of failures.
The explanation offered is that to be a candidate for being definitive a demonstration
has to fit the modus ponens model, but that modus ponens gets you nowhere unless
you have been there before. Thus any alleged demonstration can be deconstructed as
a case of circular reasoning, special pleading, begging the question or an invocation
of petitio principii. All these things are tinged with negative connotations which strike
back at the proposed demonstrations and undermine them effectively.

Therefore, Intellectual Society allows no room for an intellectual discipline that
promises to validate our beliefs permanently. This entails that if epistemology is to
be tenable, then it should either produce theories that have no direct bearing on
whether ordinary or scientific claims about reality are true, or it should align with
science in producing only hypotheses and guesses.

As indicated in the first chapter, the original motivation behind epistemological
investigation was to settle disagreements between people. If epistemology has to drop
the project of validation then the manner in which epistemology shows how
disagreements are to be settled should be at least in part independent of the question
which of the antagonists has true beliefs.
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3.2. Anarchism and absolutism

Intellectual Society is not fond of absolutism (any longer?). Absolutism smacks too
much of arrogance, dogmatism, and even totalitarianism to be respectable. The idea
that there are moral or cognitive standards that are non-conditional and universal
currently has the same status as the idea of a rigorous demonstration of what is true.

On the other hand, if one confronts Intellectual Society with the complete lack of
structure of philosophical anarchism, then it feels that this is too much of too little.
True, Intellectual Society allows for relativistic waves and, occassionally, gets itself
excited when serious scientists claim that the universe is structured by chaos. But it
reserves the right to give nobel prizes only to those scientists who show that chaos is
not as disorderly as we ordinarily think. Intellectual Society is patient with playful
anarchism but not with anarchism once it gets nasty. No one can afford to challenge
society to that degree.

Therefore, when it comes to epistemic standards the Intellectual Society expects
epistemology to defend pluralism. Epistemologists should not give up on the notion
of epistemic standards, but they should restrict the range of these standards in some
way. Intellectual Society wants to divide and rule and epistemology should explain
how this is possible.

3.3. Anti-scientism

In an age in which politicians win elections only if they pretend to be concerned about
what happens with our environment in the case that 'we go on like this', it is no
surprise that there are sudden waves of anti-scientism. Part of 'going on like this', is
doing science, so science is considered by many to be the main culprit in destroying
our natural environment.

However, in practice, science is flexible enough to deploy itself as a weapon in
defense of the environment. Intellectual Society acknowledges this flexibility and in
general considers science to be good, promising, progressive and one of the main
achievements of culture. Indeed, it has not made up its mind about whether the carte
blanche that has once been given to science should be revoked or only temporarily
conditioned.

Bearing this in mind, an epistemologist should be cautious in his dealings with
scientific results. On the one hand specific scientific theories can quickly fall prey to
the internal development of science, or be compromised by the technological crimes
against nature that use them as weapons. On the other hand, an epistemologist cannot
permit himself to ignore scientific results altogether without running the risk of
isolating himself.

To speak in familiar terms, an epistemologist should present himself as a mild
naturalist. He is someone who takes science seriously but is not willing to hang
himself on specific scientific theories. Ideally, an epistemological theory should be
adaptable to any specific scientific result without committing itself to any specific
scientific result.
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This probably sounds like eating the cake and having it, but since the cake is not
really digested, this need not be as problematic as it sounds. Mild naturalism has
nothing to do with the sort of naturalism that has been criticized in the second part
of this study.

3.4. What about metaphysics?

If Intellectual Society would be an anti-podean, or an anti-anti-podean, then an
epistemologist should be very cautious when it comes to metaphysical issues.
Fortunately, however, Intellectual Society has cherished all kinds of metaphysical
systems, from naive realism to subjective idealism. Again, this liberalism is made
legitimate by the failure of the project of validation. Whereas this failure undermines
the absolute validity of metaphysical systems, at the same time it favors proposing
metaphysical hypotheses. The Churchlands can pursue eliminative materialism and be
as respectable as constructivists who build a plurality of worlds.

Even this liberalism hints in a specific direction. Although an epistemologist can
use whatever metaphysical system he needs, it might be an additional virtue of his
system if the metaphysical part of it gives to each his or her own. Therefore, although
there is no real constraint, it is advisable to incorporate epistemology in some sort of
metaphysical pluralism.

4. Epistemology and epistemic nonns

It is rather fortunate that Intellectual Society promotes pluralism both on the
metaphysical and on the epistemological level. In this study there have been several
occasions to reflect on the variety of pluralisms and monisms, and on those occasions
I suggested that for both pluralism and monism it is dubious whether they can be
restricted to one specific level. I want to begin my outline of epistemology by making
these suggestions more explicit.

4.1. Corresponding levels

In chapter two it was noted that the cartesian combination of metaphysical dualism
with methodological monism was awkward. The reason is that if there is a
metaphysical rift between mind and body, then we expect this rift to have
consequences for the manner in which we study either the mind or the body.
Descartes did not overlook this point. In discussing the possibility of a machine that
mimicked human behavior he came close to arguing that the mind and the body are
informationally encapsulated in the sense that one cannot use information about one
of them in constructing theories concerning the other. Indeed, the fact that Cog ito
ergo sum, convinced Descartes that he existed as a thinking being, apparently did not
enable him to infer that he existed as a material being.
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However, Spinoza pointed out the tension between metaphysical dualism and
methodological monism by showing that, given methodological monism, one can
avoid metaphysical dualism. Instead of saying that there are two worlds that are
informationally encapsulated but still can be investigated in the same, 'geometric'
manner, he claimed that there was only one world explaining the apparent dualism by
suggesting that there are several ways to look at the world. Since Spinoza held that
whichever way we look at the world, we find similar results, it did not really matter
to him whether we considered reality to be mental or non-mental. The world if
viewed as a body mimicks the world if viewed as a mind, and, of course, vice versa.

The exchange between Descartes and Spinoza indicates that if metaphysical
dualism is combined with methodological monism, a critic is able to explain the
dualistic element away. However, in this case, Descartes' metaphysical dualism is
replaced by another kind of dualism. Spinoza held that in talking about reality we can
use two languages, but that we cannot collapse these languages into one. He dropped
metaphysical dualism but introduced semantical dualism. So, apparently, it is possible
to combine monism on the level of methodology with dualism on some other level.

Another example of a dualism/monism combination indicates that Spinoza's
modification of the cartesian scheme doesn't improve things. The example is based
on the long-standing debate on the "Is"-"Ought"-fallacy.

Thanks to, or in spite of Hume many philosophers have been convinced that
whenever one makes an inference from an "Is"-statement to an "Ought"-statement or
the other way round, one is committing a logical mistake. If we want to make sense
of this, then we have to defend semantical dualism. Apparently, people speak at least
two languages, one that consists of "Is"-statements and another that consists of
"Ought"-statements. Usually, this difference is explained by distinguishing descriptive
and normative statements.

Assume that, although making inferences from one language to the other is
fallacious, both languages have in general the same logical structure. To wit, for both
descriptive and normative statements the Aristotelian principle of bivalence is valid.
This suggests that an argument like:

(1) If Peter ought to go to school, then he ought to learn his lesson
(2) Peter ought to go to school

(3) Peter ought to learn his lesson

is as valid as more standard examples of modus ponens like:

(1) If Peter goes to school, then he will learn his lesson
(2) Peter goes to school

(3) Peter will learn his lesson

Next imagine some philosopher who hypothesizes that a descriptive statement is true
if and only if the corresponding normative statement is true (or correct). Since he
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appreciates the logical gap between the two languages he will avoid making such
inferences himself but he might still try to satisfy himself by checking out his guess
in a carefree manner. For instance, if he meets someone who believes that Peter goes
to school, he will ask whether this person also believes that Peter ought to go to
school. Similarly, if some person believes that there is a cherry-tree in the garden,
he will ask whether this person also believes that there ought to be a cherry-tree in
the garden. It is a fair gu.ss that few people will believe that there ought to be a
cherry-tree in the garden. Next, our philosopher asks whether the man believes that
there ought not to be a cherry-tree in the garden. Surprisingly, the answer is negative
again.

From this our philosopher concludes that people not only believe that the "Is"-
language and the "Ought"-language need not mimick each other, but also that both
languages have a completely different logical structure and, as a result of this, that
in evaluating claims we have to distinguish between "Is"-claims and "Ought"-claims
very cautiously. For, in the case of the "Ought"-Ianguage, the Aristotelian principle
is not valid. Some "Ought"-claims are neither true nor false.

A linguist would quickly point out that our philosopher is mistaken. He will
compare the verb "ought" with the verb "have to" and say that the scope of the
negation is ambiguous. If there doesn't have to be a cherry-tree in the garden, then
it doesn't follow that there has to be no cherry-tree in the garden. The philosopher
mistakenly assumed that in order for the "Ought"-language to fit the Aristotelian
principle it is necessary that either "there ought to be a cherry-tree in the garden" or
"there ought to be no cherry-tree in the garden" is true. But ambiguity of the scope
of the negation shows that there is another way in which the "Ought"- language can
fit the Aristotelian principle.

However, with all respect for the linguist's analytic sincerity, the point of the
linguist can only be correct if the "Ought"-language can be nicely incorporated into
the "Is"-language. For his analysis rests on the assumption that the verb "to ought to"
can be treated in the same manner as other verbs in the english language. In
particular, the linguist assumes that we can without risk reformulate the sentence
"Peter ought to go to school" as "It is the case that Peter ought to go to school". But
if this is so, then the following argument can also function as a standard example of
modus ponens:

(1) If Peter goes to school, then it is the case that Peter ought to go to school
(2) Peter goes to school

(3) It is the case that Peter ought to go to school

Since the clause "it is the case that" is superfluous, we would have here a direct
inference from "Is" to "Ought".

Obviously, a critic of "Is" -" Ought" -inferences would not accept this argument. But
notice that it would not be inexpedient for him to object to it by objecting to the first
premiss as if this premiss were simply false. For ifhe does this, then he finds himself
on a slippery slope. Even if (1) is false, there is no reason to assume a priori that any
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sentence like (1) is false, unless sentence (1) is a case of committing the naturalistic
fallacy itself. Therefore, the critic will have to stipulate that sentences like (1) are
nonsensical, i.e. that they are neither true nor false. Since the antecedent is part of
ordinary "Is"-Ianguage, this means that the aristotelian principle does not apply to the
"Ought "-part of (1).

Thus we find that if someone insists that to make an inference from "Is" to
"Ought" is logically fallacious, then he is not just committing himself to the claim that
we are dealing with two distinct languages, but also to the claim that the logical
structure of these languages is radically different. This has the further consequence
that in evaluating claims we have to determine first in which language the claim is
made. After all, it is senseless to quarrel over whether there ought to be a cherry-tree
in the garden or whether there ought not to be a cherry-tree in the garden, whereas
it might be interesting to quarrel over whether there is a cherry-tree in the garden or
not.

Without claiming to have given a complete argument for it, I want to put forward
the thesis that pluralism on the level of metaphysics, methodologly, semantics or
logics is tenable only if this pluralism is combined with pluralism on the other levels.
The same applies, a fortiori to any version of monism. I expect that the examples
above make it plausible that checking out the various possible combinations would
support this thesis.

Taking this thesis for granted it is no coincidence that it can be formulated in
terms of coherence. Any system that combines monism and pluralism would tum out
to be incoherent. Alternatively, we can increase the coherence, or rather, the
comprehensiveness, of our philosophical system by creating a neat correspondence
between the various levels.

4.2. Metaphysical pluralism

The last time I counted them, I found that there are at least three worlds. As Popper
suspected, one of these worlds is 'objective', and another 'subjective'. The status of
the third world is less clear, but philosophers are used to a vague tertium datur. In
explaining the difference between these three worlds I will begin by giving examples
of what kinds of objects we find in each of them, assuming that these examples will
trigger approximately the same intuitions in the reader as I have.'

I)
To avoid any misunderstanding, although the examples might trigger the kind of intuitions I would like
the reader to have about them, I do not claim that these intuitions are "incorrigible". The correctness
of such "metaphysical" intuitions depends on the overall structure in which claims about objects are
evaluated. See below, section 5.1.
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World I: real reality, or R-reality

- atom and clocks (Popper)
- bedknobs and broomsticks (Disney)

World II: manmade reality

- guilt and penitence (Dostojevski, dutch translation)
- Heidi and Peter (Spyri)

World III: M-reality

- crime and punishment (Dostojevski, english translation)
- law and order (Huston)

Another way to explain the difference between these worlds is to concentrate on the
familiar theme of what is independent of what. For instance, most of us (following
the lead of Intellectual Society) are realists with regard to the world of atoms and
clocks. Whether atoms exist or not has nothing to do with what we believe or feel.
Sometimes this is expressed by saying that we did not invent atoms, but only
discovered them. This probably expresses some of our intuitions, but not necessarily
the really realistic one. It is clear that we invented clocks, yet we are realists about
clocks. If the occasion arises we would say things like: "these clocks would go on
existing even if there is no human being left to wind them up. "

On the other hand notions like 'guilt' or 'penitence' are associated with personal
feelings. Those of us who are good at it can make such feelings flash whenever they
feel like it. Moreover, the flash itself can be interpreted in many ways without there
being any loss of coherence. If John wants to express his feeling of guilt, then Peter
can deconstruct what John is saying as an expression of regret rather than guilt. And
there is nothing that John can do about this. Indeed, if he were to try it, John would
have great difficulty in determining whether he felt guilt or regret. The facts of
manmade reality (the 'man-made facts') are not the same kind of facts as the facts of
real reality (the 'R-Facts').

Another example of the kind of objects we encounter/create in manmade reality
are pieces of fiction. Ignoring possible autobiographical elements, "Heidi and Peter"
is a piece of fiction. We allow children and emotional grown-ups to weep over the
fate of both, but this liberal attitude is compatible with our conviction that Heidi nor
Peter never existed and that everything we are told to have happened to them, never
happened. Moreover, as in the case of guilt, we typically do not agree about what has
not happened. Especially in those cases where the high-brow author strives for a
literature prize he will produce a story that can be interpreted in several ways. So
various people read various stories. But this doesn't matter. In spite of what the old
New Critics stipulated, there is no way to find out what a story is really about, once
you have doubts about what it is really about. Now we could say that for this reason
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such stories are not about anything, but I prefer to hold that they describe certain
facts, albeit facts of a special kind.

A third example of what is in man-made reality is even more familiar. If I say that
Mozart's music is beautiful, then we usually deal with my claim by saying that I
experience Mozart' music as beautiful. In a similar manner, philosophers have tried
to get around the problem of the status of moral judgments by saying that claims like
"John is good" can be replaced by claims like "I/we believe that John is good". Thus,
aesthetic and moral facts are understood as facts about the people that have aesthetic
or moral feelings. The reason for this is probably that these philosophers are aware
of the fact that the sciences have great problems in fitting terms like 'beautiful',
'good' etc. into their theories. Indeed, the sciences do not seem to have any use for
such terms. However, if this is so, then reformulating aesthetic and moral claims at
most shifts the problem. Whereas we originally had to explain what beautiful music
sounds like, after the shift we have to explain what beautiful experiences feel like. I
don't consider this change (replacement) to be very illuminating and Intellectual
Society agrees with me in this.

It might well tum out that, for some purposes, it is proper to distinguish fictional
facts, aesthetic facts, emotional facts, etc. For the time being, however, I see no
problem in dealing with all these facts in the same manner, sc. as man-made facts.
The crucial, metaphysical and epistemological feature of such facts is that it makes
little sense to apply the Aristotelian principle to claims that intend to describe them.
Indeed, even the principle of non-contradiction is superfluous. There is no reason to
rule out the possibility that Mozart's music is beautiful (because I think so) and that
it is not beautiful (because my sister thinks so). Or, if you prefer to reduce aesthetic
claims to claims about personal experiences, that some specific piece of experience
is both beautiful and not beautiful. Of course, if the phenomenal features of
experiences ever will be characterized in a physicalist manner, then the situation
might be changed and real reality and man-made reality could be combined. But, at
the present, InteIlectual Society holds that the phenomenal properties of experience
will escape reductionistic attempts.

Still, real reality and man-made reality do not exhaust reality, at least not
according to InteIlectual Society. Whereas real reality lacks evaluations, the kinds of
evaluations man-made reality is vested with are too carefree to be the basis of
criticism. That is, if reality is exhausted by real reality and/or man-made reality, then
philosophical anarchism wins the day since evaluations either don't exist or at
applicable only within the context of what we consider to be the smallest criticizable
part of reality (persons), which amounts to the same thing. If everyone can do
whatever he likes, then any evaluation looses its force. (Unless, of course, we think
it to be of interest to criticize legs, arms, noses and veins.)

Therefore, my reason for introducing a third reality, M -reality, is not dissimilar
to Kantian transcendental strategies. M-reality which is, among other things, the level
on which norms and standards exists, needs to be distinguished from other levels of
reality for the norms and standards to play the role that InteIlectual Society wants
them to play.
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It is one thing to say that norms are different from R-facts and man-made-facts, it is
quite another to explain in which way they are different. Let me begin by indicating
that the existence of norms partly depends upon our beliefs and theories, and is also
partly independent of them. That is, if we would not have any beliefs or feelings nor
any urge to criticize beliefs and feelings of other people, then norms and standards
would not exist. However, once this condition is satisfied, then the norms and
standards do more than mimick our beliefs and feelings. Once they get started, they
create a structure on their own account.

Compare it with watching television. You have the choice to switch on your t. v.,
but you cannot influence what is broadcasted. (Not yet, at least.) At most you can
choose what channel you are going to look at. It is the same with norms. Someone
who does not feel the urge to criticize anyone or anything nor the urge to react in
situations where other people criticize him, has no reason to put on the M-apparatus.
But if he gets involved or involves himself in criticism, then his choice is constrained.
Indeed, he might be able to eliminate some specific kind of criticism (e.g. ad
hominem arguments). But he cannot eliminate them all without having switched the
apparatus off.

4.3. Epistemology in an old jacket

If it is the intention of epistemologists to elucidate the manner in which disagreements
among people can be settled, then it is no surprise that criticism is a crucial topic in
epistemology. I propose to consider epistemology to be the attempt to specify the
standards of criticism. This is not a very original interpretation. Indeed, the
interpretation can be easily reformulated in terms of justification. Whenever someone
is able to defend his beliefs or actions in such a manner that a critic cannot get a
foothold, then he is justified in believing what he believes or doing what he does.
However, there is an ambiguity in the term 'justification'. If the traditional theory of
knowledge, that was presented in the first chapter, is correct, then the two
formulations are, for all purposes, equivalent. But if being justified in believing
something does not entail that one has knowledge, then the second formulation is
inaccurate. For, in that case, it does not follow that whenever someone is justified in
believing something, then no critic can get a foot in the door. To avoid possible
misunderstanding, I will re-formulate my proposal:

Core theory of knowledge:

S knows that p is the case if and only if it is impossible to criticize S for believing that
p is the case successfully
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Alternatively, I adhere to the following principle:

(KC): The standards of knowing correspond to the standards of criticism.'

Thus, it turns out that my perspective on epistemology is not too different from the
perspective that is typically ascribed to old-fashioned first philosophers. But every
Intellectual Society gets the epistemology it deserves. I do not take the blame for that.

4.3.1. Criticism and pluralism

Neither my core theory of knowledge nor (KC) entails that we have to accept
absolutism. Both are quite compatible with a pluralistic conception of epistemic
standards. What would this pluralism roughly look like?

I assume that the pluralism could be expressed in what I will call a modular theory
of knowledge. Such a theory does not, like [ITK), propose one unique set of
conditions for knowing, but a structured set of such sets.

Since at this point there is already available a rough outline of metaphysical
pluralism, this outline can be combined immediately with the idea of a modular theory
of knowledge, for I have urged that the level of metaphysics has to correspond to the
epistemological level. This would mean that we wind up with what I have dubbed
problem-specific pluralism. The various sets of standards have a specific realm of
reality as their scope. Thus, if we are quarrelling about the real world, then we have
to criticize each other according to the standards of criticism that are applicable to R-
reality, and if we are quarrelling about man-made reality, then we have to criticize
each other according to the standards that apply to man-made reality.

However, given what is said above concerning man-made reality, it is dubious
whether it makes sense to criticize claims about man-made reality. If some person
likes Mozart's music, and some other person doesn't, then they might excite
themselves enough to get into a argument, but in such a case, there is another option
that is much to be prefered. Since superficially incompatible man-made facts do not
really bite each other, we can simply allow everyone to create whatever man-made
facts they want to create.

For this reason I will concentrate on the di fference between the standards
concerning disagreements about R-facts and disagreements about M-facts respectively.

(KC) has been put forward earlier in my [1989]. In this paper I also tried to apply this principle as a
working hypothesis in epistemological resesrch. The same has been tried, with greater scope but less
accuracy in my Master's Thesis [1987].
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4.3.2. Internal and external criticism

In criticizing the beliefs of someone else we can exploit two strategies. The first
strategy, that has hopefully structured my critical assessment of naturalistic
epistemology, is to criticize a system of beliefs from within. In this case, the critic
does not use his own beliefs as premisses. Indeed, in principle it is possible that the
critic doesn't commit himself in any way. He tries to show that there is something
wrong with the system he is criticizing but he does so without using any assumption
that is not available in the system itself.

The second strategy is less internal. In this case, the critic does avail himself of
assumptions that cannot be found in the system he is criticizing. Those pieces of
criticism where the critic commits himself to assumptions that are not part of the
system he is criticizing I call external criticism.

For reasons of exposition, I will assume that [ITK] is incorrect in the sense that
there are at least some cases in which some person is justified in believing something
without having knowledge. Moreover, I will assume that some person is justified in
believing something if and only if he cannot be criticized from within for believing
this. That is:

(JlC) The standards of internal criticism correspond to the standards of
justification

Given these assumptions, I want to propose the following modular theory of
knowlege:

Modular core theory of knowledge:
(i) S knows that some R-fact obtains if and only if S's belief that this fact obtains

withstands both internal and external criticism
(ii) S knows that some M-fact obtains if and only if S's belief that this fact obtains

withstands internal criticism

Thus, being justified in believing that some M-fact obtains entails that this M-fact
obtains, whereas being justified in believing that some R-fact obtains does not entail
that this R-fact obtains.

The modular core theory of knowledge illustrates how we can relate the level of
metaphysics to the epistemological level. Still, one might wonder whether the kind of
relation that I propose is plausible. It seems to me that it is, but in order to explain
this I have to avail myself of a final premiss, namely that epistemology deals with M-
facts. For if this is the case, then the fact (M-fact) that epistemology has to give an
account of the standards for criticizing epistemological claims, strongly suggests that
in order to escape criticism an epistemological theory has to pass its own tests. It
should be impossible to criticize this theory from within.

Now suppose we leave the matter at that. Thus, although any epistemological
theory bas to entail that in order for an epistemological theory to be plausible it
should be impossible to criticize it from within, an epistemological theory can, in
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principle, leave open the question whether such theories should also survive external
criticism. In order to understand what follows from it, let us pursue another thought-
experiment.

Suppose that philosopher A puts forward my core-theory of knowledge. Thus, he
commits himself to the claim that if an epistemological theory cannot be criticized
from within, then this theory is correct. There is also philosopher B who puts forward
another core theory which entails that an epistemological theory is correct only if it
is impossible to criticize it either internally or externally. Of course, these
philosophers get into a quarrel over who is right. Pursuing this thought-experiment
we wind up with the following paradox.

Since philosopher A believes that epistemological theories should be judged solely
on the basis of their internal structure, he will not allow himself to use this
assumption in criticizing the theory of philosopher B. Thus, in the case that the theory
of philosopher B withstands internal criticism, A has to conclude, on the basis of his
own theory, that B's theory is correct. But ifB's theory is correct, then the basis of
A's conclusion is undermined. If B's theory is correct then A was mistaken in
believing that he could not allow himself to use the assumption that epistemological
theories do not have to withstand external criticism. Thus, A can attack B's theory
again, this time on the basis of the assumption that B's theory contains at least one
mistake, namely that it allows epistemological theories to be criticized from the
outside.

On the other hand, philosopher B will not put constraints on the manner in which
he criticizes A's theory. If we again assume that A's theory withstands internal
criticism, then B can not conclude from this that A's theory is correct. B's problem
is that if his theory is correct, then the fact that this theory withstands internal
criticism does not entail that his theory is correct either. Indeed, in order to show that
B's theory is correct, while assuming that it is correct, B has to show that it is
impossible to criticize his theory successfully on the basis of premisses that are not
available in his theory. But how can he show that this is impossible? He cannot
simply stipulate that his theory is correct. On the other hand, he cannot check out all
possible cases of external criticism in order to determine whether one of them would
be successful. In principle, there is no limit to the number of claims that can be made
within a specific epistemological theory.

So we have the delightful situation where the philosopher who constrained himself
in criticizing his opponent is more successful than the philosopher who didn't
constrain himself.

Does this indicate that the theory of philosopher A is better than the theory of
philosopher B? I think that this is the case. Since epistemological theories have to pass
their own tests, it is not unfair to demand that an adequate epistemological theory
effectively bootstraps itself. Whereas it is clear that B's theory does not bootstrap
itself, A's theory might. If A's theory withstands internal criticism, then, according
to this theory, A's theory is correct. Indeed, if we assume that this demand should
be part of any epistemological theory, then it follows that B's theory will probably be
unable to withstand internal criticism. If an epistemological theory has to bootstrap
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itself according to B's theory also, then the impossibility of B's theory to satisfy this
demand entails that it is incorrect.

I admit that the bootstrap-clause has been introduced here like a magician's rabbit,
but this clause is not my invention. As indicated in earlier chapters, the idea of
bootstrapping is a common theme in naturalistic programs, and, of course, a common
theme in the history of philosophy. Now if epistemology, due to its self-reflective
nature, has to be able to raise itself by the hair, then it is plausible that any
epistemological theory has to entail that epistemological theories can only be criticized
successfully from within, and, afortiori, that if some theory cannot be criticized from
within, then it is correct.

This vindicates a number of intuitions that were (hopefully) triggered by the
distinction between R-reality and M-reality. Since R-reality is metaphysically
independent of our beliefs and theories, we can play with the idea that we are unable
to get full grasp of it. However, M-reality is at least to some degree a result of our
having beliefs and theories. In this case, more idealist intuitions are triggered. How
can it be that a realm of reality that depends on our beliefs and theories frustrates our
attempts to understand it permanently?

In any case, independent of whether these idealist intuitions could be wrong,
Intellectual Society cannot live with the idea that the standards of criticism can escape
our understanding from here to eternity. For this idea is concommitant with
anarchism. If we can never bootstrap the standards we use in criticizing each other,
then we cannot criticize each other at all. Any attempt to criticize someone could be
frustrated by criticism of the standards of criticism applied. Therefore, the standards
for criticism should, in principle, be able to bootstrap themselves. As we have seen,
this is possible only if we accept that theories about these standards can be criticized
effectively only from within.

4.3.3. Naturalistic epistemology revisited

I have already admitted that I will not work out the details of my perspective on
epistemology in this study. Still, the rough outline given above enables me to explain
the strategy that has been used in the critical part of this study.

By now it should be clear that I consider the question whether naturalistic
epistemology is viable to be a question about M-reality. Having my own core-theory
of knowledge in mind, I could not allow myself to criticize naturalistic epistemology
on the basis of premisses that are not available in it. Therefore, I have, hopefully in
all earnest, tried to criticize the various programs on the basis of assumptions that
were available in these programs. For the same reason I allowed robust physicalism
and philosophical anarchism to slip away. It appears to me that, when it comes to
epistemic norms, both physicalism and anarchism would agree in denying that such
norms exist. Since criticism is based on norms, it follows that neither physicalism nor
anarchism can be criticized from within. However, I have argued that other
naturalistic programs fall prey to internal tensions. Thus, from my point of view, I
have shown that at least these programs are untenable.
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The reader might wonder whether my overall strategy did not beg the crucial question
after all, in spite of my promise not to do so. Didn't my assumption that the tenability
of naturalistic epistemology is an M-problem beg the question against naturalists who,
if they would apply my terminology, might insist that it is an R-problem? Perhaps I
begged the question somehow, but this is irrelevant. For if the tenability of naturalist
epistemology were an R-problem, then the strategy of internal criticism would still
be legitimate.

Indeed, if it is an R-problem, then naturalistic epistemology would have to defend
itself against other kinds of criticism, too. For in this case, some of the standard
objections against naturalistic epistemology might be effective. Notably, the
complaints concerning the "Is"-"Ought"-fallacy could not be ignored out of hand.

Personally, I think that the latter complaint hits the nail on the head. You cannot
determine epistemic standards on the basis of information about R-reality. So, as far
as I am concerned, this standard objection against naturalistic epistemology explains
why naturalistic epistemology is a mistake. Unfortunately for some of the critics of
naturalism, it does not show that naturalistic epistemology is a mistake. To show that
it is a mistake, is much more complicated matter,

4.3.4. The project of validation revisited

In section 3.1. I have urged epistemologists to drop the project of validation. Thus,
specifying the standards of both internal and external criticism should not be pursued
with the pretention of showing which claims are true and which claims are false. At
this point, this advice can be relativized. Epistemologists should only suppress this
urge when it comes to claims about R-reality. When it comes to claims about M-
reality, and particularly to epistemological claims, epistemologists cannot afford to
drop the project of validation. It is crucial that an epistemological theory bootstraps
itself, otherwise it winds up with philosophical anarchism.

In what sense is the classical idea of philosophy as the final arbiter of science
undermined or revived by the perspective proposed here? Well, it is undermined in
the sense that philosophers have no special capacity in correcting scientific theories.
Also, it is undermined in the sense that science does not have to await the results of
philosophical investigation before it gets started. On the other hand, it is revived in
the sense that epistemologists are burdened with the task of justifying the manner in
which scientific theories are criticized. This is not to say that scientists could not hit
the nail by accident. Indeed, since I am a skeptic, I hold that any nail that is hit by
a scientist is hit by accident. But unless there exists a correct epistemological account
of the manner in which scientific theories can be criticized, there is a good chance
that a number of 'scientific debates' are somewhat misdirected.

Whether such a position is arrogant, immodest, or insulting, the reader has to
judge for himself. Personally, I believe that it is very modest, but that is because I
think that it is far more important to understand R-reality than it is to understand any
other reality. By the way, this is a claim about man-made reality, so let's not quarrel
over it.
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5. Epistemology and its critics

The perspective sketched above entails that it can be criticized successfully only from
within. This has important consequences for a philosopher who wants to propose it
in all earnest. For instance, such a philosopher should not try to prove that the
perspective is correct from all points of view. Only those points of view that are
somehow located within the general perspective need to be taken into account.
Alternatively, if our philosopher has to confront people who explicitly disagree with
him, then he cannot allow himself to construct a rigorous proof for his position either.

This means that if a system like the one above is to be defended in a coherent
manner, there are only two alternatives. Either our philosopher tries to infiltrate the
enemy's camp by showing that, on closer inspection, the enemy is in full agreement
with him, or he concentrates on explaining why his position is coherent.

Since it seems to me that my perspective can swiftly infiltrate intellectual Society,
I will end by briefly illustrating the coherence of the perspective presented here. Of
course, this finale is structured by the kind of objections I expect to be directed at my
claim that this perspective is coherent.

5.1. Quine's argument against a two-step methodology

In the first chapter I have, in appreciation, discussed Quine's argument against a two-
step methodology. Quine claimed that the distinction between linguistic problems on
the one hand and empirical problems on the other hand is not illuminating from a
methodological point of view. Unless one can determine exactly where linguistic
problems end and empirical problems begin, the positivistic two-step methodology is
unhelpful. Since my perspective commits itself to some version of problem-specific
pluralism, it seems that I have to undermine Quine's argument somehow. 3

Fortunately, it is easy to do so. Whereas positivists proposed a two-step
methodology, suggesting that both steps were somehow necessary in order to solve
any problem, my problem-specific pluralism suggests nothing of this sort. I do not
claim that philosophers or scientists first have to solve, e.g., an M-problem before
they can go on solving R-problems. If this formulation is of any help: my pluralism
is vertical not horizontal.

Still, this easy-way-out might not be considered to be a way out by Quine (nor by
anyone else). For I still have to specify, so it seems, what makes an M-problem an
M-problem, and what makes an R-problem an R-problem. And how am I going to do
that?

Well, to be honest, I am not even going to try. As far as I am concerned I don't
care much whether someone else takes a problem to be an R-problem whereas I take
it to be an M-problem. The only thing I care about is that as soon as someone takes

3) The discussion in chapter 6 suggests that Quine might be confronted with similar problems in applying
the distinction between the 1- and the U-thesis. But, of course, this is of no assistance to me here.
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some P•oblem to be either a problem concerning R-reality, or a problem concerning
M-reality, or a problem concerning manmade reality, he behaves accordingly."

An example might explain my carelessness. Take the claim that Mozart's music
is beautiful. I consider this claim to be about man-made reality. Therefore, I have no
urge to criticize someone for believing that Mozart's music is awful. But I know that
many people talk about the quality of Mozart's music as if they are talking about
electron spin. I do not agree with this, since in my metaphysics the quality of
Mozart's music is part of man-made reality. Yet, I can accept that some other person
considers it to be part of R-reality, or of M-reality. Indeed, if he is able to do so in
a coherent manner, then I would conclude that he is right. Usually, however, people
who talk about the quality of Mozart's music are not all that coherent. So I expect
that, after some dialectics, they will accept my interpretation. But that is beside the
point here. The point is that I am not at all worried about whether it is possible to
give some a priori classification of individual problems. I can live (and work) with
the distinction even if it cannot be used to classify specific problems a priori.

This raises a more general problem, sc. whether the question whether some
problem is an R-, M- or manmade problem, is an R-, M- or manmade problem. In
my perspective, as soon as the issue arises with regard to the manner we are to
criticize solutions to a problem, the problem needs to be considered as an R- or an
M-problem. But if the issue of the standards of criticism is not raised, then it is a
manmade problem. Therefore, the answer to the general question is that this question
is an M -problem.

5.2. The problem of rule-following

In chapter seven I rehearsed, in appreciation, the Wittgensteinian analysis of the
capriciousness of following a rule. Since I have claimed that the main task of
epistemology is to characterize epistemic norms, one might wonder how I can uphold
this claim while acknowledging Wittgensteinian conclusions.

To make the problem more precise, throughout this study I have explicitly tried
to use the notion of coherence as a standard in evaluating programs in epistemology.
Now, surely, this attempt can only have been successful if we have a pretty clear idea
about what it means to be coherent. But do we have a clear idea about this, or are the
Wittgensteinians correct in claiming that there are infinitely many ways to be
coherent, just as there are infinitely many ways to extrapolate the series of 200, 202,
204,206 ... ?

') This means, among other things, that I don't really care about whether naturalistic epistemology is
tenable in the sense that epistemological problems can be understood as R-problems. I am not
forbidding the naturalists to deal with epistemological problems as if they were R-problems. Of course,
I demand that if the naturalist finds that his interpretation is not coherent, then he should drop it, but
that is another matter.
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There are actually two issues involved here. The first is whether we have a clear idea
about what is means to be coherent. The second is whether there are infinitely many
ways to be coherent. Let's deal with these issues one at the time.

First, I agree that throughout this study I have relied on a vague notion of what
it means to be coherent. So on my shopping list making this notion more precise
should be included. [Kuys, 1989] However, although a precise characterization of the
notion of coherence, and, correspondingly, of internal criticism is important, even
without such a characterization it might be the case that our intuitive judgments are
the same. So if I really wanted to prove that, e.g., evolutionary philosophy of science
is incoherent, then I should produce a characterization of coherence that supports this
conclusion, but in practice the effectiveness of internal criticism can be acknowledged
without such an explicit account. It is enough if our intuitions match in the relevant
cases, and I expect that they did most of the time. (This is Wittgensteinian enough,
I guess.)

Second, I grant the possibility that there might be several systems of beliefs that
are coherent. But, again, I am going to follow Wittgenstein in not worrying myself
over this possibility until I actually find two such systems. At the present time, I have
found only one (at least one that has something to say to us).

5.3. What are we talking about?

I haven't mentioned an interesting argument against pluralism that has been raised by
Richard Rorty. Apart from claiming that there is no reason to relate epistemological
distinctions to the level of ontology, Rorty also wonders whether this would not have
the dissatisfying result that we can no longer talk about certain characteristics as being
characteristics of some object. [Rorty, 1980] He claims that metaphysical dualism
rules out to possibility of ascribing beliefs and emotions to a specific spatio-temporal
object like Thieu Kuys. So what are we talking about, if we follow such dualisms to
their ultimate consequences?

In my case, the problem can be illustrated in another way. I have said that we
criticize each other for believing things. But one can wonder whether the people we
criticize are on the same metaphysical level as the things we criticize them for. Also,
should we not be able to relate these levels to the other levels in some way? For
instance, if we assume that persons can make contributions to manmade-reality by
creating the fact that Mozart's music is beautiful, how can these same persons
contribute to R-reality by inventing clocks without somehow being able to slip through
the alleged ontological barriers between R- and manmade reality? Doesn't
metaphysical pluralism dissolve after all?

This seems to me to be a very tricky problem indeed, and I am tempted to reflect
on it for a very long time in the future. But for the present I am going to allow
myself the easy way out. The person who invents clocks cannot be the same person
as the one who creates the fact that Mozart's music is beautiful, for the former person
is part of R-reality whereas the latter is part of manmade-reality.
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This is a joke, but an educational one. The metaphysical scheme proposed here is not
able to deal with monistic objections out of hand. On the other hand, it does not have
to take monistic objections at face value too quickly. The concept of a person is very
vague and philosophers have played all kinds of games with it. Hume said that
persons don't exist and Leibniz said that only persons exist, and I don't think they
meant the same thing. There is likely to be some theory of persons that I can use to
avoid Rorty's problem. My favorite theory will probably be the one that makes
persons change their identity constantly. If the Thieu Kuys who is writing this
sentence is not identical with the Thieu Kuys that has written the previous one, then
some Thieu Kuys might have slipped to manmade reality in between to stipulate "how
clever these other two fellows are to write down such sentences".

5.4. Isn't this naturalism after all?

I have advised epistemologists to pose as mild naturalists. Perhaps the reader expects
that this will put me on a slippery slope. Indeed, my perspective appears to be
naturalistic in other respects, too.

Ellis [1990] has presented a full-blown naturalistic perspective on ontology and
epistemology. Being a follow-up to his naturalistic interpretation of logic, the main
theme of this book is that epistemology deals with epistemic values. Ellis claims that
these values are universal. He also holds that the reason why they are universal is that
human beings are either hard-wired or soft-wired to cherish them. Truth is one such
value, coherence being another. As human beings we 'naturally' strive for truth and
coherence.

Suppose (against all odds) that in this book I managed to convince every reader
that my pluralistic perspective on reality and knowledge is correct. Suppose also that
I have achieved this by showing that my perspective is coherent whereas the
alternative perspectives are not. I imagine that Ellis would give a robust naturalistic
explanation for this success. In this way, he would deconstruct my perspective as a
naturalistic one.

Ellis' explanation would go, approximately, as follows. My success is the result
(was caused) by my devious debate strategies on the one hand and by the fact that
human beings are naturally preset to accept coherent systems of beliefs. Moreover,
human beings are preset to share dispositions for ascribing coherence to systems of
beliefs. Thus, my 'arguments' simply triggered these dispositions in precisely the way
my own dispositions were triggered. Now, if we were preset to like other epistemic
values, e.g. inconsistency, then my 'arguments' would have failed. Thus, my
(imaginary) success is not due to the power of my 'arguments' but to the natural
endownment of the human species.

Of course, 1 have several comments to make about this deconstruction:

1. "I have already admitted that there is at least one coherent alternative, sc.
philosophical anarchism. So 1 have not ruled out the possibility that the proper
perspective on epistemology is a naturalistic one. Indeed, I do not expect that my
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'arguments' will convince everyone. The antecedent to the deconstruction will
probably never be satisfied. "

This 'reply' is ineffective. If my 'arguments' are, in some cases, unsuccessful then
this can be explained in a similar manner. Why not assume that philosophical
anarchists happen to have a different nature than those who were convinced by me.
They are not pre-wired to like coherence any more than any other epistemic 'value'.
Therefore, they are not convinced by me.

2. "Although it is possible to give a naturalistic explanation of my success (and my
lack of it), my pluralism is not explicitly naturalistic. For instance, I have not
investigated the dispositions of our species to ascribe coherence to specific systems
of beliefs. As far as I am concerned, coherence comes out of the blue, physically
speaking. So why ascribe to me inclinations of which their is no evidence that they
influenced my arguments?"

This reply is also ineffective. The naturalist can easily ascribe to me some tacit
naturalistic methodology. The fact that I am not aware of the fact that I have
'investigated' our dispositions, is irrelevant. Moreover, it is probable that I have at
least investigated my own natural inclinations while writing this book.

3. "But there is no universal basis for epistemic values, do you hear! If there were
such a basis, then we have done a hell of a job in disguising this common basis while
quarrelling and bickering."

I go flat on my face here. Ellis would have no problem in showing me that his
assumption that there is such a universal basis is an idealization. "Surely, mr. Kuys,
you know that science typically makes use of idealizations. "

All right, sorry for this one.

4. "But still, if you read my chapter three, then you will have to accept that we will
never be able to determine what this 'universal basis' looks like. You cannot prove
that the human species is dispositioned to like coherence. You cannot even prove that
I am pre-wired to like coherence. "

This is repeating moves. We all know about the underdetermination of theories by
know, and we should not drain its power in using it to defend a weird, pluralistic
perspective like mine.

Having made clear that it is easy to get involved in side-shows, I want to stress that
I really don't care about whether my perspective is based, or can be deconstructed as
being based, on naturalistic assumptions. The reason for this is that I believe that the
naturalistic 'basis' would not make any contribution to the arguments. Quite the
contrary, as soon as we introduce such a basis, our arguments begin to spin in circles
again.

In my perspective the origin of epistemic norms is the act of criticism. Whenever
one tries to defend a set of norms against criticism, one has to defend specific
epistemic norms, like coherence, comprehensiveness, symmetry, etc. The reason is
that only such norms can effectively bootstrap themselves. It is inessential whether
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we are or are not naturally inclined to cherish such norms. Indeed, even the anarchist
would probably acknowledge that only these norms can bootstrap themselves,
although he would not care much about this.

If one sets out to deconstruct this M-fact by relating the bootstrapping of epistemic
norms to natural inclinations, then the assumption that this deconstruction contributes
to the arguments given, effectively undermines these arguments. If it were not enough
that coherence can bootstrap itself, then coherence could not bootstrap itself. Thus,
if a naturalist insists that we have to deconstruct my perspective, then he also
undermines the bootstrapping power of coherence. This leaves him with empty hands.

Actually, the dilemma for the naturalist goes even deeper than this. Having
attacked the 'myth of the given', most naturalists have put forward coherence as a
powerful evaluative standard themselves. They have come to same conclusion, sc. that
only coherence can effectively bootstrap itself. But given the naturalistic
deconstruction of the power of coherence, coherence cannot effectively bootstrap
itself. So, in a number of cases, the naturalists end up with a contradiction.'

Let us be honest with each other. You can either hold that some epistemic values
are special in that they can bootstrap themselves, or you can accept that the very idea
of epistemic values is irrelevant to the evaluation of scientific and philosophical
theories.

6. Joyful coda

Thus, the Queen is back on her mattress. She has regained some of her territory.
True, she has not regained all of it, but the part she lost permanently didn't belong
to her in the first place. Epistemology is back on the map, like Unified Germany.
Intellectual Society has condoned its return provided that it sticks to its borders this
time.

Time to get some work done. Epistemologists will have to explain to us how we
are to criticize each other for believing something. Probably, ethics will have its
revival too. We need moral standards even more badly than epistemic ones. This is
not to deny, of course, that philosophers should stay away from talk-shows. There is
no reason to try to persuade those who can be persuaded by anything.

A corrollary to this is that there is no need to cheer when the cavalry arrives,
whose buggies play tunes that are less suitable for philosophical studies than for
advertising columns.

Cf. Papineau [1987]. Ellis [1990].
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SAMENV ATTING

Dit proefschrift is bedoeld als bijdrage aan de discussie omtrent de mogelijkheid en de
waarde van naturalistische epistemologie. Het bestaat uit drie delen.

Deel 1 schetst de achtergrond van de huidige diseussie. In hoofdstuk 1 wordt de
opkomst van naturalistisehe epistemologie gereconstrueerd conform de opvattingen die
hieromtrent circuleren. In hoofdstuk 2 wordt dit standaard-beeld gekwalificeerd en wordt
een taxonomie van naturalistische onderzoeksprogramma's ontwikkeld. In deze taxonomic
speelt het zgn. "vervangend naturalisme", dat stelt dat traditionele epistemologische
problemen vervangen moeten worden door wetenschappelijke problemen, een centrale rol.
Twee argumenten voor vervangend naturalisme worden onderscheiden: (i) het pragmatische
argument dat benadrukt dat deze vervanging een beter vooruitzicht biedt om de filosofische
problemen daadwerkelijk op te lossen, en (ii) het sceptische argument dat benadrukt dat de
traditionele benadering onmogelijk tot resultaten kan leiden.

Deel 2 bestaat uit een zevental studies waarin geprobeerd wordt om, door middel van
interne kritiek, de twee argumenten voor vervangend naturalisme te ondermijnen. De eerste
zes studies riehten zich voornamelijk op het pragmatische argument; de zevende studie
eoncentreert zich op het sceptische argument.

Op basis van een aantal wetenschappelijke onderzoeksstrategieen m.b.t. de problematiek
van aangeboren ("a priori") kennis wordt in hoofdstuk 3 geconc1udeerd dat het zeer
onwaarschijnlijk is dat deze strategieen tot een plausibele karakterisering van dit soort
kennis kunnen komen.

Tegen de achtergrond van de Popper/Campbell benadering in de evolutionaire
wetenschapsfilosofie wordt in hoofdstuk 4 beargumenteerd dat (i) naturalistisehe slogans in
principe geen riehting geven aan de feitelijke ontwikkeling van onderzoeksprogramma's in
de epistemologie, en dat (ii) voor een aantal "naturalistische" programma's geldt dat zij niet
voldoen aan de criteria voor wetensehappelijk onderzoek die in dat programma zelf worden
voorgesteld, zodat zij niet kunnen gelden als naturalistisehe programma's.

In hoofdstuk 5 staat de vraag centraal in hoeverre een reliabilistische kennistheorie de
basis kan vormen voor een naturalistisehe onderzoeksprogramma. Met name de
mogelijkheid om op deze wijze te komen tot een praktische ("normatieve") epistemologie
wordt ter discussie gesteld. Daarbij blijkt dat een praktisehe epistemologie slechts tot stand
kan komen als tevens juist die problemen die door de naturalistische wending "vervangen"
waren, opgelost worden. De conc1usie is dat het reliabilisme niet de basis kan vormen voor
een praktisehe epistemologie.

In hoofdstuk 6 wordt beargumenteerd dat W.V.O. Quine, de filosoof die in de
afgelopen decennia als de belangrijkste pendant van naturalisme bekend is geworden, zijn
naturalisme niet kan verenigen met de twee centrale stellingen van zijn filosofie, se. de
ondergedetermineerdheid van wetenschappelijke theorieen en de ongedetermineerdheid van
betekenis en vertaling. Na een analyse van de relatie tussen deze twee stellingen wordt
tevens beargumenteerd dat Quine implieiet een verdediging van een niet-naturalistisch
perspectief op epistemologisehe problemen heeft gegeven.

Het ogenschijnlijk monistisehe karakter van naturalisme is recentelijk op losse
schroeven gezet door diverse groepen filosofen die de soeiale en historische dimensie van
kennis en wetenschap centraal hebben gesteld. In hoofdstuk 7 wordt deze benadering
verdedigd tegen de critici die, al dan niet op basis van een naturalistisch perspectief,
gemeend hebben dat deze benadering incoherent is. Beargumenteerd wordt dat deze
"gesociologiseerde" epistemologie een "natuurlijke" voortzetting is van de naturalistische
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wending en het enige naturalistische onderzoeksprogramma is dat interessante resultaten in
het vooruitzieht stelt.

Aangezien in de voorafgaande hoofdstukken steeds een tendens van naturalisme naar
relativisme is gesignaleerd, is het het overwegen waard om de evaluatie van naturalisme te
koppelen aan een inschatting van de plausibiliteit van relativisme in het algemeen. In
hoofdstuk 8 wordt beargumenteerd dat zelfs de meest radicale versie van relativisme, se.
filosofisch anarehisme, een houdbare filosofische positie is. Echter, de kracht van het
anarehisme parasiteert op de incoherentie van alternatieve posities. Dit betekent dat
anarchisme vleugellarn gemaakt is zodra er een coherent alternatief ontwikkeld is.
Bovendien kan de houdbaarheid van relativisme, al dan niet in een radieale vorm, niet
verhullen dat de resultaten die door een relativistiseh programma worden bereikt niet
herleid kunnen worden tot de naturalistisehe basis van dit programma. Naturalisme is,
pragmatiseh gezien, niet oninteressant omdat het zou leiden tot een onhoudbaar resultaat
(relativisme), maar omdat het leidt tot een verdedigbaar resultaat (relativisme) dat
onmiddellijk de naturalistisehe ladder onder ziehzelf uitmaait.

Zelfs als naturalistisehe epistemologie niet in staat is om op de korte termijn
interessante resultaten te leveren, dreigt het sceptisehe argument naturalisme toeh nog het
voordeel van de twijfel te geven. In hoofdstuk 9 wordt echter aangetoond dat binnen een
naturalistisehe perspectief elk globaal of locaal sceptische argument onderuit gehaald kan
worden. Dit betekent dat het sceptische argument tegen niet-naturalistisehe epistemologie in
een naturalistische kader niet in stelling gebracht kan worden. Tot slot wordt
beargumenteerd dat deze paradox reeds aanwezig is in het fallibilisme, dat in vrijwel aile
onderzoeksprogramma's in de moderne epistemologie impliciet is.

Deel 3 bestaat uit een ietwat speelse epiloog waarin wordt beargumenteerd dat ondanks
de problemen van de traditionele en de naturalistische epistemologie, het mogelijk is om
door middel van filosofisch onderzoek een zinvolle bijdrage te leveren aan het oplossen van
feitelijke meningsverschillen.
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SUMMARY

The purpose of this dissertation is to make a contribution to the debate concerning the
possibility and value of naturalistic epistemology. It consists of three parts.

The first part sketches the background of the recent debate. In chapter one the "received
view" on the rise of naturalistic epistemology is rehearsed. In chapter two this "received
view" is qualified and a taxonomy of naturalistic research-programs is developed. In this
taxonomy a crucial place is reserved for "replacing naturalism" that sets out to replace
specific traditional problems in epistemology through problems that can be solved by
empirical research. Two arguments in support of replacing naturalism are distinguished: (i)
the pragmatic argument that stresses that this replacement offers better prospects for solving
philosophical problems, and (ii) the sceptical argument that stresses that it is impossible to
solve philosophical problems without replacing them.

Part two consists of seven studies that try, by means of internal criticism, to undermine
the two argument in support of replacing naturalism. The first six studies concentrate on the
pragmatic argument; the seventh study concentrates on the sceptical argument.

On the basis of several scientific programs concerning the problem of innate ("a priori")
knowledge chapter three concludes that it is extremely unlikely that these programs will
produce a plausible characterization of innate knowledge.

Against the background of the Popper/Campbell approach in evolutionary philosophy of
science chapter four puts forward the claims that (i) naturalistic slogans do not offer specific
guidelines for the development of research programs in epistemology and (ii) some
allegedly naturalistic programs do not pass the tests they put forward for scientific research
and, as a consequence of this, cannot be considered to be naturalistic programs.

Chapter five focusses on the question whether a reliabilistic theory of knowledge can
form the basis for naturalistic research programs. Especially the suggestion that reliabilism
enables the construction of a practical ("normative") epistemology will be investigated. The
conclusion is that practical epistemology cannot get off the ground unless precisely the kind
of problems that were replaced by reliabilism are solved after all. Thus, reliabilism cannot
offer a basis for practical epistemology.

In chapter six it is argued that W.V.O. Quine, who can be considered to be the main
spokesman of naturalism, cannot reconcile his naturalism with the two main thesis of his
philosophical system, sc. the underdetermination of scientific theories and the indeterminacy
of meaning and translation. An analysis of these theses also shows that Quine has implicitly
defended a non-naturalistic perspective on epistemological problems.

The apparent monistic character of naturalism has recently been challenged explicitly by
several groups of philosophers that have concentrated on the social and historical dimension
of knowledge and science. In chapter seven this approach is defended against critics who
have assumed, either on a naturalistic or a non-naturalistic basis, that this approach is
incoherent. It will be argued that "socialized" epistemology is a "natural" follow-up to the
naturalistic tum and, moreover, is the only naturalistic program that offers interesting
results.

Since the previous chapters have pointed out a tendency leading from naturalism
towards relativism, it might be possible to assess naturalism on the basis of an assessment
of relativism. In chapter eight it is argued that even the most radical version of relativism,
sc. philosophical anarchism, is a tenable philosophical position. However, the impact of
anarchism is parasitic on the incoherence of alternative positions. This means that
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anarchism is paralyzed as soon as a coherent alternative has been developed. Moreover, the
tenability of relativism, whether put in an anarchistic jacket or not, cannot obscure the fact
that the results obtained through a relativistic program cannot be traced to its naturalistic
origins. From a pragmatic point of view, the sterility of naturalism is not due to the danger
that it might lead to an untenable position (relativism), but to the fact that it leads to a
tenable position (relativism) that immediately kicks away the naturalistic ladder from under
itself.

Even if naturalistic epistemology is incapable of producing interesting results in the near
future, the sceptical argument appears to give naturalism the benefit of the doubt. However,
chapter nine shows that in a naturalistic perspective any sceptical argument, global or local,
can be undermined. Therefore, the sceptical argument against non-naturalistic epistemology
cannot be put to work in a naturalistic perspective. Finally, this paradox is traced to the
fallibilism that underlies most epistemological programs in contemporary philosophy.

Part three consists of a playful epilogue in which it is argued that, in spite of the
problems confronting traditional and naturalistic epistemology, it remains possible for
philosophical investigation to make an interesting contribution to the solution of actual
disagreements .

339



SELECTIVE INDEX OF PERSONS AND SUBJECTS

Amundson, R., 127n
absolutism, 240-241, 251, 296
anarchism, 6, 109, 241-243, 246-256,

296,307, 312-313
coherence of, 248-249,262

see also pluralism
Annis, D., 113n
Apostel, L., 69n
Aristotle, 19, 38, 258
Armstrong, D., 113-145

Barnes, B., 147, 201, 204, 228-233,
261-262

Bergmann, G., 65
Berkeley, G., 219, 280
Blanshard, B., 114
Bloor, D., 11, 59n, 201, 204, 217, 219,

224-233,261-262
Bohr, N., 25, 275-276
BonJour, L., 114
bootstrapping, 20, 130-131, 140, 306-

308, 313-314
Bradie, M., lOOn
Brandt, R., 134
Broca's aphasia, 80-83
Bunge, M., 95n, 97n
Burt, C., 76-77

Campbell, D., 57, 59-60, 94-104, 147,
202, 210, 263

Carnap, R., 23, 24, 26n, 28-29, 58,
206,263

Cantor, G., 22
Chisholm, R., 48, 114, 229
Chomsky, N., 82n, 84-88, 153, 191,

258,272
Chubin, D., 201
Churchland, P.M., 10, 17n, 26n, 43n,

85n, 126, 193,237
Churchland, P.S., 126, 193,237
Cohen, J., 11, 17n, 33n, 49, 95n
Cohen, S, 202n
coherence, 300,312-313
Collins, H., 201, 204, 220-221, 229-332
Comte, A., 39
Cresswell, M., 181n

340

criticism, 96n, 249-251, 284-286, 303-
307
external, 243-245, 305-307
internal, 31n, 62-63, 190, 245, 249-
252,263,295,305-307

Crystal, D., 81n, 82-83

Darwin, C., 96
Davidson, D., 161n
Dennett, D., 206,253
Derksen, T., 104n
Descartes, R., 19,21,26,38,41-45,

53n, 58, 64, 132-133, 160, 202,
229,234, 297-298

Devitt, M., 10, 17n
Dretske, F., 113-145,269,279
dualism, see monism and pluralism
Duhern, P., 158, 276
Durkheim, E., 214

Einstein, A., 22, 25, 44n, 207, 217,
242, 273-274

eliminative materialism, 192-193, 236-
237,297

Ellis, B., 312-314
Engels, F., 213
epistemic norms, 7,50,303-308
epistemology,

fields of research, 13-17
impossibility of, 293-295
normative dimension of, 7, 15, 20-
22, 49-50, 119-120, 135-139, 190-
191, 205-213, 227-233, 240-243,
303-308

Eysenck, H., 78
externalist principle, 116-117, 121, 129,

138, 142-145

fallibilism, 6, 53, 139-142, 208, 267-
268, 278-279, 284-289

falsificationism, 59, 289
Feyerabend, P., 43n, 59, 89, 109,213
Firth, R., 127n
"first philosophy", 18-22, 38-41, 43n
Fodor, J., 82n, 86-87, 258
Foley, R., 132n
Follesdal, D., 174n



Freud,S., 234
Fuller,S., 202n, 222n
Frege, G., 40

Garfinkel, H., 201, 232
Gibson, R., 148-149,151,165,190-191
Giedymin, J., 11n
Gielleron, C., 69n
Giere, R., 95n
Ginet, C., 134
Godel, K., 44, 277-278
Goldman, A., 10, 11, 55n, 113-145,

202,269
Goodman, N., 27-31, 33,133,209
Gould, 5., 99
Grunbaum, A., 165-166

Haack,S., 55n, 56n
Hanson, N., 26
Harman, G., 113n
Hegel, G., 40, 45-48, 203, 219
Heisenberg, W., 207, 217, 274-275
von Helmholtz, H., 39
holism, 59, 159,203,216,224
Hume, D., 17n, 27-28, 39, 49n, 64, 71-

72, 84, 132-133, 198,234,312
Husserl, E., 22

induction, 27-30, 122-124,220
intelligence, 76-79

Jarvie, I., 226n
justification, 15-16, 117-118, 123, 131-

135, 143-144,207-209,303,305
justificationism, 58, 289

Kant, I., 1, 19, 24n, 40, 46, 64, 71-72,
84, 89, 92, 120, 263

Katz, J., 33n
Kierkegaard, 5., 22
Klever, W., 47
Knorr-Cetina, K., 11, 95n, 97n, 201,

202,217
knowledge,

a posteriori 13, 154
a priori, 3,13,70-74,89,154,256-
257
concept of, 13-14, 24, 114-116, 126,
215, 303-304, 305

innate, 3, 74-75
level-theory of, 268
modular theory of, 304-307
philosophical, 14, 21, 41, 51-52,
305-306
traditional theory of, 13, 15, 304-
305

Koppelberg, D., 33n
Kornblith, H., 55n, 114n, 144, 202n
Kripke, 5., 219
Kuhn, T., 11, 26, 34, 58-59, 89, 147,

209-213,216,225,265

Lakatos, I., 4, 58n, 59, 105-110, 205,
210-212, 224-225

Langer,S., 33n
Latour, B., 202, 232-233
Laudan, L., 11, 59n, 119-120, 206n,

210-212,224-225, 252-253
Lehrer, K., 114, 202n, 286n
Leibniz, 39, 84, 207, 312
Lenneberg, E., 81n
Lewontin, R., 97
linguistic turn, 2, 17-18,22-25,31,33
Livington, D., 201
Locke, J., 19,39,72
Lorenz, K., 69n, 72-74, 89, 94, 98,

147, 155,202,263
Lycan, W., 122n, 132
Lynch, 201

Mach, E., 39,40,203
Mannheim, K., 214
Marx, K., 213-214,216
Merton, R., 213-216
methodology, 14-16, 21, 23-25, 30-32,

46-47, 119-120,135-139
Mill, J., 39, 40, 64
Moleschott, J., 39
monism, 297-300

epistemological, 51
metaphysical, 43, 53-54
methodological, 42-43, 52-53, 157,
297
semantical, 157

Moore, G., 39n, 49n, 54, 120,218
Mulkay, M., 201,202,217
Munevar, G., 17n, 110, 132

341



naturalistic epistemology
eliminativist, 54, 56, 88-91,264
methodological,55, 63-66, 264, 313
mild,297
occamist drive, 56, 63-66
polemical nature of, 9-12, 17, 37,
202-204, 227
pragmatic drive, 6, 57, 188, 194
replacing, 28, 55, 66, 88-91, 216-
221,263-266
"refutations" of, 2, 11, 17, 49-50,
58, 59n, 60-66, 95-98, 121-124,
126-127, 127-131, 191-195, 210-
212, 221-233, 239, 264-266, 287-
288,293
skeptical drive, 6, 56, 66, 188, 194,
264,286
strong, 55, 70, 125-127, 143
taxonomyof, 54-60
weak, 55, 70, 116-121, 125-127,
144-145

naturalistic fallacy, 49-50, 54, 120, 190,
207, 210, 298-300, 308

naturalistic turn, 1, 18, 32-34
Neurath, 0., 23, 33, 160
Newton, 38, 84, 207
Newton-5mith, W., 225
Nietzsche, F., 22
Nozick, R., 113n, 268-269, 279

Oeser, G., 95, l02n
ontological fallacy, 184

Papineau, D., 10, 17n, 135, 141n, 162,
277n,314n

Pasteur, L., 254-255
Philosophy,

and society, 1, 9-10, 19-20, 22, 235-
236, 295-308
and analysis, 24-25, 30-32, 116-117,
143
history of, 1-3, 14, 18-19, 37-41,
63-66

physicalism, 149n, 203, 307
Piaget, J., 11, 69n, 87-88, 147
Pinch, T., 232
Plato, 1, 13n, 19, 232
Plotkin, R., 70n

342

pluralism, 198-200, 241-243, 297-300,
313
biological, 256-259
cultural, 242-243, 260-262
doxastic, 252-253
epistemological,304
metaphysical, 42-43, 182, 190, 297,
300-303
methodological, 182, 190
objective, 253-255
problem-specific,255-256, 309-310
semantical, 298-299

Popper, K., 4, 11, 28, 58-59, 89, 94-
104, 202, 206, 210-211, 226, 263,
267,300,

positivism, 23-25, 40-41, 223-224, 255-
256

Potter, R., 201
project of validation, 14-15, 20, 33-34,

123, 139-142, 150, 208-210, 295,
308

problem of the empirical basis, 25-27
problem of the external world, 26, 218-

219
problems of interpretation, 34, 39, 41,

47-48, 195-198,301-302
Putnam, R., 10, 11,49-50, 80, 97, 132,

149

Quine, W., I, 5, 11, 58-59, 147-200,
202-203, 206, 219, 263
and the pragmatic drive, 33-34, 57,
145, 188
and the skeptical drive, 34, 56, 145,
188
and the verificationist theory of
meaning, 152, 173-174, 176
as a physicalist, 177-182,187,203
as a genetic empiricist, 44, 149-153,
186-188
as an eliminativist, 179
characterization of naturalism, 9,
18n, 33, 152
on two-step methodology,31-32, 60,
157-158,255-256,309-310
on ethics, 163-164, 190-191,
on the disquotationaltheory of truth,
170-171, 175, 180-181, 189



on indeterminacy of meaning, 167-
179, 189, 195-196
on innate knowledge, 44, 153-154
on the nonnative dimension of
epistemology, 49, 190-191
on justification and validation, 133,
139, 152, 156-157,208
on logical truth, 44, 160-161
on modality and intensionality, 157,
178-179, 187, 192,267
on pragmatic criteria and theory-
selection, 162-164, 189
on the problem of induction, 149,
161-162,267-268
on skepticism, 120, 269, 270, 281-
282
on stimulus meaning, 168, 171, 176,
188
on the synthetic and the analytic,
150-152
on theory and meaning, 164-167,
186-188
on theory and observation, 149-151,
160
on underdetennination, 158-162, 17-
177,179-182,189

Radford, C., 204
Ramsey, F., 113n
Ravnkilde, J., 191
relativism, 5, 6, 89-90, 109-110, 203-

204, 213, 216, 223
refutations of, 243-245

reliabilism, 4, 113-145, 259-260, 263
and the circularity objection, 127-
132

reliability, 122-125
replication (of experiments), 219-221
Rescher, N., 97n
Restivo, S., 201
Richards, R., 97
Romanos, G., 23n
Rorty, R., 18, 19n, 23n, 26n, 43n, 56n,

126, 191-194,237,293,311
Ruse, M., 95n, 98, lOOn
Russell, B., 26n, 206

Schlick, M., 24, 33n, 40
Schmitt, F., 113-145, 202n
Sellars, W., 26, 114, 209

Shapere, D., 207-208
Siegel, H., 11, 18n, 49, 181n., 239n
Skagestad, P., 97n
skepticism, 6, 14, 43, 45-46, 89-90,

120-121,218-219,263-290
socialized epistemology, see socio-

historical turn
socio-historical tum, 2, 5, 34-35, 57,

201-237,263,289
Socrates, 9, 245
Sosa, E., 113n
Spencer, H., 74, 147
Spinoza, 19, 42n, 4548, 60, 64, 65,

139,240,298
Stich, S., 204
Stillings, N., 79-80
Stroud, B., 17n, 39n, 264
Swain, M., 113n, 269

Tarski, A., 245-246
Thagard, P., 95n, 97
theory of relativity, see Einstein
Thompson, M., 197
Toulrnin, S., 95, 97, 98

U'-thesis, 217, 279-281, 313
see also Quine on under-
determination

Van Cleve, J., l30n
verificationism, 24, 152
Vogt, K., 39
Vollmer, G., 95, 98n, 99, 131n

Waismann,24n
Winblad, D., 121n, 129n
Wmch, P., 219
Wittgenstein, L., 24n, 150, 219-221,

265,310-311
Woolgar, S., 201, 202, 218-219, 231-

233
Wuketits, F., 57,73

Yearley, S., 201

Zoeller, G., 72n

343







Bibliotheek K. U. Brabant

1111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111


	INTRODUCTION
	PART ONE: THE NATURE OF NATURALISTIC EPISTEMOLOGY
	CHAPTER ONE: THE RECEIVED VIEW ON NATURALISTIC EPISTEMOLOGY
	CHAPTER TWO: BALANCING THE RECEIVED VIEW
	PART TWO: CRITICAL STUDIES
	CHAPTER THREE: EVOLUTIONARY EPISTEMOLOGY
	CHAPTER FOUR: EVOLUTIONARY PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE
	CHAPTER FIVE: WEAK NATURALISM: RELIABILISM
	CHAPTER SIX: QUINE DE-NATURALIZED
	CHAPTER SEVEN: THE SOCIO-HISTORICAL TURN: EPISTEMOLOGY SOCIALIZED
	CHAPTER EIGHT: RELATIVISM, ANARCHISM AND PLURALISM
	CHAPTER NINE: THE NATURAL LIMITS OF HUMAN KNOWLEDGE
	EPILOGUE: EPISTEMOLOGY AND CRITICISM
	CHAPTER TEN: THE EMERGENCE OF EPISTEMIC NORMS
	GENERAL BIBLIOGRAPHY
	SAMENVATTING
	SUMMARY
	SELECTIVE INDEX OF PERSONS AND SUBJECTS



