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at the end of each line. Both are archived, respectively
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NOTES TO POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTORS

All submitted manuscripts will be refereed either by members of thedBoar
of Advisors — in the process of constitution at the time of publishing isdue #
of SORITES — or by other specialistgsfar as possible, each manuscriptlwil
be refereed by philosophers not unsympathetic to the paper’s philosbphica
outlook or orientation.

No manuscript may be submitted if it is being considered for publitatio
elsewhere.

Once accepted, papers may not be printed or displayed elsewhere o
incorporated into a book, an &otogy or any other publication of any sort, unless
and untilISORITES has accorded the author(s) pession to that effect — which
is normal cases will be done routinely, provi®@RITES is duly acknowledged
as the primary source. By submitting a paper, the author agrees to the points
terms and conditions contained in the Copyright Notice which features om top o
each issue dBORITES.

All submitted papers must be written in English. The author’s local yariet
of English (including the spelling) will be respected — be it Indian, Filipino
Australian, American, Western-African, British, Southern-African, Eastern
African, Jamaican, etc. All editorial material will be written in BBC English
which is the journal’s «official» dialect.

There is no settled length limit for papers, but we expect our contribators t
stand by usual editorial limitations. The editors may reject unreasonalgy lon
contributions.

We expect any submitted paper to be accompanied by a short abstract.
We welcome submissions of in-depth articles as well as discussion notes.

Ours is a journal granting a broad freedom of style to its contributorsy Man
ways of listing bibliographical items and referring to them seem to us acceptable
such as ‘Moore, 194Q', or ‘[M:5] or [ OQR]'. What alone we demand is clarity.
(Thus, for instance, do not refer t&\\VT]’ in the body of the article if no ita
in the bibliography collected at the end has a cl€aWT]’ in front of it, with the
items sorted in the alphabetic order of the referring acronyms.) We prefer ou
contributors to refer toAlvin Goldman rather than Goldman A.’, which is
obviously ambiguous. We dislike implied anachronisms IlHedel 1989] o
‘[Plato, 1861]' — but you are entitled to ignore our advice.
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How to submit?

(1) We will be thankful to all contributors who submit their papers in the form of [I.B.M.-PC
WordPerfect 5.1 files. There are several convertors which can be used to turn docs from aother \
processor formats intd/P5.1 format. (Notice that withVP5.1 you can write not only almostlal
diacritically marked characters of any language which uses the Latin script, but moreover all
Greek and virtually all symbols of mathematical logic and set theory.)

(2) In case a contributor can neither W¢B5.1 nor have their doc converted inP5.1 format, ve
advise them to confornotone of the following recommendations ((2.1) or (2.@Merwisethey can
send us their file in its original format but, for the time being, we do not promise suaocess
converting those files from other formats into WordPerfect 5.1.

(2.1) The best thing to do whé&MP5.1 format is not available is to use [stripped and extehded
ASCII format, which means: text files (not binary ones) written using any printable ASCII charact
of Code-page 437 (USA or default), i.e. any character except ASCII_00 through ASCII_I81; wi
CRs(carriage returns) only between paragraphs — not as end-lines. Such filesrefle callel
‘ASCII files’. We expect them to bear the extension *.ASC’.

(2.2) Another alternative (which is in itself worse, but which nevertheless may be more practical
certain cases) is to use the DOS text format, with no character outside the range from ASCI|
through ASCII_126, no hyphenation,GR at the end of each line and tW@Rs separatig
paragraphs. Such files will be here called ‘text fil@g;expect them to bear dxt’ extension.

(3) In case (2.2) the contributor can include their paper into an e_mail message sent to one o
editorialinbox ( sorites@olmo.csic.es )

(4) Before sending us their file the contributor is advised to compress it — except in case they
sending us a text file through procedure (3) above. Compression reduces disk-storage arsd sh
transmission time. We can extract and expand &tekivedor compressed with DieRJ (both
warmly recommended), Tar, Arc, Zip (BKZip), GZip, Compress (i.e. .Z files)h,HA, Zoo,RaR

and some versions of the MAd&EchiversPackITandStuffIT.

(5) The most expedient way for contributors to send us their submitted paper is through asonyn
FTP. At your host’s prompt, you enteFTP olmo.CSIC.es; when you are prompted for you
usernamgyou answerFTP or ‘anonymous’; when you are next prompted for your passwond, yo
answer with your e_mail addressice connected, you enter ‘cd pub/sorites/incoming’, then ‘binary’
and then ‘pukxx’ — wherexxx is the file containing your submitted paper and a covering letter
(If the file is an archive, the extension must revealatehivingutility employed: ‘gz, ‘. Arj’,
‘"RAR’, etc. DIETedfiles needn’t bear any special denomination or mter&y will always ke
automatically recognized by our reading software.)
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(6) Whenever a paper is submitted, its author must send us a covering letter as an e_mail mes
addressed to one of our editorial inboxes.

(7) If a contributor cannot upload their file through anonymous FTP, they can avail thems$elves
one of the following alternatives.

(7.1) If the file is a ".txt’ file (i.e. in case (2.2)), simply include it into a e_mail message.

(7.2) In other cases, an 8-to-7 bits converter has to be used, upon which the result can als
included into an e_mail message. 8-to-7 bits convertors «translate» any file (even a binarg file)
a text file with short lines which can be e-mailed. There are several useful 8-to-7 conveetors,
most ppular one being UUenCODE, which is a public domain software available for many differe
operative systems (Unix, OS/2, DOS etc). Another extremely good sucértmmvery easy to use,
is Mike Albert’'s ASCIIZE! We can also decode back into their binary original formats file
encoded into an e-mailable ASCII format by other 8-to-7 bits convertors, such as: TxtBin, RopM
NuPop, or University of Minnesota’s BINHEX, which is available both for PC and for Ma&intos
computers. Whatever the 8-to-7 bits encoder used, large files had better be previously aitthived
Arj, Diet or any other compressor, the thus obtained archive becoming the inputfor an 8sto-7 |
convertor:

(7.3) An alternative possibility for contributors whose submitted papers are WordPerfect 54 doc
for them to use a quite different 8-to-7 bits convertor, namely the one provided by the utili
Convert.Exe included into the WordPerfect 5.1 package. (WordPerfect corporation also sells o
enhanced versions of the convertor.) Unfortunately the convertor suffers from many impertfectio
owing to one of them, a separate e_mail message is mandatory in this case informingus ¢
proceduré.

(7.4) You also can submit your manuscript in an electronic form mailing a diskette to the Edi
(Prof. Lorenzo Pefia, CSIC, Institute of Philosophy, Pinar 25, E—28006 Madrid, Spain); disket
will not be returned, and regular-mail correspondence will be kept to a minimum.

Mike Albert’s address is P. O. Box 535, Bedford, MA 01730, USA.

%For the time being, and as a service to our readers and contributors, we have a directory called ‘soft’ hanging from our directory
at the node olmo.csic.es. The directory contains some of the non-commercial software we are referring to, such as archivers ol
encoders (or 7-to-8 decoders).

*The procedure is as follows. Suppose you have a file called ‘dilemmas.wp5’ in your directory c:\articles, and you want tosubmit
SORITES. At your DOS prompt you change to your directory c:\articles. We assume your WordPerfect files are in directory. c:\WI
At the DOS prompt you give the command “‘\wp51\convert’; when prompted you reply ‘dilemmas.wp5’ as your input file whatever
want as the output file — suppose your answer is ‘dilemmas.ker’; when prompted for a kind of conversion you choose 1, then 6.
you launch you communications program, log into your local host, upload your file c:\articles\dilemmas.ker using any avail
transmission protocol (such as Kermit, e.g.). And, last, you enter your e_mail service, start an e_mail to to sorites@olmd.csic.e
include your just uploaded dilemmas.ker file into the body of the message. (What command serves to that effect depends bn the
software available; consult your local host administrators.)
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(8) Such submitted papers as are not WordPerfect 5.1 files require some preparation.

(8.1) Ours is not a logic journal, but of course one of the glories of analytical philosopsy is i
rigour, which it partly owes to auxiliary use of symbolic notation in order to avoid ambiguities
make matters of scope clear or render arguments perspicuous. ASCII translations ofsymb
notation are problematic, emgally in cases of nonclassical logics, which may use sundry negatior
disjunctions, conjunctions, conditionals, implications and also different universal and particul
guantifiers (e.g. existentially and nonexistentially committed quantifiers, a familiar dichotomy |
Meinongian circles). Whileising WordPerfect 5.1 you can represent a huge variety of such nuanc
it is impossible to express them within the narrow framework of text or even ASCII files (ire. ev
when the 224 printable [extended] ASCII characters can be used). Still, for some limited purpo
a translation of sorts can be attempted. You are free to choose yosgergatien, but the following
translation may be a reasonable one: ‘(x)’ for universal quantifier, ‘(Ex)’ for existential quantifie
‘& for conjunction; ‘V’ for disjunction; ‘->’ for implication (if needed — something strongerntha
the mere ‘if ... then’); ‘C’ for conditional; ‘=>" for an alternative (still stronger?) implication

‘ pos_’ for a possibility operator; *_nec_’ for a necessity operator.

(8.2) In ASCII or text files all notes must be end-notes, not foot-notes. Reference to thenthgith
paper’s body may be given in the form \n/’, where n is the note’s number (the note itself bgginn
with \n/’, too, of course). No headings, footings, or page-breaks. In such files, bold or itali@bust
replaced by underscores as follows: thez&adi phrasefor that reason’ must be represented as *_for
that reason_'NOT: ‘ for_that_reason_’). A dash is represented by a sequence of a blanc space,
hyphens, and another blanc space.
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Editorial Pronouncement: In Defense of Analytical

EDITORIAL PRONOUNCEMENT :

IN DEFENSE OF ANALYTICAL PHILOSOPHY

Section 1.— The opposition between analytical and continental philosophy

As happens with so many things, contingent associations have led to what ca
be viewed as an ironic result. The analytical tradition in philosophy was started i
the continent of Europe by a German philosopher, Frege; among its founders ther
is at least another German-speaking philosopher, Wittgenstein — nothing to say o
many closely related philosophers, especially in the former Austro-Humgaria
Empire, who directly or indirectly gave a powerful contribution to the formation o
the analytical tradition: Brentano — even Bolzano —, Meinong, the Vienna Circle
Lukasiewicz, Carnap, Gddel, etc.

No metaphysically necessary link exists between the Anglo-Saxon watld an
the analytical tradition in philosophy. In fact at the beginning of the &hitury the
philosophical life in both England and the US was under the sway of tendencie
whose affinity with analytical philosophy is far from obvious and whichewer
definitely rejected and abhorred by Russell and Moore when they embarkezl on th
analytical voyage (even if nowadays our assessment of Bradley, Bosanquet and co
Would be much less flippant).

The current situation is rather confusing. For whatever historical reasens, th
philosophical tradition which uses the method of definitions-and-argumeamt —
method developedith an enormous rigour by the Scholastic philosophers in the late
Middle Ages and the Renaissance and Baroque period — goes by the hame o
‘analytical’. Its opposite does not go by the name of ‘synthetical’ (the misnome
would be outrageous and grotesque), but that of «continental», i.e. beloaging t
«the» continent. No need to be fussy here about what that continent is, whether i
encompasses Calcutta, Peking and Teheran, or perhaps also Bamako anddvaputo,
whether the Urals constitute a «natural» demarcation line. From our view-psint it i
more interesting to find out for how long and to what extent such philosophg as ha
been developed in France, and Germany, and the Netherlands, and Italy, and so on
has been «continental». Orthodox or quasi-orthodox Marxists (such as Lukaes) wer
clearly non-continental in character and style. Nor is it easy to count as corltinenta
the philosophical output of thinkers such as Husserl and most members of hi
phenomenological school, Nicolai Hartmann, Maurice Blondel, Benedetto Croce. |
is even unfair to look upon Bachelard, Ferdinand Gonseth and other Frenclgspekin
thinkers much in favour until 1950 as really, truly «continental». Thus after al
«continental» philosophy could be roughly characterized as such sort of phylosoph
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as has prevailed since the end of the second world war in France, Germany, Italy ..
And... (A purely enumerative stipulation here).

Unfortunately, what thus emerges is not a coherent trend. What is mere: th
picture is no longer accurate. Analytical philosophy has for many yearsahold
number of bridge-heads in contii@hEurope (in the Benelux countries, Switzerland
and Austria, for instance), but it is nam the ascent everywhere. The disappearance
of the third-party of orthodox Marxism may be one of the reasons, but there ar
many others. One of them may be shear fashion, or infatuation (which is really n
explanation after all). Another reason may be the growing influence of whateve
comes from the Anglo-Saxon world, good or bad. Probably, though, continenta
philosophy is in a much deeper crisis and trouble than analytical philosophy. Whe
even watered-down rationalistic aspirati@ame dourly given up and all semblance of
clarity is jettisoned, you can be sure people will soon begin to look after othe
paradigms.

And what about another third party, an independent third world philoophy
Much has been said about an indigenous African philosophy, or about a ggnuinel
autochhonous Latin American philosophy; they would share neither the methods nor
even the gbjects of Western or European philosophy, and the very term ‘philosophy’
would apply to them in an entirely irreducibly idiosyncratic sense. As fareas w
know, what little has come from such schemes has been an adaptation of this or tha
style of Euro-continental philosophy. Furthermore, such philosophical natiosalism
seem to be on the decline.

Not that everybody has been happy with choice of being either an analytical
philosopher or a continental one. Neo-neo-Scholastics can look upon themselves a
neither. Yet more often than not, either their style is so reminiscent of tha of th
Scholastics of yore, so close to that of analytical philosophers that the latter vie
them as close relatives, or on the contrary it is so suffused withctgatdlosophy»
or «post-metaphysical» style that they wouldn’t be unwelcome in such continenta
circles as are not completely narrow-minded.

However, may people loathe such an enforced choice and endeavoudto buil
bridges. We wish them good luck; we do, indeed! It would be so nice to bepable t
go into Jaspers’s implicit arguments, to consider whether such or such a premise i
one of them has been cogently argued for or how to improve on the argument o
how to find another not entirely dissimilar to the same effect!

But ours is not an ecumenical enterprise. We feel committed to agstron
analytical attachment. On the other hand, we find some residual justificatioe for th
continental’s complaints about analytical trifles (more on that below). Suppase yo
are backingip Locke’s theory of the legitimacy of private ownership through labour.
That's very interesting — even exciting and by no means nugatory. Butaalas,
weakness emerges in the second premise of your sixth argument, which gives rise t
a huge secondary literature. A minor item in that literature is also open to criticism
triggering a profusion of refutations, replies, counter-replies, and a bulky yertiar
literature. And so on. That is a caricature, of course. But we do not like aur no
newborn journal to become a repository of such a kind of academic exercises. No
that discussion notes are ruled out — quite the contrary is true. But we hope that th
bulk of each issue ORI TES will be concerned with matters of substancee W
want to show — as do many well-established publications — that «analytigity» i
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approach is compatible with a broad pe@nd importance of the subjects dealt with.
Analytical philosophy is not «analytic» (or «un-synthetic») philosophy.

*kk kkk kkk

Section 2.— Analytical, not analytic, philosophy

Whether there is a dichotomy of analytic and synthetic statements, nvhat i
principle or initially those terms purportedly mean seems — at peasa facie —
clear, namely: an analytic statement is one which perforrdgsplays an analysis of
the subject by finding the predicate as a part thereof. (The source of such ideas wa
Leibniz through Kant.)

It is no mere coincidence that analytical philosophy is so-called. Indact,
number of analytical philosophers have thought, and still think, that a majorfarea o
philosophical interest is something like conceptual analysis, and thus agsertin
analytic statements. That such a view gives rise to the paradox of the analysis is no
our present concern. What we here want to emphasize is that analytical philosoph
as a whole is by no means opposed to «synthetic philosophy». Analysis is iab spec
method or feature of analytical philosophy. The school of conceptual analysis is jus
one among the very many flourishing schools within the broad domain of analytica
philosophy. What is more, there are grounds to suspect that the days of glay of th
school of conceptual analysis have been long past. We are not discouaaging
resurgence of the school — we are convinced that deeply motivated philosophica
tendencies never die and that their renewal may be fruitful and stimulatingo We g
further than that in recognizing what probably all of us, analyticdbgdphers, owe
much to the school of conceptual analysis. (Quine himself can be read as fyequentl
indulging in conceptual analysis, and after all such is the case eaclatime
philosopher claims that, unless such or such thesis is countenanced — o
alternatively withhold — no sense can be made of the use of a certain word.)

Be it as it may, such «conceptual analysis» is neither a necessaay nor
sufficient candition for membership in the analytical philosophy community. It is not
necessary, since a staunch rejecter of the analytic/synthetic dichotomy willdhave n
use for conceptual analysis (except perhaps as a quasi-rhetorical way of gecallin
certain pretty obvious truths without thereby renouncing his general view that eve
such sentences as we take to be the most obviously true may turn out to be false i
the face of a recalcitrant experience). It is not sufficient either, since such fvays o
arguing are commonly resorted to in all schools of thought — in so far, at Igast, a
arguing is not entirely dismissed as a way of doing philosophy.

There seems to be only one feature making up the hard core of anlalytica
philosophy: it is the argumentative way of doing philosophy. Nonanalytica
philosophers may differ among themselves in their respective degree of argument
abhorrence. A few among them take themselves to pursue philosophical irquiry a
a rational, argumentative task. Analytical philosophers are likely to find thei
attempts unconvincing in so much as their arguments are found fault with dn coun
of obscurity or looseness — with inference rules quietly left in the backgrouhd, an
the inferential structure either veiled or muddled or in some cases plainly wrong
However such charges are extremely recurrent within the analytical phipsoph
community itself. Withal, those drawbacks are matters of degree. Thus, in so far a
a philosopher engages in something which may reasonably be looked upon as
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genuine, if imperfect, argumentative kind of thought, he deserves to be welzome t
the analytical philosophy community.

The design of limiting philosophy to what can be pursued as a rational
argumentative enterprise has been objected to on the ground that reasbn is no
enough. Since to reason is to infer, a purely rational inquiry will be able wo dra
conclusions from premises, but will be constrained to resort to unproved premises
premises which are thus not secured or attained by reason but through insight, o
«judgment» or perhaps rule-free meditation or the like.

Although Aristotle held some such views, it is doubtful that he fell baxck o
«insight» as a method of philosophical inquiry. Be it as it may, we tend to think tha
philosophers are doing philosophy only when they are arguing, not when ¢hey ar
taking something for granted on the basis of their «intuition», or their «insight» o
their [reasonless] meditation or anything of the sort. Not all a philosophergloes i
philosophy — not even each process of thought he engages in when he gdes abou
philosophizing.

When a philosopher argues «p., p,; hence g», his premises may fail o b
philosophical or philosophically arrived-at, but the whole reasoning may ceunt a
philosophical all the same. After all each of us takes quite a lot for grantey at an
particular moment.

Yet, philosophizing analytically — in that sense — is compatible withgloin
grand philosophy in the old style. Philosophers have alwaysdsegood as humans
can possibly be at casting doubt on thein@mterprise — or at least at undermining
it. Self-immolation for the sake of taking the philosimglhscrutinizing and criticism
a step forward — making it into self-criticism — has been a hallmark of philgsoph
since time immemorial. Such a fanatical passion for reason has sometimeg becom
irrational — unreasonable. Probably the root of the suicidal fury has been the all-or
nothing rule. Anyway, even since Kant — in some sort of way since Deseartes
certain outstanding philosophers and hosts of retainers and continuaters hav
heralded the end of grand philosophy in the old style — the end of metaphmysics i
particular, where ‘metaphysics’ would be any intellectual inquiry beyond a gharpl
drawn boundary of licit research.

Although most rembers of the analytical community would nowadays consider
Frege and Russell the founders of the «movement», it is true that for a ndmber o
years or decades the most influential analytical-gbidy schools were those of the
Vienna Circle, neopositivism, logical empiricism, and antimetaphysical linguisti
analysis — under the influence of Moore and the lattetgéfistein. It is ironic that,
whereas outside analytical philosophy metaphysics have died down — bothaen nam
and in word —, and even such ontological systems as Nicolai Hartmann’s o
Blondel's are ndonger in favour at all, within analytical philosophy the opposite has
happened: although positivistic mistrust towards too systematic constructions o
towards raising «ultimate issues» has never disappeared — and surfaces &om tim
to time —, inquiry into metaphysical matters has become more and more popula
and fashionable, with lots of discussions going on about the difference Imetwee
necessary and contingent truth or existence, the reality of universals, individuation
identity, the structure of facts, the nature of space or time, whether there ate or no
categorial differences in the world, and so on. New ontological issues, such a
supervenience, have become possible thanks to a development both of lodic and o
inquiry into modal metaphysics.
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Likewise, theory of knowledge has also flourished in a way that positividm ha
endeavoured to thwart and banish. Bathnealism and realism — whether as a full-
fledged metaphysical realism ir in some milder variety — are vying for widagprea
acceptance within the community.

Nevertheless, we feel bound to give the devil his due. Unfortunately itis tru
that very often analytical philosophers focus on minutiae and lose sight of majo
issues. Such a rebuke is neither wholly baseless nor entirely fair. The analytica
philosophy community can pride itself on having given birth to impdrtan
philosophical systems — e.g. modal realism, noneism (one of the neo-Meimongia
schools), Quine’s holism or Castafieda’s system, to mention but four of them.

We fail to see any cogent reason why analytical philosophy cannot go o
producing new grand systems of philosophy. Moreover, there is no reagon wh
general philosophical systems cannot arise within the analytical philgsoph
community. In fact, as many analytical philosophers have stressed, differen
philosophical — and even nonphilosophical — fields are linked by deep infdrentia
connections. Any approach in ethics or philosophy of law can be argued to rest o
implicit or explicit metaphysical and epesnological assumptions. On the other hand,
metaphysics and theory of knowledge are not as neutral on ethical or political issue
as might appear at first sight — a denial of identity through time may fa@ to b
ethically innocuous or immaterial. Thus, it seems worth-while to set up wide-scop
philosophical approaches. An approach of that kind considers all general fields o
philosophical study and pursues the inquiry in each of them holistically takng int
account what it has proposed or is going to propose in all the other fields. Thus
such an approach can reject identity through time on the ground that the thesis fail
to explain our uneasiness concerning the [purported] right of everybody tg wron
himself as he pleases (for, clearly, without identity through time there is ne singl
continuing entity which both performs the wrongwnand suffers from it later). This
IS a mere example, of course. Infinitely many inferential links can be establishe
between different fields. All of them may be legitimate (we needn’t share Hume’
qualms over alleging inupport of a claim that a denial thereof would entail practical
dreary consequences — provided we do not boast to have proved moreethan w
have, and by the way remember thaterson’s modus tollens is another person’s
modus ponens).

*kk kkk kkk

Section 3.— Our tasks, goals and means as co-workers indh
analytical-philosophy community

In a global society as the human collectivity is becoming nowadags, th
overcoming of regional barriers and boundaries is increasingly compelling
Paradoxically, more often than not such overcoming as takes place leads to
hardening of the remaining fraats, which thus tend to become impervious barriers,
impassable walls. New regional blocs are organized with the less fortunate one
being let down in the ensuing jostling.

We think that the human collectivity needs global solutions the cturren
difficulties it faces. From our modest philosophical perspective we hopemwe ca
contribute something of value to that end: (1) by spreading the good way of copin
with theoretical issues in any field — through reason; (2) by promoting worle-wid
cooperation and exchange in our own domain — philosophy; (3) by broaching — i
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our own rational, argumentative way — hot issues in applied philosophy wieich ar
of concern to everybody; (4) by encouraging contributions from all continedts an
from any background compatible with our analytical standards of argumentativ
rigour and intelligibility.

What are those standards? We do not want to impose our own viewstof wha
IS to count as analytical philosophy; still less to promulgate peculiar standards o
analyticity which are as contentious and debatable as anything else. Nor are we, th
editors, necessarily of one mind on such issues — or on any other issue. ®urs is
pluralistic enterprise. Nevertheless, we feel bound to outline three loose cniteria 0
what papers we are going to regard as genuinely belonging to the analytical
philosophy line of the journal.

(1) Standards of clarity. As far as possible, use words people understandeand us
them with their ordinary sense and syntax. When departing from that rule, justify i
and deine the technical usage. If compelled to coin neologisms, justify the procedure
and spell out their meaning as clearly as possible.

(2) Standards of argumentativity. Prove as much as possible. When arguing, tell th

readers what inference rules you are relying on and how those rules sugport th
cogency of your argument. Put forward your arguments in such a way ¢hat th

inferential patterns are revealed. Justify the inference rules themselves, s far a
possible. As far as possible, keep clear of appeals to intuition.

(3) Standards of scholarship. Take into account what other authors in the ahalytica
tradition have written on the subject you are dealing with. Refer to [some part of
the relevant literature.

What's the rationale for choosing those standards rather than othexs? Th
philosopher starts doing philosophy out of a common lore, as does sciente. Tha
common lore may be called ‘common sense’. There igfadibility about common
sense, of course. Many errors as well as many reasonable approaches to the truth ar
contained therein. Yet, the philosopher’s whole enterprise is bound to be mintles
and doomed to fail unless such a starting point is more or less acceptableuchso m
as it provides a language through which truth and reality can be accessed,rhoweve
precariously or imperfectly. Also it must provide some rough criteria of pnoof o
demonstration, which of course have to be polished, distilled and improved upon
Logical argumentation is nothing else but a refinement of customary ways o
reasoning. Finally, scholarship is just a development of the usual requirentent tha
more eyes see more than fewer eyes, and so that we are well advised tolisten t
what other people have had to say — when they have been looking after the truth i
a rational, argumentative way -rsitead of turning a deaf ear on their arguments and
proposals.

Thus analytical-philosophy standards are common-sense standards refined an
developed. Unless such standards are, more or less, correct, our very starting poin
was confused or misleading and our whole philosophical enterprise is likelydto lea
either nowhere or to a sorry end, full of massive error or worse, to shear nonsense
Admittedly, that argument does not show that our enterprise is correct, osthat it
goals are worth pursuing. We may be in deepwanolesale error. Our philosophical
enterprise may be fated. Or some other, nonrational, ways may be openirig brigh
prospects.
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However, since justification is perhaps relative, if the common lore fout o
which we start our philosophical inquiry is thoroughly misguided and wrong.eall th
odds are that any purported brilliant idea about a new method, a path of insight o
intuition rather than reasoning, should be just an additional error. For, wigat ma
seem to be an emancipated idea, springing from an unpolluted source of issight, i
likely to emerge, upon reflection, as just a continuation of an old procedurewn a ne
guise — a procedure rooted our pre-theoretical ideas, and so in our common-sense
views, at some remove. On the other hand, even though we cannot radically, o
fundamentally, justify our ancestors’ common lore, which has nurtured ou
philosophical enterprise, we can find partial juséfions, we can continue our quest
for justifications. And no other tool seems to come our way or to be open te publi
assessment and discussion except rational inquiry, i.e. a logical approache(We ar
not excluding informal logic, nonclassical logics, nonmonotonic logics, and.so on
We say ‘logic’ taken in a broad sense. But not so broad that it can embrace@nythin
whatsoever, with an astrological logic, a queasiness logic, a logic of emotions o
feelings. Boundaries are fuzzy, but they exist, somehow.)

A possible continental rejoinder would be that there may be legieimat
alternatives to reason, or to truth; or that there may exist other ways of reasoning
which may turn out to be more conducive to truth, or to whatever is dkeme
valuable for philosophers to look after; in other words, that logical wéys o
reasoning, endorsed by analytical philosophers, may be just contingencies,mooted i
cultural particularities of the so-called ‘Western’ world, or of the Greek civilinatio
to which we still belong.

Maybe. Yet, it is hard for those who espouse such views to put them dorwar
and endow them with plausibility unless they resort to that very same viays o
reasoning they regard as contingent peculiarities of a certain civilizationaor of
particular tradition. Are they compelled to such a choice merely out of countesy i
order for us, analytical folk, to understand what they have to say? More pradably,
sort of transcendental argument — of which some continentals are fond —emay b
developed. They have the choice of either depriving their proposals of cogency o
plausibility altogether, or else arguing in the customary, logical sense. Insomuch a
they fall back on argument, what they are doing is no longer continental thdught; i
does not sound continental, it does not bear the continental hallmark, it hag lost th
continental ring.

Our reply is not a knock-down argument. Only a few people nowadayscleav
to the old foundationalistic hope of providing a secure, assumptionless, ground fo
our whole epistemic enterprise, through which our philosophical arguments coul
become perfectly conclusive, dispelling and refuting errors definitely and forever
Nevertheless, our argument shows that continentals face a very hard and uaenviabl
task if they want to convince people, in a rational way, of the worth of what they ar
after.

Nor is much evidence in support of the so-called cultural relativity o
contingency of reason, or of logical reasoning. Lévy-Bruhl's thesis of prieitiv
peoples’ pre-logical mentality can no longer basidered a good argument for such
a relativity. Quite apart from the fact that such an anthropological view isinot i
much favour nowadays, the essential point is that, with the recent develogment o
paraconsistent logics, we know for sure that a system of beliefs corgainin
contradictions can yet be logically defensible, that people espousing such & body o
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beliefs can reason in the same way as other people do, with only a fewd — an
perhaps marginal or minor — inference-rules being omitted, such as dispinctiv
syllogism. In fact there is no hard evidence in support of the Western mondpoly o
reason at all. More probably than not that monopoly was a colonialist fabldy whic
today has ironically become a purportedly asiablishment myth. (Purportedly, yes:

we are aware of no evidence backing up the claim that analytical philos®phy i
socially conservative and that, against it, supporters of anti-establishment, causes
such as gay movements, feminists, non-Western folk, and so on, have toaesort t
other ways of thinking, outside the pale of reason, or else to other ways of rgasonin
outside logic; we ask those who advocate such brash views to convince @s, at th
very least displaying some sort of statistical-inquiry results to the effett tha
nonconservative persuasions are more frequent among continentals thagn amon
analytical philosophers.)

Let us bring this section to a close by stressing that there is no clear-cut, sharp
crisp boundary between analytical philosophy and nonanalytical thought Som
analytical philosophers are as much relativists and truth-deniers as tlhe mos
immoderate continentals may be. Far from assuming a well-established rational order
out there or a logical pursuit of truth, they spurn truth altogether. They are bkely t
be considered iconoclasts; probably not many philosophers are prone to adeept suc
proposals or to take them seriously into account except in order to refute them. Yet
their way of arguing is analytical — they try to bear it up with logically well
constricted arguments. On the other hand, there are philosophers who are not usually
taken to be analytical but whose writings are close to analytical standards, at least i
a broad sense. And there are potentially infinite degrees between purely ahalytica
reasoning and the kind of obscure prose — bereft of arguments in any recagnizabl
sense — which is so characteristic of some outstanding continental writers.

*kk kkk kkk

Section 4.— A Balance between Theoretical and Practical Philosophy

Ours is a general philosophy journal. We intend to keep a balance Inetwee
issues in theoretical and practical philosophy. We expect most of the artidles wil
deal with metaphysics — including regional ontologies (philosophy of natluire, o
mind, language, and so on) —, theory of knowledge and similar fields. N
philosophical enterprise deserves the name unless it gives pride of place to firs
philosophy (not a philosophy which is necessarily «first» in a foundational sense
something most philosophers do not believe in nowadays). Yet it is also certain tha
no philosophical enterprise is worthy of the name if it shrugs on practical matters
We feel committed to applied philosophy understood as a philosophical elucidatio
of matters of concern for the life of members of our species and otherrhighe
animals, particularly as such a life is regulated by publicly established rulgs or b
political decisions. Philosophical elucidation can shed light on common assumptions,
expose fallacious arguments, find out ontological implications of relevant preposal
or even envisage courses of action rendered possible upon an abandonanent or
gualification of certain logical or ontological assumptions.

This is why we welcome submissions on applied-philosoplesssuch as: (1)
bioethical issues (ranging from assisted suicide and euthanasia to abortior, geneti
engineering, inter-species interbreeding, etc); (2) political matters (ingudin
paradoxes of self-reference in constitutional law, or conflicting prinsiple
constraining legitimacy); (3) juridical concerns (e.g. the nature of culpapility
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constraints on licit contracts, whether the law’s empire is wishful thinking, ejc); (4
environmental issues (what are the rightful claims — if any — of future generation
against those now living, or how to reconcile a quality-of-life enhancemehnt wit
environmental conservation); (4) ttiworld (and related) issues, such as the right to
migration, the duty of the well-to-do to pay compensation for past wrongs (slavery
e.g.), reverse discrimination, meritocracy, the crisis of legitimacy in generalized
corruption situatiog, whether free-market mechanisms can yield the promised results
of widespread prosperity, or the value and justification of existing boundaries.

This last subject can in a way epitomize all our concerns and purpdsdsel
that a philosophical elucidation of the single issue of boundaries may be ¢éhe cor
both — perhaps — of philosophical investigation, and anyway of philosdphica
concern today. We invite our potential contributors to submit papers dealing with
what boundaries are; how or where boundaries or demarcation lines can bendrawn i
a justified way; to what extent — and for what purposes — such boundagies ar
really or morally binding.

We refer to boundaries in all fields: in the application of words, & th
geographical separation of collectivities, in the establishment of areas of inquiry, i
laying down historical «periods», etc. We intend to honour what our journal’s nam
has come to mean in the philosophical tradition — a process througlhwhic
boundaries are little by little eroded, pushed, shifted, until in the end they seem t
have vanished into thin air — or to be much less absolute than they used to be
Soritization is not going to solve all of our problems and difficulties at low-eost
still less at one fell swoop —, but it can turn out instrumental in the quest fo
adequate solutions.

Our allegiance to a combination of pure and applied philosophy is congpatibl
with our viewingSORITES as a journal whose main audience is the multitide o
people educated in academic philosophy as practised by the professional dnalytica
community. Ours is neither an interdisciplinary publication nor a general-reguershi
journal. All papers seriously considered for publicatioS@RITES will be written
from a philosophical perspective by authors both acquainted with the philodophica
technigues of argumentation and familiar with current debates in andlytica
philosophy. (We know there is no shortage of journals which follow opposite line
and which may welcome papers by those who want to put forward their ideas o
proposals from bagrounds or view-points which do not conform to our guidelines.)

Having said that, we proceed to stress that no impassable frontier is going t
encloseSORITES. No issue is ruled out once and for all, provided it turns ouwto b
philosophically relevant and is brought up from a philosophical perspectifie wit
analytical rigour. Thus take, for instance, a domain which has been claimed to be
preserve of the «continentals», viz. the critical examination of the philosgpher’
nonphilosophical background. We are aware this is as thorny, formidable issue. Yet
any attempt at coping with it is welcome — provided it is no facile, hollowrclai
lacking evidential support. We incline to think that what has caused analytica
philosophers to keep clear of an issue like that is not a purported ignoranee of th
philosophizing person, a purely objectivistic concern or the like, but precisely th
fact that hitherto rational discussion on those issues has not materializedh (Whic
means that mustering and displaying of evidence, assessed with publicly availabl
criteria, has not emerged yet.) Whether or not biography can be incorporated int
philosophical discussion is a question on which we want to remain open-minded



SORITES: Editorial Pronouncement 10

ruling nothing out. What we do not accept, in the absence of comparative induction
is that a biographical story explains anything about thlesgpher’s thought — still
less that it either bears out or discredits the philosopher’s opinions.

*kk kkk kkk

Section 5.— Editorial Policy

There are many excellent printed publications in analypicdosophy. However
the mass of outahding, superb material which remains unpublished grows faster and
faster each year. On the other hand, the computer revolution in communications i
only just beginning to change the established or institutionalized patterns oflcultura
transmission. We tend to think that Gutenberg’s revolution in the 14th centary wa
small, almost insignificant, as compared with the telematic revolution at theéf end o
the 20th century.

Paraphrasing a famous claim by Marx, we hereby asseththateans through
which cultural exchange ursued may become its fetters. There is a probable elitist
objection to our view, namely that the replacement of printed paper by tetemati
channels may bring about such a multiplication of available material that osir live
will only appear the more pitifully short; or that such an accumulatidi lower the
standards and let the noise in.

We think similar considerations could militate against Gutenberg’s revolution
We must live with the new enhanced teglogy and learn to be the better-off thanks
to it. Our species and our civilization are resilient enough to discharge the tas
successfully.

On the other hand, the new electronic means of expression agetgq@rovide
more opportunities to many authors and many manuscripts. When the ratiorbetwee
published and unpublished manuscripts is 1/10 or less, rational selection become
increasingly problematic and doubtful, with prejudice being resorted to by ®ditor
and referees, even if they honestly try to be fair. Prejudice may take many forms
and of course we all are prejudiced, to some extent or other.

We hope, though, th&ORITES, an electroniphilosophical journal dedicated
to the crossing of boundaries — along with many others which have already arise
or will arise soon —, is going to close the gap, thanks to which prejudite wil
become less deleterious. In particular, our journal, at the crossroads of Eudope an
Africa, will try to further philosophical exchange between both the Northedn an
Southern «blocs» or «banks», warmly welcoming submissions from thirdiworl
countries. If we attain success in that, we’ll have at least do something goad in ou
soritizating enterprise.

Having said that, we must make it quite clear that our procedures will k& thos
which are standard in the academic community. Every submitted manuscript will
unless the editors consider it unsuitable for publicatid®ORITES for reasons fo
content, or style, or language — be refereed either by members of the Board o
Advisors or by other specialists; as far as possible, each suitable manuscript will b
refereed by philosophers not unsympathetic to the paper’s philosophical outlook o
orientation.

No manuscript can be submitted if it is being considered for publicatio
elsewhere.
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Once accepted, papers may not be printed without the previous cofisent o
SORITES.

All submitted papers must be written in English. The author’s local variety o
English (including the spelling) will be respected — be it Indian, Filipino
Australian, American, Western-African, British, Southern-African, Eastern-African
Jamaican, etc. All editorial material will be written in BBC English, which &s th
journal’s «official» dialect.

There is no settled length limit for papers, but we expect our contribators t
stand by usual editorial limitations. The editors may reject unreasonalgy lon
contributions.

We welcome submissions of in-depth articles as well as discussion notes.

Our «official» word-processor is WordPerfect 5.1, but everybody will laave
fair opportunity of contributing t&ORITES even without WordPerfect at all. Bac
issue of SORITES will be available in more than one format, i.e. at leastnin a
ASCII format over and above the WordPerfect 5.1 format.

*kk kkk kkk
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NATURAL KINDS AND PROJECTIBLE PREDICATES®

Axel Mueller
1.— Introductory Remarks

In this essay | want to approach two — at first sight not imately connected
— themes:

1.) Goodman’s Paradox, i.e. a problem usually associated with the justification o
induction or the conditions of confirmability of hypotheses, and

2.) some traits of the application of the so-called «natural kind terms» as tleey hav
been postulated by proponents of the theory of direct reference, i.e. theéses an
problems usually associated with the interpretation of possible world discours
and/or metaphysical questions as to «metaphysical realism» and essentialism.

Do these two problem clusters intersecany sense at all? One intention of the
following reflexions consists in an attetrtp answer positively to this question. This
might not seem to much a dare, as Goodman himself pointed out the connectio
between counterfactual conditionals, lawlikeness of generalizations and therproble
of the characterization of projectible predicatesyalt as Putnam always insisted in
the «theoreticity» of natural kind terms, that is, understood them in the sense of th
predicates which are used with more or less success in confirmatiord— an
induction-impregnated practices. Nevertheless there is little more than hinés in th
respective direction from either side. So Goodman says that to entrench a «class o
objects» and to entrench a predicate is more or less thé aathadds, in the par
with the title «Survey and speculations»: «Qur treatment of projectibility (.y) ma
give us a way of distinguishing ‘genuine’ from merely ‘artificial’ kinds (.. #ms
enable us to interpret ordinary statements affirming that certain things are ot are no
of the same kind (...). [S]urely the entrenchment of classes is some measure for thei

' Final form of this paper has benefited very much from the minutious

reading and discussing of a first draft done by the editor of this journal,

Lorenzo Pefa, as well as from a discussion group in the Spanish Institute for
Advanced Studies (CSIC), Madrid (Spain), formed by Carlos Thiebaut, Cristina
Lafont and Lorenzo Pefia. Thanks to all of them. Working extensively on this

paper, which is a draft of the line of argument of my dissertation, was possible
thanks to a grant of the Studienstiftung des deutschen Volkes.

?  Cf. Goodman, N.: Fact, Fiction, and Forecast [in the following FFF],
Hassocks
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genuineness as kinds; (...) An adequate theory of kinds should in turn thrownlight o
some troublesome questions concerning the simplicity of ideas, laws and tkeories.
(p.122-3)

Putnam says that to stay wlpredicate and to treat two theories with different
characterizations of its reference-class as successors, i.e. phases of one angl the sam
global theory, is virtually the sarhéDn the other hand there Hazsen a considerable
progress in the theory of reference concerning natural kind terms, which has not ye
had its due resonance in confirmation-théofywo contingent historic facts migh
have prompted this situation: first there is the unhappy divorce of epistemolbgy an
metaphysics and the subsequent dismissal of epistemological concerns progmoted b
Kripke and the theorists of direct reference mainly irgiee in ontlogical questions.

On the other hand we have the implicit or explicit assumption of the unintelligibilit

of possible world discourse as «intensional» and the subsequent assunfiption o
insignificance concerning the results of «natural kind term theory» of theafists o
science interested in questions of confirmation theory. My impression is tha both
priori rebuttals are unjustified. One need not accept the Kripkean essentialistic self
interpretation of reference theory (with natural kinds as real essences whicé dictat
us what ontological commitments to make, assuming the truth of our theories) t
accept its pragmatic and normative, as well as its purgdyitic imports And one

need not become an ontological or epistemological sceptic when one aceepts th

®  p.95: «The entrenchment of a predicate results from the actual projection

not merely of that predicate alone but also of all predicates coextensive with
it. In a sense, not the word itself but the class it selects is what becomes
entrenched, and to speak of the entrenchment of a predicate is to speak
elliptically of the entrenchment of the extension [=reference, A.M.] of that
predicate.»

*  Exceptions to this can be found in the works of J.Leplin concerning his
concept of «methodological realism» (see fn47) and S.Blackburn Reason and
Prediction, Cambridge MA 1973, ch 4, who gives a realist account of
Goodman'’s paradox.

> This has been demonstrated by interpretations of this theory given by
H.K.Wettstein «Demonstrative Reference and Definite Descriptions» in:
Philosophical Studies 40 (1981), 241-57, «<Has Semantics Rested on A
Mistake?», in: Journal of Philosophy 83 (1986), 185-209; «Cognitive
Significance Without Cognitive Content», in: Almog, J. &al. (eds.): Themes
from Kaplan, N.Y. 1989, 421-454, «Turning the Tables on Frege or How is it
That «Hesperus is Hesperus» is Trivial?», in: Tomberlin, J.E. (ed.):
Philosophical Perspectives 3: Philosophy of Mind and Action Theory,
Atascadero (Cal.) 1989, 317-39, and N.U.Salmon («How Not to Derive
Essentialism From the Theory of Reference», in: Journal of Philosophy 76
(1979), S. 703-725, as well as Reference and Essence, Princeton 1981 and
«Reference and Information Content: Names and Descriptions», in: Gabbay,
D./Guenthner, F. (Eds.): Handbook of Philosophical Logic, Vol. IV: Topics in
the Philosophy of Language, Dordrecht 1987.
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deepness of the problems of underdetermination raised by the discussions i
confirmation theory by philosophers like Goodman and Guine

To avoid these consequences and to keep the respective theories miglat seem t
most of the philosophers of either part tantamount to drop the theoryt direc
reference without essences and necessary truth is like underdetermination withou
ontological relativity and incommensurability, as it were.

But there are always other possibilities apart from dogmatism.

There is, for example, a quite modest, pragnatfmothesis which has been put
forward by philosophers like Dagfinn Fgllesdal and Keith S. Donnellan siece th
sixties, and there are Putham’s attempts to combine a critical epistemological attitude
with a pragmatically biased modest realism stemming from or localizable imcertai
reference-theoretic assumptions. Etyempt in this paper is to contribute some more
programmatic considerations to this program. The basic idea consists in taking th
theory of the direct reference of natural kind terms as an answer to the psoblem
raised by the radicalizan of underdetermination. In Putnam’s case this switch from
scepticism as to reference to an argument very much like ‘if (1) there is n
principled way to reduce the meaning to any epistemologipaliledged basis, (2)
meaning is a matter of intratheoretical structure (interrelations of signs) and (3
meaning should determine reference, then non-(3) meaning does not determin
reference, thus (4) reference being relatively independent from intrathebretica
«meaning», so we have to provide an alternative account of reference’ is evident. |
this argument, as we see, there is no refusal of underdetrmination: (1) isyentirel
accepted. Neither is this possibilitated by a new foundationalism: (2) is accepted
thus (4) does not mean that reference is entirely «theory unloaded», i.e. indépenden
of any theory, but there is no one theory which (now or in the future or in d worl
described by «necessary truths») determines reference. Reference is thus oescued t
be the complicated thing it is: as the concept which serves to explain therrelatio
between theory, understanding and the objects described, and is not detegmined b
anything, factual or counterfactual, without reflexion on side of the users of theory
It is, in other wordsupposed. On the other hand, (2) prevents us from becgmin
Milleans and divorce theoretical terms from our understanding of them amd thei
place in theories: intratheoretical reduction and definition is thus vindicated as
legitimate possibility, so that there are no grounds to suspect that whatgs bein
worked out is something like the «furniture of the world». (3) is, after all, quite
modest modification (although it goes right to the heart, one should add).

Taking this as an example, in the following | want to adventure the folgpwin
ideas:

The conditions for and presuppositions (or commitments) of the adeqeate us
of empirically interpreted predicates made explicit in the theory of the referénce o
natural kind terms coincide largely with the desiderata for a solution of Googiman’
paradoX. | assume, in other words, that the referential anomalies resultimg fro

®  The chief example of this attitude seems to be Putnam, although he as

well should count as one among the theorists named before.
" This is to say, | haste to add, that | neither pretend to give a solution
(because there is none) nor to abund in the theory of identity in modal logic.
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«intensionalism» detected by Kripke, Donnellan and Putnamatrenly andnot
unseparably such of the interpretation of formulae of modal logic, and that th
Goodmanian anomaly isbt only one within the framework of confirmation thgor

and the theory of valid inductive method. In contrast to that | would propose to se
both of the mentioned disciplines asowtexts of discovery» of one or moe
underlying, principal problem(s) for the philosophy of language as sucthwhic
challenges certain ways of transforming old philosophical problems in probfems o
the philosophy of language. Thus | think that the metaphysical problems stgmmin
from the discussions in the theory of direct reference are reinterpretable (even if thi
might be exactly what their proponentsmu wish to do) as parts of answerns o
proposals for understanding the (normative-apriori) conditions for the justificatio
and «normal» application of predicates within inductive practices which we @lway
have to buy if we do use them in the «normal» way, i.e. assume inductiveyalidit
for our inferences from data. That is: they may be «internalized» and be seen as
description of the realism which guides us as long agsseathe terms. On the othe
hand, Goodman’s paradox might be seen, as | think, as a critical obstacle to
metaphysical hypostatization tfe world, i.e. to the reification of somethgn
normative which is operatiweithin our practices: it shows that we, as soon as w
reflect upon these conditions, get to see that they always could be otheanditet
there is no ontological or otherwigearantee for the correction of our conceptua
schemes. We have to be realists to pursue the aims of science but wé are no
damned to live in one specific world and could not be so.

In short: | want to argue for a «deflationist» reading of the theory oftdirec
reference combined with an «inflationist» reading of Quine-type (or, in general
instrumentalist) scepticism concerning the ontologicgdart of theoretical concepts
respectively the epistemological importance of the theory of direct reference.
understand this as a part of the elaboration of a concept of «world» or «reality
which helps us understand the rationality incorporated in the methodologytaih
enterprises, like science. Thus batbdifications could, at least as | hope, contribute
to an elucidation of the ontological and epistemological premises which are operative
in our use of language with empirical imgort

These are two defects which | want to be clear about from the beginning; they
are due to the general character of the theses | want to put forward: they
should be valid, I think, for every account of identity through possible worlds,
because they do not concern the concrete structure of

an assumption of sammeness of kind as such but its place and unavoidability
in certain practices. | suppose that the most natural reading of the following
results from the assumption of a modified Kripke-semantics for possible world
like the one proposed by Deutsch in «Semantics for Natural Kind Terms», in:
Canadian Journal of Philosophy 23/3 (1993), 389-412, and his improvements
in «Semantic Analysis of Natural Kind Terms», in: Topoi 13 (1994), 25-30.
However, as | said, the concern of this paper is less in semantics proper than
in pragmatics.

8 We can find witnesses for this suspicion on both sides. Thus
H.K.Wettstein thinks that you simply miss the point of the theory of direct
reference if you look for it exclusively in its aptness to formalize metaphysical
speculation or in its contributions to the clarification of the interpretation of
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The first part of my thesis is that one can obtain the most importantgesult
independent from the presupposition of a metaphysical realist interpretatian of th
modalities because modalities are not all that matters to epistemological matters, a
all the world agrees. On the other hand, and this is the second part of theathesis,
pragmatic interpretation of the stitural properties assigned by this theory to the use
of empirically (or otherwise objectually) interpreted general terms can proside u
with a non-naturalistic description of the characteristics of a possibilitydo us
language which is of priviledged importance in contexts where we are pymaril
interested in learning from experience.

2.— Aspects of the theory of refrence for natural kind terms: some remarks on
the conditions for a distinction between «normal» general terms ah
«natural kind terms»

If one views the reference of a descriptive general term as given byssalce
and sufficient condition of its application stated in other terms than the general ter
in question (i.e., normally a description), there is room for a conflict between th
satisfaction onditions associated with the condition for application and the reference
of the term interpreted through it. In certain contexts both seem plausibly té be no
completely substitutable. Thus if you determine the reference of the term»«gold
with a description of the form (1) «something is gold iff it is F, G and Hb an
affirm (2) «It is possible that gold is not F» (e.g. on aposteriori groundsaor in
thought experiment) then you get by substitution the inconsistent result thatt (3) «I
Is possible that what is F, G and H is not F». Nevertheless it does not seew that b
your modal remark you construe any impossible or grammatically or logicakty fals
nor absurd affirmation. This would be trivially the case, of course, if you vigw (1
as a definition in the strictest sense of the word. In that case eliminability isicarrie
through in virtue of the fact that (1) is an adequate definition (i.e. previde
eliminability and non-crdavity in the language where it occurs and is held true), and
consequently (2) is inadmissible in a language where (1) is true. So avoidiag (3) i
possible by adopting an aprioristic point of view concerning the descriptively fixe
reference which immunizes (1) from revision by hypotheses like (2), confirmed a
they might seem. This,j however, an epistemologically quite uninteresting case. The
interestng case is the one where you proposevision or alternative to affirmations
like (1) on whatever grounds, i.e. when you want to (and, strictly: have to) appeal t
something like (2) to inspire an investigation as to whether (1) is true or notsThis i
what a change in status from a definition to a hypothesis seems to consist in, an
one necessary step in this course seems to be exacélgnta (2), be tle

modal discourse. In «Turning the tables on Frege or How is it that «Hesperus
IS Hesperus» is trivial» he expresses this view as follows: «If one sees the
modal arguments as at the core of the anti-Fregean approach, as | do not,
one might conclude that intellectually mediated reference [i.e. the
determination of extension by intension, A.M.] is not what the anti-Fregean
revolution is about» (p.336, my italics), but, as we could add, in the theory of
interpretation for modal logic. In

«Cognitive Significance without Cognitive Content» (in: Almog, J./Perry, J./
Wettstein, H. (eds.): Themes from Kaplan, N.Y./Oxford 1989, 421-54) he
considers to be the «lesson of the anti-Fregean revolution» the insight that
«linguistic contact with things —reference, that is— does not presuppose
epistemic contact with themx» (454).
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specification of «gold» what may. Another important thing seems to be #hat th
admission of (2) goewithout, from the point of view of the possibilityfo
interpretation of the term, causing a complete deviance from former use or th
inacceptability of a theoretical system which would inevitably prompted byauch
patent contradiction like (3). A criterion for holding on to «former use» is leyon
doubt to carry on the reference of a term. So the aprioristic attitude teward
assumptions like (1) does not seem adequate for cases like the evaluation o
hypotheses and the consideration of alternatives.

In the sixties thinkers like Dagfinn Fgllesdal and Saul Kripke (among 9Qthers
began to view this kind of problem as a symptom for an at least incoenplet
conception of the reference of descriptive terms and their behaviour in all conte