L .
‘ - LY .
Sensa in Sellars' Theory -

of Perception

Peter K. Dauphinee

Submitted to the Paculty of Graduate Studies and

Research in partial fu_lrillment of ‘the requirements

~

for the degree of Master of Arts,

-

] 7

. ~
Department of Philosophy : Montreal, Quebec
McG11l University , "September, 1979

e B L

——r

¥ Mgt o s el 5 2R




f ‘ SENSA IN SELLARS® THEORY OF PERCEPTION

ABSTRACT

Wilfrid Sellars claims that a scientific account of

human.belng will find it necessary to postulate a new type .
of basic particular, which he calls sensa. It is not entirely
\ clear what’are the reasons for which Sellars makes this claim.

This thesis seeks to answer thls questlon, andwsubsequently

- to ;valuate what 1t finds to be Se{lars’ argument for sensa.
Three possible arguments are distinguished. The argument from

the homogeneity of colours is taken to be Sellars® principal
‘aréumeng. A kKey premise in this argument 1s that colours, be-
cduse of their ultimate homogeneity, cannot be reduced to com=-

plexes of scientific .properties and relations. This premise

involves a principle of reducibility which close scrutiny re-

veals to be more problematic than it initially appears. The
conclusion is that the argument for sensa falls because 1t

relles on an unjustified application of the principle.
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RESUME °

Wilfrid Sellars affirme qu'une explication sclentifique
‘de '1'8tre humaln va nécessiter le besoin de postuler une
nouvelle sorte d'individm @€lémentaire, qu'il appelle “sensa.”
Ce n'est hae'trés clair pour quelles ralsons Sellhra{fqlt catte
d8&claration, Cett; thése cherche a rfpondre i cette question ‘
et subséquemment a évaluer ce qu'il trouve a4 8tre les arguments
de Sellars pour "sensa.® Trois arguments possibles peuvent
etre discernés. L'argument prlnclpﬁl‘dg Sellars est 1'homogén@&ite
des couleurs. Un principal facteur de cet argument est que les
couleurs, a cause de leur homog€n&ité ultime, ne peuvent @tre
reduit a des complexes des proprléfés et relatiﬁns sclentifique,
Ce facteur comprend un principe ’ d; réductibilité qui, aprés
une .étude attentive se dévolle Btre un plué grand probléme qu’
initiallement prévu. La conclusion nous 41t que 1l'argument
pour "sensa" &choue parce qu'il se base trop sur une appllcdtion

-

injustifiée du principe.
Peter K. Dauphinee

DSpartément de Philosophie ‘ Montr&al, Québec .
Université McGill . . Septembre, 1979
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{ - \t;hapter 1: Introduction

Hilfrlcrl 8311&,1‘3‘* argues that in f’he final scientific
account of the world'z.fo the logical space -of the sensuous fea-
tures of the manifest world such as colours will appear ‘1
transposed as features of a type of basic particular called

. sensa, The argument 1s emergentist: sensa, althougfh basic
particulars, are constittents only of animate ¢+ perceiving
beings--they do not appear in a sclentific account which 1is

necessary and sufficlent for a description of inaminate ob-

Jecfs. 0f course, the claim that secondary qualities are really
aspects of percelving beings 18 not surprising; what is, how=
ever, 1s Sellars' claim that ‘they are aspects bof li;aslc partie~
ulawmEs-particulars wr;lch are not reducible to those p;,rticulars
which are adequate for a description of the 4naminate world
. (that is roughly, the basic particulars currently postulated by
. seience), *I
8erious critiques of the arghment have been published by
J., W. Cornman and C. A. Hooker. Each seeks to d;aprove{'the
agrument and each fails, I think, largesly bscause of certain
difficulties involved in the rather pecullafr way Sellars pre-
gents his argument, The argument sppears tS have many strands
not all of which appear in any one of Sellars' works. Thus, .
drawing from various papers, Corrman and Hooker have separately

- . : ) attempted to reconstruct then crithize a single, coherent

( ’ argument for sensa from Sellarsian resources. I do not int.end ’
: - /‘\ . , . .

v —




f B

-

to 'examine in deta:ll these construals of Sellars argument since
I believe they tend to conceal rather than reveal whatever

force the aréument for .aengsa has, I propose instead a detalled
examination and discussion of the relevant-texta. )‘Qf particu-
lar interest are three passages which provide what may be con-
sldered three independent reasons for supposing sensa to be
basic. These appear in *Philosophy and the Sclientific Image

of Man," "Phenomenalism,” and "The Identity Approach to the

Mind Body Problem.™ The problem is that no one of these arguments
;ppears by 1itgelf to provide a sufficlent argument for the

¢

basicness or primitiveness of sensa. Thus we must attempt to
understand how they are rt;lated to eacrﬂx other and vwhether to-
gether they provide a convincing argument for sensa. oo
Before pressing on with this strategy, however, I wish, to
lock briefly at a statement of the argument for sensa which is
l.;rovided by Hooker, Sellars divides our multi-facetg'd ways of
viewing the world into two broad conceptual frameworks--the
manifest image and the scientiflc image., The manifest ipage 1is
a view of the world which relies heavily on common sense, The
entities and concepts of this image are either those encountered
in everyday experlence, or may otherwise be theoretical, al-
though such theoretical entities and concepts are conceived
in direct analogy with non-theoretical concepts. ,Thus. thoughts
and sense impressions, though theoretically postuhted ‘even 1in

the manifest image, are conceived as being directly analogous

with spoken statements (thinklng-out-loud) in the first case, and

Ll



ph}sical objects in the second, The scientific image is the -
view of the world we will (or would) have in a complete, unified
;cience; The -ultimate objects of the scienmtific image,
theoretically postulated, have A conceptual independence from
common sense concepts. The sclentific image is incompatible.
with the manifest image which'it will ultimately replace as the |
true view of‘the world because of lts greater explanatory power
and, perhaps, coherence. The scientific ilmege, however, must,
or will, contain successor concépts to those of theﬁpaniﬁébt
image which ;111 captﬁre the "logical spaceg“~of th; succeeded
concepts. -
Among the "logical spaces" of the maﬂifest image which must
be captur?ﬁ in the scientific image afe those of the sensuous’
qual@tf@s of the world\conceived in the manifest image along
naive-realist lines, as purely occurrent properties inhering in
ph&gical objects. In the manifest image sense lmpressions are
consfrued adverblally as states nf perceivé;s. Sense impressions
have properties which are snalogous to those of the physical

objecfb they represent. The successors of sense impressions in

" the scientific image areragain states of persons, construed now,

however, as neurophysiologlcal systems, As part of these o
systems, science will find 1t necessary to postulate sensa, a
type of particular not found among those necessary and sufficieant
for a sclentific description of non-living matter, which will
have properties which cagture the logical space of sensuous
properties. These new particulars will be required because none

%
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of: the entities currently postulated by science have, or could
have properties of the right type. In particular, none of the
entities of current theory have properties which capture the

"ultimate homogeneity® of voiu' manifest‘: concept \of colour, and -

\
therefore, "coloured™ gsense impressions. In the final scientific

account of human behaviour, sensa will be the:theoret;cal en-
tities to which successor concepts of manvlfes't colour 1;re-
dicates which preserve logicgl“ features such as "ultimate
homogenity"® will be applicable. ‘:”

Although' the manifest image is prior in the order of knowing,
the -scientific image 1s prior in the order of being, Thus,
ssientific objects are what !'x:eally exist;" manifest obJecfs.
on\the other hand, don't "really exist." Sellars is not a
materialisi in the strong sense in which the only predicates
ne¢essary to describe th‘e world are those found in a theory
minimallv adequate to describe inanimate matter (physlcalz). but
in a weaker sense in that these-bredicates are integrated into
a single extensional space-time-causal scheme (physical,). o
/Note: this account of Sellars is esse {i/a,“lly that of Hooker.b

The argument involves the nom two alternate conteptual
frameworks--the one we have, the manifest or common sense

y
framework, and the developing sclentific framework which will,

at some ideal time, replace it as the true view of the world.

Sellars holds two theses concerning these framewo;'ks. whileh
play a crucial role in hils argument: one concemms a ®successor®

relation which holds between those concepts defined in the common
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sense framework and those defined in the scientific frameworki
the other is a prineciple of reduclbility relatmg the attributes ‘
of wholss to the attributes of thelr parts ;‘vhich applies within

each framework sepsratgly. ‘

Now the ai-gument for sensa derives its force from -a subtle
interplay of these two themes--an interplay which 1s extremely’
/difﬁcul’t to unravel, In my opinion neiéher Coaamman nor Hooker
has succeeded at this “bask; in fact, the f‘ormalised\] statements
of Sellars' argument which they have contrived tend to obscure
the complexity .of this interplay by focusmg attention on one
pr¥inciple or the other. Thus Carnman early 'in his diacusaion.
disposes of the problem ofyhy and how colour terms nu\st appear
in the scientific {mage. and concentrat)és on attacking ,tl';e‘
principle of reducibility. Hooker, on the other hand, takes the

' )

opposite tack, attacking Sellars® account of éolour concepts in

the manifest image, and his requlrements‘ for thékr successors

v
4

in the scientific image, o

Neither of these themes, or principles, are expounded or

» defended in detail by Sellars. However, from what he does say

about them.\theg\appear not 1mf>1ausib1e. The notion of counter-

parts or guccessor co;iéhpta 1s captured by Hooker as follows:

Principle of Framew ;k Tesmsf ormation Adegg* f

For any two conceptual schemes s, si, 1 s o
to be an adequate successor to s then s+ must re-

present in itself the logical structurgs ('logical
spaces') of each of the concepts of s,

Thus the scientific image will contain counterpart or successor

concepts of the concepts of the common sense framework. In




general thepe successor concepts will be "enriched:* thus the
successor concept of a .'pimk ice cube will be a complex of
imperceptible particles. Thkis enrichment reflects the fact
that the scientific image provides a more detailed description
of the world, The counterpart relation 1s one of identity in
only a very weak sense--Liebnttt Law does not hold.
Hooker does notfd&spute this principle, but he believes
r that Sellars ises it improperly in his argliment for sensa.
According to Hooker, the principle requires 7that the scientific
image contalin sensa whose '
««..properties reproduce the 'logical spaces'
of the secondary qualities. To do this latter
is...to preserve the truth of all true higher
order clalms_about the orlginal concepts. In -
t the present context it is to reproduce all of
the conceptu&dl relationships among the original
concepts, for example, determinate/determinable
structure, céléur compatibility and .so on, as
well as reproducing the other loglcal character- s

» 1stics of the concepts, for example, simplicity
and homogeneity., ‘

%

/
However, Hooker later claims that, the principle b el lexll

R’\\\Mlce to carry the argument -for sensa as basic particulars--

the principle must be strengthened to insure the simplicity and

homogeneity of colours:

.

Thus we find appended to the general argument
for (the principle) a special argument opera-
tive for just the perceptible qualities,' a
special argument  to the effeect that the 'logical
space’ of the perceptible qualities and \relations -
of physlcal things and processes on which that
of the attributes and° relations of raw feels is .
modeled 18, in an important sense, closed, "Per-
ceptible qualities and relations are,...pure
- occurrent quallities and relations....The intrinsie

structure &f thelr ‘'closed' loglical space requires

«..that they be re-located in the Scilentific
() Image, rather than reductivgly identified with

: other properties within it,

.o . N
. . -
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Hooker has Qtaken arguments from uO\diff"erent papers
%y Sellars and combined thém as if they constituted a single
argument. But it is not at all clear that he is Justified in
doing so; indeed I believe he is not. His analysis of the
application of the principle of ‘framework transformation ade-

quacy to the argument from homogeneity falls mainly because ‘
Hooker Fﬁ/oes not recognize that the principle of reducibility
also plays an essential role. -Thus I shall consider these to
be two arguments fdr the priml'tlveness of sensa, 1f for no
other reason than that they appear in different places. The
third appears in "Phenomenalism" and argues essentially that
since colours are primltive in the manifest image, they must

also be primitive in the sclentific image-~-thus perhaps the

\

' principle of framework adequacy requires that.primitives in

one framework be primitive in another.

The other side of the argumnt for the bagicness of sensa
is the principle of reducibllity Whlch 1s an ontologlcal con-
dition concerning the structure of conceptual frameworks., It °
is expressed by Sellgrs as follows: g

. If an object is in a strict sense a system of
objects, then every property of the object
mugt consist in the fact that its constituents
have such and such qualities and stand in such
and such relations or, roughly, every property
of a system of objects consists of progertlgs
of and relations between, 1ts constituents.

Alternatively it may be said that the properties of conglomerates
of particles are defined in terms of the properties and relations
of the baglic particulars which constituse- the whole,

ke

[




0

QR S

¢

The principal arguments for sensa appear in "Philosophy

,and the Scientific Image of Man® and “Phenomenalism.® The

argunents are similar but importantly different. In both
cases Sellars first conslders the problem of accommadéting
inanimate physical objects of the manifest image in the sgientl-

fic image. The problem is to reconcile the occurrently coloured

‘ objects of the former with systems of imperceptible objects of

the latter. Since an instrumentalist interpretation of micro-
theoretical entities is ruled out by Sellars two possibilities

remaing

“ a) Manifest objects are identical with systems
of lmperceptible particles in that simple

° sense 1in which a forest -1s ldentical with a
number of trees,

; ‘b) Manifest objects ére fappearances' to human

. mzr}d) of a reality which 1is constituged by

systems of imperceptible particles.

In "Philosophy and the Sclentific Image oi‘: Man" the argu-
ment depends on the homogeneity of colours. Alternative ~ (a)
envisages that manifest obJects and systems of 1mpercept1ble
obJects both exist in a(sxiyxgle coherent conceptp}al framework--

one, in ¥hich therefore, the principle of reducibility applies.
» N
For ex_gmple. a ladder is a system of _pieces of wood, none of

12

which itself 18 a ladder. The argument proceeds: - \

But the case of a vpiak: ice ocube, 1t would seem
clear, cannot be treated in this way. It does

‘ not, seem plausible to say that for a system of
particles to be a pink: ice cube is for them to
have such and such imperceptidble qualities, anmd to
be so related to one another as to make up an
approximate cube. '‘PEfk does not seem to made
up of imperceptible quallties in the way in which
. being a ladder 1is made up of being cylindrical

-
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‘ (the rungs), rectangular (the rrame). wooden, -

( ' etc. The manifest ice cube presents itsel

" ¢/ to us as something which is pptak: .through
and through, as a pptnk: continuum, all the|
regions of which, however small, are pink, '
It presents itself to us as ultimately
homogeneous; and an ice cube warlegated in
colour is, though not homogenecus in its
specific colour, 'ultimately homogeneous®,
in the sense to which I am calling attention,
with reapget to the generic trait of bains
coloured,

This 'argument is taken to rule out (a). Its force seems to be.
that the cloncept of colour we do have is not that of a complex
of qualities and relations; therefore it is a simple or primi-
tive property. The concifision is hhqt man;.feat objects do not
exlst; they are 'appearances' to perceivers.

In "Fhenomenalisk® the identity expressed by (a) L8 also
re jected but this time by an agrument that begins with the
primitiveness of colour ;:redicatesn

The attempt to melt together Eddington's two

tables does violence to both and justice to

neither, It requires one to say that one and

the same thing is both the single logical sub-

Jeet of which an undefined descriptive predicate
(e.g. 'red') is true, and a set of logical sub-

Jects none of which is truly characterized by

this predicate, thus raising all the logical

puzzles of 'emergence.” And if, as is often done,
'red’' as predicable of physical objects 1s tacitly
ghifted from the category of primitive descriptive
predicates (where it properly belongs) to the

Y ‘ category of defined descriptive predicates by T
' being given the sense of “power to cause normal
observers to have impressions of red,® then the
very stuffing has been knocked out of the framework
of physical objects, leaving not enough to permit
the formulation of the very laws which are.-implied
by the existence of these powers, and which are

. pre-gsupposed by the nicrg-theory which might be
invoked to explain them.

t
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. The conclusion again, of course, 18 that the physical objects

of the manifest image doc not exist--or, alternétivelyu that
the framework of perceptible physical objects‘is false. The
questloh arises, are these supposed to be two separate hgru-
ments for the non-reality of the comﬁon senge framework of ’
physical objects? Indeed, . .i8 - “ultimate homogenietf' the
same property as "simplicity" as applied to colours?

I think the answer to both these questions is no. Sellars
18 not very explicit about the concept of ultimate homogenelity
which sﬁggests that 1t means Just what 1t seems to mean; that
is, it is & propefty that we detect by observation. Thus
Sellars smys that ‘the manifest ice cube "presents itself to

us as ultimately homogeneous." Bﬁt 1s the primitiveness or

simplicity of colour also something we detentxbi observation?

I’think not, In the passage guoteddabove, Sellars argues that

colours are not defined or définable ag powers because he ~

holds that the manifest image:requil®g

phyq}cal objects to be

occurrently coloured, But this da bt rule, out a feductive

def'inition of colours. The concepX of Jultimate homogenilty‘is
required to rule this out. Sellars tells us that:

...the concept of ultimate homogenelty is closely
related to the traditional concept of a simple
quality. It differs primarlly by relating,the
latter to the logic of whole and part. Applied
to my .example it says that the plnkness of a-
whole (the.pink ice cube) does not conslst in a
relationship of non-pink parts.

Perhaps we can detect by observation that manifest coloured

objects are non-complex i.e. that col%gy terms are not defined

-~
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terms in the manifest image, But Sellars' argument requires

an a@ditional premise that colours are not definable in terms

of the properties ahd relations of the theoretical entities of

the sclientific iﬁage. And 1t is specifically the ultimate -
homogeneity of colour whiciﬂzzhnot be so defined--and which;
therefore is essential to the argument. On the other hand, b

the claim that physical objects must be occurrently coloﬁred-i-

i.e, ¢hat physical colourg are not to be analysed as powers to

canse sense impressions--is also an essential part of the argu-

ment to this point. Thus the arguments in "Philosophy and the
Scientific Image of Man" and ”Pﬁenomenalrsm“ arejnot separate

and independent arguments but rather must be coilidered two
aspects of the same argument--two aspects which are jointly
necessary and mutually supporting.

The conclusion is that the coloured objects of the manifest
image gimply do not gxlst. This move is possible - since colours
anglogically conceivéd with their loglcal space intact already
exist as features of sense impressions. Now the argument(s)
for accommodating sense impressions into the sclentific image
follows a simllar pattern to that of the argument(s) Jjust N
examined, Both thoughts and sense 1mpressioﬁs are theoretically
concelived inner episodes of persons., Thoughts are concelved
by analogy with Eﬁg;t speech, sense impressions, by analogy with
the occurrently coloured physlical objects‘which.are their cause. “

Now with thoughts, there 18 no problem in principle in accommodating

them in the scientific image, which construes persons as

v b e e 4 S vy Ty T b S e JEE—
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nqurophyslological syastems. Since Sellars accepts a functional

o analysis of language, the analogy concerns only the role of -
'S . .o
" whatever tokens are involved: : ’

b ...thoughts in the manifest image are conceived
: not in terms of their 'quality,' but rather as
inner 'goings-on' which are analogous to speech..n

P The point is an important one, for if the con-
’ cept of a thought 18 the concept of an inner
state analogous to speech, this leaves open
the, possibility that the inner state concelved
in terms of this analogy 1s in its qualitative
character a neurophysiological process.™"

The case with sense impressions is not so straightforward,
however, since the analegy concerns the intrinsic character
of the things involved: -

Thus a !blue and triangular sensation' 1is con-

celved by analogy with the blue "“#nd triangular

(facing) surface of a physical object which, when

looked at in daylight, is its cause, The crucial

issue then is this: ‘can we define, in the frame-

work of neurophysiology, states wﬁ*ch are sufficilent-
- 1y analogous in .their intrinsic character to sensa-

, . : tions to make identification plauslble? The answer
¢ seems clearly to be 'mo.' This is not to say that

neurophysiological states cannot be defined (in
principle) which have a high degree of analogy

- to the sensations of the manifest lmage. That this

- can be done is an elementary fact in psycho-physics.

The trouble is, rather, that the feature which we
referred to as 'ultimate homogeneity,' and which
characterizes the perceptible qualities of things,
e.g. their colour, seems to be essentially lacking
in the domaln of th? definable states of nerves and
their interactions..il

‘3

' At this polnt, Sellars poses the following antinomy:

(a) the neurophysilological image is incomplete,
i.e.,and must be supplemented by new objects
ﬂ (*sense flelds') which do have ultimate homo-
' genelty, and' which somehow make thelr presence
felt in the activity of the vigual cortex as,
, a system of physical particles;

i
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- '(b) the neurophysiologlcal lmage 1s complete

‘ +and the ultimate homogeneity of the sense
qualities (and, hence, the sense qualities,
themselves) is mere appearance in the very
radical sense of not eiésting in the spatio-
temporal world at all, g

The golution, of course, is that there is something more basic

&

than the particulate foundation of physics:

« « salthough for many purposes the central nervous
system can be construed without loas as a complex
system of physical particles, when 1t comes to an
adequate understanding of the relation of sensor
consciousness to neuropysiological process, w
must penetrate -to the non-particulate foundation
of the particulate image, and recognize that in
this non-particulate image the qualities of sense
are a dimension of natural process which occurs
only in connection with those complex physical
processes wWhich, when ‘cut up' into particles in
terms of those features which are the least common
denominators of physical process--present in in-
organic as well as organic processes allke--be-
come the complex system of particles whigh, in the
currentlsclentific image, 18 the central nervous
systen, c o

Again the argument 1s presented somewhat differently in

"Phenomenalism® but with similar results, Sense impressions
BERY ]

-of the manifest image are advegbial states of single logical
subjects, persons, But identifying persons with multiplicities

of logical subjects undermines the logic of sense impressions:
For whether these parts be construed as material
particles or as nerve cells, the fact that they
are a plurality precludes them from serving either
Jointly or separately as the subjects of the verd
'to sense red-triangle-wise.' We must therefore
.« o introduce a new category of entity ('phantasms®
or ®sensa’ we might call them) with predicates the
logical space of which 1s modelled on that of visual

¢ impressions, as the latter was modellig on that of

coloured and shaped physical objects.

At fhis point Sellars 1s more specific about what he concelives
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a) Sellars is convinced that colours are so basic to our
account of reality that they must apﬁear transposed but with
theilr logical spase intact in the sclentific image. For what-
ever reason, this includes th;t they be primitive i.e. pre-
dictable of ontologisally basic entities in the scientiflc
as well as the manifest framework.

b) Sellars evidently thinks this 1s possible only 1if we
adopt a basic ontology of "events®™ rather than "things.”™ It,

may be that Séllars has reasons independent of the argumant

for sensa for this position., My concern is whether this con-

clusion can be drawn from the particular considerations advanced

in the argumsnt for sensa. Everything hinges on the reasons
for which Sellars holds colours must be prlmitive. My con-

clusion will be thaf Sellars has not shown that colours need

be primitive in the ontological sense required for hls argument.

At beétJ they must be regarded as epistemological primltives.

Howevér. there is some difficulty in determining Sellars' reason,.

or reasons for holding celours to be primitive. I discern the

following three poésibilitiess

Fl

. 14
. . . N
semsa to be; the basic ontological category is not things
\’/’/* )
but events. The'queations asked by a sclence of perception
becomesg | ,
How are we to conceive the relationship between
the sequence of micro-physical ‘events' which R
constitute a brain's being in the physical state
appropriate to the occurrence of a red and tri-
angular sensum, and Ege sequence of 'events'
which 1s theysensum? "
We are faced with the followlng facts:- — ]

| { S



tial part of their logical space and so must be retained - in

. 15

(1) 1In "Phenomenalism®™ the argument might be taken to be that

the primitiveness of colours in the manifest lmage ls an essen-

the scientific image, I have already suggested that this argu-
ment requires additional premises. In Chapter 4 I show why
it is insufficient, and therefore requires supplementatlog py

further arguments such as:

(2) The ultimate homogeneity of the manifest image is part
of the logical space of colour concepts in the manifest image

and must appear. in the scilentific image. Since we concluded

from this ultimate homogeneity in the manifest lmage that colours
were yrimitive predicates, a simllar agrument forces us to con-
clude that_colours trangposed into the sci?ntific image mus; al=-
so be primitive, l.e. simplliclity necessarily follows from
homogeneity. I shall argue, in the last chapter, that this 1s
the most persuasive afgument Sellars—advances for the thesis

that colours are ontologically primitive in the scigntiflc image.
Hoﬁever, there are some ;ery complicated 188ues involving both
the principle of framework transformation adequacy and the
princliple of reducibilityaand it is in sorting these issues out
that the weakness 1£\§e11ars' argument becomes clear., It is

the principle of framework adequacy which'reqnires that the
loglcal space of colour be reconstructed in the scientific tmage.
This principle requlres that certain (maq&fest) concepts appear
in the scientific framework in analogous form, and others in

identical form--the latter being, in general, formal second order

attributes which are used to sbecify the former, merely anﬁiogous.

S m oy e & s g v epem————es A -
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concepts, How 1s the concept of 'ultimapg_@omogeneity" to
appear ;;‘{%ﬁ scientific immge--as 1dent1c;1 to the manifest
concept of homogenity, or merely as transposed into an analogous
concept?

That it is the\lgtter is, I think, beyond argument., Thef
mﬁﬁlfe;t‘conoept df ultimate homogenelty invokves physical 05;
Jects and their geographic parts: 1i.e. the concept 1s (wh;t
I shall call) a spatial one. The selentific image concept of
ultimate homogeneity, in which we are interested, involves
sense impressiona, which are analogically conceived statesg of
perceivers, But the fact that these concepts e.g. "coloured*
sense lmpressions are analoglical does not necesssarily mean:that
*horogenelty”® must be angloglcally construed. However, since
it 18 clear that‘nothinz will have the spatlal homogeneity of
physical objects, the scientist will attempt (and is so justified)
to define or reconstruct an analog¥cal concept of homogenity
from'the primitives that exist {e.g. neurons),.

An andlogical concept of homogeneity would be one which pre-
served certaln essential second order propertles of the model

conéept7tspat1a1 homogeneity; Roughly, the relevant pr;zfrties

would be the mathematical features of the continuum. T

- scilence of analogue' computer processes shows, I believe, that

a neurophysiological process could be defined with the rigﬁt
properties. Sense impressions would be identified with thesge
rrocesses, and the spatial homogeneity of coloured objects would

"map” onto certain temporal (perhaps) features of these
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processes~~-i.e, we would have an analogous, “temporal®™ concept
of homogenelty., —

Now I think Sellars would agree that it is an analogous,
not identical concept of homogenelty which applles to coiﬁured
sense impressions. His argument, by speaking of "processes™ and
*events,” opens the way for a temporal concept of homogeneity.

But now it 18 not as,clear that the primltiveness of colours of

sense impression1# entailled by this new, scientific image,

concept of homogewity, as (I suggested) the primitiveness of
coiour in the manjifest image 1is entalled by their spatial
homogeneity. 1In [the latter case, the principle of reducibility
wag invoked‘to cgnclude that the occurrently coloured physical
objects of the manifest image did not exist in the scientific
image. The re;s n given was that the scientific successors of
manifest physical objec&s were s&stems of imperceptible particles,
In the loglcal space of these imperceptible particles it seems
clear that‘?othlng analogous to the spatial homogeneity of
'physicél colour can be defined, The conclusion is that in the
final analvsis, physical objects construed sclentifically as
systems of particles, are not occuriently coloured--1.e. in a .
saas’.those physical objects which were occurrently coloured,
do not exist. u

When we move ‘to the problem of putting the colours of sense
impressions into the scientific image, Sellars a;tempts a similar

treatment, reaching of course, a different concluslon; Manifest

sense impressions are states of persons, construed as single

:
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%%glcal subjects. Can states be defined of neurophyélological‘
systems which are sufficiently analogous to warrant 1dent1t§?
We saw above (pp. 12 ) that Sellars thinks not. His reason
is specifically that "the feature which we referred t6 as 'ul-
timate homogenelity,' and which characterizes the perceptible
gqualities of things...seems to be essentiallx~1ack1ng in the
domain of the definable states of nerves and theilr interactions."
In my view, this argument is clearly acceptable only if Sellars
is using the spatlial notion of homogeneity. If it 1s.accepted\
" that an analogous "temporal® notion is sufficient, the question
6f whether or not neurophysiologlcal states or, more approprlateT
ly, sequences of states, %.e. processes can be defined which
can be identified with sense impressions is more difficult to
decide. According to the present account, Jjust as perceptible
physical objects are the model for both manifest and scientifie
sense impressions, the homogeneity of the colours of thése
objects is8 the model for whate&e; homogeneity 18 applicable to
scientific sehse impressions. When 1t comes to the point of
congidering in what tgrms this scientiflc concept of homogenelty
may possibly be defined (i.e. in terms of What objects’ﬁanse
impressions may be defined) we must not mistake the model for
the thing itself. In any such case of modeling, there are
certain properties shared by the model and the thing modeled,
and other ﬁroperties not shared. My polnt is that the sclencs
of perceptldn 1s not sufficlently advanced that we can specify

which propertieas arefheld by both (the positive analogy) and

-~
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which are not (¢t ive analogy). In such circumstances, \

confusion can result in an argument which makes an un-
critical use of the model. My view is that Sellars' argumsat
does tend to rely too heavily on the model concepts themselves.
Scientific sense impressions will turn out to be extpemely com~
. ) plex constructs of neurophlysiologica]f*« rimitives. An argument’
such as Sellars gives to the effect that sense impressions
could not be defined by the primitives currently postulated by
neurophysiology would have to unravel seme:of these extremely
complex detalls. Indeed we are faced by a great deal of lgnorance
on both sldes of the disputed reductione-of what exact nature
the homogeneity, on one'hand, and on the other, the unknown
possibilities of definable neurophysiological states--modeled
on computer states. This difflcult%y is acknowledged, ironically,
by Sellars in a different context: v
Over and above this all we need 18 to recognize
the force of Spinoza's statement: ‘No one has
< ' thus far determined what the body can do nor no
one has yet been taught by experience what the
body can 406 merely, by the laws of nature inso-
. far as nature 1s consldered merely as corporegl
and exteg?ed.' (Ethics, Part Three, Prop. II
(note)). . .
. .
(3) PFaced with the question of why colour must be primitive
in the scientiifi'c image, however, Sellars gives a very-different
answer. The question arises in ayréply Sellars gives to Cormman
concerning the primitiveness of the pre%icate *senses redly,®
Although it is primitive in the manifest image, it will be a
defined predicate in the scientific image because it is not

true of any of ttfz many logical subjects which constitute persons

in the scientifiec image:
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The.conclusion... 8

) must be a defined predicate, but that the primi-
tive character of "senses redly;," which has its
origin in the primitive character of "red" as a
rredicate of physical objects, wlll be preserved
. if this successor predicate were defined 1in such
) . a way that its deflniens includes a reference: not
only to such sclentlfié objects as are involved -
‘ ’ in non-living matter, but also to a new domain~6f
particulars (sensa) to which a new primitive pre-
dicate "red" applies.
) . If it be asked why the successor in the
Sclentific Image to sensing redly and, ultimately,
to red as an occurrent quality of the physical ob-
Jects of the Manifest Image, must preserve the
7 primitiveness or irreducidility of (color,...the
s answer lles in the distinctive character of the
~ explanandum which called for the lntroduction of
' senge impressions in the first plane.l

But what 1s this "distinctive character?* Surely it must
be more than the fact of being 1tself primitive in its own.
conceptual framework., Indeed the passage itself admits that

sense predicates which are primitive in the manifest image 1i.e.

ji

' "genses redly® are defined 1ﬁ the sclentific 1lmage. Thus the
"distinctive character® of something's being red must be more
than that the predicate is primitive, or that the thing is a
slnéle loglcal subject. The péragraph, quoted above 1is
accompanied by a footnote which refers us to two other places , s
in Sellars® work. One refe;ence is to an earlier part of the

| _ same paper in which Sellars does indeed discuss the explanamdum
in question, which is human behaviour., Part of the behaviour ™~
which schsee must explain is the fact that humans have per-
ceﬁtual propositional attitudes i.e. are sometimes dispésed to
say, In certaln circumsﬁancgs "Lo! Here is a red and rectangular

object.” Sellars' point in this passage is that he tqkes

) ' seriously, as Quine does not
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..ethe claims of an intermediate stage of explana=-
tion~-intermediate, that 1s, between explanation in
terms of behavior and propensitles to behave, and
explanation in terms of neurephysiclogy and central
gstates. This intermediate explanatory framework
18 roughly (but only roughly), that of thoughts

" and sense 1mpressions...as construed in classlcall
theories of mind,

.Sellars complains about the failure of certain of his colleagues
to pay serious attention to the problem of specifying
the conditions which an adequate scientific account
of human behavior must meet., This problem calls for
Just that careful examination of what we already
know about human behavior in terms of existing cate-
gorles, for which, with few exceptions, they have no
patience. This fallure leads to a rellance on overly
simple and inadequate paradigms of what will count as
a "secientifie object™ or "bodily state®™ or "neuro-
physiological process™ in this antlcipated scientific
account, .

\
Desplte these Buggestive passages, however, Sellars does pot

5

zo into any more detall at this point (or, as far as I can see,

¥

in this paper) to speil out what it is about out "knowledge of

f

o

human behavior in terms of existing categorles' which would

-

persuade ug to require that a scientific account of colours

o®

preserve thegr primitive character.
The other reference 1s to the concluding sections of "The

Identi%y Approach to the :Mind-Body Problem.®™ At this point

.8ellars does discuss his belief that sensa are primitive:

seeinstead of .the primitive predlcates of the re-
duced theory ending up as defined predicates in the
unified theory...these primitive predicates /i.e.
applying to sense impressiong/ could perfectly end
up as primitive predicates once more in the unified
theory....The to-be-digcovered sense- impression
universals would be no more complex than the sense-
. impression universals expressed by current sense lm-
pression predicates; they would have a different
categorical framework, and be nomologically related .

—
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‘to (but not analysable into) unlversals expressed
by other primitive predicates in the to-be-achieved
unified sense impression, brain state thaory....
(The loglcal space of sense impressionsg) would not...
have become internally more complex in the way 1n
which the logical space of chemical properties be-
comes internally more complex by virtue of their
identification with micro-physical properties. That
is to say there would be no increase in complexity

- With respect to what might be called the factual con-
tent of sense impressidon universals. Such increased
compleiity as occurred would be of a loglcal char-
acter,

" Again, the questlon is why Sellars holds this thesis and there
appears to be an answer in the last paragraph oﬁ#the paper,
The 1og1cal space of the attributes ofasense impressions 1is
modelled on that of physical objects which 1s in an important
gsense closed:

Perceptible qualities and relations are.. . /pure

occurrent qualities and relations. They are nel-

ther dispositional nor mongrel states,...Now it is
’ not the *internal structure®' of the familles of
occurrent perceptibile qualities and relations which
generate the demand for theoretical explanation, but
rather the nomological structure of the changes and
interactions of the physical things and processes to
which these qualitlies and relations belong. Houghly,
it is not such facts, expounded in a 'phenomenology'’
of sensible qualities and relations, as that to be
orange is to be between red and yellow in color which
demand sclentifl¢ explanation, but rather such nomo-
loglical facts as that black objects sink further %nto
snow than white objects when the sun is shining.

M

bhus 1t seems we have‘an srgument or reason for believing that
in the final scientific 1image, colour terms will be primitive
Just as they are in the manifest 1mage¢ This dlscussion 1is
reminiscent of Sellars' argument in "Phenomensltsm® thet the
fra@ework of physical objects is unreal. That argument, I

claimed, was not-independent of the argument from homogeneity
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\
bei:ause the fact that colours are pnia oeeurrents does ﬁot
necessarily mesn fhey are primitive. The fact t colours
of physical objects are pure occurrents in the panifest image
rules out the possibility that they are, or can be defined as
powers po cause gense lmpressions. The slgnificance of this
fact 1s that there does not seem ,to be any other way the colours
of physical objects might be defined. The homo;eneity of ;uch
colours is explicitdy and exclusively spatial and is obviously
lacking in the definable étates of imperceptible particles.

Now, however, the case is quite different for we are talking
about the "colours" of sense impressions, We can grant that,
perhaps for similar reasons as before} the "colours" of sense
1Qpression must be pure occurrents, This fact has quite different
implications than it d4id before. The fact that the attributes
of sense impressions are pure occurrents rules out the pogsibility
of defining them as dispositions. Now, however, we cannot con=
clude from the occurrence of such attributes to their primi-
tiveness because there may be definable states of neurophysiology
which are sufficlently analogous to colours of’physical objécts
to warrant identifying them with the (sclentific counterparts
of the) "colourd' of sense impressions.”

We saw earlier that the'argument that the loglcal 8pace of
colour 1s closéﬁ because purely occurrenf etc, was taken by
Hooker to be Sellars' principal.argument for th; primitiveness

of sensa, Indeed, some of the things Sellars says strongly gives

thig impression., However, I will argue in Chapter 3 that this
&
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argument from the purely occurrent nature of colours is not
sufficlent to conclude they must be primitive in the sclentifiec
image. At most; this provides a motlvation for so a;guing.
The most that can be concluded from the fact that cb&éurs

are (and, one must add, must remain) pure occurrents, is that
the loglecal sgace of colour doegs not requlre scientific ex-
Planation 1q the same sense as does, for exampie. certailn dis-
positional properfies of coloured obJectB--the fact that black
objects sgnk further into the mnow than white objects whan-the
sun is shining., But this fact about the loéical space of
colours does not rule out the possibility that colours may be

ontologically reduced--in other words, the fact that the logle

~cal space of colours 18 closed in the manifest image is not by

itself sufficlent to require that 1t not be “enriched® in the

sclentific image,

——

Nonetheless 1t*1s c¢lear that Sellars does belleve the logical

- space of colours, in the scientific image, will not be more

complex than in the manifest image. While the argument that
colours, being pure occurrents, do not require scientifie
explanation serves, perhaps, to motivate and support this bellef,
I think the argument from homogeneity is essential. I agree

that something must appear in'the scientific image which pre-
serves the logical space of colours, but dispute the claim ‘that
the predicates which stand for senuous properties, in partipular
colour predicates; need be primffive. The preservapion of the

log¥cal space of colours is necessary to account for our
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- forming conceptual, and par icularly, perceptual, plctures of the
world, It is oniy within/ the framework of the logical spaces
of our various sensory“aculties that the stimulil impinging on &
our receptors provides the information which constitutes per-
ceptual representation. As part of the explanation of how we
come to know the world, the essential role of the logical spaces
u ' of sensuous properties would explain thelr purely occurrent
character., However, neither their role in interpreting stimu-
lus 1nformation. nor thelraoccurrent character. requires that they
preserve the Irreducibility they enjoy 1n§the manifest image.

An eséential and pervaslve aspect of&Sellars' style SEL
argument 1s his use of model and analogy. Indeed this technique
itself is drawn supposedly from the model of normal sclence--
and assumes the force of‘a normative principle of rationél enquiry.
Yet Sellars 1s somewhat more strailghtforward in his explicit
ugse of model and analogy in the analysis of concept formation, and 4
rational inquiry in generhli its use as a normative force in Sellard
own reasoning is somewhat more suptle. The reason for this 1s
no mysterys the fact 1; that Sellars has little to say about
what justifies the use of model and analogy in philosophfcal
endeavour, In specific cases, when arguing frdﬁ the famillar to
the unfamiliar he would probably be at a loss to(tell us why

-7he is justified in stipulating that certain features of the

- analogy hold while othemsdon't. But if we are to come to

definite conclusions, 1f we are to ghin new knowledge instead

@
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of 11luminating the old, it 1s precisely the extent and limit
of a particular analogy that must be Jjustified. Of course,

Sellars has ‘glven us some idea of how such rational inquiry

b ~

is to be justified--the key notion is explanatory coherence.
Yet Sellars gives us little detail_about this notion--again,
presumably, 1t 1s more or less intuitively understood on the
bagis of our understanding of the process of rational inquiry--
specifically sclence--to dste, \
This pervasive use of models explains why Sellars often

tends to be long on insight and sug@estive ldeas but short on

specific, cohcrete convinecing conclusions, as the argument for

senza purports to be., Prima facie, the argument can easlly
be dismissed as absurd or eccentric--as may be the attitude of
the great number of phlilosophers who have saild nothing about
it. Even those yho geem to have taken 1t seriously enough to
attempt to refute 1it, Commanand Hooker, have been forced to
supply so-many detalls on thelr own 1n1t1ative. that the argu-
ments for sensa théy come up with are weak and easlily disposed
of, My opinion is that 15 the smoke couldibe cleared from these
analogles, the convincing detalls distilled out, we would find
elther an obviousiy falge argument for a radical ontological
thesis, or a convincing argument for a less remarkable con=-
clusion. Yet such an endeavour would entall plunging into the
vast complex of detell wnich Sellars' technique seeks to out-
flank, and 1s quite beyond the scope of this\paper. Thus I
must content myself with pointing out certaln key areas where
models function in the argument and indicating céertaln related

problems, *
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The use of model and analogy as a normative principle of
rational inquiry purpgrts to extrapolate vallidly from the
fapiliar to the unfamiliar, Thus, on a global scale the manifest
image is the known and provides the models for comprehending
the structure and content of the developing sclentific frame-
work., Yet any plcture which sees the manifest lmage as a para-
digm conceptual framework, which supplies paradigm principles
and concepts as a sort of metaphysical/metalinguistic foundation
of knowledge 1s certain to run into difficulties aa‘being too
simplistic, for two reasons. In the first place, the sort of
Jgstificatlon which pertains exclusively to the manifest image
[é.g. the foundational justifféations of traditional empiricism/
will not serve as a paradigm for a justification which rejects
one conceptual framework (the manifest) for another, (the
sclentific). For thils, the notion of explanatory coherence must
be introduced as a novel principle of Jjustification., It 18
novel because it deals specifically with a uniqﬁe relation- °
gship--between the manifest and sclentific lmages. Speaking‘Pofe
practically, this difficulty surfaces=when we ask from where
cﬁmes the principle of framework adequac&. The model for the
applléation of this principle to the problems of perception \
appears to be less problematic cases of sclentific explanatlion--
the "repiﬁbement" of chemical theory by physical theory, or the
replacement of Newtonian physical theory by Einsteinian. The
point is that the development of theoretical explanation was a

unique episode in the hlstory of knowledge and cannot be
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understood solely within the‘context of the manifest image.
The principle of framework adequacy is a case of extrapola-
tion from the familiar and accepted to the unfamiliar--but not
thereby, from the manifest or common sense to the sclentific
or "real."

The significance of this polnt(}s that it 1s an illustration
of a broader problem, which is the gsecond reason why the manifest
image can only with difficulty be regarded as the paradign.

The paradigmatic role of the manifest 1image presupposes, of
course, a correct analysis of the manl?ésf lﬁage. Unfortunately,
careful conslideratlion of the manifest lmage reveals it not to

be a static, independent conceptual framework, prior and alterna-’
tive tao the scienéific image; rather 1t 1tseif is 1liable to
change in response to theoretical development. The distinction
Sellars draws between the two 18 apparently stralghtforward,

but on examination, extremely problematic. The point of the
distinction 18 to define the limits of each framework, with the
goal qf extracting by analysls from the manifest, certain princi-
ples which will be normative to the development of the sclentific.
The key distinction, it seems, is that manifest concepts do

not include those which are, properly speaking, theoretlical,
whereas the sclentific does, Yetcthe contrast between the
theoretical and the non-theoretical is difficult to clarify--
even .{n Sellars' manifest image, there are "objects" e.g. sense

impressions which are very gimilar to theoretical. In a

similar sense, as I will argue in Chapter 3, the.q?ntfelt
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image could be construed along indirect reallst lineg--which
could be seen as a possible development of Sellar's manifest
image, an intermedlate between the manifest and the scientific.
Sellars' defense against this line of thought 1is that this is
not the framework we in fact possess. But what Justifies us
in extrapolating from a framework we in fact possess, granted
more adequate frameworks are posslible?

Sellars, in "Philosophy and the Scientific Image of. Han.(
mentions earlier stages of the manifest image--i.e. predecessor
framewor'cs at one time accepted as real. Yet no A'attempt is .
made to correlate that conceptual evolutlbn with the projected
one. Why did man cease to see trees as persons? Why were
certain pfinciples retained, and other rejected? In retrospect,
we can speculate that certaln forces, among them, developing,

primitive science guided man toward an acceptance of more

efficient, because more adequate, ways of viewing the world. But

in trying to project forward, as we are, this has little re-
levance. There ts no understood method of picking which aspects
of our framework are to be retained and which rejected--1.e.
which course of action will lead to a more adequate framework.
The reason I make these remarks 1s not so much to cast
aspersion on Sellars' method as to illuminate the very real, but
unacknowledged, difficulties inherent in such an approach, In
groping for a more adequate conceptual framework we have no

/

alternative of course, to extrapolating from the accepted one.

The problem is, to repeat, to plck out those aspects of the present
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framework which are Justif;ably mainteined as the positlve
analogy, My view is that if we are to contemplate the posélbility
of radicel conceptual change we must be as bold as necessary in
doing so, conversely, as cautious as posslble in projecting
familiar-elements of the manifest 1image. We must not allow

our models to get in our way. But this tm~preeliselys~what

.Sellars does. The key issue is the principle of reducibility.

How is this to be understood? Sellars is no§ very clear about
this but, rather, suggestive. Obviously the principle is drawn
from the manifest image: the illustrating qxample is that the
property of being a ladder is made up of being cylmdrical (the
rungs), rectangular (the frame). wooden, etc., Expressions of
the principle seem t& use ‘the languasge of whole and part, “con-
sists of," but in a curlous way:

. ®every property...must consist in the fact...."

“every property...consists of properties of...."

Not that Sellars is Unaware of the difficulties involved in the
ﬁrinciple; at one point he tells us that "A defence of this
principle would take one right to the very heart of the phllosbphy
of loglic, relating, as it does, the functional calculus to the
calculus of 1nd1v1duals.'23 What this suggests is that the
notion of "consists of" which we find in discussions of property
reduction is merely a rough model to enable us to understand a
st11ll mysterious relation. Another model encountered is the
notion of definition; thus we may say the property of belng a

tree 13 defined as being of a certaln size, being woody, geEeen

I'd
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ete, But it cannot be overemphasized that these are merely
models and cannot be taken too serlously in scilentific extension.
Althouzh the notion of a certaln property Béing def'lned by
another is falrly clear in the manifest image, it 1ls declidedly

not in the sclentific. The reason is simple: in the manifest

image, we can construct, or define concepts out of wéll under-

Uétood.concepts--e.g. colour terms. In the scientific image the

primitive concepts are not well understood: Rather it is more |

likely that the concepts ofrthe definiendum ére as well or

 better understood than those of the definiens. Sclentific

primitives arelknownﬂiﬁdirectly. defined only 1implicitij and

partially, Part of their definitfon involves what higher level

constructs they can se}ve to define--1.e,. their‘deflnition is

their overall role in the theory. Both models of the principle

of reducibility are just that--models. How they extend to the

scientific framework 1s a question that will probably oniy be

decidable when the scientisﬁs have 1argely\Zonstruct9d the

appropriate theories and lefit them to the philosophers to analyse.
Thus\my chief criticism of Se%lars'1agrument 1s that he

gseeks to convince by placing certéfn paradigms before us and

inviting us+to draw conclusions from them. Not that éellars )

1s unaware of the d?fficulties,but thap he supprésses them for

the .purposes of the“argument. In ﬁpé”drgument from homogeneity,

this tendency is especlally evident. 1In tht argumené. in

*Philosophy and the Scieﬁtlfic Image of Man" Sellars argues first
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from the homogeneity of coloured objects in the msnifest image,

to their unreality. This is not part of the argument for sensa
but serves as the model for it. There are two models involved:
the concept of spatial homogenéity which serves as the model
fof whatever analogous concept of homogenelty sclence will
postulate, or define for sense impressions. The second model
is a particular spplication of the principle of reduclbility:
the fact that pink is not made up of, does not consist of, 1im-
percépéible qualities, Whatever we may think of this use of the
principle, it should be clear that it cannot straightforwardly
be extended to the homogeneity of sensa impressions. Yeét not
only is the possible disanalogy not mentioned by Sellars, his
statements seem contrived to suggest that the principle applles
literally:
Putting it crudely, colour expanses in the manifest
world consist of regions which are themselves colour
expanses, and these consist in their turn of regions
which are colour expanses, and so on; whereas the
state of a group of neurons, though it has reglons
which are also states of groups of neurons, has ul-

timate regions which are not states of gro&ps of neu-
rons but rather states of single neurons.%
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Chapter 2: - Meaning and Truth

™

It is’ impossible to appreciate the force of Sellars'
argument for sensa--and the role of the princliples of re-
ducibility and of framework transformation adequacy-—wifhout
understanding the importdgnce and natufe of the manifest image. '
But ‘'this in turn presupposes an understq?dzlng of the role, in
Sellars' philosophy, of the cdnoept of a conceptual framework,
It 18 to a consideration of this latter subject that I turn for
the momént . '

For Sellars, theyorlmary unit of meanang is the conceptual
framework. This represents a break with traditional empiricism

{1 .
vhich held that some words derive their meaning solely by

means of a direct ostensive link with the world. These emplriclists

—held that the learning of language consists initlally at least,

of the formation of a battary of concepts, derived by abs}:rgction
fz:om direct acq.uaintance ¥ith the world and linked to words by
association. This battery of concepts formed a foundation for
the congtruction of the great edifice of humamknonledgei Thus
the meanlngs of hléhly complex concepts ultimately reduced to
these directly known concepts. Furthermore certeln beliefs

about the world were said to be basic. These bellefs involved .
those concepts which were directly knowni and were ;thought aa '

either not to be in need of Jjustification, or to be gelf-.

Justifying. In other words, they could be known independently

2 . v
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of all other knowledge, to be true. rOther beliefs. those in-
volving more complex cgncepts, could be Justified b?éeuse they
were logically related to those beli_efs which were basic.
Necessarily involved in such an account, of coursel.‘ is a logi-
¢al atomlist view of language, Q

; Now Sellars does not accegt all of the theses of the tradil-
tional empiricist although his approaéh 18'( similar at ti.mes.
Chief among his differences with tradlti‘onal empiricism is his
rejection of the notion of a "given." The empirlcist account
of concept formation 1is r;dically mistaken, according to Sellars,
because 1t presupposes that we have a ‘precoﬁceptual coghitire
awareness of the world, In "Empirlicism and the Philosophy of
Mind" Sellars attempts to show that t;e foundationalist
account of knowledge 1s false. As a part of Sellars’' genefal
critique of the,"given." is an alternate account of how we come

to have Knowledge of the world. It 1s thls account which} I

‘am about to look at, for it is an essential part of Sellars®

views about mcientific explgnation.

Among conceptual frameworks, the manifest image oqcupies
a special position, for 1t 1s a direct descendgnt of the con-
ceptual framework which Sellars calls tpe "original image"

¢eeoin texms of which man came to be aware of
himsgelf as man-in-the-world. It 1s the frame-
work in terms of which, to use an existentialist
turn of phrase, man first encountered himself--
which is, of course, when he ceme to be man....
I want to highlight,..the paradox of man's en-
counter with himself...that man couldn®t be man
until he encountered himself....Its central theme
18 the l1dea that mnything which can properly be -
called conceptual-thinking can occur only within
a framework of conceptual thinking in terms of

1
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which it can be criticized, supported, refuted,
in short, evaluated....(A) conceptual framework
is a whole which, however sketchy, 1s prior to
its parts, and cannot be construed as a coming
together of parts which are already conceptual
.in character. The conclusion 1s difficult to
avoid that the -transition from pre-conceptual

" patterns of behaviour to conceptual thinking was
a holistic one, a jump to a level of awareness
which is irreducibly new,_a Jjump which was the
coffing intoc being of man.

The parts of a conceptual framework are words and the
uniformities they follow in the speech of users of that frame-
work, ‘Thus even the most basic terms of a 1an§uage. or frame-
work, e.g. codddup terms, do not gain their meaning solely by
means, of ostensive connectlion with sensation. The meaning also
congists of thelr function in sentences and the rdle of those
sentences in the language. Sentences are governed by rules
which are both rules of meaning and rules of truth., I turn,

? | R
thm, to Sellars! account of meaning and trut(; as it appears in

Sclence and Metaphysics.

Meaning o
Sellars® theory of meaning involves a radical rejection of

much of traditional empiricism. In rejecting the notion of

the "given" he also rejects the possibility of arm‘w the
meaning of; lingulstic expressions in terms of the intentionality
of thought. S'ellaral shows how semantic notilons can be a(nalysed
in terms which ‘require no reference to mentai eplsodes. Meanings
of wordé. or senses as he call/; them, are to be analysed in

terms of the role they play in our language. Sellars intfoduces

w
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dot=quotes which form abstract singular terms. Thus *not.

applies to any expression which plays an analogous role in the

language in which it exists, as ®*not' does in our language

. (Sellars abstracts from the various uses of languages and con- |

siders them only in their epistemic use). Sellars uses this
technique to expidin our apparent reference to abstract objects.
Thus he forms distributive singular terms as follows:
Triangularity = the( *triangular: 7
) That 2+2 equals 4 = the +242 equals U
The (individual sense) Socrates = the *Socratess
With this device, Sellars construes paradigmatic semantic
statements such as J ,
‘S8age' (in F) stands for wisdom

as i ‘ -

. the 'sage' (in F) stands for the ‘wise*
otherwige as Q : ‘ _

'Sage's (in F) stand for .wise:
and finally | o | ‘
‘ 'Sage's (in F) are -wise-s

indicating that "stands for" is to be interpreted as a specialized
foi‘m of the copula and that semantic statements emsentlally
claseify ex‘zjnressions by function. ‘

8ellars takes ‘seriously the analogy of a language with a
game, Just as8 chess may be played with a varlety of different
types of tokens, provided the tokens are distfnguishable in

ways that parallel standard chess;: pleces, 50 a language game may

g



39

be played with different tokens. What 1s lmportant for the
identity of a game e that the tokens are ﬁéed according to

the rules. For a language to maintain its identity, its

tokens must participate in a set of gemantic uniformities,
described by rules of criticlsmf It 1s by functiorilng according
to these rules that linguistic expressions can be said to be

meaﬁlngful. Sellars provides s }1st of the rules for an 1ideall-

&

zed language ag described in the Tractatus (PM):

I Intra-liguistic Uniformities:
(a) Formative (formation rules).
(b) Consequential (tranformation rules).
' (e{) Loglcal rules in the narrow sens
- (L-rules)., - , ’
(@A) Law-like statements construed as
principles of inference (P-rules).
(7) Consequence rules relating names,
demonstratives and the language of
Space and Time. -

11, #_orld—o Language/ Uniformities:
a) Language-entry (responsive):
(A) Demonstrative: responding to situ-
atlons of different kinds with

sentence tokens of the kind +*this is

(4) sSortal: responding to different kinds
of situation with tékens of corres-
pondingly different demonstrative sen-
tences-~that 18, since PM 18 a subject
-- predicate language, sentences. with
correspondingly: different predicates,

. (b) Mediated by combination of II(a) with I(b)(/4)
I1I. /Language-sWorld/ Uniformities.

v

Such % gset of rules defineé&a conceptual framework. Di%ferent

i

\ 4

frameﬂbrks can be specified by dropping some rulqs. or types of
rules, The above is, I presume, to be considered an apprd&ima-

tion to the rules of our conceptual structure--a structure con-

# .

' sisting of many conceptual frameworks related in different ways.
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. ) Truth
. Statements such as ~ .
(The individual sense) Socrates 1s real ‘
* ]
Wilsdom 18 exemplified
L]
That Socrates 1s wise obtains .
are to bq understood in terms of the concept of truth. “Phus the
last 18 construed as
. e
The :Socrates is wise: 1s true
or sguivalently &v
( That Socrates.18 wise 18 true.
5o
.Sellars defines truth in the following words:
...for a proposition to be true is for it - to
be...correctly assertible...in accordance with
‘ the relevant semantical rules, and on the basis
of such additional, though unspecified, infor-
mation as thege rules may require,,..'True,' then,
means semantically assertible ('S-assertible’)
. and the varletles of truth correspgnd to the rele-
vant varieties of semantical rule, .
Thus * statements asserting the truth of a proposition are to
be' regarded as authorizing a performance--namely, asserting the
propoéitlon. '
A statement such as
Wisdom is exemplified by Socrates ,
is to be construed roughly as
The result of replacing the *x* in an
*x. 18 wise* by a {3ocrates* 1is tmme, 1.e.
g-asgertible,
; The 1mportgnce of this formulation is that although
/
Wisdom 1s exemplified by Socrates
( ) appears to assert a relation between two quects, namely wisdom

and Socrates, the statement 1s correctly to be analysed as a

[
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\heta%ipguistic one in which “Socrates" 1s mentloned, not used,
This 18 because abstract entities such ags wisdom and tri-
angularity are noé objects in the normal sense; rather they
are what Sellars c¢alls dist;lbutive objects, other examples of
which are "the pawn" gnd "the lion™ as in
The pawn captures en passan;
and |
The lion is tawny.
wisdom and . triangularity are lingulstic dlistributive objects and
are é;alyzgd as \ . o
the -'wise-

and ‘ \

the e¢triangular.,
And juét ag we may ;reduce' the above sentences as‘follows

E 3
. Pawns capture en passant.

\ Lions are tawny.

80 we may replace the <triangular¢ by .triangular+s, The con-
clugion is that universals are not erra-llqgﬁistic objects.

The more general result is that semantical statements of the
Tarskl-Carnap varlety do not have the form \ ‘

(Linguistic item) R (non-linguistic itenm).
The connection of lingulstic objects with the wor{g is rather
more indirect; 1t involves participéting in semantical unl-
formities with ;he appropriate extra-linguistic objects,

according to the relevant rules. Thus as We have seen statements

gsuch as




'Dr‘élecklg's (in German) stand for triangularity
are classificatory statements of the form
*Dreleckig's (in German) are *trilangularss.
Denotation is analyzed using the notion of material equlivalence
and a variable that ranges over senses, formed by dot qu?ting.
For example, B
"Rational animal® (in E) denotes featherless bipkds:
18 analysed as
For some S, 'Rational animal's (in E) are S's,
and S 18 matérially equivalent to -feathelriess
biped:.
Where ‘rational animal: 1s materially equivalent to ‘feather-
less biped* if and only 1if

(x) x 1s a rational animal = x is a featherless biped.u

[+

Picturing
Truth as S-assertibility is the generic meaning of truthj

it appliesvto all forms of truth--factuaml, mathematical, logi-
cal etc. As was noted in the definition "the varleties of
truth correspond to the relevant varietles of semantical rule."
In the domain of factual truth, the relevant rules are P-rules--
the material generalisations of a language--and the specifilc
c?r}cept mof truth is picturing. It is primarily atomlic state-
mé;lts which make up "linguisticnplctures" of the world. An
atomie statement 18 true (S-assertible) if the plcture it makes
of the world is correct in terms of the semantic rules of the

1angp§ge, false If incorrect. Molecular statements, on the

other hand, pick out sets of plctures:

—— e —— oy e s ettt ) -




Basiz factual predicates come in families of
competing: predicates, one or other of which
must be satisfied by every object which can

/satisfy a predicate of that family. If a *

is not fy 1t must pe<g? or f3..4,

The S-assertibility of molecular statements
vesl8 a function of the syntactical moves
which connect them with disjunctions of con-
Jjunctions of non-negative and non-competing
atomic statements, and of the B-assertibility
of these conjunctive complex gua complex plc-
tures.

Thus, if two families are ZTfl,' '£o,' L3/
and [rslo "&20. 53' 7 & >~

~(f1a +~gb)
becomes the dis junction of conJunctions

(118 8 B)V(£ a-R,D)V (L0 8 DI (1p0"030)
v(f a%glb)V(; sz_)v(f '53. 2= = ' //\

and i1g S~-agsertible if any of thesdlsjunctS/con-
stitutes an S-assertible plcture.

Picturing, unlike truth as S-assertibility, is a relation
between linguilstic objectsvand the world, Pictures can be re-
mgrded as projections of the world on language according to
the semantic rules of the 1anguage.6 On the other hand, atomi;
statements, in their role as pictures, are to be regarded‘as

objects in rerunm natura.7 It is because lingulstic tokens

function according to certain uniformities, in particular /World
—» Language/ and /Tanguage-sWorld/ Hmsforpities that they can
be sald to picture exﬁfalingulstic states of affairs. The key l

notion is correlation:

a*
'fa's (in L) correctly picture O as#....tells us
that (in L) utterances consisting ¢f an 'f' con-
catenated with an fa' are correlated with O, which
ig # , in accordanée with the semantic uniformities

ot e s i P - f P 7
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// which correlate utterances of lower-case

letters of the alphabet with objects such
as 0, and which correlate utterances of
lower-~case letterg of the alphabet which
are concatenated with an 'f' with objects
which are g .,

In addition the linguistic tokens must particlipate in uni-
formities among themselves which parallel the uniformities
which hold among the extra-lingulstic objects with which they
are correlated. Plcturing, then, is a complex relatlon of %wo

relational structures,

!

9

Gllbert Harman, in his review of Science and Metaphysics,
believes that Sellars has confilsed a theory of evidence with
a theory of truth, As he points out, the two are not ldentical
something can bf true without being evident; something can be
evident without ﬁe}ng true. Harman correctly'sees that Sellars
wishes to identify tﬁevsemantical rules of meaning of a language
with 1ts rules of truth. But Harman believes that some of the
rules Sellars mentions are actually rules of evidence, The
rules in question are (as Harman calls them) the semantical rules
connéctlng observation and thought.

Eyerythlng depends on the exact nature of the .
rules connecting observation and thought. Evl-
dential rules would correlate stimulations (or
how 1t looks to one) with specific thoughts.
Truth rules might correlate the actual (and not
just apparent) obsérvat%on of something with a
thought of that thing.l
The problem arises because of Sellars' loglical atomism--atomic
statements picture the world, molecular statements do not

14

correspond directly with the world in the Tarski-Carnap sense--

e i . e i e '8 . ¢ s s e+ e e
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and because at the same time he asserts that the secientific
image can, in principle replace the manifest image as our
accepted view of the world.

To identify the rules of truth with those

of the language game of thought is...to
_ldentify rules which indicate how the truth

of certaln representations depends on whether

they correspond to or picture the facts with }
.rules that permlt one to have certain thoughts

given certain obgervations.ll

: .

Otherwise of course the latter rule will just be a principle
of evidence. Harman takes this to imply that “picturing must

always be assoclated with observationality,® a princilple Sellars

J
denies since singular microphysical statements plecture micro-

physical events but afe not involved in language entry transi-
tionss. Harman quotes Sellars' reply to this sort of objection:

This objection assumes...that statements which
are basic as the constlituents of pictures must
also be epistemically basic in the sense that
they formulate observable states of affalrs.

It is, indeed, true of the common-sense frame-
work that statements which are basic in one
sense are also basic in the other. Yet the twaq
gsenses of "basic®™ are different, and a trans-
cendental philosophy which rises to a lewel of
abstraction which distingulshes the generic
character of epistemic concepts (e.g. lahguage
entry transition, conceptual picture, object)
from the specific forms they take in common~
sense dlscourse willl not assume that the baslc
constituents of conceptual pictures must be
statements of the kind which occur as con- )
ceptual responses to sensory stimulation.

Harman concludes shat this shows that .

a transcendental philesophy must not identify

the rules of truth with the rules of the

language game of thought, 1f these latter rules-
must include rules for “language entry transltions'
expressing appropriate responses to observation,?

v
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Barman's position consists of the following propositions:
(1) Picturing is not always assod¢tated with
observationality. '
(2) If rules of meaning ~are to be identified
with rules of truth, "language entry
transitions® would represent picturing
rather than responses to observation,
(3) The rules of the (language) game that
determine which responses are appropriate
are eplstemic rather than truth rales.
All theee are false because Harman has misinterpreted Sellars
at, some key points. Harman asserts (1) on the ground that
singular microphysical statements cannot be language entry
transitions. However, thls does not rule out that language entry
transitions are associated with picturing. The transitions
' involved "would have to be complex, and enormously so.“13
But the fact that molecular statements do not, as such, form
rictures, does not mean they are not assoclated with pilcturing,
for Sellars is quite clesr that molecular statements "pick out
se;s of plctures...and are true if the set of pictures they

wlh Thus language

pick out includes the correct plcture....
entry transitions of the sort in question can picture, although
indirectly. That this 1s what Sellars has in mind is indicated
when he says "it makes,..sense to speak of basic singular state-
ments in the framework of micro-physicllga pictures, according

to a complicated manner of projection, of microphysical objects...}
The manner of projection is complicated precisely because the
language entry transitions involve highly complex responses

which, nontheless, pick out sets of plctures of the world, Thus

it 1s false to say plcturing is not assoclated with language

! ) entry transitions, although obviously the association is not
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as direct ag in the manifest lmage. ' ii', -
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| But I think; Harman®s error in this was caused by:ﬁ radical
migsinterpretation of language entry transtions as responses
to observation., Earlier, we saw, Harman dlstinguished two
wavs language entry rules could be interpreted; the second
of these, appropriate to a theory of truth‘ rather than evidence,
could be taken as a formulation of éellars' view of language
entry rules: responses to observation in the weak sense of
"regponse to objects noticed."l But given the contrast he is
drawing ;11 (2), 1t 1s obvious he takes observatlpn to beD some-
thing else. Harman seems to:be construing observation 1n pre-
cisely the senseQSellars emphatically rejects--as a sort of
cognl%:ive but non-linguistic awareness that somethling 1s the

case. This becomes clear at the end of Harman's paper where

-

he gays:

(Sellars) could say that semantical rules...
are truth rules. Then truth would be seman-~
tic assertibility; but "language entry tran-
sitions®™ would represent picturing rather
than responses to observation. FPurthermore,
it is somewhat less clear in what sense the
semantical rules,..would be rules a person
follows, and can be observed to follow, in
. playing the language game of thought; for
this second sort of rule is a rule of the
game only in the sense thgg it can be
associated with the game, :

Sellars is not as careful in Sclence and Meta glcs a8 he 1is
elsewhere to distingulsh these two sorts of rules, but it is
clear in "Some Reflections on Language Games"” that tnitlally

at least, linguistic rules are not followed. Rather they are

~ oy [ -
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norms, ought-to-ﬁe's, and it is the job of our langg?ge
teachers to teach us to conform to théﬁ, although we have no
notion of'conform%ng to rules., This 1s especially true in
the case oﬁ%laﬁgwage entry}rules for, on Sellars® accodht. we
have no pre-conceptual awareness of extralinguistic objects,
and could in no sense follow a rule in responding to sensory
stimulation. On the other hand, as conceptually aware language
users, we can train ourselves to respond differently to stimu-
1atlon--that is, change our lariguage by changing its ;ules--
and this 1s the move envisaged in adoptirg the langusge of
microphysics. It is in ghls way that our language, indirectly
and by "a complicaféq manner of projection® inveolving observa-
tionality, will be able to pdctpre'the singular statements
of microphyslcs.

‘ Sehtence\(z) then 1g false because although “language entry’
. transitions" do not represent picturing, they are involved with
it, and thig 1s sufficlent to reject Harman's Sbjectibn. Further-
more, "la age entry transitions" are responses to ogserVation
although only in a speclﬂfic serme of "observatlon."‘ Sentence (3)
taken as a reference to Sellars!' “lahguage entry rules™ 1is false;
on the other hand, it can be interpreted as a true statement,
thanks to the 1nc1usion,of thé word 'approprlatgr which puts 1t

in thé framework of epistemic evaluatlion. Of these sorts of

N

rules though, epistemic principles, Sclence and Metaphysics says

Jittle, . .
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It is essentia)l to an understanding of the role of the
notion of a conceptual framework in human knowledge. to appreciate
how the ostensive element 18 invdived in the meaning of certain
terms, In learning a language we first of all are trained to
respond to, for example green objects by utterlng tokens of
"this 1s green," However, qn.Sellars' account sich utterances
do not, by themselfés. congtitute having the concept greeui-a
great deﬁl else must be known as well,;

Thus, all that the view I am defending requires
is that no tokening by S now of °'This is green'
18 to count as 'expressing observational know-

- ledge' unless 1t 1s also correct to say of 8
that ‘he now knows the appropriate fact of the,.
form X 18 a reliable symptom of Y, namely that
(and again I oversimplify) utterances of 'This
is green' are rellable indicators of the pre-
sence of green objects in standard conditions of —
perception, And while the correctness of this
statement about Jones requires that Jones could
.now cite particular facts as evidence for the
Tdea that these utterances are reliable indica-
tors, it requires only that it 1g correct_to
say 'that Jones now knows, thus remembers.' that
these partlcula?_?écts did obtain. It does not
require that...at' the time these facts did ob-
tain he then knew them to obtain,...

*(8ellars’ footnote added 1963) My thought was
that cone can have direct (non-inferential)
knowledge of a past fact which one did not or
even (as in the case envisaged) could T?t con-
ceptualize at the time 1t was present.

This, then, 18 what is behind Sellars' statement, quoted
earlier tﬁat "a conceptual framework is a whole which, however
sketchy, 1s prior to its parts, and cannot be construed as a

coming together. of parts which are already conceptual in

character.” There is no‘knowlgdge independent of a conceptuai
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5

( ) framework. The manifest image 1s that framework in which,

| historically, man ha¢ known himself, and the world.
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* Chapter 3: The Manifest Image

?

<
The manifest image is the framework in terms of which we
see the world. It 1s not a static framework but oneé that has
evolved as man's knowledge has grown. Although it has no absclute

»

validlty, it has a certain pragmatic warrant, as the framework

which has enabled man to find his way about in the world with

a certain degrée of efficacy. The manifest image 1is distin-
gulshed‘from the scientific image chiefly by means of 1ts baslc
categories~-in the manifest image the elements whlch are basic
in the eplstemic sense are also the baslic constituents of the
conceptual pictures of the world whereas in the sclentific image,

1 The two images are not independent

the two do not coinclide.
" desplte the fact that each claims to be a complete pictore of

the world, In the first place the scientific image 1is sti}l ih

a rudimeﬁtary stage of develcopment and does not present a uﬁified

coherent view of the world. Methodologlcally it is parasitical

on the manifest image., However, the manifest image, although

prof}ding a coherent and unified world view, remalins skétchy.

and tends to r?ly on the developing sclentific image for its

own development, |

Now the difficu;ty is this: on one hand, we havedseen, the
manifest images lacks the absolute validity which the empiricists

who embraced "givenness™ were prepared to grant its on the other

“hand, however, it has some validity as the only coherent and
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reasonably complete account we have of the world, an account

on which the development ?f a more adequate account logically

depends. How are we to envisage the replacement of one of
thege frameworks by the other, a replacement which preserves
(and explains)lthe‘knowledge we have in the manifest image?
There are many ways of characterlizing the mani}esttlgage.
In a first approximation it is our common sense way of looklng
at the world as opposed to the view we get through thgoretical
science. In "Scientific Realism or Irenic Instrumentallsm®

Sellars argues against Feyerabend's irreverent attitude toward

common sense, Feyerabend speaks of common sense as a theory,

and as such, liable to,replacement by other theories which better
do the job of describing the worlh. or 1n7Feyerabend's prag-
matic account of language, allow us to more effectlively orient
ourselves witﬁ-respect to our sense 1mpresélons. Sellaf;kﬁointsa
out however, that if there 1s a sense in whilch common sense 1is

a theéry on a par with other theories, this 1s not the classical
notion of a theory. In the classical account of theories, we
distinguish between internal and eiternal subject matter, In the
kinetic theory of gases, for example, "molecules and theilr be-
havior would be the *internal' subject matter of the theory, and
gases as empirical constructs defined without reference to mole-
cules its 'exterﬁal' subject matter."? If common sense 1s a
theory, it 18 not a theory of anything, in thls sense, for it 1is
false to say 1t is a theory of sense impressions, for neither

Sellars nor Feyerabeﬁd accept accounts of experlence according
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' to which sense impressions are‘the‘prlmary objJects of know-

4

ledge,

In another sense, however, we can speak of common sense-as
a theory with }espect to sense impressions. This is the sense
Feyerabend intends. The framework of physical objects provides
the terms 1in which we respond to sense impressions, and this is
a language incommensurable with that which we use to describe
sense impressions. There 1s no reason, Feyerabend thinks, why
sclentists should not traln themselves to respond to éense im-
pressions with yet another incommensurable language, thét of
microphysical theory. ‘

This view results from a reJect;Pn of the empirical notlpn
of glvennessg: "that empirical knowledge rests on an absolute
foundation of knowledge pertaining to sense data, and that the

content of genuine descriptive concepts 1s derived from sense

datas"?

' From the pragmatlic picture of language as a

technique of behavlioral orlentation, the con-
clusion might be drawn that we are free to
replace, segment by segment, the framework in
terms of which we perceive the world, by
scientifically contrived structures which en-
able a more subtle.orientation and fewer sur=-
prises, Thus, one who is at home in the micro-
physics of hils day would be free to train himself
to respond to his environment in terms which,
though they externally resemble the vocabulary

of his fellow man, have as thelr descriptive con-
ceptual content highly derived constructs in this
theoretical framework., We are free, 8o to speak4
to pour new tonceptial content into old bottles.

In this view predicates derive meaningfulness not by being
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defined in terms of a “given™ observation framework, An ob-

servation framéwork is simply the one that the relevant language

speakers use to orient themselves with respect to their gense

impressions. A predicate gains meaningfulness by having a

rlace 1n one of these behaviour orienting conceptual frameworks,
Now, of course Sellars agrees that 1t 1s in principle

posslble to replace our common sense predicates with scientifiec

ones for he accepts the following propositions:

- (ol) Micro-physical entitlies do not have the
second class existence of mere "conceptual .
devices."

(A) The framework of common sense is radically
false (i.e., there really are no such things
.a8 the physical objects and processes of the
common sense framework).

(Y) Proposition () (@) are to be clarified in
terms of the concept of its belng reasonable
at some gtage to abandon the framework of
common sense and use only the framework of
theoretical sclence, sultably enricheg by
the dimension of practical discourse.

However, Sellars does not think this replacement is possible
Now., " Altbéugh he rejects the given, he accepts the notion of
a rock bottom level of observation predicates. These concepts
are’the primitives of the manifest lmage. Any methodological
gain which would result in trying to incorporate theoretical
predicates plecemeal into our observation base can be achieved
by maintaining the classical account of theories with corres-
pondence rules correlating theoretical constructs with rock
bottom observation ﬁredlcates. An attempt to abandon the

common sense framework, before a total structure ls avallable to
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¢ do the job better, would result in "serious methodological

and conceptual loss."

¢ In characterizing the framevork of common sense, Sellars
distingulshes between common sense beliefs and common seéense
priﬁciples. The former are nof binding on the scientist.

Hoquer
+.onot all subject-matter dependent universal
propositions to which common sense 1s committed
are properly characterized as belliefs, There
are many principles about physical objects and
the perception of them (“categorical principles"
they might be called) which are constitutive of
the very cgncepts in terms of which we experlence
the world.

" It is the rock bottom concepts and principles of //////
common sense which are binding until a total
structure which can do the Jjob better is astually
at hand--rather than a "regulative 1ldeal."

Why does Sellars hold that we must retaln the common sense -
or manifest frameworkX until a complete alternétive is at hand?
In other words what is this conceptual and methodologlcal loes?
The problem is, of course, what to do with those sensuous .
qualities of the physlical things characteristic of the manifest
image. In the first place Sellars argues thst there 1s no
" altefnative in the manifest image to conceiving physical objects
| as occurrently coloured, for physical objects must have "“content
qualities." It 18 not plausible to suggest that we primarily
- eonceive of sense impressions as coloured, and physical objects
as analogically coloufed, for our conception of sense impressions

1s derivative on that of physical objects. ~But on the other

hand, the colour of physical objects 1s ontologlcally grounded

()
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(, in that of sense impressions--ag Sellars puts it: "“visual.

impressions are prior in the order of being to concep§s per-

taining to physical color, whereas the latter qﬁe piior in the

order of lmowing to concepts pertaining to visﬁalflmpressions.“a

Sellars 1llustrates the "methodological and conceptual logs" in .

the following two points:

1. The abandonment by scientists of the conceptual
framework of common sense physk&cal objects
would involve elther the abandonment of the con-
ceptual space of color tout court, or the re-
tention of this conceptuasl space as it reappears
in its analoglcal offshoot, the conceptual space
of sense impressions, The latter would be cut
off from its foundation and left to whither on .
, the vine. 1In either case, the conceptual space
‘- . of the qualities of sense ("secondary qualities"
[ 1in one use of this phrase) would disappear from
- the public observation base of science. It would
enter sclence only in linguistics, in the study
of the structure of the language of non-sclentists °
--and of sclentists only to the extent that their
gense impresgsion talk continued to reflect the
pre-revolutionary framework of common sense
physical objects.,
Only when the conceptual space of sense impressions
has acquired a status which 1s not parasitical on
the framework of common sense physical objects--
in other words, only with the development of an
adequate sclentific theory of the sensory capac-
itles of the central nervous system--could the
framework of common sense be abandoned without
| losing concepgual contact with a key dimension
of the world.

2.

Thus Seglars believes that 1f we were to attempt a plece-~
meal replace@ent of the manifest 1mége--the replacement of the
framework &f manifest physical objects--by a fragment of the

¢ developing sclentific image, the loglcal space of colour would
; be lost except o8 a relic of bygone times. I wish to take issue

with this elaim, or at least wlth its use as an argument agalinst

w

R L e e g
. A 0 X 7




58
<

such plecemeal replacement. I disagree that "gerious methodo-

p—

<: : i logical and conceptual loss" neces:aarlly'need result., Could
we not give an indirect reallst account of the manifest image
“in which colour t‘:erms were acknowledged to apply primarily to
sense impressions, i.e. sgnse impressions were both epistemlcally
and ontologically prior to physlical objects which were postulated
a8 being analogous to sense. impressions? Even If thls could not
be regarded as an anglysis of our commén sense framework, coﬁld
it be a possible categorical refinement of 1t? In other words,
}could a more sophisticated version of thg manifest image emerge,
evolved in response to the pressure of scientific development,
althﬁugh distingulshed from the sclentific framework as is the
(Sellarsian) manifest image? The mpd'ei for such a development

could be the categorical evolution of what Sellars terms the ;

" "original image™ which, one could argue, evolved in response to

primitive science, If such an account were possible, the way

would be opene:d. f‘or a plecement replacement of the manifest

fmage without risking the loss of ‘the logical spsce of colours.
Sellars, of course, rejects this posslbj:llty:

As Berkley, Kant, and Whitehead, among others,
have pointed out, physical objects cannot have
primary qualitlies only--for structural and
mathematical properties presuppose what might
be called "content qualities.™ And unless one .
falls into the trap of thinking of the frame- _
work of physlical objects as a common gense theory
evolved with unconscious wisdom to explain the
manner in which sense data dccur, 1t wlll scarcely
do to say that the content quallities of physical
objects are concelved, by a common sense use of

¥ analogy, to be the physical counterparts of the
qualities of data (i.e. to play in the realm of
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physical things the content-role played in

sense data by sense qualities). For if the
conceptual space of common sense physical

objects is underived, thelr content qualitles
must be directly rather than analogically
concelved, for 1t 1s only in terms of per- '
ceived, and therefore conceptualized, qualita-
tive difference that form and structure can be

distinguished,
. W
i Thus the rejection of a phenomenalistic analysis ey
. of the framework of common sense requires that - -7 |

Rrame,

the physical objects of this framework have per-
ceptible qualitative content. And once one’
realizes this, one sees that there 1s no alter- §
native to construlng these physical objects as
coloved in the literal eccurrent sense., One might
wish to say that this framework--which has as 1its
central constituents items which are in thls sense
colored through and through--is, from the stand-
voint of theoretically-oriented sclence, false,
although enabling a behavioral adjustment of
sufficient accuracy for the practical purposes of
life., But falge or not, such is the framework of
common sense.l ,

There are two elements to thls argument--1) that physical ob- .

jects must have qualitative content and 2) that 1f a phenomena-

listic (or 1nd1§ict realist) analysis is rejected, thls qualita-
s

tive content mu be colour, But grarited Sellars may be correct
¢

%
in his analysis of our common sense framework as being direct

. e
realist and, therefore, that in thils barticular framework there
is no alternative to construlng physical objects as occurently
coloured, surely an argument is needed to the effect that we
could not-function in the world if we haé an indirect reallst
conceptual framework. That is, a stronger arguuunt is required
azainst the possibility of a categorical refinement of the
manlfest image along'the lines we are coﬁsidering.

Sellars does indeed provide such an aFgument against phen-

omenalism in general. He argues in “Phenomenalisd® that classical
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phenomenalism cannot get off the grouhd because any attempt to
analyse our know}edge in terms of sense contents falls. Our

knowledge 1s constituted of uniformities whic? cannot be

'

formulated in terms of sense contents alone--the framework of

things is presupposed:

. «s.ethe very principles in terms of which the

_ uniformities are selected carry with them the
knowledge that these uniformities are dependent
uniformities which wlll continue only as long
as thege partlcular objects constitute one's
environment, and hence preclude the credibility
of the generalization in sense content terms
which abstract consideration mlght lead us to
think of as instantlally confirmed by the past
uniformities. %

The fact that the noticing of complex uniformities
Within the course of one's sense nistory pre-
suppoges the conceptual picture of oneself as a
person having a body and living in a particular
environment of phystcal things will turn out;at
a later stage of the argument,+*to be but a
‘speclial case of the logical dependence of the
framework of private sense contents on the public,
. 1nter-subject1ve1 logical space of persons and
physical things. '

The argument that physclal objects are oeccurrently coloured is
taken to be the general case:

The point I have 1n mind 1s essentlally the same
as that on which our critique of classical phen-
omenalism was based. For to supposé that the
qualities of physical things are powers is to
overlook the fact that the occurrent properties

. of physical objects are presupposed by the laws
which authorize both the ascription to ‘'circum-
gtances' of powers to manifest themselves in the
genge contents of percipients (stressed by power
phenomenalism) and the assertion of subjunctlve
conditionals about the sense contents which would
eventuate for a perceéeiver were such and gush
(phenomenal) conditions to bi satisfied 2§tressea
by classical phenomenalism). 2 .
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But again I think thils argﬁment will not rule out the
possibility of the sort of refinement I am propoglng. It seems
to rely on the claim (which we have accepted) that things
must ha‘ve content properties, and assunes that colours are the
only candidates for the content properties of physical objects.
The argument faills because it 1is dir:icted against analysis of
our comt;:on sense framework which, I concede, may be as Sellars
claims, As such the claim that the content properties of physical
objects are colours is merely a contingent one._'pertalning only"
to our actual common sense framework. This fact about the mani-
fest image, 1f:~ 1€ iz a fact, 1s part of an explana-tion by
Sellars of how we come to have knowledge--how we form empirilcal

4

generalizations and concepts by analogy. How we come to have

'knowledge is both a matter of history, and a matter of sclence,

From“the historiecal point of view, the fact that man has
gained knowledge by means of a fadse framework 1is 1ncc;nsequent1a1-‘-
his knowledge is nonetheless knowledge and has alloyed him (6r
perhaps, will allow him, some day) to explain how it 1‘8‘ possible
to gain actual knowledge in a false framework. Howev?r. a
scientific explanation cannot have ‘man acquisition of knowledge
baged necessarily on a false conceptusl framework--at least'not
one as radlcélly false as Sellars' manifest image tt‘u‘ns out to -
be, Indeed Sellars exaggerates 1f not the degree to‘ wh/iclg it 1s
false, then the degree to which we are capable of rejecting 1it.
Sellars claims that the. cormon sense fromework of physical

objects will be rejected, that the object%?ulll be found not

. o j
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to exist, The— truth is, of cokrse, that the fral;:nework is merely .
replaced by a better one, and that the physlcél oi:Jects of the.,
manifest image are_merely concelved of dhif‘fherently. hopefully
more adequately,
’ The point of a more adéquate s‘uccessor framework is that
it more perspicuously plctures the way things really are. It
1s clear that in the scientific image physical objects, con-
strued, concelved and perceived as systems of individually im- .
perceptible particIes, will not be occurrently coloured. Yet,
on the other hand, it seems clear that Sellars envisages per-
celvers as gtill perceiving via coiqured“sense impressions,
sclientifically construed. My argument ié simply this: 1if 1t
1s possible to give a sclentific explangtion of concept forma-
tion and knowledge acquisition as it will ‘take place in the
sclentlific image, apparently without occurrently coloured physical
objects (1.e. syst:ems of imperceptlible parti:cles V{hi.ch lack
occurrent perceptible qualities), surely a éimilar account 'could
be glven in’ a derlvative of the manifest image in which phyé}_ical
objlects have occurrént; p{operties but oﬁly analogically conc;eived.
My view 1s that either Sellars mulle;t admit that a s;zientific
explanation of how we obtaln knowledge using the common sense
Jframework negd not necessarily pnalyse physical objects in this
framework as oc;urreﬁtly colouxled; or he mus;t give up ‘his account D /
of the in principle:possible replacement of the manifest frame-
work by the sclen’tific. r : , »

But to push thls a Bit further it is necessary to imagine
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what Sellars might reply to the obJecgion. What distingulshes.
in his e'yes. the expla.ngj.lon’of concept formgtion in the two
cases, so that one 18 acceptable only if physical objects are
pcc;urrently coloured, whereas the other is acceptable wlthout
this condition? The key to the answer 1s the paséage quoted
above (p. 57) in which Sellars describes the "methodological
and conceptual loss" thatAwould resylt if piécehea® replacement
of the manifest image were aftempted. Sellars believes that we
ﬁould lose contact ‘wlth cthe conceptual épace of colour and,
in effect, lose colour as a dimension of the world. Now ob-
viousl,y 1t would be undesirable to do so since colour plays
such~an important role in any ngplanation of concept formation.
Nonetheless 1t 1s dlf‘fiéult to see why the.move envisaged, would
necessarlily cut the cbnceptual space of sense imppessions (;ff
from its roots. Although I admit that in certain historical
stages of the manifest 1mée (1nc1i1d1ng perhaps, the present)
ssnse impressions may heve been concelved as analogous to physi-
ca\]: objlects, wrl;y could we not train ourseives to consider sense

impressions as primarily coloured and physical objects ana-

- logousgly coloured? ° The situation .I'have in mind i8 one in

which we have replaced tl(xe framework of manifest,physical ob-

jects by thelr sclentific counterparts ‘although a scientific

=%

account of perception e.g. a ,nennophyslolog}cal account was not
yet avallable. I simply disagree with Sellars' view that in

such a situation the logical space of colours would whith_er
@ o
on the vine, wheress if a complete neurophysiological account

c
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were also avallable, including sensa, we would retain con-

tact with the loogical space of colour, Although ‘sense impressions
are still 1mnred_uoéd. they are now prior in the order of con-

- celving as well as ontologically prior. In this framework,
language learners s:u'e trained to attach colour terms to sense

impregssions rather than to objects, although objects may be

coloured in a different, r;op-occurrent sense, The important
point, however, .13 that as far as I can see there is no reason
why colours of sense impressions shogld not retain all the
features they had when, in the manifest image,}they Wwere ana-
logically concelved. They would thus retain éheir ultimate
homogeneity, a2lthough no one would suppose this homogenelty to
be of a spatial sort. The argument for sensa would be no less
viable in that situation than it is8 in the pregsent. I fall to
gee what difference a sclentific explanation or reduction of
senge impressiohs would mske in preserving this logical space;'
In other wordg, my view is tha{_t 1f Sellars thinks eplistemological
contact will be lost with colours in one case, he cannot avoid

- the same coﬁclusion In the other, for in néithe;‘. on his con-
strual, is a model available on which colours are patterned. 1
hold thatJ. in both cases the model for colours becomes sense /
impressions--that our language teachers now train us to des-
cribe sense impressions in terms that premerve the loglcal space
of colour, ’

We seem to have exhausted the supply of reasons Sellars

gives for rejecting a partial replacement of the manifest image.
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Yet 8t1ll I do not find any of the reasons individually or
together, sufficlent, I am forced then to aﬁeculate what may
be the motlves\behind the position. Now for an account of
concept formation Sellars requires that colours, suitably trans-
vosed, end up as occurrent properties of some aspect of human
neurophysiology. Yet to be simply occurrent pr{operties of

sense impressions 1is not satisfactory. Partly of course, this

may be because sense impressions, in any case, are states, not

" particulars, But what seems more important to Sellars is that

sanse impressions and, therefore, thelr colours are‘ reducible,
Sellars seems to be supposin‘g at this point that pure occurrents
mugt also be 1rreduc1bie, end I bellieve I» can explain why, When
Sellars talks about replacing the manifest image, he means

quite literally that we shall respond in the language of science
in the most perspicious way possibl;e. The theoretical terms
thems@1ves would enter into the observation use - of language.

For example, 1ndtead of responding to red objects with "this

1s red"™ we would respond (to the effect): “this is a system of

particles emitting such and such electromagnetic radiation."
Evidently, on such an account, colour terms will not enter into
the observation language. What about sense impression language?
Would we say

I am having a sensation of a system of particles
emitting such and such electromagnetic radiation.

or would we stlll say

I am having a red sensation?
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Both seenm undcceptable--ihe first, involves the loss of the con-
ceptual apacé of colour, On the other- hand, the second, which
preserves it, 1s divorced entirely from any use it should have
a8 a non-endorsing observatioq report, any formal connectlon
with the object which it is "about."® Sellars seems to thinkiﬁg
the only solution 1is po require a completed scientiflic 1lmage in
which sense impressions, like physical objects appear in their
most’persplcuous form i.e. In the terms of neurophysliology.

Since theé reguiremehts still stahd:that:(a) . colours appear as

pure occurrents, and (b) sense impressions appear in thetr

moét verspiecuous, 1.e, most reduced form, colours must be primi-
tive propertiles of bagic particulars. On this view, the loglcal
space of colour appears intact 1in sense impnession discourse;
and the logical connection of sense impression discourse ﬁith
physlcal object discourse is maintained in the complicated sense
that both participate in the same theoretlcal/explanatory/causal
framework.

I have two objections to this solution, First, it pre-
supposes, rather thah provides, a cogent argument to the ;ffecf
that the particulars which contribute to a reductlve explanation
of sense impressions include sensa. In other words, the present
discussion concerns not the argument for (the primitiveness of)
sensa 1tself, but a pogsible motive for it. In the second place,
I believe it makes a false agsumption about the use of language.
This is the point I made earlier about supposing that purely

occurrent properties were necessarily primltive properties.
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This 18 the logical result of the notion of an ideally pers .
splcuous language. It suggests that all Qefined terms are
eliminated fré; used language--replaced, in effect by their
ideally perspiéhous and complete definitions. Nonetheless,
of course, the 1idea 1is absurd. It is possiblé that there is
no 1imit to the complexity that might ultimately be involved.

Even the absolute primitives of today's science will end up as

defined in tomorrow's. The primitives of neurophysiology, neu- h

rons, are In the context even of bfology, impossibly complex.
Thus there seems very little point to suggest that we should

replace any .of our common sense terms by theoretical terms,

8ince it seems virtually inconcelvable that the job could ever

‘be completed,

It 1s obvious then that this could not be what Sellars
means in the passage quoted on page 55 above,. The reality of
the scientific framework does not depend en the posslbility of
purging a11;&ef1ned tarms from language, And lndeed the question
is discussed in "The Language of Theorles,™ although left
finally unresolved:
+..might (a correspondence rule) not be construed

as a redefinition of observation terms? Such a
redefinition would, of course, be a dead letter

- unless it were actually carriled out in linguistic

practice, And 1t is clear that to be fully carried
out in any interesting sense, 1t would not be
enough that sign designs which play the role of
obgservation terms be borrowed for use in the
theoretical language as the defined equivalents of
theoretical expressions. For this would sinply
amount to making these sign designs ambiguous. In
their new use they would no longer be obgervation
terms. The force of the ®*redefinition' must be

" such as to demand not only that the observation-
gign design correlated with a given theoretical
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expressgion (be) syntactically interchangeable

) e with the latter, but that the latter be given

“ the perceptual or observational role of the
former so that the two expressions become
synonymous by mutual readjustment. And to this
there is an obvious objection: the meaningful
uge of theories simply does not require this
usnypetion: of the observation role by theore-

tical expresslons. Correspondence rules thus
understood would remain dead letters.

But 1f the above conception of correspondence
rules as *redefinitions® will not do as it
gstands, it 1s nevertheless in the neighbourhood
of the truth; for if correspondence rules dzpnot
be regarded as implemented redefinitions, can
they not be regarded as statements to the efféct
that certain redefinitions of obsirvationsterms
would "be in principle acceptable, 3

Thus there\ultlmately 18 no objection to keepling our
language a8 close to its current syntactical form as possible,

although accepting new definitéoms for certaln terms. The

real catch remains, of course, the colours of physical ob-
Jects. Now even on Sellars account the "red" of a red:! object
is in a cértafn sense ambiguous: for while it may mean
occurrently red, it also means “"power to cause a’red sense
impression.” Thus "red" already has a degree of amblguity;
there 18 no resson why in the scientific image, objects could
not still be “}ed," now meaning "power to cause red sense im-
pression,” with both "red adbject"™ and "red sense impression®
reducible, or defined expressions. This would pose an alternative
to the délemma posed above of retalning a loglcal cohnegtion
-between objects and sense impression, on one hand, and also
retaining the logical space of colour. Assuming critics of the

argument for (the primitivenesgs of) sensa are right and Sellars wrong

0O *




\ , 69

is the logical space of colour preserved in a way that 1s
acceptable for an explanation of concept fsfmation?’
The problem finally, which may be what 1s troubling

Sellars, is thés:

We admit the necessity of the loglcal space
of colour in an explanatlon of human know-
ledge. Is 1t satisfactory that this logical
space be defined, assuming it to be possible,
in terms of primitives to none of which 1s the
logical space of colour applicable? Now we -
allowed that the scientific image was the "real®

0 - view of the world on the condttion that it be in
principle (although perhaps not practically) ,
possible to better describe and explain the world !
in terms of 1ts primitives. We allow, however,
for strictly practical reasons, the use of de~

4 fined concepts in the scimntific language ‘game.
Yet these defined objects and attributes have
no "absolute reality® being nothing but other
objects and attributes, Thus in-the final
analysis, colour terms, although they persist
in our used language, are not "real®™ aspects
. of the world.

In other words, unless colours turn out to be primitive‘
properties of baslc particulars, there 13 a strong sense in
which they are not a real part of the world. They exist only
ingsofar as it is practical to use such predicates. A selenti-
fic e;planation‘of concept formation wéuld have to use the
vocabulary of colour oﬁly because it was 1n fact, but not
necessarily, used in concept formatiqn. But 1T 1t were possible
in principle to replace the use  of the vocabulary of colour in
actual éoncept formation i.e. in teaching language to children,-

as we have seemed to concede, We would be left with no way to

explain how anx;of these concepts are formed. Colour, as the
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basic epistemological unit of concept formation, would have
been reduced right out of existence.

The answer to this, I think, 1ies in the vaguehess of thg/'
contrastubetween "in principle® and "in practice" posslbi{}tj:
The sense in which 1t is in principle possible to replacg’the
manifest framework with the scientific 1s a very limited sense
--meaning, in effect, that it 18 possible to describe using only
theoretical primitlveé at least as much as can be described in

@

manifest image primitives, But if it is in practice impossible

to completely carry out this replace@ent.gas I clailm, because
perhaps of the cognitive limitations of the human brain, then

it 1s in principle impossible to carry out the replacement in

practice., Colours remaln a necessary feature of the world in
an eplstemological sgnse and for eplistemological reasoms, but
not in an ontological) sense, This claim is compatible with
the clalﬁ;that colours are ontologically reducible.

In this chapter I have been trying to refute Sellars’
conéentlon that partial replacement of the manifest by the
sclentific 1s not acceptable. Yet many philosophers, reéardlng
our ability apparently to incorporate the language of micro-
physlce into practlice have taken this to indicate precisely
that partial replacement is possible. Although I am convinced
that the argument for sensa 18 independent of this issue, it is
important for two reasons. In the first place, I think the pre-
ceding dlscussion reveals a fundamental difference between

Sellars and myself regarding colours. Whereas we agrse that
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they are important and must be preserved, we dlsagree on how
they must appear in the sclemtiflc image, For.Sellars, it 1s
not sufficient that they survive in our sclehtlfic\conceptual
scheme merely as epistemolégical primitives. They must appear
as ontological primitives. My view 1is that it is sufficient
that they appeaf as eplstemologlical primitives; if sclence tells
us that in the final analysls, they do not exist, we must accept
the conclusion. Sellars cannot accept a transitory state in
which no thing 1s actually coloured, since this would amount to
a loss 1in descriptive power and decreased adequacy. My view

is that since it does not matter that colours turn out to be
ultimate constituentsgcof the world, a situa?ion is acceptable

in which they appesr as eplstemologically basic. althouéh not
predicable of any existing objects. The considerations of the
present chapter have been largely eplistemological aﬁd therefore,
independent of the ontological argument for sensa.

The second reasonbwhy the issue 1s important is beceuse I
think an account which envisages an intermedliate concepéual
framewort between Séllars' menifest and the sclentific is more .
in line with the style of argument that was discussed in Chapter-
One, At that time I mentioned that Sellars'! method of Jjustiflca-
tion of his posit}ons was indirect. He points to a certain model
and attempts %o project the principles of the model to new
situations, But there is no model for the sort of framework

replacement he has in mind. The problem ;s that theoretical

ST g | s = o=y
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explanation has created a unique rglatiSn between two conceptual
frameworks, and there are no historical examples which enable
us to understand it. Yet I think there are models which help.
My complaint with Sellars® conception -of the replacement
of the manifest by the scientific is that he seems to violate
his own principle that categorical principles are binding on
the scientist. (See above p., 56). It is certainly a cate-
gorical principle of Sellars' manifest image that physical ob-
Jects are occurrently coibured. But in the succeeding 8clenti-
fic lmage, this principle 1is ignored, for the successors of
physical objects are not ocecurrently coloure&. However, there
15 a model for the sort of categorical change that seems‘tq be
Ainvolved here--namely the categorleal refinemeBE of the origlnal
image. I think the move from occurrently coloured physical ob-
Jeé%s to a phenomenalist/indirect r?alisp framework yould be .
assimllated to thls model of conceptual evolukion, while re-

maining within the limits of manifest<type, or common sensical

" frameworks. The possibility of such a shift has been one of

the focal poiﬁts of thg present chapter.

The model for thensecond stage of therprocess, which 1n-A
volves the substitution of the common sense for the theoretical,
is examples drawn from science whlch'are less problematiée: than
the case of néurophysloiogy. Thus we can project the pripclple

drawn from the analysis of, for example, the replacement of the

. framevork of chemical theory by that of physics. It is to thils

question that the following chapter 1s devoted.
T
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Chapter 4: Theoretical Explanation

i
As I interpret Sellars, our conceptual structure must

be reéarded a8 a transitional 6ne between an 1ﬁaglnary sltuaglon
where é fully eiaborated manifest image provided all our know=
ledge of the world, and an -ideal situation where the dclentific
image ‘provides our ohtological knowledge of the world. This
transitory state 1s signaled by the existence of co;reépondence
rules which correlate entities defined in theoretical frame-
works with entities defined in the common sense fraﬁework. Iéh
turn now to an exemination of some of the details of Sellars'
ageount of theoretical explanation, in particular the corres-
pondence rules which ‘signal a puzzling relationship bgtween tuo
cancepthal .frameworks.

/

“ The kind of theoretical explanation we are interested in

is the sort that postuliates imperceptible obJjects to explain

‘the behaviour of observable objects., S8ellars accepts the

classical account of theories of this type (or, at least, some-
thing like it):

‘(This account) is built upon a distinction )
btetween: (a) the vocabulary, postulates, , -
and theorems of the theory as an uninter-
preted calculus; (b) the vocabulary and in-
ductively testable statements of the ob-
servation frawework; (c) the ‘correspondence .
rules' which correlate, in a way which shows cer-
tain analogles to inference and certaln analogles
to translations, statements in the theoretical
‘vocabulary with gstatements in the language of.
- observation,

"
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Eac:h of these categories requires investigation.

(a) The Theoretical Language : ;
|
|
1

The theoretlcgjanguage contains, in additilon
to that part ocabulary which ostensibly
refers to unebserved entities and their prop-
erties, (a) logical and mathematical expressions
which have their ordinary sense, and (b) the
vocdabulary of space and time. (Query: Can we
say that the latter part of the theoretical :
vocabulary, too, has its ordinary sense? To use b
the material mode, are the space and time of ’ ~
kinetic theory the 'same as the space and time of

the observable world, or do they merely 'corres--

pond! to them? In Eelativity physics it is

gurely the latter.)

Sellars takes theoretical exi:r‘esslons to be factually meaning-
ful--=their meaning being determined by the role they plSay in
the deductive apparatus of the theory. Theoretical terms are
implicitly defined by the postuldtes in which they occur. Al-
though it is ideally possible to give an exlhuitlve list of the
postulates of a theory, in practice this 1s not the case be-
cause the conceptual texture of theorstical ter;ns in scientific
use 1s far richer and more finely grained than the texture
geneTated by the explicitiy 1listed postulatés. This lack of
detall is compensated by the use of models and analogles which
convey features of the objects which are not captured by the
postulates. A domain of familiar objects is pointed to that

share certaln similar features with'the objects of the theory.

e

The similarity in question may be similarity ‘of particulars or
similarity of attributes, or what may be called first-order and

second-order similarity of particulars., An example of first order
IS

b ~
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similarity is one in which two'particulars share an identical .
attpibute, In second-order similarity, they share a similar
attribute, Similar attributes are those which share identical
l';igher order propertles. The conceptual framework of a theory
1s generated by specifying the analogieg which are to obtain
oamong the objects of the theory and those of Jthe model. Models
are used in theory construction to specify new attributes as
the attributes which share certain higher order attributes ‘with
attributes belonging to the model, fall to share certain others,
and_yhlch satlsfy the conditlons laid down by the relevanf corres-
prondence rules.
Clearly, in order for thls to work, the attributes, first
and higher order, which are specified to be identical, must be

purely formal attributes of the two frameworks (that of the

theory and that of the mo¢e1) for they are not merely counter-
parts but identical, and must be independent of the objects
of the frameworks. The example Sellars gives ls the similarity k -

bétween points on a line and moments in a temporal serles. Al-
though they share no first order properties they do share second
order properties; for example, their respective relations “less - ;
than" andu"before' are transitive.

Accq;dlng to Sellars; sense 1mpressiona,(ahd thoughts) are
conceived in the manifest 1hage as theore€1ca1. Clearly he 1is
using this term in a somewhat informal séhse--obviously no
attempt 15 generally made to specify the bostuii@es which 1m-

plicitly define the logical space of (coloured) sense lmpressions.

i
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This is a case "where’ the specificatlion is;pﬁrely by analoéy-z

the médél being, of course, the perceptible colours and shapes

‘.of physical objects. Thus the colours of sense impressions and

the colours of physical objects are attributes which are

similar--they share certain higher order properties but not
others. Whereas for the purpose of everyday use this informal
specification 1s entirely adequaté, a scimmtific account must

attempt a morefcqreful. more specific cﬁaracterisation of the

. similarities and differences.that must hold.

Sense impressions are postulated to explain how it is we
form conceptual representations of the world around us; thus,
the coldurs of sense impressions must be at least sufficiently
simllaf to the colouréuof physical qbﬁects to explain these_con-

ceptual representations--in other words, whatever information

"abou% the world physical colours can éxpress or contain, must

-also be expressible in the logical space of the colours of sense

impressions., . Hooker suggests this includes

determinate/determinable structure, colour -
compatibility,...as well as...the other logi-
cal characteristice of the cohcepts, for . i
. example, sinmplicity and homogtzneity.3 RN
) )
The first group are formal second order propertlies of colour

*

which must be reconstrqéted exactly in tﬁe logical space of the

- colonrs of sensge impresslons. . ?he second group, however, ate

,properties of a different sort.- Homégenei%y is not a formal

gecond order property for it involves the contept of space-=-

14 ¢
1ndeq¢¢/g;mogenelxy 1s rather comp%ex involving, as it desp,

o
N =
x .

» 4
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7
both colour and space. Nor does the homogenelty of colours

by itself contain or express information, or increase the in-

formation capacity of the logical space of colour. Nonetheless;

it 18 an ossentlal feature of colour since colours cannot be
conceived which are not ultimately homogeneous. I think
homogeneity should be considered a rather\complex type of prop-
erty which, like colour, oas a logical space which can be re-
constructed from different "materials.® Anything that can be

saild to have pérts can plausibly be saild to be or not to be
&

ughomogeneous.. Yet there are different ways things can be said to

have parts, and to each of these different poasibilities corres-

ponds a different type of homogeneity. To take the slmplest
possible example--gspace consists of spatial parts all of which
are also soaoe; spoce 18 spatially ultimately homogeneous; time,
on the other. hand, cannot be sald.to have spatial partsi ?athor
it has temporal parts, and 1is 15 that sense homogeneouo. Thus

homogenelty is a versatile concepﬁ which possesses (and is

1limited by) a certain loglcal space which can be specified in

purely formal language. 'In the case of ultimate homogenelty
the appropriate model would be the mathematics of the continuum,
In the case of a sclentific redﬁction of colours, my view
A%

is that the counterparts of m ifest colours. l.e. sclentiflc

colours. ‘need only be requlred to be homogeneous in a similar

,\or analogous sense to the homogeneity of manifest colour. This

1s obviously a weaker requirement than that sclentific¢ colours

be homogqeneoizo in the identical sense of the homogenéity of '

—
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manifest colour. This would mean that sclentific homomeneity

4 ~

of colour would have to share certailn higher order formal prop-

erties with manifest homogenelty, but not,others. To return
to the example of space and time: obviously both senses of
homogeneity will share certain réatures of the mathematical
theory of continua; however, theltheory which specifies the

¥, ‘
spatial concept of homogenelty ﬁill be richer in a sense in__

that it includes three dimeng=m

specifying the loglical space oi temporal homogeneity will only

- include eme dimensional cohatinua. Certain properties will be

applicable to spatial homogeneity vhich are riot applicable to

temporal homogeneity. - ) X

Simplicity, or primitiveness, 1s agaln different. If it

-

yere thought that simplicity were a part of the loglical space

of colour, which had to be reproduced in the logical space of

.sense impressions, the argument for sensa would be straight-

forward. However, the matter is rot gso simple. Simplicity

1§,not a property of anything or any property in any usual sense.

(or any) role in the information capacity of the 1ogicél space

of ecolour., Simplicity is what we might call a metalinguistic

-

property--that manifest colours are simple 1s more a feature of

the conceptual framework tnan of the colours theﬁselves. AB
such, it 1s the one property which 1s in no sense binding when

one framework succeeds another. Indeed the fact that the set
/ v - ’
of primitiye properties changes is a sign, of a change of v

o

framework. ‘ o R,k

continua, whereas the theory

L
A

‘It does not seem that the simpliclty of colours plays an essential
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(b) The Non Theoretical Language

‘ The non-theoretical language with whtéh a
° glven theory 1is connected by means of corres-
pondence rules may itself be a theory with .
respect to some other framework, in which
case it is non-theoretical only in a relative
sense, This calls up a plcture of levels of
theory and suggests that there is a level
which can be called non-theoretical in an
absolute sense. Let us assume for the moment
that there 1s such a level and that it is the
level of the observable things and properties
of the everyday world and of the constructs
which can be explicitly defined in terms of
them, If following Carnap we call the language
appropriate to thls level the physical-thing
language, then the above assumption can be
formulated as the thesis that the physical-thing
~. language 1s a non-theoretical language in an ab-
solute sénse, The task of theory 1s then con-
¢ strued to be that of explaining inductively
testable generalizations formulated in the
physical-thing language, which task 1s equated
«with deriving the latter from the Bheory by
¢ means of the correspondence rules.

We have already seen, however, that Sella;s rejects the notion
that the physical-thing framework is an absolute level, Sellars
locates the plausibility of the levels picture in an overly
slmpiistic account of explanation. The account Sellars rejects
claims that singular matters of fact are explained only by
empttical generalisations, which in turn are explained by being
derived from theories. This view automatically relegates

. theories to a second class status, in principle: dispenslble,

. For to suppose that particular observable
matters of fact are the proper explananda of
industive generalizations in the observation

- framework and of these only, is to suppose
~ - . ‘ “that, even though theoretical considerations
’ may lead us to formulate new hypotheses in the

observational framework for inductive testing
and may lead us to modify, subject to inductive -
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confirmation, such generalizations as have
already received inductive support, the
conceptual framework of the observation

level is autonomous and immune from theoresl-
cal criticism,

The truth of the matter 1s that the idea that
microtheories are designed to explain empirical
laws and explain observational matters of fact
only in the derivative sense that they explain
explainers of the latter rests on the confusion
between explanation and derivation. To,avoid
this confusion is to see that theories about
observable things do not 'explain' empirical
lawg in the manner described, they explain
empirical laws by explaining why observabile
Eﬁgngs obey to the extent ehey do, these
empirical lawsj... .

Furthermore, theorles not only-explaln why
observable things obey certaln laws, they also
explain why 1n certain respects their behaviour

£ obeys no inductively confirmable generalization
in the observation framework,5

(¢) Correspondence Rules

. Correspondence rules typically .connect defined
expressions in the theoretlcal language with
definable exgressions in- the language of
observation.

In some gense correspondence rules specify ldentities, for the
basic schema of (micro+$) theoretical explanation is,

Molar objects of such and such kinds obey
(approximately) such and such inductive
generalizatlons because they are confligura- 2
tions of such and such theoretical entitles.

But it is clear that.this identity is nbt one of sense. The

“theoretical framework aspires to replace the observation frame-

work. The observation framework is construed a8 a poor explana~-

tory framework with a better one avallable to replace 1t.

~
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.sothls 1s the sort of thing that is done
when one theoretical framework 1is 'reduced’
to another, and...the notion of the replace-

' abllity of a microframework by a micro-micro-
framework is a reasonable explanation of the
force of guch a statement as

Ions behave as they do because they are such
and such configurations of subatomic pa particles,

Sellars belleves that a -similar account is possible in the casge
of the theoretical explanation of observables.' Thus corres-
S

pondence rules are interpreted as statements to the effect that

?7‘ .
certain redefinitions of the observation terms would be in

v

principle acceptable.

Correspondence rules would appear in the material

mode as statements to the effect that the objects

of the observdtional framework do not really exist
--there really are no such things. They envisgge

the abandonment of a sense and 1ts denotation.

0f course, the qualitative aspects of the world cannot be
left out, They must appear in the scientific theory sbmehow:
..sthe sensible qualities of the common sense world,
omltted by the physical theory of material things,
might reappear in a new guise in the microtheory
of sentlent organisms. This clalm would appear in
the material mode as the clalm that the sensible

qualities 8f things really are a dimension of neural
. activity.t

This process, 1i.e. Sellargfacifjgg/of %heoretical exﬁlana-
tion, is regarded as a replacement of one framework by another
with the condition that the truths and concepts of the preceding
framework be reproduced in the sacceeding‘frémework. Thus we
come to the two pfinclples which are so impertant to the argu-~

ment for sensa--framework adequacy, which specifies the relatlon

et g s a .
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between counterpart concepts in the two frameworks, and re-
dueibility, which applies to esch framework individually. We
gsaw in Chapter One that Hooker thought that the argument for
sensa required a sort of ad hoc argument that the }ogical space
of colours is closed. It is clear that the case of colours

18 somewhat different from other properties that are scienti-
fically explained, and therefore reduced; nonethelesgs, we would
expect that the principles of theoretﬁcal explanation should
apply uniformly to all menifest image properties. Now there
are two cases--that which involves observableg, and that which
doesn't. Consider first the latter case--the "reduction® of-
one theoretical framewofk by another: the expianatioﬁ of the
behaylouriof ions in terms of subatomic particles. Now
initially we have two theories belonging to two sclences=-
chemistry and physics, Ions arerbasic gntitlps in cheﬁical

theory and subatomic particles are basic entities of particle

physics. Now it 1s seen by scientists that certain systems

\
of subatomic particles can be defined with identical properties

to the ions of chemistry--this obgervation 1is expressed by
correspondeﬁce rules which connect the appropriate defined

expressions of particulate physics wiﬁh the appropriate primitive

but apparentlx;definable expressions of chemistry. Now theze
correspondence rules cannot be considered to express identities

of gense for the reason that the expressions of elther side are

.defined in different frameworks.' The lon expressions are
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prim@tive terms ?f chemical theory: thé‘apﬁropriate particle
physics terms are defined terms of that framework. Thus, they
are not identifled; the correspondence rules appear in the
material mode as statements to the effect that the objects of
the framework of chemical theory do not really exist--there

really are no such things. What really exists are the defined

objects of the physical framework. The framework of chemical

theory is replaced by that of physical theory.

The replacement was possible because it was seen that the
expressioﬁs of chemistry, though not actuaslly explicitly:
defined terms, coulq be deflined in the terms of physical theory.
In o%her words, the logical spaces gf the physical primitives,
themselves implicitly defined by the postulates‘of the theory
and by the use of model and analogy, were such thdt those

primitives could be used to define states og’entities which

/
themselves possessed the logical space o; the chemical primitives--
except, of counrse, thelr primitlveness or élmplicity. Thus 1h

this case, the principle of framework adequacy requires that the
guccessor framework contain defined states or entitlies which

have all the propertles of the pr;d&maun'framework eicept those
related to primitivenesa. Of course, the successor concepts

of physics may be "richer" than their counterparts in chemistry--
they may have properties which were not known or describable in
the chemica} theory. These properties may‘éxplain properties
that were deéscribed in the chemical theory--such a situation

is likely for, according to Sellars, such "enrichment* of

concepts 1s what makes replacement of frameworks reasonable,

-~
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When it comes to explaining the behavliou<r of observables,
there is an additional problem, Not only is there the .prpblem
that the physical objects of the common sense framework are
baslc entities, whereas the systems of oblects of the sclentific
framework are defined, but there 1s a’lsez of course, the probleﬁ
of phenomenal properties which are not definable in the terms
of ‘the appro'priai:e physical theory. Sellars’ solution is aga’in
to say that the physical objects of the manifest image 4o not
exist. This represents rather a departure from the p}evioﬁs
account--the successors of manifest physical objects lack not
only the primitiveness of their predecessas, but also their
phenomenal occurrent properties. Indeed, they do} have the
corresponding causal prdperties. as do the premi suggesf;
again, as I did &n the previous chapter, that it 1s surely more
reasonable to envisage the shift of the primary locus of colour
from objects to percelvers as a move made in thé manifest image,
thus permitting a unified application of the principle of frame-
work ad;aq‘uacy. ‘

Either way, of course, the argument for sensa is not
affected, for it arises when 'we try to put gense impressions into
the scientific image. I shall save the detailp of this for the
nexi: chapter and 1limit myself to a fév obgervations. Sense

ibpressséns: are construed in the manifest image as ‘adverbial

states of persons. Thus the analogy with physical objects 1s

' transcategorical--between objects and states. Persons, like

physical objects, are basic entitles--single logical subjects--

- X
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in the manifest image. This fact, and Sellars' logical
atomism (and related principle of reduclbi_lity)- requires that
the colours of (manifest image) sense lmpressions be primitive.
My point is that it is not a feature of’ the analogy which re-
quires the colours of sense impressions to be primitive, but:
‘the fact that triey ere properties of states of basic entities
of the manifest image, »

Now the geclientific counterparts of manifest sense impresslions
are again "‘adverbial gstates, but now of’ systems of particles.
Scientific sense lmpressions are not primitive adverbial stad;es-E
simply because no single logi-c;al subjecg in the sclentific
image has them. Nonetheless, Sellars ciaims that the colours
of these sense impressions are primitive., The only point I
¥igsh to make at this time 1s that, 1;‘ we apply the principle (
of framework adequ‘a_'cy uniformly, it QOes not require that
colouré be primitive, As we saw, the application of the principle
require%s that the successor framework, in this case, the
scientiflic image (specifically, neurpphysiology).lreconstruct
from 1ts own primitlve:s all the properties of manifest colours
-except thelr primitiveness, Thus the argument for the primitive-

negs of colouré. the baslicness ‘of sensa, requlresg some additional

”
]

premises,
: é complication arises, however. In the earlier case of the

reduction of one theoryoby another, a key condition of the.

reduction was that the primitives of the chemical theory be

definable in terms of the primitiveness of the physical theory.

-
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There 1is a certaln dimension of free play involved here Dbecause
of the element of open texture and vagueness assocfated with the
specification of the primitives of both the physical theory
and the chemical theory. Indeed the subgequent \menmmcanon
contributed to specifylng the logical spaces of the concepts.
In the case of colours, the case is exaotly parallel. “In fact
to the degree that the sci;hces of neurophysio;ogy and human
behaviour are less.developed than physics and chemistry, the
degree of open teifure and vagueness are increased. On one hand,
on the side of manifest“”/iours. the necessary propertlés which’
must be reconstruced, or defined by neurophysiological entities
is very vague--gpecified only”by analogy. On the other, the
definable states of neurophysiology, modeled Iargely, we may-
suppose, on computer gcience, are still only roughly and very
incompletely known, |

Deépite this vagueness, however, I pointed ocut earlier in |
this chapter tha; smong the loglical space of colour nhi#h must\\
be reconstructed from the primitives of neurophysiology, is some‘
analogue of the spatial homogeneity of physical céiour. ?hia
requirement leaves open the possibllity that the homogeneity, .
which involve; the notion of “consisting of parts which no

matter- how small, are of thé same kind™ be either spatial or

“temporal., Now since it is fairly clear that no appropriate

spatial homogeneity 1s definable among the possible states of

presently concelved neurophyslolog;cal entltiea. é,.,g. neurons,
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we are left to attempt to define appropriate states which are
homogeneous in a temporal dimension, That Sellars allows thaf
sensa are homogeneous in this dimension is clear, for he tells
us that "the quallities of sense are d4 dimenslion of natural

"12\\0n this point, it seems, I am in agreement with

sensum,
Sellars: Where I do not agree with him is his claim that sueh
genss are basic particulars which preserve the primitiveness'
‘ of colour predicates. I£ is to his arguments for thas that I

now turn,

.
3

process“ll and speaks of "the sequence of ‘events' which is the .

.
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Chapter 51 Conclusion

o

I am now 1is a position to make fny concluding comments ‘on
theo‘three ai‘gumenta;fo,r sensa., It ghould be clear by now thaf
1t 1is only the\argupent from the homogeneity of colour that I
consider to be Sellars' principal argument that sensa are baslc
“ particulars of the scientific image. Before t':urning_to this
argument, I shall briefly summarilze my reasgyl:h for rejecting
. the other two arguﬁents. L -

The- argument in "Phenomenalsim" does glvefthé appearance
of pres:ntlng an alternate agreement for tdhe basicness of sensa,
for it follows the same pattern as the mrgument from homogeneity
but using different 1;ez;m1nology, and xcomes to the same conclusion,
Yet I think it can best be regarded és °gupplementary to the
principal argument, I’t\ emphasizes issues'that are not found;x
the -earlier paper, "P'hilosophy and the Sclentific Image of Man,"
but does not even mention hmogenei%y. the éent“i‘al issue Of the
egarlier argument. But if we try to regard the argument in
"Phenomenalism® as independent we run 1nto difficulties; for
elxample.f the only reason given for, claiming maglifest Iob:jectq
don't exist, instead of identifying them with “thueir scientiflc
counterparts is: - '

.It requires one tc say that one and ‘the same

thing is both the single logical subject of
which an undefined descriptive predicate (e.g.

, 'red®) is true, and a set of logical subjdcts
[ none of which ig truly characterized thils
! predicate, thus_ralsing all the logilcal puzzles -
| of 'emergence.':l : o




Y

Yet in the situation which exists before chemlical theory 1is
réduced to physical theory, the same can'be sald of the

primitive property of being a water molecule which is sub-

\sequently identified with certaln complexes of physical primi-

tlées. We can say the original water molecule does not exist,
but such a clalim in this context is not ve;y 1nterest1pg. The
aspects of the argument that are igteresting for the argument for
sensa are glossed oyer: the use of,%ge principle of reducibility
which is esséntial ty the argument for sensa 1s simply “the |
loglcal puzzles of emergencei® the peculiar nature of redness,
homogeneity, which makes 1t not only undefined.dbut not definable

is not even mentioned.

When it comes to the actual arfument for sensa, accouﬂging

s

,for’sensétion in the scientific image, the argument in “Phenom-

n

enalism”™ 1s agaln lacking in necessary detall. For it hinges on

the claim that;
veo¥ldentifying'...a person with a plurality of
logical subjects, l.e. the constituent parts of
the ‘'computer,' we have undermined the logic of
senge impressiona. For whether these parts be
construed as material particles or as nerve celis,
. the fact that they are a plurality precludes, them
from serving elther jointly or separately as the
subjects of the verb 'to sense red-triangle-wise.'

But no elaboration of what the logic of sense impressions 1is
that apparently must be preserved, 1.e. what feature sgpecifically
of the logical space of colour will be undermined. As far as
I can see.‘on any interpretation of thisn;rgument. thig poigt

18 an esse&tial part of the argument; my conclusion is that this

®

e




g2

omiSsion indicates that this is not to be taken as an inde-
pendent argument for sensa. Rather it only purports to pre-
sent the form of the argument, filling in some of the detaills
that were émitted from the main present;tlon in "Philosophy
and the Scientific Image of Man,”

I therefore digscount the significance of‘section VIII of
"Phenomenalism® as an independent argument for sensa. It would
geem to amount to the argument that colours are primitive in
the manifest image, 1.e, are ocgurrent and apply to single
logical subjects, and must therefoée be primlitive in the sgienti-
fic‘image: But we saw in Chapter 4 that such a strong inter-
pretatién of the principle of framework adequacy is no; Justified
--in fact primitiveness is the one logical feature of properties
which cannot necessarlly be expected to survive a Tramework .
replacement, Thus the argument must rely on other features of
colourq—-wﬁich features are not mentioned in "Phenomenalism,®

I’don't think this 1s an ﬁnreas&nable interpretation of
Sellars’ 1nte;tlons regarding this passage, It is Sellars'
method to repeat often his argumenté in different papers in
greater o: lesser detall depending on the focus of that paper.
The focus of "Pheqomenalism" is phenéﬁenalism, not scientific

explanation of man, Since "Phenomenalism® first appeaféd in

~ v
Science, Perception and Reality and, therefore, in close proximity

to “"Philosophy and the Scientific Image O&f"‘ﬂ."‘lt is plausible
to suppose that 1t 18 to be taken as a supplement to the earlier

argument which 1t presupposes.‘ In this vein, I point out tha£
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while the early paper A; much concerned wlth'%he argument for
gensa, less with describing them, the later paper takes much
greater palns to characterize sensa, and to expose "mistaken

presuppositions and metaphysical assumptlons'3 which might stand

*£“ in the way of an acceptance of sensa. ¢

‘ It should be no surprise that I turn my attention next to
discounting the last sections éf "The identity Approach ?o the °
Mind-Body Problem®™ as an argument fhat sensa musdt be basic
particulars in the scie;tific image., I argued in the first
chapter that we cannot conclude from the fact that colours are
pure -occurrents that they are immune to sclentific expianation,
onl§ that they do not invite it in the same way that disposition-
al properties do. In a similar vein, we could say that the property
of being a water mcleculg does not require sclentific explanation;

i

nonetheless this does not'prevent the water molecule being re-

duced in the scientific image. .
However, it seems there must be more than this behind Sellars’
clalm that "the loglical space of the peébept;ble qualléies and
relations of physical things and processéée..is, ién an 1np9rﬁant
sense, closeﬁ."“ Thus 1p Chapter 3 ivexplored certain possiy}e
resulfs of colours belng pure ,occurrents. I concluded that a
possible motivation behind thg argument,tpat colours.are
scientifically primitive is that otherwise there 1s a sense in
which they wi%l not appear in a description of the constituents
of the world,xbelng but defined properties and, therefore,
nésthing but some other propertles.' On the other hand, however,

o
T
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; concluded that if this description ofgthe“world 1nc1udes.an
explanation of how .persons come to know the vorld, it msy turn -
oqt that colours necessgrlly turn up, albeit as defined prop=-
erties. Beilng necessarily épistemélogioal primitives is not
incompatible with beilng .ontologically def{ned ;roperiies.

Th;}e is, of course, some difficulty in disposlng of the
evidence that Sellars does take thlis passage to be his argument
for serisa being primitive--the‘evidence consisting of Sellars'
reference in his “Reply to Cornman“5 to the concluding sectlphs
of "The Identity Approach to the Mind-Body Problem" as an ex-
planation of why colour; must be pflmitive In the scientific

- image. Onjthe interpretation of Sellars' argument that I am
pushing, he should have referred to “"Philosophy and the
Scientific Image of Man®™ for a discussion of "the dletipctlve
character of the explanandum wﬁich calied for the introduction
of sense lmpressions in the first plalce."6 Yet I think a fairly

-

satisfactory explanation can be given,

JIn the first placg, it 1s possible that the references given,

in elaboration of thiy phrase, are mgaﬁt\to draw attention not to
precisely what the distinctive %pafactex is~-in my interpreta-
tion, homogeneity--but that the explan;hdum is distinctlve.\fThus
in the first reference to "pp. 399ff" of the same paper {*Reply

to Cornman®) the emphasis is on the fact that an intermediate

level of nation 1s needed to explain the human behaviour

which includes expressing perceptual propositional attitudes, but

¥
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.that this point is nécgssary but not sufficlent for the argu-
ment for the primitiveness of sensa--glso essential 1s the
distinctive ﬁéture of 'the properties of sense ilmpressions. 1
assume&.;lnitially. that the second reference given ?o'"the
conc]uq;ng seétlons" of "The Identity- Approach to the Mind-
Body Problem,® \was 1ﬁ}ended to elabq;ate on thils other a;pect of
the argument, Yet if we examine ca;efully the order of the
‘armumeqt in fhis passage,.sectlon VI, 1t can be_éréued that the
second reference Qerely,makes‘tbe same point as the first.

Section VI 1s obvlously concernedqwlth ﬁhe prlditiveness
of colour in the scientific image. This dlscussion takes place
in the first paragraphs, numbers 41-49, Yet in these para-
graﬁhs.gthere 18 no discusslon of the specific character ofu”faw

feel universals™ which requires that they be primitive in the

scientific image~-the fact 1s simply asserted that they will be.

The question 1s discussed in paragraphs 41-47, and the conclusioq

summed up in paragraph 48; u \

It 1s my convictlon that a theory which 1is to
explain the propertiles of core persons will
involve a family of families of predicates which
would be a categorical transformation, but ndbt
substantive reduction, of raw feel predicates,
and which would apply only to systems of scienti-
fic objects which are the theoretical counter-
parts at the most fundamental level of empirical
brains, In other words I accept the ldentity
theory only in its weak form according...to which
raw feels or sense lmpressions are states of ceye
persons, for as I see 1t, the loglical space of -
raw feels will reappear transposed but unreduced
in a theoretical framework adequate to the Job

of explaining what core persons can do. ‘'In my
opinion such a theory is not even yet on the
‘horizon,? ‘ ‘ '

3
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But it 18 only in paragraph 49 that a xeasoh is given for this
conclugion, and this reason is precisely the one given in
“Reply to Cornman,® pp. 399ff.:

The plausibility of the more rsdical inter-
pretation of the reducibllity of neurophysiology
to micro-physics reats on the fact that if one
ﬂ/ thinks of 'sense impressions' or ‘'raw feels'
ag theoretical constiructs introduced for the pur-
pose of explaining simple *discriminative behavior'
such as 1s found in white rats, then one would
indeed find no reason to suppose that the' postu=
g ’ lated states might not be conceived of as reducible
" along the lines described in 46. After all, we
+ can conceive of--and even construct--machines
which can perform these discriminations., It 1is
therefore cruclal to my thesis to emphasize that
gense impressions or raw feels are common sense
theoretical constructs introduced to explain the '
. occurrence not of white rat discriminative behavior,
' but rather of perceptual proposition attitudes, and
-are therefore bound up with the explanation of why
' human language contains families of predicates
7 having the logical properties of yords for per-
_ ceptible qualities and relations. )

Needless to say, I have already argued agalnst the claim that

1

an explanation of why humans have words for coloﬁrs-need con-

¢lude that such colourg\are primitive (and therefore in this °
-

~
2

sense. absolute) aspecta of ‘the world. My view is that 6010ura
can be 1rreduc1b1g primitives in an account of learning, i.e.
epistemologically basic, without being ontologically 1rreduc1b1§‘
Yot on the interpretation I am presently pursuing, Sellars
dnes take this .to be a suffielent reason for concluding sensa
must be ontologically primitive in the scientificlimage. On
- this view, it is clear that by the end of paragraph h9. Sellars
has completed his argument that raw feel predicates are trans- i
posed unreduced into the sclentific image, |
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‘ ) {gﬁ there remain three paragraphs, and if one 18 not per-
suaded;%y the argument of paragraph 49, one is tempted to look
for an argument in paragraphs 50-52, IThib is indeed what ’
Hooker has done, drawing an argument from these three para-
graphs (see above.\p. 6). However, a careful examination of the

text shows that Hooker has taken key phrases out of context,

congtructing an argument about sensa where none was intended.

o In the first placé. if these paragraphas were part of the aréu-

‘ ment that sensa are primitive, we should expect them to be
c%pjoined gsomehow with the 1oglca1 development of the preceding

_paragraphs., ‘Instead, the last paragraphs are ciearly separsted
from 41-49, for 50 begins with the worda: "I shall conclude

with a brief meshntion of other facets of the problem." Secondly,

s ‘ the argument for sensa concerns primarily the qualities ‘of
sense 1mpressioms, yet paragraphs 50-52 are almost egxclusively
about "the loglcal space of the perceptlible qualitlies and rela-
tions of physical €hings and processgses on which that of the
attributes and relations of raw féels is modeled.,* The discussion
- . of these paragraphs 1s concerned specifically with thq‘puzzle
- of these prope;tles in the sclentific imsge-~--and indeed, if it

|

geneously coloured, this is a problem. In this qucﬁfic cone-

‘18 thought that physlcal bbjects are quite literally hpmo-
text, the argument that this loglcal space 1s closed, and therefore,
- - I suppose, irreducible ls merely an extension of the early
argument of paragraphs 48 and 49 concernlng the loglical .space of
, - - raw feel attributes, for we find a transposed form of the

°

) ;rgument of ug.“ "




Roughly. 1t is not such racts. expounded in
a 'phenomenoclogy' of smensible qualities and
relations, as that to be orange 1s to be bes-
tween red and yellow in color which demand
scientific explardation, but rather such nomo-
logical facts as 'that black objects sink
further into snow than white objects when the
sun 1is ahining. T

e »
I *

X Again,” however, it 13 my belief that such an argument cannot

4

gtand on Ats feet--1t requires an argument whiqb deals speci-
fically with the homoqenelty of the colours in“quesgioﬁ—(whether
of physgcalkobjects, or sense'impressgbns);, It seems‘Sellaps
'may accept a prlncfple té'uhe effect that properties such asi \
. colours are so bas{if}o our view of thé‘world that it is im-

plausible to envisage t%at they don't really e}igt in some form.

Indeed sug: a sentiment geems to be behind a great deal of argument

against “reducing coléui‘s out of exlsten;:e. My view of 'this type

of consideration is that if w; are going to be séien@lfic .
realists; we must be prepared to glve up,e!en'the most funda-
mental aspect;'of the manifest world, if thgt!la dictated by our
A sclentific ontology. The fact «that |t may seem very lmplausible
to.sugeest colours don't exist in any fundamental sensé leaves
‘'me unmoved., Our feelings of certainty in considering the

existence of colour can be éxpialned‘in‘a sclentlfic account ‘

©
&

of the thought and beliefs of persons. In fact, the impossibility
of being totally .objective in such a matter dictates that we
ought to attenpt to rorm our ontological and scientiflc principles

on’ the\\ésis of ‘cagses further removed from the realm of the

conceptual, and then apply them as dispassibnately as poasiﬁle to

L e m o At b e
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an explanation of the conceptual processes of persons.

According to this érlnciplq. then, we ought to try to explain’

everything in terms of the sclgntifiq/Ontologlcal concepts we

have evolved to explain non-living matter; only if such an

undertaking fails are'we justified in postulating new types of

_particulars. IF)AsvaEcording to this principle that I hold that

_a specific argument concerning the inability of current

" geientific particulars to explain persons is necessary--i.e. the

argument from homogeneity. N

In any case, the conclusions of the last three paragraphs
[}

of "The Identity Approach to the Mind-Body Problem" are primarily

about physical objects--not, as Hooker seems to 1imply, sense

impressiong--as is tedgnt in paragraph 52

Scientific Realism maintains the in principle
replaceability of the framework of perceptible
things by a framework of. scientific objects
which contains highly derived counterparts of
the inductively established causal properties

of the forher. But while Scientific Reallism
grants that the framework of scientific objects
also contains highly derived counterparts of the

, occurrent perceptible gualities of perceptible
% things, it need not and, if my argument is P

correct, must not hold that these gualitles are
reducible to ¥,e. replaceable by, their counter-
parts in micro-physical theory--as in the chem-
istry-physics case. The intrinsic structure of
their 'closed® lozlcal space (paragraph 50) re-
quires rather that they be relocated. This rele-
cation involves a #imiltaneous. méve on the sense
-impression front. For the qualities and rela-
tiong which are irreducible to their - counterparts
in the micro-physics of the objects of perceptlon,
are reducible, i.,e. identifiable with, the qual-
1ties and relations which, I have contended (para-
graphs 45-48), must be postulated in an adequate
theoretical explanation of the nature and function
of sense, impressions or ‘raw feels,'10

“
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of course, I have argued against the claim that it is a
necesgary feature of the manifest imege that physical objects

be occurrently coloured. Nonetheless, it 1s clear that ifi this

.18 an accurate account of how the manifédst lmage actually is,

these properties of physical objects cannot be redueed but
mugt be relocated 1,e, identified, in a sense, with the logi-
cal space of manifest sense impressions, How the subsequent

reduction 6f this loglcal space fé\construed i1s. a different
[3

- . $
question,. )

I think my insistence that Sellars' argument for sensa
18 the argument from homogeneity is confirmed in his "Reply to
Cornman® where his reconstruction of the afgument 18 as follows:

We must find a place in the world for color in

the aesthetically iriteresting sense with its
ultimate homogeneity....Can we rest content with
the idea that red in the aesthetically lnteresting
sense 18 a manner of gemsing, that {(in traditional
terms) 1ts esse 18 percipi? Is 1its ontological
‘gtatus glven by.the context: Person sensesg-redly?

Mow agience suggests that persons are systems of
scientific objects., But, if we accept\the princi-
ple of reducibility, for a system of sclentific
objects to sense-redly must consist in its con-
stltuents being in certain states and standing in
certain relations to each other. Now sensing-
redly as conceived in the Manifest Image does not
gongist in a relationship.of objects in states
other than‘sensings. A sensing can include other
gensings, as when we sense a-red-circle-in-a-green-.
square, but it cannot consist of non-gensings. .

E

+..(In the sclentific image sensing) will still be
a- state 6f a person...taking the principle of re--
ducibllity into account, it will be a state which
congists in certain states of and relations between
these “objects." .

Now the successor concept of (visual) sensing... - A

must reloc®e the "ultimate homogeneity" of the . .

?
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(colors of the Mamifest Image). But 1t.cannot

do so If the persons to which thls successor

concept applies consist of objects to which

color concepts, in a sense which preserves the

esgsentials of color space, do not apply.l
Sellars fhinks that the only outcome to this argument, if the
prineciple of reducibility 18 not te be abandoned 18 elther to
accept Catesian minds or postulate "a new domaln of sclentific
objects to be the subjects of these color predicates.,” .
) It should be fairly clear from the preceding, particularly
Chaggfr Orne, what my criticlsm ofxth; argument from homogeneityj
is: %ﬁe argument works by setting certaln paradigms before us
and extrapolating conelusions from them. Two concepts interact
in the argument: the concept of homogenelty and ths principle -
of redué&bility. The model for homogenelty 1s coloured'méhifest
physlcal objecrs; it 15 explicitly spatial but I have argued
that its analogue, fhe homogeneity of sense 1mpressions. is most
1likely to be temporal--somehow the three dimenslonal structure
of a’homogeneous pink ice pube will “mab” onto a one dimensional,
highly complex process. The principle of reducibilty 1s more
difficult to get a arip on. Indeed within the manifest image
we have a fairly clear idea of 1it--the modeE/fglthat the prop-

erty of being a ladder consists of or 1s'&ef1ned by the properties

of being cylindrical, wooden etc. Thus we have two para-

digms for the principle, both of which are extended with diffi-
culty into the scientific framework. The notion of properties
,Pelghjdefiged bx'othér orop?rties 1q probabiy the most étrarght-

forward paradigm, Yet if it 1is fairly clear 'as it pertalns to

v
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the manifest 1mage,‘whege we afe very familiar with the meanings

of the terms bBoth of the definiens and definlenda, the notion

}s only with great diffieculty extended to'situationa such as

~

.,

sketehy theories 1ﬁ which our grasp of the meaninés, and precise
1ngical spaces of the terms is extremely fimltegi

I think Sellars is more comfortable, in the argument for
sensa, to use the §hradigm of propertlies conslsting of other
propertlies, I like to think of this paradigm iIn terms of ghe
materlial mode, involving the things themselveé. ag opposed to
the formal mode model of definitlon. As suchk the former has a

, 5
_certain intuitive appeal, focusing our attention on individuals

rather than meanings or roles in a language. Sellars' thoice )
of this paradigm in an unfam111;& situation paralléls hiq analysis
of the use of mndéls in science for intultively understanding
concepts when 1t 18 not possible to specify thelr loglcal space,
I have no objection to the.notion of consists of as a para-
Aigm of property reductlion; waever. it must be used with ex-
treme care in sitﬁations where~more than one ontological type
of individual nasy be relevant., But this 1s precisely the situa-
tion in the argument for sensa, where we are attempting to declde
'betyeen. on one hand, an ontology of'enduriag particuafrs {or
“talngs“) and states of particulars, and a ontology.ofﬁ‘events.'
To éhch of these kinds of individual corresponds a different
notion of conslists of, To Ehe former belongs a spatlai notion

of consists of; to the latter, a more complex notlon 1nvg1v1ng

both space and time. ‘ ﬁ/’
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The point is just this: the manifest lmage, and the current

account of the scientiflc 1image, alfead& contain both types of
individuals~-things which constitute-other things, and events
which constitute processes. Just as a laddef consists of vaéioué
pleces, so a.hydrogen molecule gbnsists of h&droéen atoms.q .
Simflarly, processes consist of other processés and’event%:
making a telephone call consists of Li}ting the recelver, and
turning the dial; the chemical process' of oxldation consists of
the movement of élect;9ns between subatomic particlés. Within
this fémili&r framework. the homogeneity of “coloured" Qeqpe
impressions, involving a temporal notlon of“homogeneity,,aan
be accommodated., Sellars’ argument has force only if one isg
willing to deny the existence of process and event--and the
correspondiné notion ofccénsists of-=within our current con-
copt;al structure, &

Of course, the "events" Sellars has in mind are not the

eventg to which I refer. Presumably Sellarsian "eventg! unllke

_our events, do not involve things 1,e.‘there 14120 thing which -

is the subject bf the "event.," My claim is that Sellars has
not given sufficlent reasons for the introduction of these eso-~

teric individuals. The 1ntroductioh of such a notlon, with a

~

correspondingly novel notilon of conslsts of, unnecessarlily com~

v

plicates an ontology, already both rich and llttie'understood.

-which contains both things and events. Sellars'\argumnnt for

7

gensa relles on the guestion of what can, and what cannot, be

defined within our current conceptuainscheme; but since he fails
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° to explore sufficiently carefully the poesibilities of de-

finability wltﬁin thés scheme, the argument fails.
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