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ABSTRACT
Dilemmas and mysteries in human life are the reasons why we study philosophy.
Whenever men face the dilemmas and mysteries they naturally search the ways to
explain them. Because of dilemmas men try to explain the meanings of their life in
persuasive ways. Because of mysteries men try to understand what the world is.
Philosophical discourse is one of the ways of solving those problems. Through
philosophy men hope to know who they are and what the world is.
But in postmodern era some thinkers are not happy with th~ dilemmas and mysteries
so they want to remove them from philosophy (rather than facing them). Some of them
even want to proclaim 'the end of philosophy.' They insist the impossibility of finding
(through philosophy) the ultimate answers. They believe the role of philosophy is
outdated. With removing the traditional philosophy, they insist, we can have more

chances to construct a better society. Richard Rorty is one of the thinkers who try to do
that under the name of the pragmatic philosophy. ·
In this paper we will discuss about what Rorty' s pragmatic philosophy is and why
he wants to eliminate the epistemology and metaphysics which are considered as the
core of philosophy. We will talk about how Rorty tries to nullify the traditional
philosophical discourses. Rorty's project for this goal can be called "anti-representation
of reality." ·
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He says the traditional philosophy played with "representation of reality." It is built
on a belief that there is reality "over there." It is transcendental, so it can be the
foundation of 'objective' knowledge. The reality is represented into human mind. And
with the "representation" human mind can form the objective knowledge about the
world. The objective knowledge representing the world as it is helps men to control the
world. "Representation of reality," therefore, is one of the most important aspects of
human knowledge.
But Rorty rejects all these aspects of human knowledge. He rejects the existence of
transcendental reality. There is no "representation of reality." He even refuses the
existence of mind as the "mirror" which represents the world as it is. All knowledge is
subjective and humanly formed. There is nothing "given." So, Rorty says, Epistemology
or Metaphysics that presuppose the "given" representation of reality "out there" should
be ended.
How does Rorty reach such a conclusion? One of the reasons is Rorty's
disappointment with philosophy as a whole. He says philosophy is not successful in
answering to the questions which philosophers raise. It is not just successful but rather
has no possibility to find the answers. So he insists the "end of philosophy."
To end the philosophical discourses Rorty tries to eliminate 3 most important factors
in forming the human knowledge: mind, reality and universal rationality. He says there
is no mind as an entity. It is culturally formed and works under contingencies. And there
is no reality as the transcendental foundation of human knowledge. Rorty does not deny
that there is the independent reality. But the reality we perceive is always a linguistic
one originated from human activities. So the pictures of reality we know is linguistically
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formed. They never are 'objective' and 'transcendental.' So Rorty suggests another new
paradigm of philosophy: "philosophy without mirror," philosophy without epistemology
and metaphysics. And then Rorty tries to eliminate the innateness of human nature. He
tries to replace the innate human rationality and universal morality with solidarity,
contingency, desire to survive, and human creativity and imagination.
This dissertation approaches Rorty's philosophy critically. Rorty moves too far until
forgetting that our life should go with dilemmas and mysteries. Logically his
explanation seems persuasive. But it goes too far away from people's daily life. In this
paper Rorty's philosophy is defined as 'eliminativism.' And his eliminativism is
criticized for it is too easy way to afford the real life situations.
Rorty's attempt is understood as the trials to eliminate the "ineliminable." Human
mind cannot be reduced to anything explainable when we consider its "consciousness."
Human consciousness is beyond our explanation but it is one of obvious ("incorrigible")
aspects of human experience. Another "ineliminable" is the concept of reality "over
there." Rorty insists to remove the concept ofreality (as it is) from human discourses for
there is no way to prove that our understanding of the world and the world 'as it is' are
identical. It is not provable. But we cannot eliminate the existence of 'transcendental'
reality. If we remove it we will also lose the ground of critical discussion. There is no
rationality which is regarded as the most important fool in achieving human progresses.
We lose the weapon to fight against the 'undesirable' errors. And Rorty's negation of
intrinsic human dignity endangers our society rather than makes people freer and more
creative.

IV

So conclusion of this dissertation is that philosophical discourses (including
metaphysics and epistemology) should be continued. And because of the "ineliminable"
aspects in our philosophical discourses we continuously need to wrestle with the
dilemmas and mysteries. Philosophy should be the "philosophy with the ineliminable."
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Introduction

CHAPTER I
Introduction

Truth is one of the main concepts that philosophers wrestle with for a long time, for
people believe that if we know the truth it will lead us to the perfect freedom.

It is

very old belief but few people doubt it. So philosophers mostly rather discussed about
the ways of how to get the truth or what the truth is without being suspicious on that
belief. In Western philosophy there is another belief regarding 'truth': truth is related to
something 'out there.' And we can contact it through our minds. Human mind is
understood as mirror that represents the world 'outside.' In that sense philosophers' job
is to polish the mirror to

reflec~

the image more clearly and correctly.

But in contemporary philosophical discourses these common beliefs are doubted.
Many contemporary thinkers insist that truth does not relate to reality. It rather relates to
cultures. Truth is not found but made. It does not have the transcendental ground 1• And
there is no reason to believe that if we find the truth it will lead us to better life. Even
there is no way to prove there is truth.

1

In ancient society the first meaning of "transcendentaf' wM used primarily with reference to God's
relation to the world and is particularly important in theology. Here transcendental means that God is
completely outside of and beyond the world, but God manifests Himself to the world in many ways too.
It is also related to Kant's view. Transcendental in Kant's philosophy is a view according to which our
experience is not about the things as they are in themselves, but about the things as they appear to us. The
idea is that whenever we experience something, the transcendental world 'as it is' is there behind: the
object is real as well as mind-independent, and it is the ground of human knowledge. "TranscendentaI''
here means that we cannot not explain what the world as it is, but we believe it works as the ground for
the critical approach to knowledge. For example, transcendental realism believes that the
"transcendentaf' world we cannot see but can think about. Karl R. Popper was a transcendental-realist.
He combined empiricism with rationalism to achieve an epistemology, calledfalsificationism. He
thought science could correct for human perception errors by evolving less-wrong theories and
experiments. He thought there was a real world out there (as a transcendental ground) that we could
experiment our way by refuting and thus throwing-out wrong theories.
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So many contemporary thinkers try to throw away the existence of truth. We never
know that there is truth 'out there.' We never touch the reality directly.
is only the shadows of it.
we search the truth?

What we know

If touching the reality is essentially impossible why should

Many postmodern thinkers, therefore, insist that we need to stop

holding the concept of "truth" and "reality" that independently exists from human mind,
and to give up the epistemological efforts to find the better methods of figuring the truth.
For all the traditional philosophical discourses are based on the belief that there is
reality 'out there' but proving that belief is essentially impossible. These thinkers also
insist that holding the concept of truth is an obstacle in reaching the better human
society. Belief on something transcendental often oppresses human creative thinking.
Traditionally truth was believed as the guardian of human freedom: "To know the truth
will free us." But many contemporary thinkers doubt this. They argue nobody can claim
he knows the truth. Even we do not know what the truth is. So the belief that to know
truth will give us freedom is groundless.
Then should we give up searching the truth? Are the epistemology and metaphysics
that deal with the transcendental dimension of human thoughts already out of date?

If

we have to remove "truth" and "reality" which are the foundation of our thought where
should we stand on? Richard Rorty is one of the leading thinkers in this argumentation.
Rorty says we need to give up the "metaphysical comfort. " 2

2

Instead, he says, we need

The tenn Nietzsche says in his book, The Birth of Tragedy. "The metaphysical comfort--with which,
I am suggesting even now, every true tragedy leaves us--that life is at the bottom of things, despite all the
changes of appearances, indestructibly powerful and pleasurable--this comfort appears in incarnate clarity
in the chorus of the satyrs, a chorus of natural beings who live ineradicably, as it were, behind all
civilization and remain eternally the same, despite the changes of generations and of the history of
nations." Young Nietzsche, while working on clarifying the tragic life of ancient Greeks, began a hard
struggle against religious and fictitious conceptions of the world. In his Birth of Tragedy (1872), he
already defined the phenomenon of the concealing of the Dionysian truth by metaphysical comfort, as
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to follow our human desires and solidarity and unrestricted imagination. Rorty insists
that philosophy should be humanistic. It means our discourses or arguments need to be
useful in making human life better. He says that sticking to the issue of "truth" and the
way to figure it out has no use for that. Therefore, he says, we need to remove the
transcendental aspects from philosophical discourses but just follow human desires and
creative imagination guided by tradition3 .
Rorty is confident with this position. He, therefore, rejects metaphysics. And he
even rejects the traditional philosophy itself. Rorty is one of the thinkers who insist the
'end of philosophy'. Rorty's argument on the end of philosophy seems strange for he
himself is one of professional philosophers. As a philosopher he rejects his own ground.

Rorty's central question has been the question of the nature of philosophy itself. Perhaps
it is true that the whole history of philosophy, when examined closely, has been a
history of crises for philosophy. But in no other age has there been such deep and
radical questioning about what philosophy is: what it can be; what, if anything, it
contributes to human culture. All of Rorty's writings revolve about this question.
Bernstein, 1983: 181)

Because of this Rorty is regarded as one of the controversial thinkers in postmodern
opposed to artistic integration of the Apollonian-Dionysian instincts by means of tragic work of art. The
metaphysical comfort, that keeps us away from what could lead us to the highest culture and ways of life.
The metaphysical comfort (tragic culture) which belongs to the Buddhist culture. The metaphysical
comfort represents here the religious illusion, which is rooted in the belief of eternal life beneath
phenomena.
3
Tradition is acceptable in Rorty's thought. It is understood as the accumulations of contingent human
activities. And he believes it can be changed according to human desires. Through conversations the
tradition can be remade. So he has few talks about ideology.
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days. His attitude mostly is radical and controversial. In what sense is his argument
controversial?4 What aspects of his arguments make him radical?
Firstly, he rejects many concepts that we accept as common sense. He doubts the
concept of "truth." There is no universal truth. The truth is not something correspondent
to the transcendental reality. And then he refuses the existence of reality. He agrees that
nobody can say there is no reality 'out there'. We know the world 'out there' is real. But
our knowledge of the world always happens through language or experiences. There is
no possibility to be proved what the pure reality is. For our picture of reality is always
influenced by tradition or our preunderstandings. The reality itself or representation of
reality, therefore, cannot be the foundation of human knowledge. Rorty says it is a
mistake if we say, "we can argue because there is reality as the ground of our
discourses."

He also rejects the mind as the mirror of nature. Mind is a product of

human activities. It is formed (not given) through daily experiences.
Rorty's attitude relates to pragmatism. Pragmatist says that knowledge is to be
accepted not because it is correspondent to reality, but because it is good to believe for
us. Pragmatism, for Rorty, is a middle way of thinking. 5 He tries to build human society
just on human desires, tradition, and creativity. This attitude makes him unique and, to
someone, even seems strange.
4

In an editor's comments in the journal, Philosophy, the editor says "of the articles which are submitted
for publication in Philosophy, a surprising large proportion are about the views of Richard Rorty. Some,
indeed, we have published. They, along with pretty well all the articles we receive on Professor Rorty, are
highly critical. In Philosophy 73 (Oct. 1998), pp. 648-49.
5
Pragmatism disagrees with foundationalism for it refuses to assume there is transcendental foundation,
something detached from human minds. But at the same time it is not the same with relativism for it
refuses to accept every view is right. Pragmatism still has the ground to jttdge according to tradition or
consensus. Rorty explains his position as pragmatism in his book Consequences of Pragmatism (1982)
with the articles titled "Introduction: Pragmatism and Philosophy" (pp. xiii-xlvii) and "Pragmatism,
Relativism, and Irrationalism" (pp. 160-175).
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Secondly, Rorty is controversial because of his view on philosophy. As a
philosopher he proclaims philosophy should be ended, for the "Ehilosophy" (it means
the 'traditional philosophy' that assumes there is 'the Truth' not truths. An<;! the goal of
philosophy is to find this transcendental truth or approximate to the reality) cannot
answer to the question what it raises. In this discussion Rorty follows the forerunner
thinkers who criticize the limit of philosophical discourses. 6
Heidegger and Wittgenstein, as Rorty's forerunners, never negate their identity as
philosophers. But Rorty wants to go further. He raises the issue of "end of philosophy."
There is no transcendental ground for philosophical discourses for every philosophical
discourse is actually the result of human activities. There is no more foundation, and the
logocentric traditional philosophy was not successful. There is no place for the
professional philosopher any more. He rejects the role of philosophy. It seems ironical
that somebody who was the President of the American Philosophical Association
negates the meaning of philosophy. 7 Rorty insists that there is no mind and no reality as
independent entities in the world. The "representation of reality" is just a human
invention. He even rejects philosophy whose discussions are based on belief in
6

For example, Heidegger criticizes metaphysics in his book The End of Philosophy, for metaphysics
assumes we human can stand outside of the world. Actually man always lives as part of the world. Man
never stands outside of the world. It is essentially impossible. So metaphysics (which assumes the reality
purely independent from us) cannot stand, for it begins with wrong assumption. Wittgenstein is another
thinker who says similarly. He finds that we essentially understand the world through language. Our
understanding of the world is ruled by language from the beginning, for human thinking 'always and
already' goes with language. But the language is not something innate but a product of human practices. 6
There is no transcendental essence behind the meanings of language. Language is like just a game played
with humanly made rules. So the philosophical discourses going with language have limitation to find the
world as it is. To searching the world as it is, is essentially impossible.
7
"Now, this is a startling departure. While it is not unusual for people outside of philosophy to criticize
philosophy . . . it is unheard of for someone like Richard Rorty, who having reached the heights of
academic responsibility by becoming the President of the American Philosophical Association in 1979, to
criticize his own profession. But this is what he has done, and it has earned him an enormous amount of
enmity ever since." Richard Rumana, On Rorty (Belmont: Wadsworth, 2000), p. 5.
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something transcendental. Rorty dreams the world not polluted with mirrors and
mysteries. He believes that (traditional) Philosophy should be ended.
Lastly, he is radical in rejecting scientific worldview that contributes in improving
human life dramatically. Scientific realism assumes there is reality and knowledge is
representation of it, and contributes so much in improving human society better. But
Rorty seems to disagree to this. He assumes if we remove the concept of knowledge as
representation of reality, it will lead us to better society. It will make human creativity
and imagination free.
His rejecting scientific realism leads him to doubt the meaning of rationality.
Rationality is usually assumed as something innate in human nature which guides us to
know the reality. It works with human mind. It is believed that there is consistency
between mind and the world and rationality (as a given capability) connects between
two. The rationality makes isomorphically human mind connect to the independent
reality "out there." But for Rorty our belief on rationality and reality is a myth. If
anybody asks, "how can we know that there is isomorphic consistency between mind
and the world?" or "how can we know there is reality 'out there'?" It is very difficult to
answer it. Rorty therefore insists that there is no pure independent reality, for our
knowledge of the world is 'always and already' mixed with human subjectivity and
tradition. There is no way of rationality if there is no "representation of reality."
Rorty even applies this view into ethics. There are no transcendental/ universal
moral principles 'out there'.

Morality is just something good to human life and formed

through human history. Morality is not found but made. It is "formed" rather than
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''given." It is luck rather than destiny. Rorty tries to negate what we accept as universal
truth.
What does Rorty want to get with all these controversial debates? His main concern
can be summarized in one concept, "anti-representation of reality". He seems to believe
that if we can remove the belief on the transcendental reality and the belief on
'representation of reality', human thinking can be more autonomous. Rorty insists
human thinking is not free enough because of the metaphysical assumptions related to
'representation of reality'. They oppress the liberal human thinking. So being free from
these assumptions is the way toward the better life.
But it seems not sure whether we can get perfect liberal society with removal of,
-

.

transcendental aspects from philosophy. Even it seems not clear what kind of world
Rorty dreams about without 'rationality,' 'truth' and 'reality'. But one thing seems
obvious. Rorty suggests us not to use any transcendental assumptions in facing the
world except following our own desires and human-made traditions. Rorty thinks that
the myth of 'representation of reality' is something that misguides human thought.
Instead he suggests human creativity and solidarity as what human being can trust.
Human creativity and solidarity occurred during our struggling against the environment
are the only things we can go with. Rorty doubts everything transcendental. He believes
that when man can be guided by his desires, creative imagination or the solidarity
he/she can be autonomous and free in building the better society.
But it is not sure if Rorty's view based only on human desires, imagination and
solidarity (free from the metaphysical assumption that is something unreachable) can
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guide us to the better world. Can the consensus or people's common desires guarantee
the better world for human being? Can we really remove the representation of reality
from human thought? Is it a possible project?
Rorty's discussion rather pushes us to think over the mystical aspect8 of human
world again. Human being is still weak and irrational until he needs some
transcendental guidelines. Metaphysical aspects of human life are still meaningful and
necessary. The more man tries to remove the transcendental and mysterious aspects
from human life, the more we realize that it is difficult to be free from these aspects.
Dilemmas are not something to be removed. Rather it is an essential part of human life
stimulating and motivating us toward more discussions and progresses.
But Rorty wants to eliminate all dilemmas. He seems to reject anything that we
are used to believe as the foundation of human thinking: human mind, reality 'out there',
and the universal morality. He even rejects the philosophy. He redefines the postmodern
thinkers' accomplishments as neo-pragmatism. He prefers to pragmatic view on truth as
what is useful to us rather than correspondence to the reality. He describes our world as
the compiles of contingencies.

8

I need to explain what it means with "mystical" or "mysterious" aspects: it does not mean the
mysticism or mystical religious experience. It does not mean something beyond human experience. It
rather means something we can experience but not describable. For example, we know we have
consciousness but it is not describable. Consciousness is one of obvious human experiences and basis of
incorrigible knowledge. But it is beyond our explanation, for it is a subjective and first person experience.
Essentially it is not possible to describe through our language. There are many thinkers who try to explain
it with neuro-science or with folk psychology. But until now it seems not successful. In that sense our
experience of consciousness is a mysterious aspect of human knowledge. And Cartesian Theater (as
Daniel Dennett says) is another example to show the mysterious aspect of consciousness. Human
perception is a kind of drama demonstrated on the stage. But to be the perception happened we need to
assume there is another factor: audience in the darkness. We cannot see the audience but we know he/she
is there in the darkness. We know he/she is there (for it is one of the most obvious human experience) but
at the same time we have to agree that there is no possibility to describe who is he/she. Audience (or
consciousness) is the mysterious aspect in talking on knowledge.
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Rorty's conclusion seems too quick and arbitrary. His conclusion even seems
dangerous.

Human world would be a mixture of the visible and the invisible, the

logical and the mysterious, and lucks and destinies. But Rorty intentionally neglects the
latter. He eliminates them. And it makes his philosophical discourses lame. The world
he dreams about seems not clear. He removes all the grounds that we used to stand on.
How can he find the right way to go? It is not sure.
In this paper we will discuss on Rorty's project of eliminating "representation of
reality" from philosophy. My position in approaching Rorty's thought is this: Rorty :S
philosophy can be summarized as the eliminativism of mind, reality, truth, and
rationality as human nature. Rorty s eliminativism of 'representation of reality' cannot
be the answer to dilemmas in contemporary philosophical discourses. Philosophical
discourses need to go with the concept of representation of reality even though it
includes many dilemmas. And his project seems not satisfactory and not successful.

With the postmodern paradigm shift we are facing many dilemmas in philosophy.
Rorty's discussion is one of the efforts in dealing these dilemmas. So the discussions in
this dissertation would be a good start in trying to find the proper way to understand and
to find alternatives of the dilemmas.
In Postmodernity many thinkers doubt the usefulness of metaphysics and
epistemology, for they believe we have no hope to reach the reality. For our logic or
experience are always twisted by our subjectivity from the beginning. But the researcher
believes the utility of the discussion on reality. The researcher hopes, in this paper, to
defend the usefulness of the belief on "representation of reality" in philosophical
discourses.
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This paper is formed with 5 chapters as follows:
Chapter I introduces the whole argument of this paper. Rorty's philosophy can be
summarized as "eliminativism" and it is not satisfactory in dealing the issues of
postmodern discourses.
Chapter II presents the background of Rorty's discussions. Rorty understands the
Western philosophy as discussion on "representation of reality." He tries to reconstruct
the philosophy without the beliefs in reality, truth, and the human nature. The aim of
Rorty's project can be explained as the project of humanism.
Chapter III discusses on Rorty's thought, especially on his thought of "antirepresentationalism." His discussions are based on "suspicion of the transcendental and
foundationalism." His idea on "anti-representationalism" is deeply related to "end of
philosophy" as well. And we will analyze his basic attitude against to "representation of
reality." They are "the concept of mind as human invention"; "the knowledge without
approximation of reality"; "contingency and ethical universal"; and "social hope in
pragmatic liberalism." Rorty's view on philosophy can be summarized as "philosophy
without mirror."
Chapter IV discusses Rorty's ideas critically. The researcher summarizes his
project as "eliminativism." In other words, his project can be understood as "eliminating
the Ineliminable." His eliminating approach to the reality and the mind include many
limitations. Even though there are dilemmas we still need the transcendental dimensions
in our philosophical discourses. We try to argue for the rightfulness of "philosophy with
"Ineliminable."
Chapter V presents the conclusion with some suggestion of the further study.

"Representation of Reality" in Rorty's Philosophy

11

1185 e·1
CHAPTER II
"Representation of Reality" in Rorty's Philosophy

A.

Western Philosophy and Representation of Reality
Rorty insists that philosophy purports understanding of the nature of knowledge and

of mind. In that sense philosophy can be foundational. Philosophy tries to understand
the foundations of knowledge and to find those foundations, philosophy studies on
'man-as-knower.' So the human mind is the key aspect. What is the content of mental
process in knowing the world? It relates the pictures reflected on the mind, with the
"activities of representation" which make knowledge possible.

"To know is to represent accurately what is outside the mind; so to understand the
possibility and nature of knowledge is to understand the way in which the mind is able
to construct such representations. Philosophy's central concern is to be a general theory
ofrepresentation." (PMN: 3)

Rorty says philosophy was dealing with the representation of reality since Locke
and Descartes. Locke makes the theory of knowledge as an understanding of mental
process. And Descartes mentions the mind as a separate entity in which the mental
process can be occurred. And Kant's notion of pure reason forms the ground of these
views. In the 20th century Russell and Husserl continue this theory of knowledge with
their efforts to make the philosophy 'rigorous and scientific'. But the efforts to keep the
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philosophy as 'rigorous and scientific' discipline seem to result in a dilemma: it could
not find the final foundations. There seems no hope to find such a ground. "The result
was that the more 'scientific' and 'rigorous' philosophy became, the less it had to do
with the rest of culture and the more absurd its traditional pretensions seemed." (PMN:
5)

But Rorty says there were unsatisfactory thinkers on these trends. Rorty mentions
three most important philosophers in the 20th century who did not agree the philosophy
as study of "representation of reality." They are Wittgenstein, Heidegger, and Dewey.
He says they had also searched the final grounds to explain the representation of reality
but later they realized this trial is essentially impossible. 1 They insist to stop searching
such foundations.
"Each of the three, in his later work, broke free of the Kantian conception of philosophy
as foundational, and spent his time warning us against those very temptations to which
he himself had once succumbed. Thus their later work is therapeutic rather than
constructive, edifying rather than systematic, designed to make the reader question his
own motives for philosophizing rather than to supply him with a new philosophical
program. Wittgenstein, Heidegger, and Dewey are in agreement that the notion of
knowledge as accurate representation, made possible by special mental processes, and
intelligible through a general theory of representation, needs to be abandoned. . . .

This

is not to say that they have alternative 'theories of knowledge' or 'philosophies of mind'.
They set aside epistemology and metaphysics as possible disciplines. I say 'set aside'
1

They tried to find a new way to making philosophy 'foundational'. Wittgenstein tried to construct a
new theory of language which is free from mentalism. He believes this perfectly reflect the representation
of reality. Heidegger also built the new philosophical categories which are free from the Cartesian
certainty. Dewey also tried to construct a naturalized version of Hegel's vision of history. But they all see
their early efforts as self-deceptive, as an attempt to retain a certain conception of philosophy after the
notions needed to flesh out that conception had been discarded.
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rather than 'argue against'." (PMN: 5-6)

They reject the assumption that there is a direct transaction between the knowing
subject and reality. Knowledge is a justification as a social phenomenon. As
Wittgenstein sees, the language is not the mirror but a tool that man invented. Language
does not reflect the world but the world is understood through language. Philosophy and
history should go together. ThP-y see traditional philosophy as an attempt to escape from
history. But it is not possible. Investigating of the foundation of knowledge is a kind of
apologetics which attempts to etemalize a certain contemporary language game, social
practice. But there is no ahistorical foundation of knowledge.
In an article titled "Solidarity or Objectivity?" Rorty explains Western philosophy as
two different ways of thinking. One way of knowledge is community centered: this
group of thinkers tries to talk stories relating human actual community. This is the actual
historical community in which people live in. The other way of thinking is non-human

reality oriented. They want to talk about the stories relating to the transcendental
dimension. Rorty says the former stories exemplify the desire for solidarity, and the
stories of the latter kind exemplify the desire for objectivity. In the early human history
knowledge was understood as the desires of solidarity. But later it was changed to the
desire of objectivity because man wants to get the universality. 2
The tradition in Western culture which centers around the notion of the search for Truth,
a tradition which runs from the Greek philosophers through the Enlightenment, is the
clearest example of the attempt to find a sense in one's existence by turning away from
2

Rorty says this attitude came from the fear of parochialism. In Greek each polis has its own political
system and they are separated and their understanding of the world was localized. Greek thinkers who
desire to unite the whole country, therefore, searched the common goal of humanity, finding the common
ground for all. And this forms the desire of objectivity.
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solidarity to objectivity. The idea of Truth as something to be pursued for its own sake,
not because it will be good for oneself, or for one's real or imaginary community, is the
central theme of this tradition. (ORT: 21)

Plato is one of the main philosophers followed this desire. He develops the idea of
distinctions between knowledge and opinion, and between reality and appearance. And
he develops the concept of rationality to accomplish this task. This trend continues in
the Enlightenment in 18th century. With the adoption of the Newtonian physics as a
model of the intellectual knowledge it has firm fouudation of knowledge: the world 'out
there.' This view of knowledge was effective in dealing problems which human faces.
And this worldview is applied to other academic areas: to social, political, psychological,
and economic theories. They try to explain the issues as "representation of reality" and
objectivity is the criterion of evaluation. "We are heir of this objectivist tradition, which
centers around the assumption that we must step outside our community long enough to
examine it in the light of something which transcend it, namely, that which it has in
common with every other actual and possible human community." (ORT: 22)
The objectivist is called 'realist' and for them the purpose of knowledge is getting
'truth' as 'correspondence to reality'. They assume the reality 'out there' and rationality
which guides to get the closer picture of reality. Those who wish to ground in
objectivity have to construe truth as correspondence to reality. By contrast, those who
wish to reduce objectivity to solidarity - we call them "'pragmatists" - do not require
either metaphysics or epistemology. They view truth, as that is 'good for us to believe.'
There is no concept of correspondence to reality in 'truth', but a socio-historical account.
For them truth is simply the contemporary opinion of a chosen individual or group.
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Rorty classifies Western Philosophy as trend of objectivity and that of solidarity;
and realist and pragmatist; and then universalism and provincialism. The former seeks
to get the closer picture of reality. Knowledge, for them, is "getting picture representing
reality." Since Plato most of traditional thinkers follow this path.

But the latter

believes that knowledge is socially determined. It is founded on local community rather
than on something transcendental. There is no universal truth. The knowledge is
dominated by the desire for solidarity. So it is ethnocentric.
Nietzsche is the pioneer who opens this path. Nietzsche charges that philosophical
tradition which stems from Plato is an attempt to avoid facing up to contingency, to
escape from time and chance. And the escape deforms the philosophy as a whole. He
says we do not need objectivity, but solidarity is the ground of knowledge. They insist
to say, "there is only the dialogue among us, and to throw out the last residues of the
notion of 'transcultural rationality'." (ORT: 32)
Later, Adorno, Heidegger, and Foucault follow Nietzsche's criticism of the
metaphysical and epistemological tradition. And Rorty himself is one of the
philosophers who reject the objectivity and 'representation of reality." He suggests new
type of pragmatism instead. Rorty defines the tradition dominated by the desire of
solidarity as pragmatism.
Pragmatism seems to me, as I have said, a philosophy of solidarity rather than of
despair. From this point of view, Socrates' turn away from the gods, Christian's turn
from an Omnipotent Creator to the man who suffered on the Cross, and the Baconian
turn from science as contemplation of eternal truth to science as instrument of social
progress, can be seen as so many preparations for the act of social faith which is
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suggested by Nietzschean view of truth. (ORT: 33)

B. Rorty's Intellectual Journey and "Representation of Reality"
Richard Rorty 3 is one of the leading thinkers whose ideas are often debated in
philosophical discourses. His radical ideas on philosophy, like 'the end of philosophy,'
cause discussions in various areas. He is recognized as a philosopher who revives the
pragmatism that was regarded dead in the early 20th century. Rorty remakes pragmatism
as up to date thought through combining it with ideas of continental thinkers. By
Rorty's active involvement pragmatism becomes one of hot issues, not only among
philosophers but also among scientists, literary critics, legal scholars, and political
theorists throughout North America and in these days it extends to throughout the
world. 4 Today Rorty is recognized across disciplines as one of the outstanding
intellectuals. And his books are translated into many different languages and his books
and articles are used as references in philosophical writings. And his thought is the
subject of numerous books and widespread popular commentaries. One of the reasons
that intellectuals like to talk about his philosophy is that it shows us what the issues in
contemporary philosophical debates are. And even though he seems reluctant to identify
3

Richard Rorty was born on October 4th, 1931, in New York City. He grew up within a circle combining
anti-Stalinism with leftist social activism. In that environment Rorty naturally got American patriotism,
social justice in economics, anti-communism, and Deweyan pragmatism. In 1946 Rorty went to the
University of Chicago, to a philosophy department that at that time included Rudolph Carnap, Charles
Hartshorne, and Richard McKeon as professors. Rorty continued his study M.A. at Chicago with a thesis
on Whitehead supervised by Hartshorne. From 1952 to 1956 Rorty wrote his Ph. D. dissertation entitled
"The Concept of Potentiality" at Yale. After completion of his Ph.D. Rorty taught at several universities:
at Wellesley College, Princeton University, and University of Virginia. Since 1998 Rorty is teaching in
the Department of Comparative Literature at Stanford University.
4
William Greenway Jr., "Richard Rorty's Revised Pragmatism: Promise for and Challenge to Christian
Theology: With Special Reference to the Philosophy of Charles Taylor" (Ph. D. Dissertation, Princeton
Theological Seminary, 1997), p. 1.
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himself as postmodernist, 5 his discussions are helpful in figuring out what the
postmodemists wrestles about. "The writing of many postmodemists is notoriously
obscure and not-discursive. Rorty is one of the few figures in postmodemism who gives
fairly organized, free-standing reasoning for his conclusions, making his argumentation
more conductive to analysis than that of others in the postmodernist camp." 6
Richard Rorty had made a significant intellectual contribution to American
philosophy but his philosophy was not much interested by intellectuals of other areas
until he published his book Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature in 1979. In this book
Rorty raised new direction of doing philosophy: the task of the philosopher is to find
interesting and useful things to say about human beings and their situation without
wasting time trying to make the wishful thinking behind the old, more imperialistic,
model come true. (Malachowski 1990: 1). He does not agree that philosophers
spend time with "truth" or "reality" or "universal ethical principles," for we cannot
figure them out through our philosophical discourses. He suggests us to talk about
something we can touch and wrestle. He insists the old philosophical paradigms are out
of dated. We need to find a new way of philosophy. Otherwise it should be ended.
Rorty's arguments, in this sense, are very unique and stimulating.
In Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, Richard Rorty presents us with a scholarly and
engaging account of how he thinks modem analytical philosophy has outlived its
usefulness and should now make way for something more useful. The account Rorty
offers is also 'peculiarly' 'rich'. It is 'rich' in the sense of attempting to deal with so
5

"Heidegger and Derrida are often referred to as 'postmodern' philosophers. I have sometimes used
'postmodern' myself, in the rather sense defined by Lyotard as 'distrust ofmetanarratives.' But I now
wish that I had not. The term has been so over-used that it is causing trouble than it is worth." (EHO: 1).
6
Elizabeth Ann Sperry-White, "The Contingency of Truth and Normativity: Toward a Reconstruction of
Rorty's Account of Truth," Ph.D. Dissertation: University ofNotre Dame, 1997, p. 4.
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many important themes - most of which involve fat more than the fate of the particular
academic discipline of philosophy - and 'peculiar' so because of its innovative approach
to these themes." (Malachowski 1990: x)

Rorty has got so many responses from many different areas. And most of the
responses are negative to his radical attitude.
"Over the last twenty years Richard Rorty's writings have constituted a continuous and
radical challenge to the assumptions which inform much of contemporary academic
philosophy. His iconoclasm has met with a wide variety of reactions but, perhaps
predictably, these have mostly been negative .... Conservatives demonize him as a threat
to civilization as we know it; Marxists and other political radicals deplore what they see
as his complacent and uncritical defense of American capitalism; postmodemists disdain
his shallowness compared with the arcane profundities of their European gurus;
analytical philosophers shake their heads sadly at a good man gone to the bad; ...
Moreover, the intensity of the hostility which has often been directed towards him is
unusual in contemporary philosophy."7

But the negative responses do not mean his contribution is insignificant.
Conversely the debates he raises become opportunities to open new horizons in
philosophical discussions. For example, his argument on the "end of philosophy'

7

John Horton, "Irony and Comr.iitment: An Irreconcilable Dualism of Modernity," in Matthew
Festenstein and Simon Thompson (eds.), Richard Rorty: Critical Dialogues (Cambridge: Polity Press,
2001), p. 15. And Rorty himself also mentions what his critics attacked him from both side: "Neal
Kozody denounced Rorty's view as 'cynical and nihilistic view' and said 'it is not enough for him that
American students should be merely mindless; he would have them positively mobilized for
mindlessness.' And Richard Neuhaus said, 'Rorty's ironist vocabulary can neither provide a public
language for the citizens of a democracy, nor contend intellectually against the enemies of democracy,
nor transmit the reason for democracy to the next generation. And from the leftists Richard Bernstein said
that Rorty's views are little more than an ideological apologia for an old-fashioned version of Cold War
liberation dressed up in a fashionable 'postmodern' discourse. The ieft's favorite word for me is
'complacent', just as the right's is 'irresponsible'." (PSH: 3-4)
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ironically stimulates more philosophical discourses.
Rorty explains about himself and his intentions why he reached to pragmatism in
an article titled, "Trotsky and the Wild Orchids" (PSH: 3-20.). Rorty says his motivation
of doing philosophy comes from his interest in social justice related to Trotskyite
socialism. It comes from his family background. His father was a follower of Trotskyite
socialist, so he could meet many socialists and talked about social issues since his
childhood. It brought him to be interested in social welfare. At first he was interested in
politics. But later it changed to philosophy for he believed that the philosophical and
moral absolute could be helpful for settling social problems.
Rorty talks that there is another motive why he joins to philosophy. That is his own
experience in his childhood. 8 He believes that philosophy should be helpful in making
human life better. That's why he begins to study philosophy. But later he was
disappointed that philosophy disinterests with the problem of social injustice, but
certainty of knowledge that seems impossible to accomplish. Rorty feels the
philosophical discourses need to be changed. He thinks philosophers need to stop
questing for certainty. Reaching the certainty is essentially impossible. And it brings
philosophical discourses alienated from human real issues. They need rather to discuss
the way to improve human life. Rorty says, "I spent 40 years looking for a coherent and
convincing way of formulating my worries about what, if anything, philosophy is good
for." (PSH: 11)

8

He says, "So, at 12, I knew that the point of being human was to spend one's life fighting social
injustice." And he was one of the victims of social injustice. During his high school days other friends
regularly beat him until he needs to escape to Chicago. Cf Richard Rorty, "Trotsky and the Wild
Orchids," in PSH: 3-20.
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After his disappointment with Plato and other philosophers for he realized there are
no philosophers who reached that absolute, he tried to find the alternative and
experienced a kind of paradigm shift through reading Hegel, Derrida, Heidegger,
Wittgenstein, etc. They doubted the existence of separated "reality" free from man's
preunderstandings. Rorty accepted their ideas and rejected the foundationalism in
philosophy. In traditional philosophy philosophers assumes that human mind can stand
outside the world and observe it objectively. And their main issues are related to explain
the picture of the world as "representation of reality." But Rorty insists the mind is not
mirror that reflects the world. Mind is no entity but it is just formed from man's
activities. And it is essentially impossible to describe 'reality' independently and
separately from human mind. For whenever man thinks he has to use language which is
formed under historical contexts. Language, for Rorty, is not invented to describe the
reality but to be used for the benefit to human life. So he returned to Dewey's
pragmatism and to argue against epistemology and metaphysics that assume there is
something "out there." He explains that paradigm shift in his philosophical journey as
below;
As I tried to figure out what had gone wrong, I gradually decided that the whole idea of
holding reality and justice in a single vision had been a mistake - that a pursuit of such
a vision had been precisely what led Plato astray.... I decided that the hope of getting
a single vision by becoming a philosopher had been a self-deceptive atheist's way out.
So I decided to write a book about what intellectual life might be like if one could
manage to give up the Platonic attempt to hold reality and justice in a single vision.
(PSH: 12-13)
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His uncomfortableness of "representation of reality' was visualized since his book

The Linguistic Turn: Essays in Philosophical Method (1956). As an editor of the book
he talked about the anthology of analytic philosophy and he gradually criticizes
philosophy of language. And it might lead him to reconsider the overall problems in
traditional philosophical methods.
But we can see Rorty's doubt on "representation of reality" obviously in his most
famous book "Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature" (1979). In this book he tries to
correct some misunderstandings which philosophers were captivated for a long time:

mind as the mirror of nature and the purpose of inquiry as getting accurate
representation of the world. And he also wants to attack the idea that as science
develops it reveals more and more the hidden nature of the world. Rorty not only denies
that the scientist puts us in touch with a transcendental intrinsic nature of the world; but
also he doubts that there is an intrinsic nature of the world waiting to be discovered by
science. (Sorell 1990: 11)
And in his book Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity (1989) Rorty develops his
view with the ideas of "contingency" with negative view on "truth." Rorty insists that
the concepts of "contingency, irony and solidarity" can replace "truth" and
"representation of truth."
"What you share with them, when you are aware of such moral obligations, is not, I
argued in contingency, 'rationality' or 'human nature' or 'the fatherhood of God' or' a
knowledge of the Moral Law', or anything other than ability to sympathize with the
pain of others. There is no particular reason to expect that your sensitivity to that pain,
and you idiosyncratic loves, are going to fit within one big overall account of how
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everything hangs together." (PSH: 14)

Rorty wrote many more books. 9 With these books he tries to apply his idea of antiRepresentationalism to many other areas. He develops his idea through debating with
other philosophers.
Rorty concludes his intellectual journey with throwing away the Platonic dualism
and suggests us to begin with the hope of human possibility to create his own future.
Platonic old paradigm can bring us nowhere. It rather weakens our senses of human
solidarity. Discarding these Platonic dualisms will help bring us together, by enabling
us to realize that trust, social cooperation and social hope are where our humanity
begins and ends. (PSH: xv)

Plato and Aristotle were wrong in thinking that humankind's most distinctive and
praiseworthy capacity is to know things as they really are - to penetrate behind
appearance to reality. That claim saddles us with the unfortunate appearance - reality
distinction and with metaphysics: a distinction, and a discipline, which pragmatism
shows us how to do without. I want to demote the quest for knowledge from the status
of end-in-itself to that of one more means towards greater human happiness. My
candidate for the most distinctive and praiseworthy human capacity is our ability to
trust and to cooperate with other people, and in particular to work together as to
improve the future. (PSH: xi)

9

There are many other books and articles such as Consequences of Pragmatism (1982) and the three
volumes of philosophical papers, Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth (1991); Essays on Heidegger and
Others (1991); and Truth and Progress (1998). And his recent books (more interests in social issues) are
Achieving Our Country: Leftist Thought in Twentieth Century America (1998) and Philosophy and
Social Hope ( 1999).
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C. Anti-Representation and Humanism
In Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature Rorty summarizes the western
philosophical tradition with the metaphor that "the mind mirrors the world." It means
that the task of philosophical arguments is to figure out 'what the reality is' through
finding the more accurate picture of mental representation of reality. And
"representation of reality" is a basic assumption of metaphysics and epistemology in
Western Philosophy. But Rorty does not agree that this should be philosophers' task to
search for. He doubts the concept of "representation of reality" as the foundation of
philosophy.
There are two reasons why Rorty does not agree to this concept of philosophy:
firstly, this philosophy fails to answer to the questions what it raises, and secondly, it
cannot be helpful in making society more humanistic. Therefore, Rorty suggests
pragmatism as another alternative.

"Rather than the reconstruction of transcendental and ahistorical rules under which
rational consensus might be achieved, Rorty calls for the proliferation of a new form of
discourse; instead of "accurate representation," he speaks of the "the successful
accomplishment of a practice"; in place of the professional philosopher-king, he offers
the "informed dilettante"; and instead of the quest for Truth, he regards the search for
new forms of self-description as our most important task."(Baynes, Bohman and
McCarthy 1996: 22)

According to Rorty we do not need to strive to find transcendental and universal
foundations that are prior to all cultural differences. Human conventions and cultures
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are the products of contingency and they should be the natural start point of thought.
There is no transcendental foundation separated from human contexts. Knowledge and
language are understood as the product in coping with reality and their categories and
criteria are always relative to human purposes and interests.
Why Rorty wants to argue on this? Why he rejects the traditional ''logo-centric"
view 10 ?

There could be several reasons. But Rorty's main concern may be his interest

in "humanism" which can be accomplished by human autonomy. For most of Rorty's
philosophical arguments can be explained with his desire for human centered thinking.
He rejects representation of reality,' for he believes if we remove this from our
philosophical discourses it may lead us to more humanism.
Why does Rorty say that we need to be "human-centered" to be more
"autonomous"? To understand this correctly we need to remember that this is one of the
main topics of philosophical discourses; especially the ideal of the Enlightenment is to
build the humanism through rejecting outer authorities. The spirit of Enlightenment is to
see man as the owner of his life, and to accomplish this, man should be "autonomous."
So in understanding Rorty' s humanism, the concept of "autonomy" is important. 11 If

10

Logocentrism is a belief that there is a universal network in our knowledge. That belief requires that
universe has a network as a cosmos. The mind is also believed to have a network that represents the
network of the universe. And then there are media that make the correspondence between two networks
possible. Those media are experience, reason, or logic of language, etc. And it requires the ultimate,
self-validating truth as a foundation outside of the text. (Mautner 1996: 248).
11
There are several thinkers who tried to explain Rorty's project as a searching autonomy. Gary Gutting
says that Rorty, even though he seems to reject the role of reason, still follows the Enlightenment ideal of
autonomy. His argument against representationalism is guided by the interest on human autonomy. For
him, human autonomy is limited because of the belief on ultimate foundation. The modem mind believes
the role of rationality and this rationality is backed up with the belief on reality that is separated and
transcendental. Cf. Gary Gutting, Pragmatic Liberalism and the Critique of Modernity (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1999). And John Owens says that Rorty's emphasis on contingency is
related to autonomy. Rorty rejects the transcendental foundation of knowledge and accepts contingency
as the ground of human knowledge. And this could secure human autonomy. Cf. John Owens, "The
Obligations of Irony: Rorty on Irony, Autonomy, and Contingency," in 111e Review of Metaphysics 54
(September 2000), pp. 27-41.
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man can be free from every authority (including metaphysical presuppositions), man
can have more chances to build better society. That's why many philosophers (including
Rorty) think that securing human autonomy is the way to achieve for the better human
life. 12
But we are living in the time of crisis of man's autonomy. The future of human
destiny is uncertain. With modern technology man has more power until he/she can
clone himself/herself. But it is unsure that man can use his/her ability correctly. Rorty's
humanism is definitely positive in this. For Rorty, if human beings become free from
the belief on truth 'out there' they may become more 'humanistic,' and it will be helpful
in solving the crisis and build better society. But there is high possibility that man uses
the power for self-destruction, while Rorty still believes man can do better than that. 13
Philosophical discussions, according to Rorty, need to be "human-centered" in dealing
with their own future.
So, Rorty's philosophy can be said "the search for humanism." 14 Rorty's criticism
on "representation of reality" is one way that man can be free from any "outer"

12

James Taylor mentions 2 reasons why autonomy takes the major role in contemporary discussions. The
first reason is that autonomy is one of the fundamental concepts in understanding human being. Man is
understood as the center of the world so man should be autonomous. Man's autonomy is a prominent
super-value. Humanism is based on the concept of 'autonomous man.' Cf. James Stacey Taylor, "The
Theory of Autonomy," in Human Studies Review Vol. 12, No. 3 (Winter 1999) and from
http://www.theihs.org/l ibertyguide/hsr/hsr. php/3 3 .html
13
In his discussion with Kate Soper Rorty mentions an interesting possibility on this topic: "If I have to
bet, I would bet that within a few centuries we shall have reverted to post-nuclear holocaust barbarism,
and that all the good work done by the Enlightenment and by romanticism will have to be done again. But
I do not think such a reversion is inevitable, any more than I think that continuous progress is inevitable."
Cf. Richard Rorty, "Response to Kate Soper," in Matthew Festenstein and Simon Thompson (eds.)
Richard Rorty: Critical Dialogues (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001), p. 133.
14
It means his main concern is on the autonomy of human thinking free from metaphysical premises.
Autonomy can be understood in many ways: "The term 'autonomy' is used c;ometimes as an equivalent of
liberty, sometimes as equivalent to self-rule or sovereignty, sometimes as identical to freedom of the will.
It is identified with self-assertion, with critical reflection, with freedom 14 from obligation, with absence
of external causation, with knowledge of one's own interest." Cf James Stacey Taylor, "The Theory of
Autonomy," in Human Studies Review Vol. 12, No. 3 (Winter 1999) & from http://www.theihs.org/
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authority. And in postmodern discussions it also can be understood as the freedom from
any philosophical presupposition. Rorty may agree with John McCumber who wrote a
book titled Metaphysics and Oppression. In his book McCumber explains the
metaphysical proposition as an oppression of autonomous human thinking. 15 For Rorty
the metaphysical propositions are the obstacle in securing human humanism. Even
though they can give the ground of our discussions, they deviate our discourses from the
real issues that make human life better. Rorty insists that we do not need to depend on
metaphysical statements to solve human problems. Rorty's main concern is to make us
free from such unnecessary metaphysical bondage.
As we talked above, Rorty believes, freedom from the metaphysical propositions
(what is beyond rational description) is important in achieving humanistic society. That
is why Rorty focuses on the discussion about "representation of reality" negatively. He
believes if he can remove the metaphysical propositions representing the "representation
of reality" we may have more possibility to secure human autonomy and philosophical
discourses will become more human oriented.
"Being humanistic" means being self-directed, of having authority over one's
choices and actions. Whenever he/she feels it seems significant to the direction of one's
life, they can decide accordi!lg to their own desires. It is a self-governed, positive
human condition.

libertvguide/hsr/hsr.php/33.html And "Freedom and autonomy are closely connected, and it is, in tenns of
ordinary usage, difficult to distinguish between them. However, freedom seems more closely connected
with not being constrained by external and internal condition, while autonomy seems to require some
positive condition of being empowered." (Lehrer 2003: 178).
15
"It is this deployment of ousia that I call "metaphysics." Its oppressive character should be obvious.
Heidegger "challenges" it by putting forth an alternative ontological model, one on which at least some
beings are generated and shaped not by form but- nothing at all." (Mccumber 1999: 14).
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According to

Kant man is autonomous if he is free from passion, and ruled by reason. But Kant's
view on autonomy has a dilemma that is called "paradox of reason."

Reason has co-opted our conception of autonomy. My purpose is to set autonomy free.
Here is the problem: some philosophers, Kant most notably, have said that governing
your life by reason or by responsive to reason is the source of autonomy. But there is a
paradox concealed in these plausible claims .... the paradox, which I shall call the
paradox of reason, is that if we are governed by reason in what we choose, then we are
in bondage to reason in what we choose, and we are not autonomous. Yet, if we are not
governed by reason, then we do not govern ourselves in what we choose, and again we
are not autonomous. 16

Why does this paradox happen? It happens because Kant wants to find the source of
autonomy from outside of human. If we accept something "out there" (whatever it
would be) as the source of human autonomy we cannot be free from this dilemma.
With the same reason this paradox also happens when we generalize the
commonsense as universal foundation. How does commonsense become metaphysical
statements? How is human autonomy is put under the_se metaphysical propositions? It
begins by generalizing its own platitudes, as Aristotle is alleged to do in his ethical
writings. It then tries to show that such platitudes are not contingent but necessary - part
of the original structure of reality, or reason, or human nature - so that anyone trying to
talk reasonable about the world has no alternative but to subscribe to them.

16

Lehrer calls this as "the paradox ofreason."" (Lehrer 2003: 177).
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Rorty understands this paradox. And he wants to apply this to the whole
metaphysical paradigm. For him the belief in the existence of reality ("out there") is the
foundation of all metaphysical and epistemological theories. And because of this our
philosophical discourses are circular and limited. So Rorty says we need to decide to
talk without the metaphysical transcendental foundations. He insists that we need to
stand without permanent and secure foundations.

Rorty calls this attitude as "ironism."

The goal of ironist theory is to understand the metaphysical urge, the urge to theorize,
so well that one becomes entirely free of it. . . . He is not in business of supplying
himself and his fellow ironists with a method, a platform or a rationale. He is just
doing the same thing which all ironists do - attempting autonomy. He is trying to get
out from under inherited contingencies and make his own contingencies. (CIS: 97-98)

They are rather th follow the contingencies than being under metaphysical
foundation. When we allow the contingencies as the source of our human life, human
discourses can be freer. They can be more autonomous. And it ensures we can get more
humanistic society. Rorty suggests, to get better humanistic society, our dialogues do
not need to represent the independent reality.
So the trial to figure out the reality is meaningless,. and to search out truth as "the
correspondence to reality" is an impossible task from the beginning. If there is no
isomorphic connection between the reality and human mind we do not need to follow
the reason to figure out the reality. Contingency is the main source of human
knowledge. There is no mind and reality. There is no transcendental universality at all.
What controls human life and thinking is the contingency.
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Rorty's doubt about the transcendental reality ends up with contingency. After
rejecting "representation of reality," contingency becomes the ground of his
philosophical discourses. Human life is under contingencies. And because of this
contingency man-centeredness is possible.
What does the contingency mean in Rorty's philosophy? And how it can be helpful
in securing human centered society? The dictionary meaning of "contingency" is "a
state of being liable but not certain to occur," or "possible." Contingency means that
there is no intrinsic nature in the world. All human knowledge and traditions have no
essence. So in the world under contingency there is no certainty. Contingency rejects
innate human mind and the transcendental truth. There is no truth "out there." Truth is
not found but humanly "made." In contingency there is nothing guaranteeing us. There
is no more universal helper in our thinking. Man just stands alone in the world and has
to decide by himself. But Rorty believes that makes man stronger and challenges
him/her to be owner of one's life. And this is the moment that he realizes the need to
live with others. Solidarity issue comes up naturally. Contingency pushes us to be with
others. So solidarity is another ground of humanism.

For Rorty, there is no way to escape from history, and the desire for a universal
perspective is, for him, a detriment for morality. There is no such a thing a common
human nature and no faculty of the mind like Reason by which to guide the creation of
a state. In fact, for Rorty, a good society does not depend on a philosophical
explanation. It would be better off without one. What he thinks would be better is for
society to stop believing that it needs a foundation at all. Rather, live together in a
social state. (Rumana 2000: 75)
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And solidarity is a good answer to the paradox in relation between contingency and
traditions. Human thought, according to Rorty, is under contingency from the beginning.
But the contingencies naturally form tradition, and human thinking is ruled under this
tradition. So to be ruled by contingencies means that we are under tradition that is
another authority outside us. Rorty believes that contingency can guarantee autonomy
of human thought, but at the same time man has to be under tradition when he/she is
under contingencies. It is a paradox of contingency. How does Rorty overcome this
dilemma? He refuses to return to metaphysical ground to find the exit. Rather he tries to
seek another way: interactions with others' contingencies in a society. Through these
interactions human consensus is formed. Solidarity is another important concept which
can replace the concept of 'representation of reality.'
Rorty's new definition of "liberalism" is another example which we can build the
better humanistic society without 'representation of reality.' Rorty's liberalism is not
the same with the view of traditional liberalism. In traditional liberalism man is
understood as a being free from the bondage of tradition. Man has his intrinsic nature
and this helps him to be free from the "outer" authorities. This intrinsic nature is
rationality. But Rorty rejects this. He rather suggests man's imagination, creativity and
solidarity as the source of human freedom. So pragmatists, including Rorty, place the
capacity to create complex and imaginative communities at the center of their image of
humanity. And to build this liberal society what we need to do is to stop talking about
truth as correspondence to the reality and remove the belief on knowledge as
"representation of reality." We need to focus on issues we are facing in our society.
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Such cooperative inquiry into the possibilities of self-transcendence is best
accomplished within a democratic society. So philosophers should stop asking about
the nature of reality or of knowledge, and instead try to strengthen and improve the
institutions of such societies by clarifying 'men's ideas as to the social and moral
strives of their own day' .17

Rorty believes that knowledge is a product of social practice rather than
representation of the reality. Human life is ruled by contingency all the time. Rorty says
that there is no permanent ground for us. Truth and certainty of knowledge cannot be
our hiding place any more. Where should we stand on to keep society humanistic?
Rorty suggests that solidarity is the only ground to stand on. Man should live with
others who share the same striving. Solidarity, for Rorty, seems the final ground to
continue his humanistic project.

So the pragmatist suggestion that we substitute a "merely" ethical foundation for our sense of
community - or, better, that we think of our sense of community as having no foundation
except shared hope and the trust created by such sharing - is put forward on practical grounds.
It is not put forward as a corollary of a metaphysical claim that the objects in the world
contain no intrinsically action-guiding properties, nor of an epistemological claim that we
lack a faculty of moral sense, nor of a semantical claim that truth is reducible to justification.
(ORT: 33)

17

Richard Rorty, "Pragmatism," in Edward Craig (ed.), Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Vol. 7
(London: Routledge, 1998), p. 638. Rorty's definition of"pragmatism" here was in scandal for his
definition was based on his own view which other pragmatists do not agree. His view on pragmatism that
rejects searching the reality seems too narrow and not consistent with other pragmatists.
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CHAPTER III
Rorty's Project against "Representation of Reality"

A.

Suspicion on Transcendental Foundation and End of Philosophy

Crisis of philosophy is one of the important issues in today's philosophical
discussions. In their book After Philosophy: End or Transformation? K. Baynes and
others say, that it may seem strange, for the outsiders, which philosophers talk about the
end of philosophy.

Self-questioning can be seen in any academic disciplines, but they

mostly do not reach until negating themselves. But the questioning of crisis on meaning
of philosophy goes beyond that and it claims 'the end of philosophy.' So finding the
reason to continue philosophical discourses becomes an urgent issue in" philosophy
today.
Questioning of the meaning of philosophy is not new. Karl Marx, in early 19th
century, claims that philosophy should be closed, for "the philosophers have only
interpret the world, in various ways; the point is to change it." (Bender 1972: 155) In
this statement K. Marx points the problem of philosophy that is wandering far from the
real situation of human life, and such a philosophy serves for the people who have
power in exploiting the poor. So philosophy is not only useless but also harmful.

Karl

Marx says that the issue is not understanding the world but transforming it. Theory and
praxis should go together. Otherwise philosophy will face crisis. The traditional
philosophy understands the world through abstractizing it. It leads people far from the
real life world. And this makes philosophy nullified in changing the world.
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K. Marx's suspicion on academic philosophy was not extinguished even in the next
century. There were other similar debates in the early 20th century. For example,
Frankfurt school's critical theory criticizes the modem paradigm built on the confidence
of human reason. Science and technology developed under human reason show, even
though it achieves tremendous progress, the limits in dealing with human dilemmas.
The rationality is used even to destroy human society itself. The myth that if we form a
society according to pure rationality the society becomes more humanistic is severely
doubted.
Many agree this dilemma happens because traditional philosophy assumes the
reason as something transcendental. Postmodern thinkers say all knowledge, even
scientific knowledge, is under historical contexts. It is not free from preunderstandings.
Some philosophers, like Thomas Kuhn, prove that even the rigorous scientific theories
are not objective but guided by the consensus among scientists. Once scientific
worldview helped us to overcome religious oppressions, but now the scientific
rationality took the position that once it was fighting against.
Why was the suspicion on the role of rationality in philosophy raised? It is also
related to some historical situations. David Klemm mentions several historical reasons
why the suspicion on the modem rationality happened in the 20th century. (Klemm
1986:19-24)
The main turning point is the World War I. The modern man believed that if the
society can be controlled by human reason, man could achieve an ideal society.

But

that myth was shaken with the World War I and other events in the last century. And it
led people to doubt on the role of rationality.
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We can found the causes for disillusionment all around us. The intellectuals of the 20th
century have grown up in the midst of world wars, worldwide economic depression, the
rise of totalitarian states in Italy, Germany, and Russia ... the starvation and hunger in
the Third World, and the threat of nuclear war. At the same time, the tradition of moral
and religious discourse that one permitted people to make sense of catastrophic events
does not seem to have survived intact. (Klemm 1986: 20)

This situation made people suspicious on the foundation of the modern civilization,
and then on human reason. Later they found that hidden human interests could control
even human reason. The radical criticism unmasked the power structures behind the
rationality.
Then how does this crisis relate to philosophy? Criticism on the modern worldview
focuses on the modern presupposition of autonomous rational subject and the truth as
the transcendental reality (as presence). Therefore reason, many thinkers believe, is no
more transcendental, but socially and culturally conditioned. The object of knowing
cannot be separated from the agent of knowing. They are two aspects of the same reality,

like the other sides of coin.

Closely connected with these critiques of reason and the rational subject is a critique of
the associated picture of knowledge as representation, according to which the subject
stands over against an independent world of objects that it can more or less accurately
represent. On the view of the post-philosophers, subject and object cannot be set off
from one another in this way .... The object of knowledge is always already pre-
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interpreted, situated in a scheme, part of a text, outside which there are only other texts.
(Baynes, Bohman and McCarthy 1996: 4-5)

Disillusionment from modem confidence on human reason and truth challenges us
to move toward new paradigms. There are several different responses. 1 But all of them
accept some basic stances as below (Baynes, Bohman and McCarthy 1996: 7-17):
1) There are very few philosophers who believe the certainty of knowledge. They
mostly reject truth as an idealized rational acceptability. There can be a reality,
but it is reduced as an irreducible pluralism or an incommensurable language
games. There is no separated transcendental Being free from the knowing agent.
Contemporary thinkers tend to stress on the contingency and conventionality
instead. Logic and reason are not universal but local.
2) The assumption of the sovereign rational subject is nullified. Cartesianism is a
straw man in contemporary philosophy. Man is a historical being so there is no
more being of rational autonomy. We can trust human ability just in the sense of
intelligent communication with one's fellow beings. Human autonomy may come
from this ability. The solidarity is the ground of human discourses.
3) The knowledge is no longer considered as representation or mirroring of reality.
Previously, the subject was considered to stand over 'here' against the world of
object 'over there'. But the objective and independent world is now called into
question. There is no independent world separated from subject. Therefore
human interest towards knowledge fundamentally faces the politics of language.
Knowledge can happen through language, but this language is not neutral. It is
1

Some understand this crisis as signals of the 'end of philosophy'; for others this situation is a challenge
to build up a new systematic conception of philosophy, but the others agree this as a challenge to
transform philosophy into philosophical hermeneutics.
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under human interest for it is formed through human activities. To overcome the
systematic distortions of language we need a critique of ideology.
4) After rejection of Platonic logos philosophical discussion 1s no longer
argumentative nor logical. It is rather literal and rhetorical. Philosophy is not an
exalted science but merely another genre of literature. It is regarded as traditions
of persuasion rather than method of finding truth.
5) The end-of-philosophy thinkers oppose the continuation of theoretical philosophy,
by any means. It should be a continuation of practical philosophy.

Those who struggle with the issue of "end of philosophy" agree that even human
reason is conditioned by social-cultural contexts. Even human visual perception is
guided by the former experiences or orientation. Our observation is always theoryladen. 2
The end of philosophy is partly related to the fall from the grace of intuitionism.
Intuitionism means the position holding that knowing is somehow like seeing. The
essence of knowledge was believed as seeing something. Through seeing we can see
something outside us and we can get the knowledge. So through intuitive act we can get
the transcendental condition of the objectivity of knowledge. This principle of
intuitionism was attractive in philosophical discourses, for it seems to give us the god'seye-view dimension. A god's-eye-view can be defined as universal and necessary

2

An experiment shows that the Euclidean geometrical perception, we are used to, comes from the
repetitive orientation with the standard Euclidean shapes. Without this pre-orientation people tend to
perceive the shape as a hyperbolic structure. So the visual perception is hermeneutical as well as causal. It
responds to structures in the flow of optical energy, but the character of its response is also hermeneutical.
Cf. Patrick A. Heelan, "Perception as a Hermeneutical Act," in Hugh J. Silverman and Don Ihde (eds.),
Hermeneutics & Deconstruction (Albany: State University ofNew York, 1985), p. 43.
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knowledge of the world as it actually is without any mediating factors that skew the
perception ofreality. (Snell 2004: 4).
But many contemporary thinkers criticize the problem of intuitionism. There is no
god's-eye-view. The knowing agent is always and already is inside the world and we
never have the god's-eye-view. And the language as the instrument of thinking is the
product of human practice so human seeing the world is always mixed with preunderstandings. There is no pure subject. The reason polluted with subjectivity loses its
role as guidance of arguments. The disillusionment of intuitionism rejects the possibility
of the 'pure' truth.
There is no alternative ground after this disillusionment of intuitionism. So there is
no way to discern the beautiful from the ugly, the true from the false, and the good from
the bad. The humanity in the world is left alone. There is no firm ground of human
dignity. This may lead the philosophical discourses to a destructive will to power and to
solitude without hope. There is worry of nihilism and then anti-humanism.
But Rorty disagrees to this view: This disillusionment, for him, is not a crisis to
overcome but a therapy to welcome. He thinks that there is no need to say about truth.
We do not have any reason to try to 'get things right' or discover reality. Rorty insists
the epistemological behaviorism3 and pragmatism instead. He explains the pragmatism
is the alternative of the disillusionment.

Pragmatists- both classical and 'neo-' - do not believe that there is a way things really
are. So they want to replace the appearance - reality distinction by that between

3

Epistemology is more related to human behavior rather than to something outside us. Epistemological
behaviorism, therefore, rejects the reality "outside us" as the foundation of human knowledge.
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descriptions of the world and of ourselves which are less useful and those which are
more useful. When the question 'useful for what?' is pressed, they have nothing to say
except 'useful to create a better future'. When they are asked, 'Better by what
criterion?' they have no detailed answer, any more than the first mammal could specify
in what respects they were better than the dying dinosaurs. Pragmatists can only say
nothing as vague as: Better in the sense of containing more of what we consider good
and less of what we consider bad. When asked, 'And what exactly do you consider
good?' pragmatists can only say, with Whitman, 'variety and freedom', or, with
Dewey, 'growth'. 'Growth itself,' Dewey said, 'is the only moral end." (PSH: 27)

Richard Rorty, as one of the postmodern philosophers, says philosophers should
give up any forms of systematic philosophy which shares the conviction there is
foundation transcending history and cultural diversities. He says we need to stop
wrestling with the words such as "rigorous," "scientific," or "universal". If philosophers
stick to these concepts more they may be far from the real situation. "The result was that
the more 'scientific' and 'rigorous' philosophy became, the less it had to do with the rest
of culture and the more absurd its traditional pretensions seemed. . . . Philosophy as a
whole was shrugged off by those who wanted an ideology or a self-image." (PMN: 5)
Rorty's unsatisfying with philosophy as rigorous mqmry for the universal
foundation does not mean to transform the traditional philosophy, but change it
revolutionarily. 4 Rather than reconstruction of traditional philosophical paradigms

4

Rorty says this is not his own idea. He says he brings it from his forerunners: Heidegger, Wittgenstein,
and Dewey. They do not want to argue against to the traditional philosophy but to throw them and begin
new conversations. "Wittgenstein, Heidegger, and Dewey are in agreement that the notion of knowledge
as accurate representation, made possible by special mental processes, and intelligible through a general

Rorty's Project against "Representation of Reality" 39

based on transcendental foundation Rorty insists to form of new way of discourses
practicing under historical and cultural contexts; instead of 'accurate representation of
reality' he calls us to work with human formed cultures; instead of searching for Truth
he urges us to find something useful to human life. He asks us to agree that the Platonic
tradition is outlived its usefulness. There is no heavenly guidance in our philosophical
discussions. Any new vocabulary is come from our daily life, not the result of 'rigorous
arguments.'

There is no universal foundation. All our discourses are under

contingency: "Criteria are temporary resting places constructed for utilitarian ends."
(Baynes, Bohman and McCarthy 1996: 22)
Therefore he insists philosophy should go from epistemology to hermeneutics, from
systematic philosophy to "edifying philosophy". It means philosophy is always reactive
and parasitic instead of building its own system. What does the 'edifying philosophy'
mean in Rorty's philosophy?
Systematic philosophy purports to give us a more rational picture of the world and an
Archimedean point for the critique of our institutions.

Edifying philosophy with its

hermeneutical tum sees philosophy not as a rational inquiry but as conversation, as one
of the many voices in the conversation of humankind. Philosophy should no longer be
seen as argument and attempted proof but as co_nversation that can "be civilized,
illuminating, intelligent, revealing, exiting." We move from a scientific style (or at
least an attempt scientific style) to something like a literary style. Philosophy is no
longer to be viewed as an inquiry into truth or an attempted discovery of foundations.
(Nielsen 1991: 164-65)

theory of representation, needs to be abandoned .... They set aside epistemology and metaphysics as
possible disciplines. I say 'set aside' rather than 'argue against'." (PMN: 6)
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B. Rorty's Arguments for Anti-Representationalism
1. Mind Is Not Entity but Human Invention

In the introduction of his book Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature Rorty clearly
mentions about his idea on 'the mind': "the aim of this book is to undermine the
reader's confidence in 'the mind' as something about which one should have a
'philosophical' view."(PMN: 7) And such position is following his forerunners,
"Wittgenstein, Heidegger, anci Dewey are in agreement that the notion of knowledge as
accurate representation ... need to be abandoned. . .. Further, they set aside the notion
of 'the mind' common to Descartes, Locke, and Kant - as a special subject of study,
located in inner space, containing elements or processes which makes knowledge
possible."(PMN: 6) Why does Rorty mind the 'mind"? Why is the discussion on mind
important in his philosophy?
Rorty defines the modem Western philosophy as philosophy-as-epistemology. And
this philosophy aims to get the certainty of knowledge. 5 An<l the invention of 'mind,'
for Rorty, is as kind of refuge for the philosophers in the 1J111 century. During that time
the religious authority, as the eternal and universal ground of human life, was
endangered. So people needed another transcendental ground as 'an ultimate source of
evidence' and they invented the concept of 'mind.' They accepted 'the mind' as an
ultimate ground without question. "In the days when corpuscularians were busy
draining the planets and the rocks and the animals of their intrinsic natures, busy

5

For example, Descartes wanted to gain the foundation for the certainty of knowledge. And at last he
found the 'mind' as that foundation.
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driving out formal and final causes, Cartesian philosophers had to work fairly hard to
create 'consciousness' as a refuge for Aristotelian notions of substance, essence, and
intrinsicality." (Rorty 1993: 193 ). And they succeeded. Since then mind functions as the
last refuge of transcendental ground.
But Rorty says that the project to make mind as the transcendental foundation is a
kind of impossible project, because human mind is something preconditioned. It
essentially cannot be the ground for the certainty of knowledge, actually there is no
mind at all. Rorty says it is just a human invention. And, Rorty says, the dilemmas in
contemporary philosophical discourses began from the assumption that there is the
mind as the mi1Tor of the nature.

"The story I shall be telling about how philosophy-as-epistemology attained selfcertainty in the modem period will go like this: Descartes' invention°of the mind - his
coalescence of beliefs and sensations into Lockean ideas - gave philosophers new
ground to stand on. It provided a field of inquiry which seemed "prior" to the subjects
on which the ancient philosophers had had opinions. Further, it provided a field within
which certainty, as opposed to mere opinion, was possible. (PMN: 13 8-39)

Basically he disagrees with Descartes' dualism. Rorty asks us to return to the
original position of Greeks. Greeks have no division between mind and body. In Greek
there is no way to divide 'conscious states' or 'states of consciousness' (event in an
inner life) from events in an 'external world'." There were such notions but never be a
philosophical problem. But Descartes raises this as the philosophical one.
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"The novelty was the notion of a single inner space in which bodily and perceptual
sensations ("confused ideas of sense and imagination" in Descartes' phrase),
mathematical truths, moral rules, the idea of God, modes of depression, and all the rest
of what we now call "mental" were objects of quasi-observation. Such an inner arena
with its inner observer had been suggested at various points in ancient and medieval
thought but it had never been taken seriously long enough to form the basis for a
problematic. But the seventeen-century took it seriously enough to permit it to pose the
problem of the veil of ideas, the problem that made epistemology central to philosophy.
(PMN: 50-51)

Since Descartes philosophers assume there is the 'mind' and trust it as the
foundation of certainty of knowledge. But Rorty doubts it. There is no essence of mind.
It is rather a product of human imagination. There is no way to prove that there is entity

of the 'mind.' Rorty says the mental states and consciousness are not reducible to
physical phenomena. 6
Rorty says there is no mind as a separated entity. There is no feeling subject
independent from the "feeling pain." Mind cannot be figured out through explanation.
There is no objective description of mind, for it is always the "first-person" experience.
Mind is not universal entity but just an outcome of human language game.

"Then we shall not be fooled by the notion that there are entities called pains which,

6

Pain can be a good example. Regarding pain, it is not possible to ask, "what is an essential property of
pain?" For, in feeling pain, feeling is just an appearance itself, no hidden reality behind it. Its reality is
exhausted in "how it seems." It is an impossible task to searching the entity that is separated from mental
phenomena. For feeling does a pure seem. (PMN: 29) In pain, the subject who feels and the object as
feeling pain are one. How pain feels is essentially the same to what pain is. It is not dividable. Feeling
pain is essentially subjective.
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because phenomenal, cannot be physical. Following Wittgenstein, we shall treat the
fact that there is no such thing as "a misleading appearance of pain" not as a strange
fact about a special ontological genus called mental, but just as a remark about a
language game ... From this "language game" point of view, the fact that a man is
feeling whatever he thinks he's feeling has no more ontological significance ... "
(PMN: 32)

So Rorty insists that the mind is not innate but humanly invented. 7 Firstly, the
intentional properties are not material entities. They cannot be found in man's brain or
neural system. It is impossible to identify the intentional properties with physical
properties. Human intentionality is immaterial. And the disposition found in human
behavior is not originated from human body or brain, but from language game of the
given context. Like Wittgenstein insists what makes things intentional is a result of
interactions in a larger context rather than human brain functioning.
Even though knowing the mental state is a kind of 'incorrigible' 8 there are two
different responses to the "incorrigibility." Some philosophers say, if we can get more
progress in neuro-science we can explain the mental states with neuro-science. They are

reductionists. But others, like Searle, define it as "subjective reality." They allow the
possibility of reality as subjective property in dealing mental issues. This is a kind of
entity, but not objective. There is essentially no possibility of description of it.

7

Rorty, in his book Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, begins with the title of "the invention of
mind" as its first chapter.
8
The mental states cannot be reducible to physical phenomena, so it is unexplainable. The mental state is
just 'first person experience,' so other people cannot prove against it. If one person says he is in serious
pain, even though we cannot find any physical reasons of it, his feeling pain is always true. Rorty calls
this kind of knowledge "incorrigible."
·
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Rorty's position belongs to the former view. 9 He criticizes the latter position as a
kind of modifying 'seventeenth-century picture of mind.' If there is no phenomenon that
we can explain, and if there is no possibility of explanation, why do we still hold the
concept of mind? Rorty asks us to give up the notion of mind for it is just a human
invention.

Unless we wish to affirm what I have called Principle (P) 10

-

roughly, the claim that a

distinctive metaphysical property of "presence to consciousness" grounds some of our
non-inferential reports of our states - we shall not be able to use the notion of "entities
whose appearance exhausts their reality" to bolster the mental-physical distinction.
(PMN: 126)

Mind is not inferential property. It does not mean mind is something intrinsic that
has subjective character of the state. The mind cannot be accessible through any
references. So it cannot be under explanation. If mind is regarded as a kind of
substance, something mysterious and untouchable by the third-person view. Rorty
agrees that the mind is unique: "it contained 'an ultimate source of evidence the
character of which can be wholly specified without reference to what it is evidence
for.' The mind knew both its own contents and its own intrinsic nature independently
of its knowledge of anything else." But it does not mean that mind has some entity
mysterious. Rather it means the mind is a by-product of human imagination.
9

But we cannot identify Rorty with the reductionist for he does not believe that the mind can be
reducible into some physical entities. He still believes the mental state can be reducible, but not to
referential things. It is rather reducible into something social interactions or cultural activities.
10
"(P) Whenever we make an incorrigible report on a state of ourselves, there must be a property which
we are presented with which induces us to make the report" in Richard Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror
of Nature (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1979), p. 93.
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Rorty explains how he reaches his position on the issue of mind through describing
the development of philosophy of mind. (Rorty 1994a: 121-24) According to Rorty,
Gilbert Ryle is one of

pione~rs

in this matter. He raised an issue on reducibility of

mental events to behavioral disposition and opened the possibility of "conceptual
analysis" of mind. The next stage beyond Ryle is David Armstrong so-called "centralstate materialists." He says the mental states and consciousness is a 'self scanning
mechanism' in the central nervous system, and it can be investigated by natural
science. 11 Man's mental state can be explained with brain state. He defines man is
nothing but a physico-chemical mechanism. He wants to define man's mind as the inner
cause of certain behavior. This inner cause means a 'mental state.' The mental state, for
him, is nothing but the cause of certain sorts of behaviour, and then it can be identified
with purely physical states of the central nervous system. And the mind is an inner
principle ruling the central nervous system. And it is identified in terms of the outward
12
.
be hav1our.

11

At introduction in his own book The Mind-Body Problem: A Gujde to the Current Debate Richard
Warner asks why philosophers began to treat the question on "what is the mental?" He thinks it comes
from the belief that physical science can explain everything in the world including human mind. He called
this attitude as 'the explanatory adequacy of physics.' It is the attitude of"all physical phenomena are in
principle ultimately explainable in terms of fundamental particles or fields governed by a few simple laws,
more or less as conceived of in present-day theoretical physics." (Warner 1994: 2) Those who follow this
way have confidence that 'science will succeed in explaining the mental.'
12
"If we conceived, on general scientific grounds. that a purely physical account of man is likely to be
the true one, then there seems to be no bar to our identifying these inner states with purely physical states
of the central nervous system. And so consciousness of our own mental state becomes simply the
scanning of one part of our central nervous system by another. Consciousness is a self-scanning
mechanism in the central nervous system." Cf. D. M. Armstrong, "The Nature of Mind," in Ned Block
(ed.), Readings in the Philosophy of Psychology, Volume I. (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1980), p.199.
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Many philosophers of mind do not accept the 'identity theory' 13 for it seems
impossible to prove that consciousness cannot be identified with a given pattern of brain
activities. Lycan says there is the "phenomenological fallacy," the mistaken idea that
descriptions of the appearances of things are descriptions of the actual state of affairs in
a mysterious internal environment. (Lycanl 990: 29) The statement of mental state and
the statement of brain process must be independent entities, for the expressions used by
them belong to totally different language games. The former language game cannot be
translated into the latter language. There is correlation between the introspective
observation reported by the subject and the processes known to have occurred in his
brain, but it does not mean both can be equated. "When a physiologist finds it difficult
to see how consciousness could be a process in the brain, what worries him is not any
supposed self-contradiction involved in such an assumption, but the apparent
impossibility of accounting for the reports given by the subject of his conscious
processes in terms of the known properties of the central nervous system." (Lycan1990:
34)
So there can be another step of studying on "mind." This is a kind of
"functionalism." This position doubts the possibility of physiological explanation on the
mental states. Mind should be understood as computer software which functions in
working the computer but it cannot be found from computer hardware. But
'functionalism' still thinks the mental as something objective and describable. Some

13

This theory assumes that the mental state can be identified with something explainable. So the identity
theorist believes that the mind can be replaced with the brain functions or the nervous systems.
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philosophers, like Nagel and Searle, say that mental states cannot be entirely defined in
terms of their causal relations, and raise the possibility of 'subjective reality.' 14
We, according to Searle, need to accept that there is epistemological limitation, for
the actual ontology of mental states is "first-person ontology." He says, '"not all of
reality is objective but some of it is subjective .... but ontologically, the claim that all of
reality is objective is, neurobiologically speaking, simply false. In general mental states
have an irreducible subjective ontology." (Searle 1992: 19)
Nagel is another thinker who does not agree to the naturalistic approach. Nagel says
there is correlation between brain functions and the mental states, but correlations are
not the same with explanations. '"Consciousness should be recognized as a conceptually
irreducible aspect of reality that is necessarily connected with other equally irreducible
aspects - as electromagnetic fields are irreducible to but necessarily connected with the
behaviour of charged particles and gravitational field with the behaviour of masses, and
vice versa."(Nagel 1998:338)
He says we still have no explanation at all of how electro-chemical events produce
the feeling of pain. "Nagel is indisputably correct when he observes that present-day
psychology and neuroscience provide us with no 'general explanatory theory,' no 'real
understanding' of the relation between the mind and the brain."(Wamer 1994:4)
Where is Rorty's position in this debate? Rorty may have position closer with the
last view on mind. He seems to agree that mental states cannot be explained as an

14

Warner classifies the understanding of mind into two categories: the mental as mind-independent and
the mental as mind-dependent. The former thinks that the mind is an object of fully describable and
explainable by science. But the latter believes that the mental cannot be completely described and
explained by science. The mental state is totally different, so it is mind-dependent. The mental states
cannot be entirely defined in terms of their causal relations, and raise the possibility of"subjective
reality."
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objective refemces. But he also criticizes Searle's concept of subjective reality as a kind
of "pre-Galilean obscurantism." The reality as "subjective and not-describable" is not
meaningful. Rorty wants rather to stop talking on mind. He insists that we do not need
to spend time to figure out the mind clearly for it is essentially beyond description. He
pushes the concept of mind out of the philosophical discourses.
John Searle, therefore. regards Rorty as one of "eliminative materialists" that there
are not any such things as beliefs, desires, hopes, fears, etc. 15 Searle may be right that
Rorty believes that there is no entity of mind. Rorty seems to be closer to the group of
"mind-dependent." 16 But he may go further. He seems that he does not want to join the
debate on what the mind is. He may prefer to stay away from the discussions of
philosophy of mind.
"I have not worked in the philosophy of mind in recent years, partially because my
interests have changed, but partially also because Dennett and Davidson seem to me to
saying almost everything that I should want to say - and saying it more clearly than I
could. Reading Davidson has convinced me that I was still too much of a physicalist
when I wrote Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature. Maybe a pragmatist ought to not
say as I was still half-inclined to say in 1979, that physics tells us all we need to know
about the way of the world is - but rather should follow Goodman and Putnam in saying
that there is no "Way the World Is." As I said in an exposition of Davidson called "Non

15 "First, perhaps the most extreme version of these views is the idea that mental states, as such, don't
exist at all. This view is held by those who call themselves 'eliminative materialists.' The idea is that,
contrary to a widely held belief, there really aren't any such things as beliefs, desires, hopes, fears, etc.
Early versions of this view were put forth by Feyerabend (I 963) and Rorty (1965)." (Searle 1992: 6).
16
Mind is not dependent on something physical or something else like computer software. For Rorty,
mind is dependent on human social activities or cultures. It can be identified with the product of human
creativity.
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reductive physicalism," the moral of Davidson's "anomalous monism" 17 is that
mentalistic language is no more a way of describing a portion of physical reality than
physicalistic language is a way of describing (among other things) mental reality."
(Rorty l 994a: 126).

Rorty seems not to find its own place. Since Descartes philosophers tried to make
the mind a transcendental foundation for 'clear' and 'distinct' knowledge. It is believed
that it has an entity. But the mind is not entity like people talk on the unicorn even
though there is no such animal in the world. Why do people use the concept? It is used
not because there is such a reality but because it is needed to talk. Another example is
dollar. It is just a paper if there is no such financial system. Where is the real entity of
dollar? According to Rorty it comes from the relations of a society. Like unicorn and
dollar the mind has no entity but can be defined by the relations. The belief in the

17

This is explained with the concept of"epiphenomenalism." Epiphenomenalism is the view that mental
events are caused by physical events in the brain, but have no effects upon any physical events. Behavior
is caused by muscles that contract upon receiving neural impulses, and neural impulses are generated by
input from other neurons or from sense organs. On the epiphenomenalist view, mental events play no
causal role in this process. Questions about epiphenomenalism arise the moment any distinction is made
between the mental properties and the physical properties of an event. All mental events are something
other than a physical event, and then it makes any causal contribution to its own. It seems not to follow
the physical law. It works beyond the laws.
Many contemporary thinkers try to deny the dualistic presupposition, i.e., by holding that mental
events are identical with physical events. For them, therefore, epiphenomenalism seems absurd; it is just
obvious that our pains, our thoughts, and our feelings make a differep.ce to our (evidently physical)
behavior; physical events are closely related to mental states. Donald Davidson's (1970) anomalous
monism is one view to deal with the issue of epiphenomenalism. He accepts the materialist monism.
Everything except the mental is under the physical laws. But the mental is not under psychophysical laws.
To introduce a convenient example, it is plausible that each person's belief that the Mona Lisa is in the
Louvre is identical with some physical event in that person's brain; but holding the belief that the Mona
Lisa is in the Louvre is not kind of brain event.
Now suppose Jones believes that the Mona Lisa is in the Louvre, and is heading toward the Louvre.
What causes Jones's motion? Those are his belief that the Mona Lisa is in the Louvre and the desire to see
it. Jones' behavior can be explained with his belief and his brain functions. But it is not at all. Brain
function cannot cover all the reasons his moving to the Louvre. There is no law-like connection between
any psychological type and the neural types. In short, despite the identity of mental and physical events,
the mental character of Jones's brain events seems to have nothing to do with where Jones goes. There is
exception in Jones' mental states.
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'mind' as a reality is a mistake since Descartes. Rorty insists we need to return to the
17th century to correct the mistake and to put the mind in its own place.

If this attack succeeds, our descendents will think it unfortunate that the seventeenth
century did not carry through on its project of recontextualizing everything by
seeing the mind too as just one more slice of a vast web of relationships. If the
seventeenth century had treated Descartes' Meditations as just an unfortunate bit of
residual Aristotelianism, forgivable in the author of a great treatise on
corpuscularian mechanics, we might never have had the notion of "consciousness,"
of the science of psychology, to worry about. (Rorty 1993: 194)

Rorty, therefore, disagrees with the philosophers who accept the mind as an
"intrinsic entity." 18 For example, Rorty criticizes Nagel's position which the mental
state is "the first person view" is a kind of mysterious intrinsic reality. Rorty defines
Nagel's position as a kind of "new mysterianism." 19
Rorty rejects Nagel's mysterianism. He still believes the possibility of explanation
of the mental state. He understands the mind that has no essence but is a socially formed
reality. So the mind is explainable not physically or neurologically, but culturally or
18

Rorty describes the discussions on human mind as "the battle for intrinsicality." For one of the main
discussions in contemporary philosophy of mind is related to the co~cept of intrinsicality. Rorty rejects
the possibility of intrinsicality of mind, but there are still debates among those who believe in
intrinsicality and those who reject such intrinsicality of human mind. Nagel and Searle are the thinkers
who are holding the intrinsicality.
19
Nagel mentions the term "first-person point of view" which produces knowledge of intrinsic, nonrelational properties of mental events. Not all mental states can be reducible to brain states or mental
system. Nagel says the attempt to give a complete account of the world in objective terms inevitably leads
to false reductions or to outright denial that certain patently real phenomena exist at all. Nagel's position
can be explained with the concept of' heterophenomenology. Heterophenomenologists do not identify the
limit of language with the limit ofthcught. Some aspects of thought/mind transcend the limit of language.
Man can think something 'unformed' and 'intuitively felt.' Because the mental states include what the
objective terms cannot describe about, in talking mental things heterophenomenology is a 'neutral way of
describing the mental data.'
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linguistically. He agrees to what Sellars says 'all awareness are a linguistic affairs.'
Every human thought is linguistic affairs. All properties should be describable. Nagel
believes that the intrinsic properties are all and only those which we can never explain
away. This may, for Rorty, seem an odd definition of "intrinsic property," since it is
epistemological, as opposed to metaphysical definitions such as 'property' whose
presence is necessary for the object being the object it is. 'Identity' is always identity
under a description. (Rorty 1993: 187)
So every thought relates to language. And every linguistic affair relates to historical
contexts. There is no overarching general way. There is no ahistorical context-free
criterion to which one can shift from one paradigm of explanation to another. Therefore
Rorty insists we need to shift our center of inquiry from object-centered to the self. He
says all objects resemble selves in being centers of descriptive gravity. 20 And the self is
changing as the contexts are changing. We need to drop the idea of frozen sets of
statements which relate to the intrinsic or the transcendental.

2. Knowledge without Approximation to Reality

Rorty has allergy with divinizing anything outside us as something we have to
believe. We can see such attitude in his criticism on scientism. (ORT: 34) He agrees that
science contributes in improving human life tremendously. He shows "reaction against
scientism led to attacks on natural science as a sort of false god." But there is nothing
wrong with science. There is only something wrong with the attempt to divinize it. He
has the same view on political liberalism.
20

If anybody insists that the liberalism or

Rorty changes Dennett's term of 'center of narrative gravity' into 'center of descriptive gravity.'
Traditionally this descriptive gravity is centered to the objective reality. But Rorty insists it should be
changed to the 'self.' (Rorty 1993: 189).
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liberal democracy is objectively 'superior,' Rorty may immediately react to him.
Nothing can be better intrinsically. There is no innateness but contingency.
Rorty disagrees to the scientific realism which divinizes the existence of reality "out
there." He tries to explain that the tremendous progress of science is not based on its
realistic position. It would rather come from human creative responses to the
contingencies. Rorty refuses the concept of knowledge as correspondence to reality.
Knowledge does not need to be the approximation to reality.

2.1. Ground of Knowledge: Representation or Conversation?
Rorty insists that if we want to build proper ground for human-centered knowledge
and to be free from any unnecessary metaphysical assumptions, we need to begin with
suspicion on our basic beliefs. One of the beliefs is that all knowledge is representation
of reality 'our there.' Rorty insists there is no knowledge independent from human
contexts. There is no reason to assume that our knowledge relates to the reality "out
there." But naturally we assume there is reality 'out there'. All we recognize are the
reflection of the reality. But Rorty says there is no way to check whether it is true. So
Rorty says we would rather to cut it out from human thought. We need to make our
philosophical discourses more human oriented and relate to human felt-needs more.
We need to give up 'the' truth. If truth means a statement that corresponds to
something 'out there', Rorty insists we need to give it up. He prefers the pragmatist
concept: truth is something for us to believe. Realist says, "It works because it's true".
But Rorty says there is no way to be proved, so he would rather say, "it is true because
it works."
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"No matter what else we say about truth (e.g., whether we define it as warranted
assertibility within a language or as correspondence with reality, or eschew any
substantive definition and take it as a primitive), there is no way for us to know the
truth other than the social practice of giving reasons. We have no reliable source of
truth other than our ongoing conversation with one another." (Gutting 1999: 25)

Rorty says the goal of inquiry is not to find the truth. For truth is not correspondent
to something 'present-at-hand'. It is rather made or invented. There nothing free from
human subjectivity, for knowledge is "socially constructed". (PSH: xvii) For him the
purpose of inquiry is to figure out what human activities formed rather than the world as

it is. Rorty insists, "we pragmatists camiot make sense of the idea that we should pursue
truth for its own sake. We cannot regard truth as a goal of inquiry. The purpose of
inquiry is to achieve agreement among human beings about what to do, to bring about
consensus on the ends to be achieved and the means to be used to achieve those ends."
(PSH: xxv)
Rorty says we do not need to work to describe what the world really is. To find the
truth as correspondence to reality cannot be the aim of inquiry for it is not provable. For
it is not useful for human life and even not possible. What we philosophers need to
know is whether some competing descriptions might be more useful for human's better
life.

"The relativity of descriptions to purpose is the pragmatist's principal argument for his
anti-representational view of knowledge - the view that inquiry aims at utility for us
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rather than an accurate account of how things are in themselves. Because every belief
we have must be formulated in some language or other, and because languages are not
attempts to copy what is out there, but rather tools for dealing with what is out there,
there is no way to divide off 'the contribution to our knowledge made by the object
from 'the contribution to our knowledge made by our subjectivity.' (PSH: xxvi-xxvii)

Traditionally truth is believed as something of certainty, and the certainty is based
on the correspondence to reality. Rorty says there is no way to check it. So he suggests
the certainty of our knowledge is a matter of conversation among other persons rather
than a matter of interaction with non-human reality. Truth is a sort of contingency.
There is no essence. But it is something good for us.

My first characterization of pragmatism is that it is simply anti-essentialism applied to
notions like "truth" "knowledge" "language" "morality", and similar objects of
philosophical theorizing .... "the true" as "what is good in the way of belief."

... the

essence of aspirin is that it is good for headaches. James' point, however, was that
there is nothing deeper to be said: truth is not the sort of thing which has an essence."
(CP: 162)

There is no essence in truth. So Rorty suggests us to change our talk totally. He asks
us to reconsider our concept of knowledge which relates to correspondence to reality.
Actually the concept of knowledge was one of the foundations of modernity. The
tremendous power of problem-solving in science is believed based on that paradigm.
Locke and Descartes regarded human mind as universal ground of human knowledge
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relating to the reality 'out there.'. They thought the mind and the knowledge as objects.
The discipline of epistemology became more important. "According to Rorty, then,
epistemology is based, first, on Descartes' assumption that knowledge of the external
world is a matter of having mental representations that accurately picture that world and,
second, on Locke's assumption that the accuracy of a representation depends on the
manner of its causal production." (Gutting 1999:11-12)
But in postmodern paradigm it seems outdated. This epistemological approach has
fundamental limit. There is no way of guaranteeing the accuracy of our mental
representations of extra-mental reality and avoiding the skeptical doubt. Kant still
follows his forerunners in accepting representation of the reality as knowledge, but in an
inverted and transformed manner. For Kant, "our ideas (e.g., of space, time, substance,
causality) accurately represent the world not because they are causally produced by the
world but because they themselves are necessary conditions of the mind's non-causal
production ('constitution') of the world as an object of knowledge." (Gutting 1999:12)
But Kant's Copernican revolution cannot give the fundamental answer to the
problem of knowledge. There is still no way to guarantee the certainty of the
representation of the reality. Rorty insists this is naive foundationalism. Rorty
understands the knowledge as asserting propositions rather than representing the world
outside. For Rorty, knowledge needs to be understood as the outcome of conversation
rather than confrontation.
Rorty explains the history of Western philosophy with 2 categories: discourses of
solidarity and discourses of objectivity. He analyses the history of Western modern
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philosophy as the transition from discourses of solidarity to discourses of objectivity. 21
Rorty says philosophical discourses had begun with the discourses of solidarity. But
later it was changed to the discourses of objectivity since Plato and then revolution of
modem science. He says this transition failed (for reaching the objectivity is impossible
and even the strict scientific theories are the mixture of subjectivity), so philosophy
today needs to find new direction and that would be returning to the discourses of
solidarity. He calls this "return to pragmatism."

"The tradition in Western culture which centers around the notion of the search for
Truth, a tradition which runs from the Greek philosophers through the Enlightenment,
is the clearest example of the attempt to find a sense in one's existence by turning away
from solidarity to objectivity. The idea of Truth as something to be pursued for its own
sake is the central theme of this tradition. . . . By contrast, those who wish to reduce
objectivity to solidarity- call them 'pragmatists' - do not require either metaphysics or
an epistemology. They view truth as, in William James' phrase, what is good for us to
believe. So they do not need an account of a relation between beliefs and objects called
'correspondence,' nor account of human cognitive abilities which ensures that our
species is capable of entering into that relation." (ORT: 21-22)

So Rorty believes that the concept of knowledge also needs to be changed from
'correspondence to reality' to a commendatory term for 'well-justified beliefs'.
Knowledge is simply the contemporary opinion of a chosen individual or group. "For

21

Discourses of solidarity understand the human life through the historical community. Community may
be the actual historical one in which they live. But discourses of objectivity are to describe human life as
standing in immediate relation to a nonhuman reality.
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the pragmatist, by contrast, 'knowledge' is, like 'truth,' simply a compliment paid to the
beliefs which we think so well justified that, for the moment, further justification is not
needed." (ORT: 24)
Rorty says the knowledge is not something detached from human subjectivity but
something attached to it. Getting the clearer picture of the reality 'out there' is the goal
of realist. To reach the better objectivity is the objectivist ideal. Therefore for them to
get the knowledge detachment from one's own subjective preunderstanding or cultural
background is necessary. But Rorty says that project is impossible from the beginning.
For we are already formed under certain cultural and historical contexts. What we need
to do is to put our knowledge on the contingent solidarity.
The Locality of human life is the ground of knowledge. Each culture has it own
ground of knowledge. Ethnocentrism is the honest choice of the knowledge.

"For the realist thinks that the whole point of philosophical thought is to detach oneself
from any particular community and look down at it from a more universal standpoint .
. . . But the pragmatist, dominated by the desire for solidarity, can only be criticized for
taking his own community too seriously. He can only be criticized for ethnocentrism,
not for relativism. To be ethnocentric is to divide the human race into the people to
whom one must justify one's beliefs and the others; The first group - one's ethnos comprises those who share enough of one's beliefs to make fruitful conversation
possible. In this sense, everybody is ethnocentric when engaged in actual debate, no
matter how much realist rhetoric about objectivity he produces in his study." (ORT:
30)
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Rorty disagrees to the universal foundation of human knowledge. There is no
ahistorical ground. So, for Rorty, the ground of knowledge is not something universal
but something local. He insists that human activities and the shared tradition are the
only grounds of knowledge.
He thinks it is one of our big mistakes to put our discourses on the objectivity, for
the goal to figure out the independent reality is essentially impossible. He insists our
philosophical discourses have to return to the original form, what he calls "philosophy
without mirror." Philosophy should be based on solidarity rather than on objectivity.
We need to stop talking about the reality and the representation of the reality. It would
be the first step to be the philosophical discourses something good for human life.

2.2. Knowledge without "the Closer Picture of Reality"

"More knowledge will give man more power and freedom." This is the motto of
modem philosophy. Rorty seems to agree to it. Knowledge is the product of human
struggling to survive with nature. So more knowledge we have the more it may be
helpful in solving problems that man is facing. But traditionally this knowledge is
believed as approximation to reality, getting clearer picture of reality. In other words, if
we have a clearer picture of reality (having more knowledge) it will help human to have
more power to control the nature. According to man's commonsense knowledge is
meant the closer picture of the world. It means to have more approximation to reality.
Knowledge usually means "the state of being or feeling certain of the truth or accuracy
of a fact or piece of information." Reaching approximation to reality is an important
aspect of knowledge; for we know there is no perfect representation of reality, the
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approximation to reality can be answer to the impossibility to reach the certainty of
representation of reality. But getting the closer picture of reality still has problem,
because nobody can say theory A is closer than theory B. If there is no reality separated
from us, knowledge as approximation to reality cannot stand.
Karl Popper is one of the main figures who insist the knowledge should be
approximation to reality. What is Popper's view on "approximation to reality"? Popper
does not like to discuss on the relationship between the statement and the reality for
there is no hope to prove it. But he still accepts the concept of knowledge as the
approximation to the truth. His choice seems to be based on rather practical reason. 22
Popper mentions the reason why he still holds the concept of knowledge as the
closer picture of reality: without reality there is no way to approach problems critically
and without criticism there is no way to remove the errors. That is why Popper suggests
the concept of "refutability" as the criterion of true scientific theory. 23
But Rorty rejects all these assumptions on knowledge. Rorty does not agree to such
a concept of knowledge as approximation to reality. He understands knowledge in a
different manner. He insists we have to remove the belief there is something •outside'
separated from human thinking, for we never touch it. And if we do not know whether
there is independent reality as the foundation of knowledge, why do we need to hold the
concept of knowledge as approximation to reality? If getting the clearer picture of
22
He may agree with Rorty in a sense that we have no way to probe the existence of reality as the
foundation of truth. · But their next steps seem different. According to Rorty, therefore, we need to
remove the topic ofreality. He chooses anti-realistic stance while Popper does not. As long as we have
mistakes in our understanding the world, for Popper, our duty is to remove them. Our duty is removing
the errors, not the world itself. Popper believes that we can little by little be closer to the truth as we
remove the mistakes.
23
"Now if we apply these considerations to philosophical theories, our problem can be reformulated as
follows: Is it possible to examine irrefutable philosophical theories, critically? If so, what can a critical
discussion of a theory consist of, if not of attempts to refute the theory? In other words, is it possible to
assess an irrefutable theory rationally- which is to say, critically?"(Popper 1985: 215)
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reality is not meaningful any more, we do not need to hold the concept of approximation
to reality as knowledge. Thee what does knowledge without approximation to reality
mean? Is it meaningful to talk about knowledge without approximation to reality? Do
we need to give up the concept of progress? Rorty says we need to give up the concept
of approximation to reality and the progress of knowledge.

2. 3. Anti-Representationalism

Rorty explains his position (on knowledge without approximation to reality) with

anti-representationalism. According to Rorty the Representationalists mean 'those
philosophers who find it fruitful to think of mind or language as containing
representations

of

reality'.

Why

does

anti-representationalist

refuse

the

representationalism? Rorty says the history of philosophy shows the representational
approach to have been fruitless and undesirable. Then what is the meaning of antirepresentationalism?

Rorty explains the meaning of it like this: "By an anti-

representationalist account I mean one which does not view knowledge as a matter of
getting reality right, but rather as a matter of acquiring habits of action for coping with
reality." (ORT: 1)
Rorty's anti-representationalism can be called as "anti-mirrorism". Traditionally we
think knowledge as something pictured on our mind from outside world. Human mind
is a kind of mirror. Knowledge relates to the reflected picture on the mind. But Rorty
begins his philosophy with rejecting this presumption.
In his book titled Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature Rorty says that we need to
stop thinking about philosophy as seeing nature through mirror. There are no more
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mirrors that represent the nature as it is. Every picture in human mind is a kind of
mixture with our preunderstandings and contingencies. There is no pure and universal
Truth that reflects the reality objectively. Rorty may agree with Wittgenstein in this
issue. Alfred Tauber' s comment below shows it:

But perhaps an even more important source for the current reaction against
metaphysical realism originates in the revolt of the later Wittgenstein against the very
positivists who followed his earlier work. In Philosophical Investigations (1953),
Wittgenstein disallowed language to serve as a 'representation' of the world,
discounted our ability to discern the language rules that govern even the most rigorous
logical analysis (much less our daily discourse), and thus dispelled the justifications
that language serves as a direct correspondence to reality. Language, and the mind,
could not mirror nature. (Tauber 1995: 11)

Representationalist assurnP-s that there is non-linguistic reality behind the sentences
and it makes the sentences true or false. But anti-representationalist says a sentence is
true or false not because of the independent reality but the social practices.

The anti-representationalist is quite willing to grant_that our language, like our bodies,
has been shaped by the environment we live in .... What he or she denies is that it is
explanatorily useful to pick and choose among the contents of our minds or our
language and say that this or that item "corresponds to" or "represents" the
environment in a way that some other item does not. On an anti-representationalist
view, it is one thing to say that a prehensile thumb, or an ability to use the word "atom"
as physicists do, is useful for coping with the environment. (ORT: 5)
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Rorty's anti-representationalism is indebted to Heidegger. 24 There is no world that
is independent from us. We are thrown in the world and we are formed by the world.
But we are forming the world as well. We live in this world not just for staying but also
for acting in the world. So we are part of the world. 25 There is no room for
representationalist view on knowledge. Knowledge is something we are involving to
form not just reflection from the world.
Rorty also calls himself anti-realist. 26 Realism is the issue of the criterion of our
knowledge. Realist believes the cause of knowledge comes from the reality. The
reflection of reality on human mind is the cause of human knowledge. But Rorty says it
is the fact beyond our check. He would rather suggest the culture or tradition, which is
the outcome of human activities. He rejects the Platonist view on culture that it is
guided by something eternal. For Rorty there is no permanent resting place in human
inquiry. The only resting place is the tradition constructed by human activities. It is
temporal and contingent. He pushes us to stand on human conversations and solidarity
rather than reality 'over there.'

24

Even Heidegger is another hero for Rorty, Heidegger and Rort)L have some differences. Heidegger's
main concern is "being". Even though it does not mean the reality as "presence at hand" he struggles with
the reality as totality. In this sense his pursuit for the authentic knowledge still relates to reality. But for
Heidegger the reality is not something 'out there' but a sort of mystical mixture of self and the world.
Even though we never stand outside of the world Heidegger does not insist to remove the concept of
reality in searching knowledge. He thought the reality (as totality) is something we need to search for.
25
The dualistic view that considers world as separated from us is not possible. Heidegger denies the
world as "presence at hand." We never confront the world as an object; we are always part of it. The
world is always 'ready to hand' to us.
26
"Realism I characterize as the belief that statement of the disputed class possess an objective truthvalue, independently of our means of knowing it: they are true or false in virtue of a reality existing
independently of us. The anti-realist opposes to this view that statements of the disputed class are to be
understood only by reference to the sort of thing which we count as evidence for a statement of that
class." (Dummett, 1978: 146)
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2. 4. Epistemological Behaviorism

When we think about the problem of knowledge, usually we assume the division
between the mental and the physical. But originally there was no such distinction. Rorty
says it is just a language game.

I hope that I have said enough to show that we are not entitled to begin talking about the
mind-body problem, or about the possible identity or necessary non-identity of mental
and physical states, without first asking what we mean by "mental." I would hope
further to have incited tl!e suspicion that our so-called intuition about what is mental
may be merely our readiness to fail in with a specifically philosophical language-game.
(PMN: 22).

Rorty understands "mind" is a kind of result of language game. There is no essence
of human mind and its mechanism and knowledge is just a product of human activities.
This understanding relates to Rorty's concept of "epistemological behaviorism."
What does it mean of "epistemological behaviorism"? It understands the way of
getting knowledge as matter of acquiring habit of action for coping with reality. So
justification of knowledge does not require the evidence of reality but social agreement
among people. Epistemological behaviorism is more related to what the society tells us
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rather than to explaining rationality and epistemic authority by reference. 27
So human knowledge does not have the permanent foundation "grounded in human
nature and unchanged reality." All knowledge is formed under changing historical
context. So there is no eternal foundation. Human decisions and activities are the
ground of knowledge. And there are two more things we can use: tradition and
coherence.
For the Quine -Sellars approach to epistemology, to say that truth and knowledge can
only be judged by the standards of the inquirers of our own day is not to say that human
knowledge is less noble or important, or more "cut off from the world," than we had
thought. It is merely to say that nothing counts as justification unless by reference to
what we already accept, and that there is no way to get outside our beliefs and our
language so as to find some test other than coherence. (PMN: 178).

Rorty insists the knowledge does not need to be a representation of the reality.
Coherence within conversation is more important. It is a kind of assertion of other
propositions. Our knowledge happens not because of the representation of the world but
through interaction with other propositions. It is formed through human activities. This
is an example:

"It is raining in Chicago." "How do you know?" "I heard it on WBBM." "Okay, we'll
take an umbrella." Here my belief is a proposition that I justify by citing another
proposition that my interlocutors accept and see as properly supporting my belief. If
27

Rorty says that epistemological behaviorism is another expression of pragmatism, for pragmatism
understands the knowledge as what is useful to society rather than what the reality is.
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they don't accept it, then, I cite other propositions until we reach agreement. Rorty's
view - which he calls 'epistemological behaviorism' - is that we need nothing beyond
this commonsense model as an account of epistemic justification." (Gutting 1999: 15)

There are connections among knowledge, justification and reason, and linguistic
ability. To have knowledge requires a sense of experience and awareness of it. To be
knowledge what we experienced needs to be justified. And justification requires reason
that is based on the linguistic ability not from something 'out there.'
Then the issue is whether the reason and the linguistic ability is an innate ability or
social thing. Rorty mentions Sellars' explanation on this topic. Sellars, what is called as
"psychological nominalism,"

28

rejects the "myth of the given."29 Knowledge is a kind

of awareness that is related to language rather than relating object.

"Here we need to recall that we are concerned only with justification, not with truth.
For me to be justified in believing "I see a tree outside the window'', it is not necessary
that I actually have the experience of seeing a tree. I need only have good reason to
believe that I see a tree, that is, I need only believe propositions that support that
proposition "I see a tree." This illustrates Rorty's key claim: justification is a matter of

28

PMN. pp. 182-192. Psychological nominalism. According to Sellars' classical doctrine "all awareness
of sorts, resemblances, facts, etc, in short, all awareness of abstract entities - indeed, all awareness even of
particulars - is a linguistic affair." Psychological nominalism can be understood as an attempt to separate
justification and causation through adopting meaning holism, as expressed by Davidson in these terms:
"only a belief can support a belief' arid "the meaning of a sentence is given by assigning the sentence a
semantic location in the pattern of sentences that comprise the language."
29
Some philosophers believe that there are pre-given concepts. They are given before forming linguistic
concepts. But the psychological nominalists reject the pre-given concepts. It is a myth that we have some
pre-given concepts. So the myth of the "given" contradicts the psychological nominalism. There is
another example: we feel pain but there is no pre-given concept of pain. There is no difference between
what the pain feels like and what sort of thing pain is. Knowing pain does not need to identify
experiencing the pain. To know the pain we do not need to assume that there should be pain as an entity.
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giving reasons, and what is a good reason never depends on whether or not I have had a
certain sort of experience." (Gutting 1999: 16)

Rorty discusses the possibility of pre-linguistic knowledge that lacks prepositions.
For example, when a baby feels hungry is his knowledge propositional or nonpropositional? If it is a propositional knowledge, where the concept comes from? Rorty
rejects the possibility of innate linguistic ability that is not learned. Rather sense
experiences can form the concept of hunger. So, for Rorty, there is no such a reality of
hunger. So a baby's "feeling of hunger" is a sort of socially learned-knowledge.
Knowledge is a justification of belief and justification of knowledge does not depend on
the reality but the social practice.

3. Contingency and Ethics without Foundation

Rorty applies his anti-representationalism to his ethical view. According to Rorty
morality is not a representation of separated moral reality. There are no independent
moral codes above human. It is rather a culturally formed agreement. There is no need
to search the transcendental ethical codes "over there." There is no ahistorical morality.
Morality has no transcendental foundation. It comes from history.
The foundation of morality, for Rorty, is contingencies. People's solidarity formed
through responding to these contingencies, is the only ground that man can trust. And
Rorty' s dependence on cultural paradigms ends up with ethnocentrism and "cultural
otherness." We are under incommensurability and there is no common ground among
different cultures except human desires of escaping from cruelty. Because of the same
human desire of escaping from sufferings, Rorty insists, we still have the chances to talk
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among different cultures. With denial the possibility of transcendental ground, Rorty's
morality is based on contingencies and locality.

3.1. Contingency and Morality without Destiny
"This is why we pragmatists see the charge of relativism as simply the charge
that we see luck where our critics insist on seeing destiny. We think that the
utopian world community envisaged by the Charter of the United Nations and the
Helsinki Declaration of Human Rights is no more the destiny of humanity than is
atomic holocaust or the replacement of democratic governments by feuding
warlord. If either of the latter is what the future holds our species will have been
unlucky, but it will not have been irrational. We will not have failed to live up to
its moral obligations. It will simply have missed a chance to be happy." (PSH:
xxxii)

Rorty rejects the human destiny guided by something outside human being. The
future of our human society depends on the human will or creativity (or solidarity) to
adjust the environment. If we missed the chance to form a better society it is not
because of ignorance in universal morality, but because of the misuse of the human
creativity and solidarity. And whether we can build up right value system or not
depends on the luck not destiny.
Rorty's view seems strange to some people, for we usually presuppose there are
some ethical codes "given". And, to have better society or better life, what we need is
just to find and follow them. But Rorty says the future of our life does not depend on
something outside and universal, but on human decisions and contingency.
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Why does he reach such a conclusion? Can we accept his view as our ethical
guideline? Why does Rorty insist that our morality is related to luck rather than
destiny? And when he says, "Morality is luck," what does it mean?

His idea is

basically based on its anti-foundationalism. After Descartes, philosophers tried to find
the clear and distinct ground of knowledge. And they found rationality as the
transcendental ground of morality. They believed the universal moral principles.
But in the post-modern world such a belief is doubted. They think the rationality
cannot be the transcendental ground of morality any more. Rorty insists that, to have
better life, we do not need to search for universal principles but human desires and
human struggles to fulfill them. 30
Even though there is a danger of anarchy of morality Rorty disagrees that there are
transcendental moral guidelines outside of us. Firstly, he doubts the transcendence of
rationality as the ground of universal morality. Modem thinkers mostly believed human
reason can give us a kind of universal common ground that all human being can live
together harmoniously. But this belief on rationality is seriously challenged. Rationality
is not the transcendentally "given" but socially formed. 31
Horkheimer and Adorno are other thinkers who doubted the transcendental aspects
of rationality. They say the rationality is formed under certain historical contexts. The
meaning of rationality was changed as time passed. In Enlightenment days it was
excellent tool in rejecting the irrational religious and traditional dominance. But later it
30

But, for some critics, it seems dangerous that all the ethical issues are reduced as human desires. Rorty
needs to consider weaknesses of human mind. Human being (whether individual or group) is basically
selfish and capricious. So if there is no universal ethical ground, and human desires are the only source of
morality in a society, we are not sure which direction the society will be driven to. Human being is not
trustworthy. Human desire is not reasonable when making nuclear bombs enough to destroy the whole
world.
31
Thomas Kuhn is one of the thinkers who proved that even scientific theories are built on the
agreements of the leading community of scientists rather than on the value free rationality.
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was changed as a tool of rationalizing of the people who have power. 32 It is neither
transcendental nor ahistorical but just something under influence of certain languagegames. It is something contingent, so it cannot be treated as transcendental.
And the success of rationality during Enlightenment, later, divinized rationality as
something transcendental rather than a contingent tool, and became an obstacle in
dealing the issues that human being is struggling with. The success made the rationality
into something it is not. And then it gradually loses its strength. The rationality,
therefore, is called "dissolvent rationality." 33
There is another reason: the supremacy of contingency. Human life and society
could have more progresses when they accepted their contingency. Human cultures are
the products of human creativity and imagination rather than something 'given.' Man
could find the better ways to overcome whenever they realize they are under
contingency.

The drama of an individual human life, or of the history of humanity as a whole, is not
one in which a preexistent goal is triumphantly reached or tragically not reached.

32
Because of this problem Habermas redefines the concept of rationality: Habermas has a distinction
between two forms of rationality with regards to the rationalization of society: instrumental
rationalization characteristic of purposive rational systems (also _called strategic rationality) and the
communicative rationality within normal social system. And these two kinds of rationality are related to
the ways of social integration: system integration and social integration. The former integration is led by
the instrumental and purposive rationality which is based on the money and power. But the latter is led by
the communicative rationality through open communication. For him, communicative rationality is the
real rationality by which we can find the solution of the problem of the modem society. And
communicative rationality is possible because of this emancipatory reason, as the universal foundation of
critical approach. He explains this with the concept of"communicative competence".
33
"This inference was a mistake. Horkheimer and Adorno assumed that the terms in which those who
begin a historical development described their enterprise remain the terms which describe it correctly, and
then inferred that the dissolution of that terminology deprives the results of that development of the right
to, or the possibility of, continued existence. This is almost never the case. On the contrary, the terms
used by the founders of a new form of cultural life will consist largely in borrowings from the vocabulary
of the culture which they are hoping to replace." (CIS: 56)
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Neither a constant external reality nor an unfailing interior source of inspiration forms
a background for such drama. Instead, to see one's life, or the life of one's community,
as a dramatic narrative is to see it as a process of Nietzschean self-overcoming. (CIS:
29)

In a sense Rorty views man positively. He trusts human creativity in overcoming its
contingency. That's why he can bravely remove the transcendental foundations in
morality. And Man was successful in the past in overcoming its limitations. Through
imagination, solidarity and creativity man forms new civilization.
Then what does the contingency mean in Rorty's thought? In an article "The
Contingency of Language," (CIS: 3-22) Rorty explains the meaning of contingency.
There are two tendencies of seeing the knowledge: one sees knowledge as finding the
clear picture of reality while the other sees it as paradigmatic human activities. The
latter is the Romantic poet who can describe the world correctly but the former is
physical scientist who discovers the truth can show the world picture better.
Contingency is related to the Romantic poet's world. Contingency comes from the
belief that there is no reality to be found but the open possibility to form new culture.

Whereas the first kind of philosopher contrasts "hard scientific fact" with the
"subjective" or with "metaphor," the second kind sees science as one more human
activity, rather as the place at which human beings encounter a "hard," nonhuman
realify. On this view, great scientists invent descriptions of the world which are useful
for purposes of predicting and controlling what happens, just as poets and political
thinkers invent other descriptions of it for other purposes. But there is no sense in
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which any of these descriptions is an accurate representation of the way the world is in
itself. These philosophers regard the very idea of such a representation as pointless.
(CIS: 4)

When we see the world as contingency, knowledge as representation is pointless.
Philosophers need to stop talking about reality as it is, he would rather talk about man's
social activities as the sources of knowledge. What is needed is a repudiation of the very
idea of anything having intrinsic nature to be represented. World under contingencies
means there is no transcendental reality, but world understood with the changeable
language. There is no truth 'over there.' Truth we can have is what is already expressed
through language.

To say that the world is out there, that it is not our creation, is to say, with common
sense, that most things in space and time are the effects of causes which do not include
human mental states. To say that truth is not out there is simply to say that where there
are no sentences there is no truth, that sentences are elements of human languages, and
that human languages are human creations. Truth cannot be out there - cannot exist
independently of the human mind - because sentences cannot so exist, or be out there.
The world is out there, but descriptions of the world are not. (CIS: 5)

All human knowledge should go with the language. And the language is essentially
contingent. 'The world does not speak. Only we do.' The world can cause us to believe.
But it never proposes us a language to speak. Language is contingent. So according to
Rorty all our human knowledge is under contingency. "If we could ever become
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reconciled to the idea that most of reality is indifferent to our description of it, and that
the human self is created by the use of a vocabulary rather than being adequately or
inadequately expressed in a vocabulary, then we should at last have assimilated what
was true about this claim is just that languages are made rather than found." (CIS: 7)
But Rorty says it is not easy to continue to believe that knowledge is contingent, for
we usually feel comfortable with the concept of knowledge as correspondence to reality.
We are always tempted to accept that there is reality 'out there' and just want to build
our language on it. Human mind prefers the easy ways. Human mind is accustomed to
the "metaphysical comfort" for a long time. 34
But Rorty refuses such an attitude. Rorty says there is no intrinsic nature. What we
believe as something intrinsic is actually something from contingencies. "To say that
there is no such thing as intrinsic nature is not to say that the intrinsic nature of reality
has turned out, surprisingly enough, to be extrinsic. It is to say that the term 'intrinsic
nature' is one which it would pay us not to use, an expression which has caused more
trouble than it has been worth." (CIS: 8) Rorty explains the successes and progress in
science and politics as the products of continuous redescription to solve the problems,
and the outcome of human imaginations in struggling with environment.

The latter 'method' of philosophy is the same as the 'method' of utopia politics or
revolutionary science (us opposed to parliamentary politics, or normal science.) the
method is to redescribe lots and lots of things in new ways until you have created a
34

And Rorty says there are 2 myths that support this attitude: one is the myth of the success of physical
science. Many people accept that the success of physical science is from the concept of' correspondence
to reality.' Later we will talk it more. The other reason is success of political liberalism. It was believed
that the belief in (innate) human nature or the assumption of transcendental reality brought the political
progresses.
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pattern of linguistic behavior which will temp the rising generation to adopt it, thereby
causing them to look for appropriate new forms of nonlinguistic behavior, for example,
the adoption of new scientific equipment or new social institutions. (CIS: 9)

Gary Gutting defines Rorty's ethical position based on contingency as 'ethical

naturalism.' It does not need any transcendental foundation to back up the ethical
principles. Ethical naturalism can also be characterized as a subjectivism, in opposition
to objectivism as reductionist insists. (Gutting: 49-50) Rorty sees himself as a
wholehearted naturalist but does not agree to reductionism. He defines naturalism as
"the claim that there is no occupant of space-time that is not linked in a single web of
causal relations to all other occupants and that any explanation of the behavior of any
such spatio-temporal object must consist in placing that object within that single web."
But he defines the reductionism as "the insistence that there is not only a single web but

a single privileged description of all entities caught in that web." (TR: 94) Naturalism
explains through a certain web but the web could be many, not one single privileged one.
In ethical naturalism the values and obligations are not tied to the physical entities or the
metaphysical assumptions, but tied to the opinions and desires of other people. There
are no universal foundations of morality, but people's consensus of certain time and
situations.
Rorty rejects all kinds of presuppositions, except human desires. For Rorty the main
question is not 'what is true?' but 'what is useful?' "We pragmatists cannot make sense
of the idea that we should pursue truth for its own sake. We cannot regard truth as a
goal of inquiry. The purpose of inquiry is to achieve agreement among human beings
about what to do, to bring about consensus on the ends to be achieved and the means to
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be used to achieve those ends." (PSH: xxv) One of the most important aspects of
Rorty's view on ethics is the effectiveness of problem solving. The virtue of ethics in
Rorty's view is how it is effective in solving problems. So Rorty wants to define
morality with efficiency of problem solving.

"On the Putnamesque view I am suggesting, a person's body is analogous to the
computer's hardware, and his or her beliefs and desires are analogous to the software.
Nobody knows or cares whether of a given piece of computer software represents
reality accurately. What we care about is whether it is the software which will most
efficiently accomplish a certain task. Analogously, pragmatists think that the question
to ask about our beliefs is not whether they are about reality or merely about
appearance, but simply whether they are the best habits of action for gratifying our
desires."

(PSH: xxiv)

There is one more issue to talk: what is similarity between Rorty' s pragmatism and
utilitarianism? There is similarity between Rorty's view on morality and utilitarianism.
Both accept the concept of usefulness as the ground of morality. "For pragmatists like
Dewey, there is no distinction of kind between what is useful and what is right .... The
utilitarians were right when they connected the moral

~d

the useful, even though they

were wrong in thinking that utility is simply a matter of getting pleasure and avoiding
pain." (PSH: 73-74) So Rorty's ethical view begins with the assumption that human
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being is an animal with more complex organs and abilities. In this sense pragmatist is
on the same line with utilitarianism. 35
The utilitarianism and pragmatism's emphasis on happiness seems to give up man's
uniqueness. It seems to regard human being as just a highly developed animal. Both
drop the idea of the extra-added ingredient, for examples 'human dignity' and universal
'rationality.' They substitute the idea that human beings have, thanks to having invented
language, a much larger behavioral repertoire than the beasts, and thus much more
diverse and interesting ways of finding joy. (PSH: 268)
Rorty's view on human being is that of evolutionism. Man is just a highly developed
animal. There is one thing different from other living creatures: human being can form
community and solidarity through conversations.
Rorty insists that there is no transcendental morality. Every ethical criterion is a
kind of historical product. He says even the 'human rights culture ' which believes the
human rights is 'given' as something innate as humanity, is a kind of historical product.
They're no permanent ethical principles except historically contingent facts. 36
But Rorty says such premises cannot be provable. Nobody has the right to authorize
them as transcendental moral guideline. Rorty explains morality is changed according

35

For the utilitarian we have no goal except human happiness, and no divine commandment or
transcendental principle have any moral authority unless it contributes to the achievement of this goal. It
seems the same with pragmatist claims that our desire for truth cannot take precedence over our desire for
happiness.
36
Rorty mentions about the Serbians killing Muslims in Bosnia. He uses a journalist's report: "To the
Serbs, the Muslims are no longer human ... Muslim prisoners, lying on the ground in rows, awaiting
interrogation, were driven over by a Serb guard in a small delivery van." (From David Rieff, Letter from
Bosnia," New Yorker, November 23, 1992. 82-95.) Rorty asks, does this happen because they don't
believe there is morality 'given'? Does it mean the Serbs regarded Muslims as non-human? Ifwe
persuade them to remember the intrinsic human nature of Muslim would.it stop the Serbs killing the
Muslims? Rorty says the Serbs don't think the Muslims as human but sort of pseudo-human. So talking
about human dignity is meaningless to them. Even we tell them about human dignity "given," according
to Rorty there would be no differences.
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to historical contexts. 37 In this sense he follows Darwin. Darwinian evolutionary view
was successful in explaining how human is changed. As human is understood by
evolutionary aspect man's morality is also understood as a historical fact.

3.2. Solidarity as the Ground of Morality

There is one more aspect in Rorty's view on ethics, that is solidarity. Morality in
Rorty's thought does not come from individual creativity or imagination, but through
interaction with others in a society. So the solidarity is the ground of the morality in a
society.

Rorty prefers the ethnos as the ground of ethics rather than objective ethical norms. He
seems to follow Heidegger's way that historical agreement of human community
(solidarity) is seen as the ground of morality. For pragmatists, truth just means the
contemporary opinion of a chosen individual or group. (ORT: 24)

After rejecting the transcendental sources of morality like Plato's eternal form of
Justice, Aquinas's divine plan for mankind, or Kant's rational faith, it seems Rorty's
natural conclusion that he finds the ground of morality from solidarity. 38 People have

37

"Rabossi also says that he does not wish to question 'the idea of a rational foundation of morality.' I
am not sure why he does not. Rabossi may perhaps mean that in the past - e.g. at the time of Kant- this
idea still made a kind of sense, but makes sense no longer. That, at any rate, is my own view. Kant wrote
in a period when the only alternative to religion seemed to be something like science. In such a period,
inventing a pseudo-science called 'the system of transcendental philosophy' - setting the stage for the
show-stopping climax in which one pulls moral obligation out of a transcendental hat - might plausibly
seem the only way of saving morality from the hedonists on one side and the priests on the other. (TP:
170 - footnote 4)
38
Rorty believes there are 2 ways in forming a social morality. One way is to seek validation from some
ahistorical principles, like rationality, universal human nature, or God's will. These principles are
suggested with the notion of objectivity. The other way is to see the society as a contingent entity and the
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'we-intentions,' not because they have the same human nature but they share the same
cultures and feelings. And this "we-intention" is the ground of morality.

"From the perspective of solidarity one treatment of others depends on the ethnocentric
claim that they speak our language, thus, the ethical demands that we have always
treated our neighbours with toleration and we should continue to do so. Rorty explains,
'we can keep the notion of morality just insofar as we can cease to think of morality as
the voice of the divine part of ourselves and instead think of it as the voice of ourselves
as members of a community, speakers of a common moral language." (Rumana, 2000:
83)

...
Rorty mentions the story of Jews during World War II. Many Dutch and Italians
helped Jews to hide in their place with taking risk. He says it is not because the Jews are
the same human like them, but just because they were neighbours. They were living in
the same city and using the same language. The strong "we-feeling" is not from the
universal 'human nature' but some 'localized we.' (CIS: 190-91) Rorty calls this
motivation as "common selfish hope and feeling." When he talks about solidarity as the
ground of morality it does not mean something noble but selfish commonness.

On her conception, human solidarity is not a matter of sharing a common truth or a
common goal but of sharing a common selfish hope, the hope that one's world - the
little things around which one has woven into one's final vocabulary - will not be
destroyed. For public purposes, it does not matter if everybody's final vocabulary is
morality is formed with members' shared hopes and trust. Thi3 common ground forms an ethnos whose
members have common language and history.
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different, as long as there is enough overlap so that everybody has some words with
which to express the desirability of entering into other people's fantasies as well as into
one's own. (CIS: 92-93)

3.3.Ethnocentrism and Cultural Otherness

Rorty's view on morality as 'groundless' leads him to ethnocentrism. Why does
Rorty insist the parochialism and ethnocentrism? Ethnocentrism is the absence of any
general ground for identifying with the universal human community. But we need to
find some common grounds, like the same ethnic group or member of the same
community. That is ethnos. People group who share the same history and "we-feeling"
can be the ground of morality.
Rorty's ethnocentrism begins from his negation of "universal reality." He regards
realism as detachment from what we are facing in our daily life and trying to hold the
objective standpoint. But Rorty says detachment to get objective standpoint is
essentially impossible. Rorty therefore insists we need to accept attachment. Man's
understanding of the world from the beginning influenced by something 'pre-existed.'
We cannot be free from cultures for they are already part of us. And Rorty says the
pursuit of detachment is not helpful in getting better knowledge. There is no evidence
that such detachment can give us the better knowledge on reality. Instead attachment to
our experiences and culture is natural. The knowledge needs to be understood with
historical and cultural contexts. There are no ahistorical and transcendental foundations
of truth. All of human knowledge are local. It cannot be separated from culture. So the
ethnocentric attitude is inevitable. "But the respect and loyalty which we can extend is
not the product of ahistorical standards but of the particular sympathies and motivations

Rorty's Project against "Representation of Reality"

79

which we possess already."39 Rorty's ethnocentric understanding of morality goes with
rejection of universal moral principles. 40
Rorty explains the reason why he rejects universal morality, why he does not agree
to the ethical commandment according to human nature or universal ethical codes.
Firstly, he says the responsibility comes from the feeling of belongingness. If anybody
who is not the member of a group how we can ask him to be responsible. Rorty insists
that we do have a kind of super-community like human society. If we are not part of this
super-community there is no reason of universal moral responsibility. 41 (ORT: 197)
Because Rorty already rejects the universal (ahistorical) moral ground, he has no
reason to accept that Kantians accuse Rorty's view as "social irresponsibility." Rorty
believes the morality is related to the interest of a historically conditioned community
rather than 'the common interest of humanity.' There is no foundations for the
'rationality' and 'morality' as transcultural and ahistorical. (ORT: 198)
The loyalty to its own society is natural and such loyalty no longer needs ahistorical
backup. If we were responsible to our own society and traditions, it would be enough.
There is no reason of' charges of irresponsibility.'

She (the liberalist) is a network that is constantly reweaving itself in the usual Quinean
manner - that is to say, not by reference to general criteria (e.g., "rules of meaning" or
39

Matthew Festenstein, "Richard Rorty: Pragmatism, Irony and Liberalism," in Matthew Festenstein and
Simon Thompson (eds.) Richard Rorty: Critical Dialogues (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001), p. 11.
40
This view is criticized as encouraging 'social irresponsibility.' He says there are no transcendental
truth and no universal moral codes as well. Rorty says there is no reason to behave that human being has
intrinsic dignity. Because of this Rorty is blamed to support the social irresponsibility.
41
Rorty says there are 2 attitudes on this issue: one is called 'Kantians.' They believe there is such a
super-community. They believe in intrinsic humanity, human right, and ahistorical morality. The other is
called 'Hegelians.' They have the opposite view. There is no universal human nature. Every aspect of
morality is 'local' and dependent to some specific community. Morality is contingent. Rorty agrees to the
latter position.
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"moral principles") but in the hit-or-miss way in which cells readjust themselves to
meet the pressures of the environment. On a Quinean view, rational behavior is just
adaptive behavior of a sort, which roughly parallels the behavior, in similar
circumstances, of the other members of some relevant community. (ORT: 199)

This relates to the issue of human dignity. Man has dignity not because that he is
just a human, but he is a member of certain community. It comes from the relations with
other people in a certain society. So the main source of human dignity cannot be found
in metaphysical discourses but in arts and history.

Persons have dignity not as an interior luminescence, but because they share in such
contrast-effects .... The principal backup for historiography is not philosophy but the
arts, which serve to develop and modify a group's self-image by, for example,
apotheosizing its heroes, diabolizing its enemies, mounting dialogues among its
members, and refocusing its attention. (ORT: 200)

Rorty disagrees the criticism on his ethnocentrism as "the danger of cultural
imperialism."

42

Because of contingency human language cannot express the

transcendental reality as it is, and ethnocentrism, Rorty says, is inevitable. But he does
not give up to pursue a global society. Rorty's acceptance of ethnocentrism does not
42

In her book Cultural Otherness: Correspondence with Richard Rorty Anindita Balslev pointed out the
danger of cultural imperialism ofRorty's ethnocentrism. Rorty seems to say that ethnocentrism is not
only inevitable but also legitimate. It could be interpreted that each culture has its own right to understand
the situation according to its own cultural criterion. And ifthere is any clash among different cultures
they would rather to push others with their own cultural standards with legitimacy. "Some have argued,
against this position, by pointing out that to support ethnocentrism may lead to abandon such aspirations
of equality, liberty, and fraternity on the part of all those cultures claiming a distinct identity and to foster
the wish that one's cultural values alone should prevail. This latter position has a good possibility of
being interpreted as a form of cultural imperialism in disguise." (Balslev, 1999: 60)
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mean that there is no possibility of the harmonious society of human being as a whole.
The future society he dreams is the 'cosmopolitan society' removing the boundaries
among different groups. "Philosophers have often tried to claim that the human species
is itself a 'natural' unit, an object ofloyalty as well as a biological classification. I doubt
that philosophy is well suited to make an object of loyalty out of the species, but I can
vaguely imagine that someday the combined efforts of politicians, journalists, and
novelists might make single global community out of us." (Balslev, 1999: 71)
Because of his anti-representationalism Rorty says ethnocentrism is inevitable. But
he does not believe that it is the final condition we need to reach. Global society that
overcomes the cultural otherness is the society Rorty dreams about. Rorty believes that
accepting our locality is practically the better way to reach the global coexistence. Rorty
says, first of all, we need to accept our own ethnocentric limitation, but with the open
attitude to share the horizons with others. And then we need to try to extend our
boundaries through conversations. Ethnocentrism is not a destination but a ladder used
to reach another higher dimension. Nobody wants to stay on the ladder. It is just a path
to pass through. Rorty says, "I agree that ethnocentrism is a ladder which we eventually
hope to throw away. But, unless one is a full-fledged Platonist essentialist, there is no
other available to use. So, as a good pragmatist, I think that we should use it - should
play off our preferred ethnic against others, rather than comparing them all with
something that is not a set of actual, or at least concretely imagined, human practices."
(Balslev, 1999: 74)
Rorty agrees there is the possibility of ethnic chauvinism. But extending the sense
of community is one way to solve that dilemma. In an article Rorty says he is one of
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cosmopolitans and to expand "we-feeling" through conversations is the way to achieve
the cosmopolitan society. And this will give the people more "tolerance of diversity."
How can we extend our ethnocentric boundaries toward the 'future cosmopolitan
society'? Rorty says it can be achieved through the willingness to listen to others. How
can people have more room to listen to others? Rorty suggests two things as the
prerequisites: 'security' and 'sympathy.' When people are in the condition of life
sufficiently risk-free they can relax with other's differences and accept the differences
as 'not-threat' to our life. They may have willingness to listen to them. So for Rorty the
economic and political security is essential in expanding people's ethnocentric
boundaries through coexisting with other culture's 'otherness.' Sympathy is another
thing in expanding our horizon to afford other's differences. It is a kind of emotional
capacity to identify other's suffering as ours. This is a kind of feeling to the black
people when we read Uncle Tom's Cabin or to Muslims when we watch the TV reports
about the genocide in Bosnia. We can get this sympathy through proper "sentimental

education."43 It is not related to teach on "why should we be moral?" But it would
rather ask, "Why should I care about a stranger, a person who is no kin to me, a person
whose habits I find disgusting?"

43

Rorty says that we can have 'cosmopolitan feeling' through expanding the range of conversations
(with other ethnos) rather than finding the transcendental moral codes. How can people have such
feelings? Rorty says it comes from sharing of many different people's stories. Through them we can
know what it is like to be the person in the stories, and can have more understandings about others, and
can expand our capacity to afford other's differences. "A better sort of answer is the sort of long, sad,
sentimental story that begins, 'because this is what it is like to be in her situation - to be far from home,
among strangers,' or 'because she might become your daughter-in-law,' or 'because of her mother would
grieve for her.' Such stories, repeated and varied over the centuries, have included us, the rich, safe,
powerful people, to tolerate and even to cherish powerless people - people whose appearance or habits or
beliefs at frrst seemed an insult to our own moral identity, our sense of the limits of permissible human
variation." (TP: 185)
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Security and sympathy go together, for the same reasons that peace and economic
productivity go together. The tougher things are, the more you have to be afraid of, the
more dangerous your situation, the less you can afford the time or effort to think about
what things might be like for people with whom you do not immediately identify.
Sentimental education works only on people who can relax long enough to listen. (TP:
180)

Who can do this "sentimental education"? Rorty says it may not be the
philosophers' job. He says philosophers prefer to talk about something transcendental
rather than real life situations. In this sense, philosophers shall be less useful than they
might otherwise be. Rorty rather prefers Romantic poets as promoters to expand the
conversation. The poets try to achieve self-creation by the recognition of contingency
rather than to achieve universality by the transcendental. They can redescribe the world
through creating new vocabularies. The society that Rorty dreams about is a liberal
utopia which has a "poeticized culture." (CIS: 65)

Only poets, Nietzsche suspected, can truly appreciate contingency. The rest of us are
doomed to remain philosophers, to insist that there is really only one true lading-list,
one true description of the human situation, one

uni~ersal

context of our lives. We are

doomed to spend our conscious lives trying to escape from contingency rather than,
like the strong poet, acknowledging and appropriating contingency. (CIS: 28)

4. Pragmatic Liberalism and Social Hope
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Rorty's ethical view is applied to his political philosophy as pragmatic liberalism.
He insists we can see the social hope in pragmatism. He understands the metaphysical
presumptions as a political ideology. And they oppress people's imagination and
creativity which are required in achieving better human society. Rorty's pragmatic
liberalism is free from any transcendental foundations. Social hope comes from neither
the representation of reality or political utopia "out there" nor the guidance of universal
human reason, but the projection of human desires for a better society.
Rorty's political ideas begin from disappointment with modem ideal. What is
modernity? Gary Gutting defines modernity as a way of thought and life that announces
our independence of arbitrary, external authorities and urges that we put ourselves under
the control of our own rational faculties. "The modem age began with surges of
optimism about what the liberated and enlightened humankind might achieve,
particularly through science and politics ... Certainly, outside the 'hard science', almost
every major intellectual and cultural domain has centrally engaged questions about the
nature and value of the modem commitment to rational autonomy." (Gutting 1999:1) As
Kant insists, Previously we accepted outside authorities as the guidance to what we
should think or do. But now (in the modem age) we could decide according to our own
ways under the guidance of human reason. In this comment, Kant believes reason is an
intrinsic human nature and it is given not formed. So following the reason means man
can be autonomous and man can achieve a better society.
But Rorty disagrees to this belief. Even though modernity began with the optimism
on human autonomy with rationality, later that belief was seriously doubted. Rationality,
many intellectuals think, cannot guarantee the autonomy of human mind. The reason,
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for Rorty, is not something innate in human nature but constructed under historical
contexts. It works under people's consensus. It is not something transcendental. The
scientific rationality became another polluted authority. The broad interest on historical
and cultural aspects leads us to 'critical examinations of the modem commitment to
reason.' Human reason is not free from historical contexts. It rather works according to
the contingency. There is no transcendental foundation that reason can work objectively.
(Gutting, 1999:5) So rationality has no grounds to have unique position in the world. It
is just a part of contingency.
Rorty's view on society is called as "pragmatic liberalism." Traditionally liberalism
expresses 'commitment to human freedom through the deployment of reason.' But, on
the contrary, pragmatism means that this commitment (to human

fr~edom)

is not

grounded of any deep philosophical theory of human nature. For Rorty, 'pragmatic
liberalism' agrees the commitment to human freedom but not including 'through the
deployment of reason.' Rorty' s social view can be summarized into 2 spirits: searching

human autonomy and suspicion on the intrinsicality of human reason. His pragmatic
liberalism pursues human freedom and autonomy not through something intrinsic (like
human nature as reason) but through the human construction under contingencies (with
imaginations and creativity).
The society Rorty dreams about is human centered humanistic society. If human
thinking is free from the urge of objectivity and transcendental foundations he can be
more creative and construct his society better.
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If evil is merely a lesser good, if all moral choice is a compromise between conflicting

goods, then, they (critics of moral relativism) say, there is no point in moral struggle
the lives of those who have died resisting injustice become pointless. But to us
pragmatists moral struggle is continuous with the struggle for existence . . . What
matters for pragmatists is devising ways of diminishing human suffering and
increasing human equality, increasing the ability of all human children to start life with
an equal chance of happiness. This goal is not written in the stars, and is no more an
expression of what Kant called 'pure practical reason' than it is of the Will of God. It is
a goal worth dying for, but it does not require backup from supernatural forces. (PSH:
xxix)

We can see the characteristics of Rorty's pragmatic liberalism in his discussion
with Habermas. Rorty disagrees with Habermas for his liberalism rejects ironism while
Habermas dislikes Rorty' s a poeticized culture. According to Rorty Habermas is a
modernist; in a sense he wants to continue the utility of rationality as the foundation of
communication. He tries to reconstruct another form of rationalism. 44 For Habermas it
is essential for a liberal society that its self-image embodies the universalism, and some
form of the rationalism, and of the Enlightenment. In Habermas' s thought the
"domination free communication" is important, for through it people can practice
genuine rationality. So Rorty sees Habermas's substitution of "communicative reason"
as a way of updating rationalism. (CIS: 67)

44

Habermas criticizes the traditional concept of rationality is not trustable any more. It can be distorted
by dominant ideologies in a society. It is not a transcendental foundation of criticism but an instrument of
rationalizing the dominant ideology. He does not think that rationality is not something to be replaced but
to be reconstructed. His answer to this problem is the concept of"communicative rationality": it is a kind
of group consensus. Through free conversation each member of society share his rationality and this
shared rationality can be ground of authentic rationality.
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Rorty and Habermas have some agreeing issues: doubting the traditional concept of
rationality, emphasis on communication as the ground of society. But Rorty criticizes
Habermas for he still believes the rationality as the foundation of universality. There is
no such universality in the world. He says Habermas need to give up an ahistorical
foundation. Rorty insists the contingency of language that makes him suspicious of the
very idea of the universal validity. He thinks the liberal society is based on the
willingness to live with plurality and to stop asking for universal validity.

I should like to replace both religious and philosophical accounts of a suprahistorical
ground or an end-of-history convergence with a historical narrative about the rise of
liberal institutions and customs - the institutions and customs which were designed to
diminish cruelty, make possible government by the consent of the governed, and
permit as much domination-free communication as possible to take place. (CIS: 68)

Rorty defines his ideal liberal society as a society which is ruled by the living
members of society rather than guided by the dead metaphysical principles. People in
this society are combined only by the commitment with the "sense of the contingency of
their own commitment."

A liberal society is one whose ideals can be fulfilled by persuasion rather than force, by
reform rather than revolution, by the free and open encounters of present linguistic and
other practices with suggestions for new practices. But this is to say that an ideal liberal
society is one which has no purpose except freedom, ... It is a society whose hero is the
strong poet and the revolutionary because it recognizes that it is what it is, has the

Rorty's Project against "Representation of Reality" 88

morality it has, speak the language it does, not because it approximates the will of God
or the nature of man but because certain poets and revolutionaries of the past spoke as
they did. (CIS: 60-61)

Rorty believes that if we can make human thinking free, man can achieve the better
society. This is the ideal of liberalism. But the way of making human free is not same
with the modem ideal: not from value free rationality but from the freed human desires
and imagination.
Rorty says we can find new social hope in pragmatic philosophical view. When we
change our focus from the transcendental rationality to ironism we can find more social
hope. For him social hope does not come from knowing the truth but freedom from the
bondage of metaphysical assumptions. Social hope in Rorty's view is "that life will be
freer, less cruel, more leisured, and richer in goods and experiences, not just for our
descendants but for everybody's descendants." (CIS: 86)
Rorty explains the sources of social hope with social development. In the ancient
days it was rooted in some divine origins. Through worshipping the invisible world
people search the hope. They depend on the heavenly gods' help. And religious faith is
the ground of their discourses. But since the Enlightenment man began to try to
substitute a love of truth for the love of God. They seek the universal foundation of truth
through human reason. Social hope with "representation of reality' becomes focus in
this world-view.
But in the 20th century several philosophers doubt the possibility of truth as
correspondence to reality. There is no universal truth. And the assumption that there can
be pure and independent world 'out there' is groundless for every understanding on the
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reality is 'theory laden.' So Rorty says that we are in the time of substituting a love of
ourselves for a love of truth. We need to find our hope from our own deep emotional or
poetic nature rather than something "over there.".

The line of thought common to Blumenberg, Nietzsche, Freud, and Davidson suggests
that we try to get to the point where we no longer worship anything, where we treat

nothing as a quasi divinity, where we treat everything - our language, our conscience,
our community - as a product of time and chance. To reach this point would be, in
Freud's words, to "treat chance as worthy of determining our fate." (CIS: 22)

In his article "Human rights, Rationality and Sentimentality" Rorty talks about the
social hope after negating the universal moral principles. He rejects the rationality as the
guardian of social hope. He wants to remove the transcendental grounds like human
nature or human dignity.
Rorty insists the human history in the last several centuries showed that there is
hope in human evolution. Man could achieve tremendous progress in the past so human
society today does not need transcendental entities that guarantee the social hope any
more. Man finds the hope of human society in human creativity and capability itself.

The more we are impressed by this malleability, the less interested we become in
questions about our ahistorical nature. The more we see a chance to recreate ourselves,
the more we shall read Darwin not as offering one more theory about what we really
are. Nowadays, to say that we are clever animals is not to say something philosophical
and pessimistic but something political and hopeful - namely, if we can work together,
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we make ourselves into whatever we are clever and courageous enough to imagine
ourselves becoming. (TP: 175)

C. Philosophy without Mirror
In his book Philosophy and Mirror of Nature Rorty defines philosophy that rejects
"representation of reality" as "philosophy without mirror." He views traditional
philosophy negatively. Rorty explains traditional philosophy as a study on the
philosophy in the past and making linkage among them. "My own view is that
philosophy is not a genre of discourse but simply a genealogical linkage connecting
certain past figures with certain present figures - not a thread running through the rope,
in Wittgenstein's figure, but just a way of noting that there is an ancestral relation of ·
overlapping fibers." (Balslev, 1999: 67)
Rorty says philosophers ca-rmot do the job of emancipating human thinking from the
prison of metaphysics. The poets and revolutionaries could be better in accomplishing
the job. For the philosophers prefer to seek the transcendental foundation that pulls us
far from our real issues toward something impossible to answer.

It is as if we had utterly different pictures of what sort of thing philosophy is. I regard it

as one of the more peripheral of the academic disciplines - one which once had a
considerable importance, but has been declining in efficacy and status in recent
centuries thanks to the rise of other disciplines You, I gather, regard it as the repository
of an awesome moral responsibility. I am not sure how to get out of this impasse.
(Balslev, 1999: 93)
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Rorty doubts the supremacy of philosophy as the academic discipline. It is just one
of the disciplines. There is no reality as the universal ground for the inquiry and no
rationality as the part of human nature. There is no foundation of epistemology. How
can we solve this problem?
Firstly, Rorty says, philosophy as hermeneutics can be alternative. What is
hermeneutics in Rorty' s philo8ophy? Rorty says hermeneutics in his view is not another
discipline of philosophy but a new paradigm in doing philosophy. It is a discipline
giving up the assumption of "there is common ground 'out there"' and building
knowledge on the "groundless." Rationality as the foundation of knowledge-claims
seems endangered. So incommensurability becomes an important concept in Rorty's
concept of philosophy. (PMN: 317) The conversation of informed dilettante can be
replaced the rationality as the ground of knowledge. Epistemology as rationalitycentered is replaced by hermeneutics as conversation-centered. Epistemology is
grounded on transcendental reality but hermeneutics is grounded upon tradition formed
by human activities. Hermeneutics in Rorty's view does not imply the 'representation of
reality.' Philosophy as hermeneutics deals the socially formed knowledge.

From this point of view, then, the line between the respective domains of epistemology
and hermeneutics is not a matter of the difference between the 'sciences of nature' and
the 'science of man,' nor between fact and value, nor the theoretical and the practical,
nor 'objective knowledge' and something squishier and more dubious .... We can get it
not because we have discovered something about 'the nature of human knowledge' but
simply because when a practice has continued long enough the conventions which make
it possible. (PMN: 321)
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Rorty says hermeneutics is not an alternative of epistemology in knowing the reality.
It is a new horizon of knowing which is free from 'representation of reality.'
"Hermeneutics is not 'another way of knowing' - 'understanding' as opposed to
(predictive) 'explanation.' It is better seen as another way of coping45 . It would make
for philosophical clarity if we just gave the notion of 'cognition' to predictive science,
and stopped worrying about 'alternative cognitive methods.'" (PMN: 356)
Secondly, philosophy should be edification. In traditional philosophy it is difficult to
imagine what philosophy without epistemology could be. All knowledge claims are
commensurable. But philosophical discussions based on this belief were not successful
and proved as self-deception. The commensuration is doubted and knowledge cannot be
built on the universal foundations any more. The belief that the universe is made up of
very simple, clearly and distinctively knowable thing, is rejected and the chief task of
philosophers figuring out the picture of the world accurately is denied. Philosophy is not
a system relating to "representation of reality." It would be rather edifying job. What
does this 'edifying job' mean?

I shall use "edification" to stand for this project of finding new, better, more interesting,

-

more fruitful ways of speaking. The attempt to edify (ourselves or others) may consist
in the hermeneutic activity of making connections between our own culture and some
exotic culture or historical period, or between our own discipline and another discipline

45

Rorty understands hermeneutics a little differently from other. He does not agree that there is the
possibility of expanding the knowledge the world as it is. "Coping" in his vi.;w means coping with others'
ideas, traditions, and cultures. He may not agree with us if"expanding the horizons" through "coping"
includes the meaning of expanding the knowledge of the reality as it is.
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which seems to pursue incommensurable aims in an incommensurable vocabulary.
(PMN: 360)

Rorty agrees with Gadamer in this sense. He says Gadamer is the thinker who tries
to get rid of the classical picture of "man-as-essentially-knower-of-essence." Gadamer
claims we do not need the distinction between facts and value any more, for there is no
such a fact independent from our "values." He insists we do not need to discover the
"fact of reality." What we found as the fact of reality is always something edifying
among others. "There is no 'normal' philosophical discourse which provides common
commensurating ground for those who see science and edification as, respectively,
'rational' and 'irrational,' and those who see the quest for objectivity as one possibility
among others to be taken account of in wirkungsgeschichtliche Buwusstsein. If there is
no such common ground, all we can do is to show how the other side looks from our
own point of view." (PMN: 364)
Rorty compares edifying philosophy to systematic philosophy. For him philosophy
should be hermeneutics which pursues us to stand at another point of view. In
epistemological point of view philosophers think human being as "en-soi" as described
by those statements which are objectively true in the judgment of other peer. But in
postmodern paradigm man is understood as "pour sol." Every person has his own
paradigm and knowledge understood as something formed through interactions with
other cultures. There is no more emphasis on 'being in touch with reality." (PMN: 365)
Rorty says philosophy should not build its own system but keep an open attitude to
other people rather than reality. We do not need to make any system to see the reality
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clearer, but to edify it. Rorty says there are two kinds of great philosophers. One is the
great systematic philosopher and the other is the great edifying philosopher.

"Great systematic philosophers are constructive and offer arguments. Great edifying
philosophers are reactive and offer satires, parodies, and aphorisms. They know their
work loses its point when the period they were reacting against is over. They are
intentionally peripheral. Great systematic philosophers, like great scientists, build for

eternity. Great edifying philosophers destroy for the sake of their own generation."
(PMN: 369)

The former sort of philosophers sees the problem of old theories and criticizes the
shortcomings of their predecessors. And they invent new vocabularies and create new
philosophical system to replace the old one. They are constructive and system
builders. 46 The latter group of philosophers sees the limitations of old paradigms and
tries to find another way. But it may not be another system to replace the old ones. For
the institutionalized philosophy through building system always causes distortion of
knowledge reflecting the world. They say building universal system of knowledge is not
their job as philosophers. They believe that every culture has its own paradigm and
tradition and there is no common ground among them. But the human desires and
people's efforts to adjust to the environment may have commonness and these are the
grounds to converse among different cultures. And edifying philosophers should be the
conversation-openers among cultures. (PMN: 388)

Most of the great thinkers in the past belo~g to this category. In recent days Husserl and Russell are the
leading thinkers in this group.

46
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They refuse to identify themselves as thinkers who find out the objective truth "out
there." For them philosophy should not offer "the accurate representation of how things
are." They think the notion of "representation of reality" is not the proper way to think
about what philosophers do. "We might just be saying something - participating in a
conversation rather than contributing to an inquiry. Perhaps saying things is not always
saying how things are. Perhaps saying that is in itself not a case of saying how things
are." (PMN: 371)
Lastly, Rorty defines philosophy without mirror as the "continuing conversation."
For Rorty philosophy as hermeneutics and edifying project aims at continuing
conversation rather than discovering the "reality." Rorty advises us to avoid the selfdeceiving thinking that we possess a "deep, hidden, metaphysical significant nature"
which makes us "irreducible" different from inkwell or atoms. (PMN: 373)
After rejecting the possibility of objective description of the world, what can we
trust to form a knowledge that helps us to adjust to the environment? Rorty says that
adding new redescription and using creativity with unlimited imagination is another
way of doing philosophy, and then keeping conversation among different cultures. "To
see keeping a conversation going as a sufficient aim of philosophy, to see wisdom as
consisting in the ability to sustain a conversation, is to see human beings as generators
of new descriptions rather than beings one hopes to be able to describe accurately."
(PMN: 3 78) Philosophy should not be epistemological, but rather be kind of cultural
anthropology. (PMN: 381)
Rorty says there is no commensuration, for he rejects the universal foundation.
Human life is under contingency, and incommensurability is inevitable. Then how can
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we dialogue in the world of "cultural otherness?" Is there a way to overcome the
incommensurability? The cultural anthropology can give the way to keep conversation
among different cultures. Rorty says the common human desires are the ground of
conversation. Man shares some commonness like avoiding pain. This commonness can
be bridge to converse across the cultural otherness. The practical human needs can
impulse human to keep the conversation rather than searching the knowledge of
transcendental reality.

But the dangers to abnormal discourse do not come from science or naturalistic
philosophy. They come from the scarcity of food and from the secret police. Given
leisure and libraries, the conversation which Plato began will not end in selfobjectivation - not because aspects of scientific inquiry, but simply because free and
leisured conversation generates abnormal discourse as the sparks fly upward. (PMN:
389)

In his conclusion of Philosophy and Mirror of Nature, Rorty suggests "new
concept of philosophy" (as hermeneutics, edifying philosophy and philosophy as
continuing conversation) does not mean to end the philosophical profession. He says,
"Whatever happens, however, there is no danger of 'end of philosophy.' Religion did
not come to an end in the Enlightenment, nor painting in Impressionism." So
philosophy as a profession will be continued. But the meaning of philosophy needs to
be redefined as "hermeneutics, edifying and continuing conversation." We need to
seriously consider whether we may continue the philosophical discourses as explaining
or describing of reality, or we will stop and rethink about the meaning of philosophy.
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Rorty suggests us to redefine the philosophy as hermeneutics and "anthropological
edification." "Representation of reality" is no more the universal foundation of
knowledge. We can talk the philosophical discussions "without mirror." There is no
reflection of the Nature as it is.
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CHAPTER IV
Critical Analysis on Rorty's Arguments
A. Eliminativism: Too Easy Way
Rorty is regarded as a postmodernist even though he himself does not want. 1 What
1s postmodern? It is mainly explained with its disbelief in theory, in truth, in the
possibility of critical rationality, and in rejecting of objective validity. Even though
Rorty himself likes to be rather called neo-pragmatist or post-Nietzschean, he is
regarded as 'postmodernist' because of the very great affinities that his work bears to
that of others who wear the label happily. The characteristics of 'postmodern' are the
anti-foundationalism,

anti-representationalism,

anti-realism,

anti-objectivism,

and

holism. And they are what Rorty mostly agrees to. Rorty's postmodern view is typically
expressed in his view of eliminativism. Rorty is one of the pioneers who talked about
eliminativism. Rorty even calls himself as an eliminativist. Eliminativism is the
conclusion of 'anti-representationalism.' In this session therefore we will critically
evaluate Rorty's position of eliminativism as a starting point of critical study on his
view about "representation of reality."
What is eliminativism in general?2 Eliminativism is a claim that "of a capacity of
theory X, X does not exist," or any position which _says "of things like beliefs, or

1

Rorty himself says, "I have sometimes used 'postmodern' myself, in the narrow sense defined by
Lyotard as 'distrust ofmetanarratives.' But I now wish that I had not. The term has been so over-used that
it is causing more trouble that it is worth. (EHO: 1)
2
Eliminative materialism (or eliminativism) is the radical claim that our ordinary common sense
understanding of the mind is deeply wrong and that some or all of the mental states posited by commonsense do not actually exist. Eliminative materialists go further than Descartes since they challenge of the
existence of various mental states that Descartes took for granted. The term eliminative materialism was
first introduced by James Cornman in 1968 while describing a version ofphysicalism endorsed by Rorty.
Its roots can be found in the writings of a number of mid-20th century philosophers, most notably Wilfred
Sellars, W.V.O. Quine, Paul Feyerabend, and Richard Rorty.
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feelings, or consciousness, that does not exist." If we believe this we have no need to
form a new vocabulary to describe anything that does not exist. All discourses on these
things seem deflationary for there are no such things.

Eliminativism developed out of the conviction within the philosophy of science and
language - from at least Quine's work onwards - that the reductionists' distinction
between the thing to be explained and the theory to explain it could not be sustained. In
Hanson's phrasing, all is theory-laden. The entities of which these theories speak their ontologies - do not have theory independent status. (Lockie 2003: 570)

Eliminativism is not limited to just one kind of academic discipline. Any areas that
allow the assumption "there is nothing exist," then we can categorize it as
'eliminativism. ' 3 But we will talk about 2 different views 4 on eliminativism in this
paper: The first scenario proposes that certain mental concepts will turn out to be empty,
3

Eliminativism was begun out of discussions of philosophy of mind but it is not limited in a certain area
of philosophy. Eliminativism would be of no interest as a position, a philosophy of science as such, were
it merely jargon for 'doesn't exist.' Reductive materialists are eliminativists about an immaterial soul,
hard determinists are eliminativists with regard to free will, and Hume was arguably an eliminativist
about our ordinary notion of the self. Yet the sort of eliminativism associated with eliminative
materialism.
4
Jennifer Hornsby explains these as the "vanishing kind of eliminative materialism" and the "banishing
kind of eliminative materialism." Both agree that the scientific progress pushes us to reconsider the
concept of mental states. But the former removes the language of the mental while the latter replaces the
concepts of mental states into scientific neurological terms. Rorty'~ position is the former: "In other to see
how and where 'the powers ofscience' enter the debate, it will be useful not to distinguish between two
kinds of eliminative materialism; they might be called the vanishing kind and the banishing kind
According to the first, science is to be put to work to uncover materialist truths. Once the powers of
science have been put to practical effect, and mental physical identities established, we shall see that the
mental was dispensable: it vanishes from the scene - or anyway it could vanish once the scientists have
done their work. The powers of science come into the second sort of eliminative materialism not only in
their practical, truth uncovering capacity, but also at a higher-order level, to show us what sort of thing
can be true. If its concepts are not such as to provide the sort of understanding that science provides, then
the mental must be banished from serious enquiry. ... Rorty may now be seen as combining the optimism
of the materialists who think that the mental can be made to vanish, with the ruthlessness of the
materialists who think that the mental ought to be banished." Cf. Jennifer Hornsby, "Descartes, Rorty,
and the Mind-Body Fiction," in Alan Malachowski (ed.) Reading Rorty: Critical Responses to
Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Oxford: Blackwell, 1990), p. 53.
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with mental state terms referring to nothing that actually exists. There is no mind
existing in the world but just what culturally formed. In his important article entitled,
"Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind", Sellars introduced the idea that our
conception of mentality may be derived not from direct access to the inner workings of
our own minds, but instead from a primitive theoretical framework that we inherit from
our culture. Feyerabend is another thinker who follows. He argued that common-sense
mental notions are essentially non-physical in character. Thus, for him, any form of
physicalism would entail that there are no mental processes or states as understood by
common-sense. The second scenario allows that mental states terms may actually
designate something real - it's just brain states. "There really are mental states, but they
are just brain states." We can claim that mental notions can be, in some way, reduced to
neurological states of the brain. The second category is regarded as "reductionism."
Rorty prefers to belong to the first category. He says the mind is a human invention. It is
formed socially. There is no mental entity in the world.
Rorty says his view on mind as eliminative materialism in his article titled "MindBody Identity, Privacy, and Categories." 5 In this article he insists the so-called

"disappearance theory": if we reach enough scientific progress we can say that we do
not need a theory of mind-body problem any more, for we can explain this issue through
the sufficiently sophiscated neruoscience. The scientific progress makes the mind-body
problem disappear. Rorty's view is different from reductionists' because scientific
progress, Rorty expects, helps us to prove "there is no mental states" rather than to
explain mental states with brain funtions and neurological system.

5

In Review of Metaphysics 19 (1965), pp. 24-54.
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Several scholars challenged Rorty's eliminative materialism. Lycan and Pappas are
the ones. 6 They say Rorty's view of 'eliminative materialism' is actually not much
different from 'reductive materialism.' According to them Rorty's version of
eliminativism is just to change mental talk into neurological talk, like the talk about
tables and chairs is replaced by talk about atoms and molecules. So Rorty' s transition
seems to make no significant change in dealing with mind-body problem. They say
what the Rorty 's brand of eliminative materialism achieves is trivial. 7 Later Rorty
seemed to accept this challenge and said, "So I do not think that 'eliminative
materialism' is a more plausible version of the thesis of mind-brain identity than
'reductive materialism."'(PMN: 118)

8

But Rorty does not give up the eliminativist view. On the contrary he applies his
eliminativism to other areas of discussions: 'end of philosophy', 'anti-realism', 'antitruth', and rejecting universality of morality, social ethics without human nature. He
wants to remove any kinds of transcendental entities and concepts. His eliminativism
continues in his debates in many different areas. We will argue that his eliminativist
approach is not successful as he intended.
One of the reasons why Rorty's arguments were not successful is its "backwards
intelligibility."

It is related to the problem of reference in Rorty's eliminativism.

When we eliminate the reality and the transcendental dimensions from human life it

6

Rorty confessed Lycan and Pappas' criticism was helpful in correcting his position in the issue of
'material eliminativism.' "Having adopted an eliminative materialist position some years ago. I'm very
grateful to the people whose criticisms of this article eventually led me to what I hope is a clearer
understanding of the issues. I am especially indebted to ... William Lycan, George Pappas ... " (PMN:
119 - footnote)
7
Teed Rockwell, "Eliminativism," from website
http://www.artsci.wustl.edu/-philos/MindDict/eliminativism.html pp.3-4.
8
Rorty says he loses the interest in the issue of mind-body problem. So he seems to abandon the
discussion of mind-body identity but rather to talk about language.
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also remove the ground of reference, as the ground of critical discussion. There is no
way how we can discern what is good from what is bad.
Rorty believes human knowledge is essentially linguistic and cultural, for language
is something formed through human activities. Rorty's eliminativism eliminates
everything except what is contingent. There is no truth and no reality without language.
Eliminativism seems to be an answer to the problem of dualism with its holistic view.
But at the same time it loses the reference as the ground of choosing better theories.
Life is full of moments of choices. To choose means that comparing should be possible.
And choosing requires an overarching position from which the comparison takes place.
But because of eliminating everything 'outside us' the eliminativists have to be
'schizophrenia' when they have to choose among different theories. Actually it is not
possible. It results in "backwards intelligibility." (Lockie 2003: 584)

Eliminativism generally denies that the Normativity (Quine: 'ideology') which urges
the abandonment of a position is something that is trans-theoretic. So, versions of
eliminativism hold that explanation, meaning, methodology (inductive and deductive),
reference, rationality and the like are themselves contained within theory frameworks
(or: paradigms-Kuhn; language-Wharf; the web of belief-Quine). (Lockie 2003: 582)

But the most serious problem of Rorty' s eliminativism is its contribution to
philosophical discourses seems not much significant. He chooses the easier way but is
seems not helpful. In this section we will critically evaluate Rorty's eliminativism in its
triviality here.
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Rorty's position of eliminativism misses more significant aspects of philosophical
discourses. Rorty divides 'the truth out there' from 'the world out there,' and his
discussion is mostly focused on the former. And truth is not 'out there.' The truth is
linguistic one and the language is human creation. If there are no sentences there is no
truth, for sentences are human creations. The world is 'out there' but description of the
world is in language which is humanly formed. And the truth also is included into
language. (CIS: 5) We can summarize this as below:

(I)

Truth is a property of sentences.

(2)

Sentences are created by human beings.

(3)

Theref~re,

truth is created by human beings.

In this argument there is a possibility of relativism. 9 But Rorty solve that problem
with making the discussion narrower: he intentionally talks about the truth as language
and puts aside 'the world as it is,' for it is not provable. To make the issue clearer
Timothy Cleveland revises Rorty's argument as follows:

9

(R 1)

'Is true' is rightly predicated only of sentences, or only sentences are true

(R2)

Sentences are created by human beings.

(R3)

Therefore, true sentences are created by human beings.

We can see the relativist problem by an argument on Dinosaur:
(DI) The sentence 'Dinosaurs existed long before human' is true.
(D2) The sentence was created by humans who spoke English.
(D3) Therefore, it is the creation of English speakers that dinosaurs existed long before human.
Human creates the sentences but it does not mean human being creates the fact that dinosaurs existed
long before human. What human creates is the sentences not the facts. So the argument above is false.
(Cleveland 1995: 220-21)
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Rorty may not be criticized as a relativist, for he just talks about the true sentences.
But Rorty's conclusion (R3) seems not significant, for what we need is the fact, not just
"true of' the sentences. He does not reject there is the world out there, but just refuses to
include it in his conclusion. Through elimination of 'the world as it is' in his arguments
he can keep his arguments consistent. But he also misses the significance of his
discussion. His argument can be compared as below:
(R3a) Human beings make sentences to be true; human beings bring it about that 'is
true' is rightly predicated of sentences.

This may provide a substantial sense in which truth is created but does net follow
from the premises (Rl) (R2). And (R3a) includes the mention of the world but it still
seems insignificant. We can see the insignificance of Rorty' s arguments as below:

Consider an analogy. King Kong is climbing the Empire State Building. From the fact
that human being created the Empire State Building, the trivial conclusion that the
building on which King Kong is climbing was created by human beings follows. But
the substantial claim that human beings make Empire State Building be climbed by
King Kong does not follow from the trivial claim that human beings created the
Empire State Building. Analogously, Rorty's argument is interpreted in such a way
that it is valid; it establishes only a trivial conclusion. (Cleveland 1995: 223)

In a sense Rorty's argument is valid but it is trivial as well. Rorty's argument against
"representation of reality" is backed up with the idea that the mind and the truth are
created. But the conclusion of his arguments seems trivial. If our philosophical
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discourses are not significant for our life they may be pointless. "All this wavering in
indicates a serious instability in Rorty's idea of truth being created. To summarize:
There is a reasonable, valid way of arguing that truth is created, but the conclusion of
this argument is trivial." (Cleveland 1995: 225)
Suppose that there is a person who has cancer. He has done everything to keep his
body healthy in the past, so he could not accept the fact that he has cancer. He refuses to
accept the reality. But we know his refusal cannot change the real situation. What is
really needed for him is the courage to face the real situation. Our life situation seems
similar. We are facing many dilemmas and paradoxes in this world. Many of them are
beyond our understanding and explanation. Some of them seem mysterious. There are
two kinds of responses toward this dilemma: eliminating what seems beyond human
understanding, or accepting the mysteries as part of human life. The former escapes
from what he could not understand but the latter decides to live with ironies. Rorty's
eliminativism seems to belong to the former. He seems to decide to accept what are
understandable only, and then his understanding human world is getting narrower.
Rorty insists if we eliminate concepts and beliefs that we cannot touch and feel
human thinking becomes more autonomous. If we can remove anything transcendental
from human life it can lead us more freedom. But when Rorty's eliminativist view is
applied to our real life situation it may make our discussions narrower rather than open
to new dimensions. we will discuss about this later. Here we just talk about the triviality
caused by Rorty's eliminativism.
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B. Limitations of Rorty's Anti-Representationalism
1. Mind as "lneliminable" Reality
"My mind is mine, but it work:: out of my reach. "

Rorty says that discussions of the past in philosophy of mind were held on the
ground of dualistic perspective so they just repeat the problems which traditional
philosophers struggled with. 10 Rorty suggests us to move out from the old paradigm of
mind. He suggests us to doubt the foundation: the assumption there is mind as an entity.
He insists that the mind is formed and changeable with historical contexts. There is no
permanent essence of mind. It is "eliminable."
In his book of Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature he uses an imagined story about
Antipodeans: there is another race of creature in another planet. They are quite similar
with human being except one thing; they do not invent the concept of mind. When they
express their feeling they do not use the language of mind. With high technological
progress they could label their neurological states. For example, when they have pain,
they describe it with "it makes neuronic brmdle G-14 quiver."

The Antipodeans are meant to show us (Terrans) that we should be materialists, because
the mental can be renounced without loss; and that we should be materialists without
identities, because, the mental having been thus renounced, we see that there should

10

"f agree with Rorty that many of those who have fought against Cartesian dualism have failed to
realize that the battle have always taken place on territory of the enemies' making." Cf. Jennifer Hornsby,
"Descartes, Rorty and the Mind-Body Fiction," in Alan Malachowski (ed.) Reading Rorty: Critical
Responses to Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Oxford: Blackwell, 1990), p. 41.
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never have been any need to assert that mental things are identical with physical things.
(Hornsby 1990: 42)

Hornsby raises two questions regarding Rorty's Antipodean story: Firstly, Rorty's
new doctrine seems uncomfortably close. Even though he refuses to identify himself as
materialist his Antipodean story shows us he is still on the ground of materialism.
"Rorty wants to distance himself from older style eliminative materialists who
acknowledge some more than historically given problem about the mental; and it may
appear that he has not succeeded in doing so, if at his destination he has no
disagreement with the Eliminative materialism." (Hornsby 1990: 42)
Secondly, Rorty's argument does not include what is the core issue in dealing with
mind: intentionality. Because of this his discussion on mind seems unduly narrow and
cannot touch the real issue of mind. Philosophers feel difficulties when they talk about
the intentionality because of its dubitability as the characteristic of mentality quite
generally. Rorty intentionally wants to focus on our mental states in the phenomenal

-

realm, for he thinks our misc0nceptions are mostly from that area. But it is not true.
When we talk about the mind as human invention, we need to discuss about the
intentionality as well, for intentionality could be counter-evidence that the mind is not
human invention. In Antipodean story we need to ask about their intentionality. As a
subject how do they perceive the phenomena? How does it happen when the subject
chooses his or her own expressions? Antipodean story is not meaningful to this. Rorty
needs to answer to this;
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If we are concerned about whether the Antipodeans can be assimilated to us, should all

of our questions really revolve around how things might feel for them - rather than
around what things are like for them (in a sense much broader than how they feel)? In
fact Rorty somewhat distracts our attention from intentionality as a feature of
Antipodean states. (Hornsby 1990: 43)

And there is another question in Rorty's Antipodean story. Rorty assures that "no
predictive or explanatory or descriptive power would be lost if we had spoken with
Antipodean way in all our lives." But it is doubtful. How can we know that Antipodeans
feel the same way as we do? How can we know the way bat feels otherwise we become
a bat? And if we cannot know how Antipodeans feel how can we know what they say is
the same thing with what we feel and say, for the pictures of the external world depend
on the subject's point of view which we cannot guess? (Hornsby 1990: 55)
Rorty' s limitation in dealing with the issue of intentionality of mind also relates to
his misunderstanding on Descartes' dualism: Rorty criticizes Descartes' dualism in a
wrong way. Rorty understands Descartes' dualism as the division of the mental and the
physical. And the mental just relate to the sensational phenomena. But Descartes'
dualism understands human with soul and body, nut the mental and the physical. Here
soul includes "intentionality" which possesses the mental, not is the mental.

... then the idea of possession of a mental life could not plausibly be equated with
possession ofproperties that we feel inclined to put on a list of mental properties. The

answer to our question then seems to be No: the neo-dualists' conceptual distinction
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does not connect straightforwardly with Descartes' distinction of substances. (Hornsby
1990: 46)

Rorty agrees that the mental phenomena cannot be reduced to some physical ones.
Intentionality is a non-referential property, so the trial to explain the mental state
through the neural system and brain functions, is essentially impossible project. But he
refuses to accept any intrinsicality of mental phenomena. Irreducibility of mental states
to the physical states does not mean that man has something intrinsic and mysterious.
Rorty does not give any clues regarding the origin of human intentionality. Rorty just
skips to talk. He seems to finish this debating in a hurry with the conclusion of "there is
no mind." He does not give the answer to the question of what he raises. He just

concludes that mind is an inve!ltion of human imagination.
Hornsby points that Rorty's argument on mind seems a little arbitrary. He may think
our problem of the mind is related to something perceptional rather than to something
intentional: "If Rorty's own version of materialism does not seem to be addressed to
Intentionality, and to limit its scope to the more sensational items, this may only be

because it is Rorty's view that the whole of our misconception of mind can be located in
the phenomenal realm." (Hornsby 1990: 43) Intentionality is one of the most difficult
aspects in discussion on mind. But Rorty arbitrarily skips this. He just stops talking
about this and hides himself behind the eliminativism.
As we discussed Rorty agrees that the mental states are not explainable, for it is
impossible to reduce as physical phenomena. There is no place for mind in the natural
world. So Rorty insists the mind should be removed. No more need to talk about the

Critical Analysis on Rorty's Arguments

110

intentionality. But Rorty skipped one important aspect of our discussion when he talks
about the "Antipodean Story." 11 Rorty's confidence that when the Antipodeans use
neurological language no predictive or explanatory or descriptive power would be lost is
groundless. It seems careless that Rorty assumes the Antipodeans have the same
intentionality that can express their thinking and feeling with their non-mental language.
There is no evidence that the Antipodeans' likeness to us let them experience as we may
feel like. Proving this is essentially impossible. (Hornsby 1990:55)
There is no way to assume that the Antipodeans have our 'point of view.' It is our
subjective intention and nobody, except ourselves, can stand our position. As Nagel
discusses in his article, "What is it like to be a Bat?" the subjective character of
experience of human consciousness is intractable. Through the neurological approach it
is impossible to explain this "first person point of view."
"If physicalism is to be defended, the phenomenological feature must themselves be

given a physical accouni.. But when we examine their subjective character it seems that
such a result is impossible. The reason is that every subjective phenomenon is
essentially connected with a single point of view, and it seems inevitable that an
objective, physical theory will abandon that point of view." (Nagel 1980: 160)
This subjective character of experience cannot be 6Xplained as physical processes.
Any explanation with physicalism on mental phenomena must be failed. Even though
we can see some correlation between the mental events and the physical events, there is

11

Antipodean is another human being who is living on a planet of another galaxy. In most respects, the
language, life, technology, and philosophy of this race were much like us. But there is one important
difference: Neurology and biochemistry had been the first disciplines in which technological breakthrough had been achieved, and a large part of conversation of these people concerned the state of their
nerves.
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no direct causal relation between them. 12
Subjective experience (or consciousness) of human mind is the most obvious
and at the same time most mysterious. We cannot prove there is consciousness but we
know it directly. 13 So the issue on mind is as perplexing one. There is good reason to
believe that the mental events are caused with neural system such as brain, but we still
do not know how it happens. Subjective character of consciousness is incorrigible
knowledge but its privacy is beyond scientific investigation. It is obvious but it seems
not fit into the natural world. So, as Chalmers points, some philosophers try to escape
from the issue. Rorty's eliminativism is the one. It is an easy way, but we also lose one
of the most important aspects in human life.
"The easiest way to develop a 'theory' of consciousness is to deny its existence, or to
redefine the phenomenon in need of explanation as something it is not. This usually
leads to an elegant theory, but the problem does not go away. . . . Some say that
consciousness is an 'illusion,' but I have little idea what this could even mean. It seems
to me that we are surer of the existence of conscious experience than we are of
anything else in the world." (Chalmers, 1996: xii)

Searle also argues that negation of the existence of mind is not possible, for the
mental experience is one of the most obvious experiences. "But in the philosophy of
mind, obvious facts about the mental, such as that we all really do have subjective
12

For example, if dust causes me to sneeze, my sneeze is not "about" the dust. If my dry mouth causes
me to ask for water, my asking water does not refer to my mouth, it refers to the water. Likewise we
cannot describe the intentionality with the physical phenomena of the mental. Another example, Norse
mythology claims that the stars are holes in the skull of a dead giant. And when the Vikings see the stars
they talk about the giant's story. Watching the stars lead them to think about a giant. But other people
who don't know the story there is no way to think the giant with watching the light from the stars. The
Vikings' speech and thought and the stars has correlation but they are totally different dimension.
13
Consciousness is a direct and first person experience by its definition, not like other experiences which
are indirect. Because of this characteristic study on consciousness is unique.

Critical Analysis on Rorty's Arguments

112

conscious mental states and that these are not eliminable in favor of anything else, are
routinely denied by many, perhaps most, of the advanced thinkers in the subject."
(Searle, 1992: 3) Searle suggests another option rather than removing the belief of mind:
a kind of paradigm shift. He says we usually, without doubts, accept a metaphysical
presupposition that "reality is objective." We naturally assume the third person view in
searching the reality. It is useful in many ways, but not always. Therefore we need to
allow another possibility in understanding the mind, the possibility of "subjective
reality."

"But ontologically, the claim that all of reality is objective is, neurobiologically
speaking, simply false. In general mental states have an irreducibly subjective ontology,
as we will have occasion to see in some detail later. If I am right in thinking that
consciousness and subjectivity are essential to the mind, then the conception of the
mental employed by the tradition is misconceived from the beginning, for it is
essentially an objective, third person conception. The tradition tries to study the mind
as if it consisted of neutral phenomena, independent of consciousness and
subjectivity." (Searle, 1992: 19)

If we accept the concept on "subjective reality" we do not need to stick to the '"third

person point of view," as the scientific methodology does. The subjective ontology of
mental states can afford the "first-person" point of view. And the irreducible subjectivity
is approachable. Searle calls this as "conceptual dualism." If we accept Searle's
suggestion we do not need to follow Rorty's eliminativist option. It may open new
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possibility in studying the issue of mind. The dilemma of "first-person point of view"
and the intrinsic Intentionality, obvious to our common sense experience, can be
understandable.
The intrinsic Intentionality is obvious property of thought. Jacquette suggests the

"intentionalist property dualism" to explain the mind. There are two properties in mind:
the mind's 'behavioral-material-functional' properties and 'behaviorally-materiallyfunctionally ineliminable and irreducible intrinsically intentional' properties. The mind
and mental states are the intending brain and nervous system. But without reference to
the intentionality of thought, there can be no adequate charack:rization of psychological
phenomena. Intentionality cannot adequately be explained from a third-person scientific
perspective. The mind is a behavioral-functional entity. But it is more than this; it also
includes "ineliminable and irreducible" intrinsic intentionality. The mind can be
adequately understood when it is considered only as such. (Jacquette, 1994: 5) Jacquette
insists that the intentionality of mind is an extra-scientific metaphysical property.
Jacquette suggests "scientific metaphysics of mincf' as a new paradigm in studying mind.

"The proper understanding of mind cannot be purely scientific, therefore, and we
cannot expect adequate explanations of the concept of mind from the hard
psychological sciences alone. A scientific metaphysics of mind must recognize thought
as an irreducibly intrinsically intentional neural event. The intrinsic intentionality of
thought is the proper subject of metaphysics, and its neuro-physiological properties are
the proper subject of the brain and information sciences." (Jacquette, 1994: 158)
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If we accept that the nature of the mental states includes a subjective entity, we may

have more positive attitude in dealing mind-body dilemma. Knowledge of the mental is
incorrigible. It is obvious and everybody can get the knowledge of it. And it is always
correct. This is a kind of surer knowledge. "A certain kind of mistake, possible in the
recognition of physical things, is not possible in the case of - certain - mental item."
(Warner, 1994: 343) But this cannot be reached with scientific behavioral method only.
It requires the extra-scientific metaphysics of mind. And when we accept both

'behavioral-material-functional'

properties

and

'ineliminable

and

irreducible

intrinsically intentional' properties as human mind, our understanding human could be
more balanced.
Antipodean society as a mindless society may misses the 'ineliminable and
irreducible intrinsically intentional' properties. Antipodeans can reduce the mental into
physical ones, and there is no room for intentionality which is ineliminable and
irreducible. Do Antipodeans feel like human? Is what Antipodeans express the same
with what human feels? The Antipodean society may be similar to the society in a
Huxley's novel titled brave new world. 14 The new world in Huxley's novel is perfectly
materialistic. Everything is explained with physical aspects. And it achieves high level
of technology. Life in that society is convenient and physically satisfactory. But John
14
Aldous Huxley's novel "Brave New World" is both one of the best science fiction books and one of the
most brilliant pieces of satire ever written. Brave New World takes place on a future Earth where human
beings are mass-produced and conditioned for lives in a rigid caste system. As the story progresses, we
learn some of the disturbing secrets that lie underneath the bright, shiny facade of this highly-ordered
world. Huxley opens the book by allowing the reader to eavesdrop on a tour of the Fertilizing Room of
the Central London Hatchery and Conditioning Centre, where the high-tech reproduction takes place. Into
this seemingly advanced civilization is introduced John, a "savage" from a reservation where old human
culture still survives. Thus, Brave New World is also a tale of"culture shock" and conflict. Cf, Aldous
Huxley, Brave New World (London: Longman, 1979).

Critical Analysis on Rorty's Arguments I 15

who is raised in primitive world and joins to this "Brave New World" later shouts, "This
society is not human society any more. There is no pain, no poet, and no music.
Humanness is absent in this society." According to John in that story the society that
eliminates human mind is not human any more. Is the society what Rorty dream about?
And is it sure that it is really the better society?
Intentionality is mystery and the source of human dignity. 15 It is incorrigible and
ineliminable. Human mind and its intentionality are one of the mysteries in our inquiry
on humanness. It is one of the oldest items of human research but still remains as the
hardest topic to reveal the real nature.

"Consciousness, however, is as perplexing as it ever was. It still seems utterly
mysterious that the causation of behavior should be accompanied by a subjective inner
life. We have good reason to believe that consciousness arises from physical systems
such as brains, but we have little idea how it arises, or why it exists at all. How could a
physical system such as a brain also be an experiencer? Why should there be
something it is like to be such a system? Present-day scientific theories hardly touch
the really difficult questions about consciousness."(Chalmers, 1996: xi)

15

Rorty refuses to find human dignity from the transcendental dimension of human mind, like
intentionality or rationality. He believes man is highly evolved animal, so there is no external source of
human dignity. But Jacquette disagrees with Rorty. He says the metaphysical character of intentionality is
the unique source of humanness. Human has dignity because of this property. "To speak of the dignity of
mind is to celebrate thought, though not specifically human thought. The mind begins with sentience, in
creatures we usually regard as lower than humans. But the intentionality of mind that marks its emergence
from non-psychological living machinery in the evolution oflife into intelligence, if ineliminable and
irreducible, distinguishes mind from all other things in the universe. The mind is dignified by its
instantiation of relations that arises from but cannot be fully explained in terms of its behavioral-materialfunctional properties." (Jacquette 1994: 132).
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We cannot eliminate mind from our philosophical discourses, for it is related to the
core issue of human life. Rorty seems to hurry to reach the conclusion on mind. And he
chooses the easier way: eliminativism. The intentionality that is one of the most
significant issues in dealing human being is neglected. Because of his hurrying
conclusion as we talked above, Rorty's utopia is seriously unbalanced.

2. Reality and Efficiency of Problem-Solving
In this session we want to discuss about the relationship Rorty's pragmatist purpose,
'to make life better' with the efficiency of scientific realism. Is Rorty's antirepre$entationalism helpful to achieve his pragmatic goal? Does removing the belief on
: ....

existence of reality 'out there' give us more opportunities to make lesser the problems
we are facing? He insists if we remove the myth of "representation of reality" from
human knowledge we can be more autonomous and creative. When man is free from
metaphysical bondage he can freely form solidarity. Rorty's such assertion stimulates to
debate on the efficiency of scientific realism.
Human being achieves the great achievement in lessening human suffering and
increasing happiness through modem science. Most of the philosophers may agree to
this. But where does this efficiency of science come from? Rorty refuses to agree that it
comes from scientific realism. Without the belief on reality "out there," Rorty insists,
we can still achieve the efficiency. Is Rorty's assertion acceptable? His argument seems
not persuadable. Without the scientific realism his pragmatic vision cannot be
accomplishable.
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2.1. Scientific Realism and "Problem-Solving"
Rorty accepts that there is reality 'out there' which we can know through our
common sense. But he does not trust common sense in philosophical discourses. He
rejects this kind of knowledge as meaningless for there is no way to prove it. He
believes the realistic attitude that accepts reality as the foundation of knowledge is the
main problem of human knowledge - so he rejects the concept truth as 'correspondence
to reality.' He proposes us to begin our philosophical discourses without reality. He asks
us to stop talking about "representation of reality." He says if we eliminate the belief on
reality from our philosophical discourses, it will make man more creative and our
inquiry would be more effective. Rorty says, "we pragmatists cannot make sense of this
idea that we should pursue truth for its own sake. We,cannot regard truth as a goal of
inquiry. The purpose of inquiry is to achieve agreement among human beings about
what to do, to bring about consensus on the ends to be achieved and the means to be
used to achieve those ends." (PSH: xxv) He says the purpose of our inquiry is to make
life better rather than 'describing accurate picture of the world.'

The relativity of descriptions to purpose is the pragmatist's principal argument for his
antirepresentational view of knowledge - the view that inquiry aims at utility for us
rather than an accurate account of how things are

in themselves. Because every belief

we have must be formulated in some language or other, and because languages are not
attempts to copy what is out there, but rather tools for dealing with what is out there,
there is no way to divide off 'the contribution to our knowledge made by the object'
from the contribution to our knowledge made by our subjectivity." (PSH: xx.vi)
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But his contrast realistic view against effectiveness of human inquiry seems not
appropriate. It would be opposite. Realistic view promotes the efficiency of human
discourses in improving the life. Many thinkers criticize Rorty in this aspect.
Eliminating the belief of reality and the truth as 'correspondence to reality' may result
in loss the efficiency of problem solving of (scientific) realism. Rorty's argument
against "representation of reality" may lose the efficiency of scientific realism. And
then he may also face problem3 in promoting his pragmatist purpose.
Susan Haack is suspicious whether Rorty really stays in the tradition of pragmatism.
Haack says Rorty's pragmatism is not true pragmatism. She calls Rorty's view of
pragmatism as "vulgar Rortyism." 16 Richard Bernstein, one of his close friends, says
Rorty is not a faithful follower of pragmatism. He is rather called, as a "kidnapper of
pragmatism" for there are big differences between him and other classical pragmatists. 17
Haack points Rorty's problem as pragmatism: he does not follow the founders' view on
truth and reality. The three founders, Peirce, James, and Dewey contain the concept of
truth as correspondence to reality, but Rorty rejects it even he keeps the name of
pragmatism. He doubts that scientific realism and 'making the society better' have to go
together.

Peirce, not James, originated the pragmatist theory of truth; Peirce's theory of meaning
does not equate significance with practical usefulness, and neither does James's theory
of truth straightforwardly equate truth with practical usefulness; Dewey provided in his
16

Susan Haack, "Vulgar Rortyism," in The New Criterion. Vol. 16, No. 3 (Nov. 1997). Available at
http://www.newcriterion.com/archive/ l 6/nov97 /menand.htm
17
Richard J. Bernstein, "American Pragmatism: The Conflict of Narratives," in Herman J. Saatkamp, Jr.
(ed.) Rorty & Pragmatism: The Philosopher Responds to His Critics (Nashville: Vanderbilt University
Press, 1995), p. 62.
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[ 1929] a particular acute diagnosis of the classical quest for certainty; and the
pragmatist theory of truth contains substantial coherence and correspondence elements.
(Haack 1999: 142)

Many contemporary thinkers also point out the problems of Rorty's anti-realism. In
a discussion with Rorty Dennett says Rorty's position on 'mind and reality' seems too
radical. Rorty rejects the intrinsicality of the mind. There is no transcendental
foundation of human knowledge, and the mind cannot be the ground of universalitygiving agent any more. Mind has no intrinsicality and it works without the
'correspondence to reality.' Dennett agrees to the first part, but the latter part does not.
He insists that we need reality, and the mind should work with correspondence to reality.
He explains this with the gold in Fort Knox 18 •

Consider the gold in Fort Knox. One of the interesting facts about it is that its role in
the world economy does not depend on its actually being there, but just on people's
believing that it is there. For instance, much of Belgium's vast gold reserves have been
stored at Fort Knox since the beginning of World War II, and it will stay there
indefinitely, in all likelihood. If it could somehow be secretly moved to another
location, without any leaks to the Belgians or other interested parties, the carefully
created intentional object, the Belgian gold reserves in Fort Knox, would still be intact
to do its stabilizing work, while the real object might be scattered. (Dennett 1993: 233)

18

It is a bullion depository in Kentucky in the United States. During World War II the depository also
held the reserves of a number of European countries as well as the British crown jewels, the Magna Carta
and key documents from American history. Gold holdings peaked in the war at 649.6 million ounces
(20,205 t). The depository also holds monetary gold.
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Belief on the reality 'out there' gives the ground for progressive scientific
discussions as Fort Knox for world economy. Science could achieve tremendous
progress because it has firm ground, the reality. But Rorty disagrees to this. how could
Rorty insist the effectiveness of science that is not from realistic belief but rather from
the "groundless talks"?
Rorty says it is possible. He got so much influence from Kuhn's idea on scientific
knowledge and scientific progress. 19 Rorty says, when he was struggling with the
problem of 'analytic philosophy' Kuhn's idea on paradigm and the nature of scientific
theory was so helpful. 20

"Kuhn's notion of the history of science as a history of what he called 'disciplinary
matrices' was a great help to me in formulating this view of analytic philosophy. So
was his notion of paradigm. After reading Structure I began to think of analytic
philosophy as one way of doing philosophy among others, rather than as the discovery
of how to set philosophy on the secure path of a science. This led to a certain edginess
in my relations with my colleagues, most of whom thought that Kuhn had shown, at
most, that Carnap's 'logic of confirmation' needed a few minor qualifications." (PSH

178)

For Kuhn scientific revolution could happen when there are many anomalies and old
paradigm cannot explain them. And then new paradigm succeeds to explain the
19

There are many similarities between two: they both reject the objectivity of scientific theories. And
they accept the consensus as the foundation of scientific practices.
20
Rorty says Kuhn is one of his heroes. With reading Kuhn Rorty can overcome the limitation of
'analytic philosophy'. Rorty was tri:i.ining under 'analytic' philosophical tradition. In early stage of his
intellectual activities he tried to build up more 'scientific' and 'rigorous' theory. But when he reached the
age of 30, Rorty began to doubt whether the creative analytic philosophy used the 'analytic methods'.
And Kuhn's book on "scientific revolution" helped him to figure the problem out.
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anomalies with new terms or old terms with new meanings. Paradigm shift begins. And
there is a revolutionary shift in viewing the world. Kuhn's word on Paradigm shift:
"when paradigms change, the world itself changes with them." (Kuhn 1970a: 111) Kuhn
insists the incommesurability between the rival paradigms, for they are working in
different worlds. Kuhn questions traditional realism. Rejecting the view that science
was zeroing in nature's real joints or that successive theories provided successively
closer approximations to reality, by the same token Kuhn had to dismiss the
correspondence theory of truth. Rorty borrows Kuhn's idea and rejects scientific realism.
There ·is no common ground for discussion except scientists' consensus. There is no
truth as "correspondence to reality." Rorty doubts objectivity of scientific language. He
believes the efficiency of scientific theory is not from scientific realism.
But Kuhn seems not to give up the notion of reality, for his incommensurability
includes a problem of reference: if there is no common ground, how can we compare
the competitive paradigms? There may be no winning between disagreeing paradigms.
Kuhn says problem-solving capability is the criterion to choose the winning paradigm.
But he still needs the reference: how can he know paradigm A has more problemsolving capability than paradigm B?
Kuhn seems still to believe the function of rationality. But it is not the same with the
traditional rationality: the belief there are isomorphic similarity between human mind
working and the structure of nature. The rationality is based on the consensus of
scientific community rather than the existence of reality. 21 His new concept of

21

If Kuhn insists the incommensurability how can be the discussions between disagreeing paradigms
happened? Traditional way: they assume there is reality 'out there' as the transcendental foundation of
debates. They also assume there is the isomorphic consistency between the reality and human mind, so if
we use human reason it helps us to find the picture of the world. The rationality in human mind and the
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rationality cannot work without the reference, the world "out there." Many critics
criticize Kuhn's incommensurability in this sense. Kuhn's view seems like the
"descriptive theory of reference." 22 The descriptive theory of reference was faced with
the problem that a change of theory might entail new descriptions that are not true of the
same things as previous descriptions. Since description determines reference such
changes of description would entail change of reference and the possibility for the
theories to conflict would vanish. (Andersen, 2001: 57)
Because of the problem mentioned above Kuhn seems to choose unclear position
regarding the realism. "Rejecting the existence of a fixed realm of theory-independent
entities, suggesting instead that the world and the entities it consists of are determined
both by experience and by language, Kuhn was grapJ?ling for a position which was
neither purely realist, nor sheerly constructivist, but something in-between."23
Lakatos also criticizes Kuhn's incommensurability, for it cannot give the ground for
the critical discussions among different paradigms. Different paradigms have different
language games. No conversation can happen. But it is not true. Scientific theories that

existence of reality "out there" is the grounds of our discourses. But this view is seriously challenged. We
never stand outside of the world. We never stand to confront the world, but we are 'always' the part of the
world. And Rorty wants to go further that there is no way to prove tl].at the isomorphic consistence
between human mind and the world. Rorty even insists there is no mind at all for it is humanly imagined.
22
The reference of a term is determined by its associated descriptive contents.
23
Even though he rejects the rationality as the correspondence to reality, it is not clear that Kuhn rejects
the reality as the ground of scientific practices. Kuhn says in an article "An answer to the charge of
relativism must be more complex than those which precede, for the charge arises from more than
misunderstanding. In one sense of the term I may be a relativist; in a more essential one I am not. ... It
must already be clear that my view of scientific development is fundamentally evolutionary. Imagine,
therefore, an evolutionary tree representing the development of the scientific specialties from their
common origin in, say, primitive natural philosophy. ... For me, therefore, scientific development is, like
biological evolution, unidirectional and irreversible. One scientific theory is not as good as another for
doing what scientists normally do. On that sense I am not a relativist." Thomas Kuhn, "Reflections on My
Critics," in Irnre Lakatos & Alan Musgrave (eds.), Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1970), p. 264.
·
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belong to different paradigms still can debate. 24 Lakatos explains why there still can be
conversation among different paradigms. He says there is no total revolution in "hardcore" level. There was no such total scientific revolution to cut the whole
communications. During paradigm shifts the scientific discussions never stop.
Putnam says as the scientific discourses go on we always have the referential
stability behind. Putnam calls this as "causal theory of reference." Putnam assumes
there is a fixed realm of 'theory-independent entities.' And the aim of science is to
improve the accord between our concepts and these entities. But at the same time
Putnam agrees we never have the exact picture of the entities, but have just
approximately correct characterization. (Andersen, 2001: 58)
Putnam explains his position as "realism with a human Face." Reality, in other
words, necessarily has human face, for the reality we are facing is 'always and already'
mixed with human lives and activities. There is no God's eye view on reality. But
Putnam differentiates himself from Rorty by saying that he, unlike Rorty, believes that
there is still a reality as reference that exists independently of our beliefs about it.
Otherwise we cannot explain the effectiveness of natural science in solving the
problems.
Lakatos insists, even new paradigm (Lakatos prefers to use the term "Research
Programme") can work with better explanation power on the anomalies, the old
paradigm still can continue. New paradigm does not replace old paradigm, it is rather an
expansion of the old paradigrn. 25 Lakatos says there is no 'instant rationality.' 26 The

24

Even if two theories are mutually untranslatable, as long as their terms share reference it is possible for
statements from the two theories to conflict, hence, then the theories to be rivals and comparable.
25
He mentions the case of beta-decay and the law of energy conservation. The case of beta decay is
regarded as the anomaly that cannot be explained by the law of energy conservation. Most of the
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idea of 'instance rationality' can be seen to be utopian. For there is no perfect wining
theory.

"In fact, when one research programme suffers defeat and is superseded by another one,
we may - with long hindsight - call an experiment crucial if it turns out to have
provided a spectacular corroborating instance for the victorious programme and a
failure for the defeated one .... But scientists, of course, do not always judge heuristic
situations correctly. A rash scientist may claim .that his experiment defeated a
programme, and parts of the scientific community may even, rashly, accept his claim.
But if a scientist in the 'defeated' camp puts forward a few years later a scientific
explanation of the allegedly 'crucial experiment' within (or consistent with) the
allegedly defeated programme, the honorific title may be withdrawn and the 'crucial

experiment' may turn from a defeat into a new victory for the programme." (Lakatos &
Musgrave, 1970: 173)

Lakatos' Research Programmes seems like to insist that scientific rationality has to
go with "undecidability." As Popper says the strength of scientific rationality is the
openness to the refutability. There is no perfect scientific theory, so each theory need to
be ready to be falsified. All good theories, according to Popper, should be falsifiable. In

physicists either had to accept a breakdown of the law of energy conservation, or they had to suppose the
existence of a new and unseen particle. The history of science shows that scientists decide to choose the
latter. Instead removing the old paradigm they expanded the old paradigm and tried to explain the new
discovery. Lakatos insists that the history of science confirm his research programme rather than
revolution. (Lakatos & Musgrave 1970: 172-73)
26
'The instant rationality' means rationality can decide instantly whether the scientific theories are being
victorious or being failed through the shown evidences. But Lakatos insists there is no such rationality.
For every human idea includes errors there is no perfect winning theories. A scientific theory seems to be
defeated in one day, but later it could win with another trial. lmre Lakatos, "Methodology of Scientific
Research Programmes." (Lakatos & Musgrave 1970:174)
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another word there is no permanent powerful theory. There is no finality in scientific
theory.
So, Lakatos says, in science there is no dogmatism. It is possible because scientific
realism assumes there is reality "out there" as the reference of criticism. Whenever new
evidence is submitted and scientists criticize it with evidences from reality, and if they
find it has more explanatory power they immediately accept it. This is the source of
effectiveness of scientific theory. Science is an on-going battleground among research
programmes. In this battleground there is no permanent winner. The theories that seem
to have weaknesses still can stay in the battleground. Scientists cannot remove those
theories through agreement. Every scientific theory can survive in that field as long as
they have the willingness to follow the scientific rationality. Every scientific theory
includes errors can be refuted. Even after refuted it still has the chance to revive, if it
can prove its better explanatory power. Falsified theory does not mean it should be
removed from scientific field. In that sense Lakatos' view on science is pluralistic: in
science there are many research programmes and each programme has the opportunities
to compete with other programmes. As long as they follow the scientific rules, the
scientific rationality; they freely can join the battlefield.
Lakatos believes this pluralistic and anti-dogmatic view of science is the source of
the continuous growth of science. This is what Lakatos calls 'beauty of science.'
Through refutations scientists remove the errors and find more possibility to explain the
world correctly. Lakatos criticizes Kuhn's 'normal science' as dogmatism. And there is
no such a thing in the field of science. There are agreements among scientists as
controlling scientific practices but it never reaches dogmatism. The effectiveness of
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science, according to Lakatos, is from its realistic orientation. If we remove the reality
as reference from scientific discussions we will lose the efficiency of problem solving in
scientific theories.

2. 2.

Solidarity: Problem-Solver or Reason-Giver?

Another rejection to Rorty's idea on "anti-representationism" relates to his insisting
on solidarity of science. Rorty follows Kuhn's way - rejecting representation of reality
as the ground of knowledge, and insisting the consensus of scientists as new ground of
knowledge. 27 Rorty says the knowledge is not discovery of the fact but forming it
through the consensus. But Rorty's (like Kuhn) this opinion is criticized, for most of
scientific knowledge is, in fact, formed not by scientists' agreement but by the evidence
or arguments that found in explaining anomalies in the world.
Gary Gutting points that Kuhn's problem is the confusion between the consensus as

origin of knowledge and consensus as reason-giving of knowledge. Understanding the
consensus (among scientists) as successful reason-giving can be acceptable. But the
consensus among scientists cannot be the origin of theory. It happens always from some
evidence and arguments. 28 And the effectiveness of scientific theory comes from the
correspondence of the theory to the reality rather than the consensus. "Because of his
confusion about consensus, Rorty often wrongly portrays it as a causal, readily alterable
agreement, as when he says that everything we know is known only under 'optional
27

Rorty regards Kuhn as the person who explains scientific knowledge as a social practice. Kuhn's this
view helps Rorty in 2 ways: Kuhn's rejection any necessarily shared epistemological ground, and his
suggestion the consensus among scientists as the source of scientific knowledge. In Kuhn's view there is
no room for the privileged representations.
28
Justification by consensus occurs only in special cases. When astrophysicists accept the existence of
black holes, their justification is a complicated body of evidence and arguments based on it, not the fact
that they agree that black holes exist.

Critical Analysis on Rorty's Arguments 127

descriptions' or that 'man is always free to choose new descriptions'." (Gutting,
1999:23)
Rorty wants to replace the knowledge of representation of reality with the
knowledge as consensus of people. But his view makes him to lose the effectiveness of
scientific realism. For the successfulness of physical science is traditionally believed
that it comes from the scientific realism and representationalism of reality. The
scientific rationality and scientific realism are believed as the sources that make science
progressive. If Rorty gives up the scientific realism and the efficiency of its problem
solving, we can ask a question whether his pragmatic view is really pragmatic: is it good
for human life?
Rorty may disagree that the successfulness of science is from its realism. But it
comes from the prediction ability derived from consensus among scientists.

But, in any case, this way of firming up the notion of scientificity is of no use when it
comes to philosophy. Philosophers have never predicted anything successfully, and do
not try to do so .... The obvious alternative is: ability to get agreement among informed
inquirers. The main reason admirers of physics distrust literary critics is that no
consensus ever seems to form about the right interpretation of a text: there is little
convergence of opinion. (PSH: 179)

But Rorty's explanation seems to have little persuasive power. Many philosophers
still believe the strength of science comes from its "primacy of evidence" derived from
the world rather than from the agreement of scientists. We cannot expect the efficiency
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of scientific theories if we remove the reality and evidences from world. Because of the
scientific realism problem-solving capacity of science can continue.
Lauden questions, "Why is science successful?" He is one of the philosophers who
discuss about where the effectiveness of scientific knowledge comes from. Lauden
shares similarity with Rorty in a sense that progress of knowledge dose not relate to
'approximate to reality.' They even agree with the evolution of knowledge as the
growth of effectiveness in problem-solving. Lauden and Rorty both accept the concept
of progress which is not cumulative. It is implausible that scientific progress means an
evolution towards greater truth-likeness as the aim of science. For there is no way to
gauge the progress according to truth-likeness. Science rather is a rational activity for
getting more effectiveness in problem solving. "The aim of science is to secure theories
with a high problem-solving effectiveness. 29
From this perspective, science progresses just in case successive theories solve more
problems than their predecessors." (Lauden 1981: 145) Like Lakatos Lauden does not
agree that scientific progress means to replace the old paradigm with the new one that
has more effective in solving-problems. "Finally, the model rationalizes the ongoing coexistence of rival theories; showing why theoretical pluralism contributes to scientific
progress." (Lauden 1981: 154)
Lauden still holds the concept of reality as the ground of competing theories. If we
remove the reality as the ground of comparing the theories, there is no reference why we
choose 'this' rather than 'that.' In choosing better theories "representation of reality" is
29

Lauden says that problem-solving effectiveness has two different aspects: one is a 'retrospective'
element that relates to the problems we are facing already, but the other is 'perspective' one which relates
to the 'potential empirical problem'. Lauden says the latter is more important in making the scientific
progress.
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necessary. Rorty's eliminativism has no answer to the issue of reference. So Rorty is
challenged to answer to how we can decide to choose without the ground "outside" us.

They say that one abandons a predecessor theory when it doesn't account for the data,
the things in nature, the phenomena, as well as the successor does. . . . But for the
eliminativist, how can a dissatisfaction with our ignorance of, say, consciousness, or
rationality, or propositional attitudes, warrant moving to a theory wherein avowedly
there will be no account of that phenomenon at all? ... how can the inadequacy of a
poor account by A of x, require a change to B whereby there is not even a poor account
of x- there is no account? (Lockie 2003: 582)

Lauden suggests several aspects why science is successful; 1) its predictive control
the situations seem disordered, 2) its manipulative control to convene the events, 3) the

precision of the parameters in explaining the natural phenomena, 4) the ability of
integrating and simplifying the various components of our picture of the world. (Lauden
1997: 143) Even though he rejects the knowledge as 'approximate to reality' he still
holds the 'representation of reality' as the reference to ensure the progress of scientific
knowledge.
Lauden disagrees with Rorty, for he believes thaLRorty's view cannot explain the
success of science. Lauden understands Rorty's position seeing the scientific knowledge
as social activities and human consensus.

"But, of course, such explanatory maneuvers are not open to the relativist, for he
denies that any methods can objectively be said to be better than any others. Precisely
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because he makes that denial, he is in no position to cite the superior methods of
science as the explanation of the greater predictive success of science compared to
other forms of knowledge. Since the relativist cannot explain the predictive superiority
of science by invoking the greater rigor or robustness of its methods, what is he to
say?" (Lauden 1997: 149)

Science is successful not because of its 'approximate to reality as it is,' but because
of the methods: scientific theories result from the winning process and are tested
continuously with comparison to the physical world. Science takes precedence over the
evidences than any other factors. Science pursues the universal applicability in solving
the problems, rather than local usefulness based on human agreements. There is always
the possibility of errors and prejudices in scientific theories, but it cannot nullify the
effectiveness of scientific theories. Removing errors through relating the physical world
is the strength of scientific methods, and this makes science progressive. And it makes
science more effective in problem solving. Success of science is not resulted from its
trial to search the truth but the procedure of searching more effective ways of problem
solving. But scientific realism is still needed, for otherwise there is no ground of
criticism of removing errors. "Representation of reality" rather than solidarity, is
reference for the efficiency of scientific realism.
Haack agrees that pragmatism focuses on 'what is good to believe.' But it must go
always with ordinary people's ordinary experience. And man's common sense is always
realistic. Pragmatism therefore begins with realism. "Though very fallibly and
imperfectly, we human are able to know something of how the world is. This is possible
only because we have sense organs able to detect information about particular things
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around us, and the intellectual capacity to make generalizations about them, and because
the things around us are of kinds and subject to laws." (Haack 2003: 13) Haack says
science is successful because it respects the ordinary evidences. The primacy on
ordinary evidences is the source of problem-solving power of science. As Einstein once
says the efficiency of science is in every day's experience consistent to the scientific
realism.

The methods of the science are nothing more than a refinement of our everyday
thinking. (Haack 2003: 23)

3. Morality as Universal Destiny

Rorty's view on ethics: morality is luck that depends on the human desires.
Solidarity should be the only ground of our discourses on ethics. Morality is related to
"prudence," or "expediency" in adjusting to the environment. Rorty's view on ethics is
pragmatic. Rorty says it may be the logical conclusion of his anti-representationalism
(or anti-dualism). He rejects the reality as a presence that presses us to go certain
directions. He refuses the transcendental aspect of morality.
Rorty says the nature of ethics is 'luck' rather than 'destiny'. His view is based on
post-modern anti-foundationalism. He refuses any foundation 'out there.' He only
accepts human desires and solidarity as the ground of ethics.

It is not found but formed

through human activities. So he says it begins with self-interest like love for family,
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rather than following universal "given" principles. 30 Rorty as pragmatist distrusts
metaphysical morality, he would rather begin with sensitivity and human satisfaction:

The idea of a 'God's eye view' to which science continually approximate is of a piece
with the idea of 'the moral law' to which social custom, in periods of moral progress,
continually approximates. The ideas of 'discovering the intrinsic nature of physical
reality' and of 'clarifying our unconditional moral obligations' are equally distasteful
to pragmatists . . . It is not a matter of penetrating appearance until one comes upon
reality. Moral progress is a matter of wider and wider sympathy. (PSH: 82)

Rorty says moral progress is a matter of wider and wider sympathy. People can get
better morality through identifying their own experience with that of others. He insists
that we do not need to accept something universal 'out there.' But Rorty's this view
cannot cover the whole human experience. Human life is still covered with the
mysterious aspects. Morality in a society does not come from human desire or solidarity
for better life only, but also from the mystical, ontological aspects that are always and
already with us.
Kohlberg's idea on the human development of moral judgment is one of the cases
which show there are some transcendental dimensions.in moral development. He says
man's moral judgment is developed into 6 stages in 3 levels. 31 Morality in the last (6th)
30

Moral development in the individual, and moral progress in the human species as a whole is a matter
of re-making human selves so as to enlarge the variety of the relationships that constitute those selves ....
It comes fairly naturally to share what one has with an old friend, or a near neighbour, or a close business
associate, who has been left destitute by a sudden disaster. It comes less naturally to share with a causal
acquaintance, or a complete stranger, who is in the same unfortunate situation. (PSH: 79)
31
The first level as Pre-conventional Level includes 2 stages: the stage of punishment and obedience led
by egocentric point of view, and the stage of individual instrumental purpose and exchange led by a
concrete individualistic perspective. The second level as Conventional Level with 2 stages: the stage of
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stage is defined by the decision of conscience in accord with self-chosen ethical
principles that appeal to logical comprehensiveness, universality, and consistency.
Kohlberg says that every normal human being, in his moral development, follows this
because this is an innate tendency. According to him morality of human being is
developed toward the Universal ethical principles which work beyond ego-centric
interests. While Rorty insists that our moral judgment is under the ego-centric interest
Kohlberg says it is universal. It, therefore, gives us the possibility of mystical and
metaphysical dimension of human moral judgment.
Rorty's conclusion is that there is no transcendental ground of morality. Ifwe need
any ground it should be human-centered: human desires and solidarity. But Rorty's
human centered morality misses one more important factor of human morality: spiritual
dimension. Man's moral decision unconsciously relates to the invisible dimension.
Kohlberg says man's highest stage of moral development is related to spiritual
dimension.

Do human beings have only the physical and mental dimensions? No, there is still
another dimension, namely, the spiritual dimension. This dimension of man cannot be
reached by natural and human sciences. It is beyond both nomologicalism 32 and
historicism. In other words, it is beyond rationality at the intellectual/cognitive level. It

mutual interpersonal expectations, relationships, and conformity controlled by the perspective of the
individual in relationship to other individuals and the stage of social system and conscience maintenance
led by interpersonal agreement or motives. And the last level as the Post-conventional and Principled
Level with 2 stages: the stage of prior rights and social contract or utility and the last stage of the
Universal ethical principles guided by universal ethical principle that all humanity should
follow.(Crainl985: 118-36)
32
Our understanding of others is atemporal. It claims all other people are essentially the same. It is the
view that adequate explanations must be based on the universal laws.
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can be reached only through religion and art, namely, through Truth and Beauty.
(Sriwarakuel 2004: 132)

To know the morality is not something intellectual, but spiritual and practical. Brian
Fay explains three different kinds of knowing: "being able to identify," "being able to
describe and explain," "having the same experience as." (Fay 1996: 12-13). For Rorty,
the first and second view of 'knowing' is rejected for it assumes there is the separated
entity as the object of knowledge. He may agree to the third. But his understanding is
limited into the intellectual dimension. But it cannot come up to 'knowledge' as "having
the same experience as' because "knowledge" in the third sense can be arrived at only
through practice. And the praxis includes compassion or agape. The spiritual dimension
needs to be included.
Another Rorty's problem in his argument is a self-refuting relativism. Rorty rejects
any transcendental ground of principles of morality. There is no universal morality
independent from human cultures. If we accept Rorty's this position we may have no
grounds to evaluate ethical positions critically. In terms of Rorty's own views of truth
and justification, there is no reason to claim that his own (pragmatist) ethical position is
true and justified. There is no guideline to compare dif(erent ethical paradigms.
Rorty needs to suggest the answer to the question: Why do people follow an ethical
guideline rather than the other? As Taylor insists if we want to say about morality we
need something objective basis. It is necessary. "Here the claim is not that morality
remains questionable until a foundation is provided but rather that accepting morality
requires also accepting its objectivity." (Gutting, 1999: 54)
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This is related to another problem in Rorty's view on morality, its non-seriousness.
His ethical attitude seems not serious. (Gutting, 1999: 50) Rorty's ethical naturalism
eliminates the duty-desire distinction, making the morality itself as a matter of our own
desires. If morality is just what we desire, (rather than something transcendental and
universal) why do we need to talk about the issue of morality seriously? We may lose
the seriousness in discussing our moral dilemmas. People just behave according to what
they desire.

The moral status of a desire derives precisely from the fact that we do take it seriously.
To say that moral norms are rooted in nothing more than our desires, is not to say that
all desires are on a par and have the same moral status. The desires that ground
morality, like the ultimate norms of epistemic justification, derive from the biological
and cultural forces that have constituted us as epistemic and moral agents. Nor should
we take talk of "desires" to imply commitment to a morality of self-centered pleasure
rather than duty to others. (Gutting, 1999: 51)

As he rejects epistemology as the compulsion of an external reality Rorty naturally
rejects any external compulsion of external universal laws. The reason-giving procedure
comes not from confrontation with an outside reality but from the desires inside human.
Morality, for Rorty, is not universal but local. It is under contingency. Each culture has
its own morality, and it cannot be replaced by something transcendental. Each moral
principle is independent because of its 'incommensurability.' If one society has totally
different moral guidelines from us, and then there is serious violation of human right,
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we as outsiders cannot say anything. We can see Rorty's such limitation in his mention
on torturer in totalitarian regimes:

This means when the secret police come, when the torturers violate the innocent, there
is nothing to be said to them of the form "There is something within you which you are
betraying. Though you embody the practices of a totalitarian society which will endure
forever, there is something beyond those practices which contemns you." This thought
is hard to live with .... the sense that there is nothing deep down inside us except what
we have put there ourselves, no criterion that we have not created in the course of
creating a practice, no standard of rationality that is not an appeal to such a criterion,
no rigorous argumentation that is not obedience to our own conventions. A postphilosophical culture, then, would be one in which men and women felt themselves
alone, merely finite, with no links to something Beyond. (CP: xlii-xliii)

According to Rorty's view there is no way to criticize other societies or cultures
which violate human rights. He does not believe there is such a concept of human right.
His view on social phenomena seems to lack seriousness toward injustice. If their
fundamental moral formation has been sufficiently different from ours, there will be
nothing we can do for them. There is no truth in morality and no universal moral
goodness. When we face the injustice or inhumanness there is nothing we can argue
except showing our sympathy as moral agents. In Rorty's discussion of morality there is
no seriousness. (Gutting, 1999: 55)
His lack of seriousness is partly because of his "satisfaction with Western society."
Rorty dreams more humanistic world. He seems to believe that if we do not rely on "the
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metaphysical comfort" and just be honest to human desires it will bring human society
to more humanistic conditions. His understanding on society seems very naive. He
seems no interest in the world as a whole where irrational human desires destroy other
human beings, where normal conversation cannot happen because of distortion of
communications by political oppressions and dominant ideologies. He seems to be
happy with the comfortable life of Western society. He has no mind to understand the
many inhuman situations of the third world countries. 33 His ideas can be exploited by
the powerful to soothe the poor people under inhuman conditions. On the contrary to his
dream, Rorty's idea could be exploited to make the world getting worse. He challenges
us to give up "metaphysical comfort." But he himself seems still to stick to "the comfort
of Western society."
Another dilemma of Rorty' s view on morality is his naive understanding on human.
His understanding on human is Darwinian: "I have been suggesting that we think of
pragmatism as an attempt to alter our self-image so as to make it consistent with the
Darwinian claim that we differ from other animals simply in the complexity of our
behavior. To adopt this image of ourselves as exceptionally clever animals is to set
aside the Greek way of distinguishing ourselves from the brutes." (PSH: 72) He sees
human as animal to pursue more comfortable life. Desi_res and creativity to fulfill these
desires are the essence of human being.

33

Rorty's pragmatism is very limited in scope. His recommendations might well strike a political
contender as being a home-made recipe for disaster (or closer to the point perhaps, a recipe for
'continuing the disaster') and, more generally they lack credibility as anything other than tenets of North
America liberal ideology because they fail to extend beyond an articulation of a rather self-satisfied
outlook from within which it is bound to appear that all political theorizing on behalf of radically
competing outlooks must be ideological rather than pragmatic. Jo Borrows, "Conversational Politics:
Rorty's Pragmatist Apology for Liberalism," in Alan Malachowski (ed.), Reading Rorty: Critical
Responses to Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Oxford: Blackwell, 1990), p. 333.
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In an article titled "Richard Rorty: Humanist and/or Anti-humanist?" Kate Soper
questions Rorty's position on humanism. In this article she summarizes the themes
relating to humanism in general into 6 aspects. 34 She says Rorty's humanism is related
to 4 aspects of them: an anti-deistic thinking, anti-foundationalist stance, optimist of
human progress, and human self-creativity. The significant difference of Rorty's
humanism from traditional humanism is his rejection of 'human nature.' Soper
questions Rorty's humanism can be meaningful without the belief in 'intrinsic human
nature' as universal foundation. But Rorty's position seems firm. There is no intrinsic
human nature and then there is no bridge among people. People do not have any
common nature "given."35
But Soper insists that Rorty still uses some universal common ground (avoiding
cruelty and pains) and not free from universal essentialism. 36 Post-modem world wants
to remove any mystical aspects in approaching the reality. That's why Rorty relies on
the human desires and solidarity in describing the human society. Rorty insists that any

34

Soper summarizes the themes relating to humanism discussion: 1. anti-deistic or anti-theological
thematic: humanism begins with rejection of the idea of divinity or Supreme Being. 2. Anthropocentric or
'Promethean thematic: celebrating freedom from superstitious fear of nature. 3. Progressive thematic:
having a faith in human progress or improvability of humankind. 4. Essentialist humanism: defending the
idea of universal human nature. 5. Teleological human nature: discourse about the telos or ends of human
society. 6. Self-creative thematic: the irreducibility of the element of human self-making or self-creativity.
Man is recognized as free agency to create. Kate Soper, "Richard Rorty: Humanist and/or Antihumanist?" in Matthew Festenstein and Simon Thompson (eds,) Richard Rorty: Critical Dialogues
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001 ), pp. 115-17.
35
But Rorty's this view, according to Soper, has two problems: Firstly, if there is no universal
commonness in human how man can form society and live together. Even though Rorty says there is no
universal human nature, but he still mentions some aspects of humanness as the common ground: the
shared capacity to experience pain and humiliation, and the linguistic ability. Rorty rejects common
human nature such as rationality, but he still needs some universally shared human dispositions. Secondly,
there is no transcendental ground of solidarity. Rorty says solidarity is the only ground that binds people
living together, but there seems no way to form this solidarity without common human nature.
36
"I submit, then, that there is an equivocation in Rorty's position masked by a rather caricatured version
if the realist position he is opposing. There is, moreover, something of a paradox about this since Rorty
presents himself as a thoroughgoing conventionalist position to anything like its logical conclusion." Cf.
Kate Soper, "Richard Rorty: Humanist and/or Anti-humanist?" in Matthew Festenstein and Simon
Thompson (eds.) Richard Rorty: Critical Dialogues (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001), pp. 125.
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philosophical arguments will end up with pragmatism. He assumes men can find the
way of dialogue, if they want to have a better life and realize that they need to cowork
with others to achieve this goal. Rorty insists that man will use his desires, imagination
and human solidarity to make the society continue. The desire for continuity of society
is the only reason of morality.

Critics of moral relativism think that unless there is something absolute, something
which shares God's implacable refusal to yield to human weakness, we have no reason
to go on resisting evil. If evil is merely a lesser good, if all moral choice is a
compromising between conflicting goods, then, they say, there is no point in moral
struggle. The lives of those who have died resisting injustice become pointless. But to
us pragmatists moral struggle is continuous with the struggle for existence, and no
sharp break divides the unjust from the imprudent, the evil from the inexpedient. (PSH:
xxix.)

Rorty insists there is no common ground beyond human desire of continuous
existence. He reduces everything to human desires. But Rorty' s dilemma is that human
desires are not stable and not trustable. It is doubted the possibility of pure human
desires and imagination as an ethical ground. It is n9t sure man can control his/her
desires accordingly. In post-industrial society man's desires can be manipulated by high
technology. The trustability of human as subject is seriously challenged. Before, man
was the owner in using the modem technologies, but now, conversely, the technologies
control human life. Human mind is shaped by modem technologies. Modem technology
is becoming a dictator whom nobody can control. There is no exit. So human desire-
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based Rorty's ethics has no exit. Rorty's philosophy against "anti-transcendentalism"
cannot give no "way out" from today's ethical dilemmas.

"In our age, technology has become a closed system: ... the more 'problems'
technology spawns, the more technology is needed. Only technology can 'improve on'
technology, curing yesterday's maladies with today's wonder-drugs, before their own
side-effects set in tomorrow and call for new and improved drugs. This is, probably,
the one problem 'raised by technological advance' which is fully and truly
'unsolvable': from the closed system, there is no exit." (Bauman, 1993: 186)

If we use human desire only as our ethical guideline, we may have no way to deal
with these dilemmas caused by modern technologies. Today man has tremendous power
compared to the last century. Man has more responsibility to our human life. Man has
power to destroy the whole human society or to construct utopian society. For example,
'human cloning' is one of hot issues. Human cloning is an ethical dilemma: there is
uncertainty regarding the effect of human cloning. But many scientists want to try it.
There could be 2 voices regarding this issue: Kant would advice to teach people to
follow the rationality. He may say: "If you are under human reason as universal intrinsic
human nature, you may not mistake to destroy

hum~

society." But Rorty's advice

would be like this: "Just follow your desires and imagination, and try it creatively to
fulfill your desires. And then everything would go well." He may say we can trust that
human desires will guide us to use high technological power rightly.
But it seems not comfortable with Rorty's view, for it could bring the irrecoverable
human disaster. Rorty rejects the role of rationality. He refuses any moral principles
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'out there.' He persuades us to trust the capricious human desires. Rorty believes that
man's desires can make the technology to be benefit for the better human life rather
than bringing disaster. But there is no certainty of this belief. Rorty needs to persuade us
with proper evidences.

4.Ethnocentrism and Ideological Irresponsibility
Rorty's rejecting representation of reality ends with ethnocentrism in social
dimension: he says human freedom and creativity is not from the transcendental
foundation but from contingency, and ethnocentrism is the final destination. He insists,
"Instead of trying to hem in our freedom and creativity by linking our actions to
'essential structures' or 'living tradition', we should create an environment which
encourages curiosity, self-assertion, imaginative redescriptions of the past, and
unconstrained utopian fantasies about the future." (Guignon & Hiley 1990: 350) Rorty
is suspicious of teleological view of history. He rather believes there is no destiny
beyond the causal contingency of history. So he suggests accepting contingency, and
ethnocentrism is the 'good' starting point of our discussion.

Richard Rorty has offered a pragmatic alternative to liberal democracy and human
rights founded on the universal claims and metaphysical assumptions of the
Enlightenment. As opposed to the unsupportable bluster and hyperbole of universal
assertions about human nature, self-evidence, and inalienability Rorty favors an ironic
self-awareness of the cultural contingency of liberal democracy and human rights. At
the same time Rorty remains unabashedly ethnocentric, claiming the superiority of
ironic liberalism and our culture of rights. (Peerenboom 2000: 57)
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Guignon and Hiley summarize of the criticism on Rorty' s pragmatist liberalism in 3
aspects (Guignon & Hiley 1990: 342) 1) Rorty's pragmatist liberalism emphasizes
individual self-fulfillment may undermine its social commitment; 2) he allows some
social types and it causes the problem of injustice; 3) his rejection of human nature may
bring relativism and lose the ground of social criticism. In response to the first criticism
he refuses to bridge the individual self-fulfilling and social harmony. He envisions a
transformed cultural life which will abandon the Enlightenment dream of forging a bond
between views of the self and society, and instead will maintain a sharp distinction
between 'a private ethic of self-creation and a public ethic of mutual accommodation',
recognizing that 'there is no bridge between them.' (CIS: 12) Rorty describes that an
'ideal world order' is an 'intricately-textured collage of private narcissism and public
pragmatism.' And for the second criticism, he says, is an inevitable price worth paying
for freedom and greater cultural diversity.
And for the third aspect Rorty answers with his anti-foundationalism: he says there
is no way to prove the existence of "universal human nature." For Rorty social identity
of human being is formed under historical contingency. There is no such a thing as
'human nature' independent from historical contexts. And there can be no such thing as
grounding a society in a view of human nature. It is the mark of a 'mature' pragmatic
liberal society that one will 'stand unflinchingly for one's own moral convictions' while
acknowledging that there is no ground for those convictions independent of the
convictions themselves. (Guignon & Hiley 1990: 343)

Critical Analysis on Rorty's Arguments 143

Is Rorty's "groundless" position in social dimension acceptable? In this session we
want to argue against Rorty's this position, for his idea seems logically acceptable but in
social dimension it brings several confusions and dilemmas.
In an article Jo Burrows raises a question on Rorty's problem in his social
discussion: how can we overcome the dominance of the leading ideology? Rorty's
ethnocentrism agrees that man in a certain society has to follow the ideology of the
society: there is no way to step himself outside from the local beliefs in order to judge
or justify them. It depends on luck. Contingency decides which ideology we believe.
Rorty's view seems like a sort of fatalism. Of course he says men try to overcome that
dominant ideology if it causes pains and unhappiness. Men can form new ideas with his
creativity. They can communicate them with others who have the similar feeling and
find the ways to improve the situation.
But Rorty' s understanding on society seems naYve. He neglects the function of
society as systematic distorter of our communication. Habermas is good in pointing this
dilemma. He knows there is no way to escape from this "Big Brother's" 37 surveillance
if we give up any transcendental guidelines.
In understanding society Habermas follows Max Weber's analysis of the problem of
Western modem society. Weber explains the mo<J.em society as the process of
rationalization. In this process human rationality was understood as an instrument to
dominate and control over the nature. But this view on scientific rationality, as
37

Big Brother is the nominal leader of Oceania in Nineteen Eighty-Four, George Orwell's chilling
dystopic novel. The name is now used to mean surveillance in general, usually by a government. "Big
Brother" is a dictator in a totalitarian state, taken to its utmost logical consequence. In the society that
Orwell describes, everybody is under complete surveillance by the authorities. The people are constantly
reminded of this by the phrase "Big Brother is watching you", which is the core "truth" of the propaganda
system in this state.
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rationalization, was later expanded into the rationalization of bureaucratic and economic
system, and then into human thinking system at last. The result was a radicalization and
generalization of instrumental rationality. The modem society with emphasis on
purposive rationality causes the alienation of morality and humanity. (Morrow, 1994:
109) And it results in the compartmentalization of society and the solidarity of society
becomes weakened.
What is Habermas's answer to this dilemma: redefining the rationality, not
elimination of rationality. 38 He brings the rationality into human conversation from the
heaven. He defines 'rationality' with relation to communication: "the process of
communicative rationality." This is communication that is "oriented to achieving,
sustaining and reviewing consensus - and indeed a consensus that rests on the
intersubjective recognition of criticizable validity claims." (Habermas, 1986: 17)

38

Habermas categorizes into 3 types of rationality. 1) Instrumental reason: Work broadly refers to the
way one controls and manipulates one's environment. This is commonly known as instrumental actionknowledge is based upon empirical investigation and governed by technical rules. The criterion of
effective control of reality direct what is or is not appropriate action. The empirical-analytic sciences
using hypothetical-deductive theories characterize this domuin. Much of what we consider 'scientific'
research domains -- e.g. Physics, Chemistry and Biology are classified by Habermas as belonging to the
domain of Work. 2) Practical reason: The Practical domain identifies human social interaction or
'communicative action'. Social knowledge is governed by binding consensual norms, which define
reciprocal expectations about behaviour between individuals. Social norms can be related to empirical or
analytical propositions, but their validity is grounded 'only in the intersubjectivity of the mutual
understanding of intentions'. The criterion of clarification of conditions for communication and
intersubjectivity (the understanding of meaning rather than causality) is used to determine what
appropriate action is. Much of the historical-hermeneutic disciplines -- descriptive social science, history,
aestlietics, legal, ethnographic literary and so forth are classified by Habermas as belonging to the domain
of the Practical. 3) Emancipatory reason: The Emancipatory domain identifies 'self-knowledge' or selfreflection. This involves 'interest in the way one's history and biography has expressed itself in the way
one sees oneself, one's roles and social expectations. Emancipation is from libidinal, institutional or
environmental forces that limit our options and rational control over our lives but have been taken for
granted as beyond human control (a.k.a. 'reification'). Insights gained through critical self-awareness are
emancipatory in the sense that at least one can recognize the correct reasons for his or her problems.'
Knowledge is gained by self-emancipation through reflection leading to a transformed consciousness or
'perspective transformation'.
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Karl Popper would give another insight regarding Rorty's problem. In a sense
Popper agrees with Rorty. Popper says there is no essence in historical development.
This seems similar to Rorty's anti-essentialism. There is no destiny to guide human
future. History is under contingency. But there is a big difference as well. Popper
believes if we give up the rationality and the reality "out there" as the ground of critical
discussions, it may lead society towards totalitarianism, for there is no way of criticism
toward the powerful. Therefore, for Popper, falsifiability (the possibility of social
criticism) is very important for social criticism. He believes this falsifiability can give
more capacity in solving problems in a society as it gives the efficiency to scientific
theory. The belief in "transcendental ground" outside us is the only force that can stop
the movement toward totalitarianism.
So Popper emphasizes two things for social criticism: fallibility and falsifiability.
Fallibility means the humble attitude that all human knowledge includes errors. If we
accept the fallibility, falsifiability naturally follows: we agree that our knowledge
includes errors, therefore, to get more progresses we need to allow others to falsify our
..theories. Popper insists that this falsifiability is the central factor of the success of
physical science. 39 And this falsifiability is the foundation of democratic society. Then
fallibility and falsifiability cannot stand if there is no belief in the reality "outside" us. 40

39

Popper says falsification is the essence of the logic of scientific discovery. Cf. Karl R. Popper,
Conjectures and Refutations: the Growth ofScientific Knowledge. (New York: Harper and Row, 1965)
40
Realism that is related to the depth reality that "is neither demonstrable nor refutable." But without
reality there are no critical discussions. Popper suggests several reasons why we need to accept the
realism for our philosophical discourses; (1) Realism is part of common sense. (2) What we attempt in
science is to describe and explain reality. (3) Human language is essentially descriptive and
argumentative. Rationality, language, description, argument are all about some reality, and they
presupposes realism. (4) Idealism appears absurd, for it also implies something like this: "that it is my
mind that creates this beautiful world". But we actually are not its creators. (5) If there is no reality, only
dreams or illusions, the whole question of the truth and falsity of our opinions and theories clearly
becomes pointless. Cf. David Miller (ed.), Popper Selections, pp. 221-23.
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But after eliminating the concept of reality, the universal ground of criticism, we loses
the most effective tool in dealing social problems.
Another criticism on Rorty's anti-foundationalism (in social dimension) is that his
idea of society seems not realistic. There is always distorted communication in political
arena. The powerful manipulate people's thinking and belief with many ways. Rorty's
answer to this dilemma is to believe that people can educate each other through sharing
one's own sufferings. And then solidarity can be formed. But it is rare to see it in real
history. "Liberal 'persuasion,' then, is nothing but a 'distorted communication' and
acceptance of the views of those who have power to hegemonize and 'persuade' in the
realm of knowledge and power. This argument is not a rejection of democracy as such,
but rather a rejection of the explorative basis of liberalism and neo-pragmatism which
insist on reducing any other radical opinion to ··one of us' within the realm of
'pluralism' and 'dissensus."'41
Rorty' s view faces another problem when it is applied to intercultural politics.
There are few things, according to Rorty's view, to say about human rights of other
cultures. The debate on human rights between Western countries and China shows this
dilemma. Western countries press China with her breaking the human rights. But
Chinese government has no willingness to listen to them. They say human right is a
cultural issue so outsiders have no right to mention about it. For instance, the official
PRC policy on human rights set forth in the 1991 White Paper clearly shows that:

41

Haidar Eid, "Rorty's Complicit A.-nerican Neo-Pragmatism," from web site
http://www.reconstruction.ws/024/eid.htm
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China is in favor of strengthening international cooperation in the realm of human
rights on the basis of mutual understanding and seeking a common ground while
reserving differences. However, no country in its effort to realize and protect human
rights can take a route that is divorced from its history and its economic, political and
cultural realities . . . Consideration should be given to the differing views on human
rights held by countries with different political, economic and social systems, as well
as different historical, religious and cultural backgrounds. "42

Chinese government says there are different criteria in different countries, so they
refuse outsiders interference on these issues. 43 How does Rorty's ethnocentric view
give any grounds to talk among different cultures? Rorty may say there is still a bridge
to talk: the human desires to maximize individual freedom, liberty, autonomy, and selfcreation while minimizing cruelty to others. But it is not sure because even those values
are also defined according to cultural contexts.
Today the world is globalized and many different cultures have to live together.
This situation is a challenge to universalism of political liberalism. Which direction we
need to go? Rorty's position is clear: "cosmopolitanism with cultural otherness." There
is no transcendental ground and each culture has it own language game. But Rorty's this
attitude is challenged. B Douglass insists the globalization urges us to think more of
universality.
42

"Human Right in China (White Paper 1991)," Beijing Review 34 (Nov. 1991), p. 8. Requoted from
Peerenboom, Randall. (2000). "The Limits oflrony: Rorty and the China Challenge." Philosophy East
and West. Vol. 50 No. 1 Jan. 56-96.
43
Chinese believe their cultural principles are better than that of Western. A recent report by professor Yi
Quabyu, vuce president of the China Society for Human Rights Studies, pointed out that there are more
than 2 million cases of criminal violence in the U.S. Every year, five times as many per capita as in
China; that there are 180,000 rapes per year in the U.S., eighteen times as many as in China; that there are
five times as many Americans incarcerated on a per capita basis; that there are seven million homeless in
the U.S.
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Now, diversity and particular identities have become an issue domestically and abroad.
The marriage of the universal aim of liberty to a perception of a homogenous essence
of man is troubled, and that doesn't look good to non-liberal neighbors in the global
village either. Nevertheless, classical liberal thought, such as presented by David
Gauthier, does not tolerate (domestic or international) particular identities and ways of
life, and Western democracies continue to advertise the universality of the liberal idea
of human rights, and maybe do so more today then ever. The universal seed of
liberalism is finally about to be grown. 44

The globalization requires us to find the common grounds to talk. People want to
look over the other sides of the world. And they want to talk with other cultures and to
expand their world through those cross-cultural interactions. Universal common ground
transcending cultural barriers seems urgently needed. But Rorty's argument on liberal
ironism seems to nullify this possibility. "Rorty not only pervades private life with his
notion of essence, demanding secularization and de-divinization, but comes back with
his private self-creational exercise to pervade the political realm, and undermines its
institutions. Rorty, on that account, is the ultimate disenchanter for liberals, liberty run
wild, the ultimate messenger of liberalism - and worse: it is disaster. His philosophical
liberalism is wholly disarmed and of no use to political liberalism at all."
Many philosophers disagree to Rorty's view. Even though many postmodern
thinkers reject knowledge as "approximation to reality," they still accept reality as a
44

B. Douglass, "Political Liberalism and Universalism: Problems in the Theories of David Gauthier and
Richard Rorty." From internet http://www.geocities.com/Athens/Ithaca/1180/liberalisml.htm (Sep. 8,
2003). Final paper (without footnotes) for Political Liberalism, Prof. B. Douglass, Georgetown University,
Fall 1997.
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universal ground of discourses in political dimension. Morality needs to be destiny
otherwise there is no exit from exploit of the dominant ideology. 45

C.

Philosophy with the "lneliminable"

Philosophy should go with the "ineliminable" for our human life is full of mysteries
and dilemmas. As we discussed above what Rorty wants to eliminate are the necessary
ones to be our philosophical discourses human life oriented. In this section we will talk
about the "ineliminable" which philosophical discussions should include: human mind,
reality and intrinsic human nature.
In the last section we already talked about "human consciousness" as the
"ineliminable" mysterious reality. Human consciousness, by its definition, is a
subjective, first person's direct experience. It is also necessarily "incorrigible." So
human mind as conscious state cannot be eliminated.
In this section we will discuss 2 other "ineliminable" aspects ("reality" and the
"intrinsic human nature") as something to be recovered.

1. Recovery of "Reality"

Rorty seems to be in mysophobia when he insists eliminativism. He seems not
comfortable with what is unexplainable until he has to remove it. He also seems
45

There were dominant ideologies throughout human history. Historically speaking, life began to get
shaken up with the Renaissance. In the Renaissance, people started to see humanity as the center of the
universe, instead of God. People didn't just look to the church for the path we were to take. And then
came democratic revolutions such as the American and the French revolutions. Now all of a sudden we
were supposed to govern ourselves! And then came the industrial revolution, and instead of tilling the soil
or making things with our hands, we had to sell our labor in exchange for money. All of a sudden, we
became employees and consumers! Then socialist revolutions such as the Russian and the Chinese came,
which introduced the idea of participatory economics. You were no longer responsible only for your own
well-being but for fellow workers as well! All of these historical procedures are caused by some
transcendental causes which are outside us.
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impatient with what is so senous. He seems to believe that eliminating what is
unexplainable will put our philosophical discussions within our own control. But, as we
talked above, Rorty's quick-tempered stop talking about mind and reality makes his
discussion so narrow and distanced from ordinary human mind. His discussions lack the
seriousness in dealing with human issues. How can we overcome the dilemmas? First of
all we need to recover the significance of "reality" in philosophical discussion. To
recover the reality in philosophical discourses we need to accept 2 things: common
sense and fallibility of knowledge. In coming session we will talk about these two
aspects.

1.1

Common-sense and Reality

The Sellarsian claim that "all awareness is a linguistic affair" is the starting point of
Rorty's philosophy. He struggles with the epistemological problematic: "'how can we
acquire knowledge of the world behind the veil?" If ideas are the 'representations of the
world,' the world may be mirrored in the inner mind. But the problematic would be
'how can we know whether the images on the mirror correctly reflect the external
world?' Rorty doubts the possibility of answering to this question. He even doubts
whether we need the concept of reality. So he decides to eliminate the question itself.
(Yolton 1990: 58) Rorty says we form the language, but this language never has the
function of description of the reality 'out there.' Is it meaningful to talk if we give up
the function of language as description of the outer world? Rorty' s answer to this is the
edifying philosophy which means to drop the notion of correspondence of the sentences
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and thoughts to reality. He suggests the language as connecting with other sentences and
ideas rather than to the world. (Yolton 1990: 64)
Rorty says the main function of philosophy should be edifying. Then his edifying
philosophy is deeply rooted in the suspicion of common sense. He radically doubts what
we usually believed; there is no mind, it is invented; there is no reality 'out there';

knowledge is not the representation of reality but the formed by human creativity; no
universal ethical principles but cultural codes man constructs. Rorty mentions his
position regarding common se11se in an article:

"We so-called 'relativists' refuse, predictably, to admit that we are enemies of reason
and common sense. We say that we are only criticizing some antiquated, specifically
philosophical dogmas. But, of course, what we call dogmas are exactly what our
opponents call common sense." (PSH: xvi)

Rorty says he is not an enemy of common sense. But what Rorty calls common
sense is not the same with what we usually call 'common sense. ' 46 He rejects the
commonsense in general sense. Rorty's philosophical discussions begin with the
suspicion of what we call "common sense" in general.
What is common sense 47 in general? When we talk about common sense in
'philosophy of common sense' it implies: those general ideas or notions are what is
beyond our examination and the ideas or perceptions we get as common sense are what

46

But we don't know what he means as common sense. He does not explain his understanding on
common sense.
47
The term 'common sense' means 1) a special faculty, the sensus communis of the Aristotelian and
Scholastic philosophy; 2) the sum of original principles found in all normal minds; 3) the ability to judge
and reason in accordance with those principles.
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we just accept without any doubts through sensations. All knowledge comes by way of
sensation; and reality of external world is implied in our sensation, together with the
metaphysical principle of the existence of bodily and mental substance, of causality, and
of design and intelligence in causation. It is impossible to prove of what our sensation
senses; it is an ultimate fact, and cannot be described or defined. Philosophers of
common sense say we do not need to prove there is any real external world and
continuously existing mind but just accept "there is." The data from common sense are
not something to be proved of its existence. It is an ultimate fact which neither needs
proof nor is capable to be proved. We know that with our daily life experience.
James Pryor therefore calls the position of common sense as "dogmatism."

I will formulate and defend an epistemology of perception based on this second antiskeptical idea48 of Moore's. I call this position dogmatism . ... What a dogmatist
epistemology amounts to. One can be a dogmatist about either perceptual justification
or perceptual knowledge. The dogmatist about perceptual justification says that when it
perceptually seems to you as if p is the case, you have a kind of justification for
believing p that does not presuppose or rest on your justification for anything else,
which could be cited in an argument (even an ampliative argument) for p. To have this
justification for believing p, you need only have an experience that represents p as
being the case. No further awareness or reflection or background beliefs are required.

48

G.E. Moore suggests two famous anti-skeptical ideas: The first idea is that proposition that there is a
hand, though only defeasibly justified, is more certain than any of the premises which might be used in a
skeptical argument. The second idea is that he can know some propositions without being able to "prove"
them. Recall Moore's notorious proof of the external world: "Here is one hand, and here is another; hence
there are external objects. Cf. James Pryor, "The Skeptic and the Dogmatist," in Nous 34:4 (Dec. 2000), p.
518.
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Of course, other beliefs you have might defeat or undermine this justification. But no
other beliefs are required for it to be in place. (Pryor 2000: 519)

We talked above that Rorty's problem is his eliminativist attitude and the triviality
resulted from his eliminativism. To overcome this problem Rorty's groundless
pragmatism needs to be substituted by "philosophy of common sense." Rorty's
eliminativism is an escape from the real issues of real life. We need to bring the issues
- what Rorty has removed - back to our philosophical discussions again. 49 And
common sense is regarded as the ground of those discussions on mind, on reality, on
truth, and on universal moral principles.
Rorty's philosophy begins with suspicion on common sense and it results in
exclusion ordinary people from philosophical discourses. His ideas seem interesting but
at the same time his philosophy seems difficult for 'ordinary minded' people to
understand, for there is no room for common sense. C.G. Prado comments how Rorty's
thought is far from ordinary minds. "Teaching Rorty is difficult. Students respond
favorably, but superficially, to his critique. They consider it iconoclastic and exciting,
but few of them have had the time to feel the grip of what he rejects. They may
appreciate in an abstract way that it is unproductive to do epistemology but few can feel
liberated by Rorty's critique because they have not been captives of Bernstein's
'Cartesian Anxiety."' (Malachowski 1990: 366)

49

Many postmodern thinkers try to exclude common sense from their philosophical discourses. It seems
the philosophical discipline return back before Renaissance. They may lose the efficiency of modern
scientific realism. And philosophical discourses are in crisis. Today's philosophical discussions tend to
reject to be based on sense perception and common sense is systematically excluded from the discipline.
And unless we liberate philosophy from senselessness, unless common sense is made more common, we
will find ourselves returning to a dark age.
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We can see such a dilemma in most of the postmodern thinkers. Derrida is another
example. Like Rorty, Derrida suggests us to stay away from common sense if we want
to get correct understanding. But this attitude makes his ideas difficult to understand. He
refuses any common sense ideas in approaching reality. It is against natural trends of
human mind. The ordinary people want to begin with their common sense. They
naturally assume the knowledge as the knowledge of the world 'out there.' Human mind
requires something foundational. People like to stay in the "metaphysical comfort."
But Rorty and Derrida want to start their discussions without them. 50
To understand the debates of contemporary postmodern philosophers do we need to
be trained not to follow what they feel and what they think naturally? Why should we
teach people not to trust common sense? It is against the natural flow of thinking. Why
should we do that? Why do not philosophers come down to the level of normal people?
Why do not philosophers give up keeping the philosophy just for academic elites? If
philosophy is not understandable to the natural mind, such philosophy may not be the
philosophy for the ordinary people. It is just for some special professionals. It sounds
similar to what Rorty argues for. But his eliminativism makes him stand on where he
criticized. His anti-common sense let his philosophy be far from ordinary people's mind.
A way to overcome this dilemma is to restart our philosophical discourses with our
common sense. Philosophy of common sense begins with the belief that the foundation
of knowledge - in philosophy and in science - is sense perception. Every claim of truth

50

Derrida himself agrees there can be a gap between the philosophers and the ordinary people, and
ordinary people may not be sufficiently accessible to the postmodern philosophical discourses. Derrida
says in an interview, "I think that often, as a matter of fact, philosophy is reserved for elites: in any case it
is not sufficiently accessible, available to the general populace, open, so an effort must be made to shift it,
to move it to certain institutions, to certain institutions." (Mortley 1991: 106-07)
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must at some level rely on sense perception. There are 2 elements in common sense
philosophy: its accessibility to the common persons and its reliance on the senses. Both
are interrelated. The project of a philosophy that is detached from the senses is
analogous to the project of trying to erect a building from the second floor, without a
foundation. 51
How do we defend the utility of common sense in philosophy? G.E. Moore's
"defense of common sense" can give a good insight for this project. 52 Why did he want
to defend the 'common sense'? To understand Lhis we need to remember that his
argument comes to respond to the prevailing skepticism of his days. 53 His argument is
against skeptic idealism.
Moore begins his defense with quoting Kant's dilemma regarding failing to
overcome the skeptical arguments on "reality out there." We cannot prove the existence
of "things outside of us." And then Moore mentions his own argument. He suddenly
announces that he has a proof of what are "external to our mind": Holding up on hand,

51

Tai Ben-Shahar, "The Philosophy of Common Sense," from website
http://commonsenseinstitute.org/philosophy of common sense.html (July 8, 2005)
52
There are some recent articles on this topic: Tim Black, "A Moorean Response to Brain-In-A-Vat
Skepticism," Australian Journal of Philosophy, 80:2 (2002), pp. 148-63; Brian Grant, "The Virtue of
Common sense," Philosophy, 76:296 (Apr. 2001), pp. 191-209; William G. Lycan, "Moore against the
New Skeptics," Philosophical Studies, 103 (2001), pp. 35-53; Cynthia.MacDonald, "Theories of Mind
and 'the Commonsense View," Mind & Language, 17:5 (Nov. 2002), pp. 467-88; James Pryor, "The
Skeptic and the Dogmatist," Nous, 34:4 (2000), pp. 517-49; Justin Skirry, "Three Kinds of Certainty in
Moore's Defense of Common Sense," History of Philosophy Quarterly, 20:4 (Oct. 2003), pp. 393-406;
Ernest Sosa, "How to Beat Opposition to Moore," Philosophical Perspectives, 13 (1999), pp. 141-53;
Crispin Wright, "(Anti-) Sceptics Simple and Subtle: G.E. Moore and John McDowell," Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research, 65:2 (2002), pp. 330-48.
53
Moore's "defense of common sense" was a reaction against the idealism of Berkeley and Hume which
in Germany was represented by Kant. The Berkeley says the theory of pure idealism which resolved the
external world into idea, without external reality. Hume on the other hand had contended that there was
no ground for assuming the existence of any mental substance as the subjective recipient of impressions
and ideas, all that we know of mind being a succession of states produced by experience. Thus, between
the two, both subject and object disappeared, and philosophy ended in mere skepticism.
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and he utters, "here is one hand"; and then holding up the other hand, he adds "and here
is another."
Moore's argument seems naYve and too simple. There may be needed more
discussions if this argument can be applied to the knowledge as a whole. But it is strong
argument against Rorty's eliminativism. It could be a good challenge toward those who
are suspicious to the existence of reality and truth. Moore says "here is one hand" stands
on stronger ground than the skeptical doubt. Any concrete particular case will always be
more certain than some abstract general (skeptical) thesis because a generalization can
only be made from an induction from particular cases.
The strongest challenge from the skeptic would be that of "radical deception." This
is what Descartes begins his discussion with. He doubts his sense perception, for it
could be deceived: he may be in dream or there is possibility of being deceived by the
evil demon, or the possibility of being a brain in a vat, whose experiences are caused by
a scientist stimulating the requisite neural pathways, or virtual reality created by
computer programs.
There are several arguments to respond to this challenge. Skirry says there is no
knowledge free from errors. (Skirry 2003: 402-03) But some kind of knowledge is so
distinct that there is no room for mistakes: e.g. feeling pain. "The first person view" of
knowledge is so sure, not doubtful. 'The impossibility of mistake' is a good support for
Moore's argument.
One of the knowledge conditions is "necessity condition: p is necessarily true." 'Is
necessarily true' means objectively describable and provable. The skeptic mostly

follows this condition and rejects the possibility of existence of reality "out there." But
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Skeptic's this attitude seems meaningless, for there is no such knowledge in this world.
Instead Moore seems to suggest the "infallibility condition: the belief that p is not
dubitable" instead. Moore makes a distinction between feeling doubt and something
being doubtful. "Here is one hand!" is an indubitable belief, for we can remember
seeing and feeling his hands on millions of occasions and we can do so again at will.
We can feel doubt but not doubtful. s4
James Baillie compares Moore's common sense and Descartes' doubt. Moore's
mention that "here is a hand" relates to simple sense perception and he says it is a
distinct evidence of the "existence outside us." But Descartes challenges to this: "if the
person is in dream, then no hands are being held up. And that if he does not know that
he is in his dreaming, and then could the entire physical world be one big illusion?"
Moore answers to this question. Common sense and skeptic both have no permanent
foundation: skeptic may say "I don't know I am seeing a hand, for I may see it in my
dreaming." So there is no certainty. But the common sense may say "I know I am not
dreaming, so I know I am seeing a hand." This also cannot be proved, so there is no
certainty. Moore asks us to compare which one has more persuasive.ss

Given that both arguments share the first premise, the dispute comes down to whether
a report like "here is a hand" is on stronger ground .than the skeptical doubt. Moore
maintains that it is. Any concrete particular case will always be more certain than some
54

William G. Lycan, "A Particularly Compelling Refutation of Eliminative Materialism," from website
http://www.unc.edu/-ujane/ElimWeb.htm (June 29 2005). Lycan does not say the knowledge based on
common sense is sacred and utterly irrefutable. Common sense can be corrected by careful empirical
investigation and scientific theorizing. Common sense must yield to evidence. But it needs not yield to
bare metaphysical pronouncement. Therefore science can correct common sense.
55
Baillie says "if this interpretation of Moore is correct, it docs not require Moore to claim absolute
certainty for common sense beliefs about the external, but merely that they are more certain than some
premises on which philosophical theses to the contrary are based."
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abstract general thesis because a generalization can only be made from an induction
from particular cases. Therefore one ought not to accept the skeptic's argument. 56

Scott Soames says the same view on this issue. (Soames, 2003: 8-9) Moore sees
there is conflict between skeptic's speculative philosophical principles and the most
basic convictions of common sense, and the conflict asks us to choose one. Moore says
the former position challenge the common sense philosopher's argument: how he knows
there is reality 'out there'? And the skeptic asks the proofs. If the latter cannot submit
the proofs, they just eliminate the statement from the discussion. Moore, as common
sense philosopher, says it is not fair, for skeptics do not take any responsibility to prove
his own position. It is an impossible task for them, so they may not prove their
eliminative position as well. Therefore Soames concludes there is little reason to follow
skeptic's position.
Heidegger's concept of unconcealment may be helpful in understanding the
commonsense view of reality. The end of metaphysics is the central important issue in
Heidegger's work. He insists that metaphysics is ended and we are living in a postmetaphysical era. If metaphysics is ended and stop questioning on the meaning of
reality 57 , we may face another question: "what now is the task of our thinking if there is
no longer to be metaphysical thinking?" To do this, as Heidegger suggests, we need to
be "retrieval." It means to return to the originary question of reality and to remove the
first prejudice.
56

James Baillie, "Excerpt on Moore's Defense of Common Sense," from James Baillie, Contemporary
Analytical Philosophy, Second Edition from website
http://www.loyno.edu/~folse/MooreCommonSense.htm (June 16, 2005)
57
End of metaphysics does not mean to eliminate the reality itself. He is rather to point the problem of
understanding ofreality as "presence-at-hand." Heidegger's project of"end of metaphysics" is to redefine
the way of approaching to reality rather than removing it.
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Heidegger finds the new approach to reality from the Greek word "aJ..:lJB&td' which
means "unconcealedness."

For him the truth is not concealed and not something to be

searched out, but something always already presented to our perception - it does not
need any arguments to prove it. Through this we can recognize we are no more a subject
located the outside of the world, and the world itself is also no more something separate
from human mind .

. . . he undertakes a discussion of the everyday understanding of truth, which has its
source in the Greek word aJ.77B&ta, to show that there is a primordial ontological sense
of truth as unconcealment which underlies and makes possible everyday understanding.
Heidegger's discussion of truth serves to which has remained concealed, unthought,
unsaid since the beginning of Western philosophy, namely unconcealedness as the
source of truth. (Taft 1988: 127)

Unconcealedness or disclosedness opens new path for philosophy of common sense.
We can be free from the oppression of ousia which assumes that there is essence behind
the appearance. We do not need to search out the reality "over there" which is
essentially not intelligible. What we need to do is just to accept that the world reveals
itself to us, and human knowledge is formed by the spontaneous interaction with the
unconcealed reality. There is the similarity of Heidegger's unconcealment with Moore's
common sense on the reality. 58
58

But this similarity is limited to their views on the existence of reality. They are different in viewing
how the human knowledge formed. Heidegger does not believe the truth as correspondence to reality. The
reality is not 'presence-at-hand' but rather 'ready-to-hand." In this sense Heidegger affords anti-realistic
stance. He argues that all understanding is projective. He understands the world as a product of the human
mind's projection. When human being is thrown into this world, man is not just an object but an activity
of possibility. World-view is one of the outcomes of human activity of projection. For him the world is
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If Heidegger is right about the primary concern of engaged-having-to-do-with over
mere perception, then a tradition philosophical problem, that of our knowledge of the
external world, simply does not arise .... if the primary mode of access to entities is
perceptual, then sceptism about the existence of external objects is possible. But if
perception is dependent on engaged-having-to-do-with, then sceptism about entities
other than Dasein makes no sense. Kant thought it was a scandal of philosophy that no
proof of the existence of the external world had been found and proceeded to remedy
this by producing his own non-causal proof (the refutation of idealism). According to
Heidegger the real scandal is that such a proof should have been sought in the first
place. (Gomer, 2000: 72)

David J. Charlmers is another thinker who insists that human expenence of
consciousness is a strong back up for common sense. He says that we need to take the
issue of consciousness seriously. The easy way of finishing the talk of mind and reality
is to decide that there are no such entities. But our common sense experience tells us the
opposite thing: experiencing consciousness is one of the surest one even though it is
difficult to prove its existence. Our common sense experiences it and requires us to talk
about it. Common sense tells us there is something going on "outside there."

The first and most important is to take consciousness seriously. The easiest way to
develop a 'theory' of consciousness is to deny its existence, or to redefine the

not closed but disclosed toward human involvement. The world represents itself to human mind so that
man can have knowledge about world. Therefore human understanding is always already situated in a
world wherein beings are unconcealed. But this unconcealedness also means that the world is a reality
open to human mind's involvement. Human mind is not passive; it is rather active in forming the worldview.
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phenomenon in need of explanation as something it is not. This usually leads to an
elegant theory, but the problem does not go away .... Some say that consciousness is an
'illusion,' but I have little idea what this could even mean. It seems to me that we are
surer of the existence of conscious experience than we are of anything else in the world.
I have hard time to convince myself that there is really nothing there, that conscious
experience is empty, an illusion. . . . but in the end it is utterly unsatisfying. I find
myself absorbed in an orange sensation, and something is going on. There is something
that needs explaining ... there is the experience." (Charlmers, 1996: xii)

1. 2. Reality with Fallibility
We talked about the need of recovering the common sense in philosophical
discourses as an alternative to Rorty's eliminativism in the last session. Moore says our
common sense just knows there is reality out there. And this is indubitable. He disagrees
with the people who ask proofs. For common sense is so obvious. But we need to accept
that common sense perception includes errors. The concept of fallibility is required.
Whenever the counter-evidences are submitted, then common sense yields to the
evidences.
To accept common sense as the ground of philosophy and to overcome the problem
of eliminativism, we need to allow the concept of fallibility. If we fear of errors in our
talks, and remove all concepts having the possibility of errors from our discourses, we
may have no problematic statements. But at the same time there is no vitality of life. We
need to remember that "no fish lives in pure water. "
What is fallibilism? A fallibilist is someone who believes that we can have
knowledge on the basis of defeasible justification, but justification that does not
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guarantee that our beliefs are perfectly correct. We can at best have defeasible
justification for believing what our sense tells us; so anyone who have perceptual
knowledge about our environment has to embrace fallibilism. It can be assumed that
most of us are fallibilists. (Pryor 2000: 518)
Rorty also mentions fallibility of human knowledge. In an article titled "Truth
without Correspondence to Reality" he talks about Popper's fallibilism and says Dewy,
including Rorty himself, would applaud Popper's fallibilism. But Popper's dualism
might not be accepted. (PSH: 31) According to Rorty he seems to agree the fallibility of
human knowledge. But in his writings there are few discussions on fallibility of human
knowledge. He may accept the fallibility of human knowledge but he never wrestles
with it, for he removes most of fallible concepts from his discussions. He seems not
patient with the ambivalent situation. After rejecting any of universal criteria how can
he face the possibility of errors? There is very little room for fallibility in Rorty's
thought. We need to make the "fallibility" return to the philosophical discussions.
In one of his last lectures with the title, "All life is problem solving" 59 Karl Popper
says our philosophical discussions begin with mistakes in our knowledge or beliefs.
Whenever we recognize problems in our knowledge (it is always true) we naturally try
to remove them and the philosophical and scientific discussions begin. In this lecture
Popper said the civilizations are the products of this proelem solving processes. These
problems makes human mind uncomfortable and human inquiry begins. And this is the
nature of philosophical activity. Every human being who faces problems tries to find

59

This lecture was given in Bad Homburg in 1991. Cf. Karl R. Popper, All Life is Problem Solving
(London: Routledge, 1999), pp. 99-104.
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proper ways to solve the problems and philosophy begins. In this sense, Popper says, all
men are philosophers.
Popper's view of philosophy as "problem solving" relates to "reality," for,
according to Popper, answer of the problem comes from the interaction of human
creative imagination (hypothesis) with reality (evidences). Popper assumes that getting
the closer picture of reality through rational arguments and empirical evidences
guarantee us to have more power in problem solving. So problem solving as the essence
of philosophy is closely related to "reality. " 60 Because of "reality" man can realize his
knowledge includes mistakes. Realizing of fallibility makes man continue his inquiry.
Susan Haack is another thinker who criticizes Rorty's absence of fallibility with
Peirce's view of inquiry. "The pragmatists' view of truth as the satisfactory to believe
has deep roots in Peirce's epistemology. Peirce's theory of inquiry rests, as I have
reported, on the idea that the state of doubt, or not knowing, that is, whether p, is
uncomfortable, that it prompts inquiry, and that the discomfort of doubt is ended by the
acquisition of a stable belief."(Haack 1999: 146) She says the discomfort of doubt
pushes us to inquire into the world and this may not stop until the discomfort dissolved.
With the acquisition of a stable belief this discomfort is ended. How can we acquire this
stable belief? Peirce says it come from people's consensus. But Peirce's question does
not stop there. He asks how this consensus happens. Without the belief of reality, Peirce
says, it cannot happen. In forming the consensus there are 3 steps:

60

Rorty may disagree that because ofreality the scientific theory has more problem solving power. He
may say that scientific theories are linguistic ones and the language is man-made product. So we don't
need the reality as the reference of theories. But it seems not true: the use oflanguage of science is in
predicting actions and events, and successful prediction of such action and events comes from successful
mappings of assumed causal structures of the "world." The productivity of science cannot be explained
without the existence of reality.
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( l) Inquiry leads to no doubt of the existence of such a Reality: so the theory and its
under-pinning are in hannony, (2) doubt arises when one is undecided between a belief
and its contradictory, which suggests that there is some one thing to which belief
should conform, (3) the extraordinary success of the Scientific Method in leading to
consensus can hardly be an accident, and would be explicable on the hypothesis of

Reality. (Haack 1999: 148)

We cannot prove the existence of reality. But the consensus of people is the
evidence of reality. Without the reality, according to Peirce, the consensus cannot be
happened.
With accepting the significance of reality Peirce suggests fallibilism as the view of
philosophy. Because of reality man can reach the consensus, but at the same time
because of "reality" man can realize his understanding of the world fallible. And they
are pushed to continue to search the truth. And Peirce suggests us to allow the different
theories which include errors rather than to eliminate them. And multiplicity of theories
rather than one conclusive view should be allowed. Philosophical theories should be a
cable (with many fibers), for this is stronger than chain. But Rorty's view is "chain." He
removes all erroneous ones and there is no multitude of ideas but one view:
eliminati vism.

Peirce gives us his 'cable and chain" metaphor as an alternative to not only Cartesian
foundational ism but also to relativism. It is not just an Either/Or choice for us between
Naive Platonism and relativism. Peirce advocated a thoroughgoingfallibilism when he
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wrote that in philosophy, as in science, we ought to "trust rather the multitude and
variety of its arguments than to the conclusiveness of any one. Its reasoning should not
form a chain which is no stronger than its weakest link, but a cable whose fibers may
be ever so slender, provided they are sufficiently numerous and intimately connected."
Despite his opinions the contrary, Rorty's central thesis is a version of the "chain"
metaphor. 61

Polanyi is another thinker who insists fallibilism and the reality have to go together.
Through "invitation to dogmatism" he argues that we need to accept the fallibilism and
reality. 62 Why then Polanyi invites us to dogmatism? In his book Personal Knowledge
he presents the reason why he insists the dogmatism. "Everywhere the mind follows its
own self-set standard ... as a manner of establishing the truth." (Polanyi 1964: 268). In
other word, knowledge that our mind forms, is not the representation of the reality but
picture drown by the mind's self-set formation. Our knowledge is 'always and already'
influenced by mind's pre-set standards. In that sense our knowledge is inevitably
'dogmatic'. 63 This is similar with the concept of Rorty's 'ethnocentrism' and of
Gadamer's 'legitimate prejudice.'
Invitation to dogmatism, according to Polanyi, is the main alternative to objectivism
that seems to lose its firm foundation in the 201h century. But when we combine
dogmatism and fallibilism we will face another question to be answered: "ls it possible

that I am convinced that p, though I admit that p might be false?" "Is it coherent to
61

Dave LeBoeuf, "How Not to Read Rorty," Episteme (May 1993). from website
http://www.featuringdave.com/Data/Webpage/philosophy/ro[typap.htm
62
There is a puzzle in Polanyi's idea on "invitation to dogmatism" and fallibilism. 62 They seem to be
incompatible. Ifwe allow dogmatism, then there is no room for fallibilism. For dogmatism usually does
not agree that it includes mistakes.
63
Here 'dogmatic' means it forms knowledge according to its own self-set standard.
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uphold wholeheartedly the truth of a certain belief while at the same time admitting that
it may be false?"

To answer these questions we need to clarify what the "conviction" means.
Conviction on certainty of the truth may face difficulties, for there is nowhere entirely
immune from the possibility of error. The conviction in Polanyi's view means 'rational
conviction. 'The rational conviction firstly means subjective commitment to what he/she

knows. But it also includes the openness to the counter evidences. 64 In Polanyi's idea
dogmatism is practiced only until before facing crucial counter-evidences. It is a kind of
temporary dogmatism. Therefore Dogmatism that allows falsifiability is healthy

dogmatism and it is closer to our daily life experience. We can see such dogmatism in
many areas of disciplines. 65
Even the possibility of mistakes conviction can be stable, for it is stable as the web
of belief. And this is rational: open to be changed by crucial counter evidence. Polanyi's
view can be compared with Lakatos' "Research Program. 66 Lakatos says there is no
revolutionary "paradigm shift" in macro level of science that is why physical science is
stable and continues it progress. In that sense scientific paradigm is (temporally)
dogmatic: dominant paradigm is almost not changeable, but at the same time it is
always ready to be falsified. 67

64

Dogmatism usually means an attitude which refuses the possibility that his view includes errors. It
does not allow any criticism. But in case of Polanyi's dogmatism he confesses the statement includes
errors in it, and decides to be dogmatic just until it faces the crucial counter evidences.
65
Religious pluralism and Lakatos' research programme in scientific theory are the examples.
66
Imre Lakatos' conception of a scientific research programme makes the so called 'hard-core' of such a
program unassailable by protecting it by a belt of auxiliary theories, at least for as long as there is no
imminent danger of the program being superseded by a competitor. But there are continuous debates
among competitive theories and it allows the possibility to be changed the 'hard core'.
67
Polanyi's concept of dogmatism is not the same with the traditional one. He redefines the concept of
'dogmatism.' Dogmatism usually has negative connotation, for it means the general way of thinking not
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Dogmatism, according to Polanyi, is usually understood in two ways: forming
knowledge by self-set standard and not allowing criticism. And Polanyi defines his

dogmatism as "methodological dogmatism" that emphasizes the former aspect.
Methodological dogmatism allows criticism. It agrees that our views come from
tradition. And it agrees that we are not free from the mistakes. It allows the conviction
based on the self-set standard. It agrees that our knowledge is always ethnocentric. But
at the same time it agrees that knowledge includes the mistakes. So it should be open to
the criticism. Polanyi's dogmatism is different from Rorty's ethnocentrism, for it
humbly agrees that we are in errors, and therefore it allows the possibility of criticism.
How can it be possible? Because Polanyi accepts the "reality out there." Even
though he believes the knowledge is 'humanly created,' he still holds the concept of
reality. If not, there would be only (traditional) dogmatism but not fallibilism. His
dogmatic fallibilism assumes there is reality as reference.

An empirical statement is true to the extent to which it reveals an aspect of reality, a
reality largely hidden to us, and existing therefore independently of our knowing it. By
trying to say something that is true about a reality believed to be existing
independently of our knowing it, all assertions of fact necessary carry universal intent.
(Polanyi, 1964: 311)

Polanyi says reality has independent status and may be hidden from us. Our
knowledge of the real is an embodied feat accomplished through tacit skills. The
intellectual beauty is a guide to discovering the real. And personal knowledge of the real
to allow critical reflection. If dogmatism means not allowing criticizing it, it can be serious problem, for
every piece of knowledge includes errors.
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is characterized by universal intent. Man needs to comprehend the world "out there" to
get the universal knowledge, for it is necessary for survival. Through comprehending
the reality man can expand his capacity to control the world.
Human knowledge inevitably dogmatic, for it is formed by self-set standard. In this
sense Polanyi is with Rorty. But Polanyi disagrees to the traditional "dogmatic" concept
of knowledge, for it cannot guarantee the problem-solving capacity. Polanyi accepts the
effectiveness of scientific knowledge which is from the openness of criticism. So the
fallibility of knowledge and the belief that there is reality as reference are required. 68 In
this sense Polanyi walks different road from Rorty.

2. Recovery of "Intrinsic Human Nature"

As we discussed in the previous chapters Rorty's main problem is in his eliminative
attitude regarding the issues not intelligibly explainable and then making philosophical
discourses trivial. In this section we will talk about another transcendental aspect of
human existence: "some intrinsic aspects of human nature." Because Rorty builds his
"philosophy without mirror" through the eliminating the intrinsicality of human nature,
talking some intrinsic aspects of human existence could demonstrate the problems of
Rorty's thought. In this session we will think about the intrinsic humanness through the
ideas of Heidegger and Wittgenstein whom Rorty says_as his heroes. Rorty says he

68

Polanyi says there are 2 aspects in human knowledge: dogmatism and fallibilism. In his thought 2
aspects go together. How he solve this dilemma. He divides the reality and the meaning. Reality is
something out there. It is independent from human subject. Knowledge is formed with the interaction of
human creativity and the reality. But meaning is something formed by human activities. There is no
incorrigible access to reality; all our knowledge of the real is fallible. But meaning is free from the
fallibility. Our claims about the real may be meaningful but false. Cf. Walter B. Gulick, "The Meaningful
and the Real in Polanyian Perspective," from website http://www.kfki.hu/(en,html3)/chemonet/Polanyi/
9912/gulick.html
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follows these two heroes' teachings but he misunderstands their some main arguments,
especially their attitude on the mysterious69 aspects of humanness.

2.1 Heidegger: Ecstasis & "Transcendending Humanness"

There are certainly fair questions to ask. Accordingly, my aim in chapter one is to
build a prima facie case for two modest claims: first, that the status of the problem of
transcendence in recent continental philosophy (and in Heidegger and Derrida in
particular) remains in dispute; and second that the unresolved status of this problem
merits ongoing investigation. ... It could be the case, after all, that the problem is
simultaneously unresolved and unworthy of further attention; one might protest, for
instance, that the problem is irresolvable in its very structure - merely an artifact of a
conflicted approach to thinking whose best days are behind it - and so we would do
better to direct our attentions elsewhere. (Halteman 2004: 11)

There is suspicion on "transcendence" in postmodern discourses: it seems
insoluble and so unworthy. But the transcendental aspect of human nature is worthy to
discuss and what we need to recover. Heidegger says that the assumption on objectivity
of the reality is groundless, Metaphysics is founded on the assumption that there is
independent reality 'out there.' But there is no such reality. So Heidegger says
metaphysics built on this assumption needs to be put aside.

69

70

As I explained in chapter I (footnote no. 8) "mysterious" here means some aspects of human
existence: we know the existence through undeniable experience but it is essentially not explainable. For
example, as we will discuss, the concept of time is one of clear concept through our experience but it is
not explainable. In that sense it is "mysterious."
70 Metaphysicians assume there is an essence of reality behind the appearance and try to look behind the
veil. This attitude causes most of problems of human knowledge. There is no such an entity that is
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But it does not mean that Heidegger stops searching for the reality. He continues
the searching. But the reality he tries to figure out is not the reality "out there" as the
traditional epistemology assumes, but reality as totality. Heidegger still holds the
concept of reality as Being. Without the reality Heidegger lose the ground to debate. He
continues to assume the reality as the goal of human inquiry. This is the difference from
Rorty's eliminativism.
And there is one more aspect to consider. Heidegger never eliminates the
mysterious aspect of human existence. We can see this in his discussion of temporality.
In a discussion on temporality Heidegger says: "time is not entity. It is a kind of
property of human existence. Time is something mysterious which come from human
condition as Dasein." Temporality is a mystery: we never experience the future; for
when we reach the future it is already present. We always live in the present but we live
with the future. The past is the same. So the future and the past are being alongside the
present. Believing the future as something to come (waiting) is inauthentic. The
authentic future is the present but as "waiting-towards." In other words, the past and the
future are in the present: Being-alongside. 71

Corresponding to the inauthentic future (awaiting), there is a special way of Being-

alongside the things with which one concerns oneselt:. This way of Being-alongside is
the Present - the "waiting-towards"; this ecstatical mode reveals itself if we adduce for

independent from human perception and no pure representation that makes human knowledge happen. So
Heidegger refuses the assumption and insists the end of metaphysics.
71
In our daily experience we assume there are the past and the future which are separated fonn the
present (now). This is not authentic way ofunderstanding temporality. The future and the past and the
present are all belong to now. But the future is not "presence-at-hand" but as "ready-to-hand." There is no
"waiting" future ahead. The future and the past are Being-alongside to the present.
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companson this very same ecstasis, but m the mode of authentic temporality.
(Heidegger, 1962: 387)

How can we be in the future and the present at the same time? Heidegger explains it
is possible because of human's unique capability: ec-stasis. "Ee-stasis" means a
"standing out," but not in the sense of an "away from" the supposedly immanent
"inside" of consciousness. The "out" is characterized as the openness of being itself.
And the "stasis" is the standing in the "out" and "there" of the unconcealing presence of
being. In Dasein world we are living in the present but at the same time we can think
future as "being-alongside" of the present.
The concept of "ec-stasis" can be applied to human consciousness. 72 We are
always situated in the world but at the same time we can stand outside to see the Being
as a whole. Ecstatic nature of Dasein relates to the concept of "ec-sistence," as the only
human way "to be." What man is lies in his ec-sistence. Ec-sistence means man is in the
world but man can stand outside of the world as a potentiality. His "essence" is not
fixed but involves to the world as an actuality.

Ek-sistence, thought in terms of ecstasies, does not coincide with existentia in either

form or content. In terms of content ek-sistence means standing out into the truth of
Being. Existentia (existence) means in contrast actualitas, actuality as opposed to
mere possibility as Idea. Ek-sistence identifies the determination of what man is in
72

Lawrence J. Hatab uses this concept "ec-stasis" in explaining the essence of human mind. He says
human mind's perception of the world is mysterious: it, as a subject who has a common sense, can know
the world, but at the same time it can stand outside self to see the world as totality. We can have Dasein
world because of this mysterious capacity of human mind. Cf. Lawrence J. Hatab, "Ethics and Finitude:
Heideggerian Contributions to Moral Philosophy," International Philosophical Quarterly, 35, No. 4
(Dec. 1995)
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the destiny of truth. Existentia is the name for the realization of something that is as
it appears in its Idea. (Heidegger 1997: 206-07)

Heidegger uses the concept of "ec-stasis": a mysterious property of human
existence. According to Heidegger's argument we human 'always and already' have a
unique capability which we can transcend ourselves. It is not learned but intrinsically
"given" from existence. We never see the world (including ourselves) as a whole but at
the same time we human still has unique ability to transcend ourselves as "innate."
We can agree with Heidegger: Even though Heidegger refuses to accept the
universal ethical essence 'out there', Heidegger does not throw away everything that
implies the destiny of human society. He still holds some mystical aspects that make
him transcending himself and the uniqueness of human existence with its ek-stasis.

2.2 Wittgenstein and Innateness: "Private Language" and "Self-knowledge"
Wittgenstein who insists the limitation of language also argues the possibility of
transcendental aspects in philosophical discourses. In his discussion on private language
(linguistic concepts are not originated by social activities but from something innate of
human experience) he says there are some possibilities of transcending ourselves.
Wittgenstein's private language is another clue for our pu_rpose.
In his book Mind, Value, and Reality John McDowell mentions about Wittgenstein's
private language argument with Rorty. According to him Rorty does not agree with
Wittgenstein in his idea on "private language." He insists all language are something
learned through social interactions. There is no "itmate" possibility of human language.
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Unless there was such thing as typical pain behavior we would never be able to teach a
child the. meaning of, for example, "toothache." More generally, ... the way in which
the pre-linguistic infant knows that it has a pain is the way in which the record-changer
knows the spindle is empty, the plant the direction of the sun, and the amoeba the
temperature of the water. But this way has no connection with what a language-user
knows when he knows what pain is ... The mistake which Wittgenstein exposed was to

assume that we learn what a pain is in the second sense by casting linguistic garb over
our knowledge of what pain is in the first sense - by clothing our direct acquaintance
with special felt, incommunicable qualities in words. (PMN: 110-11)

There is a difference in understanding infant's feeling pain: Rorty understands it just
a feeling without linguistic concept, while Wittgenstein believes the infant's feeling
pain is a "concept-involving awareness." Rorty says infant's feeling pain is a causal
antecedent, but Wittgenstein sees its feeling pain as a foundation which includes the
possibility of conceptualization.
Rorty says the infant's feeling pain is the same with what the animal feels and what
amoeba feels. But Rorty insists infants get the concept of pain later through the
interaction with others. It is acquired only through socialization procedure. He refuses to
accept there is an innate possibility of linguistic concept. We can see his such an attitude
in his story of antipodean. The antipodean, Rorty insists, can communicate the feeling
without the concept of feeling. Rorty wants to be consistent as an eliminativist.
But it seems not persuasive. Conceptualized human language has some umque
aspects. According to McDowell, Wittgenstein may not agree with Rorty. Wittgenstein
understands "feeling pain" already includes concept of pain as a possibility. When we
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learn language this dormant possibility wears the conceptual shape. "The sensation (the
pain, say) is a perfectly good something - an object, if you like, of concept-involving
awareness. . . . is the supposed preconceptual this that is supposed to ground our
conceptualizations. The episode of consciousness comes to us already conceptual shape
on 'a given this'." (McDowell, 1998: 283)
So the concept-involving awareness and the social interaction of language learning
have to go together. Human experience always includes the applicability of concept.
What

Wittgenstein says

"a pre-conceptual

this"

is

something

that

awaits

conceptualization. (McDowell, 1998: 293) While Rorty says that acquiring concept is
totally social as language-game, Wittgenstein believes social interaction is a substitute.
Without the dormant possibility of conceptualization of experience, the conceptacquisition procedure cannot happen. (McDowell, 1998: 290)
In Rorty's view on antipodean's feeling pain Rorty says "no predictive or
explanatory or descriptive power would be lost if we had spoken Antipodean all our
lives." (PMN: 120) Rorty's this mention brings us to ask the original question: what is
pain? Is it just a neurophysiological description? "Pain feeling" has much more
connotations related to human life. Rorty's view of "feeling pain" seems very naive and
narrow. 73
There is one more aspect in Wittgenstein's argument which implies the possibility
of transcendental arguments: self knowledge. To know oneself is real but not
explainable. Self-knowledge is one of the philosophical issues which are "ineliminable."
Self-knowledge is unique. Self is the best observer but others' observation is always
73

As I mentioned in other chapter, John in the story of Brave New World may blame Rorty, for his view
is not humanistic, it seems rather a society of machines. If he visits Antipodean society he may find the
same problem that he fights against in Brave New World.
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limited. There are 2 kinds of avowals in dealing self-knowledge: Phenomenal avowal
and Attitude avowal.

74

The latter includes the self-understanding relating outer objects,

but the former talks about the experience in inner self. The phenomenal avowal is an
incorrigible knowledge. It is transparent and always right. If somebody says like this, it
seems absurd, "I don't know whether I have headache .... in the normal run of cases,
the subject's ignorance of the truth or falsity of an avowal of this kind is not, it seems,
an option." (Wright 1998: 103)

So the conception of avowal as reports of inner observation is saddled with the idea
that the observations in question are ones which necessarily only the subject can carry
out. ... If this is right, then a deconstruction of the privileged-observation solution to
the problem of self-knowledge is

an

indispensable prerequisite of an overall

satisfactory philosophy of mind. (Wright 1998: 108)

There is an asymmetry between the concepts of the 1st person and the 3rd person
which has important consequences. It seems that we know our own experiences,
whereas we have to infer other people. We have a deep tendency to model our
awareness of our own pains, desires and feelings on our awareness of others. The
phrases: 'I am in pain' is foundational in understanding other's pain. And this self-

74

The phenomenal avowal: "my foot is sore" "I am tired" "my vision is blurred" "I feel sick." It is
groundless: there is no outer evidence or reasons. This avowal is strongly authoritative: his saying itself
guarantees the truth of what he says. And transparency is another characteristic: the avowal on this is
always clear. It is an incorrigible knowledge. The other aspect is the attitude avowal: including a "process
of self-interpretation." "I believe that term ends on the 27th," "I hope that noise stops soon," "I am
frightened of that dog," "I think that professional philosophers are some of the most fortunate people on
earth." It is different from phenomenal avowal, for it is not groundless but has justifying grounds, no
strong authority (subject himself or herself cannot guarantee the truth of the statement), and no
transparency (it can be mistaken).
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knowledge is transparent and incorrigible and ineliminable so it can be foundational.
(Heaton & Groves, 1994: 147)

And it is equally unsurprising that contemporary scientists and psychologists should
concur, finding consciousness 'a great mystery', and confessing that 'no one knows
what consciousness is, or whether it serves any purpose.' (Hacker, 1993: 234)

Conclusion
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CHAPTERV
Conclusion

Rorty's view can be summarized as eliminativism. He wants to remove human mind
as mirror of the Nature. He also wants to reject the concept of reality 'out there.' He
refuses to accept the universal moral principles. He believes that to stop talking those
concepts could be helpful in solving the dilemmas of philosophical discussions. But,
contrary to Rorty's expectation, it does not mean ending the dilemma of human life. We
still live with many dilemmas. Mysteries are always around us. We are never free from
these dilemmas. They are parts of human life. That is why we believe in God and the
mystics. Our life seems to be under contingencies, but most of us still believe in destiny
"over there." Because of that belief we are facing the crucial question: "Where should
our philosophical discussions begin from: the convenience of discussions or the
troublesome our daily real life?"
As Heidegger says, we never look the world with the third-person's-view, for we
never stand outside of the world. We see the world through our eyes but pictures we see
cannot be the whole view of the world. Because we are always part of the world, the
picture we see does not include us as subjects. To have the whole view is essentially
impossible.
But when we perceive the world we assume ourselves standing 'outside' it.
Dilemma always begins from there. We at first accept that we are in troubles.
Pretending there are no dilemmas is not helpful in overcoming the dilemmas. Closing
our eyes makes us not see the difficulties, but it does not mean the dilemmas disappear.
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Understanding on "mind" is one of those dilemmas. Rorty says the mind is not
something that has entity. It is a kind of property of human existence. And it is not the
"given" but the "made." It is a kind of product of human activities. Rorty seems
uncomfortable to agree that human mind is a "subjective" reality as Searle insists. He
prefers to remove the concept of "mind" as something working independently. Mind is
just formed in historical contexts.
But when we consider "intentionality" we can realize that it cannot be reduced to
something as socially formed. There is something transcendental in "mind." 1 We, in
dealing the mind, are still in dilemma. We cannot eliminate the "mind." Rorty does not
agree to reductionism but when he tries to eliminate the mind Rorty still seems to hold
the reductive approach. Rorty reduces the mind into some human activities.
Rorty also rejects the concept of reality and truth in the same way. He agrees there
is reality out there, but it is superfluous. He insists that reality recognized by
commonsense is meaningless, for its existence cannot be proved. When we perceive the
reality, it always happens through language and the language is humanly made. Without
linguistic concept there is no perception of the world. So the world is only perceived
linguistically. If there is no language, reality "out there" has no place in our
philosophical discourses. So Rorty insists it could be better to remove the concept of
reality. He says assuming there is reality "out there" makes human discussions mislead
to talk unnecessary issues. To figure out the reality independent from human language is

1

Dennett, even though he does not agree to Descartes, calls this a spectator of drama in "Cartesian
Theater." We can compare the "representation of reality" on human mind as a (visible) scene on the
stage. But there is another factor for the drama, the spectator. Like the spectator who watches the drama
in the darkness, to get the knowledge we need to assume there is one more factor which is working in the
darkness. This is consciousness, the subject experience of human existence.
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essentially impossible. So, for Rorty, the belief on "reality" should be removed. The
concept of "truth" is also eliminated in the same reason.
Rorty tries to remove the significant concepts in human discourses: reality, mind,
universal ethical principles, rationality, and human nature and "given" dignity. He wants
to redefine philosophy without any ground. Even he wants to remove the unique
meaning of philosophy. So Rom Harre and Michael Krausz call him "anarchist." They
mention 3 postmodern thinkers as anarchists who go farther than relativism. "The
strongest varieties of relativism involve the rejection all three absolutisms; universalism,
objectivism, and foundationalism .... Undermining that resolution are the claims for
strong relativism put forward by Rorty, Feyerabend and Gergen. We shall call the
strong relativist position in which all three aspects of absolutism are rejected,
'philosophical anarchism. "'(Harre and Kraust 1996: 190)
But Rorty's eliminativism cannot be the answer to the dilemmas relating to the
concept of 'representation of reality'. As we discussed above it makes the situation
worse. The basic concepts that Rorty wants to remove are parts of human life and they
are rooted in human thinking deeply. His radical arguments could be attractive, but they
also cause many problems at the same time. "While he is pulling the weeds, he roots up
the wheat with them." To remove some troublesome issues he also throws away the
things valuable.
Rorty's project of eliminativism is to remove all ambivalent concepts from
philosophical discourses. It can be compared as the effort to make the water clean. He
wants to clean the water perfectly to breed the fishes. But no fish live in clean water!
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His mysophobia may kill the fishes in the water. If we remove all obscure concepts
there is nothing remained what is meaningful to human life.
That is why he is criticized that his talks lack the seriousness. The conclusions
seem so trivial. For examples, when we deal with the human mind the issue of
intentionality or free will 2 is foe most controversial and significant topic, but Rorty says
he stopped talking about this, for there is no possibility of finishing. Which one is
important to human life: clear talks without all unexplainable dilemmas or ambiguous
talks but connecting to the real life situations?
Fay chooses the latter and explains the reason with an appropriate example:
"making map." There is no map which can copy the real world exactly. But "making
map" is not a wholly imaginative activity either. It works with imagination, but it
should be based on the real world too. "In cartography there is no 'One Best Map" of
any particular terrain. For any terrain an indefinite number of useful maps is possible,
each depending on the aspect of the terrain highlighted as an entity, the mode of its
representation itself contingent on the uses to which the map will be put, and on the
perspective from which the map is drawn." (Fay 1996: 210) Likewise even though there
is no perfect theory on the reality it is meaningful to talk about the reality in
philosophical debates. As "Making Map" is always related to the real terrain, the belief
on the real world should be "there" in philosophical discaurses.

2

John Searle says the issue of free will is another tough problem in dealing human consciousness.
Practicing free will is part of humanness. When we decide or choose something we immediately
experience of acting 'freely' or 'voluntarily.' Ifwe reflect our ordinary conscious activities such as
ordering foods and watching TV, or deciding to have vacation, we can easily recognize that there is a
striking difference between the passive of perceptual consciousness, and the active character of what we
might call 'volitional consciousness.' (cf. Searle 2001: 491-514).
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The world is filled with dilemmas which seem no possibility of ending. We cannot
run away from problems. We, therefore, would rather be friends with the possibility of
errors. Philosophical discussion needs to begin with problems: not only 'the soluble' but
also the 'insoluble.' That is why we talked about Peirce's Fallibilism; Polanyi's
"invitation to dogmatism." To be our discourses meaningful they are necessary. This is
the reason why Lakatos' Research Programme in philosophy of science wants to go
with the fallibility. Philosophy needs to be a "problem-solving," so our talks should go
with "trials and errors."
Philosophy should be based on real life experiences. If it is detached too far from
our daily life's experience or people's common sense, those philosophical discourses
lose something meaningful to us. Such discussions cannot be used as life-guidance. The
ground of philosophy has to be ordinary life's experience. To do this we need to do
philosophy with the "ineliminable." The mysterious aspects human life should be
included in our inquiry.
Rorty himself insists that philosophy should be effective in problem-solving. But
Rorty's way seems to go in oppose direction. As we discussed above Rorty rejects the
scientific realism which is regarded as the best way in dealing with problems. And
Rorty's arguments seem dangerous if we apply them into social dimension. His
ethnocentrism may paralyze the critical debates in social talks. According to
ethnocentrism every position is right, so clashes among different cultures (as we are
seeing in today's world) can be justified. There is no way to make people to talk. And
there is no judgment of 'right' or 'wrong' as well.
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In Open Society and Its Enemies3 K. Popper criticizes Hegel and Marx, for
"becoming" in the dialectical logic removes the common ground of critical criticism
practiced. 4 If there is no ground of critical discourses, like anti-realism and antirationalism, it may lead the society toward the totalitarian dictatorship. People have no
universal ground to criticize the powerful. The powerful can rationalize everything what
they have done.
Even Rorty's ethnocentrism and 'cultural otherness' seems to allow imperialism in
international relationship.

There

are no cross-cultural common grounds

for

conversation; therefore the power rather than rational talk can be more easily used
among different cultures. Rorty says if we follow human desires rather than abstract

human nature or dignity man can be more creative who can accomplish better
consensus. They may have more chances to construct better societies. But it seems not
realistic. Human desires sometimes are capricious and difficult to control.
In this paper the researcher suggests to reconstruct the philosophy with common
sense and fallibility. We need to bring the transcendental arguments 5 back into
philosophical discourses. It also can be better source of creative imagination. We need
the transcendental grounds for the critical talks. So the researcher wants to insist, as a
conclusion, that we need openness toward the transcendental arguments.
3

Karl R. Popper, Tile Open Society and Its Enemies, 2 Vols. (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1973)
Popper points the problem of dialectical logic. Dialectic logic is consisted with 3 steps of progress of
logic: thesis - antithesis - synthesis. 'fhe synthesis happens through "becoming": it means the discourse is
grounded another new dimension. In dialectical logic paradigm shift is always there in "becoming." It
means the discourses in the level of"thesis - antithesis" have no common grounds with "synthesis."
There is no way to criticize the conclusions in "synthesis." If this is applied to socio-political dimension,
there is no way of social criticism. The way of totalitarian dictatorship is opened widely.
5
Transcendental arguments including several characteristics: (i) their premises have to be justified
independently of any experience about the external world, i.e. they must be justified introspectively or a
priori. (ii) The premises cannot be rejected by the skeptic. (iii) Transcendental arguments uncover
necessary conditions of thought and experience. (iv) The conclusion of the argument entails truths about
the external world. (Cf. Stroud 1994: 231 ).
4
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Why do we need to include the transcendental arguments? Human life always
includes dilemmas and mysteries. Without them our talk may be too trivial.
Philosophical talks need to be serious, for our ordinary lives are facing many incurable
problems. Rorty's forerunners never neglect the seriousness of human life's world. In
this sense, as we discussed above, Rorty's understanding them is incomplete.
To recover the transcendental arguments we need to keep the balance between
knowledge as the "socially-formed" and reference as the world "over there." Rorty tries
to eliminate the latter and becomes an epistemological nihilist. But his project seems not
to be successful. In a sense knowledge about the world is a social product. It is formed
through human activities. But at the same time knowledge is 'of things that are not
produced by human at all. Without the intransitive objects of knowledge human
knowledge cannot be happened. So intransitive objects of knowledge are the essential
part of human knowledge. Roy Bhaskar calls this position as transcendental realism. 6 It
regards the knowledge as what is produced with the social activity of science; and the
objects of knowledge as the intransitive structures and mechanisms that generate
phenomena. "For the transcendental realist it is not a necessary condition for the
existence of the world that science occurs. But it is a necessary condition for the
occurrence of science that the world exists and is of a certain type." (Bhaskar 1978:38)
Rorty's project is a trial to eliminate the intransitive structures and mechanisms,
the "ineliminable." His project of eliminating the mind and reality is not successful. The
researcher continuously insist that he needs to stop somewhere in this eliminativist

6

According to transcendental realist, ifthere were no science there would still be a nature, and it is this
nature which is investigated by science. Whatever is discovered in nature must be expressed in thought,
but the structures and constitutions and causal laws discovered in nature do not depend upon thought.
(Bhaskar 1978:27)
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journey, otherwise he may bypass the significant aspects of human life. His efforts to
build a more humanistic society cannot be accomplished. Philosophy should go with the
"lneliminable." "Representation of reality" is one of the fundamental grounds in
philosophical discourses. In that sense metaphysics is still one of the essential parts in
philosophical discourses.

Rorty needs to hear Einstein's comment:

"Science without religion is lame, but religion without science
is blind."

According to Einstein Rorty is constructing the way of lame.
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