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Marshaling more rhetoric. . . in a contrary vein, we fight fire with fire"
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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores and makes explicit various aspects of Richard Rorty's rhetorical
program for shifting our traditional conceptions of reference and truth. Rorty wants to
persuade us to adopt verification (coping) semantics in place of correspondence seeking
semantics. I argue against his intuition pumps by considering Keith Donnellan's remarks
on description and reference and argue for a view of correspondence truth that is based
on what the object, whatever the object, permits us to say. Making this point allows us to
see a purposeful conflation in Rorty's work. If beliefs are true because they are justified,
Rorty's fallibilistic remark that any of our beliefs may not be true (in the cautionary
sense) would follow. But truths may pay because they follow (as "attributive

representations") from 'unblocked' objects, or they mayjust pay. Thus, I suggest that
Donnellan preserves William James' remark that we desire correspondence truth, an
everyday explanatory notion.

Introduction

Ascriptions of prepositional attitudes (opaque belief states) play an important role in the
explanation of behavior, however they pose a problem for any purely extensional
(semantic) language.

A simple suggestion for cashing out the ascription of a belief state to a person,
extensionally, is positing a two-place predicate that relates an object's mental state with

some sentence that the object (the person) believes.1 However, believing—and
propositional attitudes generally—are unlike most two-place predicates in the following
respect. Consider a factual substitution on the two-place predicate 'Lois Lane loves
Superman.' The fact that

1] 'Lois Lane really loves Superman'
combined with the fact that

2] 'Clark Kent really is Superman',
jointly imply that

3] 'Lois Lane really loves Clark Kent'.
The trouble here is (3) is true just in case Lois Lane has love-like feelings towards Clark

Kent; but given that she doesn't, (3) is really false. Now, that would be fine if it weren't
the case that (1) and (3) intuitively express the same truth—that is to say, it would be fine
if it weren't intuitive to see that the difference is in the language (the handle), not the
object (the handled).
One of the governing principles of extensionality is that "whatever can be

affirmed of"the object remains true when we refer to the object by any other name"
1 We might also refer to this as a relational predicate so that 'two-place' simply means some object is
related to some other object.
1

(WVO Quine 1980 140). The underlying principle here, truth substitutivity salva ventate,
(SSV) cashes out as the rule that if one replaces a name in a true sentence with another
that refers to the same object, then by making such a substitution, a false sentence should
not result (Quine 1980 139). Above, however, we saw that a valid truth preserving
substitution on the referent of (1) would not preserve the truth of (3). Consequently,
propositional belief states pose a problem for extensional truth. According to that
conception (extensional truth), if (1) is true, then (3) is true, because truth doesn't depend
on Lois Lane.

The view that truth doesn't depend on what anyone things about it, is preserved
by Saul Kripke' s distinction between speaker referent and semantic referent—a
distinction perhaps premised upon Keith Donnellan's distinction between an attributive

description and a referential description.2 In the case of Lois Lane there is a difference
between what she means by 'Superman' and what we mean by 'Superman' because she
doesn't accept (2). Semantically, both names of course refer to the same individual
because (2) is true; but Lois doesn't know or believe that Superman is Clark Kent, and

she certainly doesn't believe that anything she feels of Superman is actually felt for Clark
Kent. Thus, again, (3) is false, but should be semantically true. In order to save our

intuition that (3) is true despite Lois Lane's irrelevant beliefs, it might be suggested that
2 (Cf. Donnellan 1966; 1968) The difference between an attributive description and a referential description

is that the speaker may have used the wrong description to pick out the person they meant; yet a person
may still be understood despite the improper attribution. For instance, suppose that I see a woman take a
man into her arms with kisses. I might say to you 'She certainly loves her husband.' However, suppose that
as a matter of fact the person that she kissed is her lover, and her husband is actually a vile abuser that she
doesn 't love. Here, the idea is that I meant the man that she kissed and used a false attribution to get you to

understand the man I meant; and you may have understood what I meant. Ifyou did understand what I
mean, I would have made a successful reference. Michael Devitt (1981b) argues against Kripke (1979) that
such a distinction (between attributive and referential descriptions) is semantically important. His reason is
that determining what one meant ambiguously (referentially) is a matter of causal relations made possible
by witnessing the event.
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the truth of a reference doesn't depend on what one knows. Consequently, Kripke

suggested that there is a speaker referent and a semantic referent, and only the latter is
important for semantics (David Boersema 33).
I have deliberately chosen discourse surrounding Lois Lane to demonstrate what
is at stake for Richard Rorty concerning reference and truth. It is generally assumed that
semantic truth can only be a matter of what exists, because truth has been predominantly

cashed out as "correspondence" between statements (or thoughts) and Reality as it Really
is. Given such a stipulation, the question of SSV in my example would not even arise
because neither Lois Lane nor Clark Kent exist; neither our context nor hers would

produce the precious correspondence relation between language and world sought by
those interested in explaining the 'made true' relation.

Rorty' s characteristic view on the matter is that attempts made by correspondence
realists to explicate how sentences are made true by extra-linguistic entities are more
trouble than they are worth. Semantic deflationists like Rorty see no need for semantic
word-world relations, and in particular the relation of "being made true by"; for once the

(everyday) uses of the relevant terms (in this case, <true> and <refer>) have been
explained, there is nofurther problem about the relation of those uses to the world that
philosophy could hope to yield stories about (Rorty 2007 151). In short, Rorty doubts the
project: "If you know not only how words are used, but what purposes are and are not
served by so using them, what more could philosophy hope to tell you?" (Rorty 2007

153)3

3 Rorty says that "the question is whether we have sorted out the various uses ofthe word 'true', decided
which ofthem are so confusing or misleading as to be discarded, and specified the functions performed by
the remaining uses" (Rorty 1998b 67). Presumably the same tack would apply to 'refer.'
3

From this it would seem that Rorty is advocating attention to word use and that
once words have been purged of silly philosophical impositions, one can do realist

semantics properly. But importantly, Rorty wants to distance himself from any attempts
to clarify practice for the purposes of doing realist (referential and correspondence)
Philosophy. According to Rorty, ordinary conversation and philosophy can both do
without realist semantics. Rather than focus philosophical attention on the relationship
between name (or description) and existing referent, we can 'move on' noting that

ordinary language permits us to have justifiable beliefs about whatever we 'talk-about'.
Rather than focus on Correspondence to Reality as it Really Is and reference3 and trying

desperately to demonstrate the everyday worth of this concept, according to Rorty, we

For Rorty there are three legitimate uses of refer. The first use ofrefer (reference0 is a matter of
what the speaker intends, and any identifying descriptions that might be offered are by the lights ofthe
speaker. The second use of refer (reference2) is what we need to be able to say 'What you are referring
(referenceO to, while by your lights, would actually refer by ours if you made such and such an alteration to
what you say.' In the previous sentence, the last instance of 'refer' is used in the sense of reference3.
However, reference3, in this instance is not misleading, because it doesn't seek to transcend our lights, but

is at most a matter of our lights (see Rorty 1976 324-27). By reference3, Rorty means to 'redescribe' a
realist intuition for his anti-representationalist project. I discuss this threefold distinction further in §3.
Rorty also has three uses oftrue—well four to be precise—but the last (fourth) use is a stylistic
variation, and Rorty comes to abandon true3 because he doesn't think ordinary discourse requires a
systematic theory oftruth. Rather, Rorty suggests two uses for everyday conversation, and a semantic use.
The first (commending or endorsing use) is for those beliefs that pay, that are justified (and thus trueO in
our community; but because justification is not sufficient for truth, Rorty acknowledges a cautionary use,
as in "S' may be justified but perhaps not true' (true2). What Rorty means here is that what pays in our
community may not pay in another. Upon closer inspection, however, Rorty actually wishes to suggest that
epistemic conditions decide how to apply 'true' (in yet an additional sense—true3), and that therefore true
is disquotation but relative to the justificatory apparatus in a given community. That is, Rorty wants to say
that endorsement is disquotation; however, because we only have our lights, our ability to apply 'true3' to
our sentences, come what may, is hampered by potential counter-evidence. Hence, true3 is not defined by

our epistemic conditions (because any of our truei (what we take to be true3) beliefs may not be true2) but it
is applied relative to the epistemic standards of a community.

Rorty's semantic point is that while any of our beliefs may not be true3 most must be true3; and on
this point, Rorty suggests a stylistic variation. According to Rorty, there may be nothing non-trivial to the
relation between language and world because what we take to be the causal pressures of the world on our
language is a matter of our best abductive lights. So most of our beliefs must 'correspond to reality' even
though any one in particular may not. But if we just left it there we would fail to see Rorty's real purpose:
truth (true3) is disquoted even in that context. So, most of our truei beliefs must be true2 even though any
may not be true2 (See §4)
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ought to allow conversation to be governed by reference] and allow our philosophical
intuitions to be satisfied by a qualified version of references.
It seems to me that this referential difference between everyday practice and

semantics (a difference in purposes) helps to clarify the scope of Rorty's uses of 'true'.
We have everyday uses (truei and true2) and we have a theoretical gloss on these uses
(true3). Our everyday beliefs are endorsed as 'truei' so long as they pay as habits for
action, and, any of our beliefs may not pay2 in a different context. Given that Rorty

4 Now in what follows I suggest that by 'true' Rorty generally intends something like 'useful', 'justifiable',
and 'coherent'. The problem is that it isn't clear just what Rorty means by 'true'. We are told that
endorsement has everything to do with the relativity ofjustification (Rorty 1991a 128; 2000a 5;); that our
beliefs are useful (that the truth of a belief adds nothing to its usefulness) (Rorty and Searle 1999 41); and
that our beliefs cohere with others (Rorty 2000a 5; 2001 53). But if we take any ofthese to be synonymous
with what he means, traditional objections would follow (For more on this point, see note 33 and 34
below). So, as I said, I suggest that all ofthese terms, together and not independent of one another, get a
handle on what Rorty means by endorsement, Rorty's notion of 'true'.

Now, it might be thought that Rorty's view concerning the cautionary sense is an effort to close in
on mind-independent realism. But Rorty's cautionary sense is a redescription of Putnam's open question.

Rorty doesn't say that any of our beliefs may not be true in a realist converging sense; rather Rorty says
that any of our beliefs may not meet the justification standards of another community (Rorty 1991a 128;
1998 22). From what was said above, I suggest that Rorty means any of our habits for action may not be

justified given other purposes. But if his cautionary sense is just the potential for different endorsability,

then we must distribute his general "rhetorical copiousness" so that the cautionary sense would cash out as:

while any of our beliefs may be usefuli-justifiablei-coherenti, any may not be usefiil2 -justifiable2coherent2. Again, to repeat, the cautionary sense suggests that in every instance of a truei belief, such is

relative to our community—such is true by "our lights". So generally, belief X is true (useful, coherent,

justifiable) relative to the community that would endorse the belief. Since truth is a matter oftaking to be
true (or making) for Rorty, it follows that any truei belief (again, that we take to be true (what we endorse))
may not be useful2, coherent2 and justifiable2 relative to another community.

Now, in making the above claim, I have employed a notion familiar to the rhetorician. "Rhetorical
copiousness" implies that the definiendum, (true) in this case, cannot be made explicit. So, I have suggested
that Rorty layers his 'definition', copiously. Now, in order to express this layered variance, I have used
paysi or justifiablei or coherent^ (and various traditional variations, such as worksi or pays^, to signify
truei throughout the following text, where truei signifies usefuli, and so, coherent and justifiablei.
To put my cards on the table, my main reason for introducing other terms variously such as 'paysi'
and worksi is to undermine Rorty's redescription oftrue. Rorty is not working with correspondence or

convergence. In general, I think it is important to keep his definition murky (as he seems to anyways) so

that we do not misunderstand his largely rhetorical effort to make us think we are doing verification
semantics, when we have been un-problematically doing realist semantics. In other words, making the

redescriptive rhetoric explicit is the best tactic for clarifying why realism is still alive and well.
It is important to keep in mind that Rorty's glosses merely sound realist. Despite the point that
Rorty admits there are causal pressures on conversationally constrained belief-webs, and that Rorty

suggests truth is a primitive predicate, for the realist, the truth of S is not a matter of what our peers let us
get away with. Rather, S is true, in a proper realist sense, whether or not anyone endorses it (or finds it
justifiable). Rorty, on the other hand, suggests we can do without this a/tf/-verificationist tack. (But realism
5

abandons the usefulness of an attendant ascription oftruths theory in matters of practice,
it is difficult to pinpoint what his true3 comes to. Coupled with his fourth use, 'a stylistic
variation on true'—whatever he means in that context—matters are only more
complicated. Moreover, it isn't even clear that his fourth use is distinct from his third use,
because it isn't clear whether his third is intended to be distinct from his first or second.

What is clear is that Rorty wants to affirm that most of anyone's truei beliefs must

be true3 and that any of our truei beliefs may not be true3. 1 suggest that his fourth use
must be a stylistic variation on true3 in that context, viz. that most of our beliefs must

'correspond to reality' even though any of our beliefs may not 'correspond to reality'.
However, only all the evidence in the world would make a belief true3; so, the idea of

having true3 beliefs is a non-starter. Instead, Rorty suggests that it would be lessfoolhardy to aim for justification in one's own community, noting full well that while any
of one's beliefs may not be true2, most of them must be true2.

I disagree with Rorty's dismissal of realist semantics and his charge that we can
do without realist intuitions. We have natural urges for the truth, because we prefer truth
to falsehood. Thus I suggest that Rorty' s account of 'true' is a bit of philosophical art
designed to shift our natural practices. Since Rorty would rather go with justifiability
before one's peers than truth, and we have natural desires for truth, I argue that Rorty
makes a practical difference in order to make practice different. My argument will be that
making a practical difference ought to be an intuitive philosophical desire, and that we
can better honor intuitions that are captured by realist semantics that make a practical
difference and (thus) make more of a practical difference.
is decidedly anti-verificationist). Given that Rorty does subscribe to verificationistic thinking, in what sense
is Rorty a realist?—Surely not in no sense at all (he's not an idealist), but surely not where it matters.
6

William James was perhaps the first to employ the idea of making a practical
difference. To clarify the point, consider his argument against Absolute Mind-

Independent Truth. We might say that James' deflationary argument against that very
idea set in motion the intuitive absurdity of a grasping the Kantian ding-an-sich. (Of

course, according to John McDowell, that was Kant's point (1 12)). In any event, here
goes James' argument. Whenever (Rl) and (R2) are held, namely that
(Rl) Truth is the system of propositions that have an unconditional claim to be
recognized as valid,
and that,

(R2) Truth is a name for those judgments we find ourselves under obligation to
make by imperative duty (James 102),
we can reason from (R2) that the "word [Truth] would still have to be defined as that

which ought to be ascertained and recognized" (James 102). James' point is that if truth
ought to be pursued, if it has a claim on us; presumably we can ask why it has such a
claim. In particular James asks: Why ought we pursue truth rather thanfalsehood! For if
truth has nothing to do with us (if it is a matter of un-conditionality, and therefore doesn't
depend on us for realization), then there should be no preference one way or the other
(for truth rather than falsehood); but of course there is a preference for truth; so James
suggests that it 'pays' to pursue truth. This implies, inter alia, that (Rl) and (R2) must be
deflated if they are to make a practical difference. Indeed, according to James, 'claim on
us' at (Rl) and the Obligation to make judgments' at (R2) depend on our desire for the
truth. If not, Truth doesn't have any practical significance.
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I agree with James' claim that we desire the truth; since we do, it seems plain that

we would not rest content with justification.5 But Rorty wants us to get away from talk
about truth, and focus rather on what passes in a particular conversation, noting full well
that what we take to be true may not pass in every discourse. I disagree with Rorty' s
account of truth precisely because I agree with James' redescription of an everyday
intuition: we desire truth so much that we think misrepresentation should not be tolerated.
From this we would be in a position to say with realists that whatever our desires might
be, we take it to be fair and judicious to answer to the object; for if our desire is the truth,
then we should want to be true to the object we are talking about.
But here we have a tough situation. On the one hand we want to say that if a
statement is true, the statement being called true obviously depends on our saying that it
is true. Hence, the very formulation of any statement depends on language and language
is dependent on conceptualization, or mind. So in a very real sense there is no sense to
the idea that a statement could be true independent ofMind. But the question that this
thesis attempts to come to terms with is what is it that makes a statement true (indeed a
statement true to what it is about)? Is that something independent of any minds, or is
whatever that might be always and never more than a matter of some concept-user's
concepts? If the object is never more than what one's peers will permit given a context,
5 It is not clear that William James was largely responsible for redescribing (the True) as what is good and
valuablefor us (what is justifiable). James clearly also wanted to say that when it comes to truth it would be
better to talk about a leading function where we are "led" to the object or its surroundings better than ifwe
disagreed (James 96). Barry Allen seems to mirror this point when he suggests that truth is redescribed by
James as within "the circle of goods" rather thanjust as what is goodfor us (1993 63). However, Allen

concludes by claiming that James' point comes to 'passes for truth' (Rorty's endorsability) while also
admitting that there is another category (falsity over and against mere belief) (181-2). If we let the first
point about truth being redescribed in the circle of goods go through without make the second point about
cashing out truth as "passing", we could see James as doing justice to the object and potential conceptions
of an object, rather than pre-ordained conceptions 'handed down' in a monolithic fashion. Of course, in
keeping with realism it would be better to say that conceptions are parasitic upon (record details
concerning) objects.
8

then it seems our desire for the truth—being true to the object—should make us restless

with such a description. We want to be true to the object, not just true to whatever one's
peers take to be true.

In the language that I would like to suggest, a statement is true to the object it is
'about' precisely because the object (named) or described by the referring term in the
statement, permits our saying that such and such is true to the object. But this intuition is
not captured by Rorty's verification semantics. Indeed, Rorty wants to make it so that
such intuitions wouldn't be intuitive.

Perhaps it would be best to get clear on what Rorty thinks is a matter of making a
practical difference. According to Rorty, solving philosophical problems just isn't very
useful for cultural politics; rather, "reading philosophy books" ought to help "us
overcome the past in order to create a better human future" (2007 149, 169). With that
point spelled out, we can see why Rorty spends a good deal of time making sure that
properly obscure conceptions (such as those surrounding "effing the ineffable") are
ridiculed as not "making a difference to practice" (1982a xxxv, 100). 'Effing the

ineffable', achieving Reality as it Really Is, beating the epistemological skeptic, etc., all
have received so much wasted attention; according to Rorty, none of their solutions
would make a practical difference anyways.
Of course, failing to make a difference to practice is one thing, and pretty
obvious when it comes to desiring something absurd and impossible like accessing

Reality as it Really is.6 When it comes to making a difference to practice it would seem
6 It is important to keep in mind here the completely miserable (but intentional) lack of precision
concerning this concept when it comes to Rorty's use. In one sense this notion is absurd. We cannot access

reality as it really is at all if it is defined in terms of ding-an-sich because it is precisely that which is
independent ofhuman knowledge, and you cannot know anything about that. But no one seriously salivates
9

that Correspondence cashed as such fails, by definition. But 'making a difference to
practice' is a pretty ambiguous metaphor. Consider the common sense view that truth is a
matter of "accordance with facts" in the sense that a fact is nothing more than an

abbreviation for physical things in various relations all actually picked out by
descriptions and names. If a correspondence theorist were to suggest such as a gloss on
'correspondence', suggesting such to be a "standard piece of English" (Austin 1961 89),
it would seem that she has managed to provide 'practical import.' In such a fashion it
over the thing in itself, so it's no surprise that there are other permissible translations that make Reality as it
Really is less absurd as a cashed out concept.

For instance, Rorty permits the idea that the world has causal independence. Presumably what he
means is that causal pressures precede human minds—that the causally independent world is antecedent to
whatever causes human minds might have on the environment. From this we might add (with common
intuitions) that the world exists independently of any human minds whatsoever—making the «o/rtrivial

point (because against Berkeley) that if all minds were to cease to exist, there would still be stuff (although
evidently the idea that there would still be stuff could only be said when there are concept users around).
But we might wish to avoid anthropomorphizing. We might want to say that even though what we call true
clearly depends on human conceptualization, truths would even be true, independent ofhuman
conceptualization, because conceptions need not be human. The intuitive idea here is that even ifthere
were no humans, objects would still exist in spatio-temporal locations and would still have parts that could
be referred to by various natural kinds, whatever the language, whether computer, alien or, perhaps,
animal. (On this last possibility the early Rorty seems to be in agreement (1982a 10). However, Rorty
ultimately adopts the stance that one must be able to speak and give reasons if one is to receive—from our
outstretched colonizing hands, of course—the stamp of 'concept-user.')

And yet still we might go another way with reality as it really is. We might suggest that it was

merely meant to purify observation from idiosyncratic differences: our views need to mirror reality as it

really is because 'truth is true whatever you may think about it.''
The idea then is that 1], it is not entirely absurd to suppose that there is stuff ifthere were no
minds, although the formulation ofthe idea could obviously not be formulated ifthere were no minds; 2],
that while some have used the phrase 'reality as it really is' to signify (1)—a common sense possibility—
that is not the only way the phrase has been used; and therefore 3], there are plenty of ways to make sense
of 'reality as it really is' without sneering that it doesn't make any sense.

Given the ambiguity surrounding the use of 'Reality as it Really is' it seems that the same

machinery that supported the absurd sense could be used to clarify appropriate uses ofthe mirror metaphor

and the idea of representation. Our notion of 'political' representation, where one member of parliament (or
council) purportedly represents a multitude ofpeople, could be what we mean instead of identity between

some proposition and nature's own language. Ifwe make this move, the mirror metaphor could be cashed

out literally: a statement represents an object like a reflection in a mirror. Just as my mirror reflection is but
a view, and not me, the will of the entire constituency is never represented by a particular politician. From
this it would follow that the conceptions we have of objects (linguistic or not) can never disclose the entire
object.

Now, it might be objected that just as an entire object cannot be fully disclosed so can no part be
fully disclosed, since parts are objects, in a sense. I think this is right. We cannot disclose parts because we
cannot disclose wholes. But what exactly are we doing here? If an object is obviously green (mutatis

mutandis, given another kind ofperceptual apparatus), what we cannot determine isjust which parts ofthe
object are green. But that is the object is green is clear and cannot be false.
10

would seem straightforward to see that any philosophical program aligned with common
sense and present practice cannot possibly fail to make a practical difference.
According to Rorty, David Lewis once thought that "philosophy is a matter of
collating our intuitions and then finding a way to keep as many ofthem as possible"
(Rorty 1 998a 1 3 7). While it isn't clear whether such would be a matter of familiarity
within philosophical circles or everyday circles, or whether, from this quote, philosophy
ought to live up to the dictates of the latter, it is clear that Rorty is not satisfied with
uncritical collation of intuitions because, for Rorty, philosophy "is a matter oftreating
both intuitions and accusations of paradox as the voice ofthe past, and as possible

impediments to the creation of a better future" (ibid.) The only intuitions and voices of
paradox that get a pass of approval from Rorty are those that are useful for cultural
politics, and those that compel us to create better human futures. Perhaps then so long as
a particular philosophy is oriented to the improvement of our estate, it makes a practical
difference.

Given that common sense is decidedly realist, and Rorty thinks that realism

doesn't help to create a better human future, but is rather poised to "discourage us by
telling us that somebody or something has authority over us" (1999c 9), Rorty spells out
his own long-term and hope-filled project ?? altering the "rhetoric" of common sense:
"The Realist conviction that there just must be a non-human authority to which
humans can turn has been, for a very long time, woven into the common sense of
the West. It is a conviction common to Socrates and to Luther, to atheistic natural

scientists who say they love truth and fundamentalists who say they love Christ. I
think it would be a good idea to reweave the network of beliefs and desires that
makes up Western culture in order to get rid ofthis conviction. But doing so will
take centuries, perhaps millennia. This reweaving, if it ever occurs, will result in
everybody becoming commonsensically verificationist—in being unable to pump
up the intuitions to which present day realists and theists appeal" (Rorty 2007
135).

11

I want to draw attention to the point that Rorty wishes to "reweave the network of
beliefs" of the west "in order to get rid of the conviction that "there just must be a non-

human authority to which humans can turn."7 One might be inclined to say that realists
pump up this "common sense" conviction, reworking it to suggest, perhaps (that is not
necessarily) that the mind-independent world (even independent of what we say about it)
makes our beliefs true. Rorty, on the other hand, wants to redescribe the beliefs and

intuitions of common sense that support appeals made by realists against his project/or
common sense. That is, Rorty wants to alter common sense in a way that blocks realists
from pumping up common sense intuitions. If common sense were more verificationally
inclined, then realists (of the future) would be unable to perpetuate anti-verificationist or,
realist, thinking. Indeed, Rorty thinks we may then finally rid ourselves of the realist
conception of truth.
I mentioned above that Rorty makes a practical difference in the hopes of making

practice different. So it is important to keep in mind that Rorty doesn Y cut himself off
from the commons so quickly. Consider Rorty's closing remarks to Robert Brandom in
his paper 'What do you do when they call you a Relativist?' Rorty suggests that Brandom
adopt an "arrogant tack"—a philosophy of language "according to which philosophical
reflection can reject the intuitions of the vulgar as well as the metaphors of the learned"
(1997 177). The very same point was made above when we noted thatpace David Lewis,
Rorty thinks that philosophy "is a matter of treating both intuitions and accusations of
7 As will become clear in the pages that follow, we simply do not turn to God or Mind or whatever when
we check our statements against the objects we are talking about (the objects that make our statements

true.) The objects in our horizon of which we have transparent (but not total) views are not like God in any

sense. Commitment to what they reveal, however, does sound a lot like troth before a non-human authority.
It seems clear to me that Rorty isjust not happy with such a project, and unclear why philosophers should
follow suit.
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paradox as the voice ofthe past, and as possible impediments to the creation of a better
future" (Rorty 1998a 137). However, neither ofthese quotes support the view that Rorty
wants nothing to do with practice, or vulgar intuitions. Rather, philosophers should

"continue to speak with the vulgar while offering a philosophical gloss on this speech
which is different from that offered by the Realist tradition" (Rorty 1998a 44; 2000c 85).
So even though Rorty would like us to overcome our realist-inclined common sense
intuitions (1982a xxiv-xxxi; Forster 1992 587), Rorty' s philosophy generates glosses on
o

realist intuitions as well.

8 In particular it seems that Rorty can account for the intuition that we cannot lose touch with the world
(that we are all coping in the same universe); that the world is causally independent (presumably that its
existence isn 't consequent to our existence); that justification isn't sufficient for truth; and, finally, the fact
of practice that we endorse statements of fiction despite claims made by some theorists of 'reference.' The
last intuition is particularly important for pumping our intuitions about verification semantics. With
Russell, 'The animals ran Jones out of Manor Farm' is meaningful but "of course" false because not of

anything. Rorty takes the sentence to be true, intuitively in fact, and exploits the everyday practice of
saying true things about whatever we talk about, existent or non-existent as supportive of verification
semantics. Justifiability doesn't play ontological favorites, and we use the term 'true' in contexts where
true existential statements are out of place.

Generally speaking, pragmatic verification semantics supports all the 'realist' intuitions above by
supposing 1] that it is charitable to assume that an indigenous speaker (and so, any user of any language)
endorses mostly FTUe1 beliefs (and so, (since we use language, that we have mostly true2 beliefs), and

therefore that we cannot lose contact with the world); 2], that what makes a belieftrue is precisely the

meanings of words and how the world is arranged (and that all that is a matter of what we take to be true1;
and we take the causal independence ofthe world to be a platitude); and 3], that what isjustifiable may not
be true just means that anything we take to be justifiable! may not be justifiable2. 1 reject 1] by suggesting
that we might very well be completely wrong about our interesting descriptions (and any descriptions)
about remote references (even in the sense that Aristotle is a man, because he might not exist). I reject 3]

because justification always demands more justification, whereas what is true, if'ti is true, is so without
question. (Of course one can provide justification for a true belief; but if it is true, then justification doesn't
make a difference. If a belief is self-evident, it is redundant to offer justification for it.) I reject 2] as well

because I think that it simplifies matters in a weird way that makes language equally as important as the
object being as it is, no matter the language. On the contrary, it is the object that selects in advance of our
speaking any language just which statements are permissible. Objects fix what would be permissible given
a language.

We can put this last matter a little more precisely. Consider the formulation 'S' is true if and only
if S. This formulation is redescribedby Rorty as 'S' is true if and only if (1991a 128). (Despite the
point that Rorty abandons true3 it seems to me that such is precisely what he would say should he need to
offer his view about what makes anything IrUe1). So, again consider 'S' is true if and only if S. By the rules
ofbi-conditionality [S' is true if and only if S] is equivalent to [[IfS' then S] and [if S then 'S']]; however
Rorty wants to say that [if S then 'S'] makes no sense precisely because there is no sense to the idea of an
object not being under a description. So Rorty actually means 'S' is truek if and only if 'S' is truek of 'the
object wek mean' (as verified by ourk peers) andûie object is as we mean (as verified by ourk peers). I am
using (k) here to signify group membership.
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In what follows I mean to show Rorty's deflationary account ofreference and

truth as a program for (altered) common sense. It goes something like this:

a.

Since we really talk about what exists as easily and fluidly in everyday

conversation as we really talk about what doesn't exist, we do not have to make a
philosophical big deal about existence.

b.

Making &philosophical big deal about existence is what it means to provide a

non-trivial theory of reference and truth.

c.

But given (a), non-trivial philosophical theories of reference do not make a

practical difference, and therefore, do not gloss everyday intuitions.

d.

Furthermore, given (a) it is sensible to ask the speaker what they mean by what

they are referring to; and speakers do this generally by demanding an identifying
description.

e.

So, with (a) in mind, one might legitimately provide an identifying description

that picks out an existing object, or one that is about something fictional.
f.

In either case it seems that the speaker must be able to identify most of what we

take to be justifiable of what the speaker is talking about; however, this restriction is only
apparent. The rule that the speaker provides most of what we take to be truei can only be
permitted if the speaker is referring3; for as soon as we lead the speaker to say something
9 This is a fruitful result because it follows that the charge of 'failing to refer3' trades on the assumption that

I, as the speaker, have mostly true beliefs of a referent3. But given (a), I do not necessarily have to have
beliefs of a referent3 in mind, and so, the charge assumes my purposes. Perhaps in part because of the
freedom to determine what one means, Rorty suggests that it would be more fruitful to acknowledge that
reference isn't necessarily a matter ofreference3. The speaker should be permitted to spell out her own
purposes, without being told what her purposes must be.
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she didn't intend, we have changed the topic. So the speaker must be permitted to say
whatever she likes about her intended referenti. However, if we must get precise about
referents that we refers to (thereby changing the topic) our conversation is about what is

useful to believe by our lights.11
g.

Given (b), according to Rorty, what we take to be true concerning any matter,

concerning any purposeful discourse, isjust what is justified given the discourse. This is
because whenever we have a purported true belief it is true (if true) because it is
justified—or, if you prefer, coherent with the rest of our communal beliefs—and there
doesn't appear to be any way of sectioning off beliefs that cohere with our own beliefs

and the beliefs of our peers from those that cohere and also correspond non-trivially.
Thus, knowledge of what is truei, for Rorty, is a matter of familiarizing oneself with what
passes in our conversation. (Of course, it doesn't appear necessary to suppose that
conversation is a matter of providing justification, so much as it could be a matter of

justification, noting full well that our views are not necessarily the full story).

For clarification concerning my use ofthe terms true^ reference^ etc., see note 3 above.

11 This appears to imply that everyday conversation is not governed by the language ofjustification so
much as it could be ifpurposes were changed. Accordingly, a clarification about what one is talking about
is not a demand that one know what they are talking about as much as it is a matter of letting the audience
in on the speaker's purposes. Thus, we might say, satisfyingly, that being in the logical space of giving
reasons is not to be within everyday discourse, but that if one has a theory about it, chastened epistemology
is all anyone needs—chastened in the sense ofthis not being a matter of accuracy but rather, yielding
reasons for one's belief (1979a 106). Ifthat project is on the table, knowing most ofthe relevant beliefs is a
precondition to having any true beliefs about the topic at hand.
So it seems that everyday discourse is permissible about what ought to be believed, for if Y brings
up an issue with the truthi of what X is referring! to (let's say X has just made a reference to Jovian
thunderbolts), we might suggest in response that Y is changing X's purposes by making an issue about X's
justification (Y thinks that X is attempting scientific description, and getting it wrong). Of course, X might
have been referring2 (that is, explaining lightning in terms of divine wrath). If so, and even if X disagrees
with what we take to be truei (that lightning is an electrical discharge of clouds), Rorty wants us to realize
the scope of our lights: what X says might very well be true2 (that is, according to what our light shines on
ancient Roman lights, we can see the relative justifiability of referring to lightning as Jovian thunderbolts).
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h.

However, anything that we take to be justified (truei) may not be true2. Practically

this means that what we take to be useful? may not be useful2; or, whatever is justifiablei
(to our peers) may not work2 with different peers.

i.
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Given (h) we do not know which of our beliefs are both truei and true2. While we

can be sure about what we desire and find amenable to our purposes given a particular

discourse (g), what we find justifiable may not pay2 because, plainly, what we take to be
amenable to our purposes may not serve the purposes of generations to come, and so,
what we take to cohere with our purposes and beliefs may not cohere with future
purposes and beliefs.

Perhaps a bit about 'reference' is necessary in order to demonstrate the force of
the argument from (a)—(c). According to Russell's theory of definite descriptions, the

present King of France doesn't denote any body. Accordingly, while such an assertion is
meaningful, every assertive statement with such a definite description should be

interpreted as false precisely because the referent does not exist. Rorty's objection is that
since there are two senses of refer (a), it isn't straight away evident that a speaker is

referring in Russell''s philosophical sense. Therefore, according to Rorty, it is always
better to follow Strawson and Searle and ask the speaker for an identifying description to

determine the speaker's intended referent, which might very well be (un-problematically)
fictional.

It seems to me that this accounting of the intuitions surrounding 'the problem' of

substituting referring term for referring term while preserving truth in an opaque belief
12 Again, the patient reader should not be misled by weird subscript numerals. I am merely trying to make

Rorty's rhetorical and layered redescription of 'true' clearly not realist. (See note 4 above).
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context is utilized tactically by Rorty to prime a counterintuitive possibility surrounding
truth discourse. We take it to be &problem that we cannot preserve truth when

substituting into the context of propositional attitudes. But Rorty thinks that our grasp of
the truth is precisely analogous to Lois Lane's view of Clark Kent.
We saw that Lois Lane believes that she loves Superman. But it is actually the
case that Superman is Clark Kent, and so, it is actually the case that Lois Lane loves

Clark Kent. Suppose that there is nothing we can do to prove to Lois that she is in fact in
love with Clark Kent. It would then be true that her beliefs about Clark Kent and

Superman are coherent, as ours are coherent, only, it could not be true that Clark Kent
both is and is not Superman. So, it could not be the case that 'Clark Kent is Superman' is
at once truei and false2.

Obviously, we would want to answer that Clark Kent is Superman (by way of the
story) and that it is false to suppose that Clark Kent is not Superman; but this wouldn't be
as correct as pointing out that such is 'by our lights', because, to put it plainly, Clark Kent
is Superman is certainly not true by Lois' lights. The lesson to be learned here, I take
Rorty to be suggesting, is that whatever we take to be true (justified, coherent) may not
be true2, for we are in fact in Lois' position, or, Lois is in the position of future inquirer:
all we have is the coherency of our communal lights (g).
Now, it seems clear to me that Rorty wants to say that of whatever one is
referring3 to, most of whatever one says, must be truei. But he also wants to insist that
whatever we hold to be truei (justifiable) may not be true2. It seems clear to me that this
move clarifies the metaphor that we only have our lights. We are coping with what we
13 Again, since the cautionary sense oftrae is meant to call attention to the limits of one's purposes and
lights, what is trae according to our community, what pays in our community, may be false2 according to
another.

17

take to be truei because whatever we take to be true could be in opposition to the
purposes of lights to come. Future purposes, if they cohere even remotely with ours,
decide whether our truths are 'in fact' useful or justifiable—whether our truthsi are also
true2. (Of course future interpreters have no security either, for their truthsi, mutatis

mutandis, may not pay2 either). But then it appears that lights language leads right back
to the idea that no statement is immune to revision, including the statement that by our
lights there are causal pressures, or even the idea that most of our beliefs must be true.
In opposition to this altered project for common sense I argue that we know of lots

of beliefs of proximate referents that are true because true to the object they are about and
that these are not potentially false, if our purposes are to seek the truth. Rorty's claim is
that truth is a matter of coherence and usefulness given our standards ofjustification. But
if truth is by our lights, then all it would take is a matter of changed purposes to see that
any of our beliefs may be false, including those made true by proximate objects. I think,
however, that the 'true to' relation was what sensible correspondence theorists were after
all along. To be clear, however, I grant the force of (a) but insist that the object itself is
named by the assertion, if the assertion is true. If we make this point we might be able to
see the sense in saying that objects permits certain descriptions (and not others) and
functions as the reason that ultimately makes our statements true to what we are 'talking
about.' This ¿mfr'-anti-authoritarian view of Truth is decidedly at odds with Rorty's antiauthoritarian philosophy.
What troubles me with Rorty is precisely this last point, viz., that reference and
truth are both relative to purposes to a degree that trumps the say/permissibility ofthe
non-human object (2007 113). Richard Bernstein reiterates Rorty's point: "There is no
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outside authority to which we can appeal—whether we think of it as God, Truth or
Reality" (2008 22). John McDowell explains Rorty's worry: "If we conceive inquiry and
justification in terms of making ourselves answerable to the world, as opposed to being
answerable to our fellows, we are merely postponing the completion of the humanism
whose achievement begins with discarding authoritative religion." (McDowell 110).
Since Rorty views all forms of correspondence as submission towards something nonhuman, he suggests that we even replace moderate (and sensible) forms of

correspondence with peer permissibility.15 In short: we cannot escape our lights; our
lights are a matter of what our peers let us get away with; so, we might as well "seek to
know the methods of verification" given a community because that "would be to know all
there was to know about the semantical features of statements" (Rorty 1982a 1 14)

We saw that Rorty wants to shift and redescribe common sense in a way that
avoids the potential for correspondence-realist thinking. But if we accept James' intuition
about human desire (that we desire the truth) and we take what's good in realist
semantics as an expression of this point, then we will not follow Rorty's redescription of
truth as justification. Descriptions refer and speak the truth about the objects they are
about because the objects permit the descriptions (make them true).

14 McDowell makes an ironic point later by suggesting that Rorty is suggesting a childish course of inquiry
by rejecting answerability to the world (120). Rorty's "two-edged sword" concession suggests that such is
true (he can "see that" claim), but one should move out ofthe house already (2000c 124-5).

15 Consider his remark that 'the pragmatist' "drops the notion oftruth as correspondence with reality all
together, and says that modern science does not enable us to cope because it corresponds, it just plain
enables us to cope" (1982a xvii). If we take this anti-explanatory line seriously we cannot suppose that his
closing remarks in 'World Well Lost' about correspondence, or his ontologically neutral use ofthe term
'correspondence' in Philosophy and the Mirror ofNature are part ofhis mature thought. The idea that
Rorty abandons redescriptions of the term 'correspondence' ultimately in favor of disquotation is clear in

'Pragmatism, Davidson and truth' and is explicated in section 4 below. One can of course correlate one's
views with the way the world is by our best abductive lights—but we're no more than coping; so, anything

that one believes (because justified) could fail to be justified2 in some other context near or far off.
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§1

Making a successful reference is a rather boring topic. The whole question is whether a
term or definite description leads to the object referred to at the exclusion of any others.
If a term or definite description does not refer uniquely, then we will say that the term is
semantically ambiguous. Things only get a little more exciting with questions of failed
reference.

Suppose that two persons see another raking leaves in the distance and person A
says to person B,

(4) 'Jones sure is out early this morning raking the leaves!'
Now suppose that it is really Smith raking leaves. The question that making a
successful semantic reference raises here is whether (4) could be true. Given that names
refer semantically, whatever the intentions (or identifying descriptions) ofthe speaker,
one might suggest that (4) could not be true because person A didn't even refer to the
person raking leaves (Smith) in the first place; person A referred to Jones, wherever
Jones may be.

Now, suppose that Jones is at location X and we are at location Y and X and Y
are distinct. Given the above analysis of (4), person A successfully named Jones in X.
However, at (4), A is also referring to actions occurring in Y (in our context). Thus, given
the semantic meanings of the words used at (4), according to A, what is going on in Y
(raking leaves) is going on in X (because it's Jones that is raking leaves) despite the point
that nothing happening in Y could happen in X because X and Y are distinct. The
conclusion to which we are led is that A must be referring to a fictional object because
nothing identical with itself (nothing real) can be in two distinct contexts.
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While having no-thing in mind would explain A' s failure to refer, it seems that
with such a semantic result, we do not do justice to A' s intention to refer. Just because
A' s words failed to make contact with A' s intended object, doesn't mean A had nothing

in mind. After all, it is perfectly intuitive to suppose that even if B says,
(5) 'Jones is in Africa; you don't know what you are talking about',
A might identify what she meant by saying,
(6) 'Well, thatperson over there, whomever he is, certainly is up early raking
leaves.'16

I should like to say that these reflections lead to the point that what A had in mind
was not settled by the above considerations. Because it is intuitive to suppose that A was
intending to refer to someone in A' s context rather in some other distant context, the
coherence, or truth of what A meant with (4) it not settled by what we take her to mean
semantically, given a name, but rather, it might be suggested, by what she believes about
her intended referent.

According to John Searle and P.F. Strawson, the referent of a speech act is
whatever object, if any, of which most of the speaker's beliefs are true. With that analysis
of determining A's referent, we would save the above intuition because we conclude that
A meant at (4) the same object that was clarified, although ambiguously, with the
identifying description at (6). Having loosened the strictures on what A meant, focusing
on A's intention, on the whole, rather than just with the words spoken at (4), we
16 Compare: "IfI endorse Plato's view, wrongly attributing it to Lord Russell ('Russell's view that/? is
quite true') and am corrected, I have not discovered that I was talking of an event separated by centuries
from the one I imagined I was talking of. (Corrected, I may say: 'Well it's true, whoever said it')"
(Strawson 193). Peter Strawson's claim here might support the suggestion that one can refer with a
demonstrative ('whoever'), despite ambiguity. For similarities on this point see Donnellan 1979a, and
Devitt 1974, 1981a. However, it seems that all ofthese points are already contained within Donnellan's
attributive-referential distinction (1966, 1968). This is evidently due to the point that reading Strawson led
Donnellan to make the distinction (1966) in the first place.
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determine the speaker's intended object (the object that satisfies most ofthe speaker's
(relevant) true beliefs) through the speaker's identifying descriptions.
Of course, the issue that the direct referential semantic considerations raise at (4)

is that no conjunctive identifying referring description can cohere with a 'thing' that
cannot exist. So, no matter what identifying referring expression Jones-being-in-ourcontext receives as a matter of clarifying A' s intended referent, that final clarifying

description must somehow exclude 'Jones' as a referring expression. Otherwise, what A
meant cannot be a causal efficacious object, and so, cannot be part of the causal

explanation of what A meant us to consider by the wrong name but right description at

(4).17 Ifwe need to exclude 'Jones' in order to make sense ofA's referent, and we rely on
what could be satisfied at (4) instead, then it seems we might suggest that A referred to
Smith because A provided the right causally grounded description.
I raised the above considerations in order to pump an intuition concerning
reference. Of course we can grant that A was in a position to say (6) given the causally
efficacious features of the context; but it seems we want to say, nevertheless, that (4) is
false because A should have said (7) instead:

(7) 'Smith sure is out early this morning raking the leaves!'
The claim here is that because we take (4) to be false because (7) would have been true,
we are familiar with the idea that a name refers to its bearer only if the object infact goes
17 (Cf. Devitt 1974 195, 204-5). We might suggest with Deviti that an ambiguous use of a name or definite
description (both matters of <designation>) is settled by the causal explanation ofthe ambiguous reference.
Given the use of a demonstrative in (6) (an ambiguous referring term), it seems that (6) refers uniquely only

//there is no other person raking leaves; then, that object is an essential part ofthe causal explanation of

what A meant at (4). Now some ofthese causally efficacious features described by (6) are described at (4);
so, I want to say with Devitt that it is these features that determine the object that fits into the causal
explanation (the explanation) of what A meant by (1), of course, excluding the speaker's use of 'Jones'.
Generally, Devitt employs Donnellan's distinction for his own purposes in the above instance, for
example, to clarify what was meant (what fits the causal explanation of what was intended by the reference3
at (6)).
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by the name being used. This is evidently not maintained at (4). So whether or not the
speaker had something else in mind, he used the wrong name, and that makes (4) false,
despite A' s failed attempt at referring to something in A's context.
It would seem that the theorizing on what A meant above is perhaps "pure" in the

sense that getting clear on these intuitions does not necessarily have to "intersect" with
the traditional problems of Philosophy, especially the problems that center around the

accuracy of representation—£pistemology's worst mistake, according to Rorty (1979a
257). Philosophy of language is "impure", according to Rorty, if it seeks to clarifyjust
when we make contact with the objective mind-independent world (when we refer) in
order to make a claim about how truth and knowledge are possible (1979a 265).

The issue of not referring to fictions is at the heart of seeking the truth; and
seeking the truth is at the heart of inquiry. We want our terms to refer to mind-

independent objects and our predictions to be born out by those objects. Generally, we
aim to construct a representational theory about the world, so that any prediction implied
by our theory is "true to" the relevant events. But what guarantee do we have that our
references realty refer? What if our terms refer to fictions?
Consider the references made by primitive scientists. In the past it was thought
that 'caloric fluid' referred to a particular phenomenon. Now, we tend to assume that the
same phenomenon is more 'accurately' described as "the transference of energy between
bouncing molecules" (Rorty 1979a 268). If the latter theory is more accurate than the
former in that the latter can account for more data, then we will want to say that some of

their beliefs are false because they fail to refer. But what remains the same and what
changes? We saw above that what remains the same during the valid substitution between
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(1) and (3) is the object named by Clark Kent or Superman. By analogy it may be
presumed that something fixed, some law-like regularity, is described with 'caloric fluid'
and 'the transference of energy between bouncing molecules' or, say, between 'pain' and
'stimulated c-fibers.' However, if we take any of their referring terms to fail to refer (as

we have with 'phlogiston', and Newton's conception of 'light' or his conception of
'mass'), and future inquirers may follow suit concerning any of our terms, then what sort
of guarantee can we get that we are making progress and not referring to fictions? (Rorty
1979a 285)

Traditionally it had been supposed that one could clarify what remains the same
throughout theory change by way of the analytic-synthetic distinction. If one could find
translations for one's term in primitive conceptual schemes, then one could specify
analytic truths of the relevant object. Then, what can always be false by the lights of
inquiry would be synthetic statements of objects that are fixed across discourses by
analytic statements. Progress would then be a matter of yielding more and more true
beliefs of the same stagnant objects of knowledge as specified by analytic statements
(Rorty 1979a 275). But Quine called into question the very idea of a synthetic-analytic
distinction; instead, the most that we could have was a logical-synthetic distinction, but

even the purported 'analytic' class oí logical truths could be useless for holistic
considerations of coherence in belief-webs, given recalcitrant experience. Hence the
* *

Quinean maxim, no belief is {in principle) immune to revision.
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It seems reasonable to me to suggest that according to Rorty, any attempt to block
Quine' s suggestion, whether by way of offering a distinction between "observation and

See "Two Dogmas of Empiricism," in Quine 1980.
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theory" or "fact and language" (Rorty 1976 321 -2) cannot get offthe ground. Both
assume that theory (or language-frameworks) can be dissociated from observation or fact

respectively, and yet neither view makes it explicit how such a distinction is possible
(Rorty 1976 322). The problem of separating "the world as it is in itself from our
theories about it, or from what our language contributes, is impossible to spell out; and
since no one has made a compelling case about how to spell out the difference, Rorty
suggests that we should just give up like the earlier Hilary Putnam ( 1 979a 294-5) ,
brushing "the whole notion of 'word-world relationships' aside."
For Rorty then, truth would not "name a relation between utterances on the one
hand, 'the world' on the other" and getting the appropriate relation right, whether
individuated statements to the world as in the first case, or vast networks of belief to the

world as in the holist approach (1976 322). Both correspondence (confrontation), and
(confrontational) correspondence yielded by coherence are misleading projects. Since we
only have our lights, 'truth' can only be whatever we take to be true, "what ought to be
19 It might be claimed that my heavy use of 'Realism and Reference' in the pages that follow is rather
dated. I disagree. Not only is it a wonderful demonstration of Rorty's therapeutic philosophizing
concerning reference—and therefore essential to understand his project of semantics as conversation—but
in Philosophy and the Mirror ofNature Rorty makes reference to 'Realism and Reference' at least twice
(Cf. 198n3 1 and 293n26). Furthermore, attention to 'Realism and Reference' would help to clarify Rorty's
later endorsement of Robert Brandom's work. As Rorty says in 'Cultural Politics and God', "Space, time,

substance and causality are what they are because human beings need to talk in certain ways to get certain
things done" (2007 17). Therefore, whatever Rorty is talking about concerning true of and refers to in his
response to Ramberg (2000h>—and it is not clear—could in the very least be clarified by paying attention
to his early 'at best' endorsements of internal realism, implied especially in 'Realism and Reference'.
I want to note that I disagree with the view that suggests that objects are what they are because
they are required for our purposes. This is because, as I claim later, some truths are not true because

justified, but rather are true because they follow from what we must say if we are representing the object

the statement is about. To tie this conspicuously realist remark back to 'Cultural Politics and God', I would

endorse representation in so far as I do think that objects are "primitive" and completely "inexplicable"

(2007 15). Therefore I would agree with Rorty when he says that Thomas Nagel thinks "language can point

to things that it cannot describe", however, I would want to say this only ifNagel' s point can be glossed
with 'described entirely' (2007 12).

20 Putnam (2005) rejects 'internal realism' for direct realism in the tradition of Austin's Sense and
Sensiblia.
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believed", so that the most we can say about our ancestors is that they were justified in

believing what they believed, given their other beliefs, their lights, but that by our lights
they held false views (Rorty 1976 323). Beyond this our-view-is-better-than-theirs-fordefinite-and-concrete (justificatory) reasons, there is, according to Rorty, nothing
epistemological to be said.

Consequently, Rorty claims that we need not say "caloric fluid" doesn 't pick out
molecules—that the term concretely and definitelyfails to refer. We just say that our
ancestors were talking about what we talk about under the description 'molecules', with
the qualification that "molecules" might not refer to what we are talking about, but
something else, that, with the same amount of charity, future generations take us to be
talking about. "Caloric Fluid" and 'Motion of Molecules" then are "just two
abbreviations for (better and worse—by our lights) descriptions of the same phenomenon,
whatever it may eventually turn out to be" (Rorty 1979a 287). Here it would seem that
we do not answer the skeptic that doubts whether any of our terms refer, because ancient
terms do not refer; rather, we insist that their terms do refer because "we know perfectly

well—prior to any theory—that [our ancestors and theirs] have been referring to the same
things" (Rorty 1979a 286). We all share the same universe, and they were talking about

Here it seems that Rorty is willing to give certainty to common sense, as he should. But he would gloss it
here as coping; and that seems to imply the view that while most of our truei beliefs must be true2, any may
not be true2. (No belief is immune to revision). The trouble is that this gloss is not in accordance with
everyday certainty. If it could not be false by common sense that all inquirers are talking about the same
universe, then we would have the everyday sense of 'know', and this belief could not be false2. But with
Rorty it could be false2.

Peter Unger suggests in a rather offhand way that everyday language may be able to solve
philosophical problems say, by paying attention to ordinary usage (5). I agree that attention to the everyday
use of the word 'know' deflates the epistemological skeptic's question; but that's not what Rorty is up to. It
seems to me that Rorty actually redescribes the skeptical issue by way of claiming that most of our beliefs
must be true, but any may be false.
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what we talk about, no matter how we, in our attempts to yield a story ofhow we came to
be where we are, cash out what they were talking about.
It is important to keep in mind that this view supports Rorty's view that we cannot
lose contact with the world: most of what we believe ¿s justified is true. However, as I

will argue, the claim that any belief of the set of beliefs that we taL· to be true could be
false is at odds with the claim that most of what we believe is true, and depends on

(needlessly) altering our everyday use ofthe word true.22 Lots oftrue beliefs (that follow
from objects) could be justified (trivially, since they are already self-evidently true).
Since these are self-evidently true these are not 'taken to be true' because justified.

Of course, purported "truths" must be justified, and their justification would be nontrivial because their claim to truth would not be self-evident. Now, if we follow Rorty

and stick with 'justification' and re-describe 'true' in such a chastened epistemological
fashion—chastened in the sense of non-accuracy—of course any of our beliefs may not
22 In 'Pragmatism, Davidson and Truth' Rorty claims that dictionaries and encyclopedias yield everything

we need to know about our relation to reality. In the following sentence he suggests, in a deflationary way,

that these delimit philosophizing (1991a 135). I suggest then that we inquire by way of an English
dictionary what is permissible concerning 'true' (obviously noting that we are speaking here from the point
of view ofthe English language, and not trying to impose our views on every other language). The
Canadian Oxford Dictionary makes the following recommendations for 'true': "1 in accordance or
consistent with fact or reality (a true story). 2 genuine, authentic; rightly or strictly so called; not spurious
or counterfeit {a truefriend; the true heir ofthe throne). 3 (often followed by to) loyal or faithful {true to
one 's word). 4 (often followed by to) closely conforming (to a standard or expectation) {true toform; true
to life). 5 correctly positioned, fitted, balanced or aligned; level, square. 6 exact, accurate, precise {a true
aim; a true copy). 7 (also it is true) certainly, admittedly {true, it would cost more, but it would be worth it)
8. (of a compass bearing) measured relative to true north. 9 reliable, trusty, sure (a true friend)."
From these nine senses it seems evident that 'whatever our peers let us get away with' wouldn't suffice for
a philosophical account of our English language concerning 'true'. We might say such is captured by (4),
where the standard is 'what our peers permit'; but surely if we suggest that such is what we mean in the
everyday—say, because such is what we mean by 'true to'—we are altering our ordinary ways of using the
word 'true'. If we insist that this is what we mean by 'true to' it seems that we miss out on (1): being true to
reality. Of course, One can be true tofiction or reality precisely because one can havefictitious views
aboutfiction as one can havefictitious views about reality; but in either case it seems that the standard is
the object, not our conceptions (or what we permit, depending on our purposes) concerning the object. Thus
I suggest we go with being true to what we are talking about, and insist that such is not (just) a matter of
being true to what we say about what we are talking about; and further, that this is notjust a matter ofbeing
true to what users may permit.
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be true. Justification without truth onlypurports to be true. But I don't find the reasoning
when it comes to Rorty's redescription of 'true' to be persuasive.

§2

Before we move forward and spell out Rorty's treatment of reference, we might
raise a general question about the relationship between semantics and pragmatics. If

semantics is a matter of spelling out word-world relationships, then clearly Rorty will not
want anything to do with semantics. In fact, we saw above that Rorty wants to deflate this
project: once the uses of the words 'refer' and 'true' are spelled out in terms of one's
purposes in using these words, there isn't anythingfurther for philosophers to do,

especially explain "[proper] inference in terms of reference and truth, and reference and
truth in terms of word-world or sentence-world relations" (Peter Graham 247). Instead of
doing referentialist semantics, if one has those 'non-ordinary' purposes, Rorty would
have us practice charitable verification semantics (1982a 1 14).
As we saw above, the referentialist project that would explain truth and reference
in terms of word-world or sentence world relationships might be taken to be a project that
elucidates rational conversation because it would clarify when words really refer—when
our language has 'hooked onto the world and made contact.' Referentialists sometimes
suggest that true sentences are just those that are made true by the referents to which the
true sentences really refer and describe accurately.

Jay Rosenberg (196) draws attention to an interesting quote from Rorty (1989 44). Rorty admits clearly
that he only wants "select metaphors" to be literalized—evidently not the mirror favored by
representationalists, which can be literalized sensibly. On that topic, Rorty admits to making realists that
object to his project "look bad", presumably by associating their theories and projects—however
inaccurately—with Cartesian projects like grasping Reality as it Really is (in itself) and beating the
Epistemologica! skeptic.
28

It seems clear that such a project cannot even get offthe ground unless an

adequate theory of reference is provided. But how does one know if one has an adequate
theory of reference? According to the traditional definite description view "an object is
referred to in virtue of possessing uniquely the properties mentioned in the definite
description" (Donnellan 1970 337). An interesting counter example to this theory is JS
Mill's view that proper names appear to refer without description. For instance, I might
call out your name without any mentioned descriptions and yet you would respond, thus
implying that I have made contact without description. Not to be outdone, Russell
supposed that proper names do presuppose definite descriptions.
With Russell came the hypothesis that a proper name is uniquely synonymous
with some definite description (or conjunctive set of definite descriptions). However,
what one uses to describe in one instance may be used to describe a different object. So, it

doesn't appear likely that we could correlate every name with some unique description.
Cooler heads prevailed. Since one can refer to an object in a variety of ways, it was
conjectured by John Searle and P. F. Strawson that a "sufficient" (but indeterminate)
number of a proper name's permissible set of associated identifying descriptions would
uniquely pick out the bearer of the name (ibid., 340). Rorty takes this to mean "crudely"
that on the cluster-descriptivist view, "the referent" of a name is "what it is, if anything,
of which most of the beliefs expressed by using the term are true" (Rorty 1976 327).

Practically this suggests that "Aristotle" means "The man who wrote Metaphysics, who
taught Alexander, was the student of Plato... etc.," and so, must "refer to the man who at

least did most ofthat" (ibid).24 But this last point seems to suggest that ifthe descriptions
24 While Rorty describes his paraphrase ofthe cluster account as being "crude", a quote from Searle might

help to smooth out the difference: "If none ofthe identifying descriptions believed to be true of some object
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we take to be trae of Aristotle are descriptions that really refer to Arispople, on the

descriptivist theory of determining reference, we can still use 'Aristotle' to refer to
Arispople because the meaning of 'ATiStOtIe' is not Aristotle (the referent), but rather,
whatever fits most of our associated descriptions.

According to the causal theorist that result is unacceptable. "Aristotle" refers "to
whomever the stories (true or false) infact accreted around", and "if one Aristocles in

fact did most of the things popularly attributed to Aristotle, then that does not show that
by using 'Aristotle' we are willy-nilly referring to Aristocles" (ibid.). That is, on Rorty's
reading, the causal account suggests that our beliefs about Aristotle might be mis-placed,
so to speak, and that we have to suspend questions ofreference until we discover what is

extensionally true (Rorty 1976 328).25
It seems clear to me that the cluster view on reference helps to elucidate Rorty's

work on ancestral referencing we saw in the last section. Just as our ancestors are talking
about what we are under a different description, so would we be talking about whomever,
if not Aristotle, were our beliefs of Aristotle proven false. But with that admission, the

point that the causal theorist is trying to make becomes clear. If we discover that all of
our identifying beliefs were actually ofAristocles then we never had any beliefs of
by the users ofthe name ofthat object proved to be true of some independently located object, then that
object could not be identical with the bearer of the name. It is a necessary condition for an object to be
Aristotle that it satisfy at least some ofthese descriptions" (Searle 1969, 169). Again: "[I]t is. . . a necessary
truth that Aristotle has the logical sum [inclusive disjunction] ofthe properties commonly attributed to him'
(Searle 1969, 173). In 'Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions' (1970) Donnellan argues that this is not
necessary because whatever we associate might not connect with the object that would be picked out by
semantic uses of a name. Aristotle's mom is intuitively in a position better than we are to decide; and we
are in a position to determine the referent only ifthe proper referential relationship has been passed along
without instances of "broken telephone". In short, intuitively, to be enabled to carry out a speech act of
semantic reference, Aristotle's contemporaries (or Aristotle, himself) would have to validate our
descriptions if one is talking about Aristotle when one says 'the author ofMetaphysics is Aristotle.' But
they might have invalidated all of my or our identifying descriptions, setting the record straight.

25 Ifthe beliefs that are associated with "Aristotle" are misplaced and should be corrected to be true of

Aristocles, then the causal theorists point is that using "Aristotle" doesn't get to Aristocles; it would only
ever get to Aristotle.
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Aristotle. Since it is "theoretically possible" that whatever we think true of Aristotle is

actually false, our views (our "definite" identifying descriptions) are not sufficient to
guarantee reference for every proper name.
According to the causal theorist of reference, a successful reference doesn't

depend on what we say about what we mean, rather, a successful reference depends on
what we must say, given true (and causally supported) contact with the object. Since this
story seems intuitively satisfying for proper names, wherever reference actually occurs
there is every reason to suppose that it is the model for reference and therefore that it
answers the question of whether theoretical terms like 'electron' refer. But with that reconstrual the question we are asking is whether the object we are talking about is
accurately described by our descriptions. Here, the realist insists, objective "mindindependent" realities decide the fate of what we assert; for with better microscopes we
might get a better glimpse ofthat which caused our need to posit an !inobservable, say,
given some event. The causal theorist therefore insists generally that our descriptions are
true to an object only if theyfollow from the site ofthe reference.

Having spelled out the difference between the causal and cluster theories of
reference, I will now turn to Rorty's three senses of the word 'refer.' Following that, I
will spell out Rorty's account of truth.

§3 Rorty 's three senses of 'refer '.

In 'Realism and Reference' (1976) Rorty suggests that there are three senses of
the word 'refer.' In Philosophy and the Mirror ofNature (1979a) Rorty provides two
senses 'reference', a term of philosophical art 'reference' (reference3) and everyday 'talks
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about'—also, in my book, a term of philosophical 'art.' What doesn't make it into

Philosophy and the Mirror ofNature is reference2; but understanding this term is crucial,
I think, for understanding what Rorty is suggesting for charitable semantics. So in this
section I will explicate referencei, reference2 and reference3 in order to suggest that the
arguments against a particular conception of 'reference3' in 'Realism and Reference' hold
against the very same conception of 'reference' in Philosophy and the Mirror ofNature
and that Rorty' s position on semantics is better understood as somewhere in between
reference! and a chastened version of references .

<referencei> According to Rorty, this is the sense in which you refer to whatever

you think you are referring to, whether existent entities like yourself or myself, or nonexistent entities like round squares or fictional entities like Pegasus. For Rorty, the
relation between the object referredi to and the words used to make the referencei are

determined solely by the speaker and "questions ofthe existence ofthe referent are
irrelevant" (Rorty 1976 325).

<reference2> straddles referencei and references, and is meant to capture the sense

in which "one can only talk about what exists26, but in which the truth of one's remarks is
not determined by the discovery of what one is talking about", "truth" in the realist's
sense; rather "the subject is changed."

This sense is captured when we make truth-preserving substitutions on a term

spoken by a speaker that wouldn't agree with our substitution. If one were to say 'This is
a lovely glass of water', one expresses the same proposition as the one expressed by 'this
is a lovely glass OfH2O'. Here it is true that if one is 'talking about' water, one is also
26 David Houghton is right that one can also change the topic if one is raising an issue about a non-existent

object (161). We can correct the speaker when it comes to matters ofnon-existence as well; for there are
truths of fictions just as there are truths of non-fictions.
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(implicitly) referring to H2O; but one may not intend to 'talk about' H2O. Here the truth
of what the speaker is talking about is not determined by what the speaker means
(because we take her to be referring to H2O); rather the speaker's purposes are altered
(Boersema 121).

references is the "technical notion, rarely encountered outside of philosophy and

linguistics," where you can only talk about what exists (Rorty 1976 325).
For further clarification, let's parse these differences by considering the following
conversational considerations. If Nancy says to June,

8] "Jove's thunderbolts presage disaster",

June may ask Nancy 'what are you talking about?' and in so doing, might mean (by
'talking about') 'referringi to' 'referring2 to' or 'referring3to.'
In the first case, reference1, Nancy could spell out what she means by "Jove's
thunderbolts" however she might and, however fictive or imaginary or real, June

wouldn't ask a further question or make an objection about the truth of what Nancy is
talking about. Nancy is free to determine the truth of what she means.
On the other hand, Nancy may have been 'referring3 to' Jove. Having been

questioned for clarification, Nancy may have continued talking about what we might take
to be descriptive of a god that thunders anger. In response, without changing the
speaker's purposes, June might respond with

8.1] There are no such things as Jovian Thunderbolts: you aren 't talking about
(referring3 to) anything.

On the other hand, June may think (intuitively) that Nancy had something in mind, and
so, she may be charitable. So, June might instead say:
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8.2] "There are no such things as Jove's thunderbolts: what you are talking about
(referring3 to) are electrical discharges from clouds," (Rorty 1976 325)
Having set up the difference between (8.1) and (8.2), where in the former one is
referring to a fiction, and in the latter one is referring3 to what we are referring3 to, Rorty
notes that June would not rationally offer (8.2). If 'electrical discharges from clouds' is a
true reference3 and names the same object as 'Jove's thunderbolts', independent of our

purposes or speaker purposes, then we can substitute "electrical discharges from clouds"
for "Jove's thunderbolts" in (8.2), and take June to mean,

8.3] "There are no such things as 'electrical discharges from clouds': what you are
talking about (referring3 to) are electrical discharges from clouds." (Rorty 1976 326)
The trouble here is that (8.2) does not appear to presuppose a contradiction of the sort

revealed by (8.3), and (8.2) appears to be intuitive and worth saving. In other words, it is
intuitive to suppose that Nancy had something in mind—a point that (8.3) expresses—but
it is counter-intuitive to suppose that by (8.2) anyone would mean (8.3). Rorty's point, as
I take it, is that June's (8.2) is not governed by extensional substitution.

Perhaps we should step back and clarify Rorty's claim here. We saw that rather
than suppose that Nancy has no idea about what she is talking about (8.1), Rorty assumes,
properly, that Nancy "had something in mind." So, being charitable, Rorty suggests that
what she is talking about is what we talk about under a different description. The question
the above substitution exchange reveals however, is that if the terms 'Jove's
thunderbolts' and 'electrical discharges from clouds' refer3 to the same

object/phenomenon, no matter the intentions or beliefs of speakers, then June has uttered
an absurdity with the charitable (8.2).

34

Of course, Rorty agrees that Jove's thunderbolts talk is absurd (from our point of
view), but also agrees that Nancy must have had something in mind. So, Rorty reasons
that (8.1) and (8.2) are both on the right track, but that since causal semantics led to (8.3),
something else must be meant by (8.2) (1976 325). Rorty suggests:
8.4] "If you (Nancy) want to explain (or evaluate, or whatever), [lightning], then
you should stop referringi to [Jovian thunderbolts] and start referringi to [electrical
discharges from clouds]. You will thereby be referring3, which you haven't been doing
by referringi to [Jovian Thunderbolts]" (ibid).
Here, Rorty is suggesting that different purposes govern talk about 'Jove's thunderbolts'
and talk about 'electrical discharges from clouds', and that posited different purposes
helps to explain why June's (8.2) is perfectly sensible and not absurd at all. Given (8.4),
Rorty's verdict on (8.3) is that it conflates our purposes with Nancy's and thereby
generates a contradiction.

Rorty's point here is that if we claim that in semantics, purposes have nothing to
do with it, it seems difficult to provide a clarification of what June means by (8.2).
Rorty's suggestion then is that June is (in fact) referring! at (8.2) because the truth of
what she is saying is not settled by semantic 'intention/purpose-independent'
considerations. Rather, with (8.2), purposes have everything to do with it. With (8.2),
glossed as (8.4), June alters the speakers' purposes by introducing a way of talking that
would pay a little more than (8) would for the purposes of scientific explanation.
However, Rorty is making a deeper point here as well. Purposes govern (8) just as much
27 It is important to note that by reference3 in this quote, Rorty does not absurdly reintroduce an answer to
the skeptic (what he takes to be among the purposes of referential3 semantics). Rorty would gloss
reference3 at (8.4) by way of 'what we mean', which could be overturned down the road, given the

purposes of future inquirers (whatever those may be). Rorty's own suggestion is simply that one should ask
the speaker to clarify what they mean, thereby not changing the speaker's purposes. (We do not need to
foist semantics onto everyday conversation). However, if one must change the speakers' purposes, one
could of course make truth-preserving substitutions. But Rorty doesn't want anyone to be fooled into
thinking that reference3 is any more than 'by our lights'.
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as purposes govern (8.1): Semantic theorists have deceived themselves into thinking that
reference, insofar as it makes a difference to practice, is purpose-independent. If we
follow Rorty and see this point we will be in a position to explain why one would say (8)
in the first place and why (8) seems to offend our views: Nancy's purposes are not ours.
Now it is very important to note that (8.2) need not be offered in the first place.

One might find it intuitive to suppose that Nancy had nothing in mind. Perhaps all of
Nancy's beliefs about thunder-activity (what she should be referring3 to) are inadequate.
On the other hand it seems that a cluster theorist might go with (8.2) but perhaps not feel
the force of (8.3). Nancy was referring3 to "electrical discharges from clouds" with
"Jove's thunderbolts" but just didn't have the same true beliefs that we have about

thunder activity (Rorty 1976 326). The difference is that in the former case Nancy didn 't
refer because Nancy used a term that (in fact, conclusively) fails to refer. In the latter

case, Nancy did refer; for even though she used the wrong term ('Jove's thunderbolts'),
she had mostly true beliefs about what we accurately describe as 'electrical discharges'
and those beliefs (of the ancients) would pick out the phenomena we mean.
The trouble with the latter view is that it suggests which beliefs oftheirs and ours
are definitively made true by the mind-independent world, and that, according to Rorty,

depends on spelling out what the world contributes over and against what we contribute.
To say which of our terms refer3 (correspond) and which oftheirs fail to refer3 (fail to
correspond), definitively and without question, supposes (absurdly), that we can get
beyond our lights to see if our beliefs correspond to the way the world really is. Of
course, if one makes the qualification that the ancients failed to refer, or that they had
some false beliefs, trivially by the lights ofour best science, then all is well. Accordingly,
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Rorty's reference3 (as used in his definition of referencei) is chaste; whereas (8.1) and
(8.2), according to Rorty, are ambitious attempts to get beyond how we see things in
order to find ways in which we must see things.
In summary, Rorty wants us to focus on allowing the speaker to specify what she
means, rather than changing the topic and supposing, perhaps prematurely, that what
Nancy is saying is incoherent. Of course we may substitute 'electrical discharges from
clouds' for 'Jove's thunderbolts' at (8), thereby bringing (the speaker—Nancy), into

"relatively greater knowledge claimed by" the audience (Rorty 1979a 292), but such may
not preserve the truth of what Nancy was referringi to (Rorty 1991a 1 15). So, according
to Rorty, the purposes that underlie any reference may not be semantic.
On the other hand, when it comes to spelling out what semantics comes to, Rorty
wants to say that semantic purposes are confused and misleading. One cannot beat the
epistemologica! skeptic and one cannot grasp reality as it really is by getting beyond our
lights. According, to Rorty, the attempt to clarify an a-historical theory of what one must
mean if one's words correspond to reality via a theory of reference is a failure to realize
just how historically situated we are.

Before we move forward I want to specify a lingering problemfrom the history of
philosophy that Rorty dismisses^/row conversation by way of referencei.
Consider the truth of

(9) 'The animals ofAnimal Farm ran Jones, a typical animal-abusing farmer, out
of Manor Farm.'

We take this to be true, in some sense, because it would be false to suppose that

Snowball and company didn't kick out Jones. What referringi does is permit that if one is
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refeningi to such animals, one could speak the truth. A causal theorist, on the other hand,
might suggest that (9) is false because
(1 0) None ofthe characters from Animal Farm exist.

That is, they assert that because there are no referring expressions in (9), (9) could not
express a truth. Since (9) is not made true by anything via causal relations, (9) must be
false because (9) is correspondence false. But, (9) is ordinarily thought to be true. Indeed
(9) is intuitively true, in some sense.
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We might pinpoint another problem here for the causal theorist. It is not

particularly clear what makes (10) true. If statements are made true by objects one can
refer to, then what makes (10) true? What does (10) refer to that makes (10) true? The
characters do not exist and so cannot make (10) true.

28 We can make the same point about truths of mathematics, and truths ofreligion like 'Love is better than
Hate'. Correspondence theory has been notoriously incapable of explaining what objects make these true.
I'm inclined to agree that it's nothing more than the rules that make these true, so that with an alteration of
the rules, truths of fiction and truths of mathematics and truths ofreligion may not pay. Making that hard-

line concession, I think, would help to clarify the idea preserved in correspondence that you cannot alter
real objects. When it comes to discourse about objects in reality, one's words are true to the objects they
are about if and only ifthe objects themselves permit the words. When it comes to fictional objects there
doesn't appear to be a grounding in anything other than what one's peers let one get away with. For
instance, if I say that the animals in Animal Farm stand for farm-animals that revolt and not events in
Russian history, my assertion may not pay in academic circles, but would certainly pay in vegan circles.

But, nevertheless, both circles could agree on what the text says. The disagreement arises when we try to
figure out what the text is about.

(Given these points it could be said that I somewhat endorse McDowell's claim that we are
answerable to the objects that we cannot manipulate (the world). I say 'somewhat' because I agree with
Rorty that Kant gets you into ding an sich trouble (2000c 123-4). It would be better to just drop the very
idea, rather than try to claim that Kant was up to something else. I wonder however, if Rorty really wants to
get away from Kant, as I do. (Cf. 1979a 147; 200Od 126). In my view, constituting an object by way of
language is unnecessary if we no longer find epistemological skepticism viable.)

29 These sorts of statements are interesting and will become important below. What does (10) refer to? (10)
presupposes a negative existential statement; so it says ofthe entire universe ofreal things that these
particular objects are not among that set. Does reality then make these statements true? I think that it would
be better to suggest that the very meaning of the terms make (10) analytically true. Since they are fictional,
by definition, in an existential statement they would make such false. Of course, I do not think that one can
know these a priori (so I am not using the term 'analyticity'); but once you know what a term means, that it
does or doesn't exist is either self-evidently true or not. With the notion of self-evidence, for instance, it is
neither self-evident that God exists nor that God doesn't. But it is self evident that both Pegasus and Santa
Claus (not the real saint) do not exist. They never existed.
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With referencei the seriousness ofthe problem just mentioned is dwarfed. One
can referí to non-existing objects; and one does in both (9) and (10). On Rorty's reading,
at (9) one refersi and makes statements that would be verified given non-semantic

purposes. If semantics included referencei then one could analyze negative existential
statements as referringi to fictional objects and referring3 to reality. (Of course, it may be
better to say that reality (as something complete) doesn't permit reference3, so much as

things within reality permit reference3. Then it would be easy to analyze (10) only in
terms of referencei. On the other hand, because Rorty also provides references, he can
say, intuitively, that one doesn 't refers at (9).
Now, it might be asked how it is that one can referí to fictional objects and say
that (9) is true and thai one can analyze (9) as a failure to refer3 and say that (9) is false?
How can (9) be both true and not-true? The answer is easy for Rorty: Saying that '(9) is
true' would be justifiable given non-semantic (references) purposes, and saying that '(9)
is false' would be justifiable given semantic purposes.
It seems to me that this difference of truth, or, justifiability relative to purposes,
would help to clarify why it is that we think, despite our empiricist prejudices, that

religious believers are justified in believing what they believe, despite appearances to the
contrary. Might justifiability relative to one's purposes help to clarify why it is that a

person may believe what their Biblical or religious narrative suggests on a given topic
despite a scientific outlook?
In order to round out Rorty's work on reference, we must consider his remarks on
'truth.' The semantic conception oftruth that is cashed out by way of a theory of
reference suggests that the nature of truth is correspondence: a belief is true because it
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corresponds to reality. Rorty's view of 'truth' rejects this picture because 'true' is simply
an empty compliment for those justifiable beliefs in one's web that no inquirer has
bothered to question.

§4 Truth

Before I turn to clarify Rorty's account of truth by way of his four uses, I need to
clarify a few points. I just made the claim that rather than truth, Rorty prefers
justification; but this wouldn't be entirely accurate because Rorty comes to abandon the
view that truth is an epistemic concept, and justification is clearly epistemic. For Rorty,
truth is the "reification of an approbative and indefinable adjective" (Rorty 2001 51).
However, even though Rorty wants to say that 'true' is indefinable, and so cannot

be defined by 'justification', the above quote suggests that 'true' is also a term ofpraise
('approbative' suggests approvai or endorsement). Hence, if we ask why ought we praise
X?, if X is true in the sense required, the reason that anything has "earned its' spurs" is
that it would be warranted, and warrant is clearly epistemic. So it would seem that
justification and truth are close-company, but 'is true' is not reducible or replaceable with
'is justifiable.'

The reason justification is not replaceable with truth is that what is justified in one
community may not be justified in another and that cannot be true oftruth (Rorty 1979a
280); so, if X is justified, it doesn't follow that X is true. The assignments of truth to
various endorsed sentences, therefore, are relative to a particular audience, but no
member of any audience gets to say 'only what we say is true.''
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In order to clear up a potential confusion, we would do well to clarify the
relationship between disquotation and justification for Rorty. With disquotation we say
that 'S' is true if and only if S, and with that statement we assert that ['S' is true] is
equivalent to [S]. So, an application of true to a quoted sentence simply reveals the
unquoted sentence: truth is disquotation. Rorty's version is an alteration, however,
because it providesjustification conditions; but the mechanics are the same. For Rorty,
'S' is true3 if and only if

.

In my view, Rorty wants to say that when X endorses a sentence S in her
community (calls 'S' truei), if X knows what she is talking about, X would be able to
provide "most of the sentences that are taken by her community to justify S. The idea
here is that one can simply endorse a statement, and one can spell out what makes a
statement endorsable. However, when one spells out what makes a sentence 'S' truei one
disquotes the sentence and provides justification, given one's lights concerning S. The
idea here is that when one endorses a statement as truei all one is doing is saying that S

would be justifiable for definite reasons; and when one spells out what makes the
sentence endorsable, one has disquoted the sentence.

Rorty's four uses of 'true' are spelled out in his paper 'Pragmatism, Davidson and
truth' (1991a 126-150). However, in 'Davidson between Wittgenstein and Tarski'

(1998b), Rorty implies that his third use may have been a little too suggestive.31 Rorty
30 Knowing the nature of anything is "a matter . . . ofbeing able to utter a large number oftrue propositions
about it" (Rorty 1982b 331).

31 Rorty's argument in these pages seems to imply that Davidson suggests we need a passing theory, but
also that we should ascribe to the indigenous person a systematic truth theory. Rorty doesn't think that the
ability to cope with anyone requires "the ability to converge with [them] on any sort oftheory" (1998b 623). Rorty puts the point analogically and rhetorically: "Is the ability oftwo bicyclists approaching on a
narrow street to avoid collision the result of their agreement on a passing theory ofpassing?" (1998b 63)
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doesn 't think that in the context of radical translation a translator can determine what the

indigenous persons mean or intend, because a translator cannot be interestingly specify
about what makes S trues: such is a function of our lights. Suffice it to say that the

attempt to find a systematic truth definition for all the sentences for any language is
implied with true3.

Rorty's primary use (truei) stems from William James' view of truth, and is
meant to be "normative" in so far as if we say 'X is truei' we mean that 'X' is what ought
to be believed (Rorty 1982a xxv; 1991a 128, 136). Given that Rorty would want to
extend this point with other phrases like 'X pays' or 'X is useful to believe' or 'X is
justifiable' it seems that truei is meant to encapsulate whatever "we" mean by true. But of

course, true is a primitive term and these are not definitions33; indeed these (rhetorical)
Mutatis mutandis, working tool use (communication) with a potentially infinite number of idiolects doesn't
need to be a matter "ofthe ability to find a passing recursive theory" (Rorty 1998b 63).

32 What makes a belief true¡?— the meanings of words, and the way the world is, by our lights'—in short,
permissible verification procedures given our community. But such an answer is trivially by our lights, and
there is no reason to suppose that our lights are non-trivially true, that is, true come what may. Since there
is no test for truth except coherence, the burden of epistemological holism is that only all the possible
evidence in the world would prove that S is true3 (Rorty 1991a 148).

33 Rorty is re-describing 'truth' but not in a way that captures everything wanted by the realist. So it is no

counter-argument to maintain the view that true cannot be defined by way of verifiability, use or coherence.
Thus, it is no objection to argue: If <true> means verifiable, then <false> must mean not verifiable; but

various statements cannot be verified, and of these, some must be true. For instance, either 'Socrates
existed' is true or 'Socrates did not exist' is true; and one must be true. However, neither can be verified

(definitively—or so it seems) and so both are false (because not verifiable) (Wisdom, 190). The easiest
answer is to avoid the question by saying something like "Perhaps the intuition surrounding bivalence isn't
as obvious as it appears": "bivalence tells us that every statement must be true or false, but it doesn't help
to be told that if there isn't enough evidence one way or the other" (Rorty 1982a xxvii-iii). Clearly what is
wanted from truth is not given by verifiability; but Rorty doesn't think we require what is wanted. We can
get by with peer permissibility.

Or consider the problem with defining <true> by way of 'what is useful.' Barry Allen notes that
"what is expedient" doesn't serve for a definition of true (1993 63). For "if 'true' means 'useful' then [by
definition] no false statement can be useful" (Wisdom 189). But false beliefs can be useful. Suppose that
one believes that their wife is dead and returns home from work to discover that she isn't, and that, had the

fellow stayed at work and eaten lunch, he would have been poisoned by the caterers. Was the false belief
not useful? (Wisdom 189-90) Rorty might respond that of course the belief is useful given the context; but
the same belief isn't necessarily useful in every context. The example clearly conflates various contexts in
an effort to save a concept that cannot really be made sense of; for "[t]he price of sharply distinguishing the
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approximations on what we ought to mean by 'trae' are meant to be "philosophically

innocuous" (Rorty 1979b 98).34
In good pragmatist fashion Rorty notes that it doesn't appear obvious that X will
work as a habit for action in every context; for the beliefs used to ground the justification

of S at time t in context C may «oíjustify S in some other context (Rorty 1991a 128).35

transcendentalia from their common sense counterparts may leave one without material for theory
construction..." (Rorty 1979a 282) (But who said anything about separation?)
Finally, if we define 'coherence' as 'justified by other beliefs', paraphrasing Bertrand Russell and
John Wisdom: someone could have completely different beliefs that justify various conclusions that we
would not endorse (Russell 1 9 12 7 1 ; Wisdom 1 90-4). Suppose that there are only two people in the world
and the other person Y believed everything logically contradictory to what you (X) believe. Then the idea
that our beliefs make any of our beliefs true is underdetermined; for it is exactly undecidable which beliefs,
if any, are true. So correspondence to reality independent of human minds was reasoned to be required.
But of course, both ofthese options lead right back to the trouble of spelling out just when this mind
independent world makes our beliefs true. Consequently, spelling outjust what we contribute isjust as
problematic as it would be to attempt to spell out what the Mind-Independent world contributes. Rorty
reasons that both correspondence and coherence are untenable; both projects fall together. As I demonstrate
below, Rorty permits trivial causal pressures. So he's not a linguistic idealist and is not subject to either
criticism.

34 Rhetoricians often use various terms, layering them upon one another, 'copiously', in an effort to get at
what they mean. In note 3, above, I claimed that Rorty does so with true. The point that I made in the last
note is that true is not defined synonymously by way of 'coherence' or 'justifiability' or 'useful'. Rather,
all of these together (not independent of one another) are necessary for what Rorty means by true. So the
idea as I take it is that if we say Rorty means 'is useful' by U-Ue1, there is a sense in which this is correct but
not the whole story concerning what Rorty means by 'true'. So the objections above that question particular
definitions would not follow for Rorty's copious redescription because Rorty is offering a rhetorical
approximation concerning what he means by true.

35 As Rorty notes, pragmatiste that try to reduce truth to justification need at least these two concepts to

avoid relativism (Rorty 1991a 128). What is endorsable in our community may not be endorsable in some
other community. While I think that this is a use necessary for philosophical situations, it doesn't seem
intuitive to suppose that these would be everyday statements—that everyday people are worried about
relativism. Of course, with the naturalistic fallacy being commonsensical it is a common sense intuition that
truth cannot be reduced to what would be justifiable in such and such a community; so, it would seem that
Rorty's suggestion that true2 (the cautionary sense) is part of everyday language is not totally out ofplace
because it is meant to cash out a commonsense maxim. I think that even though the idea that the everyday
person is worried about relativism is a projection, Rorty 's true2 is afruitful suggestion because one can
imagine a conversation between a religious believer that bandies about the phrase 'absolutely true ' and
someone a little more informed about what it means to havejustified beliefs that do not rely strictly on
scriptures or otherforms of "revelation ". So despite the counter-intuitive ring of the statement (for the
everyday (vulgar) person), true2 would bear fruit. Of course we can be sensible about how we view our
beliefs and the extent to which they are justified! (Cf. Rorty 1991a 23, 127-8; 1998a 22)
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Thus, Rorty also provides true2 in order to "account" for the common sense intuition that
our beliefs may be justifiable (truei) but perhaps not true2.

Rorty's third use is spelled out as what we need to "say meta-linguistic things of
the form '"S" is true3 if and only if

'" (Rorty 1991a 128). It is important to keep in

plain view the point that true3 is not to be associated with correspondence between
sentences and chunks of "the world" or words and bits of the world; Rorty doesn't

specify the thing that had traditionally made 'S' true.37 So, what does this "breezy
disquotationalism" about true3 come to? (Rorty 1998a 21) In order to clarify true3 we
must turn to Rorty' s various uses of Davidsonian philosophy of language.
Rorty tells us that the purpose in constructing a translation manual "is to help us

explain the indigenous person's actions by helping us identify the indigenous person's
beliefs and desires" (Rorty 1972b 455). The trouble (for Rorty) is that if we want to

figure out what they mean by a particular utterance, but only have the utterance (and not
their intention), we need to figure out what their purposes are given an utterance. For

Rorty, that is indeterminate because we cannot ask them what they mean, because, as is
obvious, we do not yet have a translation manual. In translation "[w]e shall never be able
to avoid the 'hermeneutic circle'—the fact that we cannot understand the parts of a

strange culture, practice, theory, language, or whatever, unless we know something about

36 If truth is not reducible to justification then how is it that this 'intuition' is captured by way of saying that
what is true may not be justified in our context butperhaps in another! The intuition is precisely that you
can never cash out truth in terms ofjustification; but Rorty is suggesting that what this intuition comes to is
that what «justified may not be justifiaWe. That's philosophical art!

37 Rorty' s view that semantics ought to be antirepresentationalist—where the question of made orfound]
does not even arise—is encapsulated in Rorty's notation for true3 (Rorty 1991a 128). With that formulation,
the question of made or found does not arise because representationalist semantics would specify what
makes 'S' true3, and would then clarify whether S is made or found (presumably by locating ties with the

world). (Cf. #3 at 1991a 128)
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how the whole thing works, whereas we cannot get a grasp on how the whole works until
we have some understanding of its parts" (Rorty 1979a 319).

According to Davidson, radical translation (and translation generally) is possible
only if field linguists assume that indigenous persons endorse a whole lot of the same
statements that members of the field linguist's community endorse. One reason that one
ought to adopt this rule is that any translation manual that shows the indigenous persons
as denying "most of the evident facts about their environment is automatically a bad one"
because uncharitable (Rorty 1991a 133). Another reason why we should ascribe to them
our beliefs (more or less) is that the indigenous persons are "coping" in the same
(causally independent) world as we are and would therefore be similarly caused by the
same objects to hold similar beliefs of those objects (Rorty 1979a 286; Rorty 1991a 133).
But these suggestions, these "ties" with the environment we,fallout from translation, not
starting points for translation à la Quine. With Davidson, radical translation yields the

facts of the environment; with Rorty, what the indigenous persons mean is not certain; at
best 'the facts of the environment' are a matter of our lights.

According to Rorty, figuring out what an indigenous person means is a matter of
figuring out "what most of his beliefs are true of (Rorty 1991a 134). However, while
this Strawsonian method for determining what one is talking about, in particular, is right
only "on the whole and for the most part," Rorty goes on to say that results from
translation schemes must conform to Strawson' s criterion, or something must have gone
wrong (Rorty 1991a 134). I take this to imply that translation schemes must output most

of the sentences that indigenous persons are disposed to accept, given an utterance. In
such a way (presumably) we will be able to "explain the indigenous persons' actions"
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because translators will have identified most oftheir supporting "beliefs and desires"
(Rorty 1972b 455).

To clarify, consider the following. When it comes to asking questions about what
the indigenous persons mean by an utterance, we assume (charitably) that they know
what they are talking about, that they are disposed to accept various true propositions
when pressed by their peers. With Strawson' s criteria for determining reference,
familiarity with most o/these beliefs, permissibly believed to be true of the referent, is
what any manual ought to provide. With an utterance then, one can just look up the
utterance in some manual and determine what to expect, or what is permissible to say or

do, given the utterance; for the manual would stipulate how to use the term (on the whole
and for the most part) in question.
In radical translation, again, we cannot just ask them to clarify what they mean;

such presupposes familiarity with the language. Furthermore, in the first stages of radical
translation, we don't even know how to correct impermissible uses on their part. So we
maximize coherence; that is to say, we spell out what they mean as afunction of
coherence with our beliefs, and then let the reference of their terms fall out as it may

(Rorty 1991a 137), noting 1] that maximization (without supplementary dictionaries and
ethnographies, or a bilingual translator) does not have an upper limit and that (therefore)
2], what one means by an utterance (in radical translation) is indeterminate, or, if you
will, relative to the lights ?? some manual. A good manual will spell out the consequences
of an utterance 'on the whole and for the most part', leaving room for further
maximization.
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For Rorty, the question what do the indigenous persons mean by 'X'? translates
into what intensional object does the indigenous person have in mind given "X'. So

suppose that some indigenous person utters 'gavagai.' For Rorty, the reference is opaque
because we cannot be sure what the indigenous person intends. We cannotjust substitute
as determinate what we would mean, given the context—we cannot just trace causal
pathways from objects to belief states (Rorty 1991a 134); rather, we first have to
determine what the indigenous person would be willing to endorse (before his peers) as a
result of using 'gavagai', and then close in on what they mean by 'gavagai' by exclusion
of competing hypotheses. Such is a matter of "going back and forth between guesses at
translations of occasion sentences and of standing sentences until something like
Rawlsian reflective equilibrium emerges" (Rorty 1991a 137).
I want to draw a few conclusions and points of reference in order to clarify how
this project differs from a referentialist project that claims that the causal theory of
reference is meant to clarify when our beliefs are not o/fictions, and when we have true
beliefs; a project that would clarify when truth-maker language would come into play in
order to cash out when our beliefs 'correspond' to reality because they are made true by
independently existing objects.
With Davidson, the worry that we might be out of touch with reality with our true
beliefs, that we might bejust in our own minds, so to speak, that some speaker that shares
our environment might have beliefs wholly inconsistent with ours is unintelligible. To
understand the beliefs of such a language-user, most of our beliefs must be true.
Otherwise the incoherence suggested between the beliefs of X and the beliefs of Y in

environment Z, suggested by the skeptic that doubts whether any of our beliefs
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correspond to reality, is, as a matter of fact, incoherent. In short, the skeptic cannot just
say, trivially, that all our beliefs may be false because truth doesn't depend on what we
know; she must justify her claim by saying 'such and such' a belief is false with evidence
if she is talking about what we are talking about. However, in order to understand her
evidence and in order to understand which beliefs of ours are inaccurate to 'reality as it

really is' we must have true identifying beliefs. Thus, most of our beliefs, whatever the
topic, must be true, whatever the real nature of the shared environment.
From this endorsement it might be thought that Rorty is suggesting that most of
what we believe to be true would be endorsed by the Ultimate Interpreter that speaks and
refers without question—a speaker that has beliefs that only 'correspond'. But that would
be to mistake Rorty' s deflationary point: there is no such Interpreter. There is no end to

inquiry in sight. So, Rorty is not making a «on-trivial point (i.e., he only wishes to make a
trivial point) about being in contact with the world. He is not attempting to provide a
view that would accord with the lights of the now-beaten skeptic, an account or the way
the world really is; rather he is saying that most of our beliefs on any topic must be true,
even though we do not know which truei beliefs of ours will be endorsed according to the

purposes of future inquirers. To be clear, Rorty is saying that, for anyone who interprets

38 As Rorty notes, Davidson suggests that even if we are brains-in-vats, translators of such a language "will
be referring to the vat-cum-computer environment" (1991a 133). We might very well be brains in a vat,
interpreting computer-simulated stimulus, and that (logical) possibility rules out that we can beat the
epistemological skeptic. Rather than supposing that one can "answer" that epistemological skeptic—the
skeptic that demands we satisfy ¿? possible doubt, whether doubt about our interpretations about what the
indigenous persons mean or whether it comes to firmly answering the skeptic that doubts whether there are
mind-independent objects—Rorty thinks Davidson should have said that he was going to give the "skeptic
a way of speaking which would prevent [the skeptic] from asking his question" (Rorty 1991a 138). The
skeptic makes the claim that we cannot be sure of any of our beliefs, because all of our beliefs may be
false. But the very idea that all of our beliefs may be false implies that there would be a wholly distinct
(mutually exclusive) conceptual scheme of which every belief is true (the set ofbeliefs that would satisfy
the epistemological skeptic). Davidson's point is that the very suggestion is unintelligible. (For more on
Rorty's use of Davidson see 1979b, and 1982a 3-18)
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us and our mutually shared world to come, most of our beliefs would be endorsed by that
interpreter, even though any of our beliefs may not be endorsed.
So how does this point relate to correspondence and semantics? Rorty claims in
"Realism and Reference" that he doesn't think "there is a clear and non-trivial sense" to

the notion of '"facts' and Objective relations' independent of mind" (1976 327).
Similarly, there is no clear and non-trivial notion to the idea of a correspondence theory

of truth (Ibid. 338n7). Chris Murphy helps clarify the notion of 'non-triviality': Rorty
means to say "that assignments of truth and reference are relative to a conceptual
scheme" and that's a trivial, "platitudinous" affair; but "this platitude should be carefully
distinguished from the non-trivial claim that reference and truth are relative to a
conceptual scheme" (Murphy 1981 343).
Rorty is not making the latter claim. Rather, he is saying that non-trivial
conceptions aren't worth pursuing. Of course, philosophers can keep it among their
semantic purposes to continue to carry out "metaphysical" projects like explaining
intuitively "how one thing. . . comes to refer to another," or yielding an 'intuitively
satisfying' theory of reference in hopes that it will be correct come what may; but if the
theory is justifiable, it would be a trivial-by-our-best-abductive-lights view that might
(for all we know) be overturned (Michael Losonsky 291).
Of course, Rorty' s rejection of 'come what may' (realist) truth theories is
premised upon the idea that in order to provide a non-trivial conception of truth and

reference, one must clarify how it is that our words correspond to the world—that is, how
something distinct from the world can be made to correspond with what it is distinct
from. Thus, according to Rorty, one must provide a non-trivial theory of how it is that the
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world makes our beliefs true, which trades on being able to provide a story about reality

as it really is, and how that Mind-Independent reality makes our beliefs true3. Since such
a project is absurd and impossible because one must use language to separate what is
mind from what is not mind, thus conceptualizing the world, Rorty claims that one can

only provide a trivial by our lights theory ofthe referents and the causal impact that these
causally independent objects have on our belief-webs. An extra-theoretic causal theory of
reference is nonsense.

Perhaps we can make this point a little more precise. We saw that interpreting

language users in our environment is a matter of imposing what we take to be trivially
truei given our conception of the environment. So, we "charitably" impose our theories
of the world and our words (our trivial views on causal pressures, and our trivial views on
what words mean) onto indigenous behavior in order to provide translations of what the

indigenous persons would be saying if they were to speak our language. The qualifier in
radical translation (and in everyday interpretation) is that any ofthe conjectures we make
about what the indigenous persons are talking about may not be by their lights. However,
most of what we take to be truei must be true3; so most of our dispositional assignments
(what the indigenous persons are disposed to accept given an indigenous utterance, by

our lights) will be by their lights. Put generally, any of our trivial interpretations of the
world may be corrected by future inquiry, but future assignments of reference3 (whatever
the topic) would be identified by (most of) our identifying beliefs (Rorty 1991a 138).
So how does this relate back to correspondence and reference, in particular, a
referentialist theory that would aim to clarify correspondence non-trivially in order to

provide a true come-what-may theory about true thoughts (propositions)? According to
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Rorty, the logical-semantic project of providing all the true statements for any language is
never more than a trivial function of our views on any matter, and there is no guarantee

that all of our assignments of truths are going to be true3. We have no guarantee because
we cannot escape our trivial truei beliefs. However, with Davidson, we can be assured
that most of our truej beliefs must be true3.

In order to clarify what Rorty means by this claim, I need to note an important
difference between Rorty and Davidson. In 'Pragmatism, Davidson and truth' Rorty
suggests that providing correspondence (with confrontation, however minimally) is
without purpose because Davidson has already disposed of the worrisome possibility that
we might be out of touch with the world (1991a 137n24). Most of our beliefs must be
true; our beliefs cannot help but correspond to reality. Davidson's claim that we can
provide correspondence non-trivially suggests that we can (misleadingly) get beyond our
lights (Rorty 1991a 138). Instead, Rorty thinks that Davidson should be interpreted as
glossing the everyday intuition that every inquirer is talking about the same things by
saying that nobody can ever be out of touch with the world. Most of anyone's beliefs
must correspond; but this is without confrontation. Consequently, no belief is immune to
being revised in the light of counter-evidence.
This last detail concerning what Rorty means by his 'trivial' conception of
correspondence, his stylistic variation on true3, will be important in the pages that follow.
In particular, I think that calling it 'correspondence to reality' is a rhetorical decoy
intended to pass off a «orc-trivial notion. Neither common sense nor the everyday person
in the street would accept the pragmatista non-trivial view that any belief in particular is
open to revision; of course, some of our justified beliefs are open to revision, but not all.
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Of course, before I can make this claim I have to show that disquotation has something to
do with Rorty's everyday conceptions of 'true'; otherwise Rorty could say that his true3 is
not everyday.

Consider Rorty's claim in 'Is Natural Science a Natural Kind?' (1991a 46-62)
where he says, "our own present beliefs are the ones we use to decide how to apply the
term 'true' even though true cannot be defined in terms of those beliefs" (1991a 50). We
already saw that Rorty subscribes to the idea that any translation scheme we provide for
communicating with whomever must preserve most of our truei beliefs. Thus, at (1 1),
(1 1) most of our truei beliefs must be true3,
it seems that truei and true3 are used in the same way. Most of the set of true3 beliefs are
truei beliefs and most of the set of truei beliefs are true3 beliefs. But, Rorty doesn't want
to make a non-trivial point, implying here that some of our truths would be true come
what may; rather, he wants to say that while we decide how to apply the term 'trues' to a

belief, given our justificatory reasons, 'true' itself, as a primitive predicate, is not
epistemically relative because it cannot be defined. So in order to differentiate 'true' from

epistemically relativized instantiations (truei) Rorty must also say that
(12) any of our truei beliefs may not be true3.

Now, it is very important to note that for Rorty only all the possible evidence in
the world would make our beliefs true3 (come what may), and only such evidence would
validate a non-trivial theory. Obviously all the possible evidence in the world is not
present at any time. Thus one only has one's best lights at any time. Given that we can
only have our lights, Rorty suggests that we focus on having our views pass for muster in
our own context and with the strangers in our midst, noting full well that any of our
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beliefs may not pass in another near or "non-existent (as of yet) context, rather than aiming
to find a beliefthat will ground every interpretation to come. Given that Rorty would
have us focus on our procedures for justifying our beliefs, true3 in the final analysis
doesn't really make a practical difference. Rorty wants to say that for any existing, finite
interpreter to come and challenge the justification for our beliefs, most of our beliefs will
be true2 even though any may not be true2-

It seems clear to me that Rorty' s underlying intention with true3 is semantic. Since
Rorty thinks that semantics is a last ditch effort to beat the skeptic, Rorty aggressively

provides the results from Davidson's philosophy of language (viz., that most of our truei
beliefs must be true3 but any may not be true3) so that making referential contact with
reality is without purpose. Here, Rorty is saying that if semantics is supposed to clarify
our contact with the world, Davidson has already assured us ofthat: since most of our
beliefs must be true3, we cannot be out of touch with the world at any time.
This last point is important in order to understand Rorty' s response to semantic
attempts to go further than our best lights, analyzing the correspondence relation between
beliefs and the world in a non-trivial way. Rorty' s point is that there may be nothing nontrivial to the relationship between language and world, because true3 (stylistically varied)
in the context of 'most of our beliefs must correspond to reality but any may not
correspond to reality' is, by our lights, best viewed as disquoted for a trivial view that
suggests that "the truth of an utterance depends on just two [co-dependent] things, what
words mean and how the world is arranged" (Rorty 1991a 138; 1998a 21). Thus Rorty
wants to say that "nobody's language has ever been or ever will be ««constrained by the
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world" (1995 194), and that because we cannot transcend our truei lights and provide a
non-trivial theory, as we saw, "nobody will ever be able to be interestingly specific about

what these constraints are and how they work" (ibid).39 While one could align one's
language according to the lights of our best science, this would be a trivial function of our
best lights.

39 For Rorty reference is neither causal nor representational (200Oh 374). I just want to clarify what this
comes to, and imply that Rorty said nothing new (on this topic) in his response to Ramberg (200Oh). By
suggesting that he has said nothing new, however, I merely mean that Rorty's position hasn't shifted, but
rather, that upon reading Ramberg, his previous statements ought to now be endorsed rather than dismissed
insouciantly. My reading has suggested that in 'Pragmatism, Davidson and truth' Rorty cashed out
referents and truth as by our lights, at best, but nevertheless implied that we should be happy with
justification, without worrying about such word-world relations as "true of and "refers to". Having read
Ramberg's paper, Rorty's response suggests that he now endorses his cashed out version ofthese relations,
which were, trivially, both nonrepresentational and noncausal. So I agree with Rorty when he says he
hasn't given up much (200Oh 375). Now, it is important to get clear on this point because Rorty could be
misread as suggesting that he endorses word-world relations. But this cannot be right because Rorty is a
semantic deflationist that doesn't see the need (2007 151). So, I suggest that Rorty never saw a need for

non-trivial relations but in his response to Ramberg abandons the view that we do not need trivial relations.
So, refers to and true of are both trivially cashed out as by our lights.

How was his previous analysis ofrefers to and true ofnonrepresentational? Rorty wants us to drop
representation-talk. The whole idea that a belief can correspond to some non-linguistic fact is wrong from
the start. Of course we can clarify this in a trivial way—such is just a matter of making sure that one's
words fall into line with what our science says today, so that our lights enable one to refer; but the idea that

correspondence or reference can be clarified in a non-trivial way, in a way that precludes our lights, is
nonsense. So it's no surprise that Rorty says that his view ofrefers to is not representational. How was his
previous analysis ofrefers to and true ofnoncausal? According to Rorty, whatever one says justifiably
(relative to a community) about causal pressures is a matter of lights, and is likely to be overturned down
the path of inquiry. Thus, it seems that if 'refers to' and 'true of are neither representational nor causal, and
yet still word-world relations, I suggest that Rorty just means that the non-trivial sense for either term is not
available but that trivial notions are of course available. Ifthis point is what he means by his "third way"

which is purportedly neither causal nor representational (2000h 374), then Rorty has added nothing more

than an endorsement of internal realism—a view that he had offered before anyways. Previously he

suggested that we abandon these intuitions; now he suggests we take his best offer: internal realism (200Oh
376n2).
What doesn't change?

Consider his redescription of Davidson's point: "belief is as intrinsically disputable as it is

intrinsically veridical" (200Oh 375). This point is consistent with the beliefthat 'Snow is white' while truei
may not be true2, for usefulness, or coherence with our lights is only as good as what one's community will
permit. So, it still follows, even given his purported "concessions" that any of our beliefs may not pay
(2000a 5). My claim in response to this point is that the view that any of our beliefs may be false signals
that having the norm ofbeing true to the facts is not really among what Rorty says are our norms. Being
true to the facts implies that one cannot be wrong; being true to our practices implies that the facts could
change. I analyze this problematic statement (that any of our truei beliefs may not accord with true2
purposes) below (§8), and try to justify its sense by paying attention to the language ofuseful. My ultimate
objection is that Rorty's application ofthe pragmatic maxim to true3, turning correspondence into "usefuljustifiable-coherence with our lights", doesn't do the work that true is supposed to do, and that since we
desire the truth, Rorty has made practice different. So I agree with Haack when she suggests that Rorty has
tried to make us cynical about truth.
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I think Rorty wants to say that if we avoid "non-trivial" notions of truth that seek

to satisfy the epistemological skeptic, we can move beyond realism and anti-realism and
remain satisfied with Davidson's argument that most of what we believe must be true3

(come what may), despite the point that only all the possible evidence in the world would
put us in a position to know whether or not any particular belief is true3. With .
disquotation we move away from non-trivial debates over realism and anti-realism,
because true3 in 'most of our beliefs must be true3 but any may not be' is disquoted for
our everyday cautionary-qualified justificatory practices.

According to my reading of Rorty, three senses of 'reference' and three of 'true'
are permissible. We saw that referencei is the sense in which the speaker can use a term
to refer (or talk about) anything she likes, and we saw that reference! is a matter of
altering speaker purposes, given a confusing word. Having altered one's purposes, we
saw that Rorty wants to allow for trivial referential assignments. How does this account
line up with his account of true?
It seems plain that most of our presently justified beliefs must be justified come
what may, and any of our beliefs may not be justifiable come what may. I would like to
suggest that just where this point has practical import is where the difference between

referencei and references occurs. We saw that Rorty wants to honor speaker purposes,
and that semantic purposes (trivially referring and corresponding) may not be among the
speakers purpose's. Getting in touch with what the speaker findsjustifiable is the point,
and anything that we take the speaker to believe may not be justifiable by the lights of the
speaker.
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Now, this point is evidently a piece of pragmatics. Understanding what a speaker
finds to be justifiable (and how we may be wrong, although not entirely) doesn't
correspond very well with the project of stipulating what the speaker must believe, if she
is in contact with the world. In response to this semantic project, Rorty simply draws
attention to Davidson's results from radical translation: most of our truei beliefs must be

true3, come what may; but any in particular may not be justifiable by the lights of any
interpreter to come.

§5

Perhaps at this point a causal theorist of reference would insist that the reason why the
theory of reference needed an overhaul was because it wasn't intuitively satisfying. A
causal theorist suggests that if one does 'refer', there must be some relation between
one's word and the referent. In particular, the causal theorist suggested that there must be
an object, and the description must be true to the object. The failure ofthe clusterdescriptivist theory was particularly telling when it came to its attendant theory of proper
names: Searle suggested that a name presupposed a disjunctive set of definite identifying
descriptions that we associate with the name, a sufficient number of which would refer to
the bearer of the name. It was argued, definitively, that this particular view was counterintuitive because if the identifying descriptions that are predetermined by us to pick out
Aristotle, in fact pick out Arispople, then the meaning (the associated descriptions) of
'Aristotle' leads to Arispople rather than Aristotle.
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The idea that our associations may not guarantee reference seems intuitive

because should my history be buried in history, I would have a problem with my name
being used to refer to someone else (David Houghton, 164). So causal theorists
conjectured that while a name referred no matter the intentions of the user, a speech act
was successful only if the speaker was enabled to refer to the bearer of the name because
the appropriate causal (historical explanation) chains were actually (really) in place. Of

course, this doesn't help with clarifying when one has been successful in referring in any
case (for instance, referencing historical proper names); but analyzing reference in a way
that suggests the truth of what we say follows from the object, suggests that the mind-

independent world (the bearer ofthe name independent of any identifying descriptions)
plays a hand when it comes to enabling us to speak the truth about an object. Since the
idea that there must be an object that answers to the name we use, combined with the idea
that any of our descriptions of an object referred to by a name follow from the object,
seem to line up with our understanding of what 'reference' means (bringing our audience

into contact with what we mean), the rule that the simplicity of an explanation is the
likely explanation gives us every reason to believe that the same follows for all acts of
reference.

Rorty's response to this point is put well in 'Davidson, pragmatism and truth.'

When considering referential fallout as a result of our trivially true beliefs, Rorty notes
that while most of what we say about what we are talking about, on the whole and for the
most part, must be true of what anyone says about what we are talking about, sometimes

even most of what we take to be the case isn't true of what we are talking about (1991a
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134). So, the exception to the rule is that sometimes what we intend to talk about turns
out not to be what we are talking about.

To clarify, Rorty says that for Davidson the intentional objects of lots ofbeliefs
will be their causes. Since translators must try to figure out what the speaker is disposed
to accept given an utterance, rather than simply impose what the translator would mean
much in the manner of the unqualified references, what the speaker means determines the
cause of her utterance (Davidson 1986 316). Kripke' s Godei case, or, more generally, the
issue surrounding referencing historical proper names, is the exception to the speaker
reference rule: Sometimes, what one intends has nothing to do with the cause that is the
term's meaning.

Rorty' s point here is important. Just because we may be wrong about whether or
not a proper name refers given our descriptions (just because we may be unjustified in
thinking that what we take to be true of an object is sufficient to denote it) doesn't mean
that one must suspend all questions of reference until we determine whether our truei
descriptions line up causally with what names would pick out semantically. Presently we
are perfectly justified in believing that 'the author of Metaphysics is Aristotle', despite
the point that this may not be true2 (justifiable2). According to the pragmatist, it is
perfectly useful to believe that 'the author of Metaphysics is Aristotle'; if it turns out that
such is useless to believe, so be it. (Of course, to round out Rorty' s account we would
also have to note that this is not to suppose that the world makes true or false our beliefs
about whether or not historical proper names refer; rather the results of some historical
investigation complete with 'retail' justification would do that.)
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Devitt's response to Rorty's solution to the issue raised by the causal theorist
against the descriptivist is that it is "ad hoc?'' As he says, "any theory can be saved by
excluding counter-examples from its domain" (Deviti 1991 216). Devitt's point is that the
cluster theorist is 'wrong from the fundamentals': our associations with a referent are
insufficient to guarantee the reference of proper names in every case. However, Rorty's
position in 'Pragmatism, Davidson and truth'—a paper that Deviti sources—doesn't
exclude causal pressures, at any time. What makes a statement true, by Rorty's lights, is
just the way the world is and the meanings of words, and neither project excludes causal
pressures. Indeed, Rorty would want to insist that even in contexts where one is talking
about fictional objects, one cannot lose contact with the world. We are always in causal
contact with 'the world.'

Of course, the point that a causal theorist may want to make is deeper than this
trivial surface concession. Realist philosophers want to line up particular "abilities" with
"discrete hunks of reality" and (perhaps) by that criterion, exclude certain statements
from the cannon of truth (Rorty 1991a 146). Along with Donnellan I do not sympathize
with the attempt to exclude statements from the domain of truth on the basis of reference
(1974 7). Just because a term truly occurs in a negative existential statement doesn't
imply that another statement with the same term is necessarily false (e.g., 'Santa Claus
does not exist' does not necessarily entail the falsity of 'Santa Claus is bald'). However,
what Donnellan' s historical explanation theory of reference cannot help but do is explain
why it is that certain terms that occur in negative (or positive) existential statements are
true (intuitively) come what may. There is an object (or there is not an object) that
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satisfies the reference, and as a result, a corresponding existential (or negative existential
statement) is true, come what may.

With this point firmly in place, we might be in a position to see that what is
wanted in order to validate any description of a referent, if one is being true to a referent,
is not justification from one's peers, but rather what must follow (given our language)
from the object. Of course one could be perfectly justified in believing that Aristotle is
the author oí Metaphysics, and it might even pay to think so; but there may be no gold in
the bank, so to speak. With this submissive way of thinking about things, a statement
about a referent is correspondence-true if and only if the causally independent object
named by the person making the statement (in fact) falls under the extension of the
predicate mentioned by the person making the statement. Having drawn one's audience
to the site of reference, the object named by the statement would validate what we have
said about it. So the truth of what one is saying follows from the object.
Making this point against Rorty strikes me as pressing. The trouble is that Rorty
wants to say that
(11) Most of our truei beliefs must be true2
and that

(12) Any of our truei beliefs may not be true2,
and (12) would probiematize self-evident causally true statements. Rather than follow
Rorty' s lead, making practice different and supposing that any of our beliefs may be
unjustifiable, we should distinguish beliefs that are self-evident from those that are not. If
we were to make that point we could agree with (1 1)—as we want to—but we wouldn't
find (12) intuitive, as we do not. In denying (12) I am trying to preserve the realist
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intuition that the physical universe isn't malleable to our uses. So I mean to argue that
(12) creates more trouble than it is worth because it suggests that beliefs that are made
true by the world are potentially useless, incoherent, or unjustifiable.
Part ofthe reason that Rorty's picture is captivating to some is that it claims that
the only test for truth is coherence among beliefs. This is in part due to the valid point
that you cannot compare reality as it really is with a belief and see if the latter
corresponds to the former. But if we give up the dualist tendencies present in Descartes
and Kant (and so neo-Kantian philosophy), we will not be tempted to suppose the only
test for truth is coherence. This is because we will not find correspondence to be

problematic. If we drop the veil of ideas which makes contact with truth makers
dubitable, then there should be no reason why we would prefer coherence to

correspondence. Both are available in a post-Kantian/Cartesian universe. Quine puts it
well when he says: "Coherence and correspondence, properly considered, are not rival
theories of truth, but complementary aspects. The coherence aspect has to do with how to
arrive at truth, by the best of our lights. The correspondence aspect has to do with the
relation of truths to what they are about" (1987 214).

In the next section I want to get clear on Rorty's view that correspondence doesn't
make a practical difference because a semantic conception of reference has nothing to do
with everyday affairs. Following that, I will turn to some of Donnellan's remarks in order
to clear up what could be quite amenable to our everyday desire for truth. Beliefs that we
hold to be true, iftrue to the object they are about, are not potentially useless, incoherent,
or unjustifiable because we do not have all the evidence ready to hand. Beliefs that are
true to objects that we can perceive to validate our statements are self-evident and
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therefore do not require any further evidence. In other words, self-evident beliefs are
justified because true, not true becausejustified. Of course, I hope it has been made clear
just what Rorty is trying to do by re-describing true in such an absurdly impossible
epistemological manner (trues). Rorty is trying to convince us that we should give up our
belief that we can found our knowledge of the world on anything other than what is
permissible given one's interlocutors.

§6

We saw at (§3) that Rorty doesn't think that everyday referencing has anything to
do with semantics. According to Realist semantic theory, one cannot refers to fictions,
and truth is a matter of correspondence to reality. Accordingly, if semantic theory were

entitled to "police" everyday conversation, it would be irrational to refer to fictions and
so, have beliefs that do not correspond to reality.

Of course, we do tend to believe (correctly) that certain thoughts would be
irrational, and often this is well explained by supposing that the person in question has a
belief that doesn 't correspond to reality. IfI believe that I am Santa Claus or God, or the
reincarnation of Kurt Cobain or a tree, or whatever, we typically explain what these terms
mean (semantically) and try to demonstrate that what I believe couldn't really be what I
mean.

Rorty' s point about everyday referencing is that maybe the speaker really does
believe that they are God and are justified in thinking that way, given the rules that
govern their purposes. If so, the truth of one's remark, ? am God', wouldn't be settled by
a "truth" preserving substitution that would (perhaps) exclude 'God' from the way the
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world is. Given this conversational possibility, it seems that we should interpret Rorty as
suggesting that the semantic features of a statement—what the statement means—is a

matter of figuring out the methods of verification that would support the statement, if
there are any, rather than just assume that because our methods do not support the
statement, the statement must be false (1982a 1 14).

What is curious about this tack is that it appears to value being true to the
speaker's purposes over and against what we take to be semantically justifiable
concerning what the speaker has said. We are to attend to the use of the word, not what

we decide the word must mean, no matter the use. But is it ever proper in Rorty' s
universe to say that the speaker is "in touch" with what she means? Does the speaker
have a privileged relationship with the object she means? Given (12) it seems that this
possibility is rejected. Rorty wants to say that just because it is possible to pair off bits of
language with what one takes the world to be, doesn't mean that one is in touch with an

object in a way that transcends our lights (1982a 162). So Rorty would want to say that
the speaker is bound by her communal constraints, and so cannot (justifiably) be more in
touch with what she means than what she is permitted to mean. However, at the same
time, what we take to be justifiable? may not be justified according to the lights of the
speaker.

Even if this point is sound, nothing about what I must mean if my views are to
pass by the lights of my peers, can call in to question whether or not I have referred, ifI
have. If my term picks out an object, further inquiry cannot question whether I have made
contact with the object. To put the matter precisely, a true3 come what may account of an
object is not necessary for having made contact with the object. It seems that insufficient
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attention to this point might lead one to suppose that one cannot make sense ofthe
correspondence relation. If a true3 account ofthe object we are talking about is not
necessary for the truth of a reference, then why should a true3 account of 'the world'
independent of our beliefs and desires be necessary to have beliefs that correspond? The
answer is that such an account is not necessary.

To clarify, consider the following: The causal theorist suggests that when it comes
to truth concerning the reference of a proper name (and so, reference generally), we seem
to want to answer 1] whether there is an object that goes by the name we use (is the name

vacuous?), and 2], whether what we say about the bearer of the name is true to the bearer
of the name. It seems however, that using "a sufficient number of details from the latter
store of associated descriptions to pick out the object (uniquely) would beg the question
at hand. We want to know if 'Aristotle' refers to anything at all; and supposing that
'Aristotle' would be referred to by 'the author of Metaphysics '—or some other

description we associate conventionally—simply supposes that there is an object picked
out by "some sufficient number" of our descriptions of Aristotle that is also picked out by
'Aristotle.'

The causal theorist's point was that 'Aristotle' refers only if there was at least one
object named Aristotle, and that the truth of (13)
(13) 'Aristotle' refers to the same object as 'the author oí Metaphysics",

is not guaranteed, simply because we take it to be guaranteed. From this, causal theorists
of reference conjectured what it would take for (13) to be true. Intuitively, this would be a
matter of having witnessed a person actually named Aristotle constructing a

philosophical treatise actually referred to as Metaphysics or, of having been passed along
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truth-telling corroborative reports of having witnessed Aristotle carry out such a
construction.

The point that the realist causal theorists wanted to maintain against the cluster
theorist is that an object is not constructed out of our descriptions; rather, Aristotle, if
(s)he existed, did what (s)he did, and our getting this matter right is necessary for the
truth of (13). With that being said, other statements like
(14) 'Ryan Euverman' refers to the same object as 'the author of this thesis',
would be easily determined to be true; one is "in touch" with the referent, a causally
efficacious object that goes by the name 'Ryan Euverman' that is denoted by the

(definite) description 'the author of this thesis.' But the truth of (13) and (14) do not
depend on complete scientific accounts of either object involved because the truth of
either would be confirmed whether or not one knew how to converse scientifically.
Now, in order to be charitable to Rorty, it is important to focus on what he is

trying to do. Since we are historically situated, Rorty is taking a long look at future
inquiry and trying to spell out how "out of touch" with their conclusions we may be. As
we saw, Rorty would not deny the hypothesis that our uses of proper names may not
refer. Rorty' s Kripkean concession is that the identifying descriptions we take to denote
the referent of a proper name may not pick out anything at all by the lights of future
inquirers: future inquirers might not be able to "see" what we mean. But for Rorty, this is

the exception not the rule. For the most part, most of our truei beliefs would be sufficient
to denote those objects that future inquirers take us to mean. Rorty's pragmatic-semantic
point is that if we are conversing with the future inquirer, she would understand what we
are referringi to, on the whole and for the most part. Concerning proper names, Rorty is
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saying that it is likely, although not guaranteed, that we will be able to refer to Aristotle
with some of our identifying descriptions.
Be that as it may, it seems that reference is often definitive in such a way that the

claim that our proper names refer come what may seems downright obvious. Consider
(14). It's true, and not just by our lights. It's true come what may. How then can Rorty
suppose that we are merely justified in believing that (14)? How could we be wrong?
Comparing basic starting points is a tricky matter. If one values the truth of (14)
or (13), if one desires the truth of the matter, generally speaking, then one will ask what
conditions make either true, and whether those conditions are "the case." If on the other
hand, one wants to have beliefs that are useful or justifiable, then the question would be
whether or not it would be worthwhile to refer to either object given future purposes. It

may not be that either (13) or (14) cohere with their historical purposes. It may not be
useful to refer to Aristotle or Ryan Euverman. (And as we saw, if Rorty' s proposal for

interpreting ancestral beliefs were to take on, then future inquirers wouldn't want to say
that the referents in (13) and (14) fail to refer3; rather, they would say "by our lights",

what you are saying cannot be corroborated, or may not meet our conditions for
explanation).

To be clear, the whole point with referring is to bring the attention of the audience

to the object we mean. As we saw, Rorty places philosophical conceptions of reference
that suggest that one can only refer3 to objects that exist spatio-temporally to one side,
because we can bring the attention of the audience to whatever referenti we like. The

point about "everyday" truth follows from the above considerations. Ifthe audience has
no idea what we mean by (13) or (14), there would be no point to using either referring
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expression. While either would be useful (according to our purposes), neither may be
useful (according to theirs) for bringing the attention of the audience (the future
inquirers) to the object we mean.
Perhaps one would object that it seems "implausible" to suppose that there is no
room for references in everyday affairs (Deviti 1991 215). There are surely instances
where what one means is not clear (where the context is opaque); but there are also
instances where what one means is clear, such that whatever the speaker might add

cannot change what is meant. Since we have a good idea when a reference is opaque, and
when a reference is transparent, it seems silly to suppose that every reference is opaque
(Deviti 1989 226). If a person says, 'Smith sure is raking leaves early this morning' then
what the speaker means by 'this morning' cannot be altered by drawing attention to
speaker purposes or by way of some identifying description courtesy of the speaker. The

time at which the utterance is made completes the reference, no matter what the speaker

may say.40 Furthermore, considering the particular example, it seems possible to imagine
that there is just one person raking leaves, in which case, the false reference ('Smith')
doesn't matter. Is such an everyday context a matter of opaque references?
The first point to make here is that Rorty believes that referential speech acts
presuppose identifying descriptions, and also that any speaker must have mostly true
beliefs concerning anything they might be interpreted to talk about. So asking what X
means by 'N' would result in the object being identified. So Rorty would argue that
ordinary, everyday conversation can do without the transparent sense of reference at (14).
40 Of course, the speaker may have referred to the wrong time of day. She might have uttered the statement

'Smith sure is out early this morning' not realizing that it was 12:05. The point with transparency, however,
is that one cannot escape the transparent reference one has made to one's context. The reference is false

precisely because it is (transparently) 12:05 at the time of utterance.
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We can simply allow the speaker to determine what they mean without changing the
conversation and telling them what they must mean.
The second point that needs to be made here is that ordinary conversation does
not need a conception of reference that would pretend to be mind-independent. It is not
the case that if one does refer to some object, one does so in a way that has nothing to do
with purposes. By referring to 'this morning' or 'the person raking leaves' one is
intending to draw the audience to the objects they mean.
The idea that if one does refers doing so doesn't depend on our intentions but
rather depends on the object being as it is, to Rorty sounds like an attempt to beat the
epistemological skeptic: Spelling out the objects that we truly refers to is as "theoryrelative as intentional relations" and there is no guarantee that such a set of referential
statements is anything more than 'by our lights' (1979a 299-301 n34).
Another reason that Rorty thinks that semantic reference has nothing to do with
everyday referencing is that it would seek to analyze everyday utterances with logical
language. Are everyday referential utterances disguised definite descriptions? It doesn't
seem likely that describing what one is saying would accord with logical analysis.
Consider,

(15) "The Golden Mountain is in Africa."

According to Russell, the correct philosophical analysis of (15) ought to be,
(15') "There exists something which is both a mountain and is gold, and
everything which is a mountain and is gold is identical with that thing, and that thing is in
Africa"

Rorty puts Searle' s point well when he says that Russell has simply
misunderstood everyday discourse (1982a 1 15). In the words of Mandelker, Russell's
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analysis "involve[s] an impermissibly extreme alteration ofthe surface structure ofthe
original sentence" (166). Accordingly, Rorty defines reference3 as the technical sense
that arises when one has decided to cast the decision of what to do with false beliefs

(beliefs that fail to refer3) "into 'canonical' form", that is, into a language which uses
"standard quantificational logic as a matrix" (1979a 292).
It seems obvious to me that the argument here is that the everyday person just
isn't familiar with logical matrices, and that point, with Rorty's supplementary point

about beating the skeptic, would appear to make reference3 completely 'out of line.'
It should already be obvious the extent to which the point about epistemological

skepticism is permissible. As I read causal theorists, they intended simply to revamp the
received (cluster) view in which the reference of what one is saying does depend

(arrogantly) on what we associate with the referent rather than what the referent would
permit. It seems that the argument against the cluster theory was that if truth is on the
line, one doesn't have a very good theory about what referencing comes to if one adopts
the cluster view.

Does this notion of truth answer the skeptic or is it a matter of talking about truth
in a world that doesn't acknowledge the seriousness of the skeptic's question? It seems to
me that the latter is the case. If we simply disregard the skeptic's question rather than try
to "claim" that her question can be deconstructed with Davidson, it seems we can get a

better glimpse of a post-Cartesian/Kantian world in which truth simply follows from the
objects we talk about. The object we are talking about makes what we say true.
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However, I am (of course) persuaded that there is room for a softening on the
point about reference that Rorty has made well. It would produce a lot of fruit to simply
adopt Rorty' s suggestion for everyday practice. Calling one out for using an outdated or

failed description is uncharitable, and can be softened by realizing that the speaker's
purposes may not be ours. With this point in place we can meet the intuition that it seems

odd to claim of another interlocutor that if they talk about God, they are failing to talk
about anything at all. The justification then for the everyday/technical distinction caught
up between allowing the speaker to determine what she means, rather than taking her
words in a way that we think she must mean, lies not in Rorty' s definition that these
contexts are distinct (which clearly begs the question), but rather in the fruitful work that
Rorty' s proposal in (§3) does. If we go with Rorty and keep the everyday clear of

existential quantifiers, which seems intuitive anyways, we are less likely to be beastly
towards those of our conversational partners' whose references we deem to fail to live up
to the dictates of our scientific-conceptual schemes.
However, it seems to me that we can take this point into serious pragmatic
consideration simply by paying attention to what one is saying. There are sensitive terms.
But then all we would be saying is that sometimes what we take to be the case about

objects is not a matter of what we must say given the object; sometimes there doesn't
appear to be an object at all.

With Rorty, the idea that we might be able to see something that is so utterly
foreign to our everyday conceptions, comes down to the idea that perhaps what one is
saying about an everyday apparent aporia is true2 (justifiable) given other purposes. But it
seems to me that if we admit this point we go too far. In that case we jeopardize self-
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evident truths because, for instance, it is self evidently false (and so »oí potentially

justifiable) that 'Santa Claus exists.' According to, it may be true2 to refer3 to Santa Claus
because it is charitably permissible to refers to 'electrical discharges from clouds' with
'Jovian thunderbolts.' Rorty's point is most intuitive when he supposes that future

inquirers, with different purposes, may reject the charitable supposition that our ancestors
mostly mean what we mostly mean. But Rorty uses this fact to make the general point

that any once-justified belief might turn out to be false (any belief we find justifiable,
may not be true). In my opinion, this is an over-generalization that counter-intuitively
includes obviously self-evident truths within its orbit. Come what may, it is always true
that 'Santa Claus does not exist'.

Now, with Rorty, the idea that one must mean something that exists is the crucial
issue. Rorty wants to say that one can refer to whatever one likes, as one does in

everyday conversation. So Rorty is trying to say that semantics ought not to police
everyday conversation by saying that one cannot refer to the inexistent. Rorty is simply
saying that the speaker decides the game she is playing. She may be making a fictional
reference, or she may be making a non-fictional reference. Simply assuming that she is
making a non-fictional reference is to prejudge her purposes as semantic.
However, the clincher with Rorty is that the speaker is still bound by the

permissible moves of the game she specifies. But this point is captured in a Davidsonian
way: if the speaker does not have mostly true beliefs about X, then she is not talking
about X (2006 241). However, Rorty wants us to be imaginative here and open to
possibilities of seeing the matter in a different way. So most of what we take to be true
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about X is true by the speaker's lights. But anything of what we take to be justified may
not be justifiable.

It seems to me that with such a formulation Rorty has simply said too much

concerning what we find to be true. It is simply not the case that any of our beliefs about
anything may be false. In order to clarify this point I want to employ Donnellan's account
of reference. If we aim for contact with the object, however that object comes to us—and

so, whatever the object— then we will not think that our views of it are sufficient. For the
object unfolds before us as inquiry unfolds. But if we keep the object in view, we will not
be swayed into thinking that any of our beliefs may be useless according to the purposes
of inquirers to come. Nothing about future inquiry can alter truths that are made true by
what they are about at a time. At a later time, some objects may, of course, display
themselves differently. But here we are being true to the object, as it displays itself.
Keeping the object in view (at a time) and tailoring our language according to what it
displays is the only foundation we need; and ifthe truth is our desire, we desire
foundations.

§7

Donnellan's account of reference is an interesting counter-example to Rorty' s

marginalization of all causal theories because it doesn't suggest that one can beat the
skeptic with logical matrices. His account simply does not consider epistemological

skepticism and does not advocate logical matrices.41 Perhaps his account can therefore
41 Of course, if quantification is taken to imply that 'X' is always the same 'X' once it is described as a
'bound variable', that project strikes me as needless. However, if an X is simply that which remains the
same (numerically) while everything about X changes, (what we need to spell out 'change')—what we

mean (philosophically) when we say that my life is my life—then there should be no problem. It seems then
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plausibly clarify what we, in the everyday dictionary sense, mean by being true to an
object, when the object exists.
For Donnellan, an alternative theory of reference to the cluster theory was

pressing because Searle' s view was that reference turns on identifying conventions.
Obviously one cannot ground reference in "currently associated descriptions", for we can
be wrong (1974 14; Rorty 1982a xxiv). So Donnellan would say that Searle goes the
wrong route with Gottlob Frege in thinking that "reference is established by 'something

in the speaker's mind'" (Rorty 1982a xxiii, 113, 120). However, Donnellan is not saying
that something entirely other is required; rather, he is saying, at best, that Searle should
not have made identifying descriptions the "final test" for a consummated referential

speech act.42 Moreover, he thinks that his supplementary point can help to clarify what
Russell was up to with his obscure point about genuine names.
that Essentialism can be dismissed for a moderate version that doesn't say anything about X being such and
such. (Of course, this precise non-Essence view is to say something essential (however minimally about
being a human). (On Rorty's views on the re-weaving web see, 1989 23-43; 1991a 1 13-125; 1998a 1051 10; 1999 47-72; 2005a;, and finally, 2005c.) The closest he comes to 'essentialism' in a chastened form is
in his discussion of an individuated web as being a center of descriptive vocabulary (1998a).
In my view, being true to an object is simply a matter ofbeing in touch with it at a time.

Consequently, limning the structures of reality with logical matrices need not be a matter oftime-/es.s-ness

but is rather a matter ofbeing in time (in touch) with the object. An account spelled out in that matter seems
harmless, but submissive.

42 (Searle 1969, 84ff; Donnellan 1974 17-8) Donnellan should be taken to be suggesting that "the final test

for reference" cannot be current associations, but that an object, independent of whatever might be said
about it, answers to its name or its predicate—not the name or description we might give, but the name that
was actually given or the predicates it actually has.

Searle suggests with Gareth Evans the following counter-example. The causal chains that link up
to Madagascar turn on the mistaken intentions of Marco Polo who called the island 'Madagascar' rather
than some part ofthe African mainland (Kripke 1980 163). Prior to Marco Polo's use, 'Madagascar'
referred to a part of mainland Africa. So (here at least), if we mean the island, we cannot follow causal

chains to the original baptism, but rather must go with our current associations. The story is that our
reference to Madagascar turns on our referring to Polo's use, and not to the original baptism ofthe inland
area (Searle 200 1 3 1 1 ). I disagree that this is a serious problem for the causal theorist. There is a fact ofthe

matter that Madagascar is named Madagascar and not something else; Polo's use was a new baptism. What
I think the question raises is whether it would be more precise to refer to the island by its original name, if
there was an original name and if there is any use to such a historical detail. The question is whether the
object we mean infact goes by the name we associate. Evans' point proves the point: Madagascar goes by
the name 'Madagascar', but so does some other spot in Africa. Evans' example trades on the fact that our
current associations make successful references because Madagascar is around to help us know that the
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Russell was led to establish the word-world tie in the epistemologica! notion of

acquaintance, which in turn led him to the, in Rorty's words, '"notoriously obscure and
unworkable theory that only demonstratives like 'this' were 'genuine names'" (1982a

120). 43 What was Russell's reasoning here? According to Donnellan, Russell thought
that proper names, which are really disguised descriptions when logically analyzed, end
up saying something very general about the world in relation to the object, and therefore
do not really say a whole lot about the object per se (1974 1 1).

term refers. Generally, there is a fact ofthe matter that this object (the object that we take to be the bearer
of the name) was or was not named by Aristotle, and that fact has to be included in the account ofreferring
to Aristotle; and so, mutatis mutandis, for all acts of reference.

It seems to me that the objection that there are two places referable to as 'Madagascar' is a
problem only for the view that supposes there must be causal links, and nothing else. But Donnellan's view
was never stipulated in that way. Donnellan wants to say that Searle's view requires supplementation, not
elimination (Cf. 1970 336, were Donnellan claims his account is not a (wholly other) "alternative"; ibid.,
345, where he says he is not targeting necessary conditions for determining reference, but rather sufficient
conditions; and ibid., 355, where he says that he doesn't wish to question the idea of an identifying

description, rather the idea that only our identifying descriptions can determine a reference.)

43 Rorty sure is well versed when it comes to being rhetorical. Nevertheless, one shouldn't be so fearful
when confronting ambiguity. The logic of demonstratives is a matter of ambiguity. So some other
specification is required. So imagine X saying to Y, 'what do you mean by 'this'?' Y might respond with a
demonstrative tied to an object by way of the context between X and Y: Grasping the object with her
hands, she might say, ? mean this, right here.' But that statement without a context is ambiguous,
obviously. Is a demonstrative, then, always ambiguous unless it is specified with a description? Must the
description be spoken?

Some might change the topic from common sense and suggest that such an identifier (a
demonstrative) isn't clear unless one provides an identifying description, thereby excluding absurd
possibilities. IfI say 'this right here' and am holding a ball, it might be supposed that I mean the air within
the ball or some area on the surface, and not the entire thing. But who holds up a ball (what the context

would reveal) and says 'this right here' meaning the inside or some part on the surface? Better: who would
be bold enough to change the topic and ask for a clarification when one holds up a ball and says—'This
right here'—? With demonstratives and a context one might identify what one means without any
descriptions at all.

44 With definite descriptions Russell would have analyzed 'Santa Claus is bald' (P) as False by claiming
that (P), while meaningful, was actually false by the logic disguised by the statement P. One might read
Donnellan as suggesting that when you claim that the statement (P) disguises an existential quantifier, (P)
thereby also mentions the relevant logical universe in relation to the object. If a predicate is just all the
instantiations (and so identical with its extension) then these too are captured and named at P. But then
Santa fades to the background. If we want to namejust the object, how would one go about doing that?

74

For Donnellan, Russell's view about genuine names might be taken to be the

"natural" view that occurs in everyday discourse (ibid.; Rorty 1982a 121).45 The natural
view cashes out like this: uttering the statement 'Socrates is snub-nosed' (P) implies that
quantifiers are out of place and that the speaker could probably have used a different
expression so long as the various descriptions are being used to refer to the same
individual (Donnellan 1974 11). What makes this possible, I would say, are the various

ways in which the object that goes by the name Socrates permits descriptions. Provided
that we mean nothing more than the ordered pair of the object Socrates with the
instantiated property 'being snub-nosed' by P, according to Donnellan, we make sense of
Russell's claim that the individual must be a constituent of the proposition for one to
have actually referred (ibid. 10, 12).

So rather than suppose any speaker has presupposed a definite description in the
manner of Russell's analysis that says a whole lot about the logical universe, Donnellan
supposes that that the "natural pre-theoretic view" would be better conceived as an

ordered relation, much in the manner of everyday grammar. It seems to me that in order
to honor this point, we simply must note that what one is doing in referring to an object
with a description is drawing attention to the object and its predicate (drawing attention to
the object twice), rather than putting the object in a relation with like things.
Of course, Rorty would want to say that Donnellan's 'natural' view is not
synonymous with the purportedly fruitful everyday view, referencei. Everyday
referencing is not a matter of only referring to existing things, things that really exist; one
45 Donnellan notes that Russell would not approve ofhis theory being hijacked for the services ofthe

everyday (1974 12). See Russell's response to Strawson in Martinich for a full-blown attack on the idea
that the philosopher should live up to the dictates of ordinary language. For Russell that would be like
saying Mathematics has to do the same (Martinich 245). For Russell, Mathematics and Philosophy are both
technical and neither need to be "in line" with common sense.
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can really refer to (talk about) things that cannot exist. So Rorty would want to say that
Donnellan is seeking to make a distinction between referring expressions and non-

referring expressions that doesn't make a practical difference (2005 239). For Rorty, if
semantics is to make a practical difference, then 'reality' must be no more than an

"aggregate" of what everyday people findjustifiable, and that's not a matter of invidious
distinctions perpetuated by a theory of reference (2007 106).
Before we turn to clarify Rorty' s treatment of Donnellan' s account of a more
natural view of 'referencing' than Russell's logical account of definite descriptions, we
would do well to clarify a few problems that have caused a post-causal theory

descriptivist revival.46 Having outlined these issues, we will be in a better position to
understand Rorty' s criticisms of Donnellan's theory of reference. My counterargument

will pay close attention to what Donnellan actually says, rather than what Rorty takes him
to mean. Of course, by making this point I am not trying to be pedantic; rather, I think
that drawing attention to Donnellan's qualifications on his historical explanation theory
will help us to glimpse a third way (a way that Rorty, predictably, wants to obscure).
The first problem has to do with the intuitive cognitive difference between

Hesperus and Phosphorus. If names do «oí presuppose definite descriptions, as the
Millian causal theory suggests, then there is no difference between 'Hesperus is

Hesperus' and 'Phosphorus is Hesperus' because the meaning of either is a function of
the same referent. But everyone trivially knows the former is tautologically true—true in
some sense—whereas the latter isn't trivial and appears to be informative. Presupposed
definite descriptions would explain the difference; but the causal theory suggests that
names do not presuppose descriptions. So the causal theory cannot explain the difference.
46 (Cf. Soames 2005).
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A closely related problem is that the theory of identifying descriptions is in a
better situation to handle problems that arise from substitution into belief contexts. In the
first section of this thesis, we saw that just because Lois Lane is in love with Superman, it
doesn't follow that the truth preserving substitution 'Clark Kent' for 'Superman' into
Lois Lane's web would preserve truth. It seems that such is easily explained with
presupposed definite descriptions, for Lois (obviously) doesn't think that the unique
descriptions that identify Superman can be used to identify Clark Kent. But the causal
theory doesn't suppose that names presuppose definite descriptions. So the causal theory
is ill-equipped to handle problems that arise from the failure to preserve truth in
propositional attitude contexts.
Another issue arises from the same considerations. If names do not presuppose

definite descriptions, but simply refer, then existential statements risk triviality and
negative existential statements risk paradox (Devitt 1989 207; Boersema 27). The former
doesn't strike me as problematic. An account of the terms that refer just is an account of

true existential statements (and vice versa).47 But perhaps the descriptivist solution to the
problem of negative existential statements might sway one to adopt a slightly more
elegant theory.

It is true that 'Santa Claus does not exist.' But if proper names refer then the
natural question concerning the truth in the last sentence is to whom does 'Santa Claus'
refer? Donnellan's way of putting the matter is that if the above proposition is expressed
by way of his natural view, then there is an object in the proposition. So, there is an
47 It is of course important to note that ifthe reverse is true—that an account of failed references accounts
for negative existential statements—then Donnellan is right that 'referential failure' can save philosophers
from asking weird questions like: What does one refer to when one asserts that 'Santa Claus does not
exist '?
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object referred to by 'Santa Claus' and we have a Meinongian population explosion as a
result of Donnellan's natural view (1974 12). Searle would suggest that with an
existential statement (or negative existential statement) one does not refer to an object
and say that it exists (or does not exist); rather, a negative existential statement expresses
a concept and says that the concept is not instantiated, and an existential statement

expresses a concept and says that the concept is instantiated (Boersema 27). The concept,
in either case, would be a presupposed description that the speaker could give on demand.
Given that Searle and the traditional descriptivist theory can handle all these
problems, whether they are technical or pragmatic, he suggests that his theory for proper
names has the advantage of not producing these undesirable results.
Rorty's criticisms of the "new causal theory of reference" stem from these
considerations. Intuitively we want to be able to correct someone for having confused
purposes. It wouldn't go very well if one were to explain (scientifically) the mechanics of
the universe by way of theological doctrines, as we saw. But in order to make a
correcting comment, supposing that the speaker that does use religious terminology is
meaning to talk about something better described with other terminology, we must
differentiate purposes. As we saw, if we do not think purposes have anything to do with
reference, then 'Jovian Thunderbolts' and 'electrical discharges from clouds' will name
the same phenomenon and we will not be able to make sense of the claim 'Jovian

Thunderbolts do not exist; what you are talking about is 'electrical discharges from

clouds', for then, by the rules of SSV, we will mean (absurdly) 'Electrical discharges
from clouds do not exist; what you are talking about is electrical discharges from clouds.'
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Of course, if our purposes are semantic in interpreting what Nancy means
(charitably), then we will want to say that Nancy was referring? to Jovian Thunderbolts,

(because one cannot refer3 to Jove, by our lights) but should be taken to be referring3 to
electrical discharges, by our lights, because most of her beliefs about 'Jovian
Thunderbolts' are true of 'electrical discharges from clouds.'
Practically, we saw that Rorty wants to offer another way of going about
interpreting seemingly absurd statements like 'Jove's thunderbolts presage disaster' than

suggesting that one has failed to refer. According to Rorty, we can ask the speaker to
determine the game they mean to play with the phrase, and then determine (cautiously) if
what they are saying is justifiable given our lights concerning the game.
Rorty's deeper point against semantic theory is that just as Nancy's words appear
ridiculous to our scientific lights, so might our references appear ridiculous to future

interpreters. Any belief that we find useful, justifiable or coherent for referring may not
be useful justifiable or coherent for referring in another context. However, Rorty wants to
secure the Davidsonian point that we could still converse with these interpreters. On the
whole and for the most part we could identify for the future (or present) inquirers what
we mean by our utterances and understand what they mean by theirs.
Rorty's particular objections to Donnellan's historical explanation theory stem

from the standard problems we saw above that come from supposing that the reference of
proper names is not due to a backing of descriptions. According to Rorty's reading of
Donnellan, no proposition is expressed unless a proper historical connection is present
(1982a 121). But then all one has to do is pinpoint various "intelligible and true
statements" which contain singular expressions that do not refer, and one can say that on
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Donnellan's theory, one cannot clarify what proposition is expressed. However, the

problem is a general one: because proper names do not rely on a backing of descriptions,
on Donnellan's theory, "we cannot preserve a clear notion of what proposition is
expressed" when considering a particular negative existential statement (Rorty 1982a
121).

Rorty' s point that one cannot provide clear understanding of what proposition is
expressed by "true and intelligible statements" like 'Santa Claus does not exist' or 'The
Green Hornet does not exist' is due to the point that in both cases one has failed to refer,
and the difference cannot be described by way of saying that one expresses different

concepts that are not instantiated. Without a backing of descriptions, one is at a loss to
specify what concept is not instantiated, in either case.
Rorty goes on to say that Donnellan's theory cannot account for positive
existential statements generally. Since reference does not depend on our associated

identifying descriptions, one cannot rely on our ordinary store of descriptions to specify
what is expressed by any existential statement. Rather, we must await the results of
historical inquiry. "We must disjoin knowing how to use a statement from knowing what
proposition it expresses" (1982a 121).
It seems to me that Donnellan's theory, properly understood, actually spells out
the conditions that make an existential statement true. If an existential statement is

expressed with a proper name, then the statement is true if the name is satisfied by an
object that goes by the name. Here the reference doesn't end in a block (where block is
understood as the lack of an object satisfying the reference). So it would seem that the

object is the meaning ofthe statement and the object would differentiate the meanings of
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certain existential statements from others. Of course, the same conclusion, given our

lights, isn't had with other statements. For instance, consider 'Aristotle existed' and
'Socrates existed.' Since we do not know if our descriptions are true to either object, or
whether either existed, we must await the results of historical inquiry if we want to tell
the truth about Aristotle or Socrates. But we can tell the truth about the relationship

between names and their objects that we know do not end in blocks.
It seems to me that Donnellan's theory, properly understood, also spells out the
conditions that make a negative existential statement true. There not being an object that
satisfies our particular uses of a name, as specified by a unique preclusion, would help to
differentiate negative existential statements from each other. Different blocks would
differentiate negative existential statements. Of course, being human implies that one can
not know everything. Consequently, we will not be familiar with every block. But we can
tell the truth about names that are related to events that preclude a referent being

identified, just as we can tell the truth about names that we know end the right way.
Having handled Rorty's objections against Donnellan's treatment of negative
existence statements and positive existence statements, it remains to be seen just how
Donnellan would respond to the other objections we saw above. We saw that the causal
theory purportedly falters when it comes to explaining the cognitive difference between a
trivial identity statement and an informative one, and when it comes to explaining why
substitutions fail in belief contexts. The reason that the causal theory fails, according to

Rorty, is that it suggests that the semantic conception of truth is mind-independent.
Consequently, one might think that intentions have nothing to do with reference.
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It seems obvious to me that the causal theory could readily explain a cognitive
difference between a=a and a=b. The traces of a name (a) in the former would result in
the same individual, whereas in the latter the traces of (a) would go similarly, while the

traces of (b) would detour, but end up at the same individual. The detour would explain
the cognitive difference.
Concerning the failure of substitution into belief contexts, it seems that part of the
problem is surely that we are projecting into the context some detail that the agent is not
familiar with (Devitt 1989 230). Typically, our Babylonian speaker is willing to endorse
that

(16) 'The morning star is Hesperus'
and

(17) 'The evening star is Phosphorus'
but not that

(18) "The evening star is Hesperus'
or

(19) 'The morning star is Phosphorus'

because the speaker does not believe that
(20) 'Hesperus is Phosphorus'.

With the causal theory, we trivialize the problem by making a distinction concerning the
uses of the names. The causal theorist can say that we believe (20) because we know that
those two names trace back to the same individual. Therefore, our willingness to assent to

(16)-(20) but theirs to only (16) and (17) is explained by the point that when we use the
terms at (16) and (17), our uses are grounded in the same individual. The Babylonians do

82

not assent to the SSV substitutions at (18) and (19) precisely because a trace of their uses
would end (improperly) at events (Babylonian customs) that preclude a grounding in the
same individual. Therefore there is a difference in use concerning these terms as used by
the Babylonians and as used by us: Babylonians use the term 'Hesperus' to refer to the
morning star and not the evening star; we use the term to refer to either.
It seems to me that the historical explanation theory can fare rather well with the
objections presented above. However, it might be objected that I have supposed that the
causal theory has a semantic notion of truth that is mind-dependent. But it seems that it
would actually be a incorrect to suppose that Donnellan doesn 't think that the reference
has to do with intentions. For Donnellan, one can be faulted for failing to refer only if one
intends to refer (1974 6). Hence, the reason that "Santa Claus is coming tonight" doesn't
express a proposition, is that the child is intending to refer. However, if one were to utter
the same sentence "said with the right intention"—that is, with the intention not to
refer—then a true proposition would be expressed (1974 5). Thus, for Donnellan, a
referential speech act is always governed by intentions. (This is part ofthe reason that
Donnellan actually calls his theory 'historical explanation' rather than 'causal.' Intentions
will be part of the historical explanation of a reference (1974 3 n3)).
So Donnellan wouldn 't say that referential speech acts occur without intentions.
However, he would say that successful reference with a name doesn't depend on what we
intend because our representations of an object may not be true to the bearer of the name.
If the point is to draw the attention of our audience to the bearer ofthe name, then
drawing them to the right object depends on having views that are true to the bearer. The
received view got the matter wrong by supposing that the right object of a name would
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always be picked out by some sufficient number of our identifying descriptions.
Donnellan argued, plausibly, that such just isn't the case all the time. Consequently, the
received view (i.e. Searle and Strawson' s 'cluster' view) simply analyzed reference
wrong.

Given the intention to pick out the right object for our audience with our words, it
is obvious that Donnellan values being true to the bearer of a name. It seems to me that
being true to objects, cleaving to what words they force us to use, is precisely what we
need today. If we foster an ethic of being true to the objects in our world and what they
disclose, we will proceed cautiously. Of course, Rorty's desire to allow the speaker to
determine what they mean, according to their purposes, is a step in the right direction.
Rorty is right that we should be true to the intentions of our interlocutors, especially when
it comes to sensitive matters; but just as we are true to their intentions, so should they be
true to the objects they are talking about. If we thirst for the truth, then we will desire to
have our actions and beliefs corrected by the objects towards which we submit ourselves.

In my view, Donnellan's notion of truth ought to fill the void left by Rorty's
redescription of our everyday uses of true. I now mean to clarify this particular point.

§8

We saw that Rorty wants to gloss the everyday intuition that every inquirer has been
talking about the same world, but just using different descriptions. This particular point
was captured in Rorty's semantic claim that most of our beliefs must be true. Above I
suggested that the notion is trivial, because true3 in the context of 'Most of our truei
beliefs must be true3 and any may not be trues' is disquoted for our practices: Most of our
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truei beliefs must be held by any audience to come. Hence, most of our truei beliefs must
be true2; but any may not be true2.
Part of the reason that it is difficult to criticize Rorty on his uses of true is that he

is no longer speaking our language (oftruth). The dictionary sense that I am trying to
clarify does carry over the idea of the world exerting rational control (Rorty 1998b 55
nlO). But Rorty wants us to abandon commonsense correspondence (Putnam 2000 87). In
order to make this picture unattractive, I want to tease out some undesirable
consequences that result from Rorty's view. It is hoped that these consequences lead us
back to a common sense correspondence use of true (true to) that doesn't permit the
undesirable consequences that follow from Rorty' s view. I mean to argue that Rorty' s
redescription of true is non-trivial precisely because he would seek to have us believe that
any of our beliefs may not be useful according to the purposes of a different community.
Consequently, I mean to argue (non-trivially) that while that may be the case, such would
only follow if truth is no longer valued. If we and the generations to come value the truth
of any matter then we need not suppose that any of our beliefs may not accord with their
purposes.

Rorty suggests in his paper 'Charles Taylor on Truth' that a simple negative
existential statement (there are no chairs in this room) is not made true by the way things
are unless 'the way things are' can be glossed as "in virtue of the way our current
descriptions ofthings are used and the causal interactions we have with those things"
(1998a 86). According to Rorty, correspondence fails because it supposes that intentional
statements are made true by something independent of description. But the idea of
something independent of description isn't very helpful for pinpointing a truth maker like
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'the way the room is.' Clearly one must describe the truth maker that makes the assertion
'there are no chairs in this room' true.

So perhaps one might concede that of course the truth making relation depends on
intentionality. If I intend to draw your attention to the objects I mean in order for you to
understand what I mean by my truth-claim, then how can we say that the truth of my
assertion is mind-independent? One realist possibility that I think is perfectly viable is
that if the belief is true to the reality it is about, it is merely a representation (or

recording) ofthat reality. If we make this point, we can say, as we want to, that the
particular reality (which is already differentiated) doesn't depend on what we say about it
for differentiation. So, we could say, 'of course your understanding of what I mean
depends on my language', but the question of whether my statement is true to the object

it is about doesn't depend on your grasping what I mean. The truth of what Fm saying
depends (ultimately) on the object being as I say it is.

According to Rorty, if I make this point, I owe an account of what the mind
contributes and what the world contributes (1998a 87). But I agree with Rorty that this
distinction is a product of a view that is senseless. The very idea of mental states
independent of the world makes no sense. Mental states are just as much a part of the
world as everything else. According to Rorty we use convenient (non-reducible)
vocabulary to cash out mental predicates, but adhere to physicalism at base. However,
while I (therefore) agree that it is impossible to find the line that divides mind from

world, this should not lead us to think that any talk of correspondence is no longer useful
or possible—that is, that any actual talk of correspondence is problematic.
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What we can do in order to clarify the idea of correspondence is focus on
existential statements. Consider "Ryan Euverman exists." If this statement is true to
reality then all that is required is the bearer of the name (what the mind doesn't

contribute). What does the mind contribute to this truth? Obviously the formulation of the
expression. But the realist intuition is that this point was always make-able just in case
there is an object that goes by the name Ryan Euverman. Having discovered the existence

of such an object, we can make all sorts of parasitic claims that follow (necessarily, if we
are interested in preserving truth) from Ryan Euverman. The object would light up any
lights that seek to preserve the truth. Moreover, we would be in a position to speak the
truth about Ryan Euverman to future inquirers.

In order to spell out what I think is wrong with Rorty's view, I want to focus on
his phrase 'Most of our truei beliefs must be true2 but any of our truei beliefs may not be
true2·' We saw that Rorty wants to gloss this view as capturing the commonsense view

that all inquirers have been talking about the same causally independent universe. The
trouble is that if this belief is true, come what may—as it appears to be offered by

Rorty—then it cannot be among the beliefs that could be redescribed according to the
purposes of future inquirers. But Rorty wants to say that any of our beliefs may not be
true2. So, it seems that Rorty doesn't actually preserve the commonsense intuition that
most of our beliefs must be true, or its stylistic variant that most of our beliefs must

correspond to reality. Such a belief could be useless2 according to the purposes of future
inquirers. But it is true that most of our beliefs must correspond to the realities they are
about because we tailor our language according to what they reveal. If our beliefs follow
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from what they are about, there is nothing about the practices of future inquirers that
could get in the way.
Given that any of our beliefs may not be true2, it seems that the belief that we

cannot lose contact with the world, is no more than a rhetorical pat. While our peers
wouldn't permit us to endorse epistemological skepticism (ES), with Rorty's
redescription, it may be useful to endorse ES. Since there is nothing in principle that

gives truei any leverage over true2 (since both are simply relative to peer permissibility
and progress by our lights is no more than apparent progress by our lights and purposes,

and so, perhaps, digression by the purposes of future lights), there is nothing in principle
AQ

in Rortyan pragmatism that keeps ES at bay. It seems to me that on this score fallibilism
sins against common sense and thereby distinguishes pragmatism from the sensible, and,

ironically, the practical. Common sense, by way of contrast, shuts down the very idea of

ES by not permitting a sensible foot-hold.49
It might be objected that this latter point doesn 't follow from the claim that 'Any
of our beliefs are theoretically (useless/unjustifiable/false), but not all at once' because it
could not be that from the truth of [A and B], that 'B is false' follows. The reason here is

that if a conjunctive phrase is true, both its parts are true: if [A and B] is true, [A] and [B]
are both true. So if [A and B] is true, then [B] cannot be false.
Suppose that
(P) ('Any of our beliefs might be theoretically (useless/unjustifiable/false), but not
all at once')
48 (Cf. Rorty 2005c)

49 Ifthe proofthat follows is correct then we could say that Michael Williams' anti-skeptical 'weapon'
actually dismisses the skeptic, thereby actually providing sufficient reason to ignore that context (Rorty
1998a 161).
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is an [A and B] like statement. Then, for simplicity, 'Any of our beliefs might turn out to
be theoretically (useless/unjustifiable/false)' will be denoted by [A], and 'All of our
beliefs cannot be false at once' by [B]. So, if (P) is true, then [A] and [B] are both true. If
(P) isfalse, then either [A], or [B], or both [A] and [B] must be false.
Now, it is clear that (P) is either truei or true3. If(P) is 'by our lights' (truei), then
(P) must be possibly false. In that case, as we just saw, either [B] is false or [A] is false.
Given that Rorty claims [B] cannot be false—we cannot be completely wrong about most
things (most of our beliefs are truea)—it must follow that [A] is false just when [A and B]
is false. But we assumed the truth of [A] in order to doubt (P). So [B] must be false. By
admitting the truth of [A], we suppose that [A and B] is perhaps not true. Thus, if [A and
B] is possibly false, then [A] must be true and [B] must be false. So it seems that Rorty
cannot say of (P) that it is perhaps not true without admitting that [B] is false—i.e., that

all of our beliefs could be false at once (thus engendering ES).50
So then it would seem that (P) must not be just 'by our lights'; for in that case (P)
must be possibly false and it (thus) follows that all of our beliefs could be false at once.
So, we might insist that (P) must be true, come what may. But then [A] must be true, and
then we must also hold (absurdly) that (P) is perhaps false.

Of course, Rorty might want to insist that my logical argument here trades on our
lights concerning logic—our rules—and that the rules themselves may be useless2 to
believe. I believe the response must be that anyone that desires the truth should not
permit Rorty to get away with the claim that any of our beliefs may be false but not all at
once makes sense. Indeed (P) is more trouble than it is worth. (But we can avoid these
50 This is an important result because Rorty thinks that only correspondence theories are fatally subject to
ES. (Cf. Rorty and Searle 28; Rorty 2005c)
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troubles by suggesting instead that (P) is false because [A] is unfounded. Most of our
beliefs correspond to reality because they follow from the objects they are about.)
Of course, this point won't fly. Since Rorty wants us to drop correspondence for
coping, he puts us at the mercy of future inquirers and their purposes. But [A] is
fundamental in Rorty' s denial of correspondence and for his advocacy of coping with the
interpretations of future inquirers. However, the belief that most of our beliefs must be
true but any may turn out not be doesn't make sense. If our use of true, by Rorty's lights,
is such that it is merely what we find endorsable, then, since anything that we find

endorsable may not be endorsed by future inquirers, Rorty hasn't provided us with a
'trivial' realist use of true (1982a 15; Devitt 1991 206;), but has made our notion of being

true to the objects our beliefs are about unavailable, precisely because we can never know
which of our beliefs are true2 (1982a 12).

Rorty wants us to believe that the only test for truth is the coherence with our
beliefs and desires, and that there is no use for correspondence truth. If truei is coherence
with our beliefs and desires, then justifiability (what Rorty wants) becomes easier to
swallow. Beliefs that would be justified by other beliefs in our communal web are truei.

But if our beliefs are simply justified, then it will seem intuitive that any of them may not
be justified2, given another audience.

But it seems to me that this picture is just unnecessary. Certain beliefs are selfevident, given what they are about, and nothing about future inquiry can call into
question whether those beliefs are true to what they are about. Future inquiry may very
51 It is of course true that 'any' and 'all' do not mean the same thing. The former is distributive whereas the
latter is collective. However, the beliefthat any of our beliefs may be false implies Cartesian skepticism. If

no particular belief about the world could be established to be true (truei and true2) then it is possible that
all are false (Akeel Bilgrami 2000 248).
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well supplement our scientific understanding of what our self-evident beliefs are about

(and those truth-claims may be overturned), but future inquiry can neither make us
question whether our self-evident beliefs are true to what they are about, nor make us
question whether what follows from an object realty does follow.

§9 Conjectures.

Rorty's account of reference is satisfyingly deflationary in the sense that referring
to something that exists isn Y necessary for truth. Donnellan's work produces the same
result: one can speak the truth in fictional discourse. As we saw, in fictional contexts one
can express a 'true' proposition. However, Donnellan insists that in such instances one

can only speak the truth if one doesn 't intend to refer. Being true to fictional objects,
then, is a matter of being true to what they are.

Now, Rorty doesn't think that such a distinction ought to be made in everyday
conversation. However, as I argued above, Rorty's reasons for making his claim are not

present in Donnellan's work. Donnellan is neither interested in beating the skeptic, nor in
logical matrices. Furthermore, he is not suggesting that reference has nothing to do with
intentions. Reference is a speech act: we intend to draw our audience to the object we
mean. From this it would seem that Donnellan's conception of being true to an object, at
least in a moment of reference, isn't extensional—if extensionality has nothing to do with
purposes. Is that alone sufficient to demand an everyday use of correspondence true (true
to) from Rorty?
As we saw, Donnellan wants us to draw our audience to the object we mean to tell

the truth about. Rorty, on the other hand, wants us to be satisfied with what is justified in
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our context—with what our peers let us get away with. So, as we saw, Rorty isn't
concerned with the causal theorist's counter-argument to our truth claims. Presently our

peers are letting us get away with referring to Aristotle with 'the author of Metaphysics" .
If such is imprecise to Aristotle, future historical inquiry can sort out those issues (by
their lights). But this general indifference towards 'the truth' is at odds with what James
referred to as our desire for the truth. If we desire the truth, why should our desires be
deflated with the creation of a new, wholly verificationist pragmatics that doesn't honor
truth, but rather dismisses truth as an epistemological ideal? Can we not have truth? Do
we not have truth often?

The questions I explored in this thesis have to do with the viability of certain
maxims germane to pragmatism. In particular these are: making a difference to
practice—James' (hijacked) maxim that unless a term has practical significance, it
doesn't make a difference—and fallibilism—the Peircian maxim that none of our beliefs

are immune to revision. I hopefully have succeeded in demonstrating these maxims in

Rorty's largely rhetorical attempt to weave us towards verification semantics. I have
suggested that he weaves us by way of appealing to some of our intuitions concerning
truth as against non-trivial philosophical conceptions oftruth and reference.
It seems clear that Rorty applies the pragmatic maxim to truth (trues). True3

cannot "make a practical difference" because we can never have all the evidence at hand.
Given that we can only have our evidence, it follows that non-ordinary references is at
most a matter of our lights. But the semantic charge that one can only refer to existent
things (even if by our lights) also doesn't "make a practical difference". Why? If there is
a moment of confusion about what one means (an opportunity to charge one with failing
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to refer3), it may turn out that one was really referringi to something that doesn't exist. So
it would appear to be a philosophical imposition to suppose that the everyday speaker
must refer3—whether in the purportedly misleading sense (true come what may, or

relative to no justificatory lights at all), or in the chaste (relative to our justifiable lights)
sense that Rorty permits. Rather, Rorty suggests that we simply ask the speaker to clarify
her purposes and not worry about reference, rather than presume that her purposes are
semantic.

The ambiguity ofthe everyday term 'refer' led Devitt to distinguish 'refer' from
'designation' (1974 194), reserving the latter for philosophical uses, and led Donnellan to
distinguish 'talks about' from 'reference'. Rorty's description of common ordinary
practice suggests that referencei or 'talks about' is our everyday sense, and that if
reference3 suggests beating the skeptic with purpose independent causal contact, then it is
philosophically misleading. Since reference3 is purpose independent, and pumped to beat
the skeptic, (and ordinary practice couldn't be bothered), afortiori, reference3 cannot
make a practical difference.
Obviously the reason that Rorty pumps reference3 to be distinguished from

everyday practice is that it may make us beastly towards alternative views. One example
of such beastly behavior is the <scientistic> view that rhetorically excludes God from
serious ontology. But if Rorty is right, or if his redescription is profitable, then there
should be no ground for scientism in everyday practice. Speakers can offer identifying
descriptions should there be a need for clarification concerning what they are talking
about (referringi to); and since we can only have our lights in specialized semantic
matters, the force in saying that one must mean such and such, even in specialized
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discourse, is deflated. In general, Rorty suggests that we go with pragmatics (or, trying to
understand what people mean), or, if we must offer a theory, pragmatic semantics
(verification semantics). However practicing pragmatic semantics is not bound by
necessity; rather, it is governed by the desire for practical understanding, and the latter
precludes the supposition that one cannot talk about or have justifiable views about God
or other scientific unmentionables.

The problem that I have tried to sharpen in the preceding pages is that Rorty' s
avoidance of truth as correspondence leads him to justification, and this latter conception
leads Rorty to say that anything we endorse (take to be truei) may not be (taken to be)
true2. This latter point appears to be due to the belief that our truei beliefs are only as
useful and justifiable as our peers will permit, and that therefore, there is no reason to

suppose that any are true, come what may (True, period.) But then it seems that Rorty
provides us with an everyday account of reference but a weird anti-realist non-everyday
account of truth. The everyday person is certain of the world; certain of the objects that
she perceives; and certain of the objects, fictional or real that she refersi to.
My counter argument to Rorty's redescription of truth in practice, whether
prescriptive or descriptive, is plainly that correspondence (true to) is still a point what we
desire. The truth must make a practical difference if it makes any at all. James was right:
'Practical difference' making truth is our desire. So it follows that Rorty' s account of
truth must be wrong: we desire the truth and would not be satisfied with justification and
the consequential implication that any of our beliefs may not accord with purposes to
come. Rorty' s minimal redescription for 'true' (as justification) "makes practice
different" in that, in the words of Susan Haack such makes us cynical about our truth
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Claims. More precisely, I have suggested with an air of obviousness that lots of our
beliefs are self-evident and do no require any further evidence. So, these truths are not
merely endorsed (and so potentially unjustifiable), but "are justified because true to the
objects they are about".
Now, I agree with Rorty that truth need not be aligned with references. So I agree
with Rorty' s preservation of the intuition that we do have an everyday use that could be
referred to as 'endorsability.' My view, however, is that 'true to' is intuitively cashed out
in such a way only when we are being 'true to' merely what our peers permit. Sometimes,
however, our peers have no choice but to let us get away with such and such a remark,
and in such cases, one has 'corresponded', or, 'preserved the truth that follows from the
object'. So I would disagree with Rorty's account of our everyday uses of 'true' and his
redescription of correspondence as absurdly epistemological. Instead, I would redescribe
his cautionary sense.

To explain this last remark, consider the following. According to Rorty, the
beliefs that we take to pay are justified? but perhaps not justified2. In the first instance,
(truei), our beliefs are true because justified? but at the same time they are perhaps not
true2 because perhaps not justified2. However, Putnam's open question suggests that
justification isn't sufficient for truth. I take this point to suggest that were justification
isn't sufficient for truth; and would want to say that justification isn't always "mere
justification". So, to say that a belief may be justified? but perhaps not justified2 doesn't
really gloss Putnam's open question if one means 'merely justifiedi' and 'merely
justified2'. In other words, mere justification doesn't really gloss correspondence. So, I
would suggest that we honor the view that some beliefs are true because they follow from
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the objects they are about (in the correspondence sense), and some are true because we
take them to be true (in the merely justified, or empty compliment (endorsing) sense). Of
the latter, our beliefs are perhaps not true in the correspondence sense because they
perhaps do not follow from the objects they are taken to be about.

Now in making my case against Rorty I chose to discuss Donnellan for various
reasons. Donnellan neither thinks that truth must be coupled with reference, nor that the
new historical theory of reference must be devoid of intentions. Furthermore, he takes it
as obvious that logical matrices are counter-intuitive for everyday practice. So, prima
facie, Donnellan avoids Rorty' s rhetorical net.
The most interesting difference between Donnellan and Rorty is that Donnellan
doesn 't suppose that just because our purposes are involved in our truth-preserving
practices, somehow it follows that there are limitations on the truth of our references. So
it would seem that Donnellan' s work preserves the everyday intuition that most of our
beliefs must be true, without introducing the view that any of our beliefs may not accord
with purposes to come. The reason is that Donnellan is saying that some of our beliefs are
true, come what may, because they follow from ' unblocked' referents.
Now perhaps the most interesting feature of Rorty' s reading of Donnellan is his
absolute silence concerning Donnellan' s earlier work. But if we re-read Donnellan' s
distinction between referential and attributive uses of definite descriptions we can
actually see Rorty' s work on reference. (Of course, readers of Rorty should expect
nothing less, given his method of appropriation).
Donnellan' s referential use suggests that one nevertheless refers to something

(existent), despite describing it improperly. What is wanted, given a failed attribution, is
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a non-ambiguous attributive description; and ifthere is (determinately) nothing that
satisfies the speaker's reference, then and only then is the reference clearly 'blocked'.
Given this last point, it is clear that Donnellan may not necessarily have us charge
speakers with failing to refers given a failed attribution—one can still provide an
attributive description concerning what one has referred to (referentially). So it follows
that only if a block is determinately present, would one be in a position to say that one
has failed to refer and (therefore) cannot provide a clarifying attributive description
concerning what was referred to (referentially). Moreover, only if one is intending to
'refer' to something that is known (by others) to not exist, would another one be in a
position to say that the speaker cannot provide a clarifying attributive description (and so
cannot refer in any sense). So, only if one is intending to refer to a block (obviously
without knowing it) is another in a position to say that one cannot provide an attributive
description for what one is talking about. From this it follows that a failure to attribute a
predicate doesn Y signal a failed reference; one could still provide an identifying
'attributive' description.

Having made this last point, Rorty's suggestion about religious references as
being charitably interpreted within our purposes strikes me as being remarkably within
the scope of Donnellan's point. If a failed reference isn't necessarily a function of a failed
attribution, then Donnellan's project is consistent with Rorty's because, for Donnellan, it
is possible that the ancients or others are referring, only referentially. With his later work
in "Speaking ofNothing", if there is an object that may satisfy some given reference, then
Donnellan can say that a block is not immediately present. Given that it isn't clear
(unblocked) whether God (or electrons), for example, exist, the question of referring to
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God (or electrons) with an attributive description is open. So the possibility of referring
to God (or electrons) referentially is open.
With this point in hand my thesis suggests in the very least that Donnellan's

referential description provides him with the ability to say that the ancients do notfail to
refer with 'phlogiston'—that is to say, provides Donnellan with the ability to do what
Rorty's work on references does. Moreover, given that Donnellan doesn 't couple
reference with truth, Donnellan can account for our everyday intuition that we can speak
the truth in fictional discourse. Furthermore, given that Donnellan doesn't suppose that
reference involves beating the skeptic, logical matrices, and purpose independence, we
can ask: where' s the difference? One difference is that Rorty's view makes practice

different, whereas with Donnellan we can better satisfy our everyday intuitions
concerning correspondence truth.
To clarify, we can note that for Donnellan appropriate language "follows" from

the object it is about, no more and no less. So with Donnellan we can be true to the
'unblocked' object—we can preserve what would be true about it given a language—and
notjust make our language true to what we take to be true (merely justifiable) concerning
the unblocked object. If we make this point we can preserve the intuition in realism that it
is the height of problematic philosophy to suppose that physical things can be

manipulated. Moreover, we could explain why we have a problem with failing to
preserve Orwell's intentions with 'the animals' from Animal Farm. While the animals
are blocked references, and so, could signify whatever we want to take them to signify,
this "taking" may be unfair to Orwell's intentions in writing the story, which are

presumably unblocked. The realist point in both of these views is that we desire to
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represent, or be true to, such unblocked objects.

If we keep being true to the object we are talking about among our purposes, if we
desire the truth, as Donnellan (and James) both teach us, we need not agree with Rorty's
misleading view that any of our beliefs may be false, according to purposes to come. As
far as I'm concerned, this is an awkward attempt to synthesize realism and anti-realism at
once. The upshot we saw in the last section is that we should resist cashing out our realist
intuitions in anti-realist terms. But we can pass through both Realism and y4nti-i?ealism,
extracting a sensible view that endorses both realism and anti-realism, rather than a view

that endorses either Realism or y4nti-i?ealism. If we drop the veil of ideas, present in
Descartes and Kant, then both Realism and Anti-Realism are unavailable. However, once

we drop the veil, once we simply abandon the view that language or concepts can
constitute objects, and along with that abandonment, the idea that we can only perceive
appearances, we can adopt both realism and anti-realism where appropriate.
In order to get a handle on this point we might contrast Rorty's suggestion with
my banal thesis. Cashing out certain everyday truths in terms of mere justifiability, á la
Rorty, would lead us to say against Donnellan that we can never have attributive, come

what may, descriptions. According to Rorty, we can only suppose that we are attributing
in a come what may fashion because anything we believe may be useless to believe
according to purposes to come. But this view doesn't honor realism so much as it

disregards our realist intuitions. Accordingly, this redescription would be a tough pill to
swallow because there doesn't appear to be any reason to suppose that if we are true to
proximate objects (objects that we know are not blocked references), we have beliefs that
might be false to those objects.
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Rorty put his fìnger on the precise point when he suggested that it is 'certain' (in
some sense) that all inquirers are talking about the same world. However, the everyday
person in the street finds 'certainty' about most of her beliefs to be intuitive. So, the idea
that any of our beliefs may be useless according to purposes to come alters our everyday
notion of certainty. On the other hand, if we simply go with common sense or everyday
practice on these matters, we can relegate our doubts to some of our beliefs. In order to
get a handle on these I would again employ Donnellan's point about blocked references.
Those beliefs (descriptions) that we commonly doubt are those that do not

(determinately) follow from unblocked references, and these (remote) referents may turn
out to be blocked. As we saw, if they do turn out to be blocked, the objects would not in

fact permit any attributive descriptions. On the other hand, these remote referents may be
unblocked and so, may validate our beliefs or may force us to offer language that we
should use instead.

Given this point, we can (of course) admit Rorty' s point about truth when it
comes to remote objects: our referring terms that we think designate these (remote)

objects may very well be properly expressed by negative existential statements, and so
may very well fail to attribute anything at all. But since we do not know if those remote
references are blocked, we cannot prematurely assume the truth of the attributions we
make. That is, we cannot be sure that what we say follows from (is permitted by) the
object we are talking about.
If truths are merely justified, ifthey merely pay, then of course any may be

unjustified. The trouble, of course, is that they are not all true because justified; rather,
some are true because true to what our peers let us get away with, and others are true
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because true to the objects they are about (what our peers have no choice but to let us get
away with). If we follow Rorty and artfully conflate these different orientations,
suggesting that we can never have attributive descriptions, or, 'come what may' beliefs,
then we make practice different; for the everyday person is certain ofthe world because
she is certain of the things that she directly perceives and refers to.

A good way to see Rorty' s point is to note that he thinks James was right that the
claim that truth is independent of whatever we want is absurd. Rorty' sfurther point,

clearly an extension of the force of 'want', is that the desire for the truth is among the
things that we want and that the coherence of our purposes (wants) and beliefs may very
well generate truthsi, but any may not be truths2 because we have no idea whatfuture
purposes and coherence therewith may be. But it seems to me that this only follows if we
ignore everyday realist intuitions concerning truth.
Whether or not the author of Metaphysics is true to Aristotle is a question that is

sought if we desire the truth; but our desiring the truth ofthat matter doesn't make that
relationship any more true than it already is (if it is). Our desire for the truth might help to
bring the truth to light, but the object having carried out that authorship would be the best
justification for our lights, and the truth (which we may or may not be in touch with) is
already, but not yet illuminated/or us (if it is). Generally speaking, the world is already
cut up and to be represented by us. If we get the object right, if we "represent" it, our
views are right because what we say is what we must say given contact with the object.
If we mean to tell the truth about the objects our beliefs are about, if the truth and

preserving the truth is our desire, then we will not be satisfied with having views that pay,

On the notion of "representation" I would employ see note 6 above.
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given a conversation; rather, we will aim to have beliefs that pay because they are true to
the objects they are about.
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