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Synopsis
     Sense and Sensibilia criticises the sense-datum theory by claiming that the concept of sense-datum was introduced to explain misperception, but at the same time it implies that all the misperceptions are of the same nature, which goes against the results of scientific experiments. The whole direct vs. representative realism debate is then disclosed as taking place within the framework of the Court Metaphor, consisting of concepts of ‘evidence’, ‘judgement’ etc., reinforced by the quasi-scientific model of the mind as Camera Obscura. The debate is rejected as introducing standards of certainty defined in logic into epistemology to combat scepticism, thus rejecting epistemology in the traditional sense.

     The Meaning of a Word contains Austin’s negative theory of meaning, which ultimately turns into the methodological advice ‘when looking for the meaning of a word, do not rest contended with one example of its use, but consider all the contexts, in which the word is used’. This was misinterpreted as favouring ordinary language as opposed to the technical jargon of philosophy. 

     How to Do Things with Words highlights the fact that we have many words with which to describe the uses of language – the illocutionary verbs – and the reduction of the functions of language to description grossly distorts our picture of it. The final discovery of the book – that the theory of meaning as sense and reference is inadequate – has been ignored by its successors, which enabled the return of mentalism and compositionalism into the philosophy of language.    

“Perhaps it is expecting a good deal from the philosophical community to want to have Austin’s epistemology understood so soon after its publication. But this understanding cannot wait much longer, or his contribution may be discarded ( understood or not.”

                                                                    (Jack Pustilnik, 1964)

“Indeed, Sense and Sensibilia is one of the most unjustly neglected classics of analytic philosophy, and I strongly urge all of you to read or reread it with care.”

                                                                    (Hilary Putnam, 1994)      

Content

	1.Introduction
	1

	2.  Sense and Sensibilia – The End of Epistemology
	2

	   2.1 Sense and Sensibilia and its Target
	2

	   2.2 Ayer’s Doctrine
	3

	   2.3 Austin’s Criticism
	7

	        2.3.1 The Illusion of Illusion
	8

	              2.3.1.1 Between Philosophy and Psychology
	12

	        2.3.2 The Pursuit of the Incorrigible
	14

	              2.3.2.1 The Logical Point Remains
	14

	              2.3.2.2 Of Skepticism with Regard to the Senses
	17

	              2.3.2.3 The Final Blows
	20

	        2.3.3 The Court Metaphor
	22

	              2.3.3.1 The Systematic Point
	25

	              2.3.3.2 The Semantic Point – A Methodological Consideration
	27

	   2.4 ‘What Does it Do?’
	37

	        2.4.1 The History of the Camera Model
	37

	        2.4.2 The Present of the Camera Model
	40

	              2.4.2.1 Natural vs. Direct Realism – Where Putnam Went Astray
	42

	      2.4.3 Sellars and Austin
	46

	3. The Meaning of a Word – An Empty Space at the Heart of the System

 (Where Methodology Meets Theory)
	48

	   3.1 An Empty Space
	49

	   3.2 The Heart of the System
	50

	   3.3 Where Methodology Meets Theory
	51

	        3.3.1 Of the Name ‘Ordinary Language Philosophy’
	53

	              3.3.1.1 The Portrait of the Enemy
	54

	              3.3.1.2 Austin’s Alternative
	59

	4. How to Do Things with Words – Linnaeus of Speech Acts
	62

	   4.1 The Constative and Performative
	62

	        4.1.1 The Application of the Performative Doctrine
	64

	   4.2 The Speech Acts
	68

	        4.2.1 Theory of Meaning Revisited
	70

	   4.3 Reception of HTD
	71

	        4.3.1 Warnock’s Mistake
	71

	        4.3.2 The Gricean Heresy and the Introduction of Intention
	74

	        4.3.3 Searle’s Speech Acts
	76

	              4.3.3.2 Meaning – Part III
	78

	              4.3.3.2 The Astonishing Turn
	80

	5. Language, World and Thought: Austin in a Broader Perspective
	84

	   5.1 The Descriptive Fallacy and the ‘Greatest Revolution’ in Philosophy
	84

	   5.2 Austin’s Correspondence View of Language
	85

	   5.3 Philosophy and the Sciences
	87

	6. Conclusion
	89

	7. Bibliography
	92


1. Introduction

     John Langshaw Austin (1911-1960) dominated the philosophical scene in Oxford in the 1950s. Since he devoted all his effort to teaching, only seven of his articles appeared in print during his lifetime. Further six papers have been reconstructed from manuscripts to complete the volume of Philosophical Papers.
 His other two books, Sense and Sensibilia and How to Do Things with Words
, also appeared posthumously with a greater or smaller degree of editing.

     The reception of Austin’s writings has been marked by misunderstanding. As late as 1973 Warnock says: 

“…a surprisingly large proportion of (the) critical writings appeared to be somewhat vitiated by misunderstanding – not merely by ordinary misconstrual of what Austin wrote, but, more importantly, by apparent misunderstanding of him and his intentions, of what he had tried to do in philosophy, and of his reasons for so trying.”3 

     Today, ordinary language philosophy in general and Austin in particular are regarded as history. While paying lip service to Austin’s refutation of the sense data, philosophers are happy to advance epistemological schemes springing directly from the rejected theory. The present methodological confusion in philosophy produces such hybrids as cognitive science and philosophy of mind, making it almost impossible to appreciate and understand the authority such figures like Wittgenstein and Austin had over the whole of philosophy. But let us turn back to those times when consensus reigned as to what the subject and method of philosophy is.

2. Sense and Sensibilia - The End of Epistemology

2.1 Sense and Sensibilia and Its Target
     Austin lectured on the problems of perception for the first time in 1947 under the general title ‘Problems in Philosophy’ and the last lectures already named ‘Sense and Sensibilia’ were delivered in 1959. After his death in February 1960, the notes for these lectures were taken over by his literary executor G. J. Warnock and turned into a book.

     It is interesting to note that Warnock undertook to carry out this task even though his own book about Berkeley is subjected to fierce criticism in the XI. Chapter of Sense and Sensibilia. This situation, where a philosopher reconstructs from manuscript notes a critique of his own views, is a tribute to Austin’s authority and to the editor’s intellectual honesty.

     Sense and Sensibilia reads as a close commentary on some sections from A J. Ayer’s The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge
, with remarks on H.H. Price’s Perception
 and the already mentioned Warnock’s book on Berkeley.
 However, Austin himself says that the theories expressed in these books are much older, and he mentions Berkeley and Descartes as their historical proponents.

2.2 Ayer’s doctrine

     In describing Ayer’s position I will often use his exact words, partly because they best express his doctrine and partly because Austin’s criticism is often directed precisely at Ayer’s formulations.

     Ayer lists some empirical examples which support the Argument from Illusion: 

“For instance a coin which looks circular from one point of view may look elliptical from another; or...a stick which normally appears straight looks bent when it is seen in water, or...to people who take...mescal, things appear to change their colours. The familiar cases of mirror images, and double vision, and complete hallucinations, such as the mirage, proved further examples.”
 

This type of example is not restricted to the sense of sight, for water may appear to be both hot and cold according to whether the hands feeling it are themselves hot or cold.

     If we look closer at the case of the stick in water, we will see 

“that at least one of the visual appearances of the stick is delusive, for it cannot be both crooked and straight. Nevertheless, even in the case where what we see is not the real quality of a material thing, it is supposed that we are still seeing something, and that it is convenient to give this a name.”

     The name is ‘sense-datum’ and with the help of this philosophical entity we are able to explain also the other examples of illusions listed above. 

“When I look at myself in the glass my body appears to be some distance behind the glass, but other observations indicate that it is in front of it. Since it is impossible for my body to be in both these places at once, these perceptions cannot all be veridical.“

     But I still see something when I look at myself in the mirror, and this something, even though it is not true, is a sense-datum. So the conclusion at this point seems to be that in the cases of illusions listed above it is useful to describe our experiences as sense-data, since they do not portray the world as it is and yet they are phenomenally there.

    But it is argued that we immediately perceive sense-data not only in cases of misperception, but always, and that for the following reasons: first, there is no intrinsic difference in kind between our veridical perceptions of material things and the delusive perceptions. 

“When I look at a straight stick, which is refracted in water and so appears crooked my experience is qualitatively the same as if I were looking at a stick that really was crooked.“
 

Secondly: 

“veridical and delusive perceptions may form continuous series… if I gradually approach an object from a distance I may begin by having a series of perceptions which are delusive in the sense that the object appears to be smaller than it really is…this series terminates in a veridical perception. Then the difference in quality between this perception and its immediate predecessor will be of the same order as the difference between any two delusive perceptions that are next to one another in the series.“
 

If the veridical and delusive perceptions shade into one another in the way that is indicated by these examples, then the objects that are perceived in either case are the same. From this it follows that if the delusive perceptions are perceptions of sense-data, then what we directly experience is always a sense-datum and never a material thing.

     Now Ayer proceeds to his own linguistic evaluation of the Argument from Illusion. According to this interpretation, the argument does not raise a question of fact but only a question of language: 

“I wish to consider what would be the position of one who, though he acknowledged the particular facts about our experiences that constitute this evidence, still chose to deny the propositions about material things that these facts are supposed to prove… the fact that the shape of the penny still appears the same when the observer returns to his original point of view does not prove that its real shape has been unchanged; for it might be the case that the shape that it originally appeared to have was in reality altered and then regained….How then is one who holds this position to be refuted? The answer is that so long as we persist in regarding the issue as one concerning a matter of fact it is impossible for us to refute him.
…as far as the facts are concerned, there is really no  dispute between us. It has been assumed that he agrees with us about the nature of the sensible appearances; and no evidence of any other kind is or can be available In what then does our disagreement consist? It consists in the fact that he refuses to describe the phenomena in the way in which we describe them… In other words, we are not disputing about the validity of two conflicting sets of hypotheses, but about the choice of two different languages.“

     So for example in the case of double-vision, we have two ways of describing the same empirical fact. 

“If the word (perceive) is used in one familiar sense, it can be said that I really did perceive two pieces of paper. If it is used in another sense, which is also sanctioned by convention, then it must be said that I perceived only one.“
 

The first sense of the word perceive (or any other verb of perception) implies that the object of perception exists, while the other sense has no such implication – that is why we are able to refer to after-images or hallucinations. These two senses of the same word are usually distinguishable due to the context in which they appear, but to philosophers they have been a source of confusion.

“In order to avoid these ambiguities, what the advocates of the sense-datum theory have done is to decide both to apply the word ‘see’… to delusive as well as to veridical experiences, and at the same time to use these words in such a way that what is seen or otherwise sensibly experienced must really exist.“
 

But this usage leads them to the introduction of sense-data, for in the case of delusive perception we still experience something, which is not a material thing, and this something is a sense-datum.

And this new verbal usage 

“enables us to refer to the contents of our experiences independently of the material things that they are taken to represent.“
 

Ayer, being a phenomenalist, welcomes this feature of the new sense-datum language, which he consequently views as the ideal tool of the philosophical analysis of perception. 

The philosophers mostly 

“allow that our belief in the existence of material things is well founded…But even so they are not, for the most part, prepared to admit that such objects as pens or cigarettes are ever directly perceived.“

 On the other hand, however, ordinary men 

“agree with John Locke that ‘the certainty of things existing in rerum natura, when we have the testimony of our sense for it, is not only as great as our frame can attain to, but as our condition needs.’“ 

    From this opposition of the philosophical and the ordinary view it should be easy to conclude that while Ayer elaborates the philosophers’ position, his adversary Austin will defend a common-sense view of perception. This, however, would be a crude simplification of what Austin has to say, as I hope to show.

2.3 Austin’s criticism

     Whereas Sense and Sensibilia reads mainly as a close commentary on The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, I will try to present his criticisms in a more systematic way in order the better to assess their relevance and importance.
2.3.1 The Illusion of Illusion

    Ayer’s doctrine seems to hang to a considerable degree on his examples of illusions, 

i.e. cases when we are deceived by our senses. He cites perspective, refraction, changes in colour vision produced by drugs, mirror-images, double-vision, hallucination, apparent variations in taste, variations in felt warmth, variations in felt bulk and that people who have had limbs amputated may still continue to feel pain in them. 

     Austin objects to the lumping of all these cases under the general name of illusion. He points out that we are not taken in by mirror reflections, we use mirrors almost every day, for example when shaving or driving a car, and there is nothing illusionary about them. Neither can perspective count as an illusion. A round coin ‘looking elliptical’ from some point of view is perfectly natural, in fact if the round coin ‘looked round’ from all points of view we should be confused and probably talk about a sphere-shaped coin. And refraction 

“is far too familiar a case to be properly called a case of illusion“

 When we see a stick partly immersed in water, we know it looks bent because it is partly immersed in water, it comes as no surprise to us.

    But let us have a look at two examples of our being deceived by our senses that Ayer himself selects for more detailed treatment in order to see whether they have anything in common which would justify their putting together under one general term, if not of illusion, then something else.

     First comes the ancient example of the stick (formerly an oar) in water. What is supposed to be the problem? Ayer says that since the stick looks bent but is in fact straight, it follows that “at least one of the visual appearances of the stick is delusive, for it cannot be both crooked and straight.”
 But he fails to notice that we are comparing two different ‘visual appearances’, the one of the stick in water ‘looks bent’ because it concerns a stick in water. According to the logic displayed in this example Ayer would have to proclaim the night sky a delusive experience, for we usually see the sky as blue and the sky cannot be both blue and black‚ (in fact it can, similarly to the stick, that looks straight when out of water, but bent when partly immersed in it.) Austin’s astonishment at such careless reasoning tinctures his exclamation: 

“Does anyone suppose that if something is straight, then it jolly well has to look straight at all times and in all circumstances?“

     The case of mirror-images is no more satisfying. 

“When I look at myself in the glass my body appears to be some distance behind the glass; but other observations indicate that it is in front of it“
 

But does it really appear to be behind the glass once we know that the glass is there? When I am shaving myself in front of a mirror I surely do not think that my face is 

located behind the mirror, on the contrary, I coordinate the movements of my hand over my cheek with the help of the mirror-image and I am not for a second led to think that my face is actually behind the mirror. 

“It does not ‘appear to be’ there in a way which might tempt me (though it might tempt a baby or a savage) to go round the back and look for it and be astonished when   this enterprise proved a failure.“

     However, according to Ayer both examples point in the same direction. In both something that is not there is perceived, something delusive that is not a part of a material thing.  And this something is given the name of ‘sense-datum’.

     The introduction of the new philosophical entity, the sense-datum, will not help us explain the cases where we misperceive for the simple reason that in each case there is something else wrong. Ayer wants to persuade us that in all cases the same problem arises ( we misperceive because we experience not a part of a material thing. We then perceive a sense-datum. However, a sense-datum is meant to be private, but the mirror image (which we perceive according to Ayer, instead of the material body) is perfectly public, can be photographed etc. The same holds for the stick in the water, it too can be photographed. So we should be suspicious about Ayer’s clear-cut dichotomies material thing ( sense-datum, private ( public. In fact, Austin from the beginning attacks the very concepts with which Ayer tries to formulate the problem. As examples of material things that we perceive Ayer lists chairs, tables, pictures, books, flowers which Austin rather scornfully calls “moderate-sized specimens of dry goods“
 and asks whether people’s voices, rivers, mountains, flames, rainbows, shadows, pictures on the screen at the cinema, pictures in books, vapour, gases, which we cannot deny to perceive, are also ‘material things’? So either we expand the ‘material thing’ to cover all these cases (calling light and the 9th Symphony a material thing) or we abandon this nice looking dichotomy together with the supposition that when we misperceive we do not see a material thing (for can we claim not to see a ‘material thing’ when looking at a coin, albeit one that ‘looks elliptical’? Or when looking into the rear-view-mirror that the car that is about to crash into my car is not a ‘material thing’?)

     Austin’s main objection to Ayer in the first nine chapters of Sense and Sensibilia is that he considers all our misperceptions to be alike and accountable for by one universal concept, ‘sense-datum’. 

“The battle is, in fact, half lost already if this suggestion (that all the cases of our being ‘deceived by our senses’ are of the same kind) is tolerated.“
 

This crude over-simplification is indeed deemed to be the counterpart of the idea that in our veridical perceptions we perceive just one kind of things – material things.

     What does the ‘illusion’ of seeing pink-green people and yellow clouds after taking mescal have in common with the phenomena of perspective? Or the ‘illusion’ of seeing myself in the mirror with hallucinating? It takes a philosopher with an unusually strong craving for generality to connect all these phenomena and call them illusions.

     The process of generalization involved in the founding of this erroneous doctrine is analogical to the development of medical science. In pre-scientific times it was discovered that (almost) every disease had its own cure that helped to ease its symptoms or even to cure it. The concept of disease is intimately connected to the concept of cure. So it could be claimed that if someone falls ill we just give him a cure and he will get better. But already in pre-scientific times one had to know the right cure for each illness. Nevertheless, the desire for generality was still alive and people dreamed of a panacea that would cure all diseases. It took decades of medical research into the nature and causes of diseases to prove that no such thing as a panacea is possible from the very nature of diseases. A headache just cannot be cured with the same medicine as schizophrenia or a ruptured appendices. So, likewise, hallucination cannot be explained in the same way as refraction – sense-datum is not the panacea of epistemology though it was introduced to fulfil the same role. A scientific way of handling perception can do without such a general and misleading term.

2. 3. 1.1 Between philosophy and psychology

     Austin designs his own classification of misperceptions: 

“a) cases where the sense-organ is deranged or abnormal or in some way or other not functioning properly; b) cases where the medium – or more generally, the conditions – of perception are in some way abnormal or off-colour; and c) cases where  a wrong inference is made or a wrong construction is put on things... (of course these cases do not exclude each other)”
 

     Although this classification is provisional (Austin himself admits that there are some cases, i.e. misreadings, mishearings, Freudian over-sight, which do not belong properly under any of the headings), it is strikingly similar to the way an experimental 

psychologist would handle the subject of misperceptions. For example, double vision would be classified together with variations in felt warmth (one hand is hot and the other cold) as would perhaps be variations in felt bulk (a coin seems larger when it is placed on the tongue than when it is held in the palm of a hand) and the phenomena of amputated limbs which still hurt. Both of these examples have physiological causes (the abundance of nervous connections in the tongue as opposed to the hand and an area of the brain having been used to receiving information suddenly ceasing to perceive any and producing the pain instead) and are of a different type from refraction or mirror images, which fall under b.

     Ayer’s treatment of the topic is pre-scientific, while Austin takes seriously the psychological experiments and designs his classification to fit the new discoveries. Ayer somehow failed to notice that psychology had emerged as a separate independent science at the end of the 19th century with its own  methodology and experiments.

    But does Austin's approach leave much room for a philosophical epistemology? Austin is one of the first philosophers to recognize that perception is the proper field of psychology and philosophers should not construct theoretical concepts and schemes to be used by psychologists, since they have their own ones arising from their experiments. Philosophy intrudes into an area of another, non-speculative science, if it pertains to treat comprehensively of perception. 

     This, of course, is hard to swallow for some philosophers who view it as an attack on one philosophical discipline as such, and, in addition, on the one that has been the shopping window of philosophy from the very beginning.

“Philosophy has been traditionally concerned with the more general characteristics of things....It is true that a fine detail may be a pointer to some very general proposition. But Austin’s book seems to be all detail and to eschew generality.” 

     But that is exactly Austin’s point. He tried to show that the subject of perception cannot be treated in such a general way as Ayer proposed to do, and therefore it ceased to be philosophical. And the pretense of generality rested on the supposedly general term of illusion with which Ayer tried to describe all the cases of misperception and to treat them as of the same kind.

“I am not denying that cases in which things go wrong could be lumped together under some single name. A single name might in itself be innocent enough, provided its use was not taken to imply either a) that the cases were all alike, or b) that they were all in certain ways alike.”

2.3.2 The Pursuit of the Incorrigible


2.3.2.1 The Logical Point Remains

     Ayer rather surprisingly admits the conclusion we drew in the last chapter to be true. In his “Has Austin Refuted Sense-Data?”
 published seven years after Sense and Sensibilia he replies to Austin’s criticism: 

“It should be noted that in order to arrive at this conclusion (that our judgements of perception are inferential) we do not need to rely on the empirical fact that illusions...actually occur. That is it is not necessary for this purpose that we should ever actually be deceived by appearances or even that anything should ever actually appear in any way different from what it is. It is enough that these things be possible... ”
 

This is a most surprising shift of emphasis. It becomes clear that Ayer is not really interested in perception at all.     

“And it is of course knowledge, not perception at all in which these philosophers (Ayer, Price, Descartes) are really interested.”

      Ayer’s real position may be formulated as follows. It is possible that I could have exactly the same sense-experience I have when looking at a chair without the chair actually being there at all. To have a sense-experience is by definition to be directly or immediately aware of a sense-datum. If I were to pronounce a judgement about the sense-datum itself, without implying anything about the material thing behind it, this judgement would be directly verified by the sense-experience of the sense-datum itself. And not only that, it would be incorrigible, too, for nobody could persuade me that I did not really have the experience of seeing a chair (if the chair was not there I could have hallucinated it.) The judgement about sense-data is directly verified, incorrigible and precise, for it refers to the sense-datum itself and nothing beyond it.

     A judgement about the material thing, on the other hand, necessarily goes beyond the sense-experience that I here and now have, since it commits me to assume that an infinite number of other sense-data connected to the chair will be available. Not only do I assume that when I move ten inches to the left the sense-datum of the chair will change accordingly, but I assume this of all possible sense-data of the chair from all the possible points of space from which the chair is visible. And to really make sure that it is a chair that I am sensing, I would have to go through all the possible sense-data to check them against each other. And since there is an infinite number of them, I cannot expect to finish the verification process. Thus, a judgement about the chair as a material object cannot be verified conclusively at all and as such it can never be certain and is inevitably vague in its application to phenomena.

     From the preceding description it follows that empirical knowledge has a certain structure. The foundations are propositions about the individual sense-data of which we are directly aware. These propositions are directly and conclusively verifiable, they are certain, incorrigible and precise. All the other propositions about material things are inferences from these, and since they go beyond the evidence on which they are based, they are in principle always corrigible and never certain.

     Austin attacks this structure of knowledge at the very foundations by claiming that sense-datum sentences are not incorrigible. If I say 

“It seems to me personally, here and now, as if I were seeing something magenta”, I may be brought subsequently “to admit that ‘magenta’  wasn’t the right word to pick on for the colour before me, but also...to see, or perhaps remember, that the colour before me just wasn’t magenta.”
 

And this, surprisingly, Ayer in his reply to Sense and Sensibilia admits: 

“I do not wish to commit myself to the view that my experiential statements are incorrigible.”
 

Does not the whole edifice of knowledge crumble down after this blow? At least to some commentators it certainly appears so: 

“....Ayer now holds that experiential statements are not incorrigible. His position may not be simply inconsistent; but it remains unclear how we are to identify statements which are corrigible but not susceptible of mistake. ”

     The other half of the doctrine that material-object statements as such are not conclusively verifiable is also subjected to close scrutiny. When I want to verify whether the thing in front of me is a telephone, I can see it, touch it, and if I still feel mistrustful and think it is a dummy, I can ring someone up and get him to ring me up too, just to make sure. 

“And of course, if I do all these things, I do make sure; what more could possibly be required?....what meets all these tests just is a telephone, no doubt about it.”

2.3.3.2 Of Skepticism with Regard to the Senses

     Here Austin seems to be taking a firm stand against skepticism in general. Sometimes he even explicitly identifies the sense-datum theory as exploiting a version of skeptical arguments: 

“...this procedure of representing forms of words as in general vulnerable is, of course, one of the major devices by which skeptical theses have commonly been insinuated.”
 

And sure enough, the skeptic’s urge to arrive at something certain is the driving force behind Ayer’s phenomenalism.

     Skepticism itself is, however, never expressly targeted in Sense and Sensibilia and the arguments against it are scattered throughout the book. One of the more general ones is his dictum that ‘deception needs a general background of non-deception’. Ayer takes this to mean that “there can be no question of our being generally deceived” and that “some perceptual judgements are false because they conflict with others which we take to be true.” What it does not mean is that “the judgement which we take to be true will not itself turn out to be false”
 And he is in a way right, for Austin has another argument to prove this.

     In “Other Minds”
 he examines what it takes to know something. The question of retracting knowledge claims after encountering new experiences is also taken notice of.

     If I have made sure that it is a telephone, and a real telephone, and then in the future it does something outrageous (gets up and walks away, disappears, explodes), I don't say I was wrong to say it was a telephone, I do not know what to say at all, 

             “words literally fail us: What would you have said?”
 

When I have made sure it is a real telephone (not a dummy or a photograph, a hologram) then I am not predicting in saying it is a real telephone, 

“and in a very good sense I can't be proved wrong whatever happens. It seems a serious mistake to suppose that language...is ‘predictive’ in such a way that the future can always prove it wrong.”
(my italics)

     To Ayer the predictive function of language is really important due to his neo-positivistic background, but as Austin points out, and he does it more fully in his discussion of ‘real’, this emphasis distorts his account of knowledge and gets it all wrong.

     The skeptic often takes his last refuge in dreaming. But Austin retorts: 

“Could it be seriously suggested that having this dream (of being presented to the Pope) is ‘qualitatively indistinguishable’ from actually being presented to the Pope? Quite obviously not.”
 

And the reason for this sweeping claim is surprisingly not psychological, but semantic. We have the phrase ‘a dream-like quality’ and we apply it to some waking experiences and if dreams were indistinguishable from our waking states, the phrase would be without a definite application and therefore without a meaning. Ayer to this replies that the experiences can be distinguished only in retrospect. 

“Is it always clear from the quality of the dream itself that it is only a dream? Plainly not, otherwise no one would ever suffer from nightmares.”

     Professor Forguson undertook to answer this charge for Austin. His account deserves to be quoted in full:

     “...we often say we were convinced of (the dream’s) reality. But is our being convinced while dreaming really the same thing, qua conviction, as our being convinced when awake that it was only a dream? ...Being frightened by a nightmare is very often more like being frightened by a horror film where there is no question of really believing that what is on the screen is really happening, much less  that we are participants in the horror that is unfolding before us.”

     Although the dreams are described and narrated in the same terms as waking experiences, this does not necessarily mean that they both are of the same type. When I am hit on the head I sometimes say that I ‘see stars’ but there is no question of it being the same as when I look at the night sky and see real stars.

     The case of hallucinations is similar. Ayer chose the pink rats example because we all can imagine what real pink rats would look like, they are described in the same words as real pink rats would be. But in many cases of hallucination the experience is so weird and out of the ordinary that we are at a loss how to describe it.

     The pink rats also appear to be an idiom peculiar to English. The Czechs say that the drunkard in D.T. sees ‘white mice’. Both idioms have the same function in the two languages, but that does not mean that the drunkard sees either pink rats or white mice according to his language skills. (cf. “This is double-Dutch to me“ and “To je pro mě španělská vesnice.”) The skeptical arguments are not dangerous enough to be met with a Theory of Knowledge, especially when such a theory cannot even be formulated. 

“The human intellect and senses are, indeed, inherently fallible and delusive, but not by any means inveterately so. Machines are inherently liable to break down, but good machines don’t (often). It is futile to embark on a ‘theory of knowledge’ which denies this liability: such theories constantly end up by admitting the liability after all.”
 

2.3.2.3 The Final Blows

     It is only the last chapter of Sense and Sensibilia that offers the best insight into Austin’s critique of Ayer and provides us with an interpretative key of the whole dispute.

     In this chapter Austin criticizes Warnock’s interpretation of Berkeley 

“for he ends up with a dichotomy between two kinds of statements, one about ‘ideas’ and the other about ‘material objects’, of just the kinds which I have been arguing against all along.”

     The main advantage of statements of perception was that in making them we make no inferences or assumptions but refer strictly to our immediate experiences. So from these we advance, via inferences, to more ordinary statements about what we perceive. But if we look at generating some of the perceptual judgements, we see that exactly the opposite method is employed: 

“There’s a tiger ( there seems to be a tiger ( it seems to me that there is a tiger ( it seems to me now that there’s a tiger ( it seems to me now as if there were a tiger”
 

We start with an ordinary statement and through a series of modifications we arrive at a supposedly autonomous perceptual statement. But this only shows a dependence of perceptual statements on material-object statements. 

“It seems extraordinarily perverse to represent as that on which ordinary statements are based a form of words which, starting from and moreover incorporating an ordinary statement, qualifies and hedges it in various ways.”

 And this objection has been seen by many, even sympathetic, commentators as the lethal blow to the theory of sense-data uncovering the systematic error in supposing we can construe an independent and less inferential language of appearances.

“But there are other difficulties connected to the primacy of phenomenal basic statements which undermine them more effectively: first, that our private languages seem to be based on public language rather than the other way round...”

     Austin’s arguments against the two-language doctrine are scattered throughout the book:

 “....it is not true in general that statements of how things are are ‘based on’ statements of how things appear, look, or seem and not vice versa.”
 

The whole Chapter IV. is devoted to explorations of the subtle shades of meaning of ‘look’, ‘appear’ and ‘seem’ in order to prove that these three verbs do not have one common phenomenalistic meaning, which Ayer assumes them to have. So the attack is directed against the language of appearance but in a way quite dissimilar from Wittgensten’s Private Language Argument. While Wittgenstein shows that the very advantage of a private language ( the incorrigibility of its reference ( actually disqualifies it as a language, Austin’s criticism is far from this level of generality, he merely objects to its functioning as evidence for material-object language apart from asking whether there indeed is such a thing as a sense-datum language: 

“…it is never really made clear whether Ayer regards the ‘sense-datum language’ as something which already exists and which we use or whether he thinks of it as a merely possible language which could in principle be invented ...”
   

Such a refusal of the only function of a private language amounts to much more than merely showing its impossibility, and this refusal is encapsulated in Austin’s explosion of the Court Metaphor, as I will call it.

2.3.3 The Court Metaphor

     Austin’s Parthian shot and in fact the climax of Sense and Sensibilia creeps in unheralded in the last three pages of the book and has gone virtually unnoticed by all commentators although it offers the interpretative key to Austin’s epistemology.

    Warnock claims that the statements about ideas serve as evidence on the basis of which we pronounce material object statements: 

“...the two kinds of statements are related as verdicts to evidence.”
 

But this metaphorical description of the perceptual situation is misleading, for 

“verdicts are given, in the light of the evidence, by judges or juries ( that is to say, precisely by people who were not actual witnesses of the matter in question... So to say that statements about ‘material things’ are in general like 

verdicts is to imply that we are never, that we can’t be, in the best position to make them – that, so to speak, there is no such thing as being an eye-witness of what goes on in the ‘material world’, we can only get evidence. ”

     Austin explicitly and with great emphasis and indignation states that this metaphor fails to do justice to the situation: 

“But how absurd it is, really, to suggest that I am giving a verdict when I say what is going on under my own nose! It is just this kind of comparison which does the real damage.”

     But hold on, the traditional epistemologist will want to ask, why is it wrong to describe metaphorically the situation as giving verdicts? The answer could be as follows: as long as you keep in mind that it is only a metaphor, it is not harmful, but when you start treating it as a model of reality, then it becomes really misleading. When I say ‘man is a wolf’ then I am highlighting a certain aspect of human nature with the help of animal imagery, my metaphor is being useful. But having said ‘man is a wolf’ I proceed to look for four legs and a furry skin in my friend, I am taken in by the metaphor, take it literally, as a model of reality. 
 

“While, on the one hand, the use of metaphor to illuminate dark areas ( the price of which use is constant vigilance ( is not to confuse a device of procedure with elements of the process, on the other hand, being used by metaphor involves the addition to the process of features of procedure that are the products of invention or speculation.”

    Ayer, together with many other traditional epistemologists, got used by the Court Metaphor which consists of concepts: evidence, judge, verdict, inference, data, judgement, with their typical relations, instead of using it to shed light on some hidden facts. He probably started off looking at something in the dark, not being really sure, straining his eyes, and wavering, but finally deciding, perhaps on the strength of its shape, that the thing in front of him is a telephone. In this case he had some evidence (the not-clear shape) upon which he, after deliberation, judged the thing to be a telephone, but subsequently found out it was only his son’s toy telephone. Here the Court Metaphor brings out nicely the process of wavering and the half-lit image. But that is it. If we want to generalize this metaphor to cover all cases of perception, we mistake the metaphor for a model of reality.

     Let us take another case of a dead metaphor where generalization would be damaging. When someone is at a loss, startled, surprised or speaking in anacolutha, we say that he cannot express himself. The verb ‘express’ implies forcing something out; it is a graphic description of his situation. But when, on the other hand we say ‘he expressed the point well’, we do not imply in this positive case that any struggle took place at all, it is synonymous to ‘he said it well’. So the metaphorical ‘to express’ is much more at home in the negative sentence while in the positive one it loses all implications of struggle or problem in formulating one’s views. It would be a mistake to assume that whenever we express ourselves we force something out of us.

     And Ayer committed precisely this mistake of generalizing the marginal case of not being sure what the thing in front of us is, thus stretching the Court Metaphor and taking it literally. Hence his jargon of data, evidence, verdicts and judgements.

     Now let us go back to our claim that the explosion of the Court Metaphor provides an interpretative key to Sense and Sensibilia. This means that when looking back at the book with the explosion in mind, we will find new targets, themes and arguments in it. The adoption of the Court Metaphor by Ayer in The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge has two important consequences, which we will cal the systematic point and the semantic point. 

2.3.3.1 The Systematic Point

     Austin notices from the very beginning that the argument from Illusion, as presented by Ayer, is no argument at all, for that which is supposed to be the conclusion is present in it from the very start: 

“The trouble is that the expression ‘material thing’ is functioning already, from the very beginning, simply as a foil for ‘sense-datum’; it is not here given, and is never given, any other role to play”

 and once again, according to Ayer, the argument from Illusion proves that in perception we are always aware only of sense-data 

“and if so, it seems a rather serious defect that this conclusion is practically assumed from the very first sentence of the statement of the argument itself. In that sentence Ayer uses ... the term ‘perceptions’ and takes it for granted...that there is at any rate some kind of entities of which we are aware in absolutely all cases ( namely, ‘perceptions’... ”
 

There is simply no progression from premises to a conclusion in the Argument from Illusion, it is only an exploration of the Court Metaphor which arose thanks to the preconceived paradigm example of perception that is presented here in the logical disguise. And Ayer’s tacit dropping of the Argument in his “Has Austin Refuted Sense-Data?” strongly suggests that he came to be aware of the Argument’s lack of validity.

    This is one of the reasons why Austin comments closely on the text of The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge sentence by sentence instead of picking out erroneous premises for detailed treatment ( there simply are no premises, for there is no argument. Austin’s task is to show that the whole jargon of data, inferences, judgements is misapplied here for there is no use for it in the field of perception.

     Not only is there no argument, the misapplied Court Metaphor gives rise to entities which are not up to the task that is assigned to them. The sense-datum theorists are quite clear as to the function of sense-data within their epistemology: the word 

“Datum is doubly happy. Its passivity indicated that we have no power of shaping our sense-data at our will...Secondly, the word ‘data’ is used in common speech to refer to information that can be used as premises for inference.”
 

But if this ‘information’ is to be recognized by the subject as, say, a red visual pattern, he must draw on his considerable past experience and infer that the red patch is red. 

“Thus, if perception is inferential, the ability to identify sense-data is also inference-dependent. Consequently, the introduction of sense-data cannot satisfy the epistemological requirement of providing uninferred premises for perceptual inferences.”
 

So even within the Court Metaphor the sense-data do not solve the problem they were introduced to eliminate, they only shift it. The Court Metaphor is the reason why Ayer regards perspective and mirror images as cases of deception ( his sense-data (evidence) are static and passive. Also the ‘evaluation’ of the Argument by Ayer shows that he does not regard the Sense-Datum Theory as an alternative language for he says that the only data on which both theories agree are those of perception, but these were stipulated only on the basis of the Sense-Datum Theory and are not independent of it.

     C.M Turbayne traces the attraction of the Court Metaphor back to the camera model of mind advocated by Descartes, Newton and Locke. Originally, Kepler applied it only to the eye, but soon it became a general philosophical model (mainly through Locke) and has not left the minds of philosophers since. Among the few to realize its shortcomings and defects are Berkeley and Austin.

2.3.3.2 The Semantic Point ( A Methodological Consideration

     Another way to reassess the force of Austin’s arguments against Ayer is to look at his semantic objections. He usually concludes that Ayer uses the word in a way that violates ordinary usage. (That is the first level of argumentation, Ayer tries to reformulate his position, unsuccessfully we believe, so it is not a question of good usage but of the fundamental impossibility to express the ‘logical point’.)

     Austin often rebukes Ayer for taking expressions from the ordinary language and giving them new, technical meanings. He strongly objects to Ayer’s use of the metaphor ‘deceived by one’s senses’ and he points that we have to be able to differentiate between cases of deception and non-deception in order to use this phrase meaningfully
, which we have classified as one of Austin’s argument against the skeptic’s position.

     Next, he criticizes Ayer’s use of ‘perceive directly/indirectly’ and shows this expression to be based primarily in the sense of sight and by Ayer to be artificially extended to cover the whole of perception.
 He also carefully analyzes Ayer’s handling of the pair ‘illusion-delusion’ and shows him to trade on some hidden connotations of these words in the process of  building up his argument.

     In his reply Ayer brushes these objections aside as unimportant: 

“this is true, but not to the purpose”, “true, so far as it goes”, “all thing may be accepted, as a comment on ordinary usage”, “these points are unimportant”, “merely to point out that we do not ordinarily speak in such a way is nothing to the purpose”.
 

He claims that he tried to make a logical point, which Austin’s pedantic objection about ordinary usage of certain words left quite untouched. And the point is that 

“the occurrence of the experience which gives rise to the perceptual judgement is logically consistent with the judgements being false.”
 

But we immediately see that in the re-formulation of his position Ayer uses the concepts of the disproved Court Metaphor.

     Another attempt at re-formulating the old position concerns the use of ‘evidence’, which is also crucial to Ayer’s doctrine. Austin’s point was that if we have evidence for the existence of something, we must know of other cases, where the existence of the same thing is directly perceived. Ayer tried to make one type of sentences to be the evidence for another type of sentences, thus ruling out the possibility of directly ever ascertaining the second type on its own. Ayer replies: 

“The fact that when one is looking at a pig under normal conditions, it is not good usage to speak of having evidence for its existence, in no way entails that seeming to see the pig is not having evidence for its existence.”
(my italics) 

But here Ayer quietly changed ‘looking at a pig under normal conditions’ (where any talk of evidence is absurd) into ‘seeming to see the pig’ where the concept of evidence can be applied. Austin’s objection however, was directed against talking of evidence in the first case, which got subsequently generalized to cover all cases of perception. This gross violation of the ‘no modification without aberration’ principle (of which more later) virtually forces on us the Court Metaphor.

     So we may conclude that Ayer did not succeed in reformulating his old position in his “Has Austin refuted Sense-Data?”, he merely restated it in his old terms. We have witnessed the incompatibility of the two positions, Ayer constantly trying to get behind the language to the logical core of his doctrine while Austin methodologically endeavoured to deprive him of any language devices to express the ‘purely logical point’. Two completely different approaches to language are in play here. Ayer uses words to express something new, endowing them (often unconsciously) with new, technical meanings: 

“[Moore] intended these expressions to be understood...”,
 “....as I have construed expressions like ‘directly see’...”
 

reminding one of the logician’s opening ‘Let x be a variable...’. Austin, on the other hand, views any change in language usage as potentially dangerous, for 

          “One can’t abuse ordinary language without paying for it.”
 

Which of these two approaches is more fruitful for philosophy? We can actually compare them in an objective way for both Austin and Ayer decided to give a philosophical analysis of the word ‘real’.

     Ayer attempts 

“to furnish an explanation of the use of the word ‘real’ as it is applied to the characteristics of material things”
 

in the last chapter of FEK, which constitutes the climax of his whole effort.

     In Ayer’s terms the question is reformulated into the problem of which sense-data represent reality and which only appearances. We cannot deduce the difference between veridical and delusive sense-data from the experiences themselves, for these are qualitatively undistinguishable. So the difference between these two types of sense-data must lie in their relations to other sense-data, in particular to future sense-data. For those sense-data represent real properties of a material thing which allow me best to predict what the thing in question will look from other points of view. 

“...if I am placed ‘too near’ the object, I am not able, if I am seeing for the first time, to infer precisely what sense-data of it will be presented if I go a little farther away...”
 

So these sense-data do not present the real shape of the object, for they do not allow me to predict what future sense-data will be like. So we can ascertain only retrospectively that something was real and, in addition, the future sense-data can always prove wrong those experiences that we took to constitute the real qualities of the material world.

     Austin criticizes this semantics of the word ‘real’. He remarks that this word is already used in normal language and a technical use of it must take this fact into account.

“Philosophers often seem to think that they can just ‘assign’ any meaning whatever to any word; and so no doubt, in an absolutely trivial sense, they can (like Humpty-Dumpty).”

 Austin himself follows this methodological rule and whenever he introduces a new technical term that means just what he wants it to mean, he finds a new word for it, devoid of ordinary language connotation ( e.g. perlocutionary, performative etc. So what is the ordinary meaning of real that we must find before we define its new technical meaning?

     The first point to grasp about ‘real’ is that it has no one simple meaning like, for instance, ‘yellow’. Its semantic structure is rather more complicated and if we took the word ‘yellow’ as our paradigm of the meaning of a word (which Austin claims Ayer in fact did), we get the word ‘real’ completely wrong. 

“Consider the expressions ‘cricket ball’, ‘cricket bat’, ‘cricket pavilion’, ‘cricket weather’. If someone did not know about cricket and were obsessed with the use of such ‘normal’ words as ‘yellow’, he might gaze at the ball, the bat, the building, the weather, trying to detect the ‘common quality’ which (he assumes) is attributed to these thing by the prefix ‘cricket’.”
 

It is hard to overestimate the importance of this cricket example for philosophy and we will try to assess its novelty and power in chapter 3, and for our present purposes let it suffice that it shows nothing less that the word ‘real’ does not denote one common quality ascribable to all material things. And this contention Austin repeatedly compares to Ayer’s use of the word ‘real’.

     Ayer often used the example of a coin which ‘looks elliptical’ from some points of view but whose ‘real shape’ remained the same. But we should observe that he had carefully chosen this example for the shape of a coin is stable and, since it approaches a geometrical figure, easily namable. But this is rather an exception among ‘material things’ for 

“what is the real shape of a cat? Does its real shape change whenever it moves? If not, in what posture is its real shape on display?”
 

It is obvious that there are no answers to these questions for the questions themselves do not make sense. So we should be wary when talking about ‘the real shape’ of material things and not suppose that the procedure of finding out the real shape (of only of minority) of things is uniform and general.

     After showing the traps we are liable to fall into if looking for one uniform meaning of ‘real’, Austin proceeds to point out four features of the word. He also invents the names of these four categories for they are made ad hoc.

     The first point is that ‘real’ is a substantive hungry word. Syntactically speaking it cannot be a subject complement; it can only modify a noun-phrase. And if it appears in the end-position characteristic for a subject complement, we are in fact dealing with an elliptical expression of a modified noun-phrase. ‘This is real’ does not make sense unless we add ‘city’, ‘match’ or another noun, which supplies us with semantic boundaries within which to look for the meaning of the sentence. For now we know that there are real cities and several non-real cities, for instance cities in film sets, and that the speaker can distinguish between these two instances. However, to some nouns we cannot apply the real/unreal distinction, what alternative is there to being a ‘real’ after-image?

     The second important feature of ‘real’ is its essential dependence on its counterpart ‘unreal’, and Austin calls this dependence ‘trouser-word’, for it is the negative one that wears the trousers in the pair. When talking about things we tacitly assume that the things are real. If we come to doubt this primary assumed reality of the objects of discourse we talk about the unreality of things, this time explicitly. After we are reassured that it is not chimeras we talk about, we can now talk about the real things and this time we use ‘real’ explicitly. Seemingly, with the help of the double negation, we once again assert the reality of things, but this time the reality is explicitly expressed by the word ‘real’, since it has been subjected to scrutiny.

     So the modifier ‘real’ does not add any new feature to its noun, but it is 

“used to exclude possible ways of being not real ( and these ways are both numerous for particular kinds of things, and liable to be quite different for things of different kinds.”
 

An unreal duck can be a toy, a decoy one, a picture etc. The word ‘real’ has one general function (that of excluding ways of being unreal) combined with immense diversity of specific applications, which makes it particularly unfit to be analyzed according to the ‘yellow’ paradigm.

     Thirdly, the word ‘real’ fulfils the same function as the words ‘proper’, ‘genuine’, ‘live’, ‘true’, ‘authentic’ which actually pair with their opposites ‘artificial’, ‘fake’, ‘false’, ‘bogus’ etc. in the way as real-unreal do. Each of these pairs concern one aspect of the reality/unreality dimension and the grammar of each referent decides whether the 

terms are applicable or not ( ammunition is live as opposed to dummy, but not artificial or synthetic. And the word ‘real’ is, dangerously enough, the most general of these dimension words, creating the impression that it can go with any word (which has been disproved) and that it means the same thing in all its applications (which has been disproved as well).

     Lastly, ‘real’ is also an ‘adjuster-word’ 

“by the use of which other words are adjusted to meet the innumerable and unforeseeable demands of the world upon language.”
 

We have the word ‘cat’ which serves us perfectly well in our everyday life. But one day we may come across an animal that looks exactly like a cat, except it can talk, for example. Then we say ‘It looks like a cat’ and quickly add, ‘but it’s not a real cat since it can talk’. Now, of course ‘like’ is the great adjuster-word, but ‘real’ does sometimes the job pretty well, too. 

     From this positive explication of the word ‘real’ it is clear that Ayer in his exposition misused the word (and many other words, too ( directly, evidence look etc) 

“the uses of which are over-simplified, not really understood or carefully studied or correctly described.”
 

Austin implicitly identifies the source of this failure ( it is the wrong theory of meaning that Ayer holds. He (and Warnock) characteristically takes one paradigm case of the use of the word and subsequently tailor the word to fit it.

“[Warnock] illustrates the distinction between ‘see’ and ‘actually see’ by the case of a witness under cross-examination who is sharply instructed to confine his remarks to what he actually saw; and he concludes from this (one!) example that to say what one actually saw is always to draw in one's horns a bit, to be a bit more cautious, to reduce the claim. But this just isn't true in general; it may be just the other way rounds. I might begin, for instance, by saying that I saw a little silvery speck, and go on to say that what I actually saw was a star. I might say in evidence that I saw a man firing a gun, and say afterwards, ‘I actually saw him committing the murder!’...Warnock is hypnotized by the case of the nervous witness."
 (my italics) 

And in another place he calls his opponents’ procedure 

“the pervasive error of neglecting the circumstances in which things are said ( of supposing that the words alone can be discussed, in a quite general way.”
 (Austin’s italics) 

Now we can understand why Austin uses such harsh words (jejune examples, half-studied facts)
 when he describes the empirical situations on which sense-datum theorists base their doctrine ( the stick in the water, hands in two buckets of water etc. ( these very situations, if taken too seriously and turned into paradigm examples, actually cripple such words as ‘real’, ‘look’ etc.

     The disclosure of the Procrustean bed of language that is Ayer’s (and Warnock’s) simple ‘unum nomen – unum nominatum’ theory of meaning is Austin’s deepest criticism of these ancient doctrines and the finest achievement of Sense and Sensibilia. His drawing on the rich resources of the ordinary language is an attempt to avoid the trap of paradigm cases as definitions of the meanings of words.

     Not only does Austin show that Ayer violates ordinary language by making it fit his pre-conceived epistemological theory (springing form the Court Metaphor), this theory itself cannot even be formulated due to the semantics of some key words (‘know’, ‘look’, ‘appear’, ‘evidence’, ‘directly’). It is not a question of ordinary language vs. technical language, for there is no technical language
, just a muddle of the ordinary one.

2.4 “What does it do? ”

    The task of setting Sense and Sensibilia into the broader context of epistemology now arises. We have sketched the argument of the book and now we should ask 

“To what doctrines, or whose doctrines, if to any, is it effectively fatal? What or how much, is Austin undertaking to do? What and how much, can he be held to have succeeded in doing?”

2.4.1 The History of the Camera Model

     Austin himself says that the doctrines he criticizes are 

“theories ...at least as old as Heraclitus”
 

and that the Pursuit of the Incorrigible 

“was powerfully re-animated by Descartes and bequeathed by him to a long line of successors.”
 

So how far back do the Court-Metaphor doctrines go and which philosophers succumbed to their charms?

     For reasons of brevity let us confine ourselves to the development of the Court Metaphor after Descartes, for then it received a powerful ally in the scientific model of 

the Camera obscura.

     Although the principle of the camera had been known since the Middle Ages, Johann Kepler was the first to invent the portable camera obscura, perfect the model and apply its features point by point to the eye, for the eye 

“is equipped with an aperture, a light-sensitive material, a converging lens, a focusing mechanism, and a screen on which the pictures are received. ”
 

This model was successfully applied in the 17th century optics and because of its high explanatory power and because it explained sight ( the most important sense which is often taken as a paradigm case of perception ( it quickly left the specialized field of optics and became the generally accepted epistemological theory of the time. It respected Aristotle’s ancient distinction between what we are directly aware of and what we infer or judge (the good old Court Metaphor) while giving its obsolete phrases an air of scientific exactness.

     The transplantation of the scientific model was effected mainly by Descartes and perfected by Locke. Descartes with his famous Meditations articulated the need for a general theory explaining the cases of illusion, hallucination and relativity and the Camera model became the chief horse in the Representative Theorist’s stable. But Descartes himself did not go all the way to establish the Camera Model on the ontological throne, he still had his (of course) doubts about it: 

“And when it is thus transmitted to the inside of our head, the picture still 

retains some degree of its resemblance to the objects from which it originates. But we must not think that it is by means of this resemblance that the picture makes us aware of the objects - as though we had another pair of eyes to see it, inside our brain; ”
 

Descartes is not used by the model he uses to describe the eye, he does not mistake it for the reality modeled.

     Locke, on the other hand, applied it to the whole mind: 

“For methinks the understanding is not much unlike a [camera or] closet 

wholly shut from light, with only some little openings left, to let in external, visible resemblances or ideas of things without. Would the pictures coming into such a dark room but stay there, and lie so orderly as to be found upon occasion, it would very much resemble the understanding of a man.”

     An extensive camera imagery is utilized by Locke and his followers to describe the facts about the mind: images on the back of the camera = ideas in the mind; obscure, confused, clear and distinct images = obscure, confused and distinct ideas; inspection of images on the screen = introspection of ideas in the mind; images are reflected, light = ideas of reflection.

     Locke’s use of the Camera model goes to fine details: 

“When we set before our eyes a round Globe of any uniform colour, v. g. Gold Alabaster, or Jest, it is certain, that the idea thereby imprinted in our mind, is of a flat circle variously shadowed....”

     Locke’s influence was paramount for the subsequent development of epistemology.

 “Locke was quickly established as the principal object of study for university students in the British Isles and as essential reading for intellectually serious people everywhere. ”
 

He was more important than Descartes, who was an epistemologist only per accidens. 

“The epistemological tradition that ended....around 1959 or 1960 ...was really established by Locke. ”

    The only challenge to the ruling Court Metaphor epistemology before the 20th 

century was presented by Berkeley. He attacked the Camera Model on its own optical grounds and supplied the alternative explanation in his An Essay towards a New Theory of Vision. His Language Metaphor provides a better solution to the problem of vision than the ghost in the machine. He rejects the ‘flat or plane figures’ offered by ‘very ingenious men’. At the same time he is aware that he is using metaphors in his philosophizing, he is not used by them:

 “...when I speak of objects as existing in the mind, or imprinted on the senses, I would not be understood in the gross literal sense – as when bodies are said to exist in a place, or a seal to make an impression upon wax. My meaning is only that the mind comprehends or perceives them…”

     In his ontology Berkeley is not a dualist and his vigorous attack on the concept of ‘material thing’ is in the same line with Austin’s objection to the material thing/sense-datum dichotomy.

     Ironically, Austin did not recognize his only pre-20th century ally and subjected him (and Warnock) to criticism in the last chapter of Sense and Sensibilia.

     Unfortunately, Berkeley was not understood even in his lifetime and so no one threatened the dominance of the Lockean-type foundationalist theory of knowledge based on the Camera Model and expressed with the help of the Court Imagery.

2.4.2 The Present of the Camera Model

     In what follows I am indebted to Putnam. His The Threefold Cord
 is perhaps the only contemporary book to acknowledge ‘the importance of being Austin’ and to see it in the present context of philosophical discussion.

     The foundationalist drive in the Camera Model combined well with the semantic analysis of logical atomism, which gave rise to the sense-datum theory before the Second World War. Gilbert Ryle in his The Concept of Mind and Austin in his lectures which were to be published as Sense and Sensibilia both attacked what they saw as fundamental drawbacks in this epistemological theory. But 

“Anglo-American philosophers responded to Austin and Ryle rather minimally.
 They stopped talking about ‘sense-data’, of course, and spoke of ‘experiences’ (or some such)
 and they adopted the linguistic reform of ‘We don’t perceive visual experiences, we have them.’ – John Searle, Intentionality, p. 37”

     Putnam also beautifully diagnoses the introduction and genesis of what I call the Camera Model: Descartes needed to diminish the traditional Aristotelian emphasis and reliance on the senses in order to create space for his new scientific programme - that of mathematization of nature. And 

“[on] the empiricist side, the new psychology of the ‘association of ideas’ undoubtedly played a role.”

     The present defenders of this erroneous doctrine include almost all the major philosophers, from Davidson to Dummett, Searle and Fodor, for the mistakes leak through to the philosophy of mind and philosophy of language as well. 

“The ‘how does language hook on to the world’ issue is, at bottom, a replay of the old ‘how does perception hook on to the world’ issue.”
 

Today’s epistemological debate simply takes place within a framework that has been disproved by Austin, Ryle and Wittgenstein.

     What was wrong with the sense-datum theory (in all its metamorphosed versions), according to Putnam, was the postulation of a perceptual interface between us and the world. Putnam (together with John McDowell in his Mind and World) argues for a picture where we are acquainted ‘with genuine properties of objects’ and he sees Austin as also defending the natural realism of the common man. But this is precisely the point where his interpretation of Austin goes astray.

2.4.2.1 Natural vs. Direct Realism - Where Putnam Went Astray
     Putnam sees the whole history of epistemology as a struggle between two opposing doctrines – those of direct and representative realisms. The representative version stipulated an interface between us and the world, thus leading into the trap of dualism, while the direct realists maintained that we do perceive external things like cabbages and kings. But the modifier ‘direct’ is not a happy one since, as Austin pointed out in Sense and Sensibilia, the pair direct-indirect perception cannot be used in this way. We should therefore talk of ‘natural’ realism instead, which also has the connotation of being in accordance with the views of plain men.

     The natural realist is not content with the causal theory of perception, he claims a more active participation on the part of the perceiver: 

“Sensory experiences are not passive affectations of an object called ‘a mind’ but (for the most part) experiences of aspects of the world by a living being.”
 

But we encounter grave conceptual difficulties in trying to define the natural realist’s position. The paramount of these is the need for the external/internal pair. Putnam is, to a certain extent, aware of the problem, for he uses these terms in italics (“the terms internal and external introduce a false picture of the mind – the picture of the mind as something ‘inside’ one.”
) but he does not appreciate its seriousness – he never formulates his position without it, and I would argue that he cannot. For it is on the external/internal opposition that this whole epistemological position hinges (and not only this position but 

the whole of epistemology in the traditional sense.) And we cannot base it securely on this metaphorical expression, yet without it this philosophical position disintegrates into triviality: ‘We see things’ is not a philosophical position at all.

     Putnam comes several times close to defining natural realism (pp. 10,20,24), but always with an appeal to the external. In fact, without the pairs direct-indirect and external-internal the doctrine loses all its philosophical charm.

     So the separation of natural realism from direct one has been unsuccessful, for it rested on the metaphorical description external-internal, which is in fact one of the vestiges of epistemological positions that Putnam criticises. There was also supposedly a difference in terms of activity of the perceiver, but this still takes place within the traditional framework.

     Austin emphatically rejected direct realism and would have rejected also natural realism advocated  by Putnam: 

“I am not, then … going to maintain that we ought to be ‘realists’, to embrace, that is, the doctrine that we do perceive material things (or objects). This doctrine would be no less scholastic and erroneous than its antithesis.”

     Professor Forguson is even more specific about the nature of natural (naïve) realism: 

“The plain man is not nearly as naïve as he is represented as being by philosophers. In particular, he is not a naïve realist.”
 

So the philosophical position of naïve (natural) realism is parasitic on the sceptical positions of representative realism and is defined in (and as its credentials uses) concepts introduced only in these contexts.

     After these pre-scientific representative theories of perception have fulfilled their historical role (in Kepler, Descartes, Berkeley) they should be replaced, Austin thinks, together with their naturalistic opposites by a more scientific approach: 

“In the history of human inquiry, philosophy has the place of the initial central sun, seminal and tumultuous: from time to time it throws off some portion of itself to take station as a science, a planet, cool and well regulated, progressing steadily towards a distant final state.”
   

     What is, according to Austin, wrong with philosophical theories of perception? 

“There is no one kind of thing that we ‘perceive’ but many different kinds, the number being reducible if at all by scientific investigation and not by philosophy.”
 

Note the crucial quotation marks in the word ‘perceive’. They point to the important fact that Austin is well aware of the dangerous generality of this slippery word which has tempted philosophers to produce theories of ‘perception’ with sweeping consequences for seeing, hearing, smelling etc. This word, paired with (material) ‘object’, creates the most deadly tandem in the field of philosophical epistemology.

     Thus Austin’s conclusion seems to be: perception cannot be treated in the always-too-general manner of traditional philosophy. More attention should be paid to scientific discoveries in psychology, neurology, etc. 

     Philosophers have traditionally underestimated the extremity of Austin’s position, and  misreadings of the type that Putnam represents have been unfortunately too common. Even G. J. Warnock, the author of the only monograph on Austin, says: 

“I am inclined to think, as a matter of fact, that these ‘causal’ considerations, which Austin avowedly does leave out of account, probably can be made the basis for a much stronger ‘case for sense-data’ than can the arguments which Austin has in his sight.”
 

     L. W. Forguson is an exception to this general trend: 

“[Austin’s] general view was that the entire framework of the traditional philosophical controversy within which the sense-datum theory is one alternative should be abandoned.”

 And he also appreciates the space that is left for science after Austin’s clearance work: 

“… the question of how we make use of acquired knowledge in present perceptual situations…is a question which philosophers, qua philosophers, are not competent to discuss very intelligently [since it] is a matter requiring scientific investigation.”

     Austin’s contribution to traditional epistemology is mostly negative
 and it has two main outcomes: 1) The handing over of perception to experimental sciences (psychology, neurology) and 2) the clearing up of the conceptual mess of the so-called Theory of Knowledge. He achieves this latter goal by pointing out that ”evidence” is a variable, not a constant, and that the whole talk of ”evidence” here is inappropriate and loaded with misleading connotations. For these reasons, Austin can be seen as an early propagator of the Death of Epistemology, a concept that came into fashion only in the 1970s.

     Natural realism, therefore, faces the following dilemma: either it must define itself in concepts parasitic on representative realism that it rejects, or it is reduced to making trivial claims like ‘people see things’ (notice we do away with ‘directly’ and ‘external’).

2.4.3 Sellars and Austin

  The writings of Wilfrid Sellars receive today much more attention than those of Austin do, although Rorty claims that 

“Austin’s criticism of Ayer in his posthumous Sense and Sensibilia played the role in Britain which Sellars’s article played in America.”
 

Why is it so and are these two philosophers really so similar?

     At the first sight there appear to be striking analogies in the two books. Also Sellars discloses the phrase ‘knowledge by acquaintance’ as a metaphor which ‘has congealed into a technical term’
 reminding one of Austin’s treatment of the ‘direct/indirect perception’, he also claims that 

“being red is logically prior, is a logically simpler notion, than looking red”
 

just like Austin did. He even models the difference between ‘X sees that Y is green’ and ‘Y looks green to X’ as a difference between endorsing an assertion and the withholding of an endorsement 
– a terminology which is very Austin-like and gets close to Austin’s analysis of ‘I know’ as a performative, an analysis that has been rather scorned by epistemologists.

     But at a deeper level, fundamental differences occur. Sellars takes epistemology and its concepts to belong to 

“an ideal scientific picture of the world and not in the logical space of ordinary discourse.”
 

Furthermore, 

“the scientific picture of the world replaces the common-sense picture”
 

and Sellars implicitly criticizes ordinary language philosophy as 

“...a widespread impression abroad...that philosophers of science deal with a mode of discourse which is....a peninsular offshoot from the mainland of ordinary discourse.”
 

So Sellars has a different view of the respective places of philosophy and the sciences (he himself says it) and we will compare the two approaches graphically in the last chapter. For the moment, let us concentrate on Sellars’s idea of the common-sense picture of the world: 

“But, speaking as a philosopher, I am quite prepared to say that the common-sense world of physical objects in Space and Time is unreal – that is, that there are no such things.”
 

So the philosopher should adopt the latest quantum-mechanics view of the world as opposed to the old Newtonian framework. But we immediately see that the opposition is not between a philosophical and common-sense world, but between an early physicalistic view of matter and its modern successor. For the identification of the ‘common-sense’ world with physical objects in space and time was explicitly rejected by Austin and later by his commentator Forguson. In fact, Sellars makes the same mistake that Putnam is to make later, and he sides with the philosophers Austin criticizes, for he thought that 

“’the scientific image of man’ would be incomplete until we discover special new microstructural properties capable of accounting for ‘the ultimate homogenity’ of phenomenological presentations.”

     Thus Sellars cannot be the predecessor of the ‘Death of Epistemology’ movement. Austin with his rejection of the whole direct-indirect perception dilemma is a much more likely candidate.

3. The Meaning of a Word – An Empty Space at the Heart of the System (Where Methodology Meets Theory)

     The short twenty-page essay ‘The Meaning of a Word’, published before the war in 1940, contains the key to Austin’s philosophy. It is the most important and, alas, most neglected piece of his writing: here Austin’s penetrating criticism and admirable wit are at their best.

3.1 An Empty Space

     The essay purports to give an answer to the question what is the meaning of a word? It starts by asserting that in ordinary discourse we ask the question about the meaning of a particular word, say ‘racy’ and answer it by explaining the meaning of the word concerned. In case of a dispute about the meaning of a word a dictionary would be the ultimate authority (in Austin’s philosophy it was the dictionary – the Oxford English Dictionary.)

    But philosophers with their urge to generalize do not try to provide this kind of answer, such a task would be too humble, they try to answer the general question ‘What is the-meaning-of-a-word?’ or ‘What is the ‘meaning’ of a word?’
 in their theories of meaning from Aristotle’s De Interpretatione to Frege’s works and further. Philosophers are not interested in compiling dictionaries.

    And it is precisely the generalizing move from ‘What is the meaning of the word ‘racy’?’ to ‘What is the meaning of a word?’ that Austin calls into question: 

“This supposed general question is really just a spurious question of a type which commonly arises in philosophy.”
 

But why is it nonsensical?

     Let us take another question, for instance ‘What is the colour of my car?’ – I readily answer white. But faced with the general question ‘What is the colour of a car?’ I would be at a loss what to say. The generalized question simply does not make sense.

    And this misconstrued question has required a number of equally misconstrued answers in the history of philosophy: 

“’a concept’, ‘an idea’, ‘an image’, ‘a class of similar sensa’,  &c”
 

Of course, once we have shown the original question to be ill-framed, all the traditional answers to it will be irrelevant.

     Austin’s approach towards the theory of meaning is truly original and revolutionary. He says that we do not need any theory of meaning. On the contrary, if we do have a theory of meaning it will blind us to the real meanings of words. He is content to be a mere lexicographer in the garden of meaning, for here the philosopher is forbidden to enter.

     But when his theory of meaning does not exist, how can we attach so much importance to it?

3.2 The Heart of the System

We have noted earlier (2.3.3.2) Austin’s claim that Ayer’s erroneous doctrines sprang from his incorrect theory of meaning: 

“...both ideas go astray, at bottom, (my underlining) through the pervasive error of neglecting the circumstances in which things are said – of supposing that the words alone can be discussed, in a quite general way.”
 

And ‘The Meaning of a Word’ contains Austin’s views on the correct theory of meaning. Subsequently, the relationship between this essay and Sense and Sensibilia could be seen as that of a worked-out theory of meaning and its application to a particular philosophical subject, namely that of perception.

    On the other side, in the course of the essay Austin identifies, albeit not explicitly, the theories of meaning he argues against and, since recognizing the problems these theories attempted to solve as real, he devotes the second and third part of the essay and later the whole HTD to working out an alternative way of dealing with these problems. So HTD, the most famous of Austin’s writing, contains his philosophy of language and can be seen as springing from his pre-war essay ‘The Meaning of A Word’ and developing it.

3.3 Where Methodology Meets Theory

    By now it should be clear why Austin’s theory of meaning is so crucial even though it is not a theory at all. What is it, then? It is a methodological device.

     Where other philosophers have theoretical bases for dealing with words (these are ideas, classes of individuals and what not) Austin simply says: look at all the situations in which a particular word is used, do not rest content with only one, although most common, paradigm case. Hence his heavy reliance on ordinary language is a strict application of this methodological rule; it is not the case that Austin thinks the real meaning is to be found in ordinary language only.

     Here we are dealing with metaphilosophical questions of great importance. Although Austin’s philosophy is principally anti-theoretical: 

“He had not at this time indeed.... he never had – any doctrine of his own as to the nature of philosophical problems in general.”

 this was such an extreme position that it was not understood by his commentators and he was ascribed a theory of philosophy after the manner of Gilbert Ryle whose ‘Systematically Misleading Expressions’ contain the theoretical tools that he uses in The Concept of Mind, or Ludwig Wittgenstein whose metaphor of language as a game, or language as a set of tools are cited as examples of his metaphilosophy. (And I think Wittgenstein, unlike Austin, had a theory about the nature of philosophical problems.) Austin did not have a solid theoretical base of his philosophy in this sense – he has many solid bases – the meanings of words. Where Wittgenstein speaks with the help of the game metaphor or the tool-kit metaphor, Austin can do without any metaphor at all. He is the ultimate purist in philosophy and he refuses to divide the subject into theory and practice.

     The closest he gets to a general view of philosophy is in ‘Ifs and Cans’: 

“In the history of human inquiry, philosophy has the place of the initial central sun, seminal and tumultuous: from time to time it throws off some portion of itself to take station as a science, a planet, cool and well-regulated, progressing steadily towards a distant final state.”
 

And this, of course, happened to epistemology, that is why Austin is the first to imply the Death of Epistemology.

     But the image of sun and planets is mostly a negative one and does not give any positive definition of the nature of philosophical inquiry.

3.3.1 Of the Name ‘Ordinary Language Philosophy’

     Although Austin does not have a theory of philosophy, he was ascribed one. The following passage from ‘A Plea for Excuses’ has been often quoted as an example of his ‘evolutionary view’ of language: 

“Thirdly, and more hopefully, our common stock of words embodies all the distinctions men have found worth drawing, and the connections they have found worth marking, in the lifetimes of many generations: these surely are likely to be more numerous, more sound, since they have stood up to the long test of the survival of the fittest, and more subtle, at least in all ordinary and reasonably practical matters, than any that you or I are likely to think up in our arm-chair of an afternoon – the most favoured alternative method.”
 

It was taken to mean that Austin viewed ordinary language as a superior jargon, which should be used to correct the mistakes of philosophers.

     Austin himself tried to combat these misunderstanding of his philosophy: 

“(ordinary language) embodies indeed, something better than the metaphysics of the Stone Age...”
 

and against favouring ordinary language over the philosophical jargon: 

“Certainly, then, ordinary language is not the last word: in principle it can everywhere be supplemented and improved upon and superseded. Only remember, it is the first word.”
 

     The name ‘ordinary language philosophy’, therefore, is a misleading name if it is taken to signify the preference of ordinary language over the philosophical words
 and it was never used by either Austin, Wittgenstein or Ryle. In fact, the very coining of this name implies a latent misunderstanding: 

“The contemporary philosophers (do) not accept any common title; such as are given them are applied dyslogistically by their opponents...”

     Having introduced an unsurpassed high standard of exactness into the philosophical 

analysis of concepts through his appeal to consider all situations in which the word is used instead of one paradigm case, which cripples the meaning, Austin was misunderstood as favouring one variant of language over another, even of trivializing philosophy.

     Why did such a misunderstanding occur? There are historical reasons for it that we will see more clearly after the next chapter.

3.3.1.1 The Portrait of the Enemy

     To what philosophy was Austin reacting? There are some mysterious remarks about ‘the Polish semanticists’ and ‘traditional Logics’ in the ‘Meaning of a Word’, but Berlin’s eyewitness account is more specific: 

"Austin’s particular philosophical position was developed ...in continuous contrast with, and opposition to, the positivism and reductionism of Ayer and his supporters.”

     The best diagnosis of the ruling philosophical currents in England at that time was given by J. O. Urmson in his Philosophical Analysis - Its Development between the two World Wars
 In particular, four preconceptions of logical atomism regarding language were pointed out:

     1. unum nomen – unum nominatum view of the function of words

     2. language has the same characters as a logical or mathematical calculus, with  

         constants substituted for variables

     3. language has meaning through a structural similarity of sentence and fact

     4. all philosophically important issues of language are  of the same kind as descriptions of  particular states of affairs

     The last point was targeted by Austin in HTD and called by him the descriptive fallacy.
 Structural similarity of sentence and fact was implicitly denied throughout Austin’s work although he used ‘facts’ often in his later writings, especially in ‘Truth’ and ‘Unfair to Facts’.
 The question to what extent Austin’s philosophy relied on a correspondence view of truth (and language) will be dealt with later.

     It is certain, however, that compositionalistic view of meaning was explicitly rejected by Austin: 

“…what alone has meaning is a sentence... to say a word or a phrase ‘has a meaning’ is to say that  there are sentences in which it occurs which ‘have meanings’…”
 

and again: 

“When we have given an analysis of a certain sentence, containing a word or phrase 'x', we often feel inclined to ask, of our analysis, ‘What in it, is 'x'?’”
 

I believe that Austin’s anticompositionalism goes hand in hand with his rejection of the simple unum nomen/unum nominatum view of meaning.

     But let us consider the second point first. ‘The Meaning of a Word’ contains a reaction also against the view of language as a logical calculus: 

“The question why we call different things by the same name demands the study of actual languages, not ideal ones.”
 

Austin was skeptical towards transplanting terms and concepts defined within logical calculus into philosophy. He objected to Ayer’s measuring of certainty in perception according to standards of certainty of mathematical statements, only to find, naturally, that in perception there is no certainty: 

“Ayer’s doctrine is that ‘the notion of certainty does not apply to propositions of this kind.’”

     The unum nomen, unum nominatum view of meaning (it can be paraphrased – one situation therefore one meaning) is often essentially connected with and gives support to the application of logical laws in language. It provides the semantics and logical rules provide the syntax of language.

     Someone trying to convince me of the universal application of the law of the excluded middle could say: “Mr. X. is either at home or he is not at home. There is no third option.” This example shows the alleged intuitiveness and universality of this logical law. Nevertheless, Austin goes even against first-order logic: 

“But supposing I happen first to think of the situation when I call on him just after he has died: then I see at once it would be wrong to say either. So in our case, the only thing to do is to imagine or experience all kinds of odd situations, and then, suddenly round or oneself and ask...”
 

We see here Austin’s methodological advice: ‘Do not look at one, albeit paradigm 

situation of the use of a particular word, look at many situations to find the meaning of the word’, which I claim is the main outcome of The Meaning of a Word and the cornerstone of Austin’s (early) philosophy, used with such a devastating effect in Sense and Sensibilia, I say we see it here applied not merely to words, but to whole logical laws. The methodological tool thus used fulfils two roles: it shows that the meaning of a word has a much more complicated structure than it was thought and it also undermines the credit of logical analysis of language itself and attacks the applicability of the very tools of such an analysis – the logical rules.

     We have seen that Austin’s philosophy is opposed to all the four tenets (with the possible exception of one) of logical atomism. It overcomes this movement and it is not difficult to see why. At the very beginning, philosophical analysis based its legitimacy and demonstrated its usefulness on such ordinary statements as ‘The present king of France is bald’ or ‘Hesperus is Phosporus’. Both Frege and Russell developed logical tools to deal with this type of statements. However, by the late 1930s the limits of the use of logic in philosophy were apparent and logical atomism with its ambitious programme simply collapsed. A second stage of philosophical analysis followed, paying less attention to logic and more attention to language itself. In the next chapter we will see that Austin himself recognized the traditional problems of philosophical analysis of language and tried to provide an alternative solution.

     Unfortunately for Austin, the second stage remained limited to England, in America a rather different development took place: 

“...the line taken by Carnap and his associates...[is that] in so far as ordinary, natural languages are not, in principle, either truth functional or modeled on some other calculus, they are faulty, unsuitable as objects of scientific philosophical investigation, vague muddles best forgotten in the study.....we must construct more and better artificial languages to study and, so far as possible, to use in their place.”
 

The United States with their emphasis on science were much more favourable in reception to Carnap-Quinean version of logical positivism and the role of logic (the science of thought!) remained central there. The pre-Austinian and pre-late-Wittgensteinean way of thinking was so strong that in 1956 Urmson in England says: 

“There is at present a failure to communicate”

and reports that these philosophers 

“think that our interest in natural languages shows us to be an odd kind of social scientist interested in the natural history of language and barely philosophers at all.” 
 (my underlining – the evolutionary view of language!) 

An opinion, which unfortunately, has not changed – viz. Kripke’s interpretation of Wittgenstein – and which distorts the achievements of philosophers like Austin, Wittgenstein and Ryle. For these philosophers brought new solutions to the philosophical problems posed by their immediate predecessors.

3.3.1.2 Austin’ s Alternative

     Parts II. and III. of ‘The Meaning of a Word’ contain much of Austin’s ‘alternative’ tools. First of all, the old and valued distinction between synthetic and analytic statements 

comes under fire. Austin notices that this venerable piece of philosophical prejudice ultimately rests on the phrase “'x' is a part of the meaning of 'y'”
 – “Bachelor is a single male” is analytic because ‘being unmarried’ is a part of the meaning of ‘bachelor’. The whole doctrine of the analytic/synthetic distinction rests on the supposition that either the predicate is ‘included’ in the subject – then we are dealing with an analytical statement, or it is not so included, it is connected to it only accidentally and then the statement is synthetic.

“This seems to be the merest common sense. And no doubt it would be the merest common sense if ‘meanings’ were things in some ordinary sense which contained parts in some ordinary sense. But they are not.”
 

The metaphorical expression ‘part of the meaning of’ is simply not strong enough to support the complex theory of analytic and synthetic predication. The spatial metaphor we use in talking about meanings of words is accidental, we can choose another metaphor and build our theory of predication on it. But then philosophy will become poetry.

     In refusing the analytic/synthetic distinction (long before Quine and his celebrated ‘Two Dogmas of Empiricism’) Austin is not arguing for a more fuzzy approach to statements. His criticism is consistent with  part I. of the essay, where he showed that there are no entities (abstract, mental, philosophical, theoretical or linguistic) called 

‘meanings of words’ (‘meaning of a word’ is not like ‘father of a son’ despite the same syntactical structure; in the former there is one thing in play – the word, in the latter there are two entities – father and son; it is rather like ‘the sound of thunder’, where there is just one thing at stake). Now Austin shows that since there are no meanings, there can be no parts of meanings.

     Producing examples of either analytic or synthetic statements will not save the distinction for we are looking for a general definition applicable to all statements.

     Austin claims that the working model behind the synthetic/analytic distinction (meanings have parts) is not only wrong, but it also fails to solve the Moore’s paradox. What should we put in its stead, then? Austin is not very clear about it yet (remember, the essay was written in 1940), but the solution he provides to Moore’s paradox shifts the contradiction in ‘The cat is on the mat and I do not believe it’ from the meanings of the words (which did not work) to the fact that the speaker is asserting something he does not believe. We clearly see the germ of his speech-act theory here, for assertion will be later classified as an illocutionary act.

     The uselessness of the synthetic/analytic distinction is also shown, according to Austin, by such sentences as ‘This noise exists’, which can be classified both as analytic (since it is trivial and its negation absurd) and synthetic (since ‘This noise might not have existed’ is intelligible). The sentence can be classified as both and thus the raison-d’-être of the whole distinction vanishes.

     Part III of ‘The Meaning of a Word’ contains a detailed and persistent critique of the ‘unum nomen/unum nominatum’ view of meaning, which both the realists and the nominalists have in common: the former stipulating some sort of ‘universal’ for the nominatum while the latter claiming that the concept of ‘similarity’ explains why we call different things by the same name. Austin attacks only the seemingly weaker answer of similarity, but he makes it clear that the whole question and both answers are misleading:

“Not of course that we can really refute (the realist’s position), or hope to cure those incurables who have long since reached the tertiary stage of universals.”

     Of the seven points against the notion of similarity some are Aristotelian, some Wittgensteinian but all point to the same conclusion: once we realize that the meaning of a word is not an explanatory entity, we will stop treating the meanings in a uniform way modeled on the word yellow, for instance. The cricket example, used in Sense and Sensibilia, is mentioned again to show that the semantical structure of a word can be really complicated and not reducible to the ‘yellow’ paradigm.

“All that ‘similarity’ theorists manage is to say that all things called by some one name are similar to some one pattern, or are all more similar to each other than any of them is to anything else; which is obviously untrue. Anyone who wishes to see the complexity of the problem, has only got to look in a (good) dictionary under such a word as ‘head’...”

      The moral of the quote is clear: we should not approach the meaning of words with any preconceived theory of what the meaning is, we should allow each word to determine its own semantical structure. (This goes even beyond nominalism.) Ideally, we should look up the word in a dictionary, for that is were the meanings of words are (that is the purpose of a dictionary). Austin’s philosophy does not have one solid base (the theory of meaning) but many solid bases– the actual meanings of words.

4. How to Do Things with Words - Linnaeus of Speech Acts

     How to Do Thing with Words is Austin’s least neglected book out of his mostly forgotten works. It has been, to a certain extent, incorporated into the mainstream philosophical tradition through the work of John Searle and, rather surprisingly, through the critical reaction to it by Jacques Derrida.

     The content of the book can be roughly divided into two disparate halves. The first part is concerned with the working out of the performative – constative distinction, where the concept of the performative is Austin’s useful invention and improvement on the traditional philosophical terminology, while in the second part the author mysteriously discards the whole constative-performative distinction as wrong, decides “to make a fresh start”
 and replace it with the theory of speech acts. Such structure of the book poses an obvious problem for the interpreter – why did the replacement take place, in what ways is the speech act theory better than the constative – performative distinction?

     The second question we should not fail to ask ourselves is what is the place of the book in a broader historical context of the philosophical endeavour, whether it brings anything strikingly new and whether it has been rightly understood since its publication.

4.1 The Constative and Performative

     The constative is a statement whose task it is 

“to ‘describe’ some state of affairs, or to ‘state some fact’, which it must do either truly or falsely.”
 

And philosophers before Austin were content with exploring this one function of language, either saying it was the only function of any philosophical interest or even claiming that language had no other purpose. Austin was the first to systematically explore statements which 

“do not ‘describe’ or ‘report’ or constate anything at all, are not ‘true or false’, and the uttering of (such) sentences is, or is a part of, the doing of an action”
 

as opposed to saying something. These are called performatives. The first examples are of certain ceremonial procedures like ‘I name this ship the Queen Elizabeth’ or ‘I give and bequeath my watch to my brother’
 but later, as the concept of the performative is elucidated, they include such everyday expressions like ‘I warn you that the bull is about to charge’ or ‘I am stating that John is running’

     The shift from the ceremonial saying to more ordinary utterances is significant. What at the beginning appeared as an inquiry on the periphery of the philosopher’s map of language, gradually infiltrates the central areas of philosophy of language and ends by re-evaluating the very act of stating – the philosophical theme par excellence. Had Austin 

merely drawn our attention to a special class of sentences whose task it is not to describe something but actually do something, we would credit him with discovering a rather special phenomenon and with making our picture of how language works more complete. In short, we would add the function of carrying out a ceremonial procedure to the main function of language – that of description of the world. But that would mean underestimating Austin’s contribution, for when he claims that we cannot separate the performative from the constative and that, therefore, we have to approach the whole problem from a different angle, we should feel that more fundamental changes in our view of how language works are about to take place. But before we move to the more fundamental questions, let us turn to the merits of the performative.

4.1.1 The Application of the Performative Doctrine

     Austin claims to have solved some of the traditional problems of analytic philosophy with the help of his new concept of the performative. For example the sentence ‘The present King of France is bald’ required special treatment when transcribed into the formalized language of logical analysis and it included a presupposition of existence of the French King, which in turn led to problems about its truth-value. But if we treat this statement as a performative of, let us say, me giving something that I do not own, we see the analogy and can conclude that both sentences fail through the same reason: the first sentence refers to something that does not exist and so fails as statement, for it is void, whereas the second sentence is not a successful performation, for one of the basic conditions of giving something away – that of having it – is not satisfied.

     Another example, my statement ‘There are fifty people in the next room’ can fail because I have not counted them, been in this room the whole time and so am entitled only to guess the number of the people there, perhaps from the noise they make, but I am in no position to state it as a fact, just as I can not order my brother to tidy up his room simply because I am in no recognized position to order anybody.

     And finally, Moore’s paradox of ‘the cat is on the mat but I do not believe it’ is solved by claiming that my uttering this statement implies that I believe it. But the implication involved is not that of a formalized logical sentence, it rather consists in a pragmatic convention, where assertion as such makes sense only when the speaker does not at the same time make a contradictory assertion, i.e. ‘I do not believe it’.

     Such a type of implication leads Austin to reconsidering the usefulness of terminology of formalized logic in philosophy. He elaborates on entailment, implication and presupposition,
 enriching these logical tools with the pragmatic dimension discovered through performatives. His position throughout is that there is a 

“parallel between statements and performative utterances, and how each can go wrong.”
 

The pragmatic dimension used is an improvement on the old ‘descriptive fallacy’: 

“in order to explain what can go wrong with statements we cannot just concentrate on the proposition involved (whatever that is) as has been done traditionally.”

     We have noted earlier the anti-mentalistic thrust in Sense and Sensibilia and its presence also in HTD shows that it is a constant in Austin’s thinking (it is the theme of ‘Other Minds’). Austin claims that 

“the act of betting, is at least preferably (though still not accurately) to be described as saying certain words, rather than as performing a different, inward and spiritual action of which these words are merely the outward and audible sign.”
 

Once again, the divorce of psychology and philosophy is effected and the philosopher has little use for psychological concepts. Although he uses the terms ‘feelings’, ‘thoughts’, and ‘intentions’ in his taxonomy of Infelicities
, no connotation of a psychological reductionism is implied, no precise definition of these forms is given and they are generally being used in ‘a loose way’.

    Closely connected with the treatment of performatives is Austin’s philosophy of action. Here again the physical reductionism is the target: 

“...acts which fall within the province of Ethics are not, as philosophers are too prone to assume, simply in the last resort physical movements: very many of them have the general character...of conventional or ritual acts, and are therefore...exposed to infelicity.”

     The very same physical movement can be classifies as murder, manslaughter, self-defense or killing of a soldier in a war, according to various non-physical factors, i. e. whether the two men concerned were soldiers of enemy armies in a war, whether the victim threatened the other man in peace-time conditions, whether the act was the outcome of a before-hand preparation or the result of negligence. In ethics we are concerned with classifying the given act and to this end are speculations about physical movements irrelevant. Of much more ethical relevance is the working out of a taxonomy of performatives like promising, bequeathing etc. together with their respective conditions of (in)felicity.

     Notice is taken of the asymmetry between words describing acts of saying something and their consequences of pragmatic nature on one hand and words for physical actions where there are no corresponding names for outcomes of these physical actions.
     The exciting potential of HTD for ethics has been exploited by Hart, Hare and Habermas and we will not, unfortunately, pursue this direction anymore. Let it suffice to say that it suggests a more important place for ethics within philosophy of language, and consequently, within philosophy in general.
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     The prominence given to the performative in the first part of the book led to the gradual assimilation of the constative into the performative and when it transpired that there is no clear grammatical or linguistic criterion which would distinguish the performative from the constative, the stage was set for a rejection of this temporary vertical distinction between performative and constative utterances in favour of the horizontal division of every utterance into three acts, where, nevertheless the performative constative distinction found new expression in the illocutionary/locutionary distinction.

4.2 The Speech Acts

    Instead of saying that there are some utterances whose sole business it is to describe the world and other utterances whose task it is to perform same pragmatic function, Austin now claims that each utterance has, as it were, three layers. The locutionary act captures the meaning of an utterance, the illocutionary act describes the pragmatic force of an utterance and the perlocutionary act is the consequences of an utterance. One sentence ‘Shoot her!’ can be referred to as a locution: He said to me ‘Shoot her!’, an illocution: He urged (advised, ordered) me to shoot her and a perlocution: He persuaded me to shoot her.

     That the constative roughly corresponds with the locutionary act and the performative with the illocution is apparent from the re-classification of the descriptive fallacy as a fascination with the locution
 and from the claim that the illocution is the main object of our studies:

“Our interest in these lectures is essentially to fasten on the second illocutionary act...”
 

just as the performative was the target of the first part of the book.

     Why did we need to re-arrange the concepts? Austin himself discloses the motive: the failure to find a grammatical criterion for performatives. But if this is so, then the author certainly knew from the very beginning of the book that the quest for the criterion is 

fruitless, why did he drag us through all the terminology that was to be discarded in the middle of the book? Why did not he say right from the start that the correct doctrine is that of speech acts and not of performatives? It is important to realize that the phenomenon under scrutiny remains the same throughout the book – pragmatic semantics, only half way through the lectures we learn that semantics is inseparable from pragmatics (every speech act has at least the locutionary and illocutionary part): 

“to perform a locutionary act is in general....also eo ipso to perform an illocutionary act...”
 

Having retained the performative/constative distinction, which in itself solved many of the traditional philosophical blunders, the author ingeniously sets it against a new view of how language works – the theory of speech-acts – thus making the contrast even more obvious.

     The constative/performative distinction rested on the idea that the traditional philosophical opinion had language do one thing – describe the world (some modern philosophers talk of referring, which is a more scientific way of saying the same thing) and that Austin completed our picture of language by adding the other function – that of doing something. But during the course of the book (and this book, no doubt, reflects Austin’s own philosophical development) it transpired that saying in language what language as such does is a misguided effort (rather like trying to hit the gun you are firing) and that language does not have two functions, let alone one, but many functions and also, rather fortunately for philosophy, many terms to describe these functions – the names of illocutionary acts. Language states, describes, affirms, promises, warns etc. Austin invested extraordinary effort into the classification of illocutionary acts with the aim of providing almost scientific-like terminology with which to approach the functions of language. Here his urge to systematize shows itself at its best/worst.
 Where Wittgenstein talks of infinite ways of using language, Austin the entomologist is not content and tries to provide as full a list of illocutionary acts as possible. Both, however, realize that language does not do one thing.

4.2.1 Theory of Meaning Revisited

    HTD has also important bearings on Austin’s theory of meaning. He defines locution as the meaning of an utterance and illocution as its (pragmatic) force. He further accepts the older view of meaning as sense plus reference.
 Nevertheless, he asserts that in an utterance meaning and force are equally important: 

“We may still feel tempted to ascribe some ‘primacy’ to the locution as against the illocution...”
 

and 

“The total speech act in the total speech situation is the only actual phenomenon which, in the last resort, we are engaged in elucidating.”

     But in the very last lecture, when reviewing effects his theory of speech acts will have on philosophy of language, he claims that 

“the theory of ‘meaning’ as equivalent to ‘sense and reference’ will certainly require some weeding-out and reformulating in terms of the distinction between locutionary and illocutionary acts...”
, 

which hardly seems surprising when we recall Austin’s claim that semantic consideration cannot be separated from pragmatics. So in the end it is not words that have meanings, but speech acts, or in other words, words uttered in a context.

     The theory of meaning as sense and reference has been used didactically throughout the lectures as a provisional term only to be discarded in the end.

     But now an important question arises: was not the locutionary act defined with the help of meaning as sense and reference and the illocutionary act as a force of such a meaningful utterance? If we do not recognize this distinction, surely we must also reject the locutionary/illocutionary distinction, which is based on it! And so we must – the ladder is finally kicked away and we are left with the information that there are many functions of language, described by rather down-to-earth and ordinary words and with a new theory of meaning, which corresponds to Austin’s view from his 1940 ‘The Meaning of a Word’ and which is not really a theory but rather a methodological advice to consider the total speech-act situation when looking for the meaning of an utterance. Austin calls for a new theory of meaning, not realizing he could do without one pretty well throughout his career. This call is characteristic of the later part of his philosophy, which is more constructive and systematic.

4.3 Reception of HTD

     While Sense and Sensibilia was largely forgotten and ignored and Austin’s epistemology found no successors, HTD elicited both critical and sympathetic reception from contemporary philosophers, some of whom even claimed to continue the programme of philosophical study of language started by Austin.

4.3.1 Warnock’s mistake

     G. J. Warnock epitomises, as it were, the more sympathetic part of the philosophical community towards Austin’s legacy. He knew Austin personally and after his death in 1960 he undertook to reconstruct Sense and Sensibilia from manuscript notes and together with O.J. Urmson edited Philosophical Papers. In 1989 he published the only monograph on Austin. But even Warnock suffers from some serious misconceptions of what Austin actually meant.

     Warnock claims that the locutionary act is primary and, in a sense, more important than the illocutionary act: 

“while it is a further question – a question about illocutionary force – whether I was therein betting, arguing, warning, or simply stating (as a fact) that it was raining, surely the question ‘true or false?’ can be raised in each case, with respect to ‘what I said’.”
  

He even sees Austin’s insistence on the inseparability of the locution and illoctuion and his claim that statements have no privileged relationship with facts
 as “at least partly wrong.”

     But what if I say ‘It is raining outside’ when I am in a submarine or on the North Pole? Then the statement can be neither true or false, it is a misapplied utterance and Misapplication is one of the forms of infelicity. The performative aspect is again more general.

     Such an interpretation shows that Warnock did not understand the role of pragmatics in semantics and thus the whole message of HTD. In the second edition of his book Warnock adds a note saying that he had taken Austin to argue against the existence of the true/false dimension but now he sees that Austin merely contended the importance of the distinction for philosophy.
 Nevertheless, the arguments against Austin remained in the book.

     The second misunderstanding occurred on a more metaphilosophical level. Warnock reproaches Austin for not raising the fundamental question of philosophy of language: 

“what it is for certain sounds or marks to ‘mean’, in a language, this or that, or indeed for them to ‘mean’ anything at all.”
 

Warnock credits Austin with answering only the lesser question of what we do with a language. But he fails to grasp the important point that these two questions come down to the same thing and that by listing the illocutionary forces Austin shows what we can do with our language and that we cannot single out one verb (even a technical term) to describe the function of language, for the functions are numerous. The question what it is for a word to mean anything can be asked only from outside the language, it is a question whose generality makes it unanswerable. Austin was a philosopher trying to delimit language from within (rather like Wittgenstein), well aware of the misleading nature of questions about the nature of language.

     Notwithstanding his linguistic background, to which also belongs his ‘evolutionary’ view of vocabulary and the frequent use of linguistic methods to solve philosophical problems, Austin never asked nor answered such perniciously general and misconstrued questions.
 By the way, it is always people that ‘mean’ something in the last resort, we would not take a parrot’s ‘Jones is an idiot’ as an insult, at most we would look for the man who taught the poor creature such abuse. Compare also the utterances ‘a gun shoots vs. he shoots the gun’.

     In Warnock’s interpretation of the illocutionary act it is the concept of intention that assumes the defining function of such an act.
 ‘No illocution without intention’ could be his slogan. Curiously enough, Austin himself never uses ‘intention’ in this sense, he uses ‘uptake’ instead,
 and that without the all-important connotation. Why was intention substituted for uptake? In order to answer this question we will look at the development of philosophy between HTD and the time of Warnock’s monograph, particularly at the revival of mentalism.

4.3.2 The Gricean Heresy and the Introduction of Intention

     The philosophical career of Paul Grice spans both the hey day of ordinary language philosophy in Oxford and the subsequent reception of this type of philosophy in the U.S.A., of which he was a major contributor, having moved from Oxford to Berkeley in California in 1967. The development of Grice’s philosophical views should give us a clue as to why ‘uptake’ was replaced by ‘intention’.

     Grice’s paper ‘Meaning’ appeared for the first time in 1948 and the analysis of meaning which it contained was to become the standard view of meaning in analytic philosophy. His views in this early essay are fully in line with the then-prevalent ordinary language philosophy: words are not signs,
 psychological entities play no role in Grice’s early treatment of meaning: 

“I must disclaim any intention of peopling all our talking life with armies of complicated psychological occurrences.”
 

and emphasis is put on the importance of the context of an utterance when looking for its meaning.
 The non-psychological nature of intention is being insisted on: 

“we ask the utterer afterward about his intention...the answer is not based on what he remembers, but is more like a decision, a decision about how what he said is to be taken.”

     Now, what is the function of such an intention in the meaning of an utterance? 

“...for  A to mean something by X....A must intend to induce by X a belief in an audience, and he must also intend his utterance to be recognised as so intended. But these intentions are not independent.”
 

The inseparability of the two intentions of the speaker makes the whole Gricean analysis of meaning equivalent to Austin’s claim that an illocutionary act is completed only by an ‘uptake’. Now we see why was Warnock able to substitute intention for uptake when commenting on the speech acts theory as contained in HTD. Such an anachronism, 

nevertheless, discloses the advantage that ‘intention’ has over ‘uptake’ – it is a psychological term and though Grice claimed in 1948 that he used it without any mentalistic connotation, the potential of the term for an intentionalistic view of language was later exploited by Grice himself.

     In his 1967 William James Lectures entitled ‘Utterer’s Meaning, Sentence-Meaning, and Word Meaning’ Grice adopted a rather different position to that of 1948, firstly, the lecture is almost unreadable due to excessive formalisation and secondly and more importantly, he is a convinced intentionalist 

“...psychological concepts...are needed for the formulation of an adequate theory of language...”

     The causes of such a radical change in the philosophers’ approach to language between the 1950s and 1970s merit attention that we cannot, unfortunately, afford to give them in our present study. Let is suffice to mention that undoubtedly Chomsky’s nativism and his attack on behaviourism played an important role together with the model of lexical-semantic description introduced by Katz and Fodor. In America with its traditional emphasis on science, a professional linguist’s view of language was not ignored by philosophers and was adopted thanks to its potential for such interdisciplinary subjects as cognitive science. Such a development had, however, important consequences for our present theme – the reception and interpretation of Austin’s speech act theory.

4.3.3 Searle’s Speech Acts

     John Searle is considered the disciple of Austin, who elaborated and deepened the theory of speech acts. But Searle did not simply take the speech acts up where Austin had left them, he made some important modifications and criticisms to it, too. Of these, the most important is the substitution of the locutionary acts by the propositional act. What is the fault with the locution and why is the proposition better? The locution cannot be separated from the illocution in such sentences as ‘I hereby promise that I am going to do it’. Here it is the very meaning of the sentence which uniquely determines its illocutionary force and so 

“there are not two different acts but two different labels for the same acts...there is no way of abstracting the locutionary act which does not catch an illocutionary act with it.”

We should speak of the propositional act instead, and this act consists of 

“those portions of the sentence which do not include the indicators of illocutionary force. Thus the propositional act is a genuine abstraction from the total illocutionary act and – so construed – no propositional act is by itself an illocutionary act.”

     So the trouble lay in the insufficient level of abstraction of the locutionary act. However, Austin was well aware of this problem: 

“the locutionary act as much as the illocutionary is an abstraction only: every genuine speech act is both.”
 

and Searle’s criticism misses its point 

“unless he wishes to argue for the principle that anything abstractly distinguishable must be capable of existing distinct ‘in nature’.”

     We may, however, still ask what led Searle to the merely cosmetic change of substituting proposition for locution. First of all, ‘proposition’, like ‘contingent fact’ or ‘conceptual truth’, are parts of the neo-positivistic jargon of the 1920s and 1930s and their comeback in the 1960s in America is not accidental. This tradition was kept alive by Carnap, Quine and others during the hey day of ordinary language philosophy and the American philosophers of the 1960s used heavily these inadequate and outdated concepts to capture the ideas of the enigmatic British philosophers. 

     Furthermore, Searle introduces the distinction 

“between what a speaker means by the utterance of a sentence and what that sentence means literally.”
 

This distinction enables a form of sophisticated compositionalism to account for the meaning of a sentence:

“The principle that the meaning of a sentence is entirely determined by the 

meanings of its meaningful parts I take as obviously true...”

while the speaker’s meaning will be analysed in terms of his (more or less Gricean) intentions. Needless to say, both these improvements go against Austin’s intentions in HTD:

“The total speech act in the total speech situation is the only actual phenomenon which, in the last resort, we are engaged in elucidating.” 

4.3.3.1 Meaning –  Part III

     Searle’s split of meaning into two types illustrates a fundamental misunderstanding of HTD. In what follows we will try, once again, to present some important intuitions about linguistic meaning, which, though not amounting to a theory of meaning,
 are nevertheless an important constant and a starting point in Austin’s philosophy.

     First of all, it is important to reject any Gricean interpretations of Austin’s meaning, for they are not only anachronistic, but also wrong: “...it would be disastrous to define these relatives (illocutionary force and meaning) in terms of the current speaker’s intentions and/or the current audience’s uptake of these intentions.”

     A word has a meaning only thanks to being in a meaningful sentence (against compositionalism), a sentence is meaningful only because a speaker intended it as such, but his intentions are apparent from the context of the utterance, they are not psychological or mentalistic entities, (for mentalism threatens the very distinction between the performative and constative – the performative can be seen as describing some inner process or facts, as indeed it was the case before Austin’s HTD.)
 Searle (and Grice, too) seem to have thought: sometimes we say that a sentence means something, but sometimes we say that a person means something by a sentence, so there are two meanings, sentence-meaning and utterer’s meaning, with different methods of analysis (compostitional and intentional). But that is like saying: sometimes we say that a gun fires, and at other times we say that a person fires the gun, so there are two different ways of firing a gun. This line of thought leads nowhere. When we hear a gunshot we can be sure that someone fired the gun just as when we hear a meaningful sentence we know that someone means something by it.

     However, Searle claims that the split into sentence meaning and utterance meaning is fundamental to pragmatics:

“...the speaker’s utterance meaning may depart from the literal sentence meaning in a variety of ways.”

While not denying it, we want to classify the ‘coming apart of the meanings’ as a rather special case, which opens a prospect into the otherwise solid speech-act. The instrumental value of this distinction is parallel to that of the performative/constative distinction or, for that matter, of the locutionary/illocutionary distinction, without Searle’s acknowledging its temporary nature. What his modification of Austin’s speech act theory does allow, is the treatment of the propositional act in a compositionalistic manner and of the illocutionary act with the help of the speaker’s intentions.

4.3.3.2 The Astonishing Turn

     The concept of intention is used in Searle’s later writings in a way that is only implicitly mentioned in his early work. His new slogan is

“Language is derived from Intentionality, and not conversely.”

Philosophy of language becomes for Searle a part of philosophy of mind. He draws parallels between speech acts and Intentional acts, saying that we can get to Intentional acts only through language but still claiming that Intentionality is primary!

“The direction of pedagogy is to explain Intentionality in terms of language. The direction of analysis is to explain language in terms of Intentionality.”

     The change of emphasis from the ordinary language philosophy to Searle seems so sudden and radical that some interpreters talk of

“the retrogression to a point before the ‘linguistic turn’ ”

and of related Husserl’s theory of meaning, even questioning ‘the consistency and coherence’
 of Searle’s philosophy. The nature of Searle’s philosophy is not our present purpose, let it suffice to say that his astonishing turn towards Intentionality, though not without some charms for cognitive scientists, has practically erased the results of the linguistic turn of the analytical philosophy in general and of the pragmatic turn of the ordinary language philosophy (including Wittgenstein) in particular.

     Of more particular concern for us are Searle’s present reactions to the philosophy of the 1950s. He claims that it is the

“form of philosophical analysis which was very influential in the 1950s, but...was discredited by the mid-sixties”

because 

“[l]inguistic philosophers...showed a nice ear for linguistic nuances and distinctions but little or no machinery for handling the facts of linguistic distinctions once discovered. ”

Searle’s own speech/act theory provided this machinery: and with its help he was able to correct many a mistake of his predecessors. Thus, when confronted with Malcolm’s almost Austin-like dissection of the phrase ‘I believe that p’ and with his solution to the Moore’s paradox (It’s snowing but I don’t believe it’s snowing). 

“Both Moore and Searle think that though it is ‘absurd’ or ‘odd’ to say such a thing, what is said is intelligible. I think their idea is definitely wrong. ”

Searle resorts to such bizarre claims as

“it is, in general, possible to express a belief without having that belief”

and to construing sets of beliefs that I have never reported and never will report them.
 Searle’s (and not only his) pragmatics is an attempt to explain the mystery of communication to those who insist on seeing meaning of an utterance as a locution. For Malcolm, on the other hand, the utterance ‘The cat is on the mat and I do not believe it’ makes no sense (i. e. has no meaning) and he thus, rather ironically, appears to be the true heir of HTD with its insistence on the meaning of the whole utterance. Searle, by petrifying the locutionary/illocutionary distinction in the form of propositional/illocutionary act and later in the sentence meaning/speaker meaning distinction, fails to see its provisional and functional-only value, which results in his misunderstanding the dynamics of HTD and its provisional, yet valuable distinctions.

     Searle’s claim that we have innumerable beliefs that we never express is closely connected to his rejection of one of the most basic and important results of ordinary language philosophy, the ‘no modification without aberration’ principle.
 The principle was shared by Austin, Wittgenstein, Ryle and others
 and it says that it is not only superfluous but also wrong to say that I bought my car voluntarily, unless the context of the utterance puts the freedom of my action into question. Indeed, this principle is so central to ordinary language philosophy that by showing how Searle deals with it we hope the better to show whether he transcends this philosophical movement on the way to a new position or merely returns to older views.

     Characteristically, Searle applies his theory of speech acts to deal with this problem and concludes that even though it is pointless to say that I remember my name everytime I utter it, the concept of remembering cannot be reduced to making assertions about remembering, the ordinary language philosophers, in Searle’s view:

“confuse the conditions for making non-defective assertions with the conditions of applicability of certain concepts.”

But can we apply concepts independently of assertions? The aim of HTD seems to be the proof that whenever I ‘apply’ a concept, I thereby make an assertion or another illocutionary act.  

So even though we cannot say that I remember my own name everytime I introduce 

myself, the concept of remembering is still, rather mysteriously one should think, present in my introducing myself. Searle does not realise that ‘he remembers his name’ immediately makes the person a sclerotic.

“But the fact that such an assertion is odd except in abnormal or aberrant situations is not sufficient to show that aberrance or abnormality is a presupposition of the applicability of the concept.”

For Austin, however, this would be sufficient, because the ‘conditions for making non- defective assertions’ are simply identical with ‘conditions of applicability’ of a word, as a short deliberation on the words ‘non-defective assertion’ and ‘applicability’ will hopefully show to everyone. Where Austin and Wittgenstein use a scalpel, Searle works with an axe.

     We have witnessed the modifications of Austin’s theory of speech acts in the writings of John Searle and we have endeavoured to show that due to Searle’s mentalism, compositionalism and split of meaning into the sentence-meaning, and speaker’s meaning he negates the intentions and achievements of ordinary language philosophy in general and of Austin in particular, even raising the question of discontinuity of analytic philosophy between the 1950s and 1970s.

     But a defender of Searle’s views could argue that the times have greatly changed since the 1950s, new prospects opened for philosophy and the discipline encountered new tasks and challenges, namely, computerisation and cognitive science, and therefore Searle’s modifications are in line with the development of sciences and philosophy itself. We shall look into these matters in the last section.

5.1 The Descriptive Fallacy and the ‘Greatest Revolution’ in Philosophy

     The traditional philosophical reduction of the functions of language to its descriptive role is called the descriptive fallacy. Its pedigree is venerable and old. Aristotle’s De Interpretatione introduces a picture of language which connects its mentalistic part (spoken sounds as symbols of affectation in the soul) with its conventional part (a name is a spoken sound significant by convention.) The truth-bearing function of language is central to such a model:

“There is not truth or falsity in all sentences: a prayer is a sentence but is neither true nor false. The present investigation deals with the statement-making sentence, the others we can dismiss, since consideration of them belongs rather to the study of rhetoric or poetry.”
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One of the later variations on this Aristotelian theme is the structuralists’ semantic triangle:

Needless to say that this view of language dominated philosophy and linguistics until ordinary language philosophy (with its useful ally – behaviourism) rejected the importance of the mental representations in semantics. Alongside with it went Austin’s claim that description of facts, or stating the facts is not the only philosophically relevant function of language, thus ending the more than 2000 years old fascination with statements and their truth: 

“…it cannot be doubted that they [new views and suggestions] are producing a revolution in philosophy. If anyone wishes to call it the greatest and most salutary in its history, this is not, if you come to think of it, a large claim.”

5.2 Austin’s Correspondence View of Language

     But not all of the old doctrine went overboard. Austin strongly defended the view that statements correspond with the facts (‘Truth’, ‘Unfair to Facts’), and he even extended the correspondence to performatives (!):

“Can we be sure that stating truly is a different class of assessment from arguing soundly, advising well, judging fairly, and blaming justifiably? Do  these not have something to do in complicated ways with facts?”
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So the model of language looks now something like this:

The fact in Austin’s philosophy ultimately swells into a mysterious metaphysical entity, which leads him into the trap of correspondence.
 Austin paid a price for his claim that stating is no better than other illocutionary acts, and his model of the illocutionary acts or the ‘corresponding’ to facts is the outcome of his inability to relegate the old philosophical favourite – truth – into its proper place. The picture “language – the world” carries with it precarious metaphysical commitments,
 for is language a part of the world it describes? If not, why exactly do we exclude language from the world?
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     All this could have been avoided if Austin had only reduced the semantic triangle, not to a line, as he did, but to a point, as we now propose to do.

Such a picture is not only in accordance with his ‘theory of meaning’, but also with his views as to the role of philosophy and sciences.

     First, then, the meaning. In a move that superficially looks like the exact reversal of the linguistic turn, Austin claims that

“[i]nstead of asking ‘What is the meaning of (the word) ‘rat’?’ we might clearly have asked ‘What is a ‘rat’?’ ”

Here he says that basically for philosophical discourse semantics and ontology become one. We do not need any metaphysical presupposition of the ‘meaning of rat’ being in a mysterious way related to the ‘real rat’.

5.3 Philosophy and the Sciences

     Secondly, Austin’s view on the relative positions of philosophy and the sciences implicitly assumes that each science creates its own ontology:

“In the history of human inquiry, philosophy has the place of the initial central sun, seminal and tumultuous: from time to time throws off some portion of itself to take station as a science, a planet, cool and well regulated, progressing steadily towards a distant final state.”

     The physicist would treat atoms as real entities, while the psychologist takes character traits for reality. And Austin himself believed that he, through his analysis of language, was bringing about the birth of another science, the

“true and comprehensive science of language”.

This science was still contained within philosophy, but its ontology was already clear – semantics. But what he in reality achieved through his analysis of ordinary language was the constant fighting off of the particular sciences’ ontologies, which tried to impose on language. He in fact defended the so-called natural world in a similar way but with a different starting point as Patočka.
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     Philosophy, being in the centre, mediates between particular sciences. For example, the phenomenon of death can be described by many sciences (the physicist will describe the gradual cooling off of the body, the chemist the disintegration of molecules, the biologist the death of the brain, the psychologist an individual’s reaction to death, the sociologist the reaction of a group, the religionist the reflection of death in religion etc.) but, their individual ontologies being non-reducible to each other, they can ascertain only through ordinary language that they are talking about the same thing – death.

     A rival theory assumes the reducibility of the ontologies and concepts, because that is supposed to be the only way of making sure that the phenomenon under scrutiny remains the same. Philosophy becomes a superscience affecting the reduction and also creating the general ontology, valid for all sciences. (This is Aristotle’s programme for metaphysics.) The interdisciplinary nature of such philosophy finds its expression in cognitive science and the like. For such philosophy, the semantic triangle is the ultimate model, for it brings together the mental, semantic and physicalistic aspect of meaning.

	The science of religion

	Psychology

	Sociology
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6. Conclusion

     Richard Rorty in his admirable ‘Introduction’ to The Linguistic Turn
 makes several important comments. First, he insists on the intricate connection between the logical analysis movement and ordinary language philosophy:

“…the only difference between Ideal Language Philosophers and Ordinary Language Philosophers is a disagreement about which language is Ideal…”

The anti-metaphysical programme of logical positivism was continued, albeit with different means:

“…ordinary language, plus science, is adequate to describe and explain everything there is…”

We have consciously underplayed this dependence throughout this essay in order to show ordinary language philosophy as a new phase of analytic philosophy and to set it more conspicuously apart from what preceded it and also from what followed, for the reception often involved misunderstanding‚ (and it still does!) and retrogression to the logical phase of analytic philosophy.

     The second important remark of Rorty’s concerns the primacy of epistemology over the philosophy of language:

“…the most important thing that has happened in philosophy during the last thirty years is not the linguistic turn itself, but rather the thoroughgoing rethinking of certain epistemological difficulties which have troubled philosophers since Plato and Aristotle.”

     While not rejecting the importance of epistemology for Austin (it still awaits its reception) we wish to emphasise the unity of his philosophy as expressed in the title of this thesis. For, after all, it is his careful disclosure of linguistic fallacies and ambiguous metaphors that is the tool of analysis in Sense and Sensibilia. We have also underplayed the theory-building aspect of Austin’s philosophy, which grew more conspicuous in his post-war thinking, in favour of his unprejudiced new approach to philosophical problems. So it was ‘The Meaning of a Word’, not ‘How to Talk’, that we selected as the interpretative key, partly to emphasise the idol-breaking nature of Austin’s philosophy and partly because Austin himself was dissatisfied with his results here:

“During a sabbatical year,…he tried by himself to accumulate a vast range of examples of different types of predication with a view to building…a general 

theory of naming and describing. He did not succeed in this enterprise, and he did not believe that he had succeeded. The article ‘How to Talk’, with which he was altogether dissatisfied, emerged from this work.”

     So what is the final picture of Austin’s philosophy? Sense and Sensibilia effects the hanging over of epistemology to empirical sciences (they create their own ontology and concepts to deal with the problem of perception) and exposure of any theory of knowledge as a heap of ill-construed metaphors. This is achieved through the rejection of the Argument from Illusion and of the Court Metaphor.

     Austin’s ubiquitous negative theory of meaning, which ultimately turns into methodology, is contained in his key essay ‘The Meaning of a Word’.

     The philosophy of language is further pursued in HTD, where first of all the simple picture of language as describing the world is complemented by the concept of the performative only to be ultimately rejected in favour of a deeper analysis of speech acts, which results in the call for a new theory of meaning. This, however, is never sketched (nor is there any need for it in our opinion) and the only unpleasant implication is that the very locutionary/illocutionary distinction is of instrumental value only, for it is based on the rejected theory of meaning as a sense and reference.

     Searle’s speech act theory, however, does not take this important result into account and through the sentence/speaker meaning distinction and mentalism with compositionalism, the old Aristotelian-structuralist-positivistic view of language is quietly ushered in.
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