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Rocks, Happiness, and Epistemic Justification
(A Re-Analysis of the Given)
Michael Cox
Much of the debate between foundationalism and coherentism has centered
on a discussion of the given. This particular class of propositions, alternatively
called basic beliefs or the directly evident, forms the centerpiece of foundationalist
epistemology. The purpose of this essay is to provide an in depth look at the
definition of the given and the role they play within epistemology. Starting with an
account of how the given are characterized by Roderick Chisholm, I will argue for
a new perspective on exactly what the given are. From here, I will address how they
should be viewed within contemporary epistemology, followed by objections against
my alternative treatment of the subject.
Defining the Given
Foundationalist philosophers developed the given, or basic beliefs, as a
response to the regress problem in epistemology. This problem can be formulated as
follows: Any proposition p, which is justified, must be justified by another proposition
q. For q to justify p, q must itself be justified. This requires a further proposition r,
which justifies q. This process can continue ad infinitum, such that for p to be justified
there must be an unlimited number of other justified propositions. Because one
could never provide an infinite number of justifying propositions, p could never be
justified unless there is some terminal proposition t, which does not require additional
justification. t could then justify r, which would allow p to have justification. Because
t’s justification is not predicated upon any other proposition, its truth is said to be
given. (Structure, 98)
These terminal propositions have several unique features. Primarily, they are
statements regarding internal conditions of a subject.
Most of these statements…refer to our thoughts; they may say what we are
thinking, believing, hoping, fearing, wishing, wondering, desiring, loving, hating;
or they may say what we think we know, or think we are remembering, or think
we are perceiving. Some of them will refer to our actions, at least to the extent of
saying what we are trying or undertaking to do at any particular time. And some
of them will refer to ways in which we sense, or are appeared to. (Chisholm, Theory,
37)
Chisholm provides three distinct categories of the given: thought, action, and sense.
All of these categories must be limited to propositions internal to the subject. For
example:
1. I think some of these sentences may be a bit pedantic.
2. I am attempting to write a good paper.
3. I see a white glow.
Note that none of these statements make specific claims about the external world. My
sentences might not be pedantic, I might not be writing a good paper, and there may
not be a white glow in front of me.
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Determining whether a statement is given is often a simple exercise of asking
for its justification. (Chisholm, Theory, 28) If one asks me to justify my claim that I
see a white glow, I need not launch into a detailed explanation of what it looks like
when my word processor is being displayed on my computer monitor. I merely need
to reiterate the proposition: I am justified in believing that I see a white glow because,
well, I see a white glow. End of story. Asserting that there is a white glow is a much
more complicated procedure, which is ultimately predicated on my initial perception
as expressed in 3. This repetition for the purpose of justification results in the view
that the given justify themselves. (Chisholm, Theory, 26)
Additionally, the given only maintain their status in the present tense.
Grammatically, the claim “I see a white glow” only differs from “I saw a white glow”
in verb tense. Yet the latter claim is not a given proposition. It is entirely possible that
I saw a green or blue glow, or no glow at all. In order to claim “I saw a white glow,”
I must include ancillary assumptions regarding the accuracy of my memory, which
violates the above stated repetition condition for justifying the given. However, the
claim “I remember seeing a white glow” is certainly given, as it falls into the ‘thought’
category and is phrased in the present tense.
It is also notable that the given are inherently subjective. It is clearly given
I currently see a white glow, but it is not given that you see a white glow. The two
propositions are grammatically identical, but the reference of the subject determines
whether the proposition is given. This is additionally elucidated by the fact that while
I do not seem to have recourse to doubt that I see a white glow, when I inform you of
this perception, you have recourse to doubt it. After all, I might be a horrible rotten
liar intent on deceiving you as to my sense perceptions. Thus the given only maintain
their privileged epistemic status for the subject that they pertain to.
The aforementioned recourse to doubt introduces another interesting aspect
of the given. The initial project of normative epistemology is the development of
a system of justification that would allow us to determine what propositions we
should and should not believe. The normative distinction hinges upon what counts as
knowledge, which philosophers normally define as true justified belief. The third term
of this definition, belief, is included as to prevent me from ‘knowing’ propositions
that I do not endorse. However, I do not have an option to not endorse the given.
Even in the depths of the most extreme solipsism, I cannot doubt that I have certain
beliefs, or that things appear to be a certain way. If one regards the given as knowable,
then this complete lack of agency regarding the endorsement of the given makes the
‘belief ’ clause redundant.
An analogy to another field of philosophical inquiry is helpful to understand
the importance of this point. Normative ethics is concerned with determining what
actions we should and should not perform. For any given action to fall under the
purview of a system of ethics, we must have the option of undertaking that action.
However, there are certain actions, such as basic bodily functions, which do not fulfill
this requirement. I cannot consciously stop my heart from beating, yet it is an action
in the sense that my brain sends out certain nerve impulses that cause it to happen.
The causal process is identical to other actions that do have an ethical value; agency is

the determining factor for inclusion in the ethical system. I think that most ethicists
would agree when I say analyzing my individual heartbeats for ethical value would be
a useless endeavor.
The given thus function like the heartbeats of epistemology. They are beliefs
in a sense, but do not seem to fall within the purview of any normative system.
We have no more option to reject the given than we do stop a particular heartbeat.
Indeed, this analogy fails to encompass the meaning of the given in the context of
normative belief. I could conceivably be ethically required to commit suicide, and
thus stop all future heartbeats indirectly. There is no conceivable situation in which I
would be epistemically required to reject even a single given, let alone all future ones.
Therefore, it seems as though the given do not fall under the purview of normative
epistemology. They may still be regarded as knowledge in a sense, but only in a
deficient sense of the word. They clearly play an important role within epistemology,
but it would be a mistake to describe them as knowable in the same fashion as other
propositions about the world.
In his definition of the given, Chisholm argues that the given both justify
themselves and are neither justified nor unjustified. Thus, the given both provide
themselves with justification and neither possess or lack justification. The difference
between these two, he states, is only a verbal difference. (“Myth” 81) This claim can
be generalized as follows: “the difference between saying ‘x provides x with y’ and
‘x neither possesses y nor lacks y’ is merely a verbal one.” However, with a simple
analogy, it is easy to see that this is not the case. Let us consider rocks:
(i): Rocks are neither happy nor unhappy.
There are many ways of formulating (i), but it clearly claims that happiness simply
does not apply to rocks. To say that a rock is happy is to make a mistake on a higher
order than simply making a false claim; it is to make a category error in the application
of the predicate “x is happy” to the subject “rock.” If Chisholm’s claim is correct,
then it would be valid to conclude that, because rocks neither possess nor lack
happiness, rocks provide themselves with happiness. Thus:
(ii): Rocks make themselves happy.
It is quite apparent that (i) and (ii) differ in a fashion which is more than a mere verbal
one. The two make completely different claims with different assumptions about the
nature of rocks. It is patently clear that (i) is true and (ii) is false; this is because the
former claims that happiness does not apply to rocks, and the second claims that it
does.
The above analysis problematizes Chisholm’s claims about the justification
of the given. In order to provide a clear definition of the given, it is necessary to
determine whether justification applies to them at all. Typically, Chisholm treats the
given as having justification which they grant to themselves. This is readily apparent
where he outlines how to recognize the given: “One justifies the statement simply
by reiterating it; the statement’s justification is what the statement says” (“Myth”
83). Thus for any statement p, if p is given, then the only justification for p is that p.
However, looking back at our conversation regarding the belief status of the given,
one may ask if it is necessary at all to provide justification. Justification is intended
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to be our measuring tool for determining what beliefs we should and should not
endorse, yet we simply have no choice but to endorse the given. Asking for the
epistemic justification of the given is akin to asking for a moral justification for a
heartbeat; the question simply fails to be effective.
The given, therefore, seem to differ from other propositions in more ways
than initially outlined by Chisholm. He described their general form accurately, but
they fail to fall under the scope of our normal ideas about beliefs and justification.
Because we never have the option of not endorsing them, they hardly count as beliefs
in a structure of normative epistemology. And because of the same, it does not seem
to make sense to ask for their justification. Chisholm committed a category error
when he claimed that the given both justify themselves and are neither justified nor
unjustified; the given are only the latter, not the former, and certainly not both.
Where the Given Fit in Epistemology
As mentioned above, the given are traditionally used as a solution to the
epistemic regress problem. However, this use is by no means necessary to the
existence of the given. There clearly exists a certain class of propositions that possess
the stated properties. Claims such as “I see a white glow” or “I think some of these
sentences are a bit pedantic” do need to be addressed by epistemology, and exist
regardless of how they are used in any specific theory of knowledge. I do not intend
this paper to be a defense of traditional foundationalism, nor do I wish to argue that
the given in fact provide a solution to the regress problem. I included a discussion
of the regress problem for the sole purpose of providing a historical context for the
analysis of the given. As a result, I consider my work here to be an explanation of
this class of propositions, and an invitation to further work regarding how any given
epistemological theory should take these propositions into account.
Objections
In his Theory of Knowledge, Chisholm argues against the idea that asking one
to justify the given “makes no sense.” (29) This claim would seem to follow from my
thesis that the given do not have any justificatory value; asking for their justification
is equivalent to an attempt to explain why our rocks are so happy. He claims that one
need only make two points to dissolve this idea:
1. “…such propositions as ‘I believe that Socrates is mortal’…differ in one
very important respect from such propositions as ‘Socrates is mortal’…The
former propositions, if our critic is right, are such that it ‘makes no sense’ to
ask, with respect to them, ‘What is my justification for thinking I know that
they are true?’” (29)
2. “Yet they resemble propositions which are known to be true in that they may
function as evidence.” (29-30)
Chisholm argues that these two cannot both be true simultaneously, or else we end
up “[thinking] paradoxically of the directly evident1 as being that which is ‘evidence
but not evident.’” (30)
Regarding Chisholm’s first claim, there are several important distinctions
between the given and other propositions. I outlined these distinctions earlier in the
paper, and they will prove useful in dissolving this apparent paradox. The status of

the given is not provided solely through the claim that it is a category error to apply
the terms of justification to them. Rather, that error arose out of a closer analysis
of other properties of the given, such as their exclusion from the realm of beliefs
considered by normative epistemology and their inherent subjectivity and temporal
limits. “I believe that Socrates is mortal” fulfils the conditions of the given, in that
(since I do hold that belief) I have no recourse for rejecting it, and the only attempt to
justify it which I could produce would be to simply repeat the proposition. The claim
is also only applicable to me, at this very moment (it may be applicable at other times,
assuming I hold the belief, but its status as given does not necessitate this).
Regarding the second claim, it is true that the given function as evidence for
other propositions. Surely if you press me long enough about my belief that there is a
computer monitor in front of me, I will eventually end up saying “I see a white glow”
and attaching that claim to other claims about computer monitors in general. Thus
the given do function as evidence, yet do not seem to require additional evidence in
support of themselves. This claim is not so paradoxical as Chisholm would think.
Further consideration of rocks will show this point.
We have all (hopefully) agreed that rocks are neither happy nor unhappy. We
also agree that rocks do not make themselves happy. However, can a rock make me
happy? Can a certain object confer onto another object a property that the former
cannot have, but the latter can? I should think so. I think that rocks most definitely
have the potential to provide me with happiness; especially if the rock is one I
stumbled upon while hiking, have a right to pick up and take home, is about the size
of my fist, and is also a diamond. Surely, a rock of this kind could play a causal role
in the production of my own happiness, and if I were later pressed about why I am
happy, the presence of such a rock would be included in my explanation. The given
function the same way within epistemology. While the property of justification does
not apply to them, they have the capacity to assist in the delivery of justification
to other properties. Thus, Chisholm’s paradox is dissolved; there is no reason to
think that a proposition without justificatory value could never assist in providing
justification to another proposition.
In The Structure of Empirical Knowledge, Laurence BonJour also argues against
this thesis with a similar response. He claims that “the proponent of the given is
caught in a fundamental and inescapable dilemma” (69). The question for BonJour
is whether the given are cognitive and quasi-judgmental, or noncognitive and
nonjudgmental. He claims the former could conceivably provide justification to other
states, but the latter could not. He frames my position as follows:
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[of the given] one might say, it is a quasi-cognitive (or semijudgemental state),
which resembles a belief in its capacity to confer justification while differing
from a belief in not requiring justification itself. Stated thus baldly this reply
to the objection seems hopelessly contrived and ad hoc. If such a solution
were acceptable, one is inclined to expostulate, then any sort of regress could
be dealt with in similar fashion. Simply postulate a final term in the regress
which is sufficiently similar to the previous terms to satisfy, with respect to the

penultimate term, the sort of need or impetus which originally generated the
regress; but which is sufficiently different from the previous terms as not itself to
require satisfaction by a still further term. (77)
There are two charges included within BonJour’s argument: that my characterization
of the given is “hopelessly contrived and ad hoc,” and that this characterization would
allow for any regress to be resolved in a similarly contrived manner. Regarding the first
claim, I hope that it is obvious to the reader that my analysis here is not simply an ad
hoc answer to an objection against foundationalism. Rather, my claims about the given
result solely from an in depth analysis of this particular class of propositions; I make
no claim to be solving any problems intrinsic to foundationalism. Thus, perhaps it is
the case that using my definitions as a defense of foundationalism would be contrived,
but the above stated characterization of the given stands without any such use. My
answer to the second claim directly follows from this. BonJour’s argumentation
regarding the solution of regresses only applies if one is actually attempting to do
so. This argument does not disprove the given, but rather asserts that the given, as I
have defined them, cannot be used to solve the epistemic regress problem. BonJour
asserts that his argumentation proves that “empirical givenness is a myth,” (69) but
his argument does not disprove the existence of the class of propositions termed ‘the
given.’ It merely undermines how the given are used in traditional foundationalism.
One may argue that basic beliefs are both voluntary and in need of
justification, and therefore being under the scope of normative epistemology. This
argument, however, would spell doom for traditional foundationalism. The only
possible justification for the given would be the simple reiteration of the proposition
itself. If any additional argumentation is required, then the proposition is by definition
not included within the given. If one has recourse to doubt any specific given,
then one would certainly have recourse to doubt all of them, as the form of their
justification would be identical. This position would introduce an insurmountable
difficulty into foundationalist theory. If one could rationally doubt the given, and thus
conceivably reject the given because of that doubt, then foundationalism would fall
into a trap similar to the isolation objection commonly leveled against coherentism.
This objection claims that a coherence theory of knowledge could conceivably result
in a system of beliefs, which are all justified, but bear no relation to the real world
(“Coherence Theory” 289). The assumption in this objection is that justified beliefs
must pertain to the world in order to count as knowledge, and this relationship must
be guaranteed by any theory of epistemology. In foundationalism, this link between
justified beliefs and the real world is provided by the given, especially those given
falling under the ‘sense’ category. But if I have recourse to doubt and reject the given,
since all justification for the given is identical, I could conceivably just reject entire
sets of the given. Because the given are all grammatically similar, and the forms of
their justification are identical, I could not construct any system telling me which
givens to endorse and which to reject. For instance, I could reject any proposition that
included my seeing something green. The system of beliefs that resulted from this
would therefore not include any propositions of the form “x is green.” It is obvious

that such a system would be disconnected from the real world in a very fundamental
fashion, and should be rejected. This reasoning is similar to that of the isolation
objection; a good epistemic theory should not allow for such self-enclosed systems
of belief to count as knowledge. Thus the given must be defined as not being beliefs
in the normative sense of the term, and therefore the property of justification cannot
apply to them.
Further Considerations
The temporal nature of the given in conjunction with how they relate to
belief and justification produces a serious problem for foundationalism. Even if one
accepts the validity of the epistemic regress problem, and one further accepts that
the given terminate that regress, another regress arises from the theory. Consider how
we would infer facts about the external world from the given: I could not simply infer
that “there is a white glow” from “I see a white glow.” I require ancillary premises
in the argument. BonJour provides an excellent account of what such an argument
would look like:
(i) I have a spontaneous belief that there is a red book on the desk.
(ii) Spontaneous visual beliefs about the color and general classification
ofmedium-sized physical objects are, in (specified) conditions, verylikely to
be true.
(iii) The conditions are as specified in (ii).
Therefore, my belief that there is a red book on the desk is very likely to be
true.
Therefore, (probably) there is a red book on the desk.
(“Coherence Theory” 291-2)
Note that (i) is given, but (ii) and (iii) are not. The latter two premises allow me to
use the former in a meaningful fashion; however, since these two are not given, they
require additional justification. Presumably, such argumentation would follow a similar
format, with additional premises requiring additional justification. Therefore, in order
to arrive at any normatively justified proposition, one would require an infinite set of
the given to continually justify additional ancillary premises.
Foundationalism is further problematized by the temporal nature of the
given. One could argue that there are ancillary premises which only require the given
for their justification, thus this horizontal regress would eventually be terminated
as well. However, inferences about the world seem to require some sort of access
to reliable memory. An argument for the conditions of premise (ii) would need a
description of how these conditions reliably produce true beliefs. However, the only
givens that regard the past are of the form “I remember that x.” Because the verb in
the given cannot be in the past tense, the only thing I have to work with at any point
in time is the current set of my memories, which even if logically consistent, may be
unreliable. Thus I could never infer a reliable set of truth-conducive conditions from
the given; I would always require some kind of assumption about the accuracy of my
memories.
I think that these problems, along with other argumentation, allow for
the rational rejection of traditional foundationalism, but we must be careful to

7

8

not throw the baby out with the bath water. Even if foundationalism is completely
undermined, the given remain. If we were to endorse coherentism as the alternative
to foundationalism, then a coherence theory of knowledge must take the given into
account. Exactly how this would be accomplished is a project for future work, but in
order for coherentism to be viable, this work must be performed.
Conclusion
The given have been improperly defined. Because of their involuntary status
as beliefs, typical normative considerations of justification simply do not apply
to them. Objections against the idea that the question of the justification of the
given ‘does not arise’ have relied on deep assumptions about the given which, with
close analysis, turn out to be false. This re-definition of the given has lead to the
dissolving of foundationalism, but coherentism has mistakenly assumed that without
foundationalism, the given cease to exist. Thus, this paper has functioned as a call
for further analysis regarding the role of the given within other epistemic theories
including, but certainly not limited to, coherentism. In order to maintain its validity,
any theory of knowledge must have some method of including the given. The given
are not mythical, and to dismiss them as such would be a mistake.
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The Harmony in Education:
A Comparison between Eastern and Western Education
Feng Wang
As the cradle for civilization of human beings, education, originating from
philosophy, varies significantly all over the world. People’s opinions on how to
educate their descendants diverge and evolve over time. For example, it is generally
accepted that in ancient Chinese history, Confucian philosophy has been the gateway
for educators to conduct their teachings for 2000 years.
There is a prominent piece of wisdom in Confucian philosophy: a gentleman
is not a vessel. A vessel is merely a tool. It has no value to itself, but only as a means
to an end outside itself. For example, a cup does not have value in itself until it is used
by people to drink water. A gentleman has value in himself, instead of being merely
a tool. It is human nature to exist as beings valuable in themselves; no one wants
to be a vessel. This wisdom has made Chinese educators nurture more and more
"gentlemen" for the country, not "vessels." However, as time has progressed, this
philosophy has been applied to contemporary society in a different way: it is applied
more effectively to the education of the western world while people in modern China
are relinquishing this traditional philosophy in education.
There exists a world of difference in the mindset of education between the
eastern and western world, and interestingly enough, the applicability of Confucian
philosophy seems to be reversed. In China, while students are being taught to be
successful people and that they should bring home fame and fortune, the western
educators are encouraging their students to be responsible and choose what they
would like to do with their lives. While Chinese parents are protecting their kids from
harm in the outside world, children in western countries are joining the Boy Scouts to
learn survival skills. While Chinese students are told what is right and wrong in very
black and white terms, parents in the western world are helping their children to be
creative and develop their individuality, as well as teaching them to see the grey area in
day to day decisions.
To explore the reasons for the disparities between the eastern and western
world, first we should examine the different purposes each wants to achieve in
education. In the western world, parents instruct their children to be responsible
and independent. It matches perfectly with the Confucian theory of education: "The
gentleman is not a vessel."1 Gradually, children get to know how to choose the life they
want and to claim the rights they have. We are living in a new era where individuality
is heavily emphasized and no one wants to be a vessel. We all desire to choose what
we want out of life and to be a real "gentleman," versatile in different subjects. This
is exactly what many American colleges encourage students to do: choose what they
like to do and not be a vessel.
At the last appointment with my academic advisor, I learned an astonishing
piece of information: college students in America change their majors an average of
three times, which reminds me of the experience of an American friend majoring in
Philosophy. He changed his major from computer science to philosophy just one
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year before graduation, and now has to start from scratch to complete his philosophy
degree. Personally, I was really confused about why he would make this decision
because I always assumed that with a computer science major he would have much
more potential to find a lucrative job than with a philosophy major. He explained,
"After spending three years learning computer science, I realized that it was not what
I wanted to do, so I decided to change my major to philosophy even though it’s going
to take me three more years. I find passion in it, and I love what I’m doing right
now."2 He once said to me, "Life is not all about money; it is about finding what you
are passionate about." The education system in the United States is fully supportive
of this type of mindset. For example, every student attending NAU has to take
approximately 25% liberal studies courses such as religion or philosophy3 even if
their degrees are business related. Through these courses, students can find out what
they are interested in and good at, as well as broaden their perspectives, and decide
if they want to continue on with their current majors. The education system in the
United States was the first cultural shock I received because it is completely different
than the system I grew up with.
In China, it is expected that students obtain degrees that will allow them to
get high paying jobs, regardless of their actual interests or happiness and satisfaction
with the work they do. They choose their majors in the last year of high school when
they are too young to make a fully informed decision. Once they are admitted to a
university, they are not allowed to change their majors. It is surprising to find that
Chinese students who attend college in the United States generally major in business
programs such as finance and marketing, especially since there are so many more
choices that are generally unavailable for students in Chinese schools. Some assume
that the reason for this is that the Chinese are great at doing business and love to deal
with numbers and statistics in the business world. However, I think the only reason
for this is the consideration of job hunting after graduation. In fact, according to
a survey conducted by the Ministry of Education in China,4 a high percentage of
college students are confused about their majors and have no clear idea about what
they can do in the future with the skills and knowledge they obtain in college. Most
students are motivated by the prospect of earning large amounts of money in their
careers so they choose to major in business-related degrees even when they have
little or no interest in it. They become "vessels" for their whole lives, giving up their
passion to do what they "should" do.
These disparities regarding the purpose of education presents a crucial
problem: what should the ultimate goal of education be? No matter what schools
of thought the educators are in favor of, they generally come to a consensus: the
ultimate goal of education should be to achieve self-discipline, which means one can
learn as well as accumulate knowledge and experience spontaneously on their own.
Based on Laozi,5 real education should achieve the level of Wu-Wei, which means that
education becomes "effortless" because the gaining of knowledge comes naturally.
However, there is a huge difference between eastern and western opinions of how
this goal should be achieved.
Edward Slingerland states, "…Confucius places a great deal of emphasis

upon the importance of ‘naturalness’…there is something of a paradox involved in
this vision—submitting to a lifetime of ritual training in order to reach a stage where
one can finally act ‘naturally’…"6 In Confucian philosophy, the Master highlights the
ideas of self-cultivation, which is also a kind of ritual training that one experiences
throughout one’s whole life. Only when one can devote oneself to a lifetime of
ritual training can one become a real "gentleman." Master Zeng said, "Every day I
examine myself on three counts: in my dealings with others, have I in any way failed
to be dutiful? In my interactions with friends and associates, have I in any way failed
to be trustworthy? Finally, have I in any way failed to repeatedly put into practice
what I teach?" This is a specific model that the Master gives people to explain how
to achieve self-cultivation. It reflects two aspects of self-cultivation: the first is
cultivating oneself, and the second is cultivating the relationships between one and
others. In this method of self-cultivation, not only can persons can strive to be better
for themselves, but also can try to polish their relationships with others to accomplish
harmony and "naturalness" in society. However, to attain the goal of being natural,
one has to go through the unnatural stage, and it is through ritual training that one gets
to the natural stage. As Slingerland points out, the two stages constitute a paradox.
This paradox can be applied to education. The process of education itself is
the process of solving the paradox—spending a large amount of time submitting to a
specific training in order to achieve effortless action in the end. During this paradoxsolving process, education goes from an initially unnatural stage to a natural stage.
For example, in the first few weeks after I arrived in the United States, every time I
spoke English to an American I had to think about Chinese first and then translate
my thoughts into English, which was unnatural and somewhat awkward. After two
months of communicating with people here and learning from them, I can speak
English naturally without translating, and the American way of thinking is gradually
being formed in my mind. I have to admit that I’ve been working really hard to train
myself to achieve this level of speaking, and during this training process, I’ve been
able to detect subtle changes and improvements in every step of the way from being
unnatural to natural. Now I can almost switch my mindset to English mode when I’m
speaking so that I don’t have to think about the translation word by word like I used
to do, which has basically become an effortless action. I realize that education works
similarly: training learners from acting unnaturally to naturally—solving a paradox all
the way through.
Everyone can act naturally and achieve effortless action in the end through
constant training, but it is not the point of education. Admittedly, in this productivitydriven world, many people take for granted that only the results matter, but I think
that it is the process of training that matters much more than the results, because
one can only achieve self-cultivation during the process of training. For example,
basketball fans are willing to spend a lot of money on tickets to watch those thrilling
games in person instead of learning which team wins from the newspaper the next
morning because they want to enjoy the process of the excitement when they can
scream their favorite team’s name;,at this time, whether the team wins or loses doesn’t
matter that much. Imagine that you decide to read a detective story. Although you
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may be eager to know immediately who the murderer is, you’re probably not going to
turn to the last page right away since the real joy of reading it comes from the process
of guessing and hypothesizing during your reading. Taking time to experience the
process of everything is a kind of self-cultivation, and it can, therefore, make one
really grow up to achieve naturalness in the end.
Since it is clear that the ultimate goal of education is the achievement of
Wu Wei, and how this goal should be achieved through the paradox in education, an
analysis of the flaws and problems in eastern education becomes straightforward.
The education system in China can be detrimental to individual development and it
conflicts with the "Wu Wei" philosophy from Laozi. In Confucian philosophy, the
Master said, "One who knows it is not the equal of one who loves it, and one who
loves it is not the equal of one who takes joy in it."8 In class analysis for this chapter
we came up with "Taking joy in the way is an example of the effortless action that
a true gentleman finds in truly living the way."9 There are three stages of learning
knowledge: knowing it but not loving it; loving it but not taking joy in it; and taking
joy in what you do. To achieve the second stage, in order to accomplish your goal
of learning, you have to strive to be better; to achieve the third stage, you will always
make improvements in knowledge, learning without knowing it because you are
taking joy in it. Every step of the way comes naturally; every step is an effortless
action. This unconscious improvement could be considered to be the process of
self-cultivation, which doesn’t show on the surface.. Edward Slingerland states that
"… [the] process of education is understood as an actual reshaping of the ’stuff ’ of
the self rather than the adornment of the surface."10 This is similar to the way the
education system works in western countries. The colleges encourage students to try
different subjects (such as liberal studies), and then decide what they want to learn
(choosing majors). After finding out what they love to do, they achieve the second
stage. If one can take joy in what he or she loves to do, he or she is going through the
process of self-cultivation unconsciously, and only in this stage can students achieve
effortless action.
Because the educational system in China conflicts with Wu Wei and the
paradox-solving theory, many relational problems can arise. Slingerland points out
that, "…it is this tension between the education as veneer and education as physical
reformation that we can best see the paradox of Wu Wei as it manifests itself in the
Analects."11 Based on his ideas, the "products" that education manufactures can be
classified as veneer learners or physical reformation learners. However, these two groups
are hard to distinguish because learners can also act naturally as "veneers." This is a
big problem in Chinese education: educators are training students to be veneers; they
seem to have "naturally" accomplished academic excellence, but actually have become
study machines.
For example, international students are required to take the TOEFL (Test
of English as a Foreign Language) as a prerequisite for entrance into U.S. schools.
In 2005, ETS (Educational Testing Service), the official institution for international
education in the United States, brought about a drastic reform to TOEFL, adding a
speaking part into the test, changing it from a PBT (Paper-Based Test) into an IBT

(Internet-Based Test) and making it more comprehensive and challenging.12 One of
the reasons for this change is the excellent performance of Asian students, specifically
Chinese students. According to statistics of New Oriental School, a prominent
English training school in China, many students were able to get a perfect score (677
in total) in the old paper-based test through special testing-skills training.13 However,
most of the students with such a high score dropped or failed classes after they finally
got into American schools due to language barriers and the inability to comprehend
the lectures in their classes. This became a phenomenon worthy of note back in 2005.
In order to achieve high scores, educators in China were essentially training students to
be study machines. Students were being forced to memorize difficult English words
without learning how to put them into context and were told to remember different
patterns and rules of how to get high scores on the test. For example, to deal with the
writing test in the TOEFL, every student was taught to write a "template" and prepare
several typical sentences beforehand. When taking the exam, no matter what kind of
topic they came across, they would use the template to form a "perfect" structure of
a composition and use their sentence patterns to fill it up so that they could get higher
scores. In this way, students had beautiful "veneers" on the outside, with fragile
foundations of English on the inside. This kind of training has completely contorted
the point of English-language education creating students who are capable of taking
tests and incapable of using English in real world situations.
If this problem is not solved, it will become very difficult for Chinese students
to achieve self-cultivation ultimately; they are forced to learn what they should instead
of being cultivated to have their own interest for things they want to learn. At the
same time, the paradox of education will never be solved because they will never act
naturally. Even if they seem to, it is just a "veneer" because it is not what they wanted
to do in the first place. One can learn how to play violin and achieve self-cultivation,
even if they don’t have the talent and cannot perform it naturally, as long as they take
joy in it. I have a cousin who has spent eleven years learning piano, but I still have
to bear the misery of listening to him sing off-key. Judging from the appearance, he
seems to be able to play piano "naturally," but it is only a result of memorizing the
music score, and this cannot be counted as an achievement of self-cultivation because
he was forced by his parents to do so, instead of learning it because he enjoyed it.
Paradox unsolved—he can only become a "vessel" for playing the piano.
Different purposes for education can lead to a difference in the means that
educators adopt to conduct teachings, and the philosophy "Wu Wei" and paradox
solving theory can be reflected clearly in this. In the western world, teachers in
schools encourage students to be independent and creative, and they focus more
on the method of study. For example, calculators, which are forbidden in Chinese
schools, are allowed to be used in mathematics exams in the United States. Seemingly,
Chinese students are faster and more correct when performing calculations compared
to American students because they are more familiar with numbers. However, during
this process of using the calculator, American students get to learn how to use tools
effectively in general, and they will apply these types of skills into other aspects of
their lives. Simply pressing buttons on a calculator doesn’t seem like much, but it
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teaches you how to use tools effectively. Resorting to tools when solving problems
may seem unnatural because it is as though people are not approaching the problems
independently. However, once the natural stage is reached, one will know how
to make the best use of the tools to solve problems in better ways. Accordingly,
effortless action is conducted and paradox-solving theory is displayed, and they both
work as catalysts for students’ future creativity.
Through my observation, the biggest difference between classes in Chinese
and American universities is the way students are taught. In the United States, most
classes in college consist of seminars where students are encouraged to talk about
everything related to the course’s content while teachers just sit back listening and
observing, and make comments along the way to help keep the discussion productive.
What the teachers do in class is another example of an effortless action. Letting the
students talk may seem like doing nothing, but the students’ ability to think and create
is improved greatly. At the same time, through discussion of the course’s content,
students often bring up challenges to and doubts about what they are learning. The
quality of being skeptical is cultivated, which often leads to academic innovation in
the future. In China, however, educators don’t conduct effortless actions; on the
contrary, they become more "effortful." There is basically only one way of having
classes: lecturing. Normally students just sit in the classroom, carefully listening to
the professor’s lecture and taking notes on it. Without study seminars, they usually
don’t question the knowledge they learn and they believe that there is always a correct
answer to each question on exams; they believe that there is a truth behind everything.
This conflicts with what Confucius believed. "Both keeping past teachings alive and
understanding the present—someone able to do this is worthy of being a teacher."14
The process of living our lives is the process of finding truth, and we might get
closer and closer to the truth but we can never find it because it is relative. The way
that Chinese teachers conduct education can hinder a student’s ability to absorb new
knowledge, which is detrimental to individual development.
To explain what causes the difference between eastern and western education,
historical factors have to be taken into consideration. In ancient China, family comes
first, then everything else. How does one show their loyalty and faith to their family?
Chinese people believe that bringing home the pride and honor is the most important
mission for a son in a family. Confucius once said, "…If [after the father dies] for
three years he does not alter the ways of his father, he may be called a filial son."15
The Master was trying to say that one should follow in his father’s steps no matter
what. This doesn’t necessarily mean that the son has to do what his father does; "the
ways of his father" could also be interpreted as the hope a father has that his son will
become successful. Only when one strives for one’s life goals and makes efforts to
achieve success can one truly follow one’s father’s way. What is called "filial conduct
to one’s parents" in Confucius is neither out of religious purposes nor ritual etiquette,
it is out of love. A father simply hopes his son will have great aspirations and be
successful in the future.
However, this philosophy can be misinterpreted by modern society and this
kind of love can become a burden. The children have to realize their aspirations and

become something or they will be considered "losers." For the past 30 years, China’s
government has been advocating a "family plan policy," which prescribes that every
family is only allowed to have one child. Therefore, parents put all their hope in their
only child and expect that their child will be successful. It is not uncommon to see a
child in elementary school that has a full-time schedule for different classes such as
drawing, piano, dancing, etc. As a result, only a few of them become real painters or
pianists. The aforementioned case of my cousin who has spent eleven years learning
the piano is demonstrative of the great desire for the success of their children that
Chinese parents have. When children become the sacrificial lambs of their parents’
educational experiment, they are turned into "vessels" for their entire lives, and
education loses much of its value.
Nevertheless, the flaws in Chinese education cannot be fixed overnight
because of the financial reality. The government doesn’t have enough money to
invest in education like the United States. The facilities in universities need to be
updated and the teachers’ academic competence needs to be improved. More
importantly, people’s ideas about education need to change. To survive in Chinese
society, one’s educational background is heavily emphasized. If you graduate from
a prestigious university, chances are that you can find a well-paid job very easily.
Because of this, many people think that education is the only way to change their
destiny, especially those who come from relatively poor areas. For them, getting high
grades and attending good schools seems to be the only way to get out of the current,
dissatisfying life they are leading. At the same time, due to the huge population, it is
impossible for colleges to view each student individually to decide whether or not to
admit them. Therefore, education becomes deformed in some way since everyone
focuses on the scores and ignores the actual abilities of students.
Personally, I believe that in the grades-driven, suffocating world of China,
people should change their perspectives on education. Rather than pushing students
to "cram," perhaps effortless action would be a more effective method. Slingerland
states, "In the Analects, however, this Wu Wei family of metaphors coexists alongside
quite contradictory metaphors implying hard work, extreme effort, and even doing
violence to the natural tendencies of a material."16 Throughout history, most Chinese
have worked very hard to achieve success, while in the U.S., people are more in favor
of the "free spirit," which I think is the essence of the theory of effortless action.
Wu Wei, which means "effortless action," is not a form of passive thinking
or a lack of motivation for one’s life. It emphasizes the harmony between people
and the environment. This implies that all we do must be according to nature’s
rules. Only when people live in harmony with nature can they make their lives better.
Otherwise, disasters may occur. For example, if we over-irrigate the farmlands that
we have now, we may face droughts next year. When we kill every wolf that eats
lambs, we might not be able to see any grass in the near future. This wisdom also
applies to education. Based on Confucian philosophy, one should choose what he or
she loves to do. This is the most effective method of study, but sometimes in order to
achieve success we have to make concessions and do what we have to do, regardless
of our love (or lack thereof) for it. In this dilemma, Wu Wei gives a perfect solution:
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harmonizing what you love to do with what you have to do. One should try to love
what they have to do, so that he or she can complete the process of self-cultivation
without compromising his or her dream with reality; he or she can truly enjoy what
they do. There is a need for harmony in Chinese education and the effortless action
is exactly what we should learn and apply to achieve this goal. Educators should be
"effortless" and leave students enough space to think so that the students can develop
their creativity and their ability to study independently; this is the point of education.
"Wu Wei" achieved, the harmony in education comes in to being.
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Gravity Clarified
Heather Horn
Many philosophers have struggled with Newton’s idea of gravity including
Leibniz, Hume, and Newton himself. Unexplainable puzzles arose from the
mysterious force, which prevented this idea from being universally accepted. Leibniz
and the mechanical philosophers struggled against gravity’s metaphysical origins and
proclaimed it an unintelligible explanation. Hume wanted to accept gravity, yet could
not overcome the absence of a suitable impression in experience from which the idea
of gravity could be derived. Newton as well as the other two philosophers were all
befuddled by action at a distance, or the idea that one body could act upon another
not only through empty space but also instantaneously. For these reasons Leibniz saw
fit to abandon gravity, while the other two could only shrug in ignorance and await
future explanations.
Further explanation finally came in the form of Kant’s enterprising new
philosophy. Kant was able to address the qualms of all three of his predecessors by
literally turning traditional philosophy on its head. Kant’s predecessors had tried to
find the explanation for gravity within the realm of experience; however Kant turned
everything around by finding the explanation for experience within a priori universal
laws like gravity. He stipulated that such universal laws were absolutely necessary
for the formation of experience, and because they provided the groundwork for
experience they could, therefore, not be derived from experience. In so doing Kant
brought metaphysics out of the realm of the hyperphysical and into the realm of
experience, thus answering the objections of the mechanical philosophers. This
additionally put Hume’s fears to rest because it proved that such fundamental
principles could not be derived from experience, but must come to us a priori. Kant
even addresses the issue of action at a distance, solving the problem in a way no one
would have expected. Even more importantly Kant re-examined Newton’s third law
as understood in the Principia and reinterpreted it into the basis for the center of mass
framework, which finally made possible the idea of an objective reference point. By
addressing all these issues through the lens of his new system Kant was finally able to
show that gravity was an intelligible idea.
Kant redefines metaphysics in such a way that all chimerical concepts from
the hyperphysical realm are banished. Kant starts by revealing how important genuine
metaphysical principles like causality, community and substance are to the formation
of experience. He states: “Empirical judgments, so far as they have objective validity,
are judgments of experience; but those which are only subjectively valid I name mere
judgments of perception…the former always require, besides the representation of
the sensuous intuition, special concepts originally generated in the understanding, which make
the judgments of experience objectively valid” (41).
Concepts of pure understanding - causality, community and substance, for
example, are absolutely necessary to elevate a judgment from mere perception to
experience. Without pure concepts, a judgment could not achieve objective validity
and would be, therefore, only a personal perception. After showing the absolute
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necessity of these metaphysical principles Kant sets a limit for what can qualify as
one of these principles. “This limit” he states, “is that they contain nothing but the
conditions of possible experience in general so far as it is subjected to laws a priori”
(51). He qualifies that such principles must act only within the realm of experience;
anything further would venture into the hyperphysical realm. Kant sought to avoid
the hyperphysical at all costs because it admits no objective truth. He believed that we
could never know about things in themselves, either rationally or empirically. In the
Prolegomena he questions, “How can we know what belongs to things in themselves,
since this never can be done by the dissection of our concepts” (38). If we attempt
to pursue things in themselves, then we move beyond sensuous intuitions and
appearances into the hyperphysical realm where “the thesis, as well as the antithesis,
can be shown by equally clear, evident and irresistible proofs” (81). Kant wanted to
avoid metaphysical squabbling over meaningless conjectures just as much as Leibniz
did. By separating the concepts of pure understanding from the hyperphysical
principles of metaphysics, Kant created a new kind of metaphysics that would be
universally valid, for no one can deny, for example, that every event has a cause.
Therefore, in bringing metaphysics into the realm of experience, and making the
principles of pure understanding necessary for experience, Kant effectively quells
Leibniz’s objections.
With this same system Kant is also able to “remove Hume’s doubt” (53).
According to Kant, Hume “justly maintains that we cannot comprehend by reason
the possibility of causality…we cannot even form a concept of the possibility of such
a thing”. Hume could not comprehend causality, or any of Kant’s principles of pure
understanding, because he could find no impression of them through experience.
However, Hume did not abandon such principles because he could sense their
necessity. Like Newton, Hume could only put such principles on the back burner and
wait and hope that some future discovery would reveal their true nature. Kant comes
forward to offer his new interpretation of these fundamental a priori principles and
the essential role they play in experience. Kant explains: “I am very far from holding
these concepts to be derived merely from experience, and the necessity represented
in them to be fictitious and a mere illusion produced in us by long habit…I have
amply shown that they and the principles derived from them are firmly established
a priori before all experience” (53). Because such principles as causality, community,
and substance establish the groundwork for the possibility of experience, they must
necessarily exist a priori before experience. As a concluding point Kant states: “They
are called fundamental forces precisely because they cannot be derived from any other
force, i.e., they cannot be conceived” (63). Therefore, because principles like causality
cannot be derived from experience, Hume’s problem is solved and he is let off the
hook.
The other problem that made gravity appear unintelligible was action at
a distance. This problem stumped all of Kant’s predecessors and still manages to
confound scientists even today. Kant’s solution to this problem was revolutionary at
the time. He appeals to the force of repulsion, or impenetrability, which is universally
accepted because it is easy enough to see one billiard ball repel another. Kant sees the

necessity of an equal and opposite force, as stated in Newton’s Third Law, to keep
the force of repulsion in check. “Matter by its repulsive force alone (which contains
the grounds of its impenetrability), and if no other moving force counteracted this
repulsive one…would disperse itself to infinity, and no assignable quantity of matter
would be found in any assignable space” (Metaphysical Foundations 57). If there
were no attractive force then there would be no matter at all, for there would be
nothing to hold anything together. Therefore, “there must be assumed an original
force of matter acting in an opposite direction to the repulsive…i.e., an attractive
force”. While this effectively solves the “action” part of action at a distance, it does
not fully explain how one thing might act on another from a distance. In a much
more complicated manner Kant explains how action must be possible at a distance.
“Everything in space acts on another only in a place where the acting thing is not…if
they should act in the same place where it is itself, then the thing upon which it acts
would not be outside it” (63).
Kant explains that physical contact is, in fact, not actually possible outside
the musings of geometry. Impenetrability prevents this because impenetrability states
that one thing cannot be within another thing, for both objects’ repulsion would
resist such an intrusion. In other words all action is actually action at a distance, so
this particular instance of action at a distance is not a problem at all. However, the
force of attraction does not demonstrate itself as conspicuously as repulsion does
and is therefore easy to overlook. Kant also points out that we tend to confuse reality
with the concepts of geometry, where contact is possible. “The confusion of the
mathematical contact of spaces and the physical contact through repulsive forces” he
believes, “Constitutes the ground of the misunderstanding here” (63). This confusion
is what ultimately leads to the objection of action at a distance. However, Kant sets
us straight and reveals that action at a distance is not only possible, but actually must
be so.
The final, and possibly most important thing that Kant addresses is the idea
of a universal reference point. Without a universal reference point “motion” has no
objective empirical meaning. The example Kant gives to demonstrate this point is that
of retrograde motion. “The senses represent to us the paths of the planets as now
progressive, now retrogressive; and therein is neither falsehood or truth, because as
long as we hold this to be nothing but appearance we do not judge of the objective
nature of their motion” (Proleg 34).
As seen from Earth the planets may appear to move forward and then
backward, yet if seen from Jupiter the planets would not have that same motion.
Therefore, without a universal reference frame what can we really say about the true
motions of the planets? Kant turns to Newton’s Third Law for the solution of this
predicament. As Friedman comments, “Kant sees that this same third law of motion
allows us to give genuine empirical meaning to the notion of motion itself ”. Kant
looks to Newton’s Principia, reinterpreting it in order to find this genuine empirical
meaning for motion. According to Friedman: “Kant understands the argument of the
Principia not, as Newton does, as an argument by which the true (or absolute) motions
in the solar system are found or discovered but rather as a procedure by which the notion
of true (or absolute) motion is given objective empirical meaning in the first place.”
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Newton’s Third Law provided Kant with the framework he needed to
identify an objective reference point. The model that Kant produces is the center
of mass framework, which literally identifies the center of mass of any system by
applying Newton’s Third Law. The center of mass of our solar system is contained
either within the sun, or somewhere close to it; it changes based upon the constantly
shifting relationships of all the bodies in our solar system. This central point of
our solar system provides us with an objective reference point by which to measure
planetary motion. With this system Kant has given us a method by which to discover
the true motions of the planets and essentially any other body as well. Therefore,
before Kant’s model an exploration into the true motions was strictly impossible
whether we knew it or not.
Gravity is, by nature a very mysterious force and some unanswered questions
still remain such as, how is immediate action at a distance possible? However, Kant
managed to address and overcome the qualms of Leibniz, Hume and even Newton
himself. He clarified gravity and other a priori forces and made them much more
understandable, and even demonstrated their necessity. He discovered the center of
mass framework through the use of gravity and Newton’s Third Law. Even though
Kant could not answer all the questions about gravity, I would still say that he has
actually achieved something here; if gravity did not achieve full intelligibility in Kant’s
hands, then it came closer than it had ever been, and maybe as close as it will ever
be.
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Observation IS Inference from the Evidence
Arron Shiffer
Once upon a time in a philosophy of science class the students had the
opportunity to witness something that very few ever will. They "saw" cosmic rays,
or did they? The question is one of observation. Did the mischievous undergrads
observe the elusive particles or did they observe merely evidence of something? The
question of whether the students observed or inferred from evidence is in fact the
same question due to the fact that what we typically call "observation" is itself just
as mysterious as whether we "observed" cosmic rays.. To argue that only evidence
was observed is to make a distinction as to what observation is and is not. This paper
intends to blur the distinction between direct and indirect observation by exploring
the inner workings of what we deem to be the epitome of observation, direct human
observation. In doing so, this paper serves as a refutation to the both the strict
empiricist position (one who does not believe it is possible to justify what theories
say about directly unobservable quantities) and the instrumentalist position (one who
does not believe that it is appropriate to consider theoretical terms as referring to
real things in the natural world) by showing that the line between direct and indirect
observation is arbitrary and that both require inference from the evidence.
The understanding of what was seen by the students must begin with an
understanding of the experiment for which the cosmic rays were seen, the Diffusion
Cloud Chamber. The cloud chamber is a device which uses ethanol, dry ice, and a
sealed chamber. The chamber is filled with ethanol vapor and the dry ice is used to
cool the vapor from beneath. The cooled ethanol vapor becomes supersaturated,
which means that the vapor contains more of the material than that of the normal
compound. When a cosmic ray, a product of nuclear decay (alpha or beta particle),
hits the supersaturated ethanol vapor it becomes ionized. The resulting ionized
particle becomes a condensation nuclei, which means that a mist will form around it
like condensation on a glass of cold water. As the condensation nuclei passes through
the vapor it leaves a trail of condensation. The energy, charge, and type of trail left by
the cosmic rays can be ascertained by studying these trails with the help of a powerful
magnetic source. The students observed this trail of condensation and were to infer
that the causes of these trails are cosmic rays.
Did the students observe cosmic rays in the classical sense? The answer is
definitely not. The eyes are simply not powerful enough to directly view the tiny
particles. Like atoms, DNA, and germs, they simply cannot be directly observed
due to the limitations of the viewing apparatus of the human eye. The human eye
can be aided with the use of other viewing instruments like that of the microscope,
the telescope, a magnifying glass, or special lenses in a frame (otherwise known as
glasses).
The various forms of viewing instruments have a particularly interesting
difference among them. There are those that can be circumvented or confirmed by
directly checking the validity of the enhanced observation and there are those that
cannot. The telescope is a great example of one that can be confirmed. If a telescope
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or binoculars are used to view something far away that cannot be seen with human
eye, then the validity of that observation can be checked simply by walking over to the
viewed object and confirming that the device is working properly. A second person
could be employed to confirm the validity of the observation as well. The microscope
offers a counterexample of this confirmation. We cannot check the validity of the
microscope in the same way because we cannot walk over to validate the image. This
comparison illustrates that there could be a difference in the two instruments that
creates an artifact that we simply cannot rule out.
The human eye in this instrumentalist interpretation is given special status.
It is considered to be the way that we confirm the proper working order of a
given instrument. Does the human eye deserve this special treatment? A proper
understanding of what the human eye does and how it works is necessary to provide
an answer to this question. The human eye is a viewing instrument not unlike the
telescope or microscope. It is made from somewhat different materials, but employs
the same concepts as the aforementioned instruments. The eye consists of a lens, iris
(for changing the amount of incoming light), musculature (a system for changing the
focal length) and retina’s cones and rods (light receptors). Please see the diagram of
the human eye below:

http://users.rcn.com/jkimball.ma.ultranet/BiologyPages/V/Vision.html
The light simply travels in through the opening provided by the iris and is deposited
on the retina. The different parts of the musculature change the shape of the eye to
focus the light properly. The retina’s cones and rods turn the light into an electrical
signal which is then interpreted by the brain. This viewing instrument is quite a bit
more complicated than other viewing instruments but uses the same premises.
Now, the question arises, “Is the human eye more like the microscope or
the telescope?” Can one walk up to the back of the eye to verify that it is working
correctly? The answer is clearly no. So why is the human eye given a special status
as an instrument of validation? In addition, the eye works in conjunction with the
brain to interpret these images which makes it vastly more complicated and more
mysterious than the other viewing instruments. So the human eye is just as mysterious
as the microscope in its inner workings and yet we do not doubt its efficacy.
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The fact that the reliability of the human eye is not doubted in general can
be contrasted against the times that it is brought into question. These questionable
instances are those of mirages and other “mere appearances.” A mirage is known
to be a mirage because when we attempt to verify it, the image is invalidated. A stick
placed in water appears to be bent above the water, but when one goes under the
water, one can see that it is, in fact, not bent. These processes of verification are
employed to understand the limitations and flaws in the human eye. Furthermore,
we understand the human eye to the point that we can tell when it is functioning
improperly. If the eyeball is too short or the lens is too inflexible then the person
suffers from hypermetropia, or farsightedness. If the eyeball is too long or if the lens
is too spherical then the person suffers from myopia, or shortsightedness. Cataracts
are when the lens becomes too cloudy. Color blindness is when the cones fail to work
properly.
How, then, do we know that the eye is functioning improperly? The answer
to this question is the same as the answer to the question of how we know that the
microscope is functioning properly or improperly. We check it against the ones that
we know to be properly functioning. There must be a basis for which we understand
that something is functioning properly and that basis is a check against what is
known. The question now becomes, how is it known? This illustrates the problem
of induction. It is known only because we have inferred it from the evidence. We
have created a system of laws and theories that describe how optics (lenses and light
passing through them) actually functions. We know that lenses can be used to correct
vision by understanding optics. This is the same reason for how we know why the
stick appears bent in the water. Humans have sought to understand optics and can
now understand why observation is flawed in some senses and not in others. Humans
have inferred from the available evidence how optics functions and how we can know
what observation is.
The same reasoning above can be applied to the demonstration of the
diffusion cloud chamber and the detection of cosmic rays. The students can infer
based upon our understanding of particle physics that cosmic rays are observed.
In addition to this, cosmic rays are observed independently in many different novel
experiments and apparatuses like television static, CCD detectors (modern cameras),
and Geiger counters (background radiation).
The point is that direct observation and indirect observation both require
the inference from evidence, in the form of induction, to function. This makes
an argument for epistemological realism, the idea that it is possible to justify
what theories say about unobservable entities, because one must assume that the
background from which we infer is reality. The instrumentalist is necessarily making
an arbitrary distinction about observation because observation, even in its simplest
sense, is inference from the evidence. The very fact that the epistemological antirealist sees justification for observation is acceptance of justification of unobservable
entities because both processes require inference from the evidence as justification.
The positions of semantic and epistemic anti-realism are self-defeating because they
accept realism in a metaphysical sense and then deny that same background that they
used to justify their position.
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The students observed cosmic rays in the same way that they observe the
world around them, through inference from the evidence. The detection of cosmic
rays is no different than detection of light through human eyesight. Therefore the
students observed, as vague as that term has now become, cosmic rays. The evidence
they obtain through their senses is judged against all the other evidence they have
gathered and an inference to the best explanation is made. This is the same process
by which we all live our lives. We all accept that induction and inference to the best
explanation are proper guides for our actions, feelings, and decisions, but only in
philosophy do we begin to question its efficacy.
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Enframing our Education
Christopher Murtaugh
Martin Heidegger, in his book Being and Time attempts to answer what the
word ‘being’ is in general (a little circular, don’t you think?). We attribute the quality of
“being” to almost everything. We say that the sun has a certain sort of being, as well
as the chairs that we sit on at this very moment. To answer the question of what we
mean by the word being in general, Martin Heidegger chooses to investigate the one
being that has being as an issue for it: human beings. The chair that sits on the ground
doesn’t consider its being; it just is what it is. This brings us to an important point
regarding the essence of a human being: possibility. The chair does not have to become
what it is going to be. For the chair, it will maintain what it is as a being regardless. We
as human beings constantly have to become what we are going to be tomorrow. We
question ourselves about how we are going to manage ourselves in the coming years.
Our possibilities are open to us, whether we choose to see them or not. The last part of this
last sentence also bears weight on the discussion to follow. In his essay, The Question
Concerning Technology [hereafter QCT], Heidegger argues that the way in which humans
see their possibilities in modern times, what Heidegger calls “enframing,” is in great
danger. In this essay, the detrimental effects of enframing will be shown with regards
to the way many people view education.
It is often the case that someone expresses the phrase “I have to do x.” (I
know, people rarely say “I have to do some indeterminate thing,” but you get the
point). We as humans are locked into one way of looking at our lives. The very nature
of humans is to see certain possibilities for ourselves and not see other possibilities.
It makes life manageable that only some x’s are seen as things we can do. Heidegger
notes that when we use certain words to denote something, those words bring
preconceived notions about the things being described. When we use the word
“human being” the name itself implants a certain possibility for what we are talking
about. Put more broadly, if we call something an x and in our minds we know that
x’s can only do y’s, then we will only see y’s as possibilities for x’s. Noticing this and
trying to get at a true ontological account of what humans are, without the baggage
of preconceived notions, Heidegger employs the term Dasein. What does it mean to
be a Dasein? We have already answered this question: possibility. We as Daseins have
possibilities for our future that are in our hands. What is more, the possibilities we see
in our own lives are shaped by our particular outlook, or “attunement” in Heidegger’s
terms. How we are attuned to the world will change what we see as possibility. Our
particular attunement to the world is not a mere changing of reality, or perception
of reality, it is reality for us. Right now, anyone of us could choose to start running
across the United States like Forrest Gump, but most of us don’t even see this as a
possibility. The main point to see here is that we as humans have our own possibilities
for what we will become as an issue for us, with the very possibilities we see being
shaped by our attunement to the world.
In order to bring into view what Heidegger sees as dangerous in our current
attunement as citizens of an industrialized country, the essence of technology will be
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investigated. Just as Heidegger chooses Dasein as his conduit for looking at being in
general, technology shapes the way in which man’s modern day attunement manifests
itself in our lives. Heidegger writes: “Enframing…as a destining, banishes man into the
kind of revealing that is ordering. Where this ordering holds sway, it drives out every
other possibility of revealing” (QCT, 332, emphasis mine). Enframing is the way in which
modern man reveals the world and himself to himself. Revealing is closely tied with
Heidegger’s conception of the truth. Something is revealed when it is “unconcealed”
and brought into the light. When we look at the world in enframement, we reveal that
world as a standing-reserve. What this means is that we exploit the world in such a
way as to have more for later. Now, with the power of modern technology, we can
have heat even when the sun is not shining. How do we get this heat? Mainly from
coal, which is now seen as a heat reservoir because of enframing. Moreover, we now
see ourselves in a different way because of enframing. We see ourselves as somewhat
of a resource for a future good. Heidegger writes that “the current talk about human
resources… gives evidence of this” (QCT, 323). Through enframing, our very
possibility of what we are will be altered. We see ourselves more like resources for
producing standing reserve than what we really are, Daseins. Heidegger considers
enframing a great danger because enframing “drives away every other possibility
of revealing” (332). Thus, the very way in which we disclose the world to ourselves
is severely limited by enframing. When we see a tree, we no longer want to reveal
anything about the tree’s true essence. Because of enframing, we only see one or
several possibilities for the tree.
In order to bring into clearer view what Heidegger means by enframing
an example is in order. Suppose you are standing on a cliff and you can see a large
expanse of tress spread out before you. You work for “Woods ‘R Us” and were sent
to this expanse of trees to survey the area as a possible site for future wood gathering.
Because you go into this experience looking at the trees as if they are only future
pieces of paper, or firewood, or whatever wood might be used for, you will see the
trees in only a certain sort of way. You will not notice the way in which the different
color trees intermingle and form a collage of color. You will not see them as homes
of millions of living things. You will only see trees as pencils, paper, toothpicks.
Heidegger would say that the woods are revealed to you in a different way because of
enframing. Enframing shapes the way in which you see something in a very special
way and banishes from you the possibility of seeing the woods in ways other than one
guided by enframing.
How does enframing directly affect our lives? What are some widespread
manifestations of enframing? I argue that our current outlook on education shows
some of the dangerous effects of enframing. Often it is asked, “What are you going
to do with your degree?” If someone were to respond “I don’t know. I just really
enjoy what I am studying, but I don’t know what I am going to do with it,” many would
regard him as a fool. Why would you go to college if you don’t know what you are
going to do with it? What is apparent is that college is a means to a future event and is
valued for this sake. We value college because we will be able to get a job. Rather than
looking at our studies as having intrinsic value, we derive its value from where it will

get us in the future. To the modern mind education is just standing reserve for our future. Just
as the coal is standing reserve for heat, our education is standing reserve for future
possibilities. How we see our education, and the possibilities we see for it, are crippled
by our way of looking at it, namely enframing.
Enframing causes us to reveal the world in a certain sort of way. What we
see as possibilities for ourselves, things, and others are shaped by the revealing that
takes place in enframing. What is so dangerous about this particular way of revealing?
Heidegger writes, “enframing…blocks every view…and so radically endangers the
relation to the essence of truth” (QCT, 338). When we look at something through
enframing we reveal it as standing reserve instead of revealing it for what it really is.
Thus, because we look at our education as standing reserve the true value and essence
of our education is in grave danger.
It is one thing to say all the bad things that result from enframing, but quite
another to say what a better way of being attuned to the world would be. By noticing
enframement, we can overcome it. This is the first step. Now that we notice that
enframing blocks the true essence of something from being revealed to us, we can
search for other ways of revealing the world, or more specifically our education. What
is the correct way? Heidegger says this correct way does not lie in the domain of
enframing. Thus, by not looking at something as standing reserve, the true essence,
and I argue the true value, of something shines forth.
What is the value of our education when we look at it with enframing? The
value lies in a future job. This is dangerous because it stops us from revealing our
education in other ways. Perhaps there is more value to college than just as a means
to getting a good job. These other values will be shaded out if we look at education
through enframing. To relate this to “possibility,” perhaps college can show us that
we are a Dasein, that we do have genuine possibilities with our life. When enframing
reigns, these possibilities are stifled, bringing humans away from what they truly are:
beings with genuine possibilities.
But what does it mean to say that enframing our education stifles our
possibilities as humans? What is the better way to look at education? Heidegger writes
elsewhere: “It is absolutely correct and proper to say that ‘You can’t do anything with
philosophy’. It is only wrong to suppose that this is the last word on philosophy.
For the rejoinder imposes itself: granted that we cannot do anything with philosophy,
might not philosophy, if we concern ourselves with it, do something with us?” (An
Introduction to Metaphysics, 12). What this quote brings to light is the fact that there is
more to education (any type) than just the prospect of being able to use it in the future.
There is more than one way to look at the value of an education. This paper does
not set out to tell anyone where the real value of an education lies. Rather, it strives
to diagnose a predicament that has become rampant in the modern mind. By only
looking at education as a means to a future event, normally tied with money, our way
of looking at education (revealing in Heidegger’s terms) is radically changed, and this
change shades out whatever other meaning education can have for us. When your only
objective is to get an A, you will only learn things in that class as a means to get that
A. If on the other hand, the value is not placed on a diploma or certificate, but rather

27

28

on what is actually being taught, the lessons shine forth in a new light. The books aren’t
burdens, they are doorways. Furthermore, these books then can show us something
about ourselves. With vision always directed outward, our own self can often be lost
in the dust. This dust is only thickened when we value learning only because it will get
us somewhere, get us a job. The humble objective of this paper is not to make people
change, but only to look differently. By noticing that we look at education through
enframing we can then overcome it and see educationn in other ways. These other
ways are left to the reader because it would be far too presumptuous of me to tell
someone else how to look at their life. I only hope to show how we look at it now.
In summary, we as humans have the defining characteristic of having to
shape our future. In other words, we are beings with possibilities for ourselves.
What I do tomorrow is an issue for me. Furthermore, the very things that we see
as possibilities are changed by our particular relationship, or attunement, with the
world. Enframing is a way of revealing to world that shuts out all other possible way
of revealing the world and is therefore a danger. Enframing shapes how we look at
everything, and thus has an effect on the specific institution of education. It makes us
look at college in a certain way, which stops college from revealing itself to us in other
ways. These other ways of revealing college may in fact help us look at education in a
more meaningful way than as a mere means to an end. Perhaps the greatest value of
college is not as a means to some other end, but as an end in itself. Put more broadly,
when we look at our lives, if everything is seen as a means to something else, namely
standing reserve, we shut out what is most human in us. We have the power to reveal
the world in other ways, and thus show ourselves our most powerful quality: that we
have possibilities beyond those allotted to us by the powers that be.
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An Existential Glass of Ice Water:
(...Specifically, One Thrown in the Face)
Michael Cox
In section sixty of Being and Time, Heidegger claims that “When Dasein
is resolute, it can become the ‘conscience’ of others” (298).1 The purpose of this
essay is to show how exactly Dasein can accomplish this. In order to explain this
passage, I will first discuss how conscience functions within a particular Dasein and
how resoluteness relates to conscience. Then, I will display how a resolute Dasein
could fulfill this function for another via Heidegger’s discussion of Being-with and
solicitude.
Heidegger opened his discussion of conscience with the framing of a
problem. Previously in his work, he had outlined the specifics of authentic Beingone’s-self as a possible mode of Dasein’s existence. However, he had yet to determine
exactly how one could become authentic; thus he asked of authenticity “…what are
the ontological conditions for its possibility?” (267) The answer lies in conscience.
Dasein is normally in a state of inauthenticity, it is “…lost in the ‘they’…” (268) and
must somehow be able to find itself. If absorption in the they-self can be analogized
to being fast asleep, oblivious to one’s surroundings (or fundamental structure), then
conscience can fulfill the role of a glass of ice water dumped in the face. It is a call
which summons us to recognizing our own ontological structure (269).
In order to ‘snap us out of it,’ conscience has a few hurdles to overcome.
First, it must be able to provide us with some sort of understanding. As the water
reminds us of the waking world, conscience must remind us of our own being. It
accomplishes this by being a form of discourse. Insofar as “Discourse articulates
intelligibility” (271), conscience makes our being intelligible to us. Conscience calls
to us, splashing through the haze of the they-self and imploring us to recognize
ourselves. In order to be successful, conscience also needs to be completely distinct
from our interactions with the they-self. The water will not wake us up if we
experience it as part of our dreams. Our absorption in the they-self is characterized
by “…the ‘hubbub’ of the manifold ambiguity which idle talk possesses…” (271).
Conscience therefore distinguishes itself by being a completely silent form of
discourse; it stands out from the idle chatter by not chattering at all (274). It merely
calls us to understand, without framing its intent within the terms of the they-self.
By operating in this fashion of silent discourse, conscience speaks directly to the self,
avoiding the ‘they.’ This ‘passing over’ of the they has the effect of displaying the they
as insignificant, and collapsing it away from the rest of the self (273).
As something completely foreign to our dream world, the ice water shatters our
illusions and calls us to awaken.
In keeping with its distinction from idle talk, the call of conscience has no
explicit content. The ice water doesn’t scream “wake up you lazy bum!” though we
may interpret it to do so. It merely splashes, and silently summons us away from
our dreams. We may assign some other interpretation to the conscience, vocalizing
it into some sort of internal dialogue. But this interpretation is merely the they-self

30

maintaining its grasp; it is our dream world placing us in a rain storm to account for the
sudden cold (273-4). So what then, does this call contain? Conscience, like the thrown
ice water, seems to somehow accuse (279). We are sleeping when we should be awake;
we are doing something wrong. What is it that conscience is really pointing out to
us? Heidegger characterizes this implicit content as pointing us towards Being-guilty
(287). This guilt is not to be understood in the sense of the they-self, that is, in terms
of morality or indebtedness (283). Rather, it is a sense of responsibility. Our Beingguilty is the basis for any kind of indebtedness or morality (284, 286); it is primordially
linked with the idea of Dasein as a potential. We are guilty of, or responsible for, any
and all given potentials which we do not pursue. This is not a ‘bad’ kind of guilt, it
is simply an aspect of our being. Insofar as we are potential, and not actually locked
into any particular paths of action, we are fully responsible for those actions, we are
guilty. The function of conscience is to summon us to this realization, and to pull us
out of the dream world of the they-self, where we seem to simply be carried along by
a pre-determined chain of events.
Thus, we can see clearly the role of conscience: it is the glass of ice water
to collapse the they-self and bring us into the waking world, where we are fully
responsible. But there is one more obstacle for conscience to overcome: the above
mentioned potential vocalization of conscience into something compatible with the
they-self. Conscience makes a call, to be sure, but we must also hear and understand
this call. Heidegger characterizes the capacity to understand the call of conscience,
the readiness to acknowledge one’s guilt, as resoluteness. When we are resolute, we are
wanting to wake up from our dream world, and able to see what conscience discloses.
Resoluteness allows us to understand the call, and thus provides us with an avenue for
fulfilling Heidegger’s original project for conscience: a possibility for authenticity.
So then, given the function and structure of conscience, how is one Dasein
to become the conscience for another? Assuming I am resolute and hearing the call
of my own conscience, how can I make a silent call to another which will open him up
to authenticity and draw him away from the they-self ? First, I must be resolute. I must
be able to hear the call of my own conscience, and therefore I have the possibility of
being authentic when I fulfill this function. Second, my call to the other must be able
to bring him out of the they-self. I am now the one pouring the glass of ice water over
the dreamer’s face. For this action to succeed, it must fulfill all the requirements of
conscience laid out above. It must be completely distinguishable from the idle talk of
the dream world, such that it will stand out from the other’s they-self. Thus it must be
silent. I cannot be the other’s conscience with mere words, our interaction must take
another form. Indeed, if I am authentic, then I would by definition not be engaged
with the they-self. Thus for me to maintain my resoluteness, my call could not take
the form of idle talk.
My interaction with the other must be such that it maintains my authenticity.
It must be an authentic Being-with to function. But what does such an interaction
look like? To answer this question, we must take a look at Heidegger’s discussion of
Being-with. Heidegger characterizes our interaction with other Daseins as solicitude,
which is to be distinguished from the concern that we have for objects that are ready-

to-hand (121). He describes two extreme possibilities for solicitude: one authentic
and the other inauthentic. The former takes the form of “leaping ahead,” and it is in
this fashion that I must interact with the other in order to maintain my resoluteness.
Leaping ahead acknowledges the other’s potentiality-for-Being, and does not regard
him as some mere object to be considered. This is as opposed to the inauthentic mode
of leaping in, wherein I simply fill the others shoes for a short time, complete his
work, and carry on with my own projects (122). This distinction is vitally important
if I am to function as another’s conscience. I cannot simply walk up to him and say
“think this way, acknowledge this, and now you’re done!” I cannot talk him out of his
sleep, or merely be awake for him.
If I am to awaken the other, I must collapse his interaction with the they-self.
The inauthentic they-self does not function by leaping ahead, it does not recognize
Dasein’s innate structure as potential. Therefore, this is how I must interact with the
other. I do not think it is necessary for me to be completely silent to be the other’s
conscience. Rather, the discourse between us which constitutes my call to his Beingguilty would not be contained within any conversation. No mere set of words can
communicate the call of conscience, it must be something else. My entire manner of
engagement with the other would be the voice of the call. By acting in such a way that
I do not deny the being of myself or the other Dasein, I would produce the call. By
not leaping in, and not engaging in idle talk of any sort, I would stand out opposed
to the they-self. My refusal to participate in the dream world would constitute the
ice water to the other’s face. Just as conscience collapses the they-self by being its
radical opposite, I would have to function in the same way. “…solicitude is guided
by considerateness…” (123) and so if I am fully considerate of the other as a fellow
Dasein and potentiality-for-Being, then this mere interaction would constitute my
making the call of conscience to him. The potential circumstances under which this
engagement would take place are vast, for all that is required is that I engage the other
authentically.
Thus, a resolute Dasein does have the potential to function as a conscience
for the other. Just as conscience delivers a cold shock of understanding to rouse one
from the they-self, so can a Dasein provide this shock to another. For this to occur, it
is necessary that the Dasein making the call of conscience be resolute, and therefore
interact authentically with the other. For any inauthentic interaction would simply be
accounted for as part of another dream, and would not result in the sleeper waking.
Conscience must be completely divorced from the they-self to realize its goal, and so
for one to be a conscience, he must do the same.
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Such is its Nature and the Rollability
Manihi Kontnik

What is the Good?
Manihi Kontnik

Rollability: the rock’s nature of go, Dearest Plato
A pebble can initiate an avalanche
Causality Augustine—seed first, then flower burst

Plato—liberalism teaches
Democracy and reason education for
Cognition and the methods
Of psychological research,
Creation

Chica-chica bloom
The flower’s innate impulse
is to grow and show its petals
Yet, I am the sole master of this free soul.
How can both be? The stoic’s
answer is apathy.
But I will walk till the soles
of my shoes are shredded
just to prove I am free.
Responsibility, magnificently frightening
She gives rewards
She gives punishment
justice, a desert rose.
You are free.
Never the less, death lays all men to rest.
Rollibility—the pebble lies proudly on the, now, peaceful snow
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Sign language, spoken teaching
Plato, haunts my dreams of the
GOOD children learning—thinking
Memory, cognition.
Creativity
Plato—predictions are verified in
Laboratories, where white
Coats produce scientific results
Of hypothetical cognition
Creating
Liberty, freedom leads to
Neutrality of science, not,
Morality of virtue, Plato
Can your republic ever be
Created
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A Quite Particular Process
Tiffany Lee
Throughout the Philosophical Investigations, Ludwig Wittgenstein’s seminal
philosophical work, a central problem is worked over again and again, and in a number
of ways: How are we to understand language, and what part does the use of a word play
in determining meaning? Many philosophical problems have arisen from confusions
about the use of language and about meanings which have been erroneously attached
to parts of language (PI, Para. 109). The sections under consideration in this essay (PI,
Paragraphs 156-171) bring into question the use of the word “reading”. The central
concern is the way in which the term is understood, how is it used, and how the
use explains the meaning of the concept. The essay addresses a philosophical issue
which was wide open during Wittgenstein’s time and is still a matter of discussion and
debate in the present. Specifically, the essay asks how consciousness and intentionality
are related. Does the description of mental states justify and explain action? Is an
activity, such as reading, defined and understood in relation to what a subject might
be experiencing while reading? Wittgenstein’s tactic appears to fall within the analytic
tradition; conceiving of the intentional act of “reading” as conceptual and questioning
the sense of the concept. However, by approaching these questions from various
directions, he attempts to demonstrate that this approach only yields inconsistent
results. Through analyzing the method employed in this argument and the resulting
implied conclusion, I will consider whether Wittgenstein’s work is consistent and
whether he offers a sufficient explanation of how meaning is determined.
What does it mean to “read”? The paragraphs in which Wittgenstein
considers this question begin with a concession. It is difficult to define this activity and
its place in a language-game. There are many ways in which the concept is used and
discovering an “essence” inherent in every example will prove to be difficult. He also
distinguishes the process of reading from understanding what is read. His focus is on
what the reader appears to be doing, as observed phenomenon, and what the reader
experiences while performing the activity. Do either of these perspectives provide an
explanation of what it means to read? Wittgenstein begins with a consideration of two
different readers. One has long since mastered the activity of reciting words found
on a page (or other medium); another is just learning to read and only accomplishes
the activity by spelling out the words one by one. The former, while reading, may at
times attend to what is read and at other times not. The latter is always engaged in
attentive activity but at times might be guessing the words from context. What is the
difference between the two? Can it be explained in terms of what is occurring in their
minds? Wittgenstein entertains the possibility that there might be a different mental
process occurring in each, but there might not. Postulating some kind of mechanism,
for Wittgenstein, is only a hypothesis designed to explain what is observed (PI, Para.
156). He follows this account with the example of a person trained to be a “readingmachine”. At what point can it be said that he or she is actually reading? When a word
is recited correctly for the second, third or fiftieth time? In this situation, Wittgenstein
emphasizes that postulating a mechanism or mental state that can be identified with
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the first time the person is actually reading is not adequate for explaining when the
reader actually performs the activity. This cannot be assumed to be an accurate
determination, for who is to say that the reader knows when this mechanism occurs?
In this case, it is the behavior of the reader (reciting correctly consistently) which
determines whether the activity is being done or not (PI, Para. 157).
If not a mechanism in the brain that distinguishes he who reads from he who
does not, might it be a conscious feeling (or sense) which the reader has? Assuming
that there are a set of characteristic sensations that accompany reading versus reciting
from memory, one might simulate feelings of either by repeated readings (giving the
sensation of memorization). Or in drug induced states a person might be convinced
that he or she is actually reading when in fact words not located on the page are being
recited (PI, Para. 160). Thus, sensations do not suffice to explain the activity of reading,
for there are cases where a sensation might be present which does not correspond to
what is commonly held to be that action. This reveals Wittgenstein’s implied theory
regarding the words used and their meaning; meaning only makes sense when applied
to the use of the word in a language-game. In different circumstances, a word may be
used in very different ways.
Finally, he investigates the persistent claim that reading is “a quite particular
process” or experience. Wittgenstein contends that there is a problem with trying to
define the activity of reading in terms of a particular mental process, distinct from
merely reading off words without attending to them, or from reading an unfamiliar
script and attaching a statement to them as if they were connected (PI, Para. 169).
A feeling associated with the activity does not necessarily imply the existence of an
accompanying mechanism ‘in the mind’. In fact, if an explanation is considered
sufficient by implying a “causal connection” between a feeling and the words on a
page “guiding” the reader, it must be understood that a scientific explanation is being
applied to an experience which cannot possibly be tested scientifically (Ibid). This final
consideration brings to mind Wittgenstein’s intellectual heritage, at once empirical
and analytical.
Throughout this investigation, it has been shown that Wittgenstein is not
discounting the existence of mental processes or sensations which accompany
intentional acts, such as reading. However, he aims to demonstrate that nothing
which occurs internally is adequate for explaining or for providing a defining criterion
of the activity. While his predecessors and contemporaries assume that there must
be some necessary connection between sense and meaning (Frege, Russell) or
consciousness and intentionality (Husserl, Brentano), Wittgenstein contends that
these assumptions are derived from confusions about concepts such as “reading”
and accompanying impressions (such as feeling “guided” by the words). Though the
act of reading may be connected with corresponding mental states, it is not those
internal (unobservable) states that determine what it means to “read”. This can only
be determined by observed behavior, which can be placed within a larger communal
context of agreement, or under specific circumstances which determine the meaning
based on the consistent use of the word in similar situations. Thus, though in the
beginning of his investigation of “reading” he suggests that finding the essence of
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the concept might reveal its meaning, he subsequently demonstrates that there is no
one “essence” which can be found in various cases of reading, but only the multiple
circumstances themselves (PI, Para. 164).
The argument presented here does retain a consistent character throughout
and reveals a confusion regarding untestable hypotheses about mental processes and
essences. However, in providing an alternative explanation for meaning and sense,
Wittgenstein has left the door open to a myriad of interpretations. For example,
what in his presentation restricts the quantity of possible meanings? How can his
explanation be any more scientific than explaining an activity by means of feelings?
The infinite cannot be measured any more precisely than feelings can be assessed.
His implications raise another concern as well. If the external manifestation of a
concept or intentional act is the only determinative factor, why would anyone ever
postulate the existence of internal states or feelings? In response to these concerns,
philosophers such as Searle and Dennett have provided their own solutions. It would
appear that though his argument is convincing, Wittgenstein’s cure for this particular
disease has left successive philosophers and myself in need of a more sufficient
explanation.
this essay has received the award for outstanding scholarship in
analytic philosophy
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The “Problem” of Induction
Arron Shiffer
There are several confusions that surround the process of induction. These
confusions have roots deep in philosophical history and align with the concerns of
skeptics and relativists. Doubts regarding the efficacy of the process of induction rear
their heads in the forms of doubting the senses or even reality itself and often result
in the internalization of the justification process. These skeptical doubts are the result
of confusions introduced by misuses of the language. To ask the questions, “Can
we trust our senses?” or “Is induction justified?” has already assumed the worries of
the skeptic. To respond to the skeptic on his or her own terms is to participate in the
propagation of these confusions. The appropriate way to approach the concerns of
the skeptic is to undercut the confusion prior to its emergence. The response to the
skeptic must be, “What reason do we have to doubt in the first place?”
The source of the “problem” of induction begins, as many philosophical
“problems” do, with Descartes. Descartes’ process tends to mirror the way that
we introduce the “problem” of induction. In step three of the first of Descartes’
Meditations on First Philosophy [hereafter Meditations] he declares, in two seemingly
innocuous lines, that the senses are not to be trusted. “All that I have, up to this
moment, accepted as possessed of the highest truth and certainty, I received either
from or through the senses. I observed, however, that these sometimes misled us;
and it is the part of prudence not to place absolute confidence in that by which we
have even once been deceived” (Meditations, #3). This is similar to the initial question
of whether induction is justified in that when we question the senses (the means of
gathering information for the inductive process) we question the process itself.
In the fourth step Descartes recants some of this doubt by saying, “…there
are yet many other of their informations (presentations), of the truth of which it is
manifestly impossible to doubt; as for example, that I am in this place, seated by the
fire, clothed in a winter dressing gown, that I hold in my hands this piece of paper,
with other intimations of the same nature” (Meditations, #4). This is tantamount to the
familiar step of teaching the problem of induction where the instructor says, “Well of
course this doesn’t mean that we are all going to stop using induction this minute or
that all we have learned through induction is wrong.” Descartes moves on in step five
to note that this may all be a dream, “But I cannot forget that, at other times I have
been deceived in sleep by similar illusions; and, attentively considering those cases, I
perceive so clearly that there exist no certain marks by which the state of waking can
ever be distinguished from sleep, that I feel greatly astonished; and in amazement I
almost persuade myself that I am now dreaming” (Meditations, #5). Again a parallel
to teaching the problem of induction can be drawn here. If induction is not a
valid process then can we really depend on what we gain from it? What possible
explanations arise for its apparent efficacy? What accounts for the processes that
occur in our head? All of these kinds of questions begin to be answered by Descartes
in the following sections of his meditations.
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He doubts the external world, but chooses to retain the internal concepts.
We will not, therefore, perhaps reason illegitimately if we conclude from this
that Physics, Astronomy, Medicine, and all the other sciences that have for their
end the consideration of composite objects, are indeed of a doubtful character;
but that Arithmetic, Geometry, and the other sciences of the same class, which
regard merely the simplest and most general objects, and scarcely inquire whether
or not these are really existent, contain somewhat that is certain and indubitable:
for whether I am awake or dreaming, it remains true that two and three make
five, and that a square has but four sides; nor does it seem possible that truths
so apparent can ever fall under a suspicion of falsity [or incertitude]. (Meditations,
#8)
Descartes then creates the “problem” of the evil demon in step nine and sets out
to solve the “problem” in the remaining meditations. Descartes relies upon innate
ideas to solve the dilemma he has laid out which is consistent with his doubting of
the external world and internalization of the process of justification. Many of the
“solutions” to the problem of induction follow the same path.
David Hume approaches this quandary in much the same way but with some
philosophical nuances. Hume begins the assessment of the problem by noting that
there are impressions and ideas.
Here therefore we may divide all the perceptions of the mind into two classes or
species, which are distinguished by their different degrees of force and vivacity…
By the term impression, then, I mean all our more lively perceptions, when we hear,
or see, or feel, or love, or hate, or desire, or will. And impressions are distinguished
from ideas, which are the less lively perceptions, of which we are conscious,
when we reflect on any of those sensations or movements above mentioned. (An
Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding [hereafter Enquiry], Section II)
Hume later goes on to distinguish relations of ideas, an internal process, and matters
of fact, an external process. He asserts that all internal subject matter was gained
by means of the senses, “I shall venture to affirm, as a general proposition, which
admits of no exception, that the knowledge of this relation is not, in any instance,
attained by reasonings a priori; but arises entirely from experience, when we find that
any particular objects are constantly conjoined with each other” (Enquiry, Section
IV, Part I). Hume then notes that there is a problem for which we cannot align “the
qualities which appear to the senses” with the real world. “No object ever discovers,
by the qualities which appear to the senses, either the causes which produced it, or
the effects which will arise from it; nor can our reason, unassisted by experience, ever
draw any inference concerning real existence and matter of fact” (Enquiry, Section
IV, Part I). He then builds this problem into the problem of induction following the
familiar pattern outlined above:
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In reality, all arguments from experience are founded on the similarity which
we discover among natural objects, and by which we are induced to expect
effects similar to those which we have found to follow from such objects. And
though none but a fool or madman will ever pretend to dispute the authority of
experience, or to reject that great guide of human life, it may surely be allowed
a philosopher to have so much curiosity at least as to examine the principle of
human nature, which gives this mighty authority to experience, and makes us
draw advantage from that similarity which nature has placed among different
objects. (Enquiry, Section IV, Part II)
In the end, Hume feels he has failed in the pursuit of a solution. Ultimately, we are
left with the problem of induction and the worries of the skeptic and antirealist.
As Quine famously said, “The Humean predicament is the human predicament”
(Epistemology Naturalized, p. 351).
Having explained the grounds of skepticism, it is necessary to clarify the
term skeptic and the extent to which one might lay claim to the term. To illustrate
the differences between the radical and the minor skeptic one should look at the
differences in theory and method. One can be a theoretical skeptic, doubting the
efficacy of the senses, induction, or the external world, or a methodological skeptic,
doubting the efficacy of given methods and or the results of those methods. An
important point to note is that if the methods are external and rely upon induction,
perception, and reality there can be no theoretical component of skepticism for
that would undermine the very method in question. For the purposes of this paper,
theoretical skepticism is the focus, or rather, the methodological skeptic is not being
contended with to the extent that there can be no doubt of induction, perception, or
reality as a whole from them.
The skeptical arguments are largely outlined by Descartes and Hume.
However, a few arguments not directly used by them should first be noted. Chief
among these other arguments is the use of deduction to show that induction is
invalid. The argument is usually demonstrated by showing that the premises do not
entail the conclusions. Take for example a vat filled with 10 white balls and 90 black
balls. One could blindly pull a ball from the vat and it would likely be a black one.
Using induction, the next ball pulled out will also be black, and the next, and the
next. One might argue, “If I pull out a ball it will be black.” However, we know this
argument is invalid due to our prior understanding, hence induction is invalid.
Next, there are arguments of the type like Descartes’ evil demon, the mad
scientist, or the brain in the vat. Essentially the argument is that an evil demon, mad
scientist, or some other entity has control over you and is changing what you see
before you see it so that what you sense is different from what is actually the case.
These kinds of entities are thought to throw a wrench in the process of induction
or undermine the ability to trust the senses because we cannot rule out such an
occurrence. The ‘brain in the vat’ worry goes a step further by stating that it is all
internal and that you are literally a brain in a vat somewhere and the manipulation is
being done directly to a brain in a vat.
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Finally, there is the concern that universal forces which are somehow
undetectable by us affect the way we view the world and change it so that what we
sense is different from what is actually there. The claim of universal forces is either
uninteresting or incorrect. If there is in fact a universal force that changes the way the
world is viewed and it does so in such a way that it affects everything equally, then it
effectively does nothing. If the whole of the universe were suddenly picked up and
shifted three feet to the left, what effect would it have on us? The answer is clearly
none. This concern does not address the efficacy of perception or induction because
it cannot affect either. If there were a way in which this universal force could be
detected, if, for instance, it did not affect some specific entity, it could be accounted
for and understood. the worry over a universal force, then, is equivalent to concerns
about evil demons and the like.
When addressing the concerns of evil demons and mad scientists, I am
struck by the pure silliness of these claims. There is something inherently flawed with
an argument that must resort to the invention of outrageous situations in order to
support its position. If these entities are somehow wholly undetectable, like universal
forces, then that makes them uninteresting and useless as a basis for doubt. However,
if we could somehow see their wily ways due to their affects on some things at some
times, and not others then we could distinguish when they were operating and hence
deal with this concern. (But then we would be using induction to find this out.)
The formal “problem of induction” is a deductive proof. However, using
deduction to prove that induction does not work is putting the cart before the horse
and undermines deduction in the process. The relationship between deduction and
induction is symbiotic. The invalidation of induction through deduction undermines
not just induction but deduction as well. It is important to note that for deduction
to work it requires premises. One can show the validity of an argument using false
premises or one can show that an argument is valid while having a false conclusion.
The logical form is what is important to deduction. However, how that logical form
is found in the first place requires an illustration through examples. The logical
argument ‘If it is raining it is cloudy; It is raining; Therefore, it is cloudy’ can only be
demonstrated because it has true premises. We accept the legitimacy of the logical
form only by induction. If we were to change the argument to ‘If it is raining then
the sky is green; It is raining; Therefore, the sky is green’ then the conclusion would
not follow and we would not have any reason to trust that the logical form is valid.
Furthermore, we can only establish the truth or falsity of premises by using the
inductive process. How do we know that it is cloudy when it is raining? We know only
because there has never been a rainstorm that did not have clouds. We understand
validity only through verified examples and we can verify premises only through
induction.
The previous invalidation of induction using the example of black and white
balls was set up for failure. These types of examples always start with what we know
is going to produce a failed result. We start with 90% black balls and 10% white balls,
we know that eventually there will be a white one, and, hence, induction is proven
wrong. One could ask the question, “How do we know that?” How is it that we have

come to understand probability in the first place? Is it that every time we have mixed
together percentages we don’t draw the 90% every time? Isn’t that induction? If we
were to change the example to something we didn’t know the outcome of would that
change the scenario?
Let us take the same example, but this time without poisoning the well.
There is a vat filled with balls. Now we must stop here because a vat has a size and
shape and balls have a size and shape. After ascertaining that only a certain number
of balls would fit into the vat, we could begin to formulate a guess as to how likely
it would be for our next pick to be a black ball. All of these considerations rely on
induction. It appears that not poisoning the well is more difficult than one might
expect. Let us take another example, that of walking. Every time we take a step we
assume that the earth is going to support us and that we will not fall right through.
Now do we carefully take each step with the full understanding that this “knowledge”
was gained through an invalid system? Further, it is useful to examine the concept
of the example itself. What use does an example serve? The example is an appeal to
knowledge gained via inductive processes. Using an example is to imply the previous
use or outright employment of the inductive process. When we stop to analyze the
worry regarding induction we begin to see that every basis from which it is questioned
relies upon induction for the questions to take shape.
What if we were to imagine a universe in which induction did not work? This
is just what P.F. Strawson did in his paper “The Justification of Induction” [hereafter
“Justification”]. Strawson imagined such a universe and came to the conclusion that
induction would still reign supreme. “It might be said that in such a universe it would
be at least rational to refrain from forming scientific expectations, to expect nothing
but irregularities. Just so. But this is itself a higher-order induction: where irregularity
is the rule, expect further irregularities. Learning not to count on things is as much an
inductive lesson as learning what things to count on” (“Justification,” p. 84). It seems
that induction is inescapable , even when trying to prove it invalid. Strawson reveals
this when he says, “For to have good reasons for any such opinion is to have good
inductive support for it” (“Justification,” p. 84).
Induction is not invalid, but is, instead, the very process for validation. To
try to invalidate induction requires the use of induction and is therefore, viciously
circular. It likewise follows that attempts to validate or justify induction are also
circular because those attempts are trying to validate the process we use for validation.
Wittgenstein spoke of the standard meter in Paris (the bar that is the “definition” of
the length, one meter). “There is one thing of which no one can say neither that it is
one metre long nor that it is not one metre long and that is the standard metre in Paris
– But this is of course not to ascribe any extraordinary property to it, but only to mark
its peculiar role in the language game of measuring with a metre rule” (Philosophical
Investigations [hereafter PI], Para. 50). To try to justify induction is like trying to say that
the standard meter is a meter long. It is an attempt to justify justification itself.
If we return to Descartes and Hume we can see that they have run up against
the same hurdles. Descartes happily misuses the language and moves past these worries
whereas Hume becomes lost in them. The problem arises because of confusions
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about perception. Let us return to where Descartes begins with the quote, “All that I
have, up to this moment, accepted as possessed of the highest truth and certainty, I
received either from or through the senses. I observed, however, that these sometimes
misled us; and it is the part of prudence not to place absolute confidence in that by
which we have even once been deceived” (Meditations, #3). Here Descartes has used
one word incorrectly and it has allowed the propagation of this confusion to massive
heights. Wittgenstein reminds us that “Philosophy is a battle against the bewitchment
of our intelligence by means of our language” (PI, Para. 109). The bewitching word
is ‘deceived’ (also ‘misled’). Not only does it anthropomorphize the senses, it utterly
misuses the term. The senses are not an intelligence that can mislead us. One cannot
be “tricked” by the eyes anymore than one can be “tricked” by a stone. One can be
mistaken in what they see and perhaps this is all that Descartes means when he says
he has been misled, but can it be what he means? Do his arguments follow if we were
to change the statement? “All that I have, up to this moment, accepted as possessed
of the highest truth and certainty, I received either from or through the senses. I
observed, however, that I sometimes have been mistaken by what I thought I saw;
and it is the part of prudence not to place absolute confidence in what I have been
mistaken about seeing.” By changing the words to a correct usage it lacks the bite it
had before. He is essentially saying that he is going to cast off the senses because he
was not careful enough. That simply doesn’t follow.
The use of the word deceived has a deeper problem and that is that deception
is something that can only be recognized against reality. How do we recognize that we
are being deceived? We find that it is somehow different from the norm. Descartes
uses the term deception with the senses, but how is it that we are “deceived”? For
instance, let us take the mirage. With the mirage we could be said to be “deceived” by
our eyes into believing there is water where there is none, but how do we know there
is no water? We know because we know the concept of (use of the word) mirage.
We have learned the meaning of the word from and we know that mirages exist. As
Wittgenstein puts it, “The point here is not that our sense impressions may lie, but
that we understand their language (And this language like any other is founded on
convention)” (PI, Para. 109).
The very same argument could and should be used in response to Descartes’
use of the term “dream.” We have verified in the past, through induction, that the
water was not there or that we know when we are dreaming. But how was that
verification performed? What did we use to verify that there was no water or that
we were awake? The very senses which seem to be called into question as deceptive
are the tools we used to stave off that deception. It makes no sense to say that we
are deceived by perception and then prove this deception by using evidence obtained
by that same perception. This is a restatement of the theoretical/methodological
distinction and a restatement of the attempts to invalidate induction. “Justification
by experience comes to an end. If it did not it would not be justification” (PI, Para.
485).
There is another problem with Descartes’ use of “deception” and it is the
same problem that underlies Hume’s philosophical worries. That problem is “sense

data.” J.L. Austin explains the concept of sense data as: “…we never see or otherwise
perceive (or ‘sense’), or anyhow we never directly perceive or sense, material objects
(or material things), but only the sense-data (or our own ideas, impressions, sense,
sense-perceptions, percepts, etc.)” (Sense and Sensibilia, p. 2). Austin spends the entire
book trying to illustrate that there is no reason to think that there is any difference
between what we see and what is there. Sense-data are implicit in Hume’s impressions
and in Descartes’ deception. Austin responds to the worry of “deception” by
illustrating the worry should not even be brought up in the first place:
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…it is important to remember that talk of deception only makes sense against
a background of general non-deception. (You can’t fool all of the people all
of the time.) It must be possible to recognize a case of deception by checking
against more normal ones. If I say, ‘Our petrol-gauge sometimes deceives us’,
I am understood: though usually what it indicates squares with what we have
in the tank, sometimes it doesn’t – it sometimes points to two gallons when the
tank turns out to be nearly empty. But suppose I say, ‘Our crystal ball sometimes
deceives us’: this is puzzling, because really we haven’t the least idea what the
‘normal’ case – not being deceived by our crystal ball – would actually be. The
cases, again, in which a plain man might say he was ‘deceived by his senses’ are
not at all common. In particular, he would not say this when confronted with
ordinary cases of perspective, with ordinary mirror images, or with dreams; in
fact, when he dreams, looks down the long straight road, or at his face in the
mirror, he is not, or at least hardly ever, deceived at all. (Sense and Sensibilia, p. 2)
Austin has shown these questions of deception and the claim of disconnection
between sense and object are somehow misplaced questions in the first place (not
unlike the problem of induction).
The question then arises to be posed to the skeptic, “What reason do we have
to doubt perception or induction?” There appears to be no grounds for making a
claim that we should doubt perception or induction. Any attempts to undermine their
efficacy would necessarily rely upon perception and induction. In order to formulate
a concept of a “problem” of induction or a “problem” of perception we must first
accept that there are valid and justified systems. If we do not accept that there is a
reason for doubting perception or induction then there is no need to answer the
skeptic on their own terms.
The skeptic can also doubt the entirety of the epistemological project,
and could argue that there is no external world and that all knowledge is internal
by necessity. This extreme form of skepticism is the only refuge for the theoretical
skeptic because the methodology cannot be undermined. This position of solipsism
completely internalizes justification and hence has serious difficulties of its own.
However, if it is accepted, as has been argued here, that knowledge and justification
require induction and perception, and therefore the external world, then there is little
room for this position either.

The confusion generated by doubting the senses and the processes of
induction have caused many unnecessary tangents and even created entire branches
of philosophy. If one understands that induction and justification are synonyms then
the philosophical worries dissolve. Because the skeptic’s position is confused by the
use of the language, the skeptic need not be answered on his own terms. As is often
the case, Wittgenstein has said it best: “For the clarity that we are aiming at is indeed
complete clarity. But this simply means that the philosophical problems should completely
disappear. The real discovery is the one that makes me capable of stopping doing
philosophy when I want to” (PI, Para. 133).
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Invisible Minorities:
The Politics of Being Racially Unseen
Elaine Brown

for Paul

Scene One: The Kimono
I was walking down rue Ste-Catherine wearing a kimono.
Truth be told, this story embarrasses me.
I’d found it two days before in Friperie St-Laurent, a wonderful vintage
store in the heart of the Plateau, a neighborhood in Montreal known for having the
greatest population density in the city, and a resident mix of (historically) Portuguese
immigrants and present day hipsters. The owner of the friperie had explained to me
when I bought the kimono that he used to import the garments directly from Japan
25 years ago, and that this particular piece had been commissioned by a family for
their daughter. In the end, however, the family didn’t pick up the kimono and instead
the owner of the friperie kept it on display in his home these two and a half decades.
Finally, a week prior to my spotting it he had decided to bring the green and black silk,
floor-length gown into the shop to sell. It was time for the piece to move into new
hands. With a penchant for unusual garments, I jumped at the chance to bargain for
the item. Then two days later, with Paul’s urging, I donned the silk as a dress, pulled
my hair back, and plied red lipstick. We were heading to the Village for an impromptu
outing.
A couple of people had commented. It got Paul and I into a multi-level gay
dance bar already full to capacity. The entrance was roped off but as we approached
a friend of the bouncer tipped his hat at me and smiled, saying, “I like her! She’s
wearing a kimono.” Paul added quickly, “and we’re both fun!” The bouncer stamped
our hands and we pushed our way up the stairs to the throb of techno and smoky low
lights. A bit later the kimono got the karaoke machine turned on at another location
around the corner. The disc master that night was uninspired by the sparse singing
population, and so had refused to turn on the music. Paul and I arrived, picked up
a conversation with the waiter, Jean-Francois, aka J-F, and then at my behest the
karaoke started with J-F singing “We Built This City.”
At close we were pushed back to the rue walking west in a river of people
moving east. Paul and I both took to conversations with random city-goers in the
middle of the night. First were the two women happy to share compliments on each
other’s attire, while they also tried to determine if Paul and I were a romantically
linked couple. Next, we met the man sitting in his idling car simply excited to say hi
to people that were willing to reciprocate. Then, Paul took up a conversation with a
woman that stepped away from her friends to respond to his interest, and investigate
my attire.
I don’t remember large parts of our interaction.
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I was smiling at the woman. She was about as tall as me, wearing a white shirt,
with her hair pulled back, partially braided. These were the explicit details I’d noticed.
Paul was talking to her. She wanted to know why I was wearing a kimono. Then, she
turned to me in response to something I no longer remember. “Mm. Mmm. I’m
black,” she said.
“I’m First Nations.” I responded, smiling at her.
She turned and looked at me harder. “No you’re not.” She answered me. Her
finger lifted to my face waving in front of it as if paint-brushing over me. “You’re
white. Everything about you white.” She looked away but kept talking and waving her
finger. “Don’t matter where you go. Don’t matter who you’re talking to. You pass.”
She looked at me again straight in the face. “You’re always white.” Her speech drawing
out the use of the word “al-ways.” If we were going to have a conversation about
race, she was the one that counted, she was telling me. No matter where she goes,
she’s the one that’s black. As far as she could tell, I don’t even have a color. If I can
pass, I count as white. While she announced to me my position in the world I’d stood
impressed and surprised—impressed by her certainty, surprised to find myself in a
conversation about race I wasn’t expecting.
My great grandparents on my mother’s side are Paul and Anna Chukan from the Naknek
Village Region of Bristol Bay, Alaska. My maternal grandparents are Anisha and Gordon
McCormick. My father’s mother is Emily Ivanoff Ticasuk Brown, from Unalakleet Village in
Norton Sound, Alaska. My parents are Mel and Katherine Brown. I am the youngest of three
daughters, Elaine Chukan Brown.
Race is often treated as a matter of visibility. We call ourselves “people of
color” as a way of pointing to what it is that signifies the difference we feel, the
difference we’re treated in relation to. But that difference being called out with the
phrase is what is visible about us—that is, our skin tone, or facial features—our
color.
Scene Two: The Acupuncturist
I knew before I’d laid down on the massage bed, face up. “What tribe are
you?” he asked.
“Aleut and Inupiat,” I responded. “You?”
“Miwok and Pomo,” he replied. His people were from the central coast areas
of California. The same part of the state we both now lived.
“Funny thing.” He said. “People always telling me all of us are dead.” He
smiled. “Then I go and meet another one.” He poked another needle into my wrist.
If I can be so bold, Native Americans in the United States are all invisible, or
dead. We Native Americans, or Alaska Natives, live either as people that can pass, and
so remain unseen, or as people on reservations isolated away from the mainstream.
In this way we don’t exist as active living members of the American imagination. We
are taken instead as a relic of the ideal imagined past, with people always telling us
we’re dead—either directly by questioning our numbers, or by expecting us to be an
imaginary ideal Native Americans might not ever have actually been—in tune with the
environment, spiritually in tune with animals and nature, shamanic.
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... The Kimono
Determined to find a way to make contact with the woman on Ste-Catherine
beyond her determinate view that she counted and I didn’t, I thought on what I could
say that would call to attention another form of visibility. She was telling me, “You
white. You’ll always be white.” I waited for her to pause and responded.
“You’re right.” I said. She nodded and smiled at the same time moaning a
quick affirmative. “I pass.” I said.
“Mm. Hmm.” She said. “You pass.”
“You’re right.” I told her. “I’m white.” She nodded smiling at my showing
I understood her point. “No matter where I go. No matter who I’m talking to. No
matter what I’m doing. I pass. I’m as good as white.” I paused till she looked at me.
“And all my people are dead.” I said, a statement far more dramatic than I would
actually commit to usually. The woman’s face changed as she looked at mine, as
she heard that there was another aspect to the conversation about race than simple
visibility. She grabbed my shoulders then wrapped herself around me in a hug.
We’d understood each other. How I appeared wasn’t the only thing that made
me count as raced or not. My ancestry, my family, my heritage, my tradition, these too
were part of another phrase I’m uninclined to use—my people.
… The Acupuncturist
“People always telling me all of us are dead. Then I meet another one.”
… The Kimono
To the woman on the street I’d said the one thing I would never say. All
our people are dead. It’s the thing, as a First Nations person, I would never believe,
or claim in order to assert racial authority. But in the moment with the woman on
the street the goal was larger than the rule—the conversation had to shift beyond
the racial determinism that had opened the interaction. To make contact, and call
out my self as a person with a unique experience, a position in the world other than
the one she was giving me, I had to contradict myself. I had to find a way to bring
out for her a frame of our meeting that included more than just a picture of color.
I had to highlight the relevance of history too, and do so by pointing to the history
of First Nations/Native Americans that situates them/us today as a race other than
mainstream white America. Many of us are dead. Our history is a dwindling history.
Then we meet another one.
We might say that contemporary theory about race is often motivated by an
attempt to make sense of a social phenomenon—a phenomenon in which groups
of people appear to isolate themselves from each other, to operate together as
groups. Some people, it would seem, look different from others. Marriages happen
on account of such appearance, with the added relevance of cultural commonality
like shared traditions, religious commitments, geographical origins, and babies are
made as a result. Babies that continue the same commonalities—people of color
often with cultural commitments that shape the children’s lives. There are those that
would deny the obviousness of such a description in contemporary North American
society. But, even so, admittedly, until only a few decades ago “color” did drive who
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could marry whom. Race determined, to large extent, both romantic and reproductive
possibilities. Contemporary race theory begins with an implicit question of what is
operating behind such concern. What are these groups that shape how we determine
these social associations?
…The Kimono
For the woman on Ste-Catherine, at least in that moment, race amounted to
a way in which a person is treated. As a black person in North America, being black
means for her always being treated as black, being black means no matter where you
go, no matter with whom you interact, being seen as raced—as black. As the person
that could pass, I was the counter point to her experience. If I pass I could escape
the very experience she was trying to point out she couldn’t. Sometimes I would be
treated as just like everybody else; everybody else in this situation being the everybody
that is taken as the social norm—mainstream, white North America.
…The Acupuncturist
For the acupuncturist, being Native American, or First Nations, at least in
that moment, meant being more than what he was told he was—a dying people, the
last of a kind, a kind largely unrecognizable.
In both cases, the experience of being racialized comes as an imposition from the
outside—being treated as black (with all of its limitations of opportunity), in the
first case, or being told what your determinate future amounts to (to die off), in the
second; but, the two very different forms of visibility show too two differing views of
race, differing views not both readily acknowledged by race theory.
Scene Three: The Theory
Contemporary North American race theory takes for granted that race
operates on the basis of color. Descriptive accounts portray a social phenomenon
dependent on pseudo-biological assumptions taken to reveal a kind of geographicalancestral history that can be seen through the “color” and morphology of the person
being seen; that is, we take it a person looks a certain way because “their people”
originate in particular areas of the world where people look that way. What are
often taken to be the most obvious examples place blacks as linked back to Africa,
and whites as linked to Europe. The indications of these origins are found in the
appearance of the person being read in this way. So, even if the particular individual
being taken as racialized is not in himself or herself taken to be from these locales,
the racial projection assumes that their people are from such locales “originally.” That
is, an ancestral story can be told about him or her that finds their family origins in the
appropriate geographical location. Contemporary race theory tries to grapple with
various levels of social effect operating through the idea of race by describing the
category of race. We try to explain it. Describing what the category of race turns out
to be is one way people take up such a project. Such description is expressed either as
the explicit project of the theory itself—to define what race amounts to, or elucidate
its referent in the world—or as the implicit view of race assumed for the rest of the
theoretical work to occur.
Examples of such descriptive accounts can be found in otherwise very
different methodological approaches. Philip Kitcher, and Sally Haslanger are two stillpracticing race theorists offering differing views of the category.

The Theory… Kitcher
Philip Kitcher enters the conversation on race from a metaphysical perspective
on the reality of nature. Though he is known as a philosopher of science, it is his
view on the idea of natural kinds that drives his scientific account. Early in his career
he maintains a certainty of realism that allows for us to pursue a scientific project of
getting in touch with nature as it really is. From such a perspective legitimate projects
are determined simply on the basis of if they are pursuing and accurately presenting
something found in nature itself. Race, from such a perspective, can count as a
legitimate category as long as nature itself really does exhibit such separations. At this
early stage of his career, Kitcher does not want to examine any social phenomenon
around race, but instead merely retain the idea that we could have a biologically
legitimate category of human races. That is, biological practices, according to earlyKitcher, could be used to make sense of racial groups in humans. In this view, we
could develop a biological account of race that is accurate to nature. More recently,
however, Kitcher has changed his view. His metaphysical understanding of reality has
shifted to retain a kind of realist-light perspective bowing to the demands of what he
professes to be pragmatism. Nature really is there; it’s just that our interests determine
how we’re going to describe it. Interestingly, an effect of this shift in perspective is
that Kitcher’s realist-pragmatism also demands a thorough integration of what others
often deal with as a separation of natural and social realities. If nature really is there,
but our own interests influence how we describe it, then we must understand that what
we can know about nature is always-already social. Kitcher’s science, then, begins to
look rather political, and to even resemble claims about the social motivations behind
scientific projects made by feminist philosophers of science for at least a decade
now.
What does this have to do with race? In shifting to the pragmatic view of
reality, Kitcher becomes highly skeptical of retaining conversation about biological
race. In his more recent view, race couldn’t simply be shown to us by nature itself,
and as a result any sense of it as a legitimate category appears utterly problematic.
In considering justification for its use, Kitcher argues that we would be hard pressed
to overcome the negative milieu surrounding the idea. Its history has been too
damaging, and in a way we couldn’t simply escape by redefining what we mean by
race. The oppressive weight of the category means we do not have the right to use it.
The costs are too high.
Kitcher’s examination of race is focused on a response to the idea of natural
kinds. As a result, his project doesn’t develop a response to the question of social
reality (except to show how integrated social reality is in the scientific project). But
his claims about race as a natural kind can still be considered in relation to the idea
of legitimate value. Because Kitcher’s argument against the use of race-talk depends
on an idea of weighing cost-to-benefit, his view demands an investigation of what we
mean by cost. Notice: his argument is dependent on the assumption that race is onlyever a negative project with negative effects. He might respond by saying his claims
are limited to the scientific project. To be fair, Kitcher does claim we might retain a
very constrained idea of legitimacy in relation to race if we understand it merely in
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terms of a statistical instrumentalism. It might be useful, for example, to ask people
“of a particular race” to volunteer for something like bone marrow donation. In such
an example it would not be the case that we’d believe a strict correlation between race
and bone marrow type. We could, however, take it to be statistically “useful” to request
people of certain groups to submit to such blood testing because we understand that
there tend to be slightly higher rates of some blood types with some so-called ethnic
or racial groups.
Even if we would want to limit our critique of Kitcher’s notion of cost (since
he himself seems to limit his own examination to the realm of science and the idea
of natural kinds) we can still consider further what thinking about cost means in
relation to race. Many argue that we aren’t to retain a race project because the history
of racialization has been, and so is, too damaging. Quick notice of ideas such as
“la rasa” from Hispanic-American political projects, or re-inscription of the words
Chicano/a from Mexican-American descendents of the 1960’s and after begin to hint
at the possibility that race might present itself as a positive force, a positive project
in people’s lives. Such projects would also seem to indicate a further level of racereality that a negative-only perspective does not adequately allow. What HispanicAmerican and Chicano/a projects point out is a need for a deeper relevance of the
social phenomenon—that is, how we understand ourselves is part of the race project
as well. How we assert ourselves to others—either at the broad-reaching level of la
rasa, or at the more personal level of determinedly asserting no I am First Nations to
a woman on Ste-Catherine—is also part of the experience of being a racial person.
The Theory… Haslanger
In feminist social-political philosophy Sally Haslanger describes what she calls
an ameliorative project of race. That is, her project is for the sake of transforming
the racial milieu many of us take for granted. Haslanger, in other words, wants to
change how race operates in North American society. Of these two examples of race
theory mentioned here, Haslanger’s description of race is the most obviously visually
dependent. That is, her account is explicitly described as based on the notion of color,
meaning both skin tone and facial morphology. Such attachment to the idea of visible
appearances might be considered to make sense, if the attempt is to deal explicitly
with the visibility of race. But, as has been described so far, race is not simply a visible
phenomenon. Therefore, the reliance of her theory on the idea of color needs to be
considered further.
She explains that problems of power hierarchy and oppression operate along
what we could call color lines. According to Haslanger, on one level we take such
visual cues to refer to the imagined geographical origins of the person hosting these
cues. So, for example, if I see someone with classically “white” features, I already
imagine them to be descended from a European family line. What Haslanger wants
us to realize, though, is that such projection not only affects how we “see” the person,
but how we interpret the person more broadly. For Haslanger’s account, broadly
systematic social injustice operates through these visual cues. That is, certain groups
are systematically oppressed—be it economically, legally, politically, etc—because they
exhibit facial cues socially seen as appropriate to such oppressive treatment. For the

woman on Ste-Catherine to say to me that no matter where I go, no matter whom
I talk to, I’ll be treated as white is not to say that I’ll simply be seen as pale-skinned.
Indeed, I’m far tanner than many of my “actually” white friends. She’s telling me that
I’ll be treated as white simply because I pass as white. That is, I look pale enough,
but also fit the overall social norm closely enough, to merit treatment like I’m white,
and so socially advantaged in those ways. For someone seeking social justice, such
treatment is, of course, unjust. Haslanger articulates her version of the race category
so that we may strive towards overcoming such problematic social interaction, and
eventually eliminate the category of race altogether.
Haslanger’s goals of social justice are important and necessary. But, in
describing race in the way she has, Haslanger has not only articulated a view of race
entirely dependent on a narrow set of visual cues—thus betraying what must be her
assumption: that the important aspects of how we must understand race operate
primarily on a specific notion of visibility; that is, along a black/white dichotomy—
she has also reified an account of race as an only-negative construct. In other
words, Haslanger gives us an important way to continue the conversation around
race dynamics but such conversation for Haslanger’s account is only for the sake of
eradicating the presence of a particular kind of race dynamic in North America—race
as a form of power hierarchy driving oppression. We are left, in other words, with no
sense of the possibly positive aspects of race, and so then too without an adequate
means to discuss such positive aspects. We are also left with no sense of the deep
subtlety that pours through race dynamics that are not so obviously black and white.
Again, Haslanger’s project is important for understanding this particular type of race
dynamic occurring in North American society. But, Haslanger’s political project turns
out to obscure the non-black-white race reality that also exists strongly in North
American society, on the one hand, and to erase the possibilities that race could be a
positive and important social component for members of North American society,
on the other; a component, for example, in which the numbers of my people are not
merely dwindling but instead are celebrating a unique history important to the choices
I make today, important to the relationships we form with each other.
My great grandparents, on my mother’s side, are Paul and Anna Chukan, from the Naknek
Village region of Alaska. My grandmother, their daughter, is Anisha McCormick, a full-Aleut.
My grandmother on my father’s side is Emily Ivanoff Ticasuk Brown from the Norton Sound
region of Alaska. She is Inupiat. My parents are Mel and Katherine Brown. I am the youngest
of three daughters. I am Elaine Chukan Brown.
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…The Kimono
Though she posed it as if she was saying something about me, the woman
on Ste-Catherine was reminding us that no matter where she goes, no matter who she
talks to, she will always be taken as black.
What this crucially reminds us of is the rich formative complexity of living
as a racialized person. No matter what she does, the woman on Ste-Catherine lives as
a black woman. But, as she tells it, not because of how she takes herself necessarily,
but because of how others take her. She looks black. She can’t help but be taken as

black. But claiming she is taken as black isn’t just to say that people notice she has dark
skin, it is also to say she is treated in a manner that carries the strong influence of the
implicit social assumptions that are formatively associated with what it means, and/or
is taken to mean, to be black in North American society.
…The Acupuncturist
The acupuncturist too reminds us that for some people, no matter where they
go, regardless of how others take them, they will live the rich formative experience
of being a raced person. But, just like me on Ste-Catherine, he may not be taken as
a racial minority. He may be overlooked as Native American, and instead appear as
racially invisible. In such an experience there is not, however, an absence of being
raced. Whether others look at me and see me as First Nations or not, my internal
lived experience is the life of a racialized other. As Toi Derricote said, we understand
ourselves by what our family looks like. In my mind, I look like my family. My family
looks Alaska Native. Just as I knew before I lay down that the acupuncturist was
Native American too, he too saw me. Whether we appear as racially visible to others
or not, we Natives see each other. We Natives see the racialized history we share, the
dwindling numbers we both live and deny together now.
What race theory that either doggedly attaches itself to visibility, on the one
hand, or denies the long-term legitimacy of a race project because of its negative
effects, on the other hand, overlooks is this rich crucially-formative experience that
being a raced, being a racialized person includes.
If I may be so bold, white people in North American society appear as
invisible. Race theorists also describe how “being white” means being seen as racially
neutral. That is, white is treated as a not-race. Only those that appear as other than
white, those that are colored, count as racialized. In this way, being white, being not
raced, is understood as “normal.” White, in other words, serves as the normative
center of North American human social experience. It is the standard other colors
are held against to count as colored. In this way, white is racially invisible. But, further,
such invisibility is taken to mean having an absence of racial experience. To be white,
is to live as not formatively shaped by race. If you’re told, then, that you count as
white, that no matter where you go you are white, you’re also being told that you do
not have the racial experience of being colored. Your racially formative perspective is
being denied.
But, now, let us consider again, North American race theory and the
assumptions it relies upon, on the one hand, and the goals it espouses, on the
other. North American race theory relies on a very particular notion of visibility—
one defined by the black/white dichotomy, a dichotomy in which you have full
racialization on the one hand, and the lack of it on the other. Further, we have seen
how dependence on such a view of race easily lends itself to the view that race is no
longer relevant, or that we should strive for its elimination because race, ultimately,
is merely a negative construct. To be racialized is to be removed from what is right,
i.e., socially just treatment, treatment like what whites get. Therefore, we should strive
to eliminate the injustice of such a system. Everyone should have access to better
treatment.

While striving for social justice is obviously an important goal, achieving
such social justice demands recognizing too a more complex view of racial dynamics.
There is a genuinely unjust treatment associated with racial dynamics in North
American society. However, at the same time, being raced is not merely a matter
of being denied certain types of treatment. It is also a crucially formative historical
phenomenon that shapes the manner in which one understands him or her self, and
the way in which groups of people choose to assert themselves in the world. Race,
and not just ethnicity, is a matter of a positive, formative complexity of experience.
There is a limitation in the application of contemporary race theory to groups like
Latino/as and Native Americans/First Nations peoples. This limitation occurs
partially because race theory is constructed on the black/white dichotomy, but also
because the phenomenon of race is a lived experience that shapes what it is to be a
person existing in the world. In this way, race theory currently serves important social
goals and at the same time is not only inadequate to non-black/white members of
society. Race theory is inadequate to members of society.
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