This interview with Susan Haack wi Il be published in Chinese
in the Journal of World Philosophy (Beijing, P.R China),
in October 2003.




The Intell ectual Journey of an Em nent Logi ci an-Phil osopher

-- An Interview Wth Susan Haack

Susan Haack [hereafter SH, MA., B.Phil. Oxford, Ph.D.
Canbridge, fornmerly Professor of Philosophy at the University
of Warwick (U.K), is currently Cooper Senior Scholar in Arts
and Sci ences, Professor of Philosophy, and Professor of Law at
the University of Mam (U S. A ). She is the author of Deviant
Logic (Canbridge, 1974); Philosophy of Logics (Canbridge,
1978), Evidence and Inquiry: Towards Reconstruction in
Epi stenpl ogy (Blackwell, 1993); Deviant Logic, Fuzzy Logic:
Beyond the Formalism ( Chi cago, 1996) ; Mani festo of a
Passi onate Mbderate: Unfashi onable Essays (Chicago, 1998), and
Defending Science -- Wthin Reason (forthcomng); and of
numerous articles on philosophy of logic and |[|anguage,
epi stenol ogy and netaphysics, pragmatism fenm nism philosophy
of science, and scientific testinony in court. Her work has
been translated into Spanish, French, Portuguese, Italian,
German, Polish, Russian, Danish, Korean and Chinese. A volune
of essays on her work is in preparation.

Chen Bo [hereafter CB], Ph.D., China Renmn University, is
Prof essor of Philosophy at Peking University, P.R China. In
2002-3 he held a CCSC fellowship awarded by the Anmerican
Council of Learned Societies, the Social Sciences Research
Council, and the National Acadeny of Sciences, as a Visiting
Scholar in the Department of Philosophy at the University of
Mam .

CB: Professor Haack, I'mvery glad to have this opportunity to
interview you. Because of your book Philosophy of Logics you
are well known in logical circles in China, but we know little

about you personally. Could you tell us sonething about
yoursel f?
SH: Well, let's see: | was born in England after World War 1I1.

| was educated at state primary and granmar schools; at
Oxford, where | earned first my B.A in Philosophy, Politics,
and Econom cs, and then the B.Phil. in Philosophy (I also
received the MA., but at Oxford this is a formality); and
then at Canbridge, where | earned ny Ph.D. while teaching at
New Hall, a Canbridge wonen's college. | was the first person
in my famly ever to go to university. Still, |ooking back,

think nmy philosophical education probably began with ny
(maternal) grandparents, who had little formal schooling, but
entertained me by teaching me challenging card ganmes and
introducing me to the word puzzles published in the newspapers
-- which | soon canme to relish as nmuch as my grandnot her did;
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perhaps this was the seed that eventually grew into ny
crossword anal ogy for the structure of evidence.

At Oxford, where | was a student at St. Hilda's College, ny
first philosophy teacher was Jean Austin (widow of J. L

Austin); after that, | studied Plato with Glbert Ryle, and
logic with Mchael Dummett. | wote ny B.Phil. dissertation
under the supervision of David Pears; its topic, anbiguity,
f or eshadowed ny | at er conviction that many i nport ant

phi |l osophical m stakes are the result of equivocations. At
Canbridge, where | wote ny Ph.D. under the supervision of
Timothy Smiley, | was a junior colleague of Elizabeth
Ansconbe, then newl y appointed as Professor of philosophy, and
continued ny philosophical education by way of our often-
heated | unch-time conversati ons.

After Canbridge, | taught for alnmpst twenty years (1971-90) in
t he phil osophy departnment at the University of Warwi ck, one of
the new universities set up in Britain in the 1960s. It was at
Warwi ck that | prepared Deviant Logic for publication, wote
Phil osophy of Logics, began seriously reading the Anerican
Pragmatists, and started work on Evidence and Inquiry. |
joined the department of phil osophy at the University of M am
in 1990, and a couple of years later conpleted Evidence and

| nqui ry. I soon found nmy interests drawn in two new
directions: | began work first on cultural and social issues

intersecting with ny work in epistenology and with pragmatism
and then on questions about the role of expert, and especially
scientific, testinony in the courts. And so | wote the essays
in Manifesto of a Passionate Modderate, including two pieces on
t he extravagances of self-styled "cultural critics" of science
that eventually led to nmy nost recent book, Defending Science
-- Wthin Reason; and began to teach and publish on the
interactions of science with the law. These interests are
reflected in nmy present position: as Cooper Senior Scholar |
teach an interdisciplinary course each year for the Coll ege of
Arts and Sciences, and as Professor of Law | teach a course on
the |l aw of scientific testinony.

While | was at Warwick | also held visiting positions in
Canada, South Africa, Australia, and the United States. In the
| ast ten years or so, besides extensive travels in the US

and Canada, | have nmade many professional visits to Europe

especially Spain (where | was visiting professor at the
University of Santiago de Conmpostela), and Scandi navia (where
| was visiting professor at Aarhus University in Denmark); and
also to Brazil. |1 learned in the 1980s that Lo Yi had
translated Philosophy of Logics into Chinese, but | only
recently discovered that this book of mne was well-known in
China, that translations of several excerpts had already been
published, and that Lo Yi's translation of the book is to
appear with Commercial Press. OF course | am very pleased that
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now, with your translation of Evidence and Inquiry under way,
and our coll aboration as editors-in-chief of Renmn University

Press's series, Cont enpor ary West ern Phi | osophy in
Translation, | am able to conmunicate with coll eagues in China
t 0o.

CB: Deviant Logic, your first book (listed in Philosophy of
Science, Logic and Mathematics in the 20th Century in the
Rout | edge Hi story of Philosophy, Vol.IX, 1996), was published
in 1974, and reprinted Iin a new, enlarged edition in 1996.
What do you think were the nost inportant ideas presented in
this book?

SH: | would say: ny articulation of the distinction between
devi ant and extended | ogics; nmy defense of the idea that |ogic
is revisable; and ny detailed studies of the notivation for
sone proposed revisions of "classical" logic, the two-val ued,
uni fied propositional and predicate cal culus we inherited from
Frege, Peirce, Russell, etc.: logics of vagueness, free
| ogi cs, t hr ee-val ued | ogi cs for future contingents,
Intuitionist logics, and quantum logics. (I |earned about
fuzzy logic and relevance | ogics, both of which I discussed in
my next book, only after | finished Deviant Logic.)

CB: In your view, classical logic is revisable. M question
is: in what respects could classical |ogic be, or has it been,
revi sed? What kinds of logical system are genuinely deviant?
It has been clainmed that deviant |ogics change the neani ngs of
the | ogical connectives, so that there is no real conflict, no
real rivalry, between supposedly deviant systens and the
classical system What do you think?

SH. Whet her apparently deviant |ogics are genuinely rivals of
classical logic, or are nerely notational variants of the
classical system (a question put on the agenda of philosophy
of logic by Quine) was discussed at |length in Deviant Logic.
argued that change of meaning of the connectives is
insufficient to show that there is no real rivalry; and that,
in any case, there is no good general argunent that deviant
| ogics nust invariably involve change of meani ng.

But as | said in the Introduction to the new, 1996 edition of
the book, though | still hold that it is possible that
classical logic should turn out to be in need of revision, |
woul dn't approach the question of revisability in quite the
sane way | did earlier, which I now find too superficially
i nguistic. Rather, | would distinguish the question of the
necessity of the laws of logic from the question of our
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fallibility about what those |laws are; and would stress the
latter. It is nost inplausible to suppose that we are inmune
from m stake in believing exactly these, classical principles
to be, let alone to be all, the real laws of |ogic; especial-
ly, | would ad, given that the |ogical system we now call
"classical" was arrived at only after a |ong and arduous
hi story, and that, even as it was achieving its canonical
articulation in Frege and Peirce, non-classical systens were
al ready under exploration -- by Hugh MColl, for exanple, and
by Peirce hinself.

CB: You also argued in Deviant Logic that, though logic is
revi sable, we would need to have good reasons before revising
classical logic; and that in many instances the reasons for
proposed deviations from classical |ogic have been quite weak.
Wy is that?

SH: Well, in some cases the notivations seem to ne quite
unconvi ncing. For exanple, | argued in the original edition of
Devi ant Logic that Lukasiewicz's argunment for a three-val ued
logic to represent future contingents (which he saw as derived
from Aristotle), rests on a nodal fallacy; and | argue in the
new edition of Deviant Logic that the argunents for fuzzy
| ogic are badly confused, and the proposal that we need a non-
classical "femnist logic" is |laughable. But in other case the
notivations go quite deep. Thanks to the work of nmy fornmer
student Dr. Robert Lane, for exanple, we now understand
Peirce's notivation for his triadic logic (the earliest three-
val ued system devised in 1909): he intended his third val ue
to be taken by propositions which predicate of a breach of
mat hematical or tenporal continuity one of the properties
which is a boundary-property relative to that breach. And --
though |I'm inclined to think that "relevance |logics,"
interesting as sone of t hese devel opnents have been,
ultimately rest on a confusion of |ogical wth epistenol ogical
issues -- investigations in paraconsistent logic, intended to
i solate contradictions so that "p and not-p" no |onger entails
"q," whatever "q" may be, could conceivably throw light on
epi st enol ogi cal issues about inconsistent evidence.

CB: | very nuch appreciate your article "The Justification of
Deduction™ (1976), reprinted in the new edition of Deviant
Logic. If we put your conclusion about deduction and Hunme's
skeptici sm about induction together, it will follow that there
is no absolutely certain know edge, that the nbpst we can have
is highly probable know edge, well-warranted by evidence, but
not infallible. Do you agree?
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SH. The concl usion of this paper was expressed quite nodestly,
in a way that stressed the parallels between deduction and

i nduction. "The noral of this paper,” | wote, "mght be put,
pessim stically, as that deduction is no less in need of
justification than induction, or, optimstically, t hat
i nduction is no nore in need of justification than deduction.”
But yes, | am indeed a thorough-going fallibilist, about
logical as well as enpirical know edge. In Evidence and
Inquiry, | tried to articulate what nmakes enpirical evidence
better or worse; but | don't yet have a conparably detail ed

account of what is involved in our (fallible) know edge of
| ogi c.

CB: Phil osophy of Logics (1978) was your second book. It has
been translated into Spanish, Italian, Korean, Portuguese,
Chi nese, and (in part) Polish, and has had great success in
logical circles worldwide. As | told you, even though the
Chinese translation is still in press, this book has been
wi dely read by Chinese |ogicians, anong whom it has been very
influential. In fact, it was after | read this book as a
graduate student that | first becane interested in philosophy
of logic, and gradually began to do my own research in this
field -- as | said when | expressed ny sincere thanks to you
in the preface of nmy book, Studies in Philosophy of Logic
(2002). What do you think were the npbst 1nportant ideas
expressed in this book of yours?

SH: Phi | osophy of Logics was intended as a textbook -- | wote
it, in fact, because | could find no suitable textbook for the
course | regularly taught at Warwi ck on philosophy of logic --
and in consequence mnmuch of it is taken up with exposition of
| ogi cal concepts and phil osophical theories about |ogic. But
witing this book was also an opportunity to devel op numerous
ideas of my own: about the nature and scope of logic, for
exanpl e, and the relations between formal | ogical systens and
i nformal argunents, about the nmetaphysical and epi stenol ogi cal
under pi nnings of logic, and especially about the phil osophi cal
significance of the plurality of |ogical systenms signalled by
t he plural expression -- Logics -- in nmy title.

CB: Can you tell wus a bit nore about what you mneant by
speaking of "pluralism in |ogic?

SH Two things, one quite nodest and uncontroversial, the
ot her rather bolder. The npdest idea was, sinply, that there
are nunmerous systens of logic, wth different expressive
power, notations, theorems, valid inferences, interpretations,
and applications; and that thinking about the differences
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amobng them can help wus understand some of the deepest
met aphysi cal and epistenol ogi cal questions about |ogic, such
as: Is there just one correct system of logic, or could there
be several which are equally correct? what could "correct”
mean in this context? how do we recognize truths of 1logic?
could we be m staken in what we take to be such truths?

The nore anbitious idea, articulated in the final chapter of
Phil osophy of Logics, was that (contrary to instrumentalism
it makes sense to speak of a logical system as correct or
incorrect, and that (contrary to nmonism there is nore than
one correct |ogical system The argunment, in brief, was this:
Formal systens of logic aspire to represent extra-systematic
conceptions of validity and of l|ogical truth. However, there
are alternative formal projections of the sanme infornmal
di scourse; and sonetinmes, when different formal systens give
different representations of the same informal argunments, they
may be equally good, perhaps for different purposes. (This
doesn't nean that we never have to choose between a devi ant
and classical logic, only that we may not always have to.)

CB: | assune you are a kind of enpiricist in philosophy of
logic: you stress the contrasts between formal and informal
arguments and between systemrelative and extra-systematic
conceptions of validity, and think of the former as
characterizing the latter; and you argue that, since there nmay
be no uniquely correct characterization, we should accept a
kind of logical pluralism Is this right?

SH: It was a crucial insight of Aistotle s that an argunent
is valid or invalid in virtue of its form not its content;
and a central aim of the formal systens devised by | ogicians
should be to capture just the valid argunents. But | would
prefer to avoid describing this as a form of enpiricism which
m ght suggest, wrongly, that ny view is that formal systens of
logic should aim sinply to characterize people's actual
reasoni ng processes.

CB: In some sense nodern logic originated in Frege's anti-
psychol ogi sm and nowadays logic tends to be thought of as
having nothing to do with the processes, nethods, and |aws of
human thinking, but as concerned with |anguage, or perhaps
reality. But |I'm skeptical of this idea: as | see it, logic is
the science of inference and argunent; but inference and
argunent are processes of thinking, so that logic surely is
related to our thinking processes. Wat is your view of
psychol ogi sm and anti-psychol ogismin | ogic?
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SH. First, perhaps a historical coment is in order: Frege was
i ndeed strongly anti-psychologistic. It seenms clear that his
antipathy to psychologism was a result, 1in part, of the
strongly Introspectionist character of the psychology wth
which he was famliar. And Peirce was scathing in his
criticismof the idea -- which he associated with Sigwart --
that validity is a psychol ogical property, a kind of tingling
feeling you get when you nove from prem sses to conclusion.
However, Boole, usually seen as the earliest mpjor figure in
t he devel opnent of nodern |ogic, was considerably nore synpa-
thetic to psychol ogi smthan they.

| would distinguish two interpretations of the claim that
logic "has to do with" human thinking processes, a stronger
and a weaker. As | said earlier in response to your describing
me as an "enpiricist” in philosophy of logic, | <certainly
don't believe that logic sinply describes our thought-
processes (no-one who has ever taught a logic class could

think that!). However, | do think that logic is, in a sense,
normative for thinking; for principles of deductive logic tell
us that, if you argue like this, you will never nove fromtrue
prem sses to fal se conclusion, that if you argue like this you
will end up contradicting yourself, and so on.

CB: In what ways would you say that your philosophy of logic
is like Quine's, and in what ways unlike?

SH. This is very difficult to answer briefly, in part because
Quine's views seem to shift: for exanple, in sonme places he
stresses the revisability of logic, but in others he argues
t hat genuine revision of logic is inpossible (I traced sone of
his shifts and twists in "Analyticity and Logical Truth in The
Roots of Reference,” originally published in 1977, and
reprinted in the 1996 edition of Deviant Logic). In the end,
it seems to ne, Quine is nmuch nore of a logical conservative
than I, nore conmtted to the idea that classical first-order
predicate logic really is THE correct logic, and of course
nore conmmtted to a strict extensionalism

CB: | can tell fromyour two books in phil osophy of |ogic that
you have a wi de reach and strong background in synbolic |ogic;
but you seem always to have been nore interested in its
phi l osophical than its technical side. And after these two
books you seemto have turned to epistenology, pragmatism and
ot her topics. Way was that?

SH: | have no pretensions of being a mathematician, and ny
i nt er est in logic was always nore philosophical t han
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techni cal ; indeed, one reason for the success of Philosophy of
Logics was probably that | appreciated the difficulties of
understanding | ogical technicalities, and worked hard to help
readers master them

The shift in enphasis to epistenology nore generally was in
part a happy accident: | had taught a course on Epi stenpl ogy
and Metaphysics at Warwick for several years; so when
Bl ackwel |l invited me to wite a book in epistemology for them
| was intrigued by the chall enge.

My interest in pragmatism began, as | recall, when, after
reading the critique of Peirce's account of truth in the first
chapter of Quine's Wrd and Object, | began seriously reading
in Peirce's Collected Papers, and was soon hooked by the work
of this quite remarkable philosophical m nd! Peirce hinmself, I
m ght add -- besides being a formal |ogician of broad scope
and deep penetration -- was always nmuch concerned wth
phi | osophi cal questions about 1logic, and (though he didn't
like or use the term "epistenology”") with what he and the
ot her pragmatists called "theory of inquiry."

* % %

CB: Now let me turn to your third book, Evidence and Inquiry:
Towards Reconstruction in Epistenpology (1993). As you know,
with the help of two graduate students, | have translated this
book into Chinese, and it should be published in Beijing by
the end of 2003. What are the nobst inportant ideas devel oped
in this book?

SH. First, of course, the articulation and defense of ny new
t heory of epi stem c justification, whi ch I cal l
"foundherentisn’ because it conmbines elenments from the
traditionally-rival theories, foundationalism and coherentism
In this context, ny anal ogy between the structure of evidence
and a crossword puzzle has proven particularly fruitful in ny
own wor k, and has been found useful by many readers, not only
phi | osophers but also scientists, econom sts, |egal scholars,

etc.. Then, besides ny analysis and critique of various
versions of foundationalism and coherentism of reliabilism
etc., | would nention ny articulation and defense of a nore

nodest style of naturalism than Quine's, and ny critique of
Rorty's (and Stich's) "vulgar pragmatism"”

CB: Can you tell us nore about foundherentisn?

SH: Let me begin by saying sonething about the two
traditionally rival styles of theory of epistenologica
justification, foundationalism and coherentism "Foundational -
ism refers to theories which rely on a distinction between
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basic and derived beliefs, and hold that relations of support
always run from the basic to the derived, never in the other

direction; "experientialist f oundati onal i sni refers to
foundationalist theories which take the basic beliefs to be
justified by a subject's sensory and/or i ntrospective
experience. "Coherentism' refers to theories which rely on

relations of nutual support anmong beliefs, holding that a
belief is justified just in case it belongs to a coherent
belief-set. As these theories were devel oped and refined, sone
foundati onal i sts acknow edged that not even basic beliefs were
infallible, and that there could be nutual support anong

derived  beliefs; and sonme coherentists suggested that
"experiential" beliefs should be given special weight in the
cal cul ati on of degr ees of coherence and hence of

justification. So the traditionally rival theories began to
| ean closer together. But the |eaning destabilized them as
noderate foundationalists tried to explain why there couldn't
be nutual support anong derived and (so-called) "basic"
beliefs, they risked falling into coherentism and as noderate
coherentists tried to explain why experiential beliefs should
be wei ghted nmore heavily than others, they risked falling into
foundati onal i sm

| argue, however, that foundationalism and coherentism don't
exhaust the field, and that an internediate theory is nore
pl ausi bl e than either. It is possible to allow the relevance
of experience to the justification of enpirical beliefs, as
experientialist foundationalism does but coherentism does not,
and at the sanme tinme, instead of requiring a privileged class
of "basic" beliefs, to allow for pervasive nutual dependence
anong beliefs, as coherentism does but foundationalism does
not. These are the key ideas of foundherentism The crossword
anal ogy, by the way, first came to mnd as a way of
under st anding how there can be nutual support anong beliefs
(as there is nutual support anpbng crossword entries) wthout
vicious circularity; and then | realized that the anal ogy
hel ped with another problem too -- that the clues to a
crossword were the analogue of a person's experientia
evi dence, and already-conmpleted intersecting entries the
anal ogue of his reasons for a belief.

CB: In this book you criticize Quine's program of naturalized
epi stenmol ogy. Could you explain your reasons? Since human
bei ngs are natural creatures, and our bodies and our brains
are the product of evolution, can't we study human cognitive
processes in the same way we study other natural processes or
phenonmena? Briefly: why can't epistenology be naturalized?

SH: This question is a bit msleading. Yes, | criticize
Qui ne's "epistenology naturalized"; but | also articulate and
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defend ny own, nore nodest style of naturalism What is wong

with Quine's position, in brief, is that runs together three
different and inconpatible ideas: (i) that epistenology is not
purely a priori, but depends on assunptions about human bei ngs
and their cognitive powers; (i) t hat epi st enol ogi cal

gquestions should be turned over to the sciences of cognition
to resolve; and (iii) that epistenological questions are
illegitimte, and should be displaced in favor of scientific
guestions about human | earning processes. But it is not within
the scope of physics, or psychology, or any of the sciences,

to tell wus what constitutes better or worse evidence, for
exanmple, or why true predictions confirm the truth of a
t heory; and if these characteristically epistenological
guestions were illegitimte, the scientific enterprise would
make no sense. So the second and third forns of naturalismare
i ndefensible. The first style of naturalism however, | find
quite defensible -- in fact, | defend it nyself.

| call nmy kind of epistenological naturalism"reform st apost-
eriorist naturalism': “"reformst" to distinguish it from
revolutionary naturalism which denies the Ilegitimcy of
traditional epistenological questions; and "aposteriorist” to
distinguish it from scientistic naturalism which holds that

those traditional epistenological questions can be resolved by
psychol ogy. Neverthel ess, nmy position is a formof naturalism

for it conceives of epistenology, not as a purely a priori,

but as explicating evaluative concepts which depend on
presuppositions about human cognitive capacities and |limta-
tions.

CB: It seens to ne that your view of induction has changed: in
Phil osophy of Logics you classified inductive I|ogic under
"classical logic,”™ but in Evidence and Inquiry you wote that

if "inductive logic is taken to indicate relations susceptible
of purely syntactic characterization, it is prone to paradox
at best, perhaps even nythical." However, you add, even if
there is no formal inductive logic, there is still such a

thing as (objectively) supportive-but-not-conclusive evidence.
Why don't you think inductive logic is possible?

SH. No, | didn't classify inductive logic under "classical
logic": if you |look again at the table on p.4 of Philosophy of
Logics you'll see that it classifies traditional, classical,
deviant, extended, and inductive logic wunder "systens of
formal logic.” However, you are right that | have conme to
doubt that there can be a formal, i.e., syntactically

characteri zable, logic of induction.

My present view is this: how supportive evidence E is wth
respect to a claimdepends on how nmuch addi ng E increases the
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expl anatory integration of one's reasons with respect to that
claim Explanation, however, requires generals, kinds and
| aws; and so supportiveness is not sinply a matter of form
but depends on the content of the predicates involved. Wat
persuaded me of this initially was Goodman's grue paradox: if
our evidence is nore supportive of "all enmeralds are green”

than it is of "all emeralds are grue" -- as | believe it is --
it must be in virtue of sone difference between "green" and

"grue,"” for both statements have the sanme | ogical form

These ideas, suggested briefly in Evidence and lnquiry, are
worked out in much nore detail in Defending Science -- Wthin
Reason, where | argue that the failure of the dd

Deferentialismin philosophy of science was in part the result
of too narrowy |logical a conception of rationality, and
suggest what | describe as a "worldly" conception of evidence.

CB: Now we cone to your fourth book, Manifesto of a Passionate

Moder at e:  Unf ashi onabl e Essays (1998). My first question, as
before, 1s: what do you regard as the npbst inportant ideas
expressed in this book?

SH: As the title indicates, this book is neither a text nor an
academ ¢ nonograph, but a collection of essays -- but essays
tied together by sone common thenes. Many of them were witten
in response to the nunmerous invitations | received after
Evi dence and Inquiry was published to lecture on "fem nist
epi stemol ogy,” Rorty's neo-pragnmatism etc.. One inportant
unifying theme is ny defense of the legitimcy of the concept
of truth and the ideal of honest inquiry against the argunents
(and the rhetoric) of radical fem nists, neo-pragnmatists,
mul ticulturalists, the New Cynics in philosophy of science,
and so on; which led ne into explorations of the simlarities,

and the differences, between science and literature, the
cognitive inportance of nmet aphor s, Peirce's distinction
bet ween genuine and sham inquiry, the many neanings of
"relativism' -- and eventually to such socio-political issues

as the many styles of femnism and rmulticulturalism
affirmati ve action, and the present condition of philosophy,
and the acadeny itself.

What are the nost inportant ideas in this book? The idea that
has proven, thus far, nost influential, is the netaphysica
theory | began developing in "Reflections on Relativism?"
|l nnocent Realism This is a position intermediate between
Met aphysi cal Realism on the one hand, and netaphysical forns
of cultural relativism and irrealism on the other. MW
classification of the many and vari ous types of relativismhas
also attracted readers’ attention. Then there is ny
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di stinction between the Od Deferentialism i.e., philosophy
of science focussed on rationality, logic, structure, and the
New Cynicism which focusses instead on power, politics, and
rhetoric; and an early articulation of my internediate

position. | wuld also nention my developnment of Peirce's
di stinction between genuine inquiry and sham reasoning into a
tripartite distinction: genuine inquiry versus the two

varieties of pseudo-inquiry, the sham and the fake; and ny
identification of the Passes-for fallacy: that wubiquitous
argument from the true prem ss that what passes for truth,
known fact, strong evidence, etc., is often no such thing, but
only what the powerful can get accepted as such, to the false
conclusion that the concepts of truth, fact, evidence, etc.
are not hi ng but ideol ogi cal hunbug.

CB: Could you tell us nore about I nnocent Realisn?

SH: It is, I hope, a nmetaphysical position that can
accommodate the npbst robust realist intuitions to the nost
sophisticated anti-realist objections. The nmain ideas are
sonething like this. The world -- the one, real world -- is
i ndependent of how we believe it to be. In saying this,
obvi ously, the Innocent Realist repudiates both the irreali st
thesis that there is no real world, and the pluralist thesis
that there are many. However, she of course allows that human
bei ngs intervene in the world, and that we, and our physical
and nental activities, are part of the world. The one, rea

world, in other words, is heterogeneous: there are, besides
natural things and events, human artifacts of every kind,
soci al i nstitutions, and the theories, depi cti ons, and
i magi native constructions of scientists, artists, poets,

novelists. etc..

Adapting an idea from Peirce (who was in turn adapting an idea
from Duns Scotus), the Innocent Realist construes "real" as
meani ng "i ndependent of how you, or |, or anyone believes it
to be"; and as contrasting wth "fictional, a fignent,
imagi nary." Scientific theories are real; and so are works of
fiction. But the explanations scientists inmagine, when they
are successful, are true, and the laws they inmagine real;
while fictional characters and events are precisely not real,
but i magi nary.

Though very fallibly and inperfectly, we humans are able to
know something of how the world is. This is possible only
because we have sense organs able to detect information about
particul ar things around us, and the intellectual capacity to
make generalizations about them and because the things around
us are of kinds and subject to | aws.
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We describe the world, sonmetimes truly, sonetines falsely.
Whet her a synthetic description is true or is fal se depends on
what it says (which is a matter of human convention) and on
how the things in the world it describes are. There are nany

different true descriptions of the world, in different
vocabul aries. Al these many different truths nmust somehow fit
together: there <can't be rival, inconpatible truths or

"know edges." But this doesn't nmean that all the truths about
the world must fit together by being reducible to a privil eged
class of truths in a privileged vocabulary; | see the truths
of the social sciences as "fitting together” with the truths
of the natural sciences nmobre in the way a road map can be
superi nposed on a contour map of the same territory.

CB: You are an outstandi ng schol ar of Anerican pragmati sm and
a former President of the Charles S. Peirce Society. 1In
Evi dence and Inquiry you included a chapter on Rorty's neo-
pragmati st critique of epistenology, and in sone of the essays

in Mnifesto you wote at Ilength both about classica
pragmati sm and about contenporary neo-pragmatism | have
translated two of your articles on pragmtism -- "'"W
pragmatists ...' ; Peirce and Rorty in Conversation,” which

appears in Mnifesto, and "Pragmatism O d and New' (hitherto
publi shed only I n Spanish) into Chinese; and you have accepted
my invitation to edit an anthology of pragmatist witings for
Chi nese readers, to be published by People's Press. Wat do
you think we can learn fromthe pragmatist tradition?

SH: Let ne start by explaining that pragmatism is the only
school of philosophy native to the United States: Charles
Sanders Peirce (1839-1914) and WIIliam Janmes (1842-1910) were
its joint originators, and the tradition developed in the work
of John Dewey, George Herbert Mead, Sidney Hook, and C. 1.
Lewis. Peirce always nmaintained that pragmatism is "not a
doctrine but a nmethod" -- the mnmethod encapsulated in the
Pragmatic Maxim according to which neaning is a mtter of
experiential consequences. Janes too nmade the pragmatic maxim
central, but interpreted it rather differently, in terns of
practical consequences. Peirce's pragmatism is scientific,
|l ogical, and realist; James's is focussed on religion rather
than on science, and is psychological rather than | ogical,
nom nalist rather than realist. And as one m ght expect from

its origins, classical pragmatism -- to borrow a fine anal ogy
due to the Italian pragmatist Govanni Papini -- is like a
hotel in each room of which different pragmatists are doing
di fferent kinds of work, but all of whom went through the sane
| obby on the way to his room | think of Peirce's contribu-

tions to logic, semotics, theory of inquiry, philosophy of
sci ence, netaphysics; Janmes's to philosophy of religion,
psychol ogy and philosophy of mnd, et hi cs; Dewey's to
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epi st enol ogy, philosophy of education, social and political
phi |l osophy; and Mead's to the philosophy of mnd, |anguage
and society.

I began ny readings in pragmtism wth Peirce -- an
ast oni shingly wi de-rangi ng, pr of ound, and origina
phi | osophical thinker. And | have been nuch influenced by him
by his articulation and defense of the ideal of genuine
inquiry; by his distinction (derived from Scotus) between the

existent and the real, and his defense of the reality of
generals; and perhaps especially by his "synechism" t he
"doctrine of continuity.” This idea has of |late cone to seem
to nme extraordinarily fertile, as | have explored the

continuities not only of scientific inquiry with enpirical
inquiry generally, but also of social-scientific with natural-
scientific inquiry, of philosophy with science, and of inquiry

with other human intellectual activities. But | have al so been
i nfluenced by Janmes, by Dewey -- specially his concern for the
relation of science and values -- and, in philosophy of mnd

and phil osophy of the social sciences, by Mead' s remarkably
i nsi ghtful work.

Janmes once wote that the virtue of pragmatismis that it "un-

stiffens our theories"; and nost of all, | think, as tine goes
by I am nore and nore grateful to the classical pragmatists
for helping to liberate me from the uneasy reluctance of
anal ytic philosophy to stray beyond strictly conceptual,
logical, or [linguistic issues. That is why | think of

Def endi ng Sci ence, which goes far beyond the usual questions
tackl ed by analytic philosophy of science, as in a way the
nost pragmati st of ny books.

CB: What is your opinion of Rorty's neo-pragmatisn?

SH: It's quite a mess! Let nme begin by getting the historical
picture a bit clearer. At first, Peirce was hesitant to use
the word "pragmatism' in print, because he feared readers
woul d confuse his specifically philosophical position wth
pragmati sm in the ordinary sense, neaning going by expedi ency
rat her than principle. He never used the word in his published

witings until after Janes had made it fanmous. And |ater he
cane to think he needed to distinguish his style of pragmatism
from Janmes's, Dewey's, etc., and especially to dissociate

himself from the m sunderstandings of pragmatism that were
bei ng perpetrated in the literary journals; so he introduced
the term "pragmaticism"” hoping it would be "ugly enough to be
safe from ki dnappers.™ The point of my "conversation"” between
Peirce and Rorty was, of course, to bring out how utterly
di fferent Rorty's literary-political, anti - met aphysi cal
"pragmatism®™ with its disdain for logic and repudiation of
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epi stemol ogy, is from Peirce's pragmaticist philosophy. And
Rorty's neo-"pragmatism’ is not only very different from
Peirce's; it is also quite distant from Janes's, and even from
Dewey's. The old pragmatist whom Rorty nost resenbles is
F.C.S. Schiller -- the British philosopher whose radically
relativist position Janmes once described as "the butt-end
forenost™ version of pragmatism

That's why, in Evidence and Inquiry, | referred to Rorty's
(and Stich's) views as "Vulgar Pragmatism™ In chapter 9 of

E& | argued that Rorty's «critique of epistemplogy is
seriously confused. Hi s repudiation of "foundationalism runs
together three quite distinct ideas: (i) foundationalism
(i.e., as | expl ained earlier, theories of epi stem c
justification relying on a distinction of basic versus derived
bel i efs); (i) foundationalism (i.e. the thesis that

epistemplogy is an a priori discipline); and (iii) FOUNDAT-
| ONALI SM (i.e., the thesis that epistenological principles are
not nmerely conventional but have sonme objective grounding).

Foundationalism | agree, is false; foundherentism is the
right theory of epistemc justification. And foundationalism
is also false; as nmy reform st aposteriorist naturalism holds,

epi stemplogy is not wholly a priori. But FOUNDATI ONALI SM |

argue, is true. Rorty's argunment against FOUNDATI ONALI SM
depends on the assunption that, if truth is not correspondence
to Things in Thenselves, it can be nothing nore than here-and-
now agreenment; but this, obviously, is a grossly false
di chot ony.

In Manifesto of a Passionate Moderate | i ncluded the
"conversation” between Peirce and Rorty (conpiled from their
own words) to show how far Rorty's position is from classica

pragmatism In "Confessions of an O d-Fashioned Prig"

di scussed Rorty's confusions about truth in nore detail. And
in "As for that phrase 'studying in a literary spirit o
argued against Rorty's proposal that philosophy be reconceived
as a genre of literature, "just a kind of witing." Indeed, |
showed, one disastrous consequence of Rorty's strange ideas
about truth is to make it inpossible not only to understand
what genuine inquiry is, but even to grasp that literature has
i nportant truths to teach us.

CB: In Manifesto you are often quite polemcal; but also a
real intellectual -- enthusiastic, wse, responsible, and
mar shal | i ng subtl e argument s agai nst many ki nds of

intellectual fashion, such as neo-pragmatism and radical
styles of femnism nmulti-culturalism sociology of know edge,
literary theory, etc.. You defend the possibility and
i nportance of genuine inquiry, and stress the dangers of sham
and fake reasoning. | have every synpathy wth your main
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thenmes. But on sonme topics | have rather different ideas.
Coul d we discuss sonme of these differences?

SH: OF course.

CB: In "Multiculturalism and Objectivity" and "Reflections on
Rel ativism' you argue agai nst any kind of cultural relativism

but I'mafraid your position is too strong. True, whatever our
race, sex, nationality, and so forth, we are all human bei ngs,

with wuniversal characteristics. So it is wong to see
mul ticulturalism as pulling against objectivity, or against
uni versal human rights. But | think there is another side of

t hi ngs. Human beings live in different countries, wth
different |anguages, different histories, traditions, and
cultures; they face very different environnents. Don't all

these elenents influence our cognitive processes? | renenber,

when | was a visiting scholar in Helsinki, Finland, in 1998,

attending a sem nar on abortion: does abortion nmean killing a
baby? Should it be legal or illegal? This kind of problem
doesn't arise in China, because the problem China faces is a
popul ati on explosion. The population is already 1.3 billion,

and according to traditional Chinese culture, children are
very inportant: it is a terrible thing for your famly if you
have no children, especially no son. So the Chinese governnent
had to inpose the "one couple, one child" policy -- which is
often criticized in Western countries, especially the U S. As
a Chinese intellectual, | think the Chinese governnment is
right on this matter; as do nost Chinese people. | conclude
that it is wong to maintain an absol ute universalism agai nst

every formof cultural relativisnm? How would you answer?

SH: 1'd better begin by explaining that you have m sread ne
here. In "Milticulturalism and Objectivity”™ | distinguish
several kinds of multiculturalism and argue agai nst the kind
| call "epistenological counter-culturalism®™ But |I don't say,
nor do | believe, that all forms of nulticulturalism are
m sgui ded. Simlarly, in "Reflections on Relativisni I
di stinguish numerous kinds of relativism and develop a
position -- the Innocent Realism nentioned earlier --
inconpatible with what | <call deep nmetaphysical-cultura

relativism (the thesis that ontol ogical clainm mke sense only
relative to a conmmunity or culture). But | don't say, nor do |
believe, that all forms of cultural relativismare m staken.

As | understand it, you are inclined to defend some form of
ethical relativism |[If your point is just that in different
cultures, different ethical norms are accepted (which would be
shal | ow, or anthropol ogical, ethical-cultural relativismin ny
classification), of course | agree. But obviously it doesn't
follow from this that ethical norms make sense only relative
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to a culture (which would be deep, or philosophical, ethical-
cultural relativismin my classification).

Turning now to your exanple, let nme begin by saying that,
granting for the sake of argunent that the "one couple, one
child" policy is nmorally justifiable, an ethical absolutist

could still argue that +there is sone overriding ethical
principle, not itself culturally relative -- for exanple, that
all children should have a reasonable opportunity for a

heal thy and productive life -- which would justify that policy
in certain circunstances, but different policies in other
circunstances. In fact, as you say, the policy is nmuch
criticized in the West. In part this is because we place a
hi gh value on people's freedomto mke (what we believe to be)
essentially private decisions for thenselves: which raises
hard questions about how we should balance freedom and

wel fare. In part, also, | suspect, it is because our press
reports that many Chinese couples are far from happy about the
policy; and that, in consequence of its inposition, many

femal e fetuses are aborted, and girl babies left to die. And,
of course, in the U S. (as, apparently, in Finland), abortion
is a very controversial topic -- indeed, it is probably one of
the nost divisive issues in American politics, with feelings
runni ng very high on both sides.

* % %

CB: | would like to add that for devel oping countries with a
bi g population, like China's, the dilenma is whether to place
strict controls on the birth rate (and face criticismfromthe
West for doing so), or to |let people produce children who wll
have no hope of a decent |ife -- of adequate food, education,
heal t hcare, and so on. What do you think about this dilemm?

SH: This is what | was alluding to when | spoke earlier of
hard questi ons about the balance of freedom and wel fare. The
best conmprom se, | suppose, would be if people could be nade
to understand the need to control the birth rate, and limted
their famlies voluntarily. But | don't at all mean to suggest
that this would be easy to achieve (its feasibility wll
depend, for instance, on the infant nortality rate, on whether
peopl e have a reasonabl e expectation of security in their old
age, and so on). Beyond this, | don't think I know enough to
offer an opinion -- |1 have no idea, for exanmple, how
successful or unsuccessful India has been at trying to control
her birth-rate by voluntary nmeans, wthout such draconian
policies as China's.

CB: You also fiercely criticize affirmative action. | would
say, however, that while affirmative action certainly runs
agai nst procedural fairness, it 1is conpensation for past
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unfairness, and so still acceptable from a |ong-term point of
view. In order to correct historical injustice, we have to
adopt sone policy that will open opportunities to the weak and
enable them to becone stronger. Besides, | guess preferentia
hiring should be conditional on "other things being alnost
equal . "

SH. Perhaps | need to say first, in the sinplest and nost
direct way possible, that there is no disagreenent wth
respect to ends between nyself and those proponents of
affirmative action who want to ensure, as | would, that
tal ented people are not disadvantaged because of irrelevant
factors such as their race or their sex; where we disagree is

about the best neans to achieve this end. And |I'm quite
surprised that you describe me as "fiercely criticizing”
affirmative action: for the strongest thing | said in "The
best man for the job may be a woman" is that | fear that

preferential hiring of wonmen in the acadeny, though it has had
sone good consequences, may have done nore harm than good

overall -- 1 don't think that's exactly "fierce," do you?

However, | nmust say find the argunment about conpensation,
which you seem inclined to give a lot of weight, very
problematic. | m ght approach this in a personal way: | don't
regard it as appropriate conpensation to nme for the

discrimnation | encountered as a young woman, if universities
now appoi nt weaker candidates than they could hire, on the
grounds that they are wonen. More inportantly, this isn't
appropriate conpensation for all those wonen of ny generation
who were excluded altogether, or who found thenselves in
per manently-tenporary |lecturer jobs, wunable to advance in

their careers. But t he problem is quite gener al
"conpensation" makes sense if you give sone benefit to people
who were actually harned; not, however, if you give sone

benefit to other people who were not thenselves victins of the
“historical unfairness” of which you speak.

When, in "The best man," | conplained about "This-or-
Not hi ngism " what | nmeant was that we need to try nuch harder
to find better ways to achieve equal opportunities for the
talented regardless of race or sex; better ways, that is,
either than the old system or than the new -- which seens to
me of dubious benefit even to its supposed beneficiaries, and
certainly a corrupting influence on an already depressingly
corrupt academic hiring system There is no doubt in nmy mnd,
either, that so far from overcom ng sexist (and racist)
attitudes in the acadeny, after thirty-odd vyears of
preferential hiring these attitudes are in some ways even
wor se, because |ess overt, and nore disguised and distorted by
| ayer upon | ayer of self-deception and hypocrisy.

As for "other things being alnost equal,” | can only say that,
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n my opinion, the present situation is so bad that it just
sn't realistic to expect departments to nake such subtle
[

i
i
di stinctions.

CB: While we are speaking of corruption in the universities,

let me turn to your "Preposterism and Its Consequences,” a
strong critique of the present pressure to publish regardless
of the quality or significance of publications. | agree that
this is a very general and serious problem in the acadeny,
both in the West and in China. Still, | am nore optimstic
than you that the peer-review system works well enough, and
the really valuable work will eventually be recogni zed.

SH: Well, of course | don't know how well the peer-review
process works in China; but | have to say that in the real m of
Engl i sh-1anguage philosophy, | think the system is now rife

with corruption and inconpetence. Too nmny reviewers are
i gnorant, prejudiced, and/or nore concerned to advance them
selves than to give an honest appraisal. (Mich of what is
published is weak, uninteresting, blandly conform st, faddy,
or sycophantic; and even outright plagiarismtoo often escapes
detection.) Junior people who MJIST publish to get tenure,
being at the nmercy of editors and referees, soon learn that it
is much easier to publish bland, inoffensive stuff, and to
cater to prejudices, than it is to place work that is truly
original or independent-n nded.

As for the good stuff being found eventually, let ne just say
that by now the sheer volume of academ c publications is
absolutely overwhel m ng, and the dirty secret we all know but
don't admt openly is that nost of what's published is never
read. It's hard to be optimstic that the gens will eventually
be found and valued at their true worth.

CB: "Preposterism and Its Consequences” is mainly critical;
l'"d like to know what positive suggestions you nay have for
overcomng this problem |If you were the president of an
i nportant university, what wuld you do to change the
situation? Unless sonmething is done, won't the situation just
conti nue?

SH. The problemis very serious, and by now very deep-rooted;

and | don't think it can easily be solved by means of sone
policy inposed by an admnistrator, however powerful or
influential. It took many decades to get into this mess, and
it will take longer, probably, to get out of it. It my even
be -- as | think in ny nost pessimstic nonents -- that there

will be no change for the better until things have got even
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wor se, and people sinply won't tolerate it any |onger; perhaps
we shall have to wait until students' parents beconme aware
that their <children are the real victinms of the corrupt
culture of the acadeny.

Still, we can try to figure out how things got so bad. | would
mention, anmong the nmany interacting causes: credentialism
(i.e., a culture that values a diplom nore than education,

and where enployers insist on "qualifications”" even when they
are quite irrelevant to a person's ability to do the work in
gquestion); the enornmous growth of the wiversities, and the
rise of a vast, self-interested admnistrative class,
including many people with no real understanding of the
demands of serious academ ¢ work; and of course the inposition
by this new admnistrative class of a disastrous business
nodel of "productivity” conpletely inappropriate to the
acadeny. So, if | were a university president, | guess | woul d
try to get the nost intellectually serious of ny faculty on ny
side to do anything we could to get away from that nodel, and
to encourage real, hard, independent thought and real, tough,
effective teaching -- and | would do ny best to halt any
further adm nistrative bl oat.

Looki ng back over the |ast paragraph, though, | realize that
this, no doubt, is why | shall never be president of a
uni versity!

CB: Now we come to your new book, Defending Science -- Wthin
Reason (forthcomng). As | understand it, Defending Science is
in a way an extension of the spirit of, and of sonme topics in,
Mani festo of a Passionate Moderate. | have the same question
as before: what do you think are the npbst inportant ideas
presented in this book?

SH. Defending Science is a very anbitious book, in which I
have tried not only to understand the epistenology and the
met aphysics of science, but also to paint a nuch nore
conprehensi ve picture of the place of the sciences in inquiry,
and in our lives. It began, yes, with sonme ideas from Manifes-
to, but as the work proceeded it has gone far, far beyond the
couple of essays on science in that collection.

This book begins with a diagnosis of a key false assunption
shared by the O d Deferentialism and the New Cynicism that,
if science is a rational enterprise, its rationality must be
explicable in narrowy logical ternms, i.e., it nust be
syntactically characterizable. Rejecting that assunption, |
argue that the rationality of the scientific enterprise can
only be captured by an account of evidence and method which is
worldly: i.e., takes account not only of form or structure,



22

but also of scientists’ interactions wth, and of the
relati ons of scientific |anguage to, the world.

By "scientific evidence”" | nmean the evidence wth respect to
scientific claims and theories. | <call ny epistenology of
science "Critical Commonsensism"” in part because | hold that
scientific evidence, in this sense, is |like the evidence wth
respect to enpirical clains generally -- only nore so. It

includes both experiential evidence and reasons, working
together in the foundherentist way articulated in Evidence and
lnquiry; but it is more dependent than the evidence wth
respect to ordinary enpirical claimse on instrunments of
observation, and is alnmpst always the shared resource of
numerous scientists, within and across generations. So | first
give an account of the personal sense of warrant (the degree
of warrant of a claimat a time for a person); then construct
an account of the social sense (the degree of warrant of a
claimat a time for a group of people); and finally construct
an account of the inpersonal sense (the degree of warrant of a

claimat a tine, sinpliciter.) After illustrating this account
by reference to Watson and Crick's evidence for the double-
helical structure of DNA, | am able to show how it resolves

the raven paradox and the grue paradox, and then to tackle
Quine's thesis of "underdeterm nation.™

As for "scientific method,” ny thesis is that, rather than
there being a uniquely rational node of inference or procedure
of inquiry used by all and only scientists, there are the
i nferences, procedures, desiderata, and constraints common to
all serious enpirical inquiry, overlaid by a vast array of
| ocal and evolving scientific "hel ps": i nstrunents  of

observati on, nodels and netaphors, techniques of nmathenmatica
and statistical reasoning, and a social organization that
enabl es evi dence-sharing, and hel ps keep nost scientists, nost
of the time, reasonably honest.

After that, | articulate the nodestly realist nmetaphysical
assunptions that underpin these epistenological ideas -- the
| nnocent Realism intertwining with nmy Critical Commpbnsensi sm
Briefly and roughly: rejecting instrunentalism and construc-

tive enpiricism | see scientists as seeking substantial,
expl anatory truths -- truths about the one, real world that
they, like other inquirers, investigate. For the scientific
enterprise to be possible, | argue, we nust have sensory

organs capabl e of detecting sonme information about particular
t hings and events around us, and the intellectual capacity to
make generalizations and test them noreover, particular
things and events in the world nust be sonewhat accessible to
our senses, and nmust be of Kkinds, and subject to |aws. But
unli ke some recent realists, | don't build clains about the
progress of science into ny netaphysics, but rather argue that
progress in the sciences, though undeniable, is ragged and
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Wth all these ideas in place | go on to consider the
relations of the natural to the social sci ences; the
epi stenol ogical role of sociology of science; the relations
bet ween science and literature, and the place of rhetoric of
science; the interactions of science wth the law, the
t ensi ons bet ween sci ence and religion; and finally,
predi ctions of the end of science.

CB: Could you tell us a bit nmre about why you call your
approach "Critical Common-sensism?

SH: | borrowed the expression from Peirce, who uses it to
refer to his response to Hune, which conbined elenents from
Kant (the "critical" part) and from Reid (the "commopn-sense
part). What | nmean, however, is sonething rather different:
essentially, that scientific evidence is |like the evidence
with respect to ordinary enpirical <clainms, and that the
met hods of the sciences are, as Einstein once put it, "nothing

nore than a refinement of our everyday thinking." As |east as
that phrase is sonetines understood, there is no "scientific

met hod" -- no nodes of inference or procedures of inquiry used
by all and only scientists and guaranteeing, if not truth, at
| east progress. Rather, by nmeans of all those "helps" to
inquiry | nmentioned wearlier, the natural sciences have
anplified and refined the procedures of ordinary inquiry. For
exanpl e, plunbers and auto nmechanics and cooks, as well as

scientists, make controlled experinments; but the sciences have
refined and developed far nore sophisticated kinds of
experinmental control.

CB: | find the conprehensive picture you devel op, including
Critical Commonsensismin epistenmology and I nnocent Realismin
met aphysics, very congenial -- at least close to the truth in
many respects. But 1'd like to hear nore about your view of
the simlarities and the differences between the natural and
t he social sciences.

SH. | call ny chapter on the social sciences "The Same, Only
Different™ -- borrowing a phrase ny grandnother used to use
when she explained a new idea to ne: "You know such-and-
such?", she would say; "Well, this is the sanme, only
different.”

| begin by distinguishing the intentional social sciences (the
parts that nust appeal to people's beliefs, hopes, fears,
etc.) from the rest (such as physical anthropology or
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physi ol ogi cal psychol ogy). Non-intentional social science is

in all essentials just |like natural science. But intentional
soci al science, | argue, is not reducible to natural science.
However, the intentional social sciences can be integrated
with the natural sciences -- to use the analogy | nentioned

before, rather as a map of the roads and towns in an area can
be superinposed on a contour map of the sanme territory.

The intentional social sciences, |like the natural sciences

are kinds of inquiry; but they investigate social rather than
nat ur al phenonena. Li ke all enpi ri cal i nqui ry, nat ur al -
scientific I nquiry i ncl uded, soci al -scientific i nquiry

requi res making explanatory conjectures, checking to see how
well they stand up to any evidence you have or can |ay hands
on, and then wusing your judgnent whether to accept them
nodi fy them or abandon them and start again; however, the
evidence that is relevant is of a rather different kind than
in the natural sciences, and so are the explanations sought.
I ntentional social-scientific inquiry uses the sane inferences
and procedures, and is subject to the sane demands, as all
enpirical inquiry, natural-scientific inquiry included; but
the "helps" to inquiry appropriate in intentional social
science are not the same as those appropriate in the natural
sciences: for exanple, social scientists use questionnaires
and interviews, rather than mcroscopes and telescopes, as
i nstrunents of observation. (Unfortunately, however, hoping to
share in the prestige of the natural sciences, social
scientists have sonetines handi capped thensel ves by borrow ng
i nappropriate natural-scientific helps. This is one of several
reasons why, so far at |east, the social sciences haven't made
nearly such inpressive progress as the natural sciences have
done.)

Met aphysically, the situation is simlar: |like the natural
sciences, the social sciences seek significant, explanatory
truths, and the possibility of doing this requires that there
be kinds and |aws; but social kinds are (in a weak sense)
socially constructed as well as real, and social |aws are
hi storically or locally conditioned. Mreover, even though, in
sone senses of that multiply-anmbi guous phrase, social science

isn't value-free, nor would we want it to be, intellectual
honesty, respect for evidence, is no less inportant in the
social than in the natural sciences; and social-scientific
inquiry should not be confused -- as it has too often been --

with political advocacy.

CB: You began vyour <career as a logician, but gradually
ext ended your range to epistenology, nmetaphysics, pragmatism
phi | osophy of science, even philosophy of literature and | aw,
and so on. It's quite a way from philosophy of logic to
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phi |l osophy of law, isn't it? Could you tell us something about
your intellectual devel opnment, and what you hope to achieve in
the future?

SH: | don't think the gradual growth in ny interests is really

SO surprising: after all, given nmy early interest in
epi st enol ogi cal and net aphysi cal questions about logic, it was
natural that | should npve to epistenology and netaphysics
nore generally, and then to philosophy of science -- nor is it
so surprising that |egal schol ars, who are thenselves

concerned with questions of evidence, should have taken an
interest in my epistenmological work, and so drawn ne into
their questions too.

This year, | have agreed to wite several papers on the |aw of
scientific evidence: | just finished a general-interest paper
for Daedalus (the journal of the Anerican Acadeny of Arts and
Sci ences); | am now working on another, this time on tensions
between inquiry and adversarialism fallibilismand finality,
for a conference at Cardozo Law School in New York; then |
shall wite a piece on the Supreme Court's (Popperian)

phi | osophy  of science for the American Phi | osophi cal
Associ ation's Newsletter on Law and Phil osophy; and after that
a plenary address for the International Congress of the
Associ ation for Legal and Social Phil osophy to be held at Lund
University in Sweden in the sumrer of 2003 ... so | shall be
quite busy with | egal philosophy for a while!

As for what conmes next -- well, it's never easy to predict,
but I find nyself nmre and nore drawn to questions in
phil osophy and literature: |I'm especially intrigued by what I

think of as the Epistenol ogical Novel, such as George Eliot's
Dani el Deronda, with its quite profound refections on the
Power of Ignorance, Sanuel Butler's The Way of Al Flesh, a
brilliant portrayal of self-deception and hypocrisy, and
Alison Lurie's Imaginary Friends, a hilariously funny novel
about cognitive dissonance and the pitfalls of social-
scientific research. I like the idea of conmbining ny
epi stenol ogical interests with ny love of literature, and of
the flexibility and subtleties of the English | anguage. And of
course this would also be an opportunity to think over
gquestions that have long interested me about truth and
reference in fiction, the differences between inquiry and
literature, and even the old Platonic "quarrel bet ween
phi | osophy and poetry."

CB: Professor Haack, thank you for agreeing to talk with me --
it feels alnmobst as if, in our conversation, | have been able
to acconmpany you on your intellectual journey as a |ogician,
phi | osopher, and social critic and educator. May you conti nue



to succeed in your

SH: Thank you. It
with you.

phi | osophi cal endeavor s!

has been a pleasure talking,
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and wor ki ng,



