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  “In these times, when one has to fight against both irrationalism and pedantry, Haack’s new book is a powerful stimulus for those who believe in the value of intelligence, honesty, and informed common sense. Haack has become one of the greatest Pragmatists; in the spirit of classical Pragmatism, she regrets the present state of philosophy, trapped between analytic scholasticism, dogmatic ideology, irrelevant technicalities, and grandiloquent vacuities. These essays reflect a mature conception of philosophy and rational inquiry from an outstandingly sensible philosopher.”




  —María J. Frápolli, University of Granada,




  President of the Spanish Society for Logic,




  Methodology, and Philosophy of Science




   




  “This is a very exciting and engaging book. The important subjects it discusses, its thought-provoking arguments, and its unorthodox conclusions will challenge laypersons and professionals alike. Erudite and witty—and with a very keen eye for unexamined assumptions, poorly-articulated or unnoticed problems, and sloppy thinking—Haack succeeds in developing illuminating, nuanced positions on a wide range of topics, from economics to feminism to religion to law. Everyone will benefit from this very impressive and stimulating collection of essays.”




  —Iddo Landau, University of Haifa,




  author of Is Philosophy Androcentric?




   




  “Doing justice to these essays in a couple of sentences is a tough assignment. Susan Haack shows how the approach to philosophy she has done much to articulate can illuminate an impressively wide range of important issues—philosophical, scientific, social, and legal—which she analyzes with balance and rigor. A great collection!”




  —F. John Clendinnen, History and Philosophy of Science,




  University of Melbourne




   




  “This collection of essays ranges from epistemology and philosophy of science to law and public issues, all written in clear and lively prose with the insight and energy so typical of Susan Haack. Haack herself exemplifies the virtues she identifies as essential: she writes illuminatingly about what is at stake, for the individual and society, in ‘the struggle for intellectual integrity.’”




  —Dagfinn Føllesdal, C. I. Lewis Professor of Philosophy,




  Stanford University




   




  “Susan Haack has been amazingly and admirably energetic, creative, and productive. Her range extends from logic, epistemology, metaphysics, etc., to science, religion, law, literature, and life. There is almost no topic on which she does not contribute penetrating and reasonable views of her own—with rigor, clarity, scope, depth, pertinence, and significance. This book, manifesting the intellectual integrity of a real and responsible thinker, will interest every reader who really cares about wisdom, truth, and the world.”




  —Chen Bo, Peking University
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  Susan Haack is Distinguished Professor in the Humanities, Cooper Senior Scholar in Arts and Sciences, professor of philosophy, and professor of law at the University of Miami. She is the author of numerous highly acclaimed books, including Evidence and Inquiry: A Pragmatist Reconstruction of Epistemology; Defending Science—Within Reason: Between Scientism and Cynicism; Manifesto of a Passionate Moderate: Unfashionable Essays; Philosophy of Logics; and Deviant Logic, Fuzzy Logic: Beyond the Formalism, and the editor of Pragmatism, Old and New. She was one of the handful of living philosophers included in Peter J. King’s 100 Philosophers: The Life and Work of the World’s Greatest Thinkers, and appeared in the Sunday Independent’s list of the ten most important women philosophers of all time (2005). A collection of essays on her work, Susan Haack: A Lady of Distinctions, edited by Cornelis de Waal, appeared in 2007.
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  The aim of philosophy . . . is to understand how things in the broadest possible sense of the term hang together in the broadest possible sense of the term.




  —Wilfrid Sellars
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  Other animals explore their environments; but only human beings can inquire. This ability to investigate—to guess at possible explanations of what puzzles us, to judge where evidence points, to figure out what’s true and what’s not—is one of our most remarkable talents. All of us call on this capacity in the most ordinary business of everyday life: when we want to know whether this food is safe to eat, for example, or whether the benefits of a proposed medical treatment likely outweigh the risks, when to leave for the airport to catch our flight, or why the computer has frozen. Some of us—scientists, for example, historians, legal and literary scholars, detectives, investigative journalists, intelligence officers—are inquirers by profession. And others—judges and lawyers, for example, physicians, agriculturalists, architects, astronauts, policy wonks—can’t do their work well without calling on their own, or others’, ability to inquire. In short, without that distinctive human capacity for inquiry, human culture as we know it would scarcely be possible.




  Of course, as shrewd old Thomas Hobbes pointed out long ago, the same capacity that enables us to engage in “ratiocination” also enables us to “multiply one untruth by another.” Often, rather than inquiring as honestly and doggedly as we could, we cut corners, and start skimping the work, jumping to conclusions, or falling back into wishful thinking, prejudice, or blind credulity; or we divert ourselves by building elaborate theoretical castles in the air. And, of course, the ability to inquire is not our only talent: we humans can also tell stories, joke, dance, make music, poetry, and art, build houses, pyramids, cathedrals, roads, and bridges, and bring such complex social structures as marriage, religion, money, law, and the fashion industry into being. But, though it won’t be the whole story, an understanding of what inquiry is, and how well-conducted inquiry differs from the weak, perfunctory, or biased, of what evidence is, and what makes it stronger or weaker, of what truth is, and how it can be distinguished from fiction and falsehood, and of wishful thinking, bias, prejudice, and so on, surely will be an essential part of any real understanding of ourselves and our societies.




  Perhaps this is why, after the publication of my Evidence and Inquiry (1993), Manifesto of a Passionate Moderate (1998), and Defending Science—Within Reason (2003), I received such a variety of intriguing invitations—from people in the natural, the medical, and the social sciences, from scholars in literature and scholars in law, from humanists and theologians, even from professors of architecture and the editors of an avant-garde art magazine—asking me to write or speak about the bearing of my work on their concerns. These invitations presented many challenges: Would my ideas hold up when they were applied to complex, real-world issues? Would I hold up when I tried to master unfamiliar material from unfamiliar fields? In the end, I’m happy to say, the experience proved exhilarating as well as exhausting.




  In the essays collected here, most of which were written in response to those challenging invitations, you will find me putting my philosophy to work on a whole range of issues: about truth, evidence, fact, objectivity, bias, self-deception; reason and the emotions; the demands of rationality and the limits of formalism; the ways in which unbiased inquiry differs from advocacy research, and inquiry in the sciences from inquiry in other fields; the threats to the integrity of the scientific enterprise posed by pressures from political and commercial interests; the difficulties our legal system has had in handling the scientific (and quasi-scientific) testimony so often crucial to the resolution of key factual issues; the tensions between science and religion; the possibility of learning true things from works of fiction; and even what gives human lives meaning. These essays will, I hope, persuade you that philosophical reflection and analysis really can shed light on real-life issues, issues of concern to all thoughtful people.




  Readers familiar with academic philosophy today, I anticipate, may be more than a little skeptical of the idea that philosophical reflection has real-world relevance. They have a point: these days philosophy is in pretty poor condition. Whether staidly neo-analytic or giddily postmodern, whether choked by pseudo-technicalities or intoxicated by wild extravagances, it seems ever more hermetic, self-absorbed, cliquish, and prone to short-lived fads. But the intellectual hollowness of so much professional philosophy is no reason to despair of philosophy itself. And in any case, my brief is not for the relevance of self-referential, cliquish current philosophical literature, but for the usefulness of genuinely serious philosophical reflection—whether it is found in a novel, in the ruminations of a thoughtful scientist or a legal thinker of a theoretical cast of mind, or in writings traditionally classified as philosophical.
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  In this expanded edition, I have added three new papers written since the book was first published (and adjusted the introduction and the index to reflect this).




  The first of these new papers, “Six Signs of Scientism,” began with the simple thought signaled by the sub-title of Defending Science, “Between Scientism and Cynicism”: that we need to avoid not only under-estimating the scope and value of scientific inquiry, but also over-estimating it. This essay explores the various ways in which we are tempted to over-estimate what science can do: i.e., the various forms of scientism. The sciences have made many remarkable discoveries; but this doesn’t mean that all inquiry should aspire to be scientific, or that other kinds of human activity are inherently less valuable than inquiry. Many scientific theories are, by now, very well-warranted by a dense mesh of interlocking lines of evidence; but this doesn’t mean that every new scientific speculation that comes down the pike will hold up. And so on.




  The second of these new papers, “Just Say ‘No’ to Logical Negativism,” grew out of my puzzlement over how Karl Popper’s Critical Rationalism managed to weasel its way into the US Supreme Court’s landmark 1993 ruling on scientific testimony, Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals (and from there to trickle down into approaches to scientific testimony in other jurisdictions, including not only Canada and England but also Italy, Mexico, and Colombia). After all, anyone who knows anything about Popper’s unremittingly negative philosophy of science would know that it is completely unsuitable for the purpose of helping judges discriminate reliable scientific testimony from unreliable. It was time, I decided, for a thorough-going critique that disentangled Popper’s official falsificationist story—covertly skeptical, and utterly indefensible—from the evasions, feints, distractions, and sleight of words that misled so many, in the law and elsewhere. This paper was the result.




  In my introduction to the original edition of this book, quoting the friend who had described our profession as “in a nose-dive,” I commented briefly, as I have again here, on the sad condition of academic philosophy today. “Out of Step: Academic Ethics in a Preposterous Environment,” the last of the three new papers in this expanded edition, is among other things an attempt to understand why the academy in general, the humanities especially, and philosophy in particular, seem to be in such steep decline. In this essay I first set out the virtues—industry, focus, patience, judgment, honesty, realism, impartiality, consideration, courage—that we professors especially need to cultivate if we are to do our work well, and then show how ongoing changes in the academic environment are systematically undermining them. These are subtle, complicated issues, painfully close to home and, for me, agonizingly difficult to think through. Still, in the end, I’m glad I did it. I hope my readers will be, too.
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  “Staying for an Answer” was first presented in 1998, in the School of Architecture at Virginia Tech, under its original title, “A Cannibal Among the Missionaries.” It first appeared in print, under its present title, in the Times Literary Supplement, July 9, 1999, 12–14. It has been reprinted in Cassandra Pinnick, Noretta Koertge, and Robert Almeder, eds., Scrutinizing Feminist Epistemology (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2003), pp. 234–52; in Daphne Patai and Will Corrall, eds., Theory’s Empire: An Anthology of Dissent (New York: Columbia University Press, 2005), pp. 552–62; and, abridged, in Think (2002). It has also appeared in Portuguese (2000) and Spanish (2001) translations.




  “The Same, Only Different” was presented at a colloquium, “Beginning With the Humanities,” held at the Whitney Humanities Center in 2001 to celebrate the 300th anniversary of the founding of Yale University. It first appeared in the Journal of Aesthetic Education 36, no. 3 (2002): 34–39; and was pirated, the same month, in the Internationale Zeitschrift für Philosophie 1 (2002): 18–22. (I still don’t know how this came about!) This essay also appeared, in Swedish translation, in the humanities journal of the Swedish Research Council, Tvärsnitt (2005).




  “The Unity of Truth and the Plurality of Truths” began life under the title “One Truth, or Many Truths? Yes, and Yes,” and was first presented in 2003, at a conference on Pluralism at Vanderbilt University. After that, it was presented in the philosophy departments at Peking University, Nankai University, South China Normal University, and the University of Haifa, Israel, and at a conference on relativism in Göteborg, Sweden (2004); and in the philosophy departments at the University of California, Davis and the University of Bologna, and at a conference on epistemology and philosophy of science in Florianópolis, Brazil (2005). After being “preprinted” in a volume of papers from the Göteborg conference, it appeared in Principia 9, nos. 1–2 (2005): 87–100.




  “Coherence, Consistency, Cogency, Congruity, Cohesiveness, &c.: Remain Calm! Don’t Go Overboard!” was written in response to an invitation from the associate editor of New Literary History. (His reaction to my paper—which opens by poking a little gentle fun at this invitation—was remarkably good-natured: “I’ve never been quoted so extensively in my life.”) This piece was my Bugbee Lecture at the University of Montana (2003), and was also presented in the philosophy departments at Simon Fraser University (2003) and Georgetown (2004). It first appeared in New Literary History 35 (2004): 167–83; and, abridged, under the title “Coherence & Co.,” in The Philosopher’s Magazine 6, no. 2 (2004): 33–35.




  “Not Cynicism, but Synechism: Lessons from Classical Pragmatism” was presented in 2004 at a conference on “Peirce-pectives on Metaphysics and Philosophy of Science” organized by Rosa Mayorga and Deborah Mayo in the department of philosophy at Virginia Tech. It was first published in Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society XLI, no. 2 (2005): 239–53, and then in the (long-delayed) volume for which it had originally been written, A Companion to Pragmatism, eds. John Shook and Joseph Margolis (Oxford: Blackwell, 2006), pp. 141–53.




  “Science, Economics, ‘Vision’” appeared in a special issue of Social Research in honor of Robert Heilbroner (71, no. 2 [2004]: 167–83), for which it was written at the invitation of the editor; and was presented the following year at the annual conference of the Association for the History of Economics.




  “The Integrity of Science: What It Means, Why It Matters” was my inaugural lecture at the annual conference of the National Council for Ethics in the Life Sciences (Portugal), held in Porto in November 2006, and was subsequently presented in the philosophy departments at Shanxi University, China (2009), and Universidad de Caldas, Colombia (2010). It first appeared in Ética e Investigacão nas Ciências da Vida—Actas do 10° Seminario do Conselho Nacional de Ética para as Ciências da Vida (2006): 9–28. It was reprinted in Portugal in Direito e Bioetica II (2008): 183–209; and the same year an abridged version was published, in Spanish translation, in Contrastes.




  “Scientific Secrecy and ‘Spin’: The Sad, Sleazy Saga of the Trials of Remune” was first presented in 2004, at the Coronado II Conference organized by the Project on Scientific Knowledge and Public Policy, and subsequently in the College of Law at Arizona State University (2006). It first appeared, after some strenuous tussles over a copy-editor’s egregious intrusions, in Law and Contemporary Problems 69, no. 3 (2006): 47–67.




  “Truth and Justice, Inquiry and Advocacy, Science and Law,” was my plenary lecture at the XXIst conference of the International Association for Legal and Social Philosophy (IVR), held in Lund, Sweden in August 2003. It was subsequently presented in the School of Politics and Law at South China Normal University, at the Institute of Medicine, National Academies of Science, and at the Georgetown Law Center (2004); and then in the School of Law at the University of Missouri, Kansas City (2005) and the College of Law at Arizona State University (2006). After being preprinted in Associations: Journal for Legal and Social Theory (2003), it appeared in Ratio Juris 17, no. 1 (2004): 15–26.




  “Trial and Error: The Supreme Court’s Philosophy of Science,” was first presented in 2003, at the Coronado I conference of the Project on Scientific Knowledge and Public Policy. It was subsequently presented at law school colloquia at the University of Montana (2003), George Mason University, the University of Pennsylvania, University College, London (2004), and the University of Florida (2005). It first appeared in the American Journal of Public Health 95 (2005): S66–73. The following year it was reprinted in the International Society of Barristers Quarterly 41, no. 2 (2006): 376–91, and also appeared, in Italian translation, in Ars Interpretandi.




  “An Epistemologist Among the Epidemiologists” appeared, at the editor’s invitation, in Epidemiology 15, no. 5 (2004): 521–22.




  “Fallibilism and Faith, Naturalism and the Supernatural, Science and Religion” was first presented in 2004 at a conference on God and the Laws of Nature organized by the department of Plasma Physics at the University of Milan; and then the next year at the annual conference of the Center for Inquiry, Florida (2005). It first appeared in Dio, la natura e la legge, eds. Stefano Moriggi and Elio Sindoni (Milan: Angelicum/Mundo X, 2005), pp. 143–54.




  “The Ideal of Intellectual Integrity, in Life and Literature” was my keynote lecture at a conference on Virtue Epistemology at the University of Stirling, Scotland, in 2004. The following year it was presented in the departments of philosophy at the University of South Florida and the University of Houston. (Though this is a deeply serious paper, I was delighted when a graduate student in Houston commented that it made him laugh so hard, his face hurt!) This paper was to have been published, with the other papers from the Stirling conference, in Philosophical Studies, but had to be withdrawn when the journal’s new publisher wouldn’t honor a previous agreement allowing me my usual control of copyright. It first appeared in New Literary History 36, no. 3 (2005): 359–73.




  “After My Own Heart: Dorothy Sayers’s Feminism” was written for a symposium on women philosophers, organized by John Lachs, at the Eastern Division meeting of the American Philosophical Association in December 2000. I was on the fourth joke before anyone in the audience realized it was OK to laugh; so instead of submitting the paper to a philosophy journal, I sent it to the New Criterion, where it appeared in 2001. In 2003 it was reprinted in Almeder, Pinnick, and Koertge, Scrutinizing Feminist Epistemology, pp. 244–52, and in 2008 in Think: 23–33.




  Invited by the editor, “Worthwhile Lives” appeared in Free Inquiry (Winter 2001–2002): 50–51. In 2012 it was reprinted in a volume entitled Secular Humanism and Its Commitments: The Best of Free Inquiry.




  “Why I Am Not an Oxymoron” was also invited—this time, intriguingly, by the editors of a glossy British art magazine called Wideshut. A year after I had submitted my essay, however, I learned that the magazine had run out of money, and folded; so this short piece appears here for the first time.




  “Formal Philosophy?—A Plea for Pluralism” was written in response to an invitation to contribute to a volume on formal methods in philosophy; like the editor at New Literary History—though without his exquisite sense of irony—the editors of this volume took my disavowal of the false presuppositions of their “questionnaire” in good part. This essay first appeared in Formal Philosophy, eds. John Symons and Vincent Hendricks (New York: Automatic Press/VIP, 2005), pp. 77–98.




  The first of the three additional papers included in this paperback edition, “Six Signs of Scientism,” was written for presentation at a 2009 conference on “Traditions and Contemporary Culture” at Beijing Normal University. “How long a paper do you want?” I had asked, more than once; “Oh, the usual length.” So I was more than a little taken aback to find myself on a panel of five speakers told, without warning, “you have twelve minutes each”! (But I was luckier than the other four; as it happened, one of my slides listed my “six signs,” so I showed that one, and spoke for two minutes about each point.) After this somewhat inauspicious beginning, however, this piece proved extremely popular, chosen for presentation at a surprising range of fora: the philosophy department at Shanxi University (2009); the philosophy departments at Comenius University in Bratislava, Slovakia and at the Universidad de Caldas, Colombia, a conference on the environment at the Humanities Center at Wayne State University and a conference on Power and Knowledge at the University of Tampere, Finland (2010); the Rotman Institute for Science and Values at the University of Western Ontario, the departments of philosophy and of law at the Pontifical Catholic University of Rio de Janeiro (PUC-Rio), and the philosophy societies at Uppsala and Umeå Universities, Sweden (2011). This paper first appeared in Spanish translation in Discusiones Filosóficas (Colombia) and in Chinese translation in Studies in Philosophy of Science and Technology (Shanxi), both in 2010. In 2012 it appeared in Portuguese translation on the website of the Liga Humanista Secular do Brasil; and the same year it was published in English in Logos & Episteme (Romania), on the occasion of my being awarded an honorary doctorate by Petre Andrei University.




  “Just Say ‘No’ to Logical Negativism,” which appears here for the first time in English, was also written in 2009, for presentation in the philosophy department at East China Normal University in Shanghai—where Prof. Yu Zhenhua’s students had been working on an earlier paper of mine, “Epistemology with a Knowing Subject” (1979), also critical of Popper. The following year this new paper was presented in the philosophy departments at Indiana University, Bloomington and at the University of Tampere, Finland; and in 2011 in the departments of philosophy and law at PUC-Rio and the department of philosophy at Umeå University. It first appeared, in Chinese translation, in Zhe Xue Fen Xi (Philosophical Analysis) (2011).




  The history of the last of these three new papers, “Out of Step: Academic Ethics in a Preposterous Environment,” is ironic to say the least. These reflections on the virtues needed to do academic work responsibly and well—among them, consideration for others’ time and effort, which, as I note, is especially important for editors—were written in 2010, in response to an invitation from the editor of a then-newly-founded ethics journal. When so-called “proofs” arrived—the worst I’ve ever seen, and I’ve seen more than a few horrors!—I bit my lip, corrected them as best I could, and returned them with a polite reminder that I must see the cleaned-up version before the paper was published. The editor, however, apparently thought this was an intolerable intrusion on his editorial prerogatives (or perhaps, some readers have suggested, he was afraid of publishing my paper; it is, in its quiet way, very outspoken). But never mind: in 2011 “Out of Step” was the subject of a good discussion with graduate students at the Instituto de Estudos Sociais e Políticos at the State University of Rio de Janeiro (UERJ); and in 2012 it was the basis of a very well-attended roundtable conducted by myself and Adriano Naves de Brito, then president of the Brazilian Society for Analytic Philosophy, at their big conference in Fortaleza. It appeared in Chinese translation in Tribune of Social Science in 2012, and is scheduled to appear in Portuguese translation in Cadernos de Estudos Socais e Politicos (Brazil) in 2013. It is published here in English—my English—for the first time.
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  I have edited the essays to unify the style of endnotes, to avoid unnecessary repetition, and to update where updating was needed; I have also, here and there, restored my original wording where copy-editors had overridden my judgment. (Readers will no doubt notice the undercurrent of muted—well, sometimes, not so muted!—protest about the disastrous condition of academic publishing today that runs through these acknowledgments.)




  I am grateful to the staff in the library at the University of Miami School of Law, and to my faculty assistant, Beth Hanson, for skilled and good-natured help of many kinds; and, as always, to a whole army of correspondents and audience members for helpful comments, to Mark Migotti for thoughtful criticisms and suggestions on many raw, half-baked, and almost-finished drafts, and to Howard Burdick for keeping me sane.
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  Philosophy is at once the most sublime and the most trivial of pursuits. It works in the minutest crannies and it opens out the widest vistas. . . . [R]epugnant as its manners, its doubting and challenging, its quibbling and dialectics, often are to common people, no one of us can get along without the far-flashing beams of light it sends over the world’s perspectives.




  —William James1




   




  James’s lecture, “The Present Dilemma in Philosophy,” from which these words are taken, was first published a century ago; but it is no less relevant now than when it first appeared. What we need, James wrote, is “a philosophy that will not only exercise your power of intellectual abstraction, but that will make some positive connexion with the actual world of finite human lives”;2 as I might put it now, what we need is a philosophy that will track underlying patterns and principles without losing sight of particulars, and that will engage with key issues of our culture without sacrificing clarity or rigor.




  This is a tall order. Rigor, clarity, scope, depth, pertinence, are none of them easily achieved; and combining them is exponentially harder, for the desiderata of rigor and clarity, depth and scope are apt to pull against each other. Of course, not every piece of philosophical work, or every philosopher, must do it all. Some worthwhile philosophical work is specialized, technical, or closely scholarly; some is broad and speculative. Some philosophy focuses on topics quite distant from public issues of the day; some tackles such issues directly. Some offers clean, rigorous abstraction; some provides subtly detailed description. Some is presented in a dry, neutral, emotionless way; some in a vivid, resonant, engaged, and engaging style. Still, it’s hardly surprising—since the ideal is at once so attractive and so demanding—that philosophers so often either succumb to high-toned generalities that dissolve under close scrutiny into banality or falsehood, or occupy themselves with technicalities that dissolve under close scrutiny into pedantry or busywork.




  Nor is it surprising—though it is much to be regretted—that so much work in philosophy today seems to fall into one or the other of these traps. Radical neo-pragmatist, feminist, and post-colonialist philosophers aspire to speak to important cultural issues (as do radical sociologists and rhetoricians of science). Sometimes their extravagances gesture at something worth pursuing; but too often they generate more heat than light. Neo-analytic philosophers of the mainstream aspire to high standards of professionalism and rigor. Sometimes their internecine disputes illuminate the “minute crannies” of which James writes; but too often they fail to engage with larger concerns, let alone to “open out the widest vistas.”




  In short, philosophy is in bad shape: more and more estranged from its own history; more and more aloof from other fields of intellectual endeavor; more and more distant from “finite human lives.” A decade ago, I wrote in “Preposterism and Its Consequences” that “I don’t think philosophy is at present in a particularly desirable condition”;3 by now, that sounds to me like classic British understatement, and the friend who recently commented that our profession is “in a nose-dive” seems closer to the mark. Hunger for prestige, anxiety about those wretched rankings, a circling of the neo-analytic wagons against the would-be philosophers of the literature departments—whatever the reasons, philosophers now seem more and more hermetic, more and more discouraging of real intellectual diversity or genuinely independent thought.




  It’s a great shame; for philosophical analysis informed by the insights both of the great philosophical thinkers of the past and of neighboring disciplines has much to offer. Or so I have come to believe as, trying to figure out more clearly “how things hang together,” I have found my interest drawn to questions about continuities and discontinuities between philosophy and other kinds of inquiry, and between the natural and the social sciences; about the role of science in the law; the effects of the industrial sponsorship of scientific research; the tensions between science and religion; the philosophical lessons to be learned from works of literature; and even about the meaning of life.




  Though these questions have often taken me quite far from the professional mainstream, I have been encouraged and sustained along the way by the writings of the older pragmatists. Readers familiar with this tradition will notice many themes from Peirce, James, Dewey, and Mead; and may even see, as I do, an affinity between this book of mine and John Dewey’s Philosophy and Civilization. Of course, the social issues that concern me are somewhat different from those that concerned Dewey, and my philosophical bent is more thoroughly epistemological, less political, than his; but my sub-title, Inquiry and Its Place in Culture, signals our shared hope of a genuinely engaged philosophy, and our shared belief in the ability of well-conceived philosophical analysis to shed light on cultural questions.
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  We humans are not the only animals to explore the world around us; but the human capacity for representation, for language and other symbol-systems, enables us not only to explore but to inquire. We humans are not the only social animals, or even the only animals able to pass on skills to others of our kind; but without the distinctive human capacity for inquiry and articulation, culture as we know it would hardly be possible.




  In recent decades, however, there have been many who have come to believe, or at least to profess to believe, that the supposed ideal of honest, unbiased inquiry is nothing but a rhetorical smoke-screen disguising the covert operation of power, politics, and rhetoric. In the first essay included here, “Staying for an Answer,” I argue that these cynics’ supposedly sophisticated disillusionment is really a quite crude, and an entirely factitious, despair. The ideal of honest inquiry is a robust one, well worth aspiring to. Granted, finding things out can be enormously difficult. Evidence can be hard to come by and, when we get it, may be overwhelmingly complex or seductively misleading. Moreover, our fragile will to find things out is only too easily undermined, only too readily diverted into pseudo-inquiry, self-deception, self-indulgent fantasy, or complacent confidence. But there is no need to give up on the objectivity of truth or evidence, or on the possibility of finding things out. What we need, rather, is to articulate a realistic understanding of the scope, limitations, and defects of the capacity for inquiry that all normal human beings share, and of the special capacities and quirks of individual minds—an understanding both of the possibilities and of the pitfalls of human beings’ ability to inquire, to figure things out.




  Among those pitfalls are jumping to conclusions—rushing to judgment on inadequate evidence; and wishful thinking—inducing yourself to believe what you would like to be true. As a result—as those radical feminists, neo-pragmatists, sociologists of science, etc., never tire of pointing out—false claims conveniently serving the purposes of the powerful have only too often been taken for known truths well-supported by strong evidence. It obviously doesn’t follow, however, as the cynics conclude, that the ideal of honest inquiry, and even the very ideas of truth or evidence, are inherently racist or sexist. Far from it: the capacity for inquiry is one of the most admirable talents of the human race—one might almost say, echoing Francis Bacon, “the sovereign good of human nature.”4 Only by honest inquiry, moreover, can we find out that racist or sexist stereotypes are stereotypes, not truths.




  The purpose of the next, short essay “The Same, Only Different,” is to articulate how inquiry differs from other human activities, from dancing or cookery to storytelling or advocacy; to explore what the many and various kinds of inquiry—in the natural sciences, the social sciences, legal or literary scholarship, history, philosophy, forensic investigation, etc.—have in common, and how these various kinds of inquiry differ from each other; and finally to disentangle what is true from what is false in the recently fashionable idea that all inquiry is in some sense “interpretive.” It is true that all inquiry involves obtaining and appraising evidence, and insofar as you appraise the worth of evidence, you must interpret it; social-scientific inquiry often involves understanding people’s beliefs and goals, and hence interpreting what they say and do; and of course literary inquiry involves the interpretation of texts—as, subject to rather different constraints, does legal inquiry. It is not true, however, that there is no difference between understanding nature and understanding a work of fiction, or that there is no objective truth, no facts, nothing but interpretation all the way down.




  Issues about the meaning and the objectivity of truth, touched on only briefly in the first two papers, are tackled head-on in the third, “The Unity of Truth and the Plurality of Truths.” There is one truth, I argue, one unambiguous, non-relative truth-concept; and to say that a claim is true is to say (not that anyone, or everyone, believes it, or that it follows from this or that theory, or that there is good evidence for it, but) simply that things are as it says. But of course there are many truths, of many different kinds, in many different vocabularies—empirical, logical, mathematical, historical, legal, literary, . . . and so on. Isn’t this, you may wonder, too obvious to need saying? No: for only by gradually unravelling first the densely tangled arguments that have persuaded some philosophers that there are many truth-concepts, and others that there is no viable truth-concept at all, and then the densely tangled arguments that have persuaded some philosophers that there are no truths, or that only The Whole Truth About Absolutely Everything is really-and-truly true, can we appreciate both the simplicity of the idea of truth, and its subtleties.




  The playful title of the next piece, “Coherence, Consistency, Cogency, Congruity, Cohesiveness, &c.: Remain Calm! Don’t Go Overboard!” reflects its origin in the extraordinary list of questions posed by a letter of invitation from New Literary History: “[D]oes coherence name a totalized state or an organizing tendency? . . . Can theories of chaos bring their object to order without thereby eliminating it? . . . In cognitive or cultural processes, is total structure an inference from perception or its enabling precondition? . . . What is the status of coherence in advanced scholarly argumentation? . . . How does [the concept of coherence] foster on the one hand an ethics of solidarity and community, on the other an imperial or totalitarian politics? How do the economics of globalization inflect coherentism today? . . . ,” etc., etc. But my tongue-in-cheek deconstruction of this well-intentioned but mind-boggling invitation serves only as a prelude to a serious examination of the many meanings of “coherent” and its kin; and then to new reflections on where and why coherence is indispensable, and where and why an insistence on consistency is a sign, rather, of an undesirable rigidity of mind or inflexibility of practice.




  It was only after long reflection on the continuities between inquiry in the sciences and in everyday life and between inquiry in the natural and in the social sciences, and on the ways in which philosophical inquiry is like scientific inquiry and the ways in which it is different, that I saw the relevance of the regulative ideal C. S. Peirce called “synechism”: an in-principle preference for hypotheses that posit continuities over those that posit sharp lines of demarcation. “Not Cynicism, but Synechism,” the next, and most historical, of the essays reprinted here, is my attempt to articulate what Peirce meant by synechism, why he thought it important, and how it plays out in his metaphysics, theory of inquiry, philosophy of science, and philosophy of mind. This enables me to articulate what I now recognize as the many synechist themes in my own work.




  Next, in “Science, Economics, ‘Vision,’” I pursue the theme of the continuity of the social with the natural sciences, tracing the ways in which inquiry in economics is like inquiry in the natural sciences, and the ways in which it is different; and then I can sort out what is defensible in Robert Heilbroner’s critique of the “scientific” aspirations of economics from what is not. There can be no economy, Heilbroner writes, and hence no economics, except in the capitalist context of markets, prices, etc. The “scientific” economics that predominates in the profession, he continues, is a “desiccated residue,” a mathematically preoccupied and deeply unsatisfying enterprise; falsely claiming objectivity, it risks assimilating the behavior of people to the “behavior” of atoms, and the “laws” of the market to the laws of nature.




  Heilbroner’s conception of economics as possible only in the context of capitalism, I argue (wryly recalling my undergraduate course on “The Soviet Economy”) is unduly narrow; and his critique of contemporary economics-as-science is an overreaction to the physics-envy of which some economists are, doubtless, guilty. Nevertheless, there is something right about Heilbroner’s concern that a too-exclusive emphasis on economics-as-science may crowd out the “visionary” economics for which he hankers: his implicit recognition of the dangers of confusing inquiry and advocacy, and of making local, contingent economic arrangements seem inevitable, and his explicit insistence that we need to think about the benefits and drawbacks of different possible ways of ordering the production and distribution of goods and services. You will notice that Heilbroner’s explicit concern, that a too-exclusively technical and mathematized economics is losing touch with the big questions about the production and distribution of resources that preoccupied some of the greatest economic thinkers of the past, closely parallels my own fear that neo-analytic philosophy is in danger of crowding out the important issues that preoccupied the greatest philosophical thinkers of the past.




  Heilbroner’s (partly correct) complaint is, in effect, about the scientism that, he believes, afflicts economics today. The essay that follows, the first of three new pieces in this expanded edition, aims to spell out more exactly what scientism is, and to suggest some ways to recognize when appropriate respect for the achievements of the sciences has been transmuted into an inappropriate, uncritical deference. As my title, “Six Signs of Scientism,” signals, this essay spells out six key indicators of a slide into scientism: (1) using the words “science,” “scientific,” etc., honorifically, as generic terms of epistemic praise; (2) adopting scientific trappings to disguise a lack of real rigor; (3) preoccupation with the problem of demarcation, drawing a sharp line between genuine science and “pseudo-scientific” pretenders; (4) a corresponding preoccupation with the supposed “Scientific Method,” presumed to explain how the sciences have been so successful; (5) looking to the sciences for answers to questions beyond their scope; and (6) denying or denigrating the value of other kinds of inquiry besides the scientific, or the value of such other kinds of human activity as writing poetry, composing music, or making art. Articulating and exploring all these aspects of scientism makes clear that they are intimately interrelated, and spring from the same misconceptions of science.




  Looking to the sciences for answers to questions beyond their scope—the fifth of my six signs of scientism—we are tempted to shade genuine inquiry into “advocacy research”: a problem that bears directly on the concerns of my next essay, “The Integrity of Science: What It Means, Why It Matters.” In 1918, Oswald Spengler wrote in The Decline of the West that by the year 2000 science would have come to an end, “fall[ing] upon its own keen sword.”5 He was spectacularly wrong; the sciences have been, and continue to be, among the most remarkably successful of human cognitive enterprises. And the gradual integration of different sciences and branches of science with one another, bringing ever-firmer interlocking of disparate kinds of evidence—whether of evolutionary theory with geology and genetics, of biology with physics, or of the social with the natural sciences—continues to enhance the warrant of the most firmly inked-in entries in the vast crossword puzzle of science. But, much as I admire the achievements of the sciences, I also see the danger of complacency; for, as the scale and the expense of scientific work has grown, the fragile internal social mechanisms that have, thus far, succeeded in keeping most scientists more or less honest have come under considerable strain.




  Focusing now not on explanatory integration but on integrity in the sense of “firm adherence to values,” I argue that the key values of the scientific enterprise are honesty in seeking out, assessing, and reporting evidence, and willingness to share evidence with others in the field. When things go well, these values are instilled in young scientists in the course of their long apprenticeship; reinforced by the incentives of recognition for good work and loss of reputation for cheating; monitored by conscientious peer review at journals and grant-giving bodies; and honored in the culture of the universities. But there is always the danger that competing values in the larger society in which scientific work takes place—the partisan political values of government sponsors of science, for example, or the commercial values of industrial sponsors—may erode commitment to these core ideals.




  And as the potential for scientists to profit from their work has grown, along with the entanglement of the universities with industry, the pressure to get grants and to publish, the strains on the peer-review process and on the journals, etc., this danger has grown ever more severe. There is disturbing evidence that scientists’ commitment to sharing data and to reporting it honestly is suffering a kind of creeping erosion; especially, it seems, in the medical sciences. The story of Merck’s blockbuster arthritis drug, Vioxx—first marketed in 1999, withdrawn from the market in 2004 because of serious cardiovascular risks, and then the subject of around 27,200 lawsuits against the manufacturer—is a vivid illustration of the many ways things can go wrong.




  Evidence sharing contrasts with secrecy or the withholding of evidence; honesty contrasts with misreporting results or giving unpalatable data a more favorable spin. The next essay, “Scientific Secrecy and ‘Spin,” tells “The Sad, Sleazy Saga of the Trials of Remune.” A drug company funds a large-scale clinical trial of a new AIDS therapy, to be led by a medical scientist at the University of California, San Francisco; when the study is halted because the data suggest the drug is ineffective, the company takes legal action, trying to prevent publication of the results; when the scientists concerned publish anyway, the company sues for millions of dollars in damages; the same year, stockholders file a multi-party suit alleging that the company manipulated its stock price by misleading the public about the effectiveness of the drug; four years later, with this suit still pending and the drug still not approved by the FDA, the company website affirms that the results of previous clinical trials “demonstrate” that Remune “has the potential to slow the progression of HIV.”




  “Trials” in the title of this paper refers, of course, both to the clinical trials of the drug, and to the legal proceedings in which the company was embroiled. The following pair of essays, turning specifically to the role of science in the law, focus primarily on how the US legal system handles the scientific testimony now so often crucial to a case. The first of these, “Truth and Justice, Inquiry and Advocacy, Science and Law,” opens by articulating the connection between substantive justice and factual truth, and sketching the ever-increasing dependence of the legal system, in determining factual issues, on the expert testimony of scientific witnesses. Lawyers, legal scholars, and scientists themselves have long expressed concern about the expert witness system—the legal faction complaining that venal and incompetent scientists will testify to whatever the party that hires them requires, the scientific faction that judges, jurors, and attorneys are hopelessly ignorant, and deplorably gullible, where science is concerned. But, I argue, the problem lies deeper than either side realizes, in serious tensions between science and the legal culture.




  Because of the tensions between the investigational character of the scientific enterprise and the adversarial character of the US legal culture, the law often gets less from science than science could give; because of the tension between the in-principle revisability of even the best-established scientific claims and the concern of the legal system for promptness and finality, the legal system often asks more of science than science can give. These tensions underlie legal efforts to domesticate scientific evidence by means of the ever-evolving tests for the admissibility of expert testimony: from the old “Frye Rule” through the Federal Rules of Evidence to the most recent standards set by Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals (1993) and subsequent Supreme Court rulings on the issue. They also underlie recent modifications of the legal culture, such as extended statutes of limitations and John Doe warrants specifying the perpetrator’s DNA (small but significant compromises of the concern for promptness and finality), and increased use of court-appointed experts (a small but significant compromise of the commitment to adversarialism).




  The second essay of this pair, “Trial and Error: The Supreme Court’s Philosophy of Science,” focuses primarily on Daubert, the US Supreme Court’s first-ever ruling on the standards of admissibility of scientific testimony. Writing for the majority, Justice Blackmun makes a remarkable foray into philosophy of science. Apparently confusing the question of whether expert testimony is reliable with the question of whether it is genuinely scientific, looking for a test to discriminate scientific, and hence reliable, from unscientific, and hence unreliable, testimony, he runs together elements from Karl Popper’s and Carl Hempel’s (mutually incompatible) conceptions of science. Of course, it’s hard to think of a philosophy of science less suitable for this purpose than Popper’s—which quite expressly eschews any interest in reliability; which is perhaps why Justice Blackmun hoped that adding a smidgen of Hempel’s positivism might help. But in any case, the task the Supreme Court set itself was misconceived; for not all, and not only, scientific testimony is reliable. In G.E. v. Joiner (1997) and Kumho Tire (1999), the Supreme Court quietly backed away from Daubert’s muddled philosophy of science, but not from federal judges’ responsibility for screening expert testimony. The legal system is still struggling to find how best to use scientific expertise.




  Popper’s philosophy of science is not only radically unsuited for the use to which the Supreme Court put it; it is also radically flawed. The next essay, “Just Say ‘No’ to Logical Negativism,” the second of the three new pieces included here, begins by spelling out—and documenting in detail—just how unremittingly negative Popper’s philosophy of science really is. Popper eschews verification, inductive logic, confirmation, supportive evidence, and reliability; even more startlingly, he is unable even to show that theories which have been “falsified,” in his sense, are false. His philosophy of science is, in short, a covert skepticism. Popper writes confidently of “objective scientific knowledge,” but this is bluff: if his Logical Negativism were true, what we call “scientific knowledge” could be nothing but a web of unjustified and unjustifiable conjectures anchored in unjustified and unjustifiable decisions on the part of the scientific community.




  But how on earth, you might wonder, could such a radically irrationalist philosophy of science have won the support of such influential scientists as John Eccles, Peter Medawar, and Herman Bondi?—Because, like Justice Blackmun, they never dreamt that Popper’s position could really be as radical as, in fact, it was. Perhaps they were seduced by his high-toned rationalist rhetoric; or perhaps they were misled when, as he tried to defend his indefensible philosophy of science against his critics, Popper seemed to move—all the while insisting that he hadn’t changed his mind, that this was what he had been saying all along!—in the direction of a more modest and defensible position.




  The more modest, fallibilist ideas suggested by this shadow Popper, however, are flatly incompatible with his official falsificationist story. And they are by no means new, but were already be found in Thomas Huxley, William Whewell, C. S. Peirce, and others. More importantly, the shadow-Popper’s scattered fallibilist aperçus could by no stretch of the imagination be called a theory of science. By contrast, as I show in the concluding section of this essay, the Critical Common–sensist philosophy of science developed in Defending Science—Within Reason can readily accommodate the shadow-Popper’s scattered insights within its robust theoretical framework.




  One element of this theoretical framework is a detailed account of what makes evidence better or worse, and scientific theories more or less warranted. And this plays a role in the next, very short piece, “An Epistemologist Among the Epidemiologists,” which takes up issues about “weight of evidence methodology” that surfaced in Joiner. Mr. Joiner had alleged that his lung cancer was promoted by exposure to PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls) in the oil insulating the electric transformers on which he worked. His experts appealed to the combined “weight of evidence” of toxicological studies, studies on animals, and small statistical studies; G. E.’s attorneys argued in reply that this so-called “methodology” is nothing but a fallacy, a pathetic pretence of making a strong case for causation by piling up a lot of weak or marginally relevant evidence. It’s true, of course, that additional evidence of other kinds can’t magically transform a poor statistical study into a good one. Nevertheless, I argue, some congeries of evidence of different kinds can constitute a strong case: when statistical evidence of even a weak correlation between risk-factor F and disease D interlocks with toxicological evidence of the physiological ill-effects of F and with studies showing an increased occurrence of D in animals exposed to F, it can support the conclusion that F causes elevated risk of D more strongly than any component piece of evidence by itself could do.




  The following essay, “Fallibilism and Faith, Naturalism and the Supernatural, Science and Religion,” turns from the relations between science and law to the relations between science and religion. Religion is a human phenomenon of a quite different kind from science; it isn’t, and doesn’t purport to be, inquiry of any kind. Theology, however, does claim to be a branch of inquiry; and natural theology purports to be continuous with inquiry in the sciences. Here, however, I see important discontinuities: between the reliance of the sciences on the evidence of the senses, and theological appeals to a supposedly distinctive and scientifically inaccessible “religious experience”; between the natural explanations sought by scientists, and the supernatural explanations sought by theologians; and between the fallibilism of the sciences, and religious dogma and appeals to faith.




  All the same, there is something right in the idea—found in the reflections of thoughtful scientists like Michael Polanyi and Percy Bridgman—that the demands and satisfactions of scientific work, especially the self-transcendence required of all serious inquirers, can be genuinely uplifting to the human spirit. “The Ideal of Intellectual Integrity, in Life and Literature” pursues a theme closely related to this last point—but from a very different angle. The strengths of intellectual character that distinguish the honest inquirer from the dishonest and the responsible inquirer from the irresponsible develop, in those who have them, by a process no less complex, no less subtle, and no less individual than the development of every other aspect of a person’s character; and it is in the work of novelists such as George Eliot, Samuel Butler, and Sinclair Lewis that we find the subtlest and most finely detailed imaginative pictures of the development of intellectual character.




  A particularly fine case in point is Samuel Butler’s The Way of All Flesh. In this semi-autobiographical Bildungsroman Butler tells the story of Ernest Pontifex’s zigzag path from timid child to callow youth to half-baked curate and finally to intellectual adult. Through painful and humiliating experience Ernest comes to realize how hopelessly self-deceived he had been, and how horribly mis-educated; and he begins to get a glimmering of the difference between really trying to figure something out and merely going through the motions, and the difference between really believing something and merely mouthing the words to oneself. Ernest’s story poignantly illustrates vital aspects of the life of the mind largely ignored by contemporary epistemologists—though not by Peirce, who wrote illuminatingly about the difference between genuine inquiry and the sham, or by Bridgman, who wrote illuminatingly about what is at stake, for the individual and for society, in “the struggle for intellectual integrity.”




  The following piece, “After My Own Heart: Dorothy Sayers’s Feminism,” again mixes philosophical business with literary pleasure. Sayers’s Gaudy Night is a detective story set in an Oxford women’s college, Shrewsbury, of which Harriet Vane, professional detective-novelist and part-time sleuth, is a graduate, and Miss de Vine, to whom allegiance to the fact is “a powerful spiritual call,” the history tutor. It is also a detective story that explores important issues both about the relation of epistemological and ethical values, and—the focus of this essay of mine—about the place of women in the life of the mind. In one of her refreshingly old-fashioned essays on feminism, Sayers observes that “women are more like men than anything else on earth.” Resonating with my conviction that the capacity for inquiry is a human thing, this splendid line informs my argument here: a refusal to acknowledge women’s full humanity, and a correlative inability to appreciate each woman’s full individuality, really does lie at the heart of sexism (and, sad to say, at the heart of too much “feminist epistemology”).




  “What is the meaning of life?”, presupposing as it does that there is some one thing for the right answer to identify, is a really bad question. In “Worthwhile Lives”—once again citing Sayers’s keen observations about how much human beings have in common, and yet how multifarious the differences among individuals are—I ask instead which of the vast variety of purposes and projects that may give shape and meaning to a person’s life are really satisfying and really good. Reflecting that, flexible and adaptable as we are, circumstances inevitably limit our ability to follow the projects that best suit our taste and talents, and musing on my good fortune in having been born at a time and in a place where educational and other opportunities were not closed to women, I end with some reflections about the satisfactions, and the frustrations, of a life in philosophy.




  The next two essays—though very different from each other—both fall in the category of intellectual autobiography. The first is my reply to those critics who claimed to have detected a contradiction in the title of an earlier collection of my essays, Manifesto of a Passionate Moderate.6 Explaining “Why I Am Not an Oxymoron,” I point out that strong feelings don’t always or inevitably cloud your judgment; they may be just what’s needed to motivate the hard work of figuring something out. For me, the awful suffocating feeling of being trapped in a false dichotomy is a very powerful incentive to think my way to habitable middle ground.




  The next essay, “Formal Philosophy?—A Plea for Pluralism,” was written in response to a questionnaire from the editors of a volume on formal methods in philosophy—another invitation I soon found myself happily deconstructing, for every one of their questions turned out to rest on false presuppositions. For certain philosophical purposes, formal methods are precisely what is needed; not, however, for all. So, declining to identify myself as a “formal philosopher,” I try instead to articulate the many and various questions within the purview of philosophy, the many and various talents useful to a philosopher, and the many and various methods and tools useful to philosophical analysis. And, declining the editors’ invitation to identify “the most neglected topics” or “the most important open problems” in philosophy today, I conclude this essay instead with a “small specimen of philosophical questions which press for industrious and solid investigation.”




  And finally, there’s “Out of Step: Academic Ethics in a Preposterous Environment,” the new essay that concludes this expanded edition—which tackles another clutch of questions in urgent need of “solid and industrious investigation.” Specialists in practical ethics, who like to write about the moral demands and dilemmas of various professions—medicine, of course, journalism, and so on—rarely consider the moral demands and dilemmas of their own profession. But in the many decades I have spent in the academy, I have often found myself reflecting on the ethical, as well as the intellectual, demands of academic life; and I think it’s high time we got serious about this.




  Privileged with such agreeable employment, the very least we professors can do is make a decent job of it. But the kind of work we do—educating our students, working in our discipline, and all the other, second-order stuff needed if this work is to be effective—if it is done responsibly and well, makes considerable demands not only on your time and energy, but also on your moral fiber; it requires, in short, good character. It demands industry; patience and persistence, to follow through when results are not easily forthcoming; judgment, to discriminate good work from the sloppy, the superficial, etc.; honesty, both with oneself and with others; focusing on the essentials rather than wasting time on busywork; a sense of what is feasible, of what you, or others, can realistically hope to achieve; an impartial readiness to judge people and ideas on their merits; independence of mind; consideration, an appreciation of the value of other people’s time and energy; and the courage to face intellectual obstacles squarely and to stand firm against undeservedly fashionable ideas and undeservedly popular practices.




  As we think through how and why these virtues are needed, it becomes ever more painfully apparent how very far short of the ideal our practice now falls. A deteriorating university environment, I believe, is systematically sapping the very strengths of character academics most need. The extraordinary growth of a cadre of professional administrators who have long ago put their academic work on permanent hold, the ever-increasing pressure to publish and to obtain grants, the ever-more insistent focus on “rankings,” etc., have led to a ubiquitous reliance on flimsy surrogate measures as a substitute for serious judgments of quality. Inevitably, perhaps, many professors have allowed themselves to internalize those distorted institutional values; and with every small sacrifice of judgment, independence, realism, etc., to careerism, there is a loss of moral muscle tone. As time passes, the erosion feeds on itself, and the pace of decline quickens—until we find ourselves in an environment in which an academic who conducts his (or her) professional life in a way truly in accordance with its real ethical demands is likely to find himself at a real professional disadvantage, “out of step” with the new ethos of the academy.




  I think again of Ernest Pontifex—the intellectually-adult Ernest who, by the end of Butler’s novel, is a modestly successful author: “[T]here are a lot of things that want saying which no one dares to say, a lot of shams that want attacking, yet no one attacks them,” he tells his godfather. “It is my fate to say them.”7 Apparently, it is also mine.
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  Some years ago now, I heard my then-dean, a physicist by training, express his unease at the suggestion that the mission statement for the College of Arts and Sciences include the phrase, “concern for truth.” The word makes people nervous, he warned, and they’re bound to ask, “whose ‘truth’?” A sociologist colleague, seconding the dean’s reservations, remarked that, while of course his research advances knowledge, he isn’t concerned with “truth.” A couple of us pointed out that, unless your conclusions are true, they aren’t really knowledge, only purported knowledge; and I did my best to explain that it doesn’t follow from the fact that people disagree about what is true that truth is relative to perspective. But in due course a Strategic Plan for the college specified curricular innovations required by the “fundamental questions” that have been raised “about the presumed universality and objectivity of ‘truth.’”1




  Probably most of you have heard, not exactly this story, but other stories essentially similar, only set in other places and with different characters; for the ideas my dean had picked up are by now almost an orthodoxy in academia, taken in some quarters—admittedly, more often in the humanities and the social sciences than in the physics department!—as indications of intellectual sophistication and moral rectitude.




  Naturally, proponents of this new almost-orthodoxy—the “Higher Dismissiveness,” as Anthony Gottlieb calls it, or in my terminology, the “New Cynicism”—differ among themselves on the finer points. But they agree that the supposed ideal of honest inquiry, respect for evidence, concern for truth, is a kind of illusion, a smoke-screen disguising the operations of power, politics, and rhetoric; and that those of us who think it matters whether you care about the truth, who feel no need for precautionary scare quotes when we write of fact, knowledge, evidence, etc., are hopelessly naive. As if this weren’t bad enough, the feminists and multiculturalists among them suggest that in our naiveté we are complicit in sexism and racism, and the sociologists and rhetoricians of science among them suspect us of reactionary conformism with the military-industrial complex.




  Faced with such an intimidating double accusation of naiveté and moral backwardness, many take the ostrich attitude, apparently hoping that if they ignore the New Cynicism hard enough, it will go away. But an old-fashioned prig like myself begins to feel—well, rather like the proverbial cannibal among the missionaries.




  A thoughtful cannibal will notice, at the heart of the New Cynicism, a profound intolerance of uncertainty and a deep unwillingness to accept that the less than perfect is a lot better than nothing at all. And so again and again true, fallibilist premises are transmuted into false, cynical conclusions: what is accepted as known fact is often enough no such thing, therefore, the concept of known fact is ideological humbug; one’s judgment of the worth of evidence depends on one’s background beliefs, therefore, there are no objective standards of evidential quality; science isn’t sacred, therefore, it must be a kind of confidence trick; and so on.




  But there’s really no need to give up on the objectivity of truth, evidence, etc., provided you’re fallibilist enough. What is most urgently needed is a realistic understanding of our epistemic situation, of how complicated evidence can get and how difficult serious inquiry can be. Of course, this will be only the beginning of the work, for then there will be the questions of the place of the sciences within inquiry generally, of the differences between science and literature, of the roots of relativism, and of the claim of the New Cynicism to represent the interests of the oppressed and marginalized.
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  Evidence is complex and ramifying, often confusing, ambiguous, or misleading. Think of the controversy over that four-billion-year-old meteorite discovered in 1984 Antarctica, thought to have come from Mars about eleven thousand years ago, and containing what might possibly be fossilized bacteria droppings. Some space scientists thought this was evidence of bacterial life on Mars; others thought the bacterial traces might have been picked while the meteorite was in Antarctica; and others again believed that what look like fossilized bacteria droppings might be merely artifacts of the instrumentation. How did they know that giving off these gases when heated indicates that the meteorite comes from Mars? that the meteorite is about four billion years old? that this is what fossilized bacteria droppings look like?—like crossword entries, reasons ramify in all directions.




  How reasonable a crossword entry is depends on how well it is supported by its clue and any already completed intersecting entries; how reasonable those other entries are, independent of the entry in question; and how much of the crossword has been completed. How justified a belief is, similarly, depends on how well it is supported by experiential evidence and by reasons, i.e., background beliefs; how justified those background beliefs are, independent of the belief in question; and how much of the relevant evidence the evidence includes.




  The quality of the evidence for a claim is objective, depending on how supportive it is of the claim in question, how comprehensive, and how independently secure. A person’s judgments of the quality of evidence, however, are perspectival, depending on his background beliefs. Suppose you and I are working on the same crossword puzzle, but have filled in some long, much-intersected entry differently; you think a correct intersecting entry must have an “F” in the middle, while I think it must have a “D” there. Suppose you and I are on the same appointments committee, but you believe in graphology, while I think it’s bunk; you think how the candidate writes his gs is relevant to whether he can be trusted, while I scoff at your “evidence.” Or, to take a real example: in 1944, when Oswald Avery published his results, even he hedged over the conclusion to which they pointed, that DNA is the genetic material; for the then-accepted wisdom was that DNA is composed of the four nucleotides in regular order, and so is too stupid, too monotonous, a molecule to carry the necessary information. But by 1952, when Hershey and Chase published their results, the tetranucleotide hypothesis had been discredited; and then it could be seen that Avery already had good evidence in 1944 that DNA, not protein, is the genetic material.




  Inquiry can be difficult and demanding, and we very often go wrong. Sometimes the obstacle is a failure of will; we don’t really want to know the answer badly enough to go to all the trouble of finding out, or we really don’t want to know, and go to a lot of trouble not to find out. I think of the detective who doesn’t really want to know who committed the crime, just to collect enough evidence to get a conviction, of the academic who cares less about discovering the causes of racial disharmony than about getting a large grant to investigate the matter—and of my own disinclination to rush to the library to check out the article that might oblige me to redo months of work.




  Other things being equal, inquiry goes better when the will and the intellect, instead of pulling in different directions, work together; that’s why intellectual integrity is valuable. But even with the best will in the world, even when we really want to find out, we often fail. Our senses, imaginations, and intellects are limited; we can’t always see, or guess, or reason, well enough. With ingenuity, we can devise ways of overcoming our natural limitations, from cupping our ears to hear better, through tying knots in rope or cutting notches in sticks to keep count, to highly sophisticated electron microscopes and techniques of computer modelling. Of course, our ingenuity is limited too.




  Everyone who looks into how some part or aspect of the world is—the physicist and the detective, the historian and the entomologist, the quantum chemist and the investigative journalist, the literary scholar and the X-ray crystallographer—works on part of a part of the same vast crossword. Since they all investigate the same world, sometimes their entries intersect: a medical researcher relies on an amateur historian’s family tree in his search for the defective gene responsible for a rare hereditary form of pancreatitis; ancient historians use a technique devised for the detection of breast cancer to decipher traces on the lead “postcards” on which Roman soldiers wrote home.




   




  So successful have the natural sciences been that the words “science” and “scientific” are often used honorifically, as all-purpose terms of epistemic praise. (To make sure we get the point, the television actors who promise that new, scientific, Wizzo will get our clothes cleaner wear white coats.) Unfortunately, this honorific usage disguises the otherwise obvious fact that not all, or only, scientists are good, honest, thorough, imaginative inquirers. Some scientists are lazy, some incompetent, some unlucky, a few crooked; and plenty of historians, journalists, detectives, etc., are good inquirers.




  Science is neither sacred nor a confidence trick. Standards of stronger and weaker evidence, better and worse conducted inquiry, are not internal to the sciences; and there is no mode of inference, no “scientific method,” exclusive to the sciences and guaranteed to produce true, or probably true, or more nearly true, or more empirically adequate results. Nevertheless, as human cognitive enterprises go, the natural sciences have been remarkably successful; not because they use a uniquely rational method of inquiry, unavailable to other inquirers, but in part because of the many and various “helps” they have devised to overcome natural human limitations. Instruments of observation extend sensory reach; models and metaphors stretch imaginative powers; techniques of mathematical and statistical modelling enable complex reasoning; and the cooperative and competitive engagement of many people in a great mesh of subcommunities within and across generations not only permits division of labor and pooling of evidence but also—though very fallibly and imperfectly, to be sure—has helped keep most scientists, most of the time, reasonably honest.




  Science, like literature, requires imagination. Scientists, like writers of literature, stretch and amplify the language they inherit: a non-proteinous substance in the nucleus of cells is dubbed “nuclein,” and later comes to be known as “nucleic acid”; then we have “deoxyribose nucleic acid”; then “ribonucleic acid,” subsequently acknowledged to be “ribonucleic acids,” in the plural; and then—almost a century after “nuclein” was coined—“transfer RNA,” “messenger RNA,” and so on. Scientists, like writers of literature, rely on metaphors: the chaperone molecule, the Spaghetti Hypothesis, the uncles-and-aunts experiments, parental investment, and so forth. But it doesn’t follow, and it isn’t true, that science is indistinguishable from fiction. The distinction between the imaginative and the imaginary is key.




  Scientists engage in writing, and writers of literature engage in inquiry; but the word “literature” picks out a bunch of kinds of writing, while the word “science” picks out a bunch of kinds of inquiry. A scientist dreams of structures, classifications, and laws that, if he is successful, are real, and explanations that, if he is successful, are true. Imagination, and imaginative exploration of imagined explanations, comes first; but to go beyond mere speculation, appraisal of the likely truth of the imagined conjecture, itself often requiring imagination in the design of experiments, instruments, etc., must come after. And this requires that serious scientific metaphors, those that are not just picturesque speech but working intellectual tools, eventually be spelled out in literal detail: what, literally, is invested in reproduction? what constitutes maximizing return?




  Progress in the sciences is ragged and uneven, and each step, like each crossword entry, is fallible and revisable. But each genuine advance potentially enables others, as a robust crossword entry does; “nothing succeeds like success” is the phrase that comes to mind. Think of Watson and Crick checking their model of DNA using only a ruler and a plumb line, and then of Max Perutz,2 years later, checking his structure for the far more complicated hemoglobin molecule using a complex computer program; or of how, starting with the (relatively) simple X-ray, eventually we had the PET-scan, the CAT-scan, MRI.




  Just about every inquirer, in the most mundane of everyday inquiries, depends on others; otherwise, each would have to start on his part of the crossword alone and from scratch. Natural-scientific inquiry is no exception; in fact, it is more so—the work, cooperative and competitive, of a vast intergenerational community of inquirers, a deeply and unavoidably social enterprise. But it doesn’t follow, and it isn’t true, that scientific inquiry is nothing more than a process of social negotiation in which scientists trade their theoretical loyalties for prestige, or that the entities postulated in scientific theories are nothing more than social constructions.




  It is true, however, that both the internal organization of science and its external environment can affect how well or how poorly scientific work gets done. As ever more elaborate equipment is needed to make ever more recherché observations, scientific work tends to get more expensive. When only governments and large industrial concerns can afford to support science, when some scientists are tempted to go prematurely to the press, some find it possible to make fortunes from their work, the expert witness business booms, there is no guarantee that mechanisms that have thus far proven more or less adequate to sustain intellectual integrity will continue to do so. There are no grounds for complacency.




  Some of the knowledge the natural sciences have achieved has the potential to cause grave harm—knowledge brings power, and power can be abused. Of course it doesn’t follow, as some proponents of the New Cynicism are tempted to conclude, that the natural sciences haven’t achieved genuine knowledge after all. But difficult moral and political questions about the distribution of resources, the applications of scientific knowledge, etc., cannot responsibly be left to scientists alone to settle. Again, there are no grounds for complacency.3




   




  In scientific inquiry, and in inquiry of every kind, what we take to be legitimate questions sometimes turn out to be flawed. Questions about the properties of phlogiston, for example, turn out to rest on a false presupposition, and so have no true answer; some texts turn out to be ambiguous in ways of which the author is unaware, and so have no uniquely correct interpretation; and so on. None of this has any tendency to undermine the objectivity of truth. Sometimes, speaking carelessly, we say that something is true for you, but not for me. But this has no tendency to undermine the objectivity of truth either; what we mean is only that the something—liking chocolate chip cookie ice cream, say, or being over six feet tall—is true of you but not of me; or else that you believe whatever-it-is, but I don’t.




  A statement or belief is true just in case things are as it represents them to be; so everyone who believes anything, or who asks any question, implicitly acknowledges—even if he explicitly denies it—that there is such a thing as truth. Truth is not relative to perspective; and there can’t be incompatible truths (this is a tautology, since “incompatible” means “can’t be jointly true”). But there are many different truths—different but compatible truths—that must somehow fit together. It doesn’t follow that all the truths about the world must be unified in the logical positivists’ strong sense of that term, that they must be reducible to a privileged class expressed in a privileged vocabulary; nor, in particular, that all the truths about the world must be expressible in the language of physics. Rather, physics supplies a contour map on which the social sciences, history, etc., superimpose a road map—the superimposed maps each representing, in its own “vocabulary,” the same one, real world.




  Though what is true is not relative to perspective, what is accepted as true is; though incompatible statements can’t be jointly true, incompatible claims are frequently made. But a dreadful argument ubiquitous in the New Cynicism confuses what is accepted as true, what passes for truth, with what is true. From the true, fallibilist premise that what passes for truth, known fact, strong evidence, well-conducted inquiry, etc., is sometimes no such thing, but only what the powerful have managed to get accepted as such, the Passes-for Fallacy moves to the false, cynical conclusion that the concepts of truth, fact, evidence, etc., are ideological humbug.




  Ruth Bleier, for example, complains that the claim by some neurophysiologists that there are differences in brain structure corresponding to the sex-related differences in cognitive ability (Bleier adds, the supposed differences), rests on “sloppy methods, inconclusive findings and unwarranted interpretations,” not to mention “unacknowledged ideological commitments.”4 Perhaps she is right. But if so, the reasonable conclusion would be: supposing, after carefully re-examining its presuppositions, we determine that the question is a legitimate one, we need better investigation using rigorous methods, seeking more conclusive findings based on warranted interpretations and free of ideological commitments. Bleier, however, commits the Passes-for Fallacy, and draws the cynical conclusion: bias is everywhere, objectivity is impossible, and the “social production of knowledge” is inextricably conditioned by “gender, class, race, and ethnicity.”




  When it is stated plainly, the Passes-for Fallacy is not only obviously invalid, but also in obvious danger of undermining itself; for if, as the conclusion says, the concepts of truth, evidence, honest inquiry, etc., are ideological humbug, then the premise couldn’t be really-and-truly true, nor could we have objectively good evidence, obtained by honest inquiry, that it is so. Usually, however, as shorthand for what is accepted as knowledge, what passes for truth, etc., the cynics write of “truth,” i.e., so-called “truth,” of “knowledge,” i.e., so-called “knowledge,” etc. The effect of the scare quotes is to neutralize the implication of success normally carried by these words; truth must be so, but “truth” needn’t be; knowledge must be true, but “knowledge” needn’t be. As the scare quotes become ubiquitous, the difference between truth and “truth,” knowledge and “knowledge,” facts and “facts,” begins to blur; and what used to be success words pick up that characteristic sneering tone: “known fact”—yeah, right!




  As the distinction is blurred between truth and “truth,” known facts and “known facts,” etc., the Passes-for Fallacy begins to look like a valid argument; the idea that there can be incompatible truths begins to sound plausible; and certain forms of relativism begin to look inevitable. It makes sense to talk of what is taken for true, what is accepted as good evidence, what passes for known fact, only relative to some person or group of people. So, if you don’t distinguish what is true from what is taken for true, etc., it will seem that truth, etc., must be subjective or relative.




  Proponents of the New Cynicism aren’t always or unambiguously relativist, however; often they shift up and back between relativism and tribalism: between denying that it makes sense to think of epistemic standards as objectively better or worse, and claiming that their (non-white, non-Western, non-masculinist, non-scientific, etc.) standards are superior. Shielded by this strategic ambiguity, they can duck accusations that their relativism is self-undermining, and at the same time evade the necessity of explaining what makes their, tribalist epistemic standards better.




   




  Among the most accomplished practitioners of this ducking and weaving is Richard Rorty, who evades accusations of epistemic relativism by shifting to a kind of tribalism according to which a belief is justified just in case it is defensible by our, Western, epistemic standards. And it is thanks to Rorty that the New Cynicism has come to be associated with pragmatism. This, however, is very peculiar; for classical pragmatism was fallibilist, not cynical. Here is C. S. Peirce, the founder of pragmatism: “Out of a contrite fallibilism, combined with a high faith in the reality of knowledge, all my philosophy has always seemed to grow”;5 and William James, who made pragmatism known: “[W]hen . . . we give up the quest for certitude do not thereby give up the quest or hope of truth itself.”6




  But Rorty, who writes that “the pragmatist view is of . . . ‘true’ as a word which applies to those beliefs on which we are able to agree,”7 and that “truth is entirely a matter of solidarity,”8 offers an essentially opposite message. I won’t even mention such self-styled neo-pragmatists as Stephen Stich, who writes that “once we have a clear view of the matter, most of us . . . will not see any value in having true beliefs”9; or Louis Menand, who writes that pragmatism is the view that “the whole force of a philosophical account of anything . . . lies in the advertised [sic] consequences of believing it.”10




  Thanks to such other influential proponents as Sandra Harding, the New Cynicism has also come to be associated with feminism. This is no less peculiar than the kidnapping of “pragmatism”; and even more disturbing. The old feminism, emphasizing the common humanity of women and men, focused on equality, justice, opportunity. “The fundamental thing is that women are more like men than anything else on earth,” wrote Dorothy Sayers, “they are human beings”; and went on to warn against the “error of insisting that there is an aggressively ‘feminist point of view’ about everything.”11 Winifred Holtby declared her allegiance to a style of feminism committed, not to pressing the claims of a supposed “woman’s point of view,” but to “the primary importance of the human being.”12
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