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CATEGORIES AND REALITIES

A very central concern of philosophy - both Western and
Indian - has long been that of becoming clear about the more basic
leatures of our thought and talk about the world. These ‘more basic
features’ | call (following the tradition established by Aristotle and
Kant) our ‘categories’, and among suchcategories a central place must
be given to those which concern physical reality- such categorics as
substance, kind (natural and otherwise), cause and effect, and of space
and time. Even if philosophy has interests far wider than this, it has
always had much to say about these basic, physical world concepts, the
basic features of-our thought and talk about reality. '

The question Twant to address first concerns this very activily
of describing our categories. In answering this question, I will be
led into a second which goes in o rather deep waters, a gquestion about
the existence and nature of a reality independent of our concepts. Do
we have 1o - and can we- make sense of a realily existing prior to
(logically and temporally prior to) any conceptualisation in terms (inter
alia-and most basically) of our categories?

Aristotle and Kant

I start with whatis - relatively speaking - the easier question:
Is a philosopher who engages in the activily of categorial description
more properly construed as attempting to describe the basic features of
reality itself, or as attempting to spell out the basic features of our
thinking and talking about reality? The contrast can be put nicely in
terms of the two philosophers already mentioned - Aristotle and Kant.
In the work now known as T/ie Categories, Aristotle lists ten diflerent
categories or ‘predicables’ as follows :
Of things said... cach significs cither substance  or
quantity or qualification or a relative or where or when or being-
in-a-position or having or doing or being-aflected. To give a rough
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idea, examples of substance are man, horse; of quantity: four-foot,

five-foot; of qualitication : white, grammatical; of a relative: double,

half, larger; of where: in the Lyceum, in the market-place; of when:
yesterday, last year; of being-in-a-position: is lying, is sitling; of
having: has-shoes-on, has-armour-on; of doing: cutting, burning; of

being-affected: being-cut, being-burned. *

Aristotle’s  categories are ‘predicables’ because they are things
predicated of something: when we say, for example, that *‘Socrates is
a man’ we are predicaling being-a-man of Socrates, i.e. a certain kind
of substance. Again when we say that ‘Aristotle is in the Lyceum’ we
are predicating being-in-the-Lyceum of Aristotle, i.e. a certain place,
physical location. The ten predicables are the ten kinds of ‘things’ that
can be said of something.

I use ‘thing’ here intentionally, to convey the fact that Aristotle
is talking about the world and notabout language or thought. it is being-
in-the-Lyceum as such that is predicated of (or said of) Aristotle, not the
expression ‘inthe Lyceum’ whichis (if atall, and certainly in a different
sense of ‘said of")said of ‘Aristotle’ the name. But L use ‘thing’ also 1o
convey another fact about Aristotle’s predicables, namely that the list
involves a division into ten types or kinds of what can be variously
called ‘things’, ‘entitics’, "existents” or ‘beings’. Socrales is one kind of
thing, a substance, and so is Aristotle; in-the-Lyceum is another kind
of entity, a place or location; four foot is a quantity, while is a quality,
yesterday is a time, and so on. Aristotle, in drawing up a list of ten
different kinds of things predicable of something else, is drawing up a list
of the ten different kinds of beings, entities, existents or things.

Kant’s list of categories diflers widely in formand content from
Aristotle’s. Yet there is sufficient reason for Kant to borrow the term
‘category’ from Aristotle: their primary purpose was the same,
identificd by Kant as that of listing the fundamental concepts
employed by us about reality. ?

For Kant, there arc twelve categories to be listed, and he divides
them into four groups: the categories of quantity arc unity, plurality and
totality; the categories of qualily are reality, negation and limitation;
those of relation are substance and accident, cause and effect, and
reciprocal interaction: while those of modality are possibility, existence
and necessity. *

Now wherever Aristotle gets his categories from, Kant
certainly does not look for his in the world lying outside of and
independent of our thought about it, for his official view of such reality
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is that it lies totally outside our knowledge. There is no way whereby we
can attain any knowledge whatsoever about such thought-independent
reality, so the source of the list of categories must be within ourselves.
This source is logic, the study of the different forms of propositions (or
‘judgments’ in Kant’s more psychological terminology). Borrowing
(and somewhat moditying) the list of forms of Judgment from traditional
logic, Kant generates his list of categories to match. For example, in
making the judgment ‘Socrates is wise’ the predicate is being related
to the subject categorically, hence (says Kant) we are applying the
category of substance (and attribuie). Again, in the judgment ‘If you
press that spot, I will feel pain” we are using the hypothetical judgment
form, and so (according to Kant) we are applying the category of cause
(and effect).

1 will not stop to question this derivation of categories from
logic: the point to stress is rather that Kant - in stark opposition to
Aristotle - treats the categories as the fundamental forms of thougiu,
cinbedded in the forms of judgment. For Aristotle, they were natural,
real divisions among things in the world. Kant could be called a
‘categorial conceptualist” and Aristotle a ‘categornial realist’, marking
precisely this distinction. And now, the [irst of my two questions, which
canbe put in these terms. Should we look upon philosophers engaged in
categorial description through Aristotle’s eyes or through Kant’s? Do
the categories mark real kinds'to be found in the things which
collectively make up reality, or are they rather the fundamental features
of ourconceptual scheme, of our thought (and we can add ‘of ourtalk’)
about reality? Should we be categorial realists or categorial concepiu-
alists?

Undermining the distinction

My answer to this first question is that it offers a false
dichotomy. 1 think Icanshow thal we do not have to make a choice
between these two, for the simple reason that a description of our
thought and talk about reality is adescription of reality itself. In order
to mark this collapse ol the false dichotomy of ‘categorial realism’ and
‘categorial conceptualism’ I will call the view to be argued tor by the
name of ‘conceptual realism’. It is the view that to conceptualise is to
bringabout reality itself, so that the basic features of our conceptualising
(of our thinking and talking) are the basic features of reality itself.

I want to provide an argument for conceplual reahism by a
slightly indirectroute, by criticising an alternative argument which has
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been constructed by David Hamlyn.® I will take away from Hamlyn’s
argument whatever scems to be unsupportable elements, and then
build upon what is left. This in fact reconstructs the routc my own
thoughts have followed. It represents a logical set of steps towards
an attractively ‘intuitively-correct’ perception of the facts.)

Hamlyn’s argument for conceptual realism centrally links
facts with the notion of what people agree to be the case. Since (with
certain reservations to be.surc) Hamlyn thinks that general agreement
makes the [acts in the world, for him the thesis of conceptual realism
is established by an easy and direct move: people agree in their thought
and talk about what there is, hence what they say conslitutes the facts.
Features of our thought and talk - our concepts, including our categories
-arerellected in features of reality itself. The question must therefore be:
how does Hamlyn get to this powerful premiss, that links fact with
general agreement? He does so by borrowing two ideas from
Wittgenstein and adapling them in a way not to be found in
Wittgenstein’s published works.

The first Wittgensteinian idea borrowed is that there is a link
between language being usable as a device for communication,
and there being (broad) agreement in judgments between would-be
communicators. This thought is expressed in the well-known passage
242 of Philosophical Investigations :

If language is fo bc a means of communication there must be
agreement not only in definitions but also (queer as this may sound)
in judgments. This scems to abolish logic, but does not doso. It is one
thing to describe methods of measurement, and another toobtain and
state results of measurement. But what we call “measuring’ is partly
determined by a certain constancy in results of measurement. &

In this passage Wittegenstein is offering a quite plausible
thought: if people do not agree on this usc of language, how can they
communicate? A little more accurately, Wittgenstein is saying
something more than that. What more? That there is a connection
between people communicating with each other and their not falling out
over all the facts. Take Wittgenstein’s own example. If there is going
to be a practice of using terms forthe lengths of things, then this requires
that people in gencral agree on the results of the process of measuring.
For the (communicative) language of measurement to exist, there needs
to be fairly gencral agreement over the facts concerning length.

It will be obvious that there is a large gap between this
Willgensteinian idea and Hamlyn’s claim that general agreement is
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(except exceptionally) definitive of fact. To bridge the gap Hamlyn
borrows a second Wittgensteinian idea, expressed in the dictum ‘an
inner process stands in need of outward critcria’ 7 The source of this idea
is Wittgenstein’s own earlier discussion of the language we use for
talking about people’s pains, hopes, fears, thoughts and so on. I refer to
the set of comments known as ‘the private language argument’® the gist
of these comments is that the practice of describing other people’s
‘inner processes’ (and, as it turns out, one’s own too) presupposes that
there are criteria for establishing their existence and nature. Further-
more, these criteria are public in kind, making use of features of
behaviour and demeanor that are publicly available. For example, if a
man is in pain he exhibits this incharacteristic ways - ways quite
different from what he does when happy, or contented with life.

The notion of ‘criterion” at work here is a term of art
introduced by Wiltgenstein which expresses the special relationship
between, in this example, pain and the characteristic manifestations
of it. The relationship is loosc enough to permit the ‘manifestation’ of
pain when ‘pain’ is absent and contrariwisc the presence of pain
‘without’ the characteristic manifestations. The phrase used by Wittgen-
stein’s interpreters is that ‘normally pain and pain behaviour go
together’. What precisely ‘normally’ comes to has been a matter of
some long-standing perplexity, since it is not here used as equivalent to
‘usually’, a statistical notion. Moreover, it is generally said (by
Wittgenstein’s interpreters) not to be equivalent to an epistemic notion,
suchthat it implies that pain behaviour is good evidence forthe presence
of pain, and its absence good evidence for the absence of the latter. One
can only surmise that the relationship is somewhat stronger than an
epistemic one.’

So far, this is the second Wittgensteinianidea only; it becomes
Hamlyn’s own adaptation when he generalises the theme that inner
processes - hence concepts concerning a person’s inner life - stand in
need of outer criteria, too : all concepts stand in need of criteria. This
implies (which the original idea did not) that even such concepts as
observational ones require them too. The concepts ‘red’, for example,
Hamlyn takes ' to have a *criterion” which is that of ‘looking red’ :
normally if something looks red then it is red.

To stay true to the spirit of Wittgenstein’s approach, the
criterion for a given concept must have the relevant kind of distance
from the concept: in this case, obviously something can look red yet not
be red and vice versa. What of the concept of fact (and truth and
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objectivity, which are intimately connected to fact)? what is the criterion
of fact? Hamlyn’s answer is this : general agreement.!' Normally, if
people agree on something it is true, itis a fact. Public agreement might
not exist, for some special reason, on some particular facts, and public
agreement for some reason exist where fact does not. Nevertheless
public agreement is closely attached to the concept of fact in a manncr
which goes merely beyond the merely inductive.

How do the two Wittgensteinian ideas come together to yield
Hamlyn’s conclusion? In the first place, Hamlyn scems to be relying
not only on the ‘private language argument’ passages for the notion of
a criterion which he duly extends to all concepts; he also relies on the
general conclusion of that section of Philosophical [Investigations,
namely that all language is communicative since there cannot be a
private language which could not be used for communication. The
flow of Hamlyn’s thinking seems to be as follows.

The concept of fact must have a “criterion’. This must have the
relevant distance from the concept to constitute a ‘criterion’ in the
Wittgensteinian sense: and public agreement seems to fit the bill. But
how can we justify saying that public agreement is the criterion, rather
than some other phenomenon? What has public (intersubjective)
agreement got to do with fact, truth and objectivity anyway? True
enough, the notion of objectivity implics that something is the case
independently of one person’s saying so, it implies the idea of that
which is intersubjective in the sense of not subjectively judged to be the
case - yet this does not get us to intersubjective agreement in the sense
of general acceptance of the fact in question. However, language is
essentially public, can always be used for communication, and there is
a general connection between this feature of language and agreement
in judgments. This provides the missing link. Agreement must be the
criterion we are looking for; general agreement is the criterion of facl
(and of truth and of objectivity).

A New Argument for Conceptual Realism

I bave t tried to bring out the manner in which Hamlyn adopts
and adapts two of Wittgenstein’s ideas, to yield his proof of the thesis 1
have called “‘conceptual realism’. It essentiallv turns on the claim that
general agreement is the criterion of fact, that normally if people agree
on something, it is the case. I hope I have said enough to indicale where
my major rescrvations lie: Hamlyn makes double use of the so-called
‘private language argument’, one to adopt the notion of ‘criterion” and
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the otherto put lo work the idea ofa link between communication and
public agreement. I will not criticise the private language argument
itself here, only note that it has received much eriticism fromothers.'?
Ifit cannot be said to obviously pass through those criticisms unscathed,
then Hamlyn's argument must be thereby weakened. I will bricfly note
some reservations, however, about his generalisation of the use of the
notion of a criterion.

The first objection is that no justification is offered for this gen-
cralisation beyond Wittgenstein’s use of it in connection with our
language of inner processes. Secondly, it appears to lead to an infinite
regress, since every concepl involved in the criterion for one given
concept will need a criterion too. The concept ol pain, for example,
is provided with a criterion involving a set of alternative descriptions
of behaviour and demeanor the satisfaction of any of which normally
ensures  the existence of pain - but each description makes use of
concepts which themselves require criteria, such as ‘clutching the
stomach while cmitting a moan’. Thirdly, when we get down to
observational terms like ‘red” and ‘sour’ there seems to be an imminent
circularity: the criteria offered by Hamlyn involve those very terms -
the criterion of being red is looking red, the very concept of redness
appearing in its own crilerion.

To come to my own argument for conceptual realism 1 take
Hamlyn’s thesis that public agreement is the criterion of fact, and drop
the notion of “criterion’. Is there some otherconncction, then, between
public agreement and fact?

Public agreement cannot be a necessary condition fora factto
exist, since there are obviously many facts which people have not yet
agreed upon or perhaps never will. Examples should spring readily to
mind. Nor, equally obviously, can public agreement be said 1o be a
sufficient condition for fact, since there are a great many falsehoods
which have been a matter of general conviction.

Perhaps, instead of ‘public agreement on the individual fact’
we take public agrcement on what would constitiue a particular fact,
orwhatwould count as establishing the fact inquestionas the necessary
or sulficient condition for that fact. Something like rules for carrying
outan investigation or for saving something is the case. something is a
fact, of a publicly agreed kind.

There are at least two changes to be made to this idea,
however, o make it acceptable. In the [irst place we must drop the
requirement for publicly agreed mles, since this is a demand
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consequent on the ‘private language argument’ considerations. [f
we are not to rely onthatnotion, we canoffer instead the thesis that rules
(whether public or private) for carrying out investigations and forsaying
whensomething is the case are necessary and sufficient for facts to exist.

And [inally, it is surely wholly implausible to say that the
existence of a procedure or rule of this kind is sufficient, onits own, to
bring about a fact. Surely itis at best a necessary condition, for example,
that there be rules for counting and individuating chairs, foritto be fact
that there are three chairs in the room next door: whether there are
three chairs depends also onthe outcome of applying these rules. Let us
say, therefore, that rules or procedures are necessary conditions for facts.

If that is acceptable, 1 can now give my proof of conceptual
realism. Rules or procedures such as I have iadicated are nothing other
than concepts. A concept is something which permits its possessor to
sec the world ina certain way, to recognise aninstance of a kind when
presented with one in reality or to conceive of a kind in thought. When
someone has the concept of an F he knows one when he sees one, and
can expect, hope for, imagine and contemplate an F too. Having the
concept of a dog involves knowing what dogs are, and that brings with
it all those skills. There are facts ol a certain kind only when there are
rules or procedures forinvestigatingand deciding on those facts. There
arc [acts of a certain kind, therefore, only when there is the relevant
concept. Conceptual realism is therefore established.

Conceptual Realism and the ‘Status Rerum’

Conceptual realism is not without its problems, I will admit.
There are little ones (like the need to spell out the different kinds of
failure of reference between a concept such as ‘phlogiston’ and a
concept such as ‘unicorn’) which little problems provide a spur lor
further enrichment of the theory. But there is a very large problem
looming, which I must not turn to and whichseems to threaten the theory
of conceptual realismat its core. This is the second question which I'said
at the very start leads us into very deep waters, the question about the
cxistence of a ‘reality’ independent of our concepts.

What could sucha ‘reality’ be? What 1 have in mind is the sort
of thing referred to by Kant as the noumenal world. the level of un-
conceptualised reality occupied by things-as-they-are-in-
themselves (things-in-themselves-or perhaps thing-in-itself). * Nowumena
are what according totranscendental idealism ‘affect’ the human
sensibility to produce, when filtered through the forms of sensitivity
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and of understanding, the plienomena of which we are aware.
Phenomena constitute  conceptualised reality, noumena the prior
unconceptualised reality. There are some parallels here in Safikara’s
notion of Braliman - nirguna Brahman - as that which is real and
untainted by human conceptualisations. '* A similar reference is made
much more recently by the phrase istatus rerum’, the state of things
as such, a phrase introduced by C.K. Ogden and adopled by D.J.
O’ Connor in his book The Corespondence Theory of Truth ' In O’ Con-
nor’s words, this status rerum is a ‘raw unexperienced welter of objects
and events” which predates and inevitably far exceeds the concepts
we have for its description. Nowmenon, nirguna Brahman or stwtus
rerum - that is the idea of reality I have in mind as posing a threat
to conceptual realism.

But why should the thesis of conceptual realism be
threatened by such an idea - in what way is this a large problem for
" conceptualrealism? Because (a) the claimthat a necessary condition for
the existence of facts, of reality, is the existence of a conceptual
scheme, that facls, are ina sense made by the concepts, appears to imply
that there is a level of preconceptualised reality on which to apply our
concepts; and (b) the very idea of such a preconceptualised reality
appears lo be incoherent. The thesis of conceptual realism therefore
apparently has an incoherent implication, and that would be sufficient
to refute that thesis.

I think this issuc of an unconceptualised reality is one of the
most difficult in metaphysics, one of the easiest to propound confused
idcas about, and one of the most perennial and most pressing. 1 will
try to explain my own thoughts about it which led me to discount the
idea, and hence the threat, in the first instance. And then I will try to
explain why I now feel tempted to reinstate the idea as a necessary
ingredient in any metaphysics, and a fortiori in the metaphysics of
conceptual realism. If [ am correct in my present suspicion that the idea
must be taken seriously, that to some extent reduces the threat to
conceptual realism as such (as one alternative in the arena) - unless, of
course, conceptual realism is in direct conflict with such an idea.

I will rebut this last thought immediately. Why should
conceptual realism conflict with the idea of unconceptualised reality?
Claim (a) above - that conceptual realism apparently implies the
cxistence of sucha reality - says the exact opposite! The answer is
that conceptual realism is precisely the thesis that reality is conceptual-
ised for reality is dependent on the existence of a conceptual scheme. I
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suggest we clear up this confusion by making a distinction between
‘reality’ as involving the facts, things, events, qualities and so on which
we deal with in experience, in thought and in action, and that other
‘reality’ intended by Kant, $aikara and O’Comnor. Let us reserve the
term ‘reality’ for the first, consistent with the spirit of conceptual
realism, and adopt O’Connor’s term ‘status rerum’ for the second.
Conceptual realism is now reinstatable as the thesis that reality is the
world of facts, things, events, qualitics and so on and is dependent on our
conceptualising activity: that cannot be taken as inconsistent with the
thesis that there is a level of status rerum.

But does it imply it? And is that latter idea, as claimed in (b)
above. an incoherent onc? Well, what conceptual realism implies is
that we cannot make coherent claims about the stanis rerum. Itis casy
enough to see that we cannotstate any factsabout it, if factand concept
go together; but what about the things, events, process and so on?
Cannot it be said to contain these at least? If the facts in reality are
concept dependent does this not at least hold open the plausibility that
things etc. arc not? *The world is the totality of facts, not of things’ said
Wittgenstein in the opening passage of the Tracaus.'®

But that is a false dichotomy if ever there was one: facts and
things etc are not to be contrasted ontologically like that. Of coursea fact
is not the same type of being as a thing, or a qualily or an event; but
their existence is nevertheless intimately involved with that of each
other. If Big Ben is taller than 60 fect, then Big Ben the thing exists, and
so does its property of being taller than 60 feet - but so does the fact
that it has this property. If Big Ben exists even, then the factof Big Ben’s
existing also exists. Take away the fact and you take away the thing;
take away the fact and you take away the property. One more peculiar
feature of facts, to be surc! And - if this is right - we can now see that the
status rerum cannot be said to have, if not facts, then at least things with
properties, engaging in events and processes, and so on. The stafus
rerum cannot be described in these terms at all. We can offer no
coherent descriptions of the status rerum since we are debarred from the
machinery of our conceptual scheme in a big way. It is not just that facts
are absent from the status rerum, but that no conceptual devices can be
put to work in that area at all. We are reduced to the unhelpful *neither
this, nor that’!

If by the way, the status rerum is as indescribable as this,
O’Comnor’s description of ias ‘raw welter of objects and events’ must
be rejected. There are no-objects or events in il, since these follow only
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from our conceplualishing activity. But why does O’Connor want it to
be? Because he thinks it demanded in the context of a defence of
whatever truth there is in the empiricists” favourite theory of truth,
the correspondence theory.

O’Connor distinguishes indeed not between two ‘realities’ or
‘worlds’ but three. "7 The ‘A-world’ is the status rerum, the unconcep-
tualised [Mux of things and events; the ‘B-world’ is one of things and
their properties, situations and events as experiences and conceptual-
ised - the B-world we inhabit being dependent on such contigencies as
our peculiar sensory apparatus and the limits of our conceptualising
abilities, so that there are different B-worlds for different species and
different subgroups of the same species. There are also, says O’Connor,
different ‘C-worlds’, worlds articulated and described in different
languages which hence form or structure those worlds diferently.

My quarrel with O’Connor is primarily one concerning his
description of the A=world of the status rerum. His reason for giving it
the kind of richness of conceptual structure which he does is that only
in that way can our thoughts, sentences and beliefs be said to
‘correspond’ to reality or fail to correspond to reality, as the correspon-
dence theory requires. The A-world reality is mind-independent, and
linguistically independent, and provides an’ independent original
against which to match ourbelicfs etc. But he cannot have it both ways.
As David Cooper has recently written : ‘

If itis to be really “untainted” by our concepls, status rerum
musl be a mere welter or flux (though notin any literal sense of these
terms, [or then we would again be conceptulising). Butif it is to serve
as the world which true statements “model” or “map’, then it must
possess sufficient order and structure 1o be ‘transmitted” to these
statements. Unflortunately, stafus rerum cannot satity both conditions.
Lither it is conceptually ordered, in which case it does not take us oot
of the tainted universe of B-worlds; or itis featureless Being-in-itself
of which nothing counts as a map.!®

I add to Cooper’s comment, that the correspondence theory
really doesn’t need to have a ‘modelling’ or “mapping’ relation between
thought and tanguage and reality. If it did, it would be doomed to failure
anyway.'”

Now dogs the fact that we can give no coherent description of
the status rerum imply that the very ideads incoherent? Is the idea of
that which cannot be cohereinly described anincoherent idea? Itis
not at all obvious what to say here, except perhaps to:rély on analogy.



BRIAN CARR ' 304

What would we say about the idea of an inconsistent idea - is it
inconsisten? | think not. We are quite in philosophical discussion to
describe ideas of others as inconsistent, and presumable we are not
always involved thereby in a kind of pragmatic paradox *which
undermines ourclaim. If the idea of an inconsisten idea can itself be
a consistent one, perhaps by analogy the idea of an incoherent idea is a
coherent one. And then by analogy again, the idea of that which cannot
be given acoherent description is perhaps a coherent description of
an idea. The suspicion remains though that there is something of a
paradoxical air about it, and certainly we seem 1o be able to give litile
content Lo it except in negative terms. It reminds us ol Locke’s notion
of substance which is ‘a something, we know not what’ which
undcrlies qualities, and which Berkeley took to be a damning desc-
ription of the very thought.

My original position about conceptual realism®® was that it did
not in fact have such a presupposition, and still T think that the reasons
I had for that position have some weight.

I do not, for example, think that conceptual realism need say
of the world predating or postdating alll animal life - and hence all con-
ceplualising- that it existed or will exist as the stauus rerum. A feature of
concepts is their applicability beyond what is directly given, now, in
experience: a concept allows us to describe and think about things lying
beyond the here and now, and that includes things existing before or
after anything possesses that concepl. We can talk aboul facts tempo-
rally and spatially far distant from us, and of facts of a general nature
such as the speed of light and the nature of gravitation. A conceptual
scheme therefore need not be limited to the place and time of those that
have it, so conceptual realism is not committed to the status rerum
before and after conceptualising beings exist.

What, however, of that part of O’Connor’s description of the
status rerums as its ‘inevilably far exceeding the concepts we have for
its description’? How could that be said to follow from the thesis of
conceptual realism, since conceptual realism does not containa clause
about our concepls limiting reality in any way. Looked at from this
angle, however, it could be claimed that conceptual realism has to have
the machinery to make sense of a world exceeding the concepts we have
lorits description [or there certainly is a limil to the conceptual scheme
we do in fact have. The limit requires we make sense of what lics
beyond it.

I think, once more, that conceptual realism is faced with no
insuperable problem here, for the following reason. Conceptual realism
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is quite consistent with the idea of a change inconceptual schemes
overltime, and hence caneasily take on board the idea of facts becoming
available later on which are notdreamt of at the moment. Indeed, we
have got to our present scheme by a painful enrichment and alteration
of what previous generations had-and the individual too goes through
a period of such conceptual growth. This relativity of conceptual
schemes allows conceptual realismto avoid a commitmentto the staus
rerum as wider than any conceptualisation we may have. True, there
is the thought that our concepts are a limited means for grasping reality
but what this comes to from the conceptual realist’s point of view is
the thought that our conceptual scheme needs and will need continued
enrichment and change. It is not the thought that the world avoids
capture ina conceptual net, that a status rerum lies above or below
or beyond the facts reflecting conceptualisation: rather, it is the thought
that the world exceeds the concepts we now have orhave had inthe past.
Maybe it exceeds the concepts we will have, too, in the future - or even
that any animal life will have cither. But that too is only a limit on the
actualisation of the whole range of possible concepts, for facts might lie
forever unrevealed because concepts are not developed for their investi-
gation. ;
I conclude that conceptual realism has not been shown to be
committed to the staius rerum, cither as going beyond whatever
concepls there might be, oras predating or postdating the activity of
conceptualising. Is not conceptual realism nevertheless logically
committeddo the status rerumas follows? A concept is a tool for making
sense of what is thought of as experienced, it is something which is
applied to that which is said to be thereby conceptualised. There is
thercfore something prior to this conceptualised end-product, some-
thing logically prior to the actofapplying the concept. What is prior
to conceptualising is the status rerum.

The first response to this has to be that, of course, facts have
their constituents, concepts are applied to something to make up those
facts. But what is the concept, for example of a table applied to if not the
table, the category of a particular or the concept of spatial proximity if
notto the table and the chairs? As far as what it is that concepts (including
categories) applied to it is concerned there seems no reason to look for
anything other than the world of tables and chairs, patticulars, space and
time and so on.

Sccondly, it can be admiited that there is a sense in which a
concept produces out of something else that which it then gets applied
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to. New facts are made our of old facts. One example is the application
of the concept of & dining room suite, which brings together the table
and the chairs under this new term; the latter things pre-eexist the new
thing, the suite. Again, two people can be brought in relation to one
another as employer and emmployee, this new concept creating a
relation out of two pre-existing particulars. These very examples show,
however, that the something clse, out of which the concept produces the
fact need not itself be construed as a status rerum. What becomes an
ingredient is a new fact, through the introduction of a new conceptu-
alisation, is a particular, a relation, a table, a spatial proximitly, and so
on. No status rerum has been introduced into the account of conceptual
realism, even when the metaphor of *producing a fact’ is taken literally.

Yet if conceptual realism is not committed to the statusrerum
because of the account of the fact-concept relationship, surely it is
when we get down to the fundamental level of categories. The fact-
category relationship is surely the point at which a preconcepuralised
ingredient must be introduced into the picture? So thirdly, 1 offer the
following thought. The categories, being the most fundamental features
of our thoughtand talk about the world, might seem to occupy a position
on the bottom of a ladder of conceptualisation. Once the ‘raw data’ of
the status rerum has received its original ‘working up’ in terms of space,
time, substance and so on, other more detailed concepts suchas “act’or
‘table” or ‘dining room suvite’ can be brought in to play, providing a

richer tapestry, a richer reality, for us to inhabit.
@

But this whole metaphor of ladder of conceptualisation is
totally suspect. Categories are fundamental concepts, to be sure, but we
do notapply them firstand thengo onapply, forexample, “act” or ‘table’.
(Kant seems to have been in the grip of this mistake, by the way.)
Categories are fundamental concepts, but not at the bottom of a ladder.
This should be obvious from the examples recently quoted, since the
dining room suit is a particular. The particular emerges at the higher
level of ‘table plus chairs gives suite.” The relation of employer-
employee is something that rides on the particulars which are the two
persons involved, and both category and concept get applied at this
higher level. Furthermore. natural kinds are a quarry for scientific
investigators, who are already au fait with a complex world of
particular, relational and spatio-temporal facts. Where is the implication |
of a preconceptualised world, a status rerum’? Where, indeed, is the room .
for such a notion? '
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These are the thoughts which originally led me to discount the
idea of the stamus rerum as - if at least a coherent one - not one which
is required by the thesis of conceplual realism. Maybe  there are
ingredients in  that thesis which  remain suspiciously close to
generating a status rerum concepl, but [think they are not those which
I have just discounted. These responses to the claim that the status
rerum is prior to conceptualisation 1still believe to have some force. To
explain my present suspicion that any metaphysical theory - including
conceptual realism - ought to take the status rerum idea seriously
I need to refer to Kant once more.

What reasons did Kant have for introducing his noumenal
world, his world of things-in-themselves, things as they really are in
themselves independently of the features of the human (or any) mind
(bar a non-discursive, creative mind such as God’s)? This question is
equivalent to the question, why did Kant adopl the metaphysics of
transcendental idealism? His oflicial response is that transcendental
idealism is required to give a salisfactory account of a priori
knowledge - of our possessing, prior to and independently of experi-
cnce, such a priori concepts as he calls ‘the categories’, and such a
priori pieces of information as the principle that every event has a
cause, or that through every event there e Xists a substance to which the
change of properties can be attributed.”* Morcover, he takes transcen-
dental idealism to be required for an adequate explanation of the
status of arithmetic and geometry *%, and for a resolution of metaphysi-
cal puzzlessuchas the conllict between freedomof the willand physical
determinism. ** The greater part of this group of problems needs no more
than the idea of conceptual realism, however. If we can take the human
mind itsell as contributing substantially to the form which experience
takes for us, then we have provided sufficient explanation of a priori
knowledge. From this point of view, Kant has reason enough to
itroduce the notion of phenomena - things as we experience them - but
no reason to introduce the otheridea central to transcendental idealism
- viz. noumena. If my reasoning above is right, phenomena do not
presuppose nouniena.

The other ‘official’ reason Kant acknowledges for
infroducing the noumenal as well as the phenomenal world is in the
context of traditional (i.c., pre-Kantian) metaphysics and moral. phi-
losophy. In an attempt to make room for taith in Ged, freedom and the
immortality of the soul, the transcendent world is put . outsidé of the
reach of human knowledge. > The phenomenat - noumenat divide is
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the knowledge-faith divide, which traditional metaphysics has always
tried to cross. The phenomenal - noumenal divide is, among other things,
the key to resolving the metaphysical problem of freewill ina world of
rigid causal laws.

I will not stop to criticise this aspect of Kant’s philosophy,
which in my opinion is by far the weakest arca of his metaphysical and
epistemological thinking. I think Kant had a far better reason to
introduce noumena as well as phenomena, though he did not make this
plain to himself in his official philosophy. There is a clue to it,
nevertheless, in what he says about the regulative use of the ‘ideas of
pure reason’ such as the idea of the cosmos - the world as a whole - and
the idea of God - the ens realissimum or most real being, **

The function of the ideas of pure reason is, il not as
‘constitutive’ of human knowledge as the concepts of the understanding,
at least a posilive one in relation to our knowledge. Their function
is to offer an ideal of human knowledge, an end 1o which we canstrive,
and ‘objective’ control on our endcavours. Within the context of our
knowledge-acquisition activily, the noumenal does indeed have a role
to play, on Kant’s approach. I don’t believe he spelled it out as fully as
he might have done, nevertheless. The point I have in mind is this.

Let us assume that conceptual realism is correct, that facts are
in the relevat sense a product of our conceptualising, and hence that
concepts are a ncessary condition for the existence of phenomenal
reality. What guarantees, however, that you and I and the rest of us
manage to conceptualise aworld in common? And what constraints are
there on each of us, to conceptualise in one way rather than another?
Perhaps the answer lo cach of these questions is to be found in the same
direction, namely in a world which is nol dependent on your or my
activity of conceplualising. If Kant had taken Berkeley’s position
instead of transcendental ideal he would have looked to our creator as
the guarantor of objectivity inouridcas about the world. Asitis, he tries
to present us with one of the earliest non-God-centred metaphysical and
epistemological accounts and needs, therefore, an allernative account of
the control exercised over our conceptual schemes. You and I and the
rest come to share a reality, conceptualied though it be as conceptual
realism requires. because we share a constraini on our conceptualising
activity. The ‘ideas of pure reason” as Kant calls them are a reflection
of this preconceptual or concept-transcending status rerum, the noume--
nal reality which our concepts are to miake up into the world as we
experience it and as we think about it.
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The most telling way 1 can think of putting this is to clfecet a
reversal of focus of Kant’s philosophical preoccupations. For Kant the
primary question was to explain how itis that we can have some striking
a priori concepts and an awareness a priori of some striking principles.
There is a question which is Kantian in spirit yet quite the converse of
Kant’s own: how to explain how it is that we can have even the most
mundane ol empirical concpets and a knowledge of even the simplest
of empirical facts? The idea of a phenomenal world was introduced by
Kantto answer the question he posed, and as we saw it need not - at leasl
in connection with that question - have brought inits train the idea of
the noumenal world, the swfus rerum. The idea of the noumenal is
required, however, to provide an answer to the Kantian - like question
about our ability to have empirical knowledge.

Returning now to the thesis of conceptual realism. Is there
anything in that thesis which leaves open scope for the noumenal - or
indeed which positively demand such a notion? 1 suggest that there is. 1t
was claimed that concepts are a necessary condition of fact, that they
are fact generators in that sense, but not that they are sufficient
conditions. Developing concepts, be it a category of a full-blown
conceptual scheme, provides no guarantee that they will latch onto
anything at all. The world has to provide that material to which our
concepts canbe applied,and we are often called uponto revise, to think
again, to try another route. There isn’t phlogiston simply because there
is the concept, nor witches because people use the term, norunicorns.
The status rerum is nceded as a control on the knowledge-gathering
activity of science and everyday life, our conceptualising and hence
‘fact-making’ cognitive aclivity.

Il 1 amanywhere near the truth, the notion of a status rerum
is needed to give an adequate account of our relationship to the world.
Not only is the idea coherent, but an account of facts which left it out
would be incomplete. Whereas my original thoughts were to attempt a
defence of conceptual realism against this implication of a status rerum,
my present conclusion is that it would have been defective without it. |
hope I am now a little closer to the way things are.
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