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The critic Cyril Connolly once pointed out that déss don’t make novelists. He went on to desctite
problem for the would-be writer. “Writing for ondkeno public. Writing for others: no privacy” (Ciyr
Connolly,Journal).

Connolly’'s quip nicely illustrates a problem foetpublic and the private that persists when we toithhe
public and private dimensions of mind and meaniragnely, that attempts to accommodate one are ysuall
at the expense of the other.

The philosophical problem this paper addressesisto reconcile the inner and conscious dimension
of speech with its outer and public dimension. peaking, we are consciously aware of the meanifgs o
the words we use. You are aware of the meaningjseofvords you are reading now. And in speaking, you
and | choose which words to use, aware it seemwhat we are saying. In trying to describe some
situation, we sometimes face choices as to whiclwaf words would best express a feature of the
situation, we sometimes choose between them betlh&seeaning of the one word is more peculiarly apt
to express what it is we are trying to say thandtier. To be able to do choose words in this wiag,
meanings we attach to them have to be immediatejladble to us, within our conscious reach. If the
meanings of words were not within our conscioushe# is hard to see how we could find speech—our
own or anyone else’s—so much as intelligible.

From this stance as ordinary language users, oerramsl understanding of language is easy and
unreflective. Employing the language or respondimgts use by others seems effortless. It requi@s
special figuring out on our part, nor does it apgeabe any sort of cognitive achievement to finares
meaningful in the way we typically do. But if whafperson means by his words is a matter of whatke
in mind, of how things are with him, consciouslyeaging, when he uses words or listens to them,deow
the meanings of these words also be publicly addestw others and serve in communication? How can
our words have meanings that match what othersttea to mean when they hear us utter those words?

Meaning must be publicly accessible to others tonmunication to succeed, and yet what is publicly
accessible are facts about a speaker’s linguigimbiour. So how can what someone has in mind as he
speaks—the meaning he attaches to his words—alspubkcly accessible to others on the basis of
linguistic behaviour alone? How can the meaningsgities his words match what other people take bim t
mean?

In using words, one does not measure one’s usaderstanding of a term against any public, or gther
standard, one simply starts speaking, giving thede/the meanings one simply takes them to havefdsut
communication to succeed one has to get one’s mgagross to others, to make what one is saying
available to them somehow. And one could not dd e significance one attaches to one’s words avas
wholly private and personal affair. Somehow one tnesusing words with the meanings other people tak
them to have, even though in using them one doésamsult others or measure one’s understanding
against theirs.

In order to meaning anything at all by my wordgréhmust be more to their having the meanings they
have for me than my simply taking them to mean etat | take them to mean, and this surely suggests
my taking words to mean something is answerabkotoething beyond my opinion. But does it involve
conformity to a standard? Surely, there has to faetsabout what | mean for me to know what | médre

Y Paper first given at a colloquiuBxternalism-Internalism Dispute and the Theoryriétpretationat the Institute of
Philosophy of the Czech Academy of Sciences in Wrad\pril 9, 2002 and aSentence Meaning, Utterance
Meaning/Text, Workn Prague in 2003. Thanks to Bill Child and Guyngworth for comments on an earlier draft, to
Peter Pagin for discussion of publicity and to andes at both conferences.



qguestion is: how can the effortless and immediatpréssion of what | mean by the words | am using
amount to knowledge—authoritative first-personab\iedge—of an objective fact about what | mean; a
fact available to others on third-personal grounde® does the existence of publicly and behavidyral
available facts about what a speaker means by bislsassquare with the speaker’s own immediate and
effortless knowledge of what he means? As speawgrsio not have to observe our own linguistic otitpu
to see what significance we attach to expressifesjust know what our words mean without the benefi
of evidence or inference. The facts of meaningpfowhat a rule governing the correct use of a word
requires of me, must be something | am immediaaly intimately acquainted with. And yet the facts o
meaning or the existence of rules (on which, adogrtb the later Wittgenstein, the possibility oéaming
depends) must be answerable to more than whatlttem to be, and are not in any sense privatetsbje
of awareness.

How, then, is one tell the story about meaningubes of use, on the one hand, and our effortleds an
authoritative knowledge of them on the other? kErd¢ha notion of linguistic meaning that can doigest
both to the inner experience of comprehension anifhé outer facts of language us&ich an account
would have to reconcile what is immediately avdaato speakers in their inner acts of comprehension
with what is outwardly available to others in spaak public practice. Let us call this the Recaiatibn
Problem.

1 The Reconciliation Problem

More needs to be said about the precise natuteedRéconciliation Problem. To begin with, is itratgem
in metaphysics or epistemology? It is hard at ficsbffer a definitive answer. The problem is haw t
reconcile the inner apprehension of what words me&#h those meanings being publicly available to
others through our linguistic acts. Were we to tarestalk of “inner apprehension” as meaning no enor
than first-personal knowledge of meaning—the dddtirely authoritative and immediate way we know
what our words mean—and were we to treat the pitypli€ meaning as no more than the requirement that
others can have third-personal knowledge of whaimeean, the Reconciliation Problem would reduce to
the epistemological issue of how we reconcile fiestd third-personal knowledge of the same subject
matter while preserving the fundamental asymmegtwben the two kinds of knowledge. This is an
important and difficult problem, to be sure, buée tReconciliation Problem goes further. We want an
account of the metaphysics of meaning that makegogisible for meaning to be known in these
distinctively different ways. Those who have addessthe publicity of meaning in the literature have
mostly been concerned with metaphysical questibosiathe nature of linguistic meaning. Thinkerstsuc
as Wittgenstein, Quine, Davidson, Dummett and McBlhvwhave all sought to draw conclusions about
what meaning must be like if it is to be publiclscassible. However, their metaphysical conclusimes
often motivated by epistemological concerns: whastimeaning be like in order to krownon the basis
of observing people’s linguistic practitelhe Reconciliation Problem incorporates this peablbut it
raises an additional one too, requiring us to shgtwneaning must be like in order for speakersateeh
immediate consciouawarenessof it? If we could provide a satisfactory metaghysmeeting all the
epistemological demands, we would have solved gmRciliation Problem. So any way to reconciletfirs
and third-person knowledge of meaning will havestow how meaning can be immediately accessible to
the inner component of speaking and understanding, yet outwardly discernible in observable facts
about public practice.

The involvement of both epistemological and metapdal strands in the Reconciliation Problem
qualifies it as an instance of what ChristophercBeke has called the Integration Challenge:

The Integration Challenge in its general form iattof reconciling our metaphysics of any given axgth our
epistemology for that same area (Peacocke 1998, 349

! This way of stating the problem follows Jonathaatin his The disappearing “we” to which the settiip in the
present paper owes a great deal. Lear's paperntsesee version of what | am calling here the redimtion problem.
It is a version he finds in the work of the lateitddenstein concerning “the relation between myeimexperience of
comprehension and my objective ability to use glage” (Lear 1984, 224).

2 | am heavily indebted here to Peter Pagin’s inigjtdiscussion of publicity in his Publicness aimdleterminacy
(2000).



In this case, the challenge is to find a plausibitaphysics of meaning that respects the two salesrr
epistemology of understanding. Does the solutiaquire a substantial metaphysics given in terms of
subjective and objective aspects of language usa® depends on whether the question about how the
inner and the outer are related is a metaphysigestipn, or whether the notions of inner and oater
themselves merely reflections of the different tpimlogical access one can have to the same factg a
meaning. This remains to be seen.

The issue of reconciling the outer and the inngreasof speech is also apt to call to mind debates
betweenindividualistsandexternalistsover whether meanings are in the head, or whétieemeaning of
words depends on external factors in the speakecsl or physical environment. However, the issares
not the same, for the Reconciliation Problem igéaboth by meaning individualists and externalisteat
said, the problem bears interestingly on the confietween externalist and individualist positiami
issues often found in the background to such dsb&i@ example, psychological considerations atenof
advanced in favour of one position or another, viftthividualists speaking of how things seem to the
thinker “from the inside” when changes occur in &éxternal circumstances, and externalists pointiug
that others can often be “better placed” to recogmvhich objects a subject’s thought or talk concén
this way, issues coming up under the head of rélatien highlight many of the background
epistemological considerations by reference to tvhve judge the cogency of externalist or individstal
accounts of meaning and content. But rather thaidohg at the outset whether one needs an indiliistua
or externalist solution to the problem, which woditdce one to engage in the somewhat inconclusive
debates over the correct response to particulargtitoexperiments, a better strategy is simply tokwo
towards producing a satisfactory account of theapigysics and epistemology of meaning and see whethe
the resulting account is individualist or exterstln flavour. Let the chips fall where they may.

2 The Publicity of Meaning

However we characterise the inner comprehensiotargjuage, my meaning something by my words
cannot be a private affair. In so far as | sucegystommunicate with others, they must know the
meanings of the words | use. My success dependbefact that they do. In general, it is only ifist
possible to know what other people mean by theird&ahat linguistic meaning can play a role in
facilitating communication. Were it not possiblektwow for sure what others mean, it would be harskte
how communication could succeed. This denial ofgmy gives rise to a fairly minimal reading of the
publicity of meaning thesis. It can be stated dgVs:

(P) What a person means by his or her words camden by others.

Although (P) provides a fairly minimal constraint the notion of meaning it does have the effectibiig
out the possibility that people attach private niegs to their words (i.e. essentially private megs). A
person can only mean what she can be known to faeanhers. So it follows that other people play a
constitutive role in a person’s meaning anythinglhta constraint that rules out the possibilityagrivate
language. (The independent reasons we can givéigoounting the possibility of a private language c
serve as further motivation for the publicity camstt. | shall not discuss these reasons here.)

The minimal requirement that we can know what oftewple’s words meaning is often run together
with a much stronger reading of the publicity tsesi reading that commits one to the nature ollistic
meaning as being publicly accessible in facts alinguistic behaviour. We can offer a reconstructad
this transition along the following lines. If theeanings people attach to their words were itemislires
solely in the minds of individuals, there would e knowing for sure what anyone meant by their word
Working out what others mean would be, as John Meflansists “a mere matter of guesswork as to how
things are in a private sphere concealed behiridtebaviour” (McDowell 1981, 225).

Such a picture is hopeless, running counter asdsdo the everyday phenomenology of hearing what
other people are saying, and putting at risk thesitdlity of two speakers ever addressing the ssubgect
matter. Any hidden significance a speaker gives term would play no part in communication, and ldou
remain purely subjective. And as Frege remindssubjective experiences cannot be shared. A subgecti
conception of meaning would undermine the thought speakers’ words concern the same thing. And
without a common subject matter, there would bemag for speakers and hearers to agree or disagree

% This formulation coincides with the version Pagif00) calls Basic Publicness.



about anything. For Frege, private associationk witvord cannot be communicated, and so canncatbe p
of its meaning. Frege equates meaning with whatbmmunicable, what can be shared. Anything that
cannot be shared or conveyed to another is simppant of the linguistic meaning of an expresslarthis
spirit, Michael Dummett claims that no part of agpeession’s meaning can:

contain anything which is not manifest in the ussdeof it, laying solely in the mind of the indivial who
apprehends that meaning (Dummett 1978, 216).

And from here it is short step to the position bettDowell and Dummett subscribe to, that, as McDibwe
puts it:

the significance of others’ utterances in a languagst, in general, lie open to view, in publiciaiable facts
about linguistic behaviour in its circumstances Pdwell 1981, 314).

How did we reach this position? We began with ttesiof it being possible to know the meanings béot
people’s words, and advanced from there to a fatrigng reading of the publicity of meaning accogdio
which the meaning of people’s words must be locatedhe surface of their speech. Let us call thés t
exteriorising mové'. The question to ask is whether denial of meapirigacy requires this stronger
reading of publicity; whether, that is, the exteilsong move is warranted. Notice, that if it is,eth
Reconciliation Problem becomes particularly acltew can meaning be immediately present to the
speaker’s mind if it also lies open to view on theface of linguistic behaviour? There are propoat
attempt to address this question. These will besicemed below, but at this stage the question istiér
we need to confront the problem in just this fominimally, all the denial of privacy requires isathit be
possible to know what someone means by their wdtds. a further question how such knowledge is
arrived at. The constraint in (P) says nothing abdwatmakeshe meanings of someone’s words available
to others;a fortiori it does not say that it is due to meaning’s bgirgsent on the surface of speech. So
must someone who subscribes to (P) conclude that

... when we want to understand meaning and commuaiicate should not turn inward, towards mental state
but outward, to what is publicly observable (Falks1990, 98).

There would be reason for endorsing the exteriagignove if failure to endorse it left one with one
alternative but the hopeless picture just canvaste picture according to which the significande o
another’s words is a matter of mere guesswork aswothings are in a private sphere. If the movenéke
meaning public by locating it on the surface ofesgerepresented the only escape from this pichee t
we would be forced to locate linguistic significeanim speech behaviour. But so far it has not been
established that this thesis does represent tlyeesohpe from the psychologism of the hopelessict
Consider, for instance, Frege’s anti-psychologisimege’s demand that the meanings, or senses, of
expressions be communicable or shareable—a denmandrding to a rejection of private meanings —
does not lead him to adopt the view that meanihgmselves are located on the surface of speech. For
Frege, the publicity requirement that the very sainoeight can be grasped by different thinkers cammi
one to a conception of the meaning of sentencegioh those thoughts are expressed as belongiag to
abstract realm, standing over and against us &lisTPlatonism about meaning represents a radically
different alternative to the hopeless picture; gitoit may be one we consider equally unpalatabiéto
lack of a credible epistemology of meaning, leavirsgwith a problem in both the first-personal ahd t
third-personal account of knowing what words (Ptédtically) mean. An argument could then be offered
to the effect that if one rejects Platonism abamguistic meaning, then the only way to avoid adleps
psychologism is to locate meanings on the surfétieguistic behaviour. But even here, there is@ason
to think that this is the only other alternativeadPlatonistic or psychologistic conception of niegnl
shall argue that there is a plausible alternativethie exteriorsing move that has up until now been
overlooked, and | will provide a sketch of whatttpusible alternative might look like. In the méane,
let us consider more direct attempts to supporetteriorising move.

* It would be more natural to say “externalisingtdébut the suggestion of externalism is one | viargvoid since it
is part of the purpose of this paper to exploreréiations between the exteriorising move and exiem about mind
and meaning. The contrasting notion of interiotigynot, | shall argue, incompatible with externaisThe term
“interiority” is McDowell’s.



3. Motivating Publicity

As mentioned above, an important part of understanthe Reconciliation Problem is getting clear atho
the nature of the claims about the publicity of nieg. One way to understand it is as a claim alloeit
limitations on the individual’s ability to attacheaning to his or her words. According to (P) wernzdn
mean anything by our words unless others could kilmameanings we attach to them. It is important no
to lose sight of this key feature of publicity.ifists that meaning something is more than mdraiyng
the subjective impression that one has given a \worde significance. Further conditions must be faret
there to be an objective meaning attaching to vthatspeaker is attempting to say. Another way of
understanding publicity is as a claim about whaamieg must be like in order to be detectable from t
observation of people’s linguistic behaviour. Thiea carries metaphysical implications about thieinea

of meaning. Meaning must either be displayed onsiivéace of linguistic behaviour or be in some way
reducible to it for there to be publicly discermilsheanings: for us to have access, that is, tonemnings

of one another’s utterances. Now this strong thissighat | want to reject but in doing so | do mant to
give up on the first idea behind publicity. Foreipresses an important insight and re-affirms that
attempts at communication are not just matterspetslation or guesswork. It also insists that megni
something by one’s words is not an essentially gtevmatter. Publicity imposes an epistemological
condition on meaning something by words, viz. tbedition that it must be possible for others towrtbe
meanings someone attaches to his or her wordsnthat@im of this paper is to retain this conditighile
jettisoning the metaphysical claim about the lamatf meaning on the surface of behaviour.

The epistemological condition is motivated in lapget by the later Wittgenstein whoPRtilosophical
investigation$43 offers us a conception of meaning as use géfigtein’s position succeeds in combining
a rejection of Fregean Platonism with an adhereicérege’s anti-psychologistic strictures against
subjectivist notions of meaning. This has oftenrbken by some to lead straightforwardly to thrersg
construal of publicity. For if the meaning of a wois its use and use is conceived in terms of publi
practice then surely we can locate meaning on thface of that practice. Here, a thesis about wghats
words their significance leads to a conclusion altha locus of linguistic significance. Support tbis
reading comes from Wittgenstein’s correlative clatinvestigations§89 that understanding is a not a
mental process; it consists, instead, in the ppetion in public practices of the surrounding linggic
community. The idea of meaning and understanditly fin show chimes in well with Wittgenstein's
insistence that nothing is hidden. But Wittgenstén all his insistence that meaning is use stlegygith
the tension felt between the perspectives we girgtito reconcile. The tension between these petss
is first broached at §138, where Wittgenstein diesexperience of grasping meaning in a flash,gres
on to wonder how meaning can be all there in ataint® in the mind of the speaker if it is also the
unfolding of use through time. This is certainlyeorersion of the problem | have in mind.

Another stout defender of strong reading of pubjlitcs W.V. Quine, who insists that “if two speakers
match in all dispositions to verbal behaviour thisr@o sense in imagining semantic differences betw
them” (Quine 1960, 79). This is at best a supeeme claim, and its truth depends on how we coestru
dispositions. But Quine intends something stronger:

Language is a social art which we all acquire aneahidencesolely of other people’s overt behaviour under
publicly recognizable circumstances. Meanings,efoee, those very models of mental entities, en@sigrist
for the behaviourists’ mill (1969, 26; italics mjne

In psychology one may or may not be a behaviousigt,n linguistics one has no choice ... We depéridtly
on overt behaviour in observable circumstances .er@ s nothing in linguistic meaning beyond whatbibe
gleaned from overt behaviour in observable circamsts (1990, 37-8).

| take it that Quine’s motivation comes from Withgéein, and is one way of construing the claim that
meaning is use. Quine certainly takes it as axianthait meaning cannot transcend use. The poimsée

be that without observable evidence of what peoman language could not get started and so theunklwo
be no facts about what people’s words mean. Quiia@®us behaviourist argument for the indeterminacy
of translation starts by stressing limitations e tvidence we can appeal to in assigning meanogs
speakers’ words and ends up reducing meaning tentterials that provide us with such evidence. For
Quine, observable behaviour in observable circuntets is all we have to go on, and—though this is



seldom argued—is all that can make up the factsitalm@aning. So the positing of meaning facts must
locate them in what we display to others in ouresbable behaviour in those circumstances. Hence the
best notion of meaning Quine can reconstruct frbesé meagre materials is that of a stimulus-meaning
This is a publicly manifestable notion of meanimg &n expression elicited as a response to obdervab
circumstances. The notion serves well for the bisheistic study of what others mean by their wobds
it offers little or no account of the speaker’'smtodf view. The speaker is simply disposed to poadan
expression under certain stimulus conditions andumaler other conditions. But what of the speaker’s
understanding? After all, we don’t just use womds:understand them. We do not use them blindlydoor
we find out what we mean or whether we understawdral by seeing whether we are able to use it. Aske
whether you understand the word “pleached” you tisay, “Well let me try using it and see how | dk.”
just isn’t like this: we simply know whether we werdtand a word or not, and when we do, we know what
they mean. And we know this in advance of any palar use we make of thehSo what is Quine’s view
of understanding? Even here, Quine attempts tousmtdor the speaker’s understanding third-persgnall
and behaviourally, in terms of use: “... understagdirword consists in knowing how to use it in seoés
and how to react to such sentences” (1990, 58).aBehral manifestation may well be a test of
understanding, but it cannobnstituteour understanding: knowing what a word means tsjust being
able to use it (i.e. produce it when prompted Istimulus). We typically know what we mean when we
speak, and yet dispositions, like the disposititmsuse words, are not introspectible. Do | have the
disposition to jump a metre? | don’t know. | woulded to try and see what happens. But as we hawve se
it isn’t like this with words. Of course we needtmonstrue abilities to use words in terms of béaral
dispositions. Perhaps abilities have insides a$ agebutside’s This seems like the only way to reconcile
use and the understanding that prompts use, f@hérd to see how merely behaving in certain veaydd
amount to knowing what we mean by our wofdghe moral is thisouter states stand in need of inner
experience§.

Is the very move of securing knowledge of the digance of words by locating their significance in
observable behaviourexteriorising move—-already a form of externalism? It is not altogeticlear.
Though it has been interpreted this way by Davidson

Quine teaches us that what a speaker means byhstegtys, and hence the thoughts that can be eggrigss
language, are not accidentally connected with vehabmpetent interpreter can make of them, andishés
powerful externalist thesis (Davidson 2001, 11).

Davidson, like Quine, subscribes to a strong pitylihesis, which requires the exteriorising mosap
both thinkers take this to have consequences &initieterminacy of meaning and reference.

The semantic features of language are public festuhat no one can, in the nature of the caserefigut
from the totality of the relevant evidence canneplrt of meaning (Davidson 1984, 235).

However, Davidson’s version of strong publicity ati exteriorising move differs from Quine’s. The
semantic features of language that are displaybtighpare not reduced to behaviour: they are digptl

5 In What do | know when | know a language? (in @93, 94-105), Dummett offers the example of theiesp
hostess in a P. G. Wodehouse novel who is askethethshe speaks Spanish and replies, “I don’t kiwe.never
tried.” | take it that the absurdity (and pretemgiof the reply contrasts sharply with the nornsde

& Dummett, of course, comes close in a number afesléo saying that the behaviour in which mearsnganifested
amounts to what it is to know the meaning of exgioess. However, he also claims that speech is acooms rational
activity and only those regularities consciousliesid count as part of the language. The thouwgtitabilities may be
cognitive abilities with “insides” as well as “oudss” is perhaps what Dummett is after when hestaklinguistic
abilities as being more than merely practical &bgiand as having an ineliminable theoretical comept that guides
as speaker as to which uses to make of his express@ee Dummett 1983, 112).

" Bernard Williams once reminded me about the daafjire “it's hard to see” form of argument in gisbphy. One is
always at the mercy of the reply, “Not as hard @s think!” But in this particular case, | hope heuwld think we are
on firm ground.

8 It is interesting to note that despite his behasi#m, even Quine is not free of the tension betwist and third
person perspectives. There is a tension betweene@ubehaviourist and exterior account of lingaigtignificance
(extracted though radical translation) and thevinltial's foundationalist need to construct a theofythe world—a
web of belief—from the sequences of stimulatidnsi®sensory surfaces.



in bits of behaviouiinterpreted in intentional termsAll we can mean, for Davidson, is all we can be
known to mearby a fully informed interpreterThe facts are open to view when the behavioueis
described by an interpreter who imposes intentioth@$criptions on the otherwise physical facts.
Interpretation consists in the application of iweitble intentional and semantical concepts—corscept
mind and meaning—to the observable facts abouspibaker's behaviour. The semantical and intenttiona
notions are not reducible to behaviour but thegdpervene on behaviour. Interpretation nets alfabes
there are about mind and meaning: what a speakansner believes is what he can be justifiably
interpreted as meaning or believing when a thesrgrought to bear to make sense of his behaviour in
rational terms. Davidson’s epistemology of mind amekning are resolutely public and third-personat,
the issue which remains to be addressed is howuhject can know the facts about his mind or megnin
when he does not interpret himself. How does hevkin@se facts, about which he is authoritativehwouit
recourse to the resources of an interpreter?

Davidson needs an account of the first-person kedge a speaker or thinker enjoys about his own
beliefs and meanings. The need to accommodatértitgérson is made clear by the asymmetries betwee
how the subject knows what he means or what hengihg and how others know. They rely on evidence
and he does not. The subject is authoritative alvbat he means or thinks, they are not.

Is there an inevitable tension between self-knogdeand the publicity of mind and meaning? It might
appear that the public side to mind and meaningatiens the possibility of self-knowledge. But
appearances to the contrary, the external dimeresisnres that whether a subject is in a given rhenta
state, or means such and such by his or her wizr@ds\, objective, or, at any rate, inter-subjectimatter,
answerable to more than just the subject’s opinidhg possibility of third-person knowledge serassa
requirementon a satisfactory account of self-knowledge. wees that our inner world does not stand
alone, removed from the rest of reality.

Thus states that are immediately available to upaat of our inner world can be credited with an
objective reality over and above our immediate iesgion of them. The hard problem is explaining how
one’s immediate impressions (of how things seeont) can amount to knowledge of objective, emplirica
facts—one’s being in certain publicly determinabtates of mind, or one’s uttering words with pulglic
interpretable meanings.

The problem arises when we try to square this t¢ibge@and outward aspect of the mental with the igphecy
in which we know our own minds from the first-pansperspective. How can states whose natures belong
partly in the public sphere be so readily availablas from the first-person point of view? (Smi®98, 392)

Pace Davidson and Quine, we are inclined to thihkvbat we mean and what we think as being
automatically available to us as part of our inihars. But now we see the other half of the problem

How can the facts of mental life be part of theeinworld of a subject if they are also objectivetéknowable
by others on the basis of outwardly observable \Wehe&? (bid.)

The existence of a third-person perspective, thahdanformed interpreter, secures a certain ohjiggtfor
claims about the details of a person’s psychol8gy.what a fully satisfying account of psycholodisalf-
knowledge that respects Davidson’s strong publitigsis would have to explain is why voiced opision
(avowals) about our own psychological states, moved at by means of interpretation, are nonegle
answerable, for their correctness, to how we caimteepreted by others (i.e. to the pronouncemehtmn
interpretation theory).

There are, of course, deflationary treatments ofpsychological self-knowledge that try to accofamt
the asymmetries between the first- and third- peprspectives without crediting subjects withrberior
standpoint. Deflationary accounts try to acknowketite first-person point of view by honouringrark of
first-person knowledge: namely, first-person aduitlyprconstrued as the presumption of correctness
attaching to psychological self-opinions not basedvidence or inference. This is an important eispe
the first person present tense psychological judggsbut it is nowhere near enough to captureitbe f
person perspective of the agent. Accounts by Grispright and Donald Davidson seek to save the
presumption of correctness for self-opinions bfi¢loho more than a deflationary account of lingaiand
psychological self-knowledge. It is hard to recegnthe phenomena they present as mental states of a
subject’s knowing what he means or believes, andhsoe is no real accommodation of first-person
perspective.



4 Deflationary Accounts of the First-Person Perspéiwe

According to Wright, meaning “cannot lie within theovince of individual psychology” on pain of fiaidy

to be communicable to others. Moreover, if therenddhing other than a subject’s self-opinions for
judgements about the application of a word to ansevehen the object of such opinions fails to gizd as

a form of objective meaning. For these reasonsgh¥riocates the meaning of a term in patterns ef us
conforming to rules enshrined in the public pragtiln this way, meaning is fully manifest in pubjic
observable patterns, leaving little or no roomtfue individual's immediate awareness of what hermaea
when using words as he does. What is it, thentHerspeaker to know what he is saying, to use a wor
deliberately in accordance to its meaning, or toead to a particular rule for use? It cannot be¢ lieavaits
for his use of words to reveal patterns sufficiemthis interpretation of his own speech. Thatfidubious
coherence. Wright tells us that “there isassentialinner epistemology of rule-following” (Wright 2001
188). Instead the subject may simply make pronomecgs about what he judges to be the correct uae of
word on a particular occasion. What makes suchgoumts correct?

How can judgements lack a substantial epistemalodlyis way, and yet still bebjective—still have to answer
to something distinct from our actual dispositiofigudgement? (Wright 2001, 191)

The deflationary answer is that such self-pronoorergs are true by default and stay true so longoas
interpretation of the subject makes better sendgsofvords and deeds by overruling or discountimgtv

he says about himself. The subject’s self-pronommgsgs must chime in with the ascriptions of attitsid
and meanings the interpreter is prepared to makerdier to give intelligible sense to his acts and
utterance$. The subject’s self-pronouncements are creditetl piide of place in an account that makes
interpretative sense of his actions and utteranthsy will be true by default, unless they havebto
overturned by an overall account of his behavidwat tmakes better sense of him in rational terms by
discounting or overruling those opiniotfs.

This essentially third-personal account of thehtraf what the subject says about what he means or
thinks—what the subject says is true when it accavith what the interpreter would say—ensures-first
person authority, the presumption of correctnegzre$ent-tense psychological self-ascriptions jtdies
little to explain why these interpretively-estabksl correct pronouncements countressubject’&knowing
what he means or thinks.

Knowing one’s own intentions or meanings “is natlle a matter of ‘access to'—hbeing in cognitive
touch with—a state of affairs at all.” And the

authority standardly granted to a subject’s owneff®l or expressed avowals about his intentioretkest[and
meanings] is a constitutive principle: somethingialhis not a consequence of the nature of thogessfar
meanings] and of an associated epistemologicaliflgged relation in which the subject stands tenth but
enters primitively into the conditions for identifition of what a subject believes, ... intends [arehms]
(Wright 2001, 312).

We simply issue self-pronouncements true by therpmeter’s lights. This offers little illuminationf the
first-person point of view, despite Wright's claithat “phenomenologically, at any rate, construabof
novel utterance is often immediate and spontane@sight 1989, 190). The deflationary account of th
first-person point of view is not so much a solatio the Reconciliation Problem as a way to avoialyi
downplaying of the two perspectives we are seetamgconcile.

Exclusive focus on the perspective of the integreteglects, at cost, the phenomenology of thought
and meaning. However, restoring it requires moaa ttmerely adding an extraneous accompaniment to the
external manifestation of meaning. The speaker rhasiccredited witknowledgeof what he means or
thinks, knowledge that he acquires in a way thabisavailable to others sinbe knows what he means or

® See Wright (2001, 314), where he identifies “tlierectness conditions of ascriptions” with “themtdrpretative
utility.”

10« . we do notcognitively interacwith states of affairs which confer truth upon minions concerning our own
intentional states [or meanings]; rather, we agejtawere, inundated, day by day, with opinions ighhwe are
ceaselessly but subcognitively moved to make] cmrieg our own intentional states [or the meanindsoor
utterances] for which truth is the default positisa to say. They count as true provided that we ti@m and no good
purpose is served, in another’s quest to find tedligible, by rejecting them”igid., 313).



thinks without recourse to the external evidencedigrence to which others are able to understand o
interpret him. The problem that looms large is jostv to explain his having knowledge of an objeetiv
fact about himself—a fact publicly accessible tireos—in an effortless, non-evidential way. Whakes
the publicly accessible objective fact about whatnieans or what mental state he is in availabkirto
immediately and effortlessly? It is clearly moreathjust a subjective matter of how things are & hi
consciousness. The Cartesian would have no diffidal explaining how the subject could be so easily
apprised of these facts since the facts—if suely tire—enjoy no independence or distance from the
subject himself. The nearness and lack of indeparelef the subject matter from the subject makeasy

to see why those matters should be so immediateljedle to him—what they cannot explain is hoeyth
could in any sense be available or accessibleh®rst since they have no existence independeandfare
entirely dependent on, the mind to which they begloBut if our rejection of Cartesiansism and the
essential subjectivism it entails, and our subsegaadorsement of publicity conditions as bringintp
view genuine facts about meaning, is to leave réonthe subject to know what he thinks and what he
means—and thereby to know, albeit by entirely déf¢é means, exactly what it is that others who
understand or interpret him know—we need more tlast a conscious or phenomenological
accompaniment to someone’s issuing a meaningful {taums interpretable) utterance or to his simpinge

in a mental state. The question therefore is hewtgect’s inner experience or awareness can antounis
knowledge of an objective fact about the signifimaof his thought or talk.

That question is just one side of the problem. dtter side comes into view once we recognise that a
agent’s meaning or thinking something is bound uth wis subjective experiences, his awareness of
meaning and thinking. We are required to see hawgiahe agent’s inner life could be availableotbers
on the basis of his observable behaviour. Recamngilese two perspectives on the same phenomenon is
what we are after, and a non-Cartesian externdislps, rather than hinders, | shall argue.

A subtly different construal of the publicity of mwing is offered by John McDowell. He points out
that:

Our attention is drawn to ... something present @wlords—something capable of being heard or sedrei
words by those who understand the language (1997, 9

command of a language equips us to know one anetimeraning without needing to arrive at that knalge
by interpretation, because it equips us to heaesomelse’s meaning in his words (1984, 350-1).

Remember, it can do so because:

the significance of others’ utterances in a languagst, in general, lie open to view, in publiclaiable facts
about linguistic behaviour in its circumstancesg1.9814).

For McDowell, what we recognise in speech is prekion the surface of behaviour. This ensures that
meaning cannot transcend use; a constraint negefsam credible epistemology of understanding.
Without it, according to McDowell, arriving at aews of what others mean would be a mere matter of
guesswork as to “how things are in a private splwerecealed behind their behaviouibifl.)—a view
opposed by Frege and Wittgenstein; the former keéuhreatened communicability and the objeadtivit
of meaning; the latter because it flirted with andherent notion of our inner lives as insulatedrfithe
outer world.

Publicity, for McDowell (and Dummett, rather difetly), is mandated as the only way to resist
psychologism. We must locate linguistic significaran the surface of behaviour, i.e. take the entising
move, to resist the conception of meaning as negithi a private sphere. But what is available eplblic
sphere? When we speak all we can show others w@fbehaviour; we make noises and gestures, and
from this meagre evidence they are somehow ablendéev what we are saying. If what is said must be
gleaned from behaviour, where this is not a matfeguesswork or hypothesis, and not a matter of
imposing an interpretation of that behaviour by neeaf theory, the significance of speech must bedo
in the behaviour itself. And yet if we follow Quintiis move leads to a reduction of meaning to stiraul
meaning, which fails to comport with the richnegsoar linguistic understanding. McDowell wants to
locate linguistic meaning on the surface of lingjaidehaviour, but unlike Quine, McDowell refuses t
limit descriptions of that behaviour to physicalsdeption. He suggests that the attempt to charigete
linguistic behaviour in purely physical or bodibrins will leave us with no way to recognise thévétgtas



linguistic. Instead, we must describe the meanewgaling behaviour in terms of those very meanings
themselves. We cannot characterise it in anyth@ss lthan linguistic terms, and still capture wisat i
thereby revealed. Nor would we do justice to thermdmenology of understanding were we to describe
speech in merely behavioural or physical termssThian important insight by McDowell, that we hear
more in the speech sounds of a language that werstashd than in one we don't. In a language that we
understand we are immediately aware of what sometseeis saying and cannot hear it merely as sound
standing in need of interpretation. Thus, McDoweelhcludes, linguistic behaviour reveals meaningseto
found there—for those with eyes to see (or eatsetr)—of the surface of linguistic practice. Meanis
publicly displayed in behaviour, but in behavioighty construed as the saying that such and subh. T
meanings are there in observable behaviour buepghde only by those who know the language. When
we know the language there is no barrier to heathiegntelligibility of another’s utterance, or higgy the
meanings of their words: the meanings are all tberthe surface of linguistic behaviour providedttive

do not characterize the surface of speech in ussacdy impoverished terms. Thus McDowell seems to
have found a way to reconcile two competing perspes: the behavioural means of transmitting megnin
and the immediate phenomenological character okerstanding. Understanding is a matter of direct
perception because the meanings we perceive atbergton the surface of speech.

This externalises meaning without the reductiorcafitent to the mere constructs out of behaviour,
physically described, that Quine goes in for. (Epéstemology is straightforward for McDowell becaus
the metaphysics is rather extravagant.) McDowelll, telerate a world of meaningful events. Meanisg
out there for those with eyes to see or ears to peasent in the speaker’'s words and as such thdre
fielded by the attentive perceiver. But not jusy gerceiver—for as McDowell acknowledges, it isyon
those with knowledge of the language who are imsitipn to perceive the meaning facts. But thentwha
does linguistic knowledge contribute to the sitoatand in what way does it help to make the meaning
facts available? McDowell is somewhat reticent dltba role of knowledge of language here. We get ve
little for instance on how it is acquired, whatcibnsists in, and how it is exercised. For McDowell,
linguistic understanding is simply a perceptual atafy—a capacity to perceive people’s meaningful
speech. But how can the linguistic knowledge thwtfers understanding be acquired? McDowell talks of
training in a behavioural repertoire somehow biriggils to recognize a realm of meaning facts ouetbe
the surface of behaviour: “How can drilling in ahlagiour repertoire stretch one’s perceptual cajeeseit
cause one to be aware of facts of which one woud atherwise have been awareiq., 333)
Unsurprisingly, McDowell doesn’'t have an answerthis question, although he badly needs one. The
suspicion being that we won’t get an asnwer if we asking the wrong question. But leaving aside
possible answers, if possible, where do mattergi§ta

Does McDowell’s bold picture give us everything want? It depends how we should understand his
important phenomenological insight. It is true theg hear the surface of speech (in a language we
understandps meaningful. This is not in doubt. But what enahlesto hear meaning in people’s words?
And why do we hear more in a language we under8tdicDowell takes the phenomenological claim to
licence an epistemological one. The immediate é&pee of hearing meaning is a matter of directly
perceiving the meanings that lie out there on tméase of behaviour. It is this metaphysical pdrthe
story that is more difficult to make sense of. Epstemology is simple so long as we can tolerage t
metaphysical extravagance of meanings being therein the world, and believe that one comes to
perceive more of the world by being inculcated itlte behavioural practices of the speech community.
McDowell insists that the world of meanings neetseem strange or magical once we see the worktas
enchanted. But the anxiety about the magical péctsmot relieved by replacing the word “magicay’ b
“enchanted.” Rejecting the metaphysics need notnmesgecting the phenomenological insight or
embracing psychologism. An adequate solution to Rleeonciliation Problem must save McDowell’s
intuitions about the phenomenology but reject tipestemology and metaphysics. But first we must
assemble the remaining materials for a satisfactohytion.

5 Externalism about Mind and Meaning

How do these issues play when we move to debatag aliternalist theses of meaning and content?$.et
take externalism about the meaning of a personsisycor about the content of certain of their menta
states, to commit one to the claim that the meaafrthose words, or the content of those statgsemids
on factors external to the person’s body, factomlving either the physical or the social envir@amn
There may seem to be two threats to reconciligtiosed by externalist doctrines. The first concerns
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supposed tension between externalism and self-leunel But as | suggested above this is not a real
obstacle; in fact, the external perspective mayigdean objective constraint on any candidate dlpéc
knowledge targeted by our self-opinions. The sectindat, often pressed by individualists about the
mental, is that externalist doctrines neglect @ugpisychological considerations. This is a pointrtvo
attending to.

What are the crucial psychological considerationBffought-experimental intuitions run by
individualists often speak of how things seem fribi@ inside when things change in the external oraso
environment. Should these intuitions always beeaetgal? Not necessarily. Changes can occur withaut o
noticing how things now differ and failure to adniits may lead to quite counter-intuitive resudees it
matter whether | am perceiving a friend or lovenwidl any twin indistinguishable do as far as rhyniking
goes? Surely not. To give up on the ultimate aithof how things seem to the subject “from theides
is not to give up on the inner altogether. Sevex&rnalists have placed emphasis on the importainite
phenomenological, and as we have seen McDowellsstelsupport his externalism with an argument
based on taking the phenomenology at face valam ancounter with the meanings in people’s wotds.

The real point is that it is the exclusive focustbe interpreter’s perspective, and not externaligm
se, that leads to neglect of the phenomenologyndérstanding. The difficulty is that restoringequires
more than merely adding an extraneous accompanitoéhé meaningful use of words. The experience of
understanding must also amount to knowledge of wigatmean. But is there a way to ensure this without
taking the McDowellian route? If so, how can theepbmenological datum be accommodated while: (1)
meeting the publicity constraint; (2) resisting #deriorising move; (3) acknowledging that fack®at
meaning depend on factors external to the speaker?

Can meaning depend on external factors and yetgdhemomenological notion—part of the conscious
experience of the speaker? This needs us to extenchind and make minds accessible to others on the
basis of their intentional behaviour. How so?

[We] should maintain that meanings, our own as wsllothers, can figure as integral components of ou
conscious life (McCulloch 1998, 265).

Moreover, these are indeed public features of #eaf language, since the point is that public enatlike
speech, interpretation and communication are theeséundamentally conscious phenomena. What ktten
often what | put into words; and suitable audierfoeguently heathat same thingjibid.).

Meaning figures in phenomenology not only in thstfperson case, where one is speaking conscidmsty,
also in the third-person case when someone is sgeakd one is aware of what they are saying ..igiirés
there directly, unmediated, but there is no neetldion that we are infallible detectors of meaniog; own or
those of others: we can certainly misinterpret (liea wrong meaning) ..ikid.)

For McCulloch, meaning is a phenomenological notidfeanings are manifest, and in being a
phenomenological notion, meaning is what is digeletlard or seen in the linguistic behaviour of &pea

But can we directly observe aspects of the innegsliof others? Are conscious phenomena directly
observable features of the world? This is one wbIThe other is to see how the mind could takiiaén
objective features of the world on which the cotdenf these conscious experiences depend.

McDowell accepts that: “Knowledge of meanings isollfha matter of how things are in a subject’s

mind” (1992, 282). And “that a speaker means whatdoes by ‘water’ must be constituted at leagiirt

by her physical and social environment.” This i$ just an externalist thesis about meanings:

command of a word’s meaning is a mental capacitthe mind [is] the locus of our manipulations of mieas
... Meanings are in the mind but as [Putnam’s] argumastablishes, they cannot be in the head; thexrefcee
ought to conclude, the mind is not in the head” PMdwell 1992, 276).

11 psychological considerations, include the phenatogical insights, about the nature of linguistisderstanding
have been stressed by, among others, John McD¢®@88a; 1998b); Tyler Burge (1999); Gregory McCcitio
(1998); Barry C. Smith (1992; 1998). There is alddtgenstein’s “reminder” about meaning being &lérte at an
instant. On a strictly phonological point about ersfanding Galen Strawson (1996) has suggesteddbd to
acknowledge the experience of meaning, while Jéogor (1983) has argued for a language module @gribunds of
the mandatory operation of processors that ensefeear words as meaningful and not merely as sounds
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So recognising other's meanings can be recognisimg they have in mind even though that need not be
hidden from us in some private or internal sph&he mind is on show in behaviour, spread on thddvor
Meanings as parts of the mind are literally outeh&lcDowell supposes that meaning is availablada

on the surface of linguistic practice because tindase of perceived speech is contentful and ptays
significant part in the phenomenology of the hearkmce the behavioural surface of speech is alotu
meaning and significance, a place where meaningrand reside.

6 An Alternative Solution

Instead of talking this way, and taking meaningbéd‘out there” on the surface of linguistic belwanri |
want to offer an account in which meanings occuhimiindividual minds; but | also want to show why
such an account need not commit us to seeing gmfisance individuals attach to their words asnigei
either subjective or inaccessible to others.

To say meanings occur in individual minds is nos#y they are private or subjective. What we each
come to have in mind are the meanings we attaahgiven speech sound, and this is fixed by a psooks
learning which essentially involves others. Thiegass depends essentially upon the way we correlate
experiences with others in a shared perceptuat@mvient. (More about this in a moment.) The limkiHe
early learning of language, between understandimtyexperience need not commit us to an account of
meaning based on private states, where meaningdfiysinaccessible to others. Meaning somethigg b
one’s words can involve experience without it remte those meanings incommunicable. It may be
thought that meanings are to be known about onlgd®rating in accordance with Burke’'s Assumption: a
position advanced by Edward Craig. According toig;reneaning can involve private states, but we can
know each others’ meanings if we assume other p&oplivate states are the same as ours in théasimi
circumstances. Craig offers this view of EdmundKka(s point:

... human beings naturally assume that others, whdmmaadly similar circumstances, experience inha&res
similar to those which they themselves experie@raif 1997, 700).

Should we accept this view of individuals assunhmgjr private states are the same? | think it mati fully
serve as an account of the epistemology and phemdogy of understanding—in particular it's peculiar
immediacy—but that is not to say that Burke’s Asption is wholly wrong. It contains a key insight we
can build on. The insight is the ease with whichrelg on the fact that others are in similar expetial
states to ours, and we do so without need of inferelt is automatic in some cases to make the
assumption, but this is only the default case. \&edra way of connecting up the automatic assumpfion
similar experience with other facts about speakerd hearers in a way that explains the use of this
information for shared knowledge of minds. In effege need to provide more detail about the stgrtin
point for Burke’s Assumption and the way the defaalse provides grounds for knowledge. | shalbst
the account | favour via an analogy with lookingl @&eeing.

7 The Analogy with “Looking” and “Seeing”

When there is a looking there is usually a seeamgindividual looking in a certain direction typllyesees
what is going on there. Now, we can observe whheérst are looking at but we are not privy to their
seeingsIn our own case, we do not observe lookings we just see. We look in a given direction and see
what is there. And in a relatively unproblematiose we take ourselves to know what other people hav
seen by looking where they are looking and takimgtwe see to show us what they see. For exaniple, i
your attention is suddenly caught by something engrshoulder and | want to know what you've seen, |
simply turn around, following the direction of yoaye gaze, and by looking in that direction | noseé
what you saw. My confidence that | know what youdeen is not based on an inference. | simply réfad o
your state from mine. It is automatically assumieat if | look where you're looking | see what yoees
We make this assumption all the time and are highlgcessful in doing so. What is more, these
connections between lookings and seeings are esdtatll very early in childhood and give rise to no
special sceptical problems about other minds, uthiat is, we begin to do some philosophy. The
connection between looking and seeing is so baslcweell-established that we do not need to supiport
with any additional considerations. In this waytheiut inference, we automatically read off someone
else’s seeing from our seeings when we look wheeg &re looking. This is the default case: in reddy
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simple situations where we share broadly similarsjpectives nothing leads us into error. Later in
development we learn to adjust for the relativespectives of ourselves and others, and the obtrusio
various objects in another’s line of sight. Nevelélss, with these connections intact the factweatan
observe a looking but not a seeing, doesn't preusnfrom moving easily from knowledge of one to
knowledge of the other (at least in a sense of kngwhat you've seen that matters). The accountddg

on our reading what we experientially see when ilegpkn a given direction for what others see when
looking in the same direction. For instance, whensge someone’s attention is caught by somethiag, w
wonder what they've seen, and by retraining ouegaz looking where they are looking, we come t se
something, and take what we are seeing to be iegt dre seeing—what they are attending to at that
moment.

I want to suggest we can use the account of lookimd) seeing as an analogy for the connection in
language between use and understanding. Justtlas isual case, we can observe people lookingirit
not privy to their seeing, so in the linguistic easve can observe their use but are not privy &rth
experience of what they say. From the speaker'spgetive, he doesn’t observe his use of words, he
understands what he says in using them. Now iratladogy | am envisaging, where there is a use tisere
understanding; and if | hear people using familiesrds on a certain occasion, then | take what |
understand by those words to be what you or anydreuses them understands by them.

The insight to build on for an account of sharedwedge of word meaning is the way we move
effortlessly from use to understanding, treatingsthnotions as being wedded to one another theywsay
do with the close (by our lights, inseparable) @mtion between looking and seeing.

In learning words from others our experience cotodse coordinated with that of another person, and
so comes to have a content conditioned by the ntt# anothers’ mind. The correlation between ingk
and seeing across individuals, the coordinatiopiat attention and the correlation between underding
and use all play an essential role here.

What | mean by a word in my vocabulary depends o, fand from whom, | learned the word. My
experience is not wholly subjectively constitutecemhausted. It is whdatmean by words—the meanihg
attach to these expressions—that constitutesiginéfisance words have for me. The first-personeces
basic. And in the default case, | am entitled tetevhat | mean by the word to be what anyone whes us
this word means by it. In this way, there is ndatiénce for me between what | mean by a word arat wh
the word means. (Of course this is open to defeabn-basic cases where there is reason to supipaise
others do not mean what | mean and resort to ird&pon is necessary.) How have | succeeded in
attaching meaning to words in my vocabulary; towloeds | recognize? This is not a matter of findoug
what you or others mean, or taking possession @fidgependently constituted meaning the words has. W
can take advantage here of a key insight from B=nd

Someone who is consciously teaching a beginnenskeof a word may think of herself as simply pagsin a
meaning that already attaches the word. But froel¢arner’s point of view, the word—the sound-béig
endowedvith a meaning (Davidson 2001, 14).

The insight is that for each speaker it is a maifdrim or her investing the item heard with megnamd

not simply recognising a meaning that is alreadyrdhlet alone there on the surface of other pé&ople
meaningful speech. The coordination of the mindsmédaker and hearer, teacher and learner, is what
connects the minds of each and ensures that thaimgethe hearer invests sounds with in his or her
individual mind is tightly connected to, and in tis&nse utterly dependent on what is in the minthef
speaker or teacher (and so of others too). Comingdan something is not just a matter of individual
acting in isolation and happening, correctly aséate, to assume others have those same intertes st
signficance-investing experiences. The picturereffdy Burke’s Assumption does nothing to suggést w
speakers in the same environment will come to ntearsame and attach just the meanings which would
enable them to speak and share their thoughtsomithanother.

8 Understanding Others

Early on babies learn to coordinate their expegenith others in the case of joint attention toealt§ and
shared gaze with the mother. Later they learn toeco for perspective and to attribute seeingsedfit
from their own to other sighted beings. In the lirggic case, where there is a use there is an sraating,
and just like in vision, we don’t observe our owsepuwe just speak and have an understanding ofwhat
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say. With others we never have their experienagnderstanding but we observe their use and weorely
the connection between use and understanding imwarcase to take use and (our) understanding to go
together to have knowledge of them. This model seedre elaboration but that is a task for anothgep.

| hope enough has been said here to sketch the stugh an account would take, basing learning aflwo
meaning on joint attention. The notion of percepexgerience, the experience of the child is aemxtlist
notion and the resulting coordination of minds lgtauabout by these correlations make the resudtzte
essentially social though a matter of how things with the individual/idiolectical language. Extalist
claim about perceptual experience is a claim thatgptual experience has to be an encountering of
objects, and an awareness of others. Needlesy thisas a point McDowell is fond of making:

... since there is no rationally satisfactory routenf experiences, conceived as, in general, lessegheounters
with objects, glimpses of objective reality, to thygistemic position we are manifestly in, experesnmust be
intrinsically encounters with objects (McDowell 99.93).

Meaning is secured and established when othere shatommon object of attention they are jointly
attending to, and where our joint experience is m@morated by the sound introduced by the learner or
teacher. The child comes to invest that word widaming, it serves as a sound label for the object this
securing of meaning depends essentially on otltraiever, the meaning the child hears and understand
for any use of that word is, in the basic case ntkaningheinvests the word with and not the meaning he
“hears” others as enunciating. He simply takes #aid to mean such and such and, if the conditfons
acquisition of word meaning were met and he hastiayed beyond that immediate linguistic circle,i$
right to do so. At the same time his default asgionpwhich can eventually be overturned, is ttndg is
how anyone who uses the word understands it. Haning isthe meaning of the word. He takes the word
to mean such and such—and within the sub-commufitlanguage users, he is right to do so. His
experience of meaning is an experience in himanatxperience of something out there on the sudéce
behaviour, but it is an experience fixed in coneeth others and the commonly experienced feataofes
the environment and thus it is an externalist motlde has no difficulty knowing what others areisgyto
him—in good cases—»but this is because he knogvsntkaning the words have for him, the meaning he
atteches to those sounds, and this he has noutlliffiknowing. There can be an objetcive fact atdmth
speaker and hearer meaning the same but not eeglaiee way McDowell or McCulloch see the
epistemology. There is the same meaning, the symgrimetruth conditions speaker and hearer attadhéo
sentence uttered, but there remains an epistencalogsymmetry: | know what | mean just by taking
myself to mean such and such. | take these wordesn such and such and | am usually right to dénso
the case of others, taking them to mean such agtdlsuthe default assumption that they will meamth
mean (or, by my lights, what anyone means) by tinses carries no guarantee of correctness. Thitke w
be reliability but not the same grounds of entitirn There is a riskiness in the case of othershest in
the subject’'s own case. So the epistemic symmedrgains between first-person and third-person
perspective even though no phenonological clugigis given

The Reconciliation Problem, though not solved has heen properly addressed, and may be tackled in
this new way. How should we construe publicity? Kkabugh the exteriorising move. Meaning can be
(tied to) use, but it also crucially depends onarsthnding. The publicity condition can be satsfizough
not in the way we thought it could be. We respediyianother’s being able to know what we mean, and
others know what we mean in exactly the way we kmndvatthey mean. We mean what we do by our
words and take others to mean the same. Whendkisrgtion is correct, we count as knowing what they
mean. If this was not a safe assumption in enoagles of use, the default cases, a language usag th
words could not have been possible. It is a requéirg on linguistic practice with its room for detiom
from the normal or conventional that in enough sabe speaker is entitled to take the use of a \{lusd
own or someone else’s) to carry with it the underding it has for him. We know what they mean bseau
we know what we mean and what we mean dependshensaneaning the same thing too. Meaning can be
known first-personally, and that is the only undensling we go by in the default cases to understsed
of the word by others. The inner comprehension @fds gives us, at the outset, our route to undedgtg
others. And by similar routes they will understargj and hence have the ability to know what we mean
Principle (P) is assured and not by rejecting timer experience of comprehension but by relying.on

12 Thanks to Alberto Voltolini for discussion of thpsint.
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