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for quotation or paraphrase.

RHETORIC AND LIBERATION

Thomas 5. Kuhn

I come before you as Cassandra. There Is much in this
morning’s papers with which I agree and even more which I find of
interest. But there ls also a common theme which deeply alarms
me. In different ways and to different degrees, all three papers
celebrate a new liberation, intellectual and political, which ls to
follow on the proper appreciation of rhetoric’s place in human
life. I believe that tﬂat impulse to celebration rests on a
profound misconception of the human condition, a misconception here
manifest In an Insufflclent respect for the Intrinsic authorlity of
language . Readlné these papers I have repeatedly been reminded of
the occasions during the sixtles when my more radical students sald
to me: Thank you, Professor Kuhn, for telling us about paradlgms;
now that we know what they are, we can get on without them. For
all my sympathy with the reforms those students sought, I knew (and
thought I had taught them) that In that directlon there was, in

principle, no help to be had.

In twenty minutes I shall not persuade you of my position, but
I can perhaps suggest to you what it is. For the purpose I am
fortunate to be able to start from Professor Rorty’s paper. With

many of Its most Iimportant theses my agreement 1s wholehearted and
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entire, a fact that should enable me to locate with special
preclision the points where our views dlverge. Most of my time will
be directed to his contribution. Only in closing shall I note how
the other two papers contribute to the concerns I have been

discussing.

Let me start with agreements. Rorty and I both insist “that
there is nothlng to be sald about either truth or rationality apart
from descriptions of the familiar procedures of justificatlion which
a glven society -- ours -- uses in one or another area of inquiry”
(5). There is, we again concur, "no room for a kind of
justification which 15 not merely soclal but natural, springing
from human nature ltself, and made possible by a 1ink between that
part of nature and the rest®™ (3). Nelther of us bellieves that
there is an Archlnedean‘standlng point outside of the tribe and its
history. And both of us see in discourse the primary motor for
change of belief. The working title of my own current project is
Scientific Knowledge as Historical Product, and It opens by
suggesting that t;ose of us who, a guarter-century ago, called upon
philosophers of sclence to pay attention to its history missed a
point. For most of us history was simply a source of data about
sclentific practice, data which we thought might equally well have
been drawn from one or another non-historical source. We did not,
that ls, sufficlently recognize the intrinslcally historical nature
of the new view we were trying to shape. And, finally, much of the
book in which I hope to develop these points will be concerned with

sclentific language and its changes.

The extent of that agreement ls sufficlent to place Rorty and

me in a small minority, and I greatly value the continuing
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discourse which that common membership has fostered. Nevertheless, $ & $ |
there are issues of great importance that divide us. Rorty speaks " y )

repeatedly of "solidarity,” a term which, by 1ts nature, applies to $ $ I $, 8 1$ 8

the members of a group, and on occaslons he refers to such groups & ! & ) | $
as “cultures®. Another phrase he might have used is "language ) 8 ! 8 >

communities, " for language is part of what binds the members of a
culture together, makes their discourse possible, and thus provides ) . $ &
the vehlicle for hlstorlcal change In a group’s beliefs. But when ) )
Rorty discusses beliefs and commitment to them, he repeatedly $ &, $

attributes them to an individual: "the pragmatist,* he proclalms, $, & $ $ , 8
"says that there ls nothing to be said about truth save that each 8 1 8 ) &

of us will commend as true those beliefs which he or she finds good $
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to belleve® (6). For Rorty there ls no difference between the
bellefs shared by the members of a culture == beliefs which I .
; , &, $3 &

should describe as constitutive of it -- and the various different

opinions accessible to one or another of its members.

About all thvis Rorty 1s explicit: “The same Quinean arguments ) $
which dispose of the positivists’ distinction between analytic and &
synthetic truth dlspose of the anthropologists’ distinction between ,) *$ & .
the Inter-cultural and the Intra-cultural® (10). Or agaln, "The - ,8 3C4!17 ) 8( (

+ $ &,

communicating, but this trouble was different only in extent from ) & &’ $ ’ -

Tasmanian aborigines and the British colonists had trouble ; & ) $ ’

the difficultlies in communication experlenced by Gladstone and $ ! ) $ &
Dlsraeli;‘ Cibid.>. But this application of what Rorty calls
“"Quinean arguments” is, I think, a mistake, and his illustration of $ $ . )
1ts concluslon depends on a category switch. It Is not Gladstone | D, $ $
and Disraeli, but the Whigs and the Torlies, whose communicatlion ( &, ,$&

problems should be compared to those of the aborigines and $ & ) $
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