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Introduction:
Relativism: Finding and Making
(1996)

The epithet ‘relativist’ is applied to philosophers who agree with
Nietzsche that ““Truth” is the will to be master of the multiplicity of
sensations’. It is also applied to those who agree with William James
that ‘the “truc” is simply the expedient in the way of believing’ and
to those who agree with Thomas Kuhn that science should not be
thought of as moving towards an accurate representation of the way
the world is in itsclf, More gencrally, philosophers are called ‘relativists’
when they do not accept the Greck distinction between the way things
are in themselves and the relations which they have to other things,
and in particular to human needs and interests.

Philosophers who, like myself, eschew this distinction must abandon
the traditional philosophical project of finding something stable which
will serve as a criterion for judging the transitory products of our
transitory needs and interests. This means, for example, that we cannot
employ the Kantian distinction between morality and prudence. We
have to give up on the idea that there are unconditional, transcultural
moral obligations, obligations rooted in an unchanging, ahistorical
human nature. This attempt to put aside both Plato and Kant is
the bond which links the post-Nietzschean tradition in European
philosophy with the pragmatic tradition in American philosophy.

'The philosopher whom I most admire, and of whom I should most
like to think of myself as a disciple, is John Dewey. Dewey was one of
the founders of American pragmatism. He was a thinker who spent 60
years trying to get us out from under the thrall of Plato and Kant. Dewey
was often denounced as a relativist, and so am 1. But of course we
pragmatists never call ourselves relativists. Usually, we define ourselves
in negative terms. We call ourselves ‘anti-Platonists’ or ‘antimeta-
physicians’ or ‘antifoundationalists’. Equally, our opponents almost

never call themselves ‘Platonists’ or ‘metaphysicians’ or ‘foundationalists’.
They usually call themselves defenders of common sense, or of reason.

Predictably, each side in this quarrel tries to define the terms of the
quarrel in a way favourable to itself. Nobody wants to be called a
Platonist, just as nobody wants to be called a relativist or an irrationalist.
We so-called ‘relativists’ refuse, predictably, to admit that we are
enemies of reason and common sense. We say that we are only
criticizing some antiquated, specifically philosophical, dogmas. But,
of course, what we call dogmas are exactly what our opponents call
common sense. Adherence to these dogmas is what they call being
rational. So discussion between us and our opponents tends to get
bogged down in, for example, the question of whether the slogan
‘truth is correspondence to the intrinsic nature of reality’ expresses
common sense, or is just a bit of outdated Platonist jargon.

In other words, one of the things we disagree about is whether this
slogan embodies an obvious truth which philosophy must respect and
protect, or instead simply puts forward one philosophical view among
others. Our opponents say that the correspondence theory of truth is
so obvious, so self-evident, that it is merely perverse to question it. We
say that this theory is barely intelligible, and of no particular importance
- that 1t 1s not so much a theory as a slogan which we have been
mindlessly chanting for centuries. We pragmatists think that we might
stop chanting it without any harmful consequences.

One way to describe this impasse is to say that we so-called ‘relativists’
claim that many of the things which common sense thinks are found or
discovered are really made or invented. Scientific and moral truths, for
example, are described by our opponcents as ‘objective’, meaning that
they are in some sense out there waiting to be recognized by us human
beings. So when our Platonist or Kantian opponents are tired of calling
us ‘relativists’ they call us ‘subjectivists’ or ‘social constructionists’. In
their picture of the situation, we are claiming to have discovered that
something which was supposed to come from outside us really comes
from inside us. They think of us as saying that what was previously
thought to be objective has turned out to be merely subjective.

But we anti-Platonists must not accept this way of formulating the
issue. For if we do, we shall be in serious trouble. If we take the
distinction between making and finding at face value, our opponents
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will be able to ask us an awkward question, viz., l-.Iav? wisdicz)Zij
the surprising fact that what \Yas lhnught_to l)ehob)e(;:;:/:_‘ove;ed g
subjective. or have we inzented it? 1f we claim fo ak:f.e dis e
\\'(t.su\f (hat it is an objective fact that truth 18 su ‘]ec.twe, e
dange'r of contradicting ourselve.s. i W7C say that we n;:;&;n iakc’om.
seem to be being merely whimsical. Why should any . t.y ake o
invention seriously? If truths are mer.ely convenient ! ; 1ct)h’1; wha
about the truth of the claim that that is what they a;e. s tha
convenient fiction? Convenient for what? For whom.f i 560
1 think it is important that we wh-o are accuse('! o rT‘a \v: .and
using the distinctions betwetl?n fmdmg and m:lakmg,]ect 1ch,lor\;ar‘}]fes be
invention, objective and subjective. We shfvul( notl ‘ ‘SO.Cial b
deseribed as subjectivists, and perhaps calling oursel'ves ocil con
structionists” is o misleading. Fo‘r we can:;:jtef(:lrsmal:lztsvﬁzt l}: e
TN e I i"('li()l] between what 18 Oults >
:“:“\‘:‘”‘m:‘:: rt*pudim«_‘ the vocabulary our oppone-ms u;e, an;la:)xz;alet
them impose it upon us. To say thatwe 'must GCl:l‘dlalC td 1;1 \;ct)a o :Sy
i< (o sav, once again, that we must zwmfl Plato.msm an‘ g th;)t r:;eta:
in that wide sense of metaphysics in wh:cl? Heidegger sai : e
physics is Platonism. {Whitchcad \;/as.makmg'getshzsir)r:)(i:g;t:z o
cid that all of Western philosophy is a seri offc 3 ato.
:(\l'll(lin[:l):‘(ad's point was that we do not 'ca!l an inquiry ‘}}:l}\)lllosozfr\;cwal)
unfess it revolves around some of the distinctions Wth‘ ato e (.)r
The distinction between the found and the made is ah\./ersmh’Ch
that between the absolute and the relative, betwe.en something V\t/h}n
is what it is apart from its relations to otlher things, and somef 1th§
whose nature depends upon those relations. In the coursc.:do aué
centuries, this distinction has become central t:)‘ what Derni bz; cond
‘the metaphysics of presence’ - the search for a ‘full pre]se{meal.l tz i,
the reach of play’, an absolute beyond the reach of re cxia.uo.n -;l.]in
if we wish to abandon that metaphysics WC.mUSf st'op ‘lstmgux rmi
between the absolute and the relative. We antx-Plz.lto.msts cannhot p:mml
ourselves to be called ‘relativists’, since that deSCl:l}:)thﬂ begs the chIa
question. That central question is abom‘n the utility of the vocabulary
which we inherited from Plato and Aristotle. .
Our opponents like to suggest that to abandon that vocabulary 1s

to abandon rationality ~ that to be rational consists precisely in
respecting the distinctions between the absolute and the rclative, the
found and the made, object and subject, nature and convention, reality
and appearance. We pragmatists reply that if that were what rationality
was, then no doubt we are, indeed, irrationalists. But of course we go
on to add that being an irrationalist in thaf sense is not to be incapable
of argument. We irrationalists do not foam at the mouth and hehave
like animals. We simply refuse to talk in a certain way, the Platonic
way. The views we hope to persuade people to accept cannot be stated
in Platonic terminology. So our efforts at persuasion must take the
form of gradual inculcation of new ways of speaking, rather than of
straightforward argument within old ways of speaking.

To sum up what T have said so far: We pragmatists shrug off charges
that we are ‘relativists’ or ‘irrationalists’ by saying that these charges
presuppose precisely the distinctions we reject. If we have to describe
oursclves, perhaps it would be best for us to call ourselves anti-dualists.
This does not, of course, mean that we are against what Derrida calls
‘binary oppositions: dividing the world up into the good Xs and the
bad non-Xs will always be an indispensable tool of inquiry. But we
are against a certain specific set of distinctions, the Platonic distinctions.
We have to admit that these distinctions have become part of Western

common sense, but we do not regard this as a sufficient argument for
retaining them.

So far I have been speaking of ‘we so-called relativists’ and of ‘we
anti-Platonists’. But now I need to become more specific and name
names. As I'said at the outset, the group of philosophers I have in mind
includes a tradition of post-Nietzschean European philosophy and also
a tradition of post-Darwinian American philosophy, the tradition of
pragmatism. The great names of the first tradition include Heidegger,
Sartre, Gadamer, Derrida and Foucault, The great names of the second
tradition include James, Dewey, Kuhn, Quine, Putnam and Davidson,
All of these philosophers have been fiercely attacked as relativists.

Both traditions have attempted to cast doubt on the Kantian and
Hegelian distinction between subject and object, on the Cartesian
distinctions which Kantand Hegel used to formulate their problematic,
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and on the Greek distinctions which provided the framework for
Descartes’ own thought. The most important thing that links the great
names of each tradition to onc other, and thus links the two traditions

together, is suspicion of the same set of Greek distinctions, the distinc-

tions which make it possible, natural, and almost inevitable to ask,

“Found or made?’, ‘Absolute or relative?’, ‘Real or apparent?’

aying more about what binds these two traditions together,
a little about what separates them. Although
{ Nietzsche

Before s
however, T should say
the European tradition owes a lot to Darwin by way o
and Marx, Europcan philosophers have typically distinguished quite
sharply between what empirical scientists do and what philosophers
rs in this tradition often sneer at ‘naturalism’ and
‘reductionism’. They sometimes condemn recent
because they assume it to

do. Philosophe
‘empiricism’ and
Anglophone philosophy without a hearing,

be infected by these diseases.
The American pragmatist tradition, by contrast, has made a point

of breaking down the distinctions between philosophy, science and
politics. hs representatives often describe themselves as ‘naturalists’
though thev deny that they are reductionists or empiricists, Their
objection to both tradtitional British empiricism and the scientistic
reductionism characteristic of the Vienna Circle is precisely that
neither is sufficiently naturalistic. In my perhaps chauvinistic view,
we Americans have been more consistent than the Europeans. For
American philosophers have realized that the idea of a distinctive,
autonomous, cultural activity called ‘philosophy” becomes dubious
when the vocabulary which has dominated that activity is called
into question. When Platonic dualisms go, the distinction between
philosophy and the rest of culture is in danger.

Another way of exhibiting the difference between the two traditions
is (0 say that the Europcans have typically put forward a distinctive,
new, post-Nictzschean ‘method’ for philosophers to employ. Thus in
carly Heidegger and early Sartre we find talk of ‘phenomenological
ontology’, in late Heidegger of something mysterious and wonderful
called “Thinking’, in Gadamer of ‘hermeneutics’, in Foucault of ‘the
archaeology of knowledge’ and of ‘genealogy’. Only Derrida seems
free from this temptation; his term ‘grammatology’ was evanescent

whimsy, rather than a serio 1 1
new philosophical method c‘)lrS :iz::ng};t 10 prociam the discovery of

By contrast, the Americans have not been much given to such
proclarr:a.nons, Dewey, it is true, talked a lot about bringing ‘scien;l':i
method’ into philosophy, but he never was able to exp;lain \;vhat tlh'c
mcthod.was, nor what it was supposed to add to the virtues of curiosi .
open-ml‘ndedness and conversability. James sometimes spoke 0((‘) ?:hty’
pragmatic meth.od’, but this meant little more than the ;r}:sistence orel
grferssmg the anti-Platonist question, ‘Does our purported theoretical

ifierence make any difference to practice?” That insistence was not
0 .much the employment of a method as the assumption of a s¢ At'nol
am‘tude towards traditional philosophical problems and vocai) Clp ies
Quine, Putr}am and Davidson are all labelled ‘analytic philosou }":”ef'
‘but none of the three thinks of himself as practising a methodpcael;:c;
igg:’czpe)i:ial ana:ysm’, norany other method. The so-called postpositiv-
e on o analyt.lc philosophy which these three philosophers

ave elpe.d to create is notably free of methodolatry.

The various contemporary contributors to the pragmatist tradition
are not much inclined to insist on either the distfnctive nature of
philosophy or the pre-eminent place of philosophy within Cultll:rz :q
ah'WZO.Ie. None of th?m believes that philosopher’s think, or shoulci
think, m. \'szlys dramatically different from the ways in which physicist
an.d pohtfcxans think. They would all agree with Thomas Kpuh : ;13 .
science, like politics, is problem-solving. So they would bg contn L
describe themselves as solving philosophical problems. But theent 'to
problefn which they want to solve is the origin of the ;;;*oblems T:“E
ti;ne philosophical problem has bequeathcd' to us: why, they asVIZ :;e
}t) e star;dard, textboo'k problems of philosophy both so intriguing’and
barren: Why are philosophers, now as in Cicero’s day, still arg 1n
mconduswsly, tramping round and round the same dialéctical c;rﬂcl ;
ne:;:r. convxnf:ing each other but still able to attract students? h
Greehkl: q;);::norz, th(;{ question of the nature of the problems which the
o , Descartes, ar-n ‘and- Hegel have bequeathed to us, leads us

ac armfnd to the distinction between finding and making. Th
philosophical tradition has insisted that these problems are fogu d, in
the sense that they are inevitably encountered by any reflective r7r?1i’n:;in
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The pragmatist tradition has insisted that the.y are fnﬂade -~ ?‘r]z ::SS:::,
rather than natural - andcan be unmad? !)y using adifferen A
than that which the philosophical tradition has used. Bu(t‘ st;c nﬁﬁ e
tions between the found and the ma-de, 'the naFural an ! e ne
are, as | have already said, not distinctions with W}?!C prag:nim \
can be comfortable. So it would be better. for pragmatists to j‘az\;esé)rz
that the voca‘bulary in which the traditional Problems o R
philosophy were formulated were useful at one Flme,:ut are :rancg -
uscful. Putting the matter that way woul.d obviate the appeall e o
saving that whereas the tradition dealt wth wha}t1 was not really R
w(; pragmatists are dealing with what 7s really there. e o use for
Of course we pragmatists cannot say that. For we have mo e
the reality -appearance distinction, any more than for theh 1srea“ty_
between (he found and the made.. We 'hope to repla}c}e :n zre e
appearance distinction with the distinction between t i T e
and the less useful. So we say that the vocabulary of Greek metaphy

i i r has
and Christian theology - the vocabulary used in what Heidegger

i ition’ - seful one for our
called ‘the onto-theological tradition was a u

ancestors” purposes. but that we have different purpos(e)s, whlzzsr(r)lrli
be betier served by employing a diﬂ'eren't vocabl.ll.ary. 1;‘1‘ an oo

climbed up a ladder which we are now m a position to tﬁ ro;vristi :
We can throw it away not because we have reached a fina g

i hose
place, but becausc we have different problems to solve than t

which perplexed our ancestors.

So far I have been sketching the pragmatists’ _attituct:l 'towal.lrdsu tS};e(l);
opponents, and the difficulties they en'count(.fr n z:)vox ing tthzm -
terms whose use would beg the question at issue | etween ! -
their opponents. Now I should like to describe in somew ?t :1w <
detail how human inquiry looks ﬁ‘om.a pragmatist point 0 v‘1 .
how it looks once one stops describing it as an a'm?mp.t to correstpon )
to the intrinsic nature of reality, and starts d.escrlbmg it as an attemp
to serve transitory purposes and solve t-ransxtory.probl«?&'s. o

Pragmatists hope to break with the chture which, in lttg:ns e e
words, ‘holds us captive’ - the CartesmniLoc:kean picture 0 it ml.th
secking to get in touch with a reality outside itself. So they start w1

a Darwinian account of human beings as animals doing their best to
cope with the environment - doing their best to develop tools which
will enable them to enjoy more pleasure and less pain. Words are
among the tools which these clever animals have developed.

There is no way in which tools can take one out of touch with
reality. No matter whether the tool is a hammer or a gun or a belief
or a statement, tool-using is part of the interaction of the organism
with its environment. To see the employment of words as the use of
tools to deal with the environment, rather than as an attempt to
represent the intrinsic nature of that environment, is to repudiate the
question of whether human minds are in touch with reality — the
question asked by the epistemological sceptic. No organism, human
or non-human, is ever more or less in touch with reality than any
other organism. The very idea of ‘being out of touch with reality’
presupposes the un-Darwinian, Cartesian picture of a mind which
somechow swings free of the causal forces exerted on the body. The
Cartesian mind is an entity whose relations with the rest of the unjverse
are representational rather than causal. So to rid our thinking of the
vestiges of Cartesianism, to become fully Darwinian in our thinking,
we need to stop thinking of words as representations and to start
thinking of them as nodes in the causal network which binds the
organism together with its environment.

Seeing language and inquiry in this biologistic way, a way made
familiar in recent years by the work of Humberto Maturana and
others, permits us to discard the picture of the human mind as an
interior space within which the human person is located. As the
American philosopher of mind Daniel Dennett has argued, it is only
this picture of a Cartesian Theatre which makes one think that there
is a big philosophical or scientific problem about the nature of the
origin of consciousness. We should substitute a picture of an adult
human organism as one whose behaviour is so complex that it can be
predicted only by attributing intentional states — beliefs and desires— to
the organism. On this account, beliefs and desires are not prelinguistic

modes of consciousness, which may or may not be expressible in
language. Nor are they names of immaterial events. Rather, they are
what in philosophical jargon are called ‘sentential attitudes’ - that is
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i assert

to sav, dispositions on the part of orgamisms, Of of corr?puters, to e
or dc;r;v certain sentences. To attribute beliefs and desires to non—ut.. t

ag h i atists

oflanguage (such asdogs, infants and thermostats) s, for us pragm )

1o speak metaphorically. .
Pragmatists complement this . o
Sanders Peirce’s definition of a belief as a hflblt of ac ti,,at s
definition, to ascribe a belief to someone 1s smely to ;aiy ache o
she will tend to behave as [ behave when I am ?m]lmg:} hrm c
of a certain sentence. We ascribe beliefs to ﬂllngsd v]\allhz:;s li;(;,is e
imagined to use, sentences, but not to roCks an . - Th
ll))ic‘::l:":h:‘l former have a special organ or capaclxty - corxscxo;l:g:z
which the latter lack, but simply because .the habits ‘o{' ;c'uol;le Eaviour
and plants are sufficiently far.n'\?iar and mmple t‘ha(t1 2 te(;rthem
can be predicted without ascribing sentential atntu‘Ie. et » "
On this view, when we utter such scntenc?s as ‘Tam grz'm "
are not making external what was previously mte-mal, é)ut hare Stenr;;s
helping those around to us to predictour fu.tur.e acnor:s‘ u(.‘ se{‘xheatre
are not used 1o report events going on thhfn the (Jalm;smn heate
which is a person’s consciousness. They are'sx‘mply tools otI;1 (:t)(()) dnat
ing our behaviour with those ()fot}‘)ers. This 1slnot to sa}z’ hat one oo
‘reduce” mental states such as beliefs and desxre:? to physiol g1 "
beliavioural states. Tt is merely to say that there is no I.)omt m;:s icagl
whether a belief represents reality, either mental reality or p yts. .n
reality, accurately. That is, for pragmatists, not only a bad question,
but tlln‘" root of much wasted philosophical energy. - .
‘T'he right question to ask is, ‘For what purposes would it be usled 1:1t o
hold that belief?” Thisis like the question, ‘For w}:at purposes would1 ‘
useful to load this program into my cot.nputer? On ic Putnamestcil:,s
view | am suggesting, a person’s body is analogous to the ﬂ:’.om?:v e
hardware, and his or her belielsand desires'are analogousto ;s? - :
Nobody knows or cares whether a given pxece‘of comput'er‘ s,ohtw::r&wa‘r)e
resents reality accurately. What we care about1s wl.mcthcr it ‘j\tn els e
which will most efficiently accomplish a certain task. . l'a {(‘)g‘,s nZ;
pragmatists think that the question to ask about our be E)c zslim 1
whether they are about reality or mcrelY about appearance, \; ireps) y
whether they are the best habits of action for gratifying our desires.

biologistic approach with Charles

On this view, to say that a beliefis, as far as we know, true, is to say
that no alternative beliefis, as far as we know, a better habit of acting.
When we say that our ancestors believed, falsely, that the sun went
around the earth, and that we believe, truly, that the earth goes round
the sun, we are saying that we have a better tool than our ancestors
did. Our ancestors might rejoin that their tool enabled them to believe
in the literal truth of the Christian Scriptures, whereas ours does not.
Our reply has to be, [ think, that the benefits of modern astronomy
and of space travel outweigh the advantages of Christian fundamental-
ism. The argument between us and our medieval ancestors should
not he about which of us has got the universe right. It should be about
the point of holding views about the motion of heavenly bodies, the
ends to be achieved by the use of certain tools. Confirming the truth
of Scripture is one such aim, space travel is another.

Another way of making this last point is to say that we pragmatists
cannot make sense of the idea that we should pursue truth for its own
sake. We cannot regard truth as a goal of inquiry. The purpose of
inquiry is to achieve agreement among human beings about what to
do, to bring about consensus on the ends to be achieved and the
means to be used to achieve those ends. Inquiry that does not achieve
coordination of behaviour is not inquiry but simply wordplay. To
argue for a certain theory about the microstructure of material bodies,
or about the proper balance of powers between branches of govern-
ment, is to argue about what we should do: how we should use the
tools at our disposal in order to make technological, or political,
progress. So, for pragmatists there is no sharp break between natural
science and social science, nor between social science and politics, nor
between politics, philosophy and literature. All areas of culture are
parts of the same endeavour to make life better. There is no deep split
between theory and practice, because on a pragmatist view all so-called
‘theory” which is not wordplay is always already practice.

To treat beliefs not as representations but as habits of action, and
words not as representations but as tools, is to make it pointless to ask,
‘Am I discovering or inventing, making or finding?’ There is no point
in dividing up the organisms’ interaction with the environment in this
way. Consider an example. We normally say that a bank account is

XXV
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a social construction rather than an object in the natural world,
whereas a giraffe is an object in the natural world rather than a social
construction. Bank accounts are made, giraffes are found. Now the
truth in this view is simply that if there had been no human beings
there would still have been giraffes, whereas there would have been
no bank accounts. But this causal independence of giraffes from
humans does not mean that girafles are what they are apart from
human needs and interests.

On the contrary, we describe giraffes in the way we do, as giraffes,
because of our needs and interests. We speak a language which includes
the word ‘eiraffe’ because it suits our purposes to do so. The same goes
for words like ‘organ’, “cell’; ‘atom’, and so on — the names of the parts
out of which giraffes are made, so to speak. All the descriptions we give

of things are deseriptions suited to our purposes. No sense can be made,

W Pragimatists arguc, of the ¢laim that some of these descriptions pick

out ‘natural kinds - that they cut nature at the jomts. The line between

a giraffe and the surrounding air is clear enough if you are a human

heing interested in hunting for meat. If you are a language-using ant

or amoeba. or a space vovager observing us from far above, that line

is not so clear, and it is not clear that you would need or have a word
for ‘giraffe’ in your language. More generally, it is not clear that any
of the millions of ways of describing the piece of space time occupied
by what we call a girafle isany closer to the way things are in themselves
than anv of the others. Just as it seems pointless to ask whether a
giraffe is really a collection of atoms, or really a collection of actual
and possible sensations in human sense organs, Or really something
clse, so the question, ‘Are we describing it as it really is?’ seems one
we never need to ask. All we need to know is whether some competing
description might be more useful for some of our purposes.

‘The relativity of descriptions to purposcs is the pragmatist’s principal
argument for his antircpresentational view of knowledge - the view
that inquiry aims at utility for us rather than an accurate account of
how things are in themselves. Because every belief we have must be
formulated in some language or other, and because languages are not
attempts to copy what is out there, but rather tools for dealing with
what is out there, there is no way to divide off ‘the contribution to our

\%Y g € y € ect tr € tra tion ut € ge
kll() l(fd Cmad b th ObJ C fom th con bu O 00 knOWl d
J .
mac l( l)y ouy Sllb (¢ “Vl‘y . ];Oth thC WOr dS we use alld O Wﬂllllglless
ms C not ()t]" IS are the
to a”i]]ll certamn Cllt(fll(:es usulg thOS WO dS and
])l()( hl( ts ()’ talllastl( a“V (()l“plex Causal connections betW( €n hulllan
()Iga h ﬂle n . I]lel( 1 (6] Wdy t Vl(!f‘ \ll)
nisms all(l the rest 01 universe S N
3 Q dl .
thls WE b Of Cﬂusal conmne (3t10ns S0 as to Compa.te thC lela‘lve amount
f ] - . l r l . . . - . I l. [.T’ N
Wcsu .]ectlt It) andot o JECU “5 ma g.l‘ en beinei. €re 1s no “‘!> > as
g nstein haS Sal(i, t C gu g h l 9
ittge 0 come between lan age a]ld 1ts Ol) ect, to
d“/]de the gna“e mn ltS(:H ﬁ()"l our Ways 01 talkﬂlg about g’llaﬁCS. AS
&

Hi .
llary Putnam, the leading contemporary pragmatist, has put it:

<
ele
ments of what we call “language” or “mind” penetrate so deeply

into reali j
“mappz‘:'ltz t?at the }:'ery project of representing ourselves as being
s” of something “language-ind "1 k

- 1 ependent’
mised from the start’. g’ s ol compre-
The P i
. latlomst dream of perfect knowledge is the dream of stripping
ourselves C .e;n of everything that comes from inside us and opening
ves without reservation to what i i ctior
t 1s outside us. But this distincti
e s withou . - But this distinction
nd outside, as I have said earlier, i i
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supernatural, a kind of miracle. e o something
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]l R ernatura lldallce Wltll thf ldea Ofa.
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