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Abstract

In Science, Truth and Democradgitcher moderates the strongest ontological sédhesis he
defended inThe Advancement of Scienwath the aim of making compatible the corresporude
theory of truth with conceptual relativity. Howeyet is not clear that both things could be
harmonized. If our knowledge of the world is meddhty our categories and concepts; if the
selection of these categories and concepts mayacmgrding to our interests, and they are not the
consequence of the existence of certain suppodedah&inds or some intrinsic structure of the
world, it is very problematic to establish what dme statements correspond to. This paper
analyzes the transformation in Kitcher’s realisnd axpounds the main difficulties in this project.
Finally, a modality of moderate ontological realisvill be proposed that, despite of keeping the
sprit of the conceptual relativity, is strong enbug support the correspondence theory of truth.
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The last two decades have been a period of deeygeban the realm of the philosophy of science.
Not only its hegemony among meta-scientific disngg has been challenged by the sociology of
science and, in general, by the social studiesiehse, but the objective that guided it from the

beginning of its academic institutionalization withe Vienna Circle in the 1930’s —i. e. the



attempt to provide a global understanding of thmsaimethodological rules, and differential
epistemological traits that characterizes scienkfowledge— has been seriously disputed. An
increasing number of authors seem to agree withefabgnd that, from the axiological,
methodological or epistemological point of viewertd is nothing of interest that is common to all
particular sciences. Hence, generic philosophicatadirse about science is decreasing in recent
publications to the benefit of specialized appreschbout some concrete disciplines, especially
economics, psychology and biology.

| do not belief that this generic discourse is iest to disappear. On the contrary, | rather
think that there is room enough and sufficient saskead for the development of a general
philosophy of science. Actually, two of the morealissed problems in the recent philosophy of
science, i.e., the problem of rationality in theicke of theories and the debate about realism, are
part of this generic discourse- They have attraced continue to interest many important
philosophers of science. But, what is undeniablbas the panorama of the philosophy of science
has now become more complex, more diverse, andnadse diffuse than previously. Thus, for
better or for worse, one does not find anymoreréguas all-embracing and influential in other
branches of philosophy or even in the scienceppd?, Kuhn, Lakatos and Feyerabend.

Nevertheless, if we had to mention present-dayopbphers of science who are in line with
this great tradition that marked the charactehefghilosophy of science during the second half of
20" century, Philip Kitcher would be doubtless amohgnt. Philip Kitcher is a philosopher of
science that knows in some depth diverse scientigciplines and has made important
contributions to the philosophy of particular sces, like mathematics and biology, being as well
the author ofThe Advancement of Sciencan extremely influential book on the general
philosophy of science, published in 1993. Kitchewell-known for his works on the philosophy
of mathematics (particularly in his bodke Nature of Mathematical KnowleddiE83); for his
criticism of creationism (inPAbusing Sciengel982), intelligent design (ikiving with Darwin
2007), and sociobiology (irvaulting Ambition 1985); and for his reflections about the
possibilities opened up for humans from biotechgpl@n The Lives to Comel996). Among his
more characteristic theoretical contributions &eefbllowing five: (1) his conception of scientific
explanation as unification (cf. Kitcher 1981; 1989&) his defense, from the perspective of a
naturalist approach, of a moderate realism, anddttsts to the main antirealist arguments (such
as the pessimistic induction and the underdetetmoma(cf. Kitcher 1993a, chaps. 5, 6 and 7;
20014, part I; 1993b; 2001b; 2002a), (3) his gsiicof relativist and constructivism positions in
Science Studies (cf. Kitcher 1993, chap. 6; 1998)12), (4) his defense of pluralism about
biological species and about the units of selectimgether with his criticism of genetic



reductionism in biology (cf. Kitcher 1984a; 19841989b; Kitcher and Sterelny 1988), and (5) his
analyses of the social and political backgroundhaf research agenda in present science (cf.
Kitcher 2001a; Kitcher and Flory 2004).

Kitcher’'s general philosophy of science connectthwine so-called “naturalistic turn” in
philosophy of science (cf. Callebaut 1993; ZamoamiBa 2000). That is to say, his philosophy
tries to study science from an empirical basigemd of doing it from immutable and supposedly
universal epistemological preconceptions. He takegantage, therefore, of the resources and
results of some empirical sciences (particularlgnitive sciences, biology, and economics) in
order to develop the pertinent epistemic modelsiabadentific practice. The aim of this approach
is not to provide a logical reconstruction of stintheories or of scientific explanations, ineth
neopositivistic way; nor is it to offer a genergw of the relation between the contents of theorie
and empirical evidence, as if this relation werategt-independent; or to give an account of some
allegedly timeless canons of rationality. Kitchemres ironically all of these aspirations, easily
identifiable in the epistemological tradition, “Thegend.” Rather, the objective is to understand
how scientists really act when they have to makgontant decisions about the theories that they
sustain. It is precisely this attention to the @éntific practicethat places Kitcher’s philosophy
close to what can be called the “pragmatic turn”’the philosophy of science (also well
represented by lan Hacking (1983) and Andrew Pingef1995)). The questions concerning the
aims and values of scientific research, and thesviaywhich they condition scientific decisions
and are related to democratic ideals, are of dem@ortance in Kitcher’s work.

My objectives in this paper are to analyze the nia@ses of the realism that Kitcher defends
in The Advancement of Scier(@bdbreviated adS, and to evaluate the transformation this realism
undergoes in his later bo&@cience, Truth, and Democra@bbreviated aSTD). | will argue that,
although these transformations are important, they nevertheless those that can be strictly
outlined when some aspects of science as socigltpeire faced from the position of a moderate
realism. Finally, | will expose some internal owtgical troubles that arise within Kitcher’s realist
proposal and offer a possible solution.

1. Kitcher's Realism in The Advancement of Science

Let us start by explaining what Kitcher means bglisen. INnAS (p. 127) he sums up his realist
view of science with the following words: “sciertisfind out things about a world that is
independent of human cognition; they advance ttaeements, use concepts that conform to

natural divisions, develop schemata that captujectibe dependencies.” Two basic components



of scientific realism are to be appreciated in thigracterization: thentological and the
epistemological According to the first, there is a world indepentlof any act of knowledge;
according to the second, science could provide il an adequate knowledge about the
characteristics of this independent world. Kitclygres even further and claims that scientists
provide “true statements” (in the sense of truthcasespondence). His realism is, then, also a
semanticrealism, and on this point he follows Popper’'®iptetation of Tarski’s work. Kitcher is
one of the philosophers who believes that Tarskalbditated the traditional notion of truth as
correspondence; a notion that would be based dy dse (cf. Kitcher 1993a, pp. 128-133; and,
for an explanation of the components of scientiialism, Diéguez 1998). In addition, some pages
before, Kitcher indicates that the scientific conmityy might pursue both epistemic and non-
epistemic aims; being the obtaining of significaniths one fundamental (and permanent)
epistemic goal. So, at least in part (althoughnnmaportant part), scientific progress is measured
by the elimination of falsehood in favor of sigodnt truth (cf. Kitcher 1993a, pp. 94, 117 and
120)! This concept of significance, outlined in this wowill play a fundamental role iBcience,
Truth, and Democragywhere it will be developed substantially.

However, Kitcher's most explicit characterizatiohrealism can be found in a work titled
“A Plea for Science Studies,” written five yearteta He presents there the main claims —which
he considers uncontroversial— of “the Realist-Ralst Cluster” (Kitcher 1998, pp. 34-35):

1. In the most prominent areas of science, thearebeis progressive, and this progressive charaster
manifested in increased powers of prediction atetwention.

2. Those increased powers of prediction and intgier give us the right to claim that the kindseuttities
described in scientific research exist indepengeot! our theorizing about them and that many of our
descriptions are approximately correct.

3. Nonetheless, our claims are vulnerable to futrgfitation. We have the right to claim that our
representations of nature are roughly correct whidknowledging that we may have to revise them
tomorrow.

4. Typically our views in the most prominent aredscience rest upon evidence, and disputes atledsbty
appeal to cannons of reason and evidence.

5. Those canons of reason and evidence also peogiistime as we discover not only more aboutwoeld

but also more about how to learn about the world.

' In “Knowledge, Society, and History,” Kitcher we#: “We mark the difference between those propuositi states
that accurately represent reality from those tlahdt by dividing the pertinent propositions intms$e that are true
from those that are false. The notion of truth agespondence is this not some peculiar metapHysitevagance
but part of an important way of thinking about @ives and others,” (Kitcher 1993b, p. 166). Newddhs, he
concedes to Kuhn that the notion of truth cannaafggied to whole theories, (cf. Kitcher 1993a199).



As can easily be noted, this brand of realism hatear Popperian flavor and it is even
stronger than that proposed by some of Popperis.heiis not a naive realism, but a critical and
fallibilist one (thesis 3). It is also plainly ratialist (thesis 4), although, unlike Popper’s saaliit
is open to the possibility that canons of ratidyainay change historically (thesis 5).

Despite the fact that Kitcher considers these fiheses to be uncontroversial, he
acknowledges in a footnote that the sense of thiedias been legitimately disputed by some
philosophers, such as Hilary Putnam, Arthur Finelshin Goodman and Richard Rorty. He thinks
that for these authors the problem with thesis Roisthat it cannot have some acceptable sense,
but that traditionally it has been loaded with dimsmble metaphysical additions. As for the
authors, such as the antirealists from the fiel&oknce Studiesvhose rejection of the realist
theses is more global, they have to take on thddomuof proof. They have to show, with sound
arguments, why the former theses are to be disgatddeed, Kitcher sees realism as the natural
attitude that human beings develop spontaneoudlyein cognitive dealings with the world. If the
antirealist attitude proliferates in philosophyisitbecause it is erroneously believed that theze a
arguments against realism that cannot be satisfigctanswered Seemingly, with this
elucidation, Kitcher wishes to separate semanticesmtism (as that proposed by pragmatists and
Putnam’s internal realism) from the radical antissa coming from constructivist and relativist
positions. If the former may be useful in orderdiscard some exaggerated claims of the realist
position, the latter simply has no sufficient arguntative ground. Not surprisingly, Kitcher ends
up by accepting iIsTDsome ideas of the first type of antirealism.

Thesis 1 and thesis 2 jointly constitute the bas$ia central argument adduced by realists
and, consequently, one of the main targets ofealist criticism. It is the sort of argument known
as ‘inference to the best explanation’, in thisecagplied to realism as an explanation of scientifi
success. The argument is as follows: the enormmdigbive, explanatory, practical... success of
science is a surprising fact that requires an exgtian; the best explanation of such success is to
suppose that the entities referred by scientifentles do exist and that these theories formulate
(approximately) true claims about them (as realmwatus); therefore, realism should be accepted.
Sometimes the argument is strengthened, as Putremaged at the initial realist phase of his
intellectual trajectory, with the claim that othese, scientific success would be ‘a miracle’ (cf.
Putnam 1978, p. 19). That would imply that realisnmot only the best explanation of scientific
success, but actually the only sensible one.

2 Kitcher thinks that the advantages of realismdeeisive, so that the burden of proof lies with #mirealists (cf.
Kitcher 1993a, p. 132). But in “Real Realism: Thali@an Strategy,” (2001b, p. 171), Kitcher givesthe conviction
that realism is the default position, the commonsseposition; and he holds that, after overcomhreg dntirealist
arguments, positive arguments should be providaviaur of realism.



Bas van Fraassen (1980, pp. 19-40; 1989, pp. 1@2-1arry Laudan (1981, pp. 19-48),
Michael Levin (1984, pp. 124-139) and Arthur Fird®&6, pp. 114 and ff.) have expressed the
main criticisms to this argument. AS Kitcher focus his attention on answering Laudange he
believes that Laudan offers the best antirealistesgy, but he also makes some critical references
to van Fraassen’s constructive empiricism (cf. iKétc1993a, pp. 150-157; see also 2001a, pp. 19-
24; 1993b; 2001bj.Laudan’s argument against realism is known aspssimistic induction’. It
appeals to the history of science; and its ceides is very simple: approximate truth and correct
reference cannot be, as realists claim, the bgdaeation of scientific success, for there can be
found in the past (and not in a very distant pastpirically successful theories whose central
terms failed in their reference, i. e., they reddrto entities considered nowadays as non-existent,
like the phlogiston, the ether, the crystallineesgis, the caloric, the vital force, etc. If thelistas
right, then how could these false theories haven lseecessful in the past? They do not merely
include some inaccuracies or make some specifitak@s, but are grounded on the postulation of
completely non-existent entities.

Kitcher responds to this argument by denying thistbhical record supports that pessimism.
In principle, as Michael Devitt (1984) points otltere are reasons to maintain just the opposite. In
Devitt’'s view, if a conclusion should be drawn logluctive reasoning from historical cases, there
are more reasons to draw an optimistic conclusibere have been an increasing number of cases
of approximate truth and preserved reference imréieal terms (from the point of view of
current science), at least if we consider recestbhical periods. However, since no one counted
the number of referring and non-referring theoedtierms in the historical record, it is nothing
more than an impression. On the other hand, ewsar# true that the amount of theoretical terms
that keep their reference surpass the amount ofrefemring terms, that would still leave
unexplained the success of the theories mentiogddabdan, and it would not explain why the
persistence of the currently postulated theoregedities makes its existence more credible than
the existence of the entities postulated in the, g@sne of which have survived for a long time.
This is the reason that impels Kitcher to lookdanore forceful counter-argument.

He considers, then, a more plausible way to gegpimistic conclusion from the historical
record. Throughout the history of science, sucwessheories (or explanatory schemata,

statements, etc.) appear closer to the truth thewiqus ones from the perspective of some other

% Michael Levin’s criticism consists of arguing thaith has no explanatory capacity. Kitcher resganchis (2002a).
Van Fraassen’s criticism aims to show the fallasicharacter of the realist argument. The poinhég, teither the
argument presupposes what is to be proved —thdtyipethesis that best explains a fact is trueHat very reason—
, and therefore it is a circular argument, or itlagdes, without justification, the possibility thall explanations of
scientific success we have at the moment are @ideiind, consequently, the realist explanationlavijust be the
best one in a bad lot of explanations, without teeeinough to be accepted. As far as | know, Kitdies not
answered this criticism, even though he has arggathst constructive empiricism in general.



later theory. That authorizes us to suspect thatcauent theories will appear also in the future
closer to the truth than do past theories. Howdhes ,proposal still seems too weak to Kitcher, for
it assumes a generalized fallibilism for which thstory of science gives no motive. We are not
equally subject to error about everything. Abouhsdhings we have obtained a firmer knowledge
than about others. For that reason, “instead ofaaklkt pronouncement to the effect that our
current theories are probably wrong, it would benf@re instructive to investigate the stability of
various components of practice in various field&itcher 1993a, p. 138). It should be unveiled
by reviewing the history of science and also with &aid of the cognitive sciences “where we are
most likely to make mistakes and where we areifagiely confident.” (Kitcher 1993a, p. 138,
note 16).

Accordingly, in order to be convincing and underennealist optimism Laudan’s argument
would have to show not only that in the past thveeee non-referring and still successful theories,
but also that among the parts of these theorigsonssble for their success there were some
considered false from a realist perspective, is@me non-referring parts. The reason is clear: “it
is not enough to conceive a theory as a set oéraits and distribute the success of the whole
uniformly over the parts. One has to see how thtestents aresed” (Kitcher 1993a, p. 143).
Laudan’s pessimistic induction fails, then, urtttan be shown that the phlogiston, the crystalline
spheres, the ether, and the other non-extant thesirentities were essential elements in the
success of the theories to which they belonged. fatis seem to indicate, however, that things
were not like this. The postulation of ether, faample, was no more than a heuristic resource
without any function in the predictive success ofMell’'s electromagnetic theofyln this
respect, Kitcher distinguishes within the scieatjractice between the “working posits” and the
“presuppositional posits.” The former are the refés of theoretical terms that occur in problem-
solving schemata; the latter are the entities Hpgtarently have to exist if the solutions to the
problems provided by the theory are true. Laudanlevbave shown, at best, that presuppositional
posits are suspect, but he would not have provethiawgy about the working posits.

Kitcher also enlarges iASon the answers to other well-known realist argusighe theory

ladenness of observation and the underdeterminefitireories by evidende.

* This argument has also been unfolded and illesdraiith concrete historical cases by Stathis Ps{l®99, chaps. 5
and 6).

® Kitcher returns to this problem ®TD (cf. Kitcher 2001a, pp. 16-19). However, aparnirthe replacement of the
expression ‘working posits’ by ‘idle wheels’, heedonot add anything new to his arguments, althdligie he insists
about a point he have previously adduced (in Kitct@97a, p. 299), to wit, it is far from clear ththe theories
mentioned by Laudan were successful in some sfi@ly important sense (i.e. in their predictivadapractical
capacities).

® Both arguments are also answered in very simiélans in “A Plea for Science Studies” (Kitcher 1998, 38-41),
and inSTD (Kitcher 2001a, pp. 14-15 and chap. 3)Tle Advancement of Scien&gicher faces another important
antirealist challenge, although not in great detdié incommensurability problem. He thinks thas hiotion of



The thesis of the theory ladenness of observatomat properly an antirealist thesis.
However, antirealists make frequent use of it, esina a radical interpretation, may lead to
antirealism. In effect, if all observation is thgdaden, and one assumes that observation is the
basic touchstone to choose among theories, therchb&e always will be made from the
assumptions of a theory. That is interpreted byatfitrealist as a recognition of the impossibility
of an objective choice among theories, and, ineem& cases, as an acknowledgement that the
notion of objective reality is completely non-fuioctal and, therefore, senseless. In this extreme
interpretation, what we call ‘objective reality’ s@mething constructed by our conceptual schemes
or by our social practices. Kitcher points out tpassible strategies in order to respond to this use
of the theory-ladenness thesis. The first one doFe strategy, which shows that “the plasticity of
observation has been greatly overrated” (Kitché33H p. 225). The other strategy is to resort in
the problematic situations to shared beliefs fa tbsolution of the conflicts. In that case, the
interpretation of the same stimuli by scientistéhwdifferent theoretical backgrounds need not be
different. After analyzing by means of this secatihtegy the dispute between Galileo and the
Aristotelians about observations with the telescegand rejecting Feyeranbend’s claims on this
topic—, Kitcher concludes: “[W]e can recognize thiependence of observation and of
observational reporting on background cognitivaestavithout abandoning the thesis that the
propensities acquired by specialists are obsemaltiskills. Trained professionals can demonstrate
their virtuosity in ways that are appreciable bg thity, and so turn back the challenge that their
alleged skill is merely masquerade.” (Kitcher 1998a233). In other words, even though it is
accepted that observation is theory-laden, thexres@veral ways of improving it (e. g. by making it
more accurate, more detailed, less prone to estor), and everybody can recognize these ways of
improved observation as the best in a context.

Therefore, the theory-ladenness of observation doégprevent us from considering some
observations as better than others. The conflibivden incompatible observational reports need
not be unsolvable in a rational and objective Widhe error of many antirealists, like Kuhn, is that
they jump from the very reasonable thesis (althodighuted by Fodor and some others) that our

perception of nature is dependent on our theottet)e less justifiable claim thagture itselfis

reference potential can explain how the referenqgaartially preserved through the changes of tleeoifherefore, it
neutralizes the objection raised by incommensutaltib realism, according to which it is impossilite see the
changes of theories as a progress towards a toreeption of reality if the reference is not maiméa in these
changes. The idea behind the notion of referentengial is that terms do not refer in a homogeneway. There are
several heterogeneous possibilities in which sifiencommunity may fix their reference in each coate case.
Although, as Kuhn held, after a change of theoeyrtiference potential has changed, it is alwayslfato recognize
the reference of some tokens of a term, and offearsslation of these tokens into the languagdeftew theory. We
cannot find, for example, something equivalentpioldgiston’ in the post-Lavoisier chemistry, but wan say that in
some cases ‘dephlogisticated air’ was employedrisfl®y referring to oxygen (cf. Kitcher 1993a, pi8 and 97-105;
1982b, pp. 337-359). For a criticism of this pasitisee Niiniluoto (1999, pp. 131-132) and McL€{2005).



dependent on our theories. Certainly, we do notlevArchimedean point (the God’s Eye point
of view in Putnam’s terms) to establish beyond ddbht there is a match between our theories
and reality. All access to reality are linguistlgalor, in the traditional version of this argumgent
mentally) mediated, and, therefore, as Popper gay, are theoretically mediated. But, this need
not lead to deny an independent reality, or to déay we can get access to it in more and more
adequate ways (cf. Kitcher 1993a, pp. 131-132).

As for the underdetermination argument, Kitchemnkki that it may be of some logical
interest, but it has little to do with the actualestific practice, wherein one hardly finds two
completely equivalent theories in their observatlooonsequences but different in their non-
observational postulates. If the prior scientificagiice is taken into account, the serious
empirically equivalent rivals of a given theory Wwitespect to the same evidence are few in
number. Furthermore, the contribution of new evadsnmay eventually dissolve this rivafry.

Kitcher also follows other critics of underdeteriation, like Laudan, when he adduces that
the consistency of a theory with the empirical ewice is one thing, and quite another is the
support this evidence gives to such a theory. Thexg be two theories equally consistent with a
set of evidences and, nonetheless, one of thenmbmagtter supported by these evidences than the
other. Finally, in Kitcher’s view, the epistemologi costs of maintaining a rival hypotheses and
dropping the other could be, in a certain momem, great —and even inadmissible—. As it

would have happened if, for example, some versibigemcentrism empirically equivalent to

" As we said in a previous note, in “A Plea for ®cie Studies”, he returns to the issue and he sheng his
arguments, although this time he exonerates Kubim fany responsibility: “As Thomas Kuhn [...] cleadgw, the
fact that concepts and categories are involvedsevation doesn’t mean that the content of expeeiés determined
by them or that we cannot be led by experiencestmriceptualize the phenomena. Nor does it imply wWeaare
somehow ‘cut off’ from the world or that the onlyrld we can talk about must be ‘constructed’. [.n]perception,
we are in causal contact with physical objects, altldough this contact is mediated by daving certain kinds of
psychological states (‘perceptions’, ‘representaip we do not perceive hyerceivingthose states. [...] So it would
be more accurate to say not that the world is gshlyeour categories but that our representationthefvorld are so
shaped and that the shaping is open to empirivaktigation.” (Kitcher 1998, pp. 38-39). The samea appears in
STD(cf. Kitcher 2001a, p. 15).

8 In STDKitcher considers the possibility of finding coraf# and permanent empirical equivalences betweah ri
theories (cf. Kitcher 2001a, pp. 34-35). He conekudhat it would be necessary to analyze eachcphati case.
Sometimes such theories might be two linguistianfidiations of the same theory (as in the case ofd8atger’s
wave mechanics and Heisenberg's matrix mechanas)pother occasions it might not be possible to make
scientifically based decision. In this work (p. 36 concedes more importance to the problem. s dot see it
anymore as a problem of scarce interest out ofpthivsophical realm, but he stresses its existéncscientific
practice. Nonetheless, he remarks that it hasebetent than it is supposed. It is not difficultgoint out some cases in
which it is not conceivable a serious and empiljcalquivalent alternative to an accepted theory.h&fts —he
asks— the supposed rival to the hypothesis thatyghieal structure of DNA is a double helix withgau-phosphate
backbones and bases jutting inwards?” He adds2jpal8o a new argument to show that, in case dfsirations of
complete and permanent empirical equivalence, thpgments of underdetermination could not mainthgir theses.
According to several proponents of underdetermimatiparticularly some sociologists of science, tgdnthat
scientific theories are always underdetermined bypigcal evidence, the decision between a theorg #s
empirically equivalent rival will be always grourdien social and political preferences. Now therhgaoherent, the
proponents of underdetermination should also adteptthe thesis that a theory supports certaifabaad political
values better than its rival is also empiricallydardetermined. Therefore, the appeal of these ptesnic values
would not endow the choice with rationality.
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Copernican heliocentrism had been maintained byesom in post-Copernican astronomy (cf.
Kitcher 1993a, pp. 247-258).

Summing up, the realism Kitcher displayTihe Advancement of Scienisea strong realism,
as far as it goes beyond the minimal ontologicalisen in the style of the entity realism defended
by lan Hacking, Nancy Cartwright and some socidtsyof science. Kitcher’s realism accepts the
epistemological thesis that we can know realityam adequate way; it is committed to the
correspondence theory of truth; and it even claiha science provides us with many truths.
There is, however, a stronger modality of realibiat Kitcher does not reject, but neither does he
openly embrace it. This modality holds that natuas its own causal structure (including natural
kinds and objective dependences among phenomemah ws fixed independently of human
cognition, and that our conceptual schemes are t@ablearve up this structure into its joints.
Implied is that there can only be one correct wakepresenting a certain part of the world. True
enough, Kitcher does not adhere either to the rdahtian position, defended by Sellars and
Putnam’s internal realism, which sees the strucwfrehe world as a subject’'s projection.
Surprisingly, he presents his realism as compatilille both alternatives (cf. Kitcher 1993a, pp.
169-173).

In spite of that, Kitcher tones down in some wdys forcefulness of this realism. He notes,
for example, that changes in scientists’ individaatl collective practices —patrticularly changes
in the identification of significant problems, amdthe acceptance of explanatory schemes and
statements— do not depend only on dictates of ecapievidence (on “encounters with nature,”
in Kitcher's terms), but also depend (although mota exclusive way, as some sociologists
assume) on the “conversations with peers.” Soeaietiofs have a role in the scientist’s decisions,
but they are not determinant factors. Kitcher psgsoan intermediate stance between extreme

internalism and extreme externalism:

The position that the sociologists attack is thigeere suggestion that social determinants makeffevehce:
given the same inputs from asocial nature therebsithe same modifications of consensus praaticenatter
what the social structure. They counterpose theemd view that inputs from nature are impotentableast
impotent with respect to the framework of consenmastice: given the same social structure, thelieoe the

same modifications of consensus practice, no ma#ttet the inputs from asocial nature, and, in paldir, the

° In “A Plea for Science Studies,” he sums up irea fvords his position about the underdeterminagiosblem:
“Duhem started a line of thought that enables usetothat there is no instant rationality in saéermut it's wrong to
conclude from this that there are not context-imaelent standards of good reasoning that, when eapt
increasingly comprehensive experiences, resolvensfic debates. In the early phases of the chdmealution,
phlogistonian could offer alternative analyses loé tthemical reactions that Lavoisier viewed as shmgwhe
absorption or release of oxygen. As the numberirafifigs increased, it became more and more diffieuand
ultimately impossible— to find any consistent amified way of treating all the reactions.” (Kitch&€898, p. 40).
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framework of consensus practice will remain unalted claim that there is a vast, unexplored midgtaund

between these extremes. (Kitcher 1993a, p. 164).

In Kitcher’s view, only detailed historical studiesuld indicate to what extent social factors
and the inputs from nature contribute to such dmess From his rationalist position, half way
between the two mentioned extremes, the closurscigitific debates is mainly the result of
arguments and not of social factors; but he coreéus often this is a long and complex process
and even the arguments might occasionally not kbauwged the greater weight in the decision (cf.
Kitcher 1993a, pp. 162, 169 and 201-202).

2. The Change to a Modest Realisn8cience, Truth, and Democracy

Science, Truth, and Democraicjyroduces substantial changes with regard toaghksm presented

in The Advancement of Scienéecording to Kitcher, the fundamental change tiesacceptance
of pluralism. The basic premise of pluralism sustahe idea that the world can be represented in
very different ways for scientific purposes, withoany of them ever being a complete
representation. Besides, pluralism claims thahoalgh all the representations which conform to
nature are consistent, the representations acceptsedientists in any stage in the history may be
inconsistent (cf. Kitcher 2002b, pp. 570-571). they words, the pluralism defended by Kitcher in
STDis the negation of metaphysical realism as it deffned by Hilary Putnam, and especially its
commitment to a God’'s Eye View. Or as Kitcher expa it is the negation of the thesis that
“[tlhe world comes to us prepackaged into unitg] arproper account of the truth and objectivity
of the sciences must incorporate the idea thatimda, and sometimes achieve, descriptions that
correspond to natural divisions.” (Kitcher 2001a,48)° But Kitcher's proposal differs from
Putnam’s internal realism, since it does not gigehe correspondence theory of truth. This union
of the conceptual relativity defended by Puthnamhwihe correspondence theory of truth
approximates Kitcher's modest realism to the a@ltiscientific realism that the Finnish
philosopher llkka Niiniluoto has been elaborating for more than two decades (cf. Niiniluoto
1984; 1999)M

1%1n one of the more recent formulations, Putnantattarizes metaphysical realism as follows: ‘[T a totality
of Forms, or Universals, or “properties,” fixed enand for all, and [...] every possible meaning ofvard
corresponds to one of these Forms or Universagbsaperties,” (Putnam 1999, p. 6).

™ n STD(p. 205) Kitcher explicitly says his realism isnifiar to those of Richard Miller and Jerrold Andersand in
“Real Realism: The Galilean Strategy” (note 72)ck@ms that perhaps Putnam’s last works are clodast modest
realism. As it is well known, Putnam has rejectéxl former conception of truth as warranted asséitialn ideal
epistemic conditions.
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But this is not the only novelty Kitcher introducesSTD In my opinion there are other
important ones: (1) the insistence on the diveraitg contextual dependence of the aims of
scientific research, (2) the development of theamobf ‘significance’ as a contextual notion, (3)
the greater weight given to the practical interestscience, (4) the admission that truth and
knowledge are not absolute values, but are to tegrated with other non-epistemic values, and,
finally, (5) the search for a “well-ordered” scienc¢hat is, a science compatible with democratic
ideals.

From this short enumeration of novel contributiohgan be easily inferred that, compared
to the realism offered by Kitcher ithe Advancement of Scientee modest realism &TDtries
to incorporate the most reasonable contributiondenfeom the antirealist point of view and from
the social studies of science. In “A Plea for SceerStudies” (Kitcher 1998, p. 36), Kitcher
conceded that the antirealist side also had ifaitsr some theses well supported by all we know
about scientific practice. Such theses form whatdils “the Socio-Historical Cluster,” as opposed
to the previously quoted “Realist-Rationalist Cést

1. Science is done by human beings, that is, byitegly limited beings who live in social groupsitiv
complicated structures and long histories.

2. No scientist ever comes to the laboratory orfigld without categories and preconceptions treatehbeen
shaped by the prior history of the group to whieholn she belongs.

3. The social structures present within sciencecafthe ways in which research is transmitted aoeived,
and this can have an impact on intratheoreticaatish

4. The social structures in which science is embddaffect the kind of questions that are takenearwst

significant and, sometimes, the answers that anegsed and accepted.

Obviously, the most distant point from the regtissition defended iASis the end of thesis
4. In fact, the rest is recognized, one way or l@otinAS* A scientific realist has no difficulty
in accepting that social structures affect tharsgttf a research agenda, that is to say, “the &fnd
guestions that are taken to be most significanit;ibis a horse of a different color for the reali
to concede that social structures affect “the answeat are proposed aadcepted’ especially if
it means that what answers are justified or valildepend on the social structures. For a realist,
social factors and non-epistemic values may affieetcontext of discovery and the context of

12 Even though inThe Advancement of Scienge 6) Kitcher described his central aim as “tolg the notions of
progress and rationality, dear to Legend’s changii@imalancing them with the contributions of somiies), later he
seemingly prefers to describe it as an attempttterstand the form in which the social aspectsaipef|l]n The
Advancement of Sciendetry to show the intricacy of the reasoning meses that figure in major scientific debates
and to construct a formal framework for understagdiow various kinds of social institutions, socawlationships,
and personal aspirations can play a positive roteé genesis of new knowledge,” (Kitcher 19984%).
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application, but they cannot affect the contextjustification without undermining scientific
objectivity (cf. Koertge 2000}?

However, Kitcher does not seem to be prepared ve ¢p the external influences an
important role in the context of justification. Meites: “the practical demands and the history of
research standards also help determine what wilhtcas acceptable solutions, specifying, for
example, the precision that an answer must achiietves to be applicable.” (Kitcher 1998, p. 37).
Social factors play, then, a very limited role hetacceptationof proposals by the scientific
community: they can modify the rigor of acceptaccdeeria, so that a hypothesis which passes
these criteria in a historical context will not pathem in another context, yet they cannot
themselves dictate these criteria. As already pdirdut, Kitcher made clear iAS that social
factors do not determine the closure of scientfbates. On the contrary, debates are “ultimately
closed through the articulation and acceptanceeoisd/e arguments.” Arguments should be, then,
“the principal source of power,” so that “in a competition betwethe social factors and
arguments leading in a contrary direction, the &stion of power should be more affected by the
arguments. (Social factors may retard a decisiahnbver reverse it).” (Kitcher 1993a, pp. 201-
202) Nothing said irSTDdenies these claims.

But let us begin at the beginning. Of course, Katth modest realism, as it is displayed in
STD, agrees with the realism offeredAi$ on the postulation of a mind-independent realibyol
can suitably be known by human beings, as well raghe acceptation of the correspondence
theory of truth. Kitcher coherently refuses the #amconstructivist thesis that the world is
something we construct by means of our conceptulshguistic frameworks. What we construct
are our representations, not the world. We hawectaccess to a mind-independent reality able to
be known; although Kitcher admits —without makirigar the apparent conflict which arises—
that the constructivist may be right when he claihis access is always mediated by our concepts.
For that very reason, modest realism must deny disénction between phenomenon and

noumenon. It is not that we know the noumenon ftijinothe phenomenon, or that we know the

13 A realist may admit that social factors affect poty the research agenda but also “the contenteeobeliefs of
scientists,” (Niiniluoto 1999, p. 268, note); bhen it is a question of the content of tiefsof individual scientists.
A realist could also admit that the considered hiypses are constrained by non-epistemic valueddststr biases for
or against some hypotheses. What cannot be cawieldy such factors, according to the realist idetermine what
contents thecientific community accepts considers justified.

% For a criticism, see Shanahan (1997) and Solort®85). For the reasons mentioned, Solomon accuiselseK of

being closer to “Legend” than he would like to adrimn her view, “scientists tend to be persuadeouala theory not
when they have made a balanced consideration @ atierits and demerits, and judged it superialtalternatives,
but for more ‘sullied’ reasons such as the theosgperior performance in their own area of reseattobir own

collection of supportive data, peer pressure, bagdw effects, graduate school training, etc.” (8mo 1995, p.
215). So, any philosopher who denies this wantpréserve the “Legend”. Anyway, Solomon interpretsrectly

Kitcher’s position when she sees that Kitcher'sropttitude to social factors does not go as faoatlute the “merits
and demerits” of theories in “more sullied reasamijatever that may mean.
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noumenon directly; we just directly know a realtjth which we interact and whose properties
we are sometimes able to detect successfully (¢th&r 2001a, pp. 14-15, 16 note, and 25-28;
2001b, pp. 183-184).

However, the modest realism 8fTDis also in several aspects more sophisticated tthan
realism introduced iAS It assumes, for instance, that the world candreeptualized in very
different ways; that the truths about it can beregped in very diverse languages; and, therefore,
that there is no privileged language or conceptaaeme able to give the only correct description
of the world. Just like Putnam’s conceptual reigti\Kitcher's modest realism holds that “there is
thus no determinate answer to the question, ‘Howynthings are there?’ and no possibility of
envisaging a complete inventory of nature.” (Kitcl2001a, p. 45; cf. 2001b, p. 196). But, this
does not mean that there are no mind-independemiesnThere is a mind-independent reality,
but it is not a labeled reality. It is not a realitategorized and structured in a fixed form,
irrespective of our interests and concéeptblevertheless, epistemological relativism, so papul
among constructivists, is not justified either. [oery classification of the world is as valid ay a
other. Depending on our interests and aims, thdtd& more suitable languages and, then, more
suitable classifications. None of them —and thatnebt is right about that— could ever be
considered the most suitable from an absolute mdintew, i. e., in all the contexts and for any
purpose. But, some classification could be consii¢hhe most suitable in some concrete context.
In short, there is not a perfect language that gile us the authentic classification of true nalur
kinds, because any classification is always redativsome interests and aims; however, for some
purposes it can be shown that certain classifinatare better than others. This can be illustrated
with the way in which present biology contemplat@slogical species. Sometimes they are
distinguished according to morphological criterias (in the case of plants with asexual
reproduction), other times according to their rejoicdive isolation (as in the case of twin species),
and still in other situations according to moleculateria (as in the case of bacteria and viruses)
The division into species depends, then, on saintinterests in each situation, but in each
context a division is preferable to others (cf.dkiér 2001a, pp. 45-495.

!5 Niiniluoto holds the same: “THE WORLD [that is.ettmind-independent world] does not contain selfiifging
individuals, but can be categorized into objectss@veral alternative, overlapping ways relativectmceptual
schemes. For example, depending on the choicesoitable conceptual framework, THE WORLD can b&é&sd’ or
‘structured’ to a system of momentary events, npadsts, physical systems, etc.” (Niiniluoto 19992@2).

'8t is important to note that Kitcher’s pluralisthaut the species concept is not a conventiondiestis, but a realist
one. Conventionalists think that the diversity pésies concepts is a good reason for denying théyr®f such a
category. What we call ‘species’ is a very diffaréhing in every case, and its distinction from esthaxa is
problematic (cf. Stanford 1995; Ereshefsky 1998).tle contrary, Kitcher’'s pluralism holds that #herre different
species concepts, all of them legitimate, but eamicept only is properly applied to some groupsrginisms, and
for each group just one of these concepts is dait&pecies are real classes of individuals rel&tednteresting
biological relations. Now then, these relations dikerse and can be selected in different wayshabthere is not a
single way of generating taxonomic classificati¢efs Kitcher 1984b).



15

Kitcher tries to dissipate the difficulties in umsinding this intermediate position between
metaphysical realism and relativistic constructivigith the help of a classical image in the recent

literature about realism: the image of map-making.

The history of map-making —he writes— illustrathe tmodest realism with which | began. Consider sofne
the maps of our planet offered by the geographétheo past, maps of the entire globe. Later magseap
superior to earlier ones in two major respectstFihey include entities that were previously eecit the New
World and Australasia being the most striking exEspSecond, their depictions of the spatial retetiamong
the entities commonly represented are more accutlage margins of the various countries follow attua
coastlines more closely. We make these judgemeiti®ut believing thatny of the maps ever produced is
completely accurate, even while admitting the gmkii that earlier maps might occasionally deliveemmore
accurate representation of some local featurestraidhe kind of convergence we appreciate viguaded not
be monotonic. (Kitcher 20014, p. 55).

Stephen Toulmin was one of the first authors whaxdibe metaphor of scientific theories as
maps, and curiously enough he did it to defenchd kif instrumentalism (cf. Toulmin 1953, chap.
4). More recently, it has been used by Ronald Gterelefend a more modest realism than
Kitcher's version (although very similar to it inree aspects) (cf. Giere 1999).

Maps are always partial, selective, and possesgational elements. They can offer only a
perspective of reality based on our aims when wbarhte them. Depending on such aims, some
entities or others will be chosen as objects tadpresented, and some reading conventions or
others will be accepted. A political map will piokit aspects of reality very unlike those presented
in a rainfall map, a road map, an economic mag@ geological map, and it will represent these
aspects by means of diverse conventional signsth&ie maps might refer to the same region;
however, the representation they offer will be ididgr. In addition, it is senseless to postulate a
exhaustively complete and correct map. Not evenBibigesian map of an empire, which when
unfolded, had the same extension of the actual repyould be complete, since it would need to
be selective in some ways. In other words, theroisa single correct way of making a map. But,
as opposed to what Giere maintains, Kitcher ththle$ maps can be described as (approximately)
true or false. A map of Spain in which Madrid isarex to Valencia than to Toledo, or in which the

Guadalquivir River flows into the Bay of Biscay, wd be not only an inaccurate map. It could be

" For instance, Giere does not accept that scientliieories are (approximately) true in the sensethef
correspondence theory of truth. Giere also thihksway in which maps represent reality may be @asedn analogy
to clarify the way in which theories and modelsaience represent it. However, in contrast to Kitcksiere does not
see maps as true or false, but just as more oaéessate, more or less detailed, etc. Also, inreshto Kitcher, Giere
proposes, at least as a methodological rule, tieapreceed in science as if the world has a singletsire, which
means that “the existence of conflicting applicasi@f different types of models is an indicatioattbne or both types
of models fail to fit the world as well as they i (Giere 1999, p. 83).
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said to be a false map. Following the analogy, néidie theories are also partial and tied to
conventional elements of representation which mighange depending on the interests;
nevertheless, even in that case, it would makeestenalk about the true or falsity of its assersio

about the world:

Like maps, scientific theories and hypotheses rhestrue or accurate (or, at least, approximatalg tor
roughly accurate) to be good. But there is morgaodness in both instances. Beyond the necessadjtiom
is a requirement of significance that cannot beewustdod in terms of some projected ideal —completed

science, a Theory of Everything, or an ideal a{légcher 2001a, p. 61).

This quotation brings up an additional point thas lgreat relevance BITD although it was
present inASin an incipient way. Science does not aim to aeht@e truth without more ado, but
to achieve significant truths; just like maps da represent for the sake of accuracy, but in order
to be useful for some practical purposes. In s@egmowever, significance is not a basically
practical matter, as in the maps, but an episteme& What is important for science is to achieve
epistemically significant truths. Now then, all th#empts carried out within the philosophical
tradition to find a characterization of significanealid for all times and contexts have failed. The
reason is that one cannot separate epistemic is@gmie and the concrete practical concerns that
guide the scientific community in given historicaiuations. The best proposal that can be found
in the matter is, in Kitcher’s view, the one thdémtifies epistemic significance with the capacity
to offer objective explanations about nature: aisigant truth would be a truth able to provide an
objective explanation or an objective understandihgphenomena. Actually several aspects of
explanations depend on the context, not only becdlie context says what things are to be
explained, but also because it determines whicHaegpions are satisfactory according to the
audience. There is nothing like a ‘significant-ikrentexts-explanation’.

The contextual character of significance has ingdrtonsequences in practice. There are
no ideal atlases, ideal classifications of the dioor context-independent objective explanations.
This implies, as we are told in the epiloguesd@D, that “Nature is shaped by our past interests, its
current configurations partially determine our prsneeds, and out of these needs grow our
further attempts to solve problems we take to bstemically and practically significant” (p. 199).

The following step in Kitcher's argumentation (tdieh the second part of the book is
dedicated) seems then quite logical: if sciencé&ddor significant truths and the significance is
not something that some truths possess intringjcalit depends on the context, then we are
entitled to establish what truths we want sciemckok for at each moment, i. e., what truths we

consider more significant for our interests. Thaalsanswer to this question has, hitherto, been
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that the scientists themselves have to determinh muatter. Kitcher thinks that in democratic
societies this subject should not be exclusivelthgir hands, but neither should it be in the hands
of outsiders, such as businessmen. A pure, vakeedcience does not exist; on the contrary,
considerations about values —including non-episteralues (moral, political, social... values)—
are consubstantial to scientific practice. Morepwerth and knowledge are not intrinsically good
or beneficial things. If we take this for grantéds hardly surprising that science is not curkgnt
well-ordered, and that it is abundant in conflittat arise between scientific practice and the
ideals of a democratic society. In a well-orderekrsce —to which we must aspire— the aims
would be set by the interests of democratic soci®tyence should set significant truths, but the
significance should be determined by the citizemgerests, ideally decided through the
deliberation procedures of an illustrated democi@epple representative of diverse perspectives
tutored by scientific experts). These interestsuiththen set the scientific research agenda.

We will not consider here in more details Kitchegpi®posal to get a well-ordered science
(some critical reflections can be found in BrowQ@2), Jasanoff (2004), and Mirowski (2004)).
This is obviously a very difficult issue. Some authhave even questioned the desirability of its
accomplishment. (Does a well-ordered science notha risk of being a politicized science in the
worst sense of the word? Is it not worryingly cléséruno Latour’s thesis that science is politics
done by other means?). Nonetheless, in my opitind# js an inescapable issue in view of the real
situation of science in advanced societies aniddt®asingly complex relationship with the public.
Kitcher has merit for having remarked on its impade for the philosophy of science and not only
for the sociology of science (not to forget, howewantecedents such as John Dewey and Paul
Feyerabend, to mention only the best known). InfdHewing pages | would rather concentrate on
some ontological aspects of modest realism thathi€it draws irSTD which | find particularly

problematic.

3. The Hardship of Modesty

Kitcher's modest realism is a sophisticated positichich avoids many objections raised in the
past decades to strong realism or to metaphysadibm in Puthnam’s sense. Nevertheless, modest
realism has some troubles from the concessionakemto antirealism. | will expose one which |
consider particularly important.

As explained above, Kitcher tries to harmonize ¢beespondence theory of truth with the
conceptual relativity defended for a good whileRutnam. It is debatable, however, whether both

things are easily compatible. If our knowledge lné tworld is mediated by our categories and
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concepts, if the choice of these categories andega varies in accordance with our interests —
and it does not depend on the existence of nakumdk or an intrinsic structure of the world—,
then it becomes problematic to establish what oue tsentences correspond to. Do they
correspond to a mind-independent world (a worldoiéwf an intrinsic ontological structure, in
the event that we strictly assume conceptual xef@ti or to a world structured by our categories
and concepts?

The first alternative makes no sense, as Putnaitaited. There cannot be a correspondence
between our sentences and a wholly unstructurdityrét So, we have to choose the second
option. When we say that a statement is true, rtiedins that there is a correspondence between
this statement and the world as it is offered tshaped by our languages or conceptual schemes.
But, if we interpret Kitcher in this way, his modesalism has to face then the same problem as
Kantian transcendental idealism in order to defihe concept of truth. For transcendental
idealism, our true statements cannot corresporal noumenal world, but to a phenomenal one,
and, therefore, to a world constructed by us. Itesyf the lack of agreement by authors who have
considered the issue, there does not appear to bpeeial impediment to understand the
correspondence theory of truth in a non-realisinforhis theory claims that a sentence is true if
and only if what the sentence affirms correspomdsetlity, but the theory leaves open how to
conceive the reality. It might be understood as iadandependent reality or as a reality
constructed, or at least structured, by our minat dhly Kant, but also by the early2@entury
British philosopher J. M. E. McTaggart understob¢hithis last way. However, this alternative
meet an objection. May we talk in such a case alwoutespondence’? Would not it rather be a
matter of mere coherence between different reptasens of the world: the coherence between
the part of a world-version offered by a statemamdl the world-version constructed in some
concrete act of experience? So it would be —in pyion— if the world had no capacity for
constriction about the versions or structures wmatmight build in our mind. A correspondence
between our ideas and wholly mind-dependent facisldvnot be but a mere coherence between
ideas. The key is, then, whether the mind-indepeinaerld has something to say or ridt.

Certainly Kitcher —just like Kant, but more coheilgfi’— resorts to a causal (and pre-

conceptual) relation with the world, and, sincestbausal relation enables us to accede to the

'8 Nevertheless, for a suggestive exploration of ploissibility, see Horgan and P&{2000).

9 Not to perceive clearly that is, in my opiniongtmain deficiency in Michael P. Lynch’s attemptrimke the

conceptual relativity compatible with the correspence theory of truth. Lynch does not provide arplanation

about how it is possible that the correspondendke tie world makes our statements true if, on thermhand, there
is no mind-independent fact (cf. Lynch 1998).

2 As it was remarked by his early critics, Kant caincoherently resort to a causal relation betwéenrioumenal
world and our cognitive faculties, since, accordiodnis philosophy, the category of causality caly e applied to
the phenomena, i.e., to the empirical realm. Thepmex problems presented by the notion of trutthimitkantian

philosophy can be profitably read in Palacios ()9%@e also Putnam (1981), pp. 60-64.
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world, he refuses the distinction phenomenon/noumeBut, 1 am inclined to think that this
viewpoint does not solve the difficulty. We couldysthat true statements correspond to a
conceptually structured reality, with this realibging the result of applying our concepts and
categories to an independent and unstructured wardally related to us. So, our true statements
would be causally selected by the world itself. sThausal interaction, however, would not be
enough to establish a correspondence between at@nstnts and an unstructured “something,”
among other reasons, because that correspondemce¢ & causal relation (we can talk about a
correspondence between a sentence and some fatiyevhich obviously is not causally related
to us).

Niiniluoto discusses in some detail this questioat @also arises in his proposal of a critical
scientific realism (cf. Niiniluoto 1999, pp. 224®2" In order to solve it, he distinguishes
betweenunidentified factsandidentified facts Unidentified facts are the facts contained in the
mind-independent world, whereas identified facks #we facts belonging to a structured world-
version. According to Niiniluoto, if a sentencetiige in a world-version —if it is true about some
identified facts—, then it is true in the mind-ip#®dent world as well —it is true about some
unidentified facts. The reason is that every wadsion is only determined by a chosen language
and the mind-independent world, and after all “TiH&ind-independent] WORLD does not
change in any way when we give descriptions of(Kiiniluoto 1999, p. 219). The identified facts
belong to the same world as the unidentified ofégy are not an intermediate between us and
the world. They are just the unidentified factslascribed relative to some language.

Nevertheless, | think this recourse is really ampliot admission that the world has an
intrinsic structure, although it is one in whiclctia—events or “states of affair” that might happen
according to such structure— are not yet identifiedugh human categories or concepts, and
when identified, it may occur in several alternatiiorms. If not, why are not all descriptions
possible? In fact, Niiniluoto admits that the woilkds a very basic intrinsic spatio-temporal
structure and obeys natural causal laws. This tstreeadoes not come from our languages and
conceptual schemés.

% He is completely convinced that the problem carsbleed: “Semantical realism is compatible with aagical
pluralism: the non-epistemic correspondence thedryruth can be combined with the idea that objexda be
individuated and identified in alternative waysathgh different conceptual systems,” (Niiniluoto 299. 205).

22 Niiniluoto also distinguishes between unidentifiedjects and identified objects (literarillynindentified flying
objects(UFOs) andidentified flying objectgIFOs)). Since UFOs form a part of THE WORLD, Nlioto finally
admits that in some sense of the term ‘objece.(inot self-identifying objects, “slices” of THE®RLD potentially
identifiable in several ways) there are objectepehdent of our conceptual schemes (cf. Niiniluk289, pp. 224-
226).

% Cf. Ibidem Niiniluoto also postulates a basic ontology cetisg of mind-independent “property-individuals”
located in space and time, such as the-brownneisssfable. These individualized qualities haveesrbecalled
‘tropes’. The property of being brown would be tHass of similar tropes, and, as a class, is a hurpastruction.
The objects would be the mereological sum of jginitcurring tropes, which can be selected in diffé¢rforms (cf.
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Neither for Kitcher nor for Niiniluoto is the minddependent world completely malleable
by means of our conceptual frameworks. We cannpbga on the world any arbitrary structure
and hope that this imposition will always work imagtice. Niiniluoto calls ‘factuality’ the
resistance the world offers to the attempts td fitto any conceptual scheme. But, if the ided tha
the world has a previous structure is rejectergmntains to be seen whether it can be satisfactorily
explained why the world accepts some classificatiand resists others. Maps are more or less
accurate, more or less true. A map of the Londodddground would not be of use for guiding us
through the Paris Underground. In fact, all possillaps of the London Underground have to
keep some structural similitude if they are to fieative: not every structure of lines and stations
of crossing and changes, will be valid. Kitcherims “Users of different schemes of
representation may find it difficult to coordinateeir languages. Properly understood, however,
the truths they enunciate are completely consist@gitcher 2001a, p. 47)Accepting that such is
the case, what could guarantee this consistenogpéstbe fact that these languages refer to the
same reality, a reality with an intrinsic structtinat does not depends on them?

It is interesting to know that, according to somnsggtological experiments, a visual stimulus
wholly devoid of structure cannot be perceived. Ehestence of structured stimuli is needed in
order to have a visual perception. This order ncoshe from a somewhat structured reality, not
from our mind; otherwise the experimental resuttsld not be explained. So, an unstructured and
homogenous noumenal dough would be simply impeitdepfThis is not incompatible with the
well-known fact that our perception, being seleztitgelf, processes inputs which sensorial stimuli
provide. The point is just that the structure & thorld responsible for structuring the sensorial
stimuli is not necessarily the structure we finalyribute to the world. Our mind has an active
role, a constructive role if we prefer the expressilt elaborates the brute material received
through the senses in more or less complex fornus. tBis construction is not built on the
noumenon, but on a world with some ontologicaldtrte of its own (cf. Boulter 2004).

| think some light can be thrown upon this issuewé distinguish three forms of
understanding ontological realism, that is to shsee alternative ways of specifying how a mind-
independent world is to be conceived. | will cakemn ‘Platonic-Aristotelian Ontological Realism’
(PAOR), ‘Moderate Ontological Realism’ (MOR), anantian Ontological Realism’ (KOR).
This is, respectively, what they affirm:

Niiniluoto 1999, p. 30). It is not clear to me hdevconceive the ‘tropes’ except as a certain tyfjp@tansic structure
of the world. The sort of ontological realism defed by Niiniluoto and its differences from Putnarfésd Quine’s)
position can be seen in the lucid and detailedudsion in Pihlstrdm (1996), cap. 4.
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(PAOR): The world has an ontologically complete aategorically fixed structure (it is a
‘ready-made’ and labeled world consisting of sd#ntifying objects). This structure dictates
exactly one true and complete description of thddvo

(MOR): The world has a basic intrinsic structurengatible with several (and, perhaps,
potentially infinite) impositions and classificat® made by our conceptual schemes or linguistic
frameworks. So, it tolerates many different versidout all of them within limits defined by this
structure. It is an unfinished structure and aflsexhaustible from the point of view of human
interests and capacities. It is not categoricalydy-made and it does not dictate just one correct
description.

(KOR): The world possesses no intrinsic structufmy structure in any world-

representation comes from our conceptual scherategaries or languages.

(PAOR) is ingenuous, and hard to maintain given ghegmatists’ criticisms (especially
Quine’s and Putnam’s criticisms), let alone theuitssof cognitive sciences showing the active
role of mind —an embodied and largely social mind+the knowledge process, and the creative
character of our conceptualizing abilities (cf. b&kL987; Martinez-Freire 1998). (KOR) has been
Putnam’s position for some years and it appeais sometimes defended by Kitcher. But, as |
have argued, it is too weak to sustain a realismnoitted to correspondence theory of truth; and
in this sense, Putnam is coherent when he givesicip theory in favor of a pragmatist conception
of truth. (KOR) is not able satisfactorily to exiplavhy the world is not completely malleable;
why it resists some of the things we might wantrake with it by means of our languages and
conceptual schemes. Finally, from an evolutionarinpof view (KOR) is less plausible than its
alternatives: if every world-structure comes omgnii our mind, it would be difficult to explain
the adaptive value of our cognitive capabilitieace the world would have no role in the success
of these abilities in managing the environment. $éguently, | hold that Kitcher's modest
realism, like any other realism that refuses (PAGRpuld accept (MOR).

(MOR) is not affected by many criticisms made agaithe dogmatism and the
foundationalism of (PAOR), but it is still strongnaigh to explain why certain divisions and
classifications fit into the world. We can offerlpsome world-versions, knowing that we cannot
exhaust with them all the aspects of the worldodiirtd the “Right Version.” But, given the basic
ontological structure of the world, not all verssoare possible or equally suitable. There are
versions that fit easily into such structure, whsrether versions need to be forced to fit into it,
and finally other versiongelis nolisdo not fit at all. In the words of Umberto Ecohappens to
the world just “like to the ox or the calf: in difent civilizations they are carved up in different

forms, so that the name of some dishes is notyeasihslatable from a language into other.
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However, it would be very difficult to conceive areing-up that offers together the extremity of
snout and the tail.” (Eco 1997, p. 63). The ox #melcalf do not dictate what carving-up must be
done; their ontological nature is “pre-butcherislsd® to speak, and it tolerates different
possibilities. Nevertheless, both have a strudtedetermines that no carving-up can include the

snout and the tail in the same piéte.

4. Conclusions

Kitcher's modest realism, as displayed $tience, Truth and Democracis an attempt to
integrate, from a moderate realist point of viean@erns about the democratic control of science.
In preceding decades, these concerns were oftkadlito antirealist and even openly relativistic
positions. Kitcher holds the need for a well-ordeseience, to wit, a science whose aims are set
by the interests of democratic societies estaldidhe means of informed (scientifically tutored)
processes of deliberation. Nevertheless, in lirth Ws realism, Kitcher does not admit that social
interests can affect the epistemic validity of stfee results. On this point, his approach is
opposed to that of social constructivism. Democrdéliberation affects the research agenda —the
sort of problems considered significant—, the resesito be assigned, the strategies seen as more
appropriate, and the transfer of results to coecagplications. Not surprisingly, some supporters
of social constructivism have considered —wronglymy opinion— Kitcher's proposal as a
modality of what himself called “The Legend” in thkilosophy of science.

However, from an ontological and semantic pointvigw, Kitcher's modest realism has
some internal difficulties. It is not clear wheth@tcher accepts a moderate ontological realism,
for which the world has a basic intrinsic structacenpatible with several conceptual or linguistic
impositions or divisions, or he accepts, insteadaatian ontological realism, for which the world
lacks an intrinsic structure and any structure coifinem our conceptual schemes, categories or

languages. We have argued that it is possibledtasua correspondence theory of truth —which

2 An author that, in my view, holds a position clase(MOR) is Alvin Goldman. That is quite manifést the
following quotation: “There are indefinitely mangrss of apparel that might be designed for the hubwady, just as
there are indefinitely many categories, principtésclassification, and propositional forms that htidbe used to
describe the world. Although the body certainly pags, it is not presorted into units that musthelae covered by a
distinct garment. It is up to human custom andos&itinventiveness to decide not only what pastsdver, but what
types of garments should cover which expanseseobtidy, and whether those garments should be snlapse,”
(Goldman 1986, p. 152). | also consider close t@RJ the realistic contextualism exposed by Nichd&tascher in
Nature and Understandin000).

On the other hand, Niiniluoto’s distinction betwddROs and IFOs (see note above) implicitly situdiies close
to (MOR), since this distinction seems to implyttiizere are structures dependent on our conceptlemes or
languages (L-structures), but there is also cedatit order. At that rate, the world would notready-made, that is,
it does not impose on us a predetermined conceptdalguistic order, but even so the UFOs haveesomn order. If
things are understood in this way, Putnam’s claiat the mind and the world jointly make up the mamd the world
could acquire a more precise sense.
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is the theory of truth embraced by Kitcher— frone tiirst kind of ontological realism, but not
from the second. Therefore, modest realism makesesenly if it includes moderate ontological

realism?®
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