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ABSTRACT

MosT COMMENTATORS ON “PHILOSOPHY AND THE
SCIENTIFIC IMAGE OF MAN” FOCUS ON THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN THE MANIFEST AND SCIENTIFIC IMAGES,
TREATING THE ORIGINAL IMAGE AS AN AFTERTHOUGHT.
HERE | CONSIDER THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE ORIGINAL
IMAGE TO THE MANIFEST AND SCIENTIFIC IMAGES, AND ITS
ORIGIN AND ROLE IN THE HUMAN COGNITIVE
ARCHITECTURE.

«TO SAY THAT MAN IS A RATIONAL
ANIMAL IS TO SAY THAT MAN IS A
CREATURE NOT OF HABITS, BUT OF
RULES. WHEN GOD CREATED ADAM, HE
WHISPERED IN HIS EAR, “IN ALL
CONTEXTS OF ACTION YOU WILL
RECOGNIZE RULES, IF ONLY THE RULE
TO GROPE FOR RULES TO RECOGNIZE.
WHEN YOU CEASE TO RECOGNIZE
RULES, YOU WILL WALK ON FOUR

FEET»
(SELLARS, LANGUAGE, RULES AND
BEHAVIOR, §15)

* THE IDEAS DEVELOPED HERE EMERGED FROM LONG DIALOGUE WITH DR MARcCO
FENICI. | THANK HIM FOR THAT INTERCHANGE, FROM WHICH | LEARNED A GREAT
DEAL.

T SMITH COLLEGE, NORTHAMPTON, MA; THE UNIVERSITY OF MELBOURNE,
AUSTRALIA; CENTRAL UNIVERSITY OF TIBETAN STUDIES, SANATH, VARANSI
(INDIA).



O. INTRODUCTION

IN “PHILOSOPHY AND THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE OF MAN” (1963E),
PERHAPS THE BEST INTRODUCTION TO SELLARSIAN PHILOSOPHY
AVAILABLE, SELLARS DISTINGUISHES BETWEEN THREE IMAGES
OF MAN-IN-THE-WORLD. MOST SUBSEQUENT PHILOSOPHERS,
MYSELF INCLUDED, WHO HAVE WRITTEN ABOUT THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE IMAGES HAVE FOCUSED ON THE
TWO TO WHICH SELLARS HIMSELF GIVES THE GREATEST
EMPHASIS — THE MANIFEST AND THE SCIENTIFIC — IN THE
QUEST EITHER TO GIVE ONE PRECEDENCE OVER THE OTHER
(CHURCHLAND, 1986) OR TO VINDICATE A BINOCULAR VISION
(GARFIELD, 1988; DEVRIES, 2005; ROSENBERG, 2007). BuUT
THERE IS A THIRD IMAGE IN PLAY AS WELL, ONE TO WHICH
SELLARS HIMSELF GIVES RELATIVELY LESS ATTENTION, AND
WHICH HIS SUCCESSORS HAVE IGNORED ALMOST ENTIRELY —
THE ORIGINAL IMAGE. THIS IS UNFORTUNATE, FOR THE PROJECT
OF NATURALIZING EPISTEMOLOGY ON SELLARSIAN LINES, AND
MAKING SENSE OF THE LOCUS OF NORMATIVITY IN THE NATURAL
WORLD, REQUIRES ATTENTION TO ALL THREE IMAGES. IN THE
PRESENT ESSAY | WILL TAKE SELLARS’ VISION BEYOND
STEREOSCOPY, BRINGING ALL THREE IMAGES INTO PLAY IN THE
QUEST FOR AN EPISTEMOLOGY FULLY NATURALIZED ON
SELLARSIAN LINES, CONSISTENT WITH EVIDENCE FROM
CONTEMPORARY DEVELOPMENTAL AND COGNITIVE PSYCHOLOGY.

THE MANIFEST IMAGE IS THE VIEW OF THE WORLD AND OF
OUR PLACE IN IT DELIVERED BY SOPHISTICATED COMMON SENSE.
IT IS THE VIEW THAT PHILOSOPHICAL SPECULATION ATTEMPTS TO
REFINE. MOST IMPORTANTLY, IT IS THE IMAGE IN WHICH WE ARE
PRESENT AS PERSONS, BEINGS WHO INSTITUTE AND RESPECT
NORMS IN OUR THOUGHT, ACTION AND SOCIAL ARRANGEMENTS,
IN WHICH MEANING EMERGES AS A PROPERTY OF LANGUAGE AND
THOUGHT, AND IN WHICH THIS NORMATIVITY AND MEANING
EMERGES IN THE CONTEXT OF A NATURAL WORLD THAT IS IN
GENERAL GOVERNED BY PURELY DESCRIPTIVE NATURAL LAWS,
AND WHICH IS IN GENERAL DEVOID OF SEMANTIC CONTENT.

THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE IS THE WORLD AS OUR BEST SCIENCE
REPRESENTS IT. IT IS THE WORLD OF MICROPHYSICS, OF



COSMOLOGY, OF CHEMISTRY AND BIOLOGY. IT IS A WORLD OF
NATURAL PHENOMENA GOVERNED BY NATURAL LAW. MoOST
IMPORTANTLY, THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE IS AN IMAGE DEVOID OF
PERSONS, DEVOID OF NORMATIVITY, AND DEVOID OF MEANING.
IN THIS IMAGE WE HAVE BEEN EXPLAINED AWAY THROUGH THE
CATEGORIES OF THE LIFE AND PHYSICAL SCIENCES IN WHICH THE
CATEGORIES OF NORMATIVITY AND MEANING ARE NOT TO BE
FOUND. THESE IMAGES ARE, ALTHOUGH FROM THE PERSPECTIVE
OF THE MANIFEST IMAGE, TOTO GENERE DIFFERENT AND
APPARENTLY IRRECONCILABLE, FROM THE STANDPOINT OF THE
SCIENTIFIC IMAGE, QUITE CONTINUOUS. SELLARS (1963A, P. 6)
NOTES: «...[T]JHIS DIFFERENCE IN LEVEL [OF DESCRIPTION IN
THE TWO IMAGES] APPEARS AS AN IRREDUCIBLE DISCONTINUITY
IN THE MANIFEST IMAGE, BUT AS, IN A SENSE REQUIRING
CAREFUL ANALYSIS, A REDUCIBLE DIFFERENCE IN THE
SCIENTIFIC IMAGE» THIS CONTINUITY, AND THE POSSIBILITY OF
JOINING THE IMAGES, IS ESSENTIAL TO THE PROJECT OF MAKING
REAL SENSE OF THE POSSIBILITY OF KNOWLEDGE, SENSE THAT
TAKES BOTH ITS NORMATIVE AND BIOLOGICAL DIMENSIONS
SERIOUSLY.

WHILE THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE DIFFERS FROM THE MANIFEST
IN BEING DEVOID OF PERSONS AND THE CONCEPTUAL
CATEGORIES THEY IMPLICATE, THE ORIGINAL IMAGE IS THE IMAGE
IN WHICH EVERYTHING, OR AT ANY RATE, EVERYTHING SALIENT
IS A PERSON. IN THIS IMAGE STORMS ARE INTENTIONAL AGENTS,
TREES AND NON-HUMAN ANIMALS ARE PARTNERS IN DIALOGUE,
AND THE UNIVERSE IS ANIMATED WITH MEANING AND INTENTION.
SELLARS SUGGESTS THAT THIS IS A PRIMITIVE IMAGE, ONE
PRINCIPALLY OF HISTORICAL INTEREST FROM WHICH HUMANKIND
(OR AT LEAST THAT PART INVOLVED IN MODERN AND POST-
MODERN CULTURE) LONG AGO EMERGED, AND OF INTEREST ONLY
BY WAY OF CONTRAST.

... [TIJHE REFINEMENT OF THE ‘ORIGINAL’ IMAGE INTO THE

MANIFEST IMAGE, IS THE GRADUAL ‘DEPERSONALIZATION’ OF

OBJECTS OTHER THAN PERSONS. ...

... A PRIMITIVE MAN DID NOT BELIEVE THAT THE TREE IN FRONT

OF HIM WAS A PERSON, IN THE SENSE THAT HE THOUGHT OF IT

BOTH AS A TREE AND AS A PERSON, AS | MIGHT THINK OF THIS
BRICK IN FRONT OF ME AS A DOORSTOP. IF THIS WERE SO, THEN



WHEN HE ABANDONED THE IDEA THAT TREES WERE PERSONS, HIS
CONCEPT OF A TREE COULD REMAIN UNCHANGED, ALTHOUGH HIS
BELIEFS ABOUT TREES WOULD BE CHANGED. THE TRUTH IS,
RATHER, THAT ORIGINALLY, TO BE A TREE WAS A WAY OF BEING A
PERSON, AS TO USE A CLOSE ANALOGY, TO BE A WOMAN IS A WAY
OF BEING A PERSON, OR TO BE A TRIANGLE IS A WAY OF BEING A
PLANE FIGURE.(SELLARS, 1963A, P. 10)

BUT AS WE WILL SEE, THE ORIGINAL IMAGE MAY BE ORIGINAL
IN AN ONTOGENETIC AS WELL AS A SOCIOGENETIC SENSE; THE
DEGREE TO WHICH EVEN IN DEVELOPMENT, EVEN IN MODERNITY,
WE TRANSCEND IT MAY BE MORE LIMITED THAN WE SUPPOSE;
AND ITS IMPORTANCE AS A BASIS FOR BOTH THE MANIFEST AND
SCIENTIFIC IMAGES, AND FOR THE LIFE OF PERSONS AS PERSONS
MAY BE MORE SYNCHRONIC AND MORE PERVASIVE THAN SELLARS
HIMSELF REALIZED.

IN WHAT FOLLOWS, | WILL BEGIN BY CONSIDERING THE
MUTUAL PRESUPPOSITION OF THE MANIFEST AND SCIENTIFIC
IMAGES, AND THE IMPORTANCE OF THIS INTERDEPENDENCE FOR
UNDERSTANDING THE PLACE OF NORMATIVITY IN THE NATURAL
WORLD AND THE DEMANDS THAT NORMATIVITY MAKES ON OUR
UNDERSTANDING OF THAT NATURAL WORLD. I WILL THEN
CONSIDER THE SENSE IN WHICH THE ORIGINAL IMAGE FORMS
NOT JUST A MYTHIC-HISTORICAL BACKDROP FOR THE TWO MORE
FAMILIAR IMAGES, AS SELLARS’ OWN PRESENTATION SUGGESTS,
BUT ALSO A PSYCHOLOGICAL, ONTOGENETIC AND EVOLUTIONARY
UNDERSTANDING OF THE EMPIRICAL CONDITIONS OF THE
POSSIBILITY OF DISTINCTIVELY HUMAN LIFE. MY DISCUSSION IS
NOT MEANT TO BE A RECONSTRUCTION OF WHAT THE MAN
WILFRID SELLARS ACTUALLY ARGUED, BUT RATHER A
HERMENEUTIC ARGUMENT FOR THE BEST WAY TO TAKE UP THE
SET OF DISTINCTIONS HE INTRODUCES IN THE SERVICE OF THE
ACCOUNT OF MEANING, KNOWLEDGE AND HUMAN COGNITIVE LIFE
HE ARTICULATES IN HIS CORPUS AS A WHOLE, AN APPROACH TO
READING THIS TEXT WHICH SELLARS THE MAN WOULD HAVE
INTRODUCED WHOLEHEARTEDLY. (HE WAS WONT TO SAY,
COMMENTING ON THE ADVANTAGES OF HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE
IN HERMENEUTIC PRACTICE, ‘“WE UNDERSTAND PLATO FAR
BETTER THAN PLATO COULD HAVE UNDERSTOOD HIMSELF.”)



1. THE INTERDEPENDENCE OF THE MANIFEST AND SCIENTIFIC
IMAGES

CHURCHLAND (1986) ARGUES THAT THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE IS
THE FINAL ARBITER OF REALITY, IN A SPINOZISTIC SENSE THE
LOCUS OF THE ULTIMATE EXPLANATION OF THE APPROXIMATE
TRUTH OF THE CLAIMS MADE BY THE MANIFEST IMAGE, AND IN
THE END, DESTINED TO REPLACE THE MANIFEST IMAGE AS A WAY
OF UNDERSTANDING THE WORLD AND THE PLACE OF HUMANITY
IN IT. ON THIS ELIMINATIVIST VIEW, THE MANIFEST IMAGE IS
JUST WHAT WE DO UNTIL THE SCIENTIST COMES ALONG,
DESTINED FOR THE SCRAPHEAP OF CULTURAL HISTORY, JUST AS
THE ORIGINAL IMAGE — ON HIS VIEW — HAS BEEN SCRAPPED.
PERSONS, CHURCHLAND AND OTHER ELIMINATIVISTS ARGUE,
ARE NO MORE REAL THAN STORM GODS; INTENTIONAL OR
NORMATIVE PREDICATION OF MEMBERS OF HOMO SAPIENS OR
THEIR BEHAVIOR Is NO MORE APPOSITE THAN SIMILAR
PREDICATION OF TIDES AND THEIR BEHAVIOR.

THE MOTIVATIONS FOR THIS VIEW ARE CLEAR, AND INDEED
HAVE SOME BASIS WITHIN SELLARS’ OWN THINKING. IF SCIENCE
IS THE ULTIMATE MEASURE OF THE REAL, AND IF THE
DESCRIPTION OF THE WORLD SCIENCE DELIVERS IS AT ODDS
WITH THAT DELIVERED BY SOPHISTICATED COMMON SENSE, WE
SHOULD DISCARD COMMON SENSE IN FAVOR OF SCIENCE. IF, FOR
INSTANCE, COMMON SENSE TELLS US THAT WHALES ARE FISH,
AND SCIENCE THAT THEY ARE MAMMALS, WE DISCARD COMMON
SENSE AND GO WITH SCIENCE. AND, AFTER ALL, SCIENCE
INDEED TELLS US THAT WE ARE NOTHING BUT COLLECTIONS OF
ATOMS IN THE VoID, INSIGNIFICANT MOMENTS IN AN
INSIGNIFICANT, LAW-GOVERNED UNIVERSE, BEST UNDERSTOOD
IN THE TERMS OF PHYSICS, CHEMISTRY AND BIOLOGY, NONE OF
WHICH HAS TIME TO TALK ABOUT PERSONS, LET ALONE MORAL
OR SEMANTIC VALUE.

I HAVE RESPONDED TO THIS VIEW AT LENGTH (GARFIELD,
1988, 2000) AND WILL NOT REHEARSE THOSE ARGUMENTS IN
DETAIL HERE (SEE ALSO ROSENBERG, 2007). BUT THE MAIN
POINTS OF THE REPLY ARE EASY TO OUTLINE, AND ARE ALL
SUGGESTED EXPLICITLY BY SELLARS, EITHER IN “PHILOSOPHY



AND THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE OF MAN” OR ELSEWHERE. THE
SCIENTIFIC IMAGE CANNOT DISPOSE OF THE MANIFEST IMAGE
BECAUSE IT PRESUPPOSES IT. SCIENCE AIMS AT KNOWLEDGE,
AND KNOWLEDGE IS JUSTIFIED TRUE BELIEF (PLUS OR MINUS A
BIT OF GETTIER). JUSTIFICATION IS A NORM-GOVERNED ACTIVITY;
BELIEF IS A MEANINGFUL, PERSONAL STATE. SCIENCE ITSELF IS
AN INTENSELY NORM-GOVERNED ACTIVITY, AND ITS
DELIVERANCES ARE THEORIES, WHICH, IF THEY ARE TO EXPLAIN,
MUST BE BOTH JUSTIFIED AND MEANINGFUL. IT IS HENCE A
TRANSCENDENTAL CONDITION OF THE POSSIBILITY OF THE
ACTIVITY OF SCIENCE, AND HENCE OF THE VINDICATION OF THE
SCIENTIFIC IMAGE ITSELF THAT THE MANIFEST IMAGE BE IN
PLACE AS THE CONTEXT FOR SCIENTIFIC ENDEAVOR.
INDEPENDENT OF THE CATEGORIES OF THE MANIFEST IMAGE,
SCIENCE SIMPLY WOULDN’T BE SCIENCE, AND HERE WOULD BE
NO REASON TO ADOPT THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE.

THIS TRANSCENDENTAL ARGUMENT IS OBVIOUSLY KANTIAN IN
STRUCTURE. IT IS A VERSION OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL
DEDUCTION OF THE CATEGORIES — THE DEMONSTRATION THAT
WITHOUT A RULE-DEPLOYING SUBJECTIVITY NO KNOWLEDGE IS
POSSIBLE, RECAPITULATED IN SELLARS’ “LANGUAGE, RULES
AND BEHAVIOR” (1949) AND “SOME REFLECTIONS ON
LANGUAGE GAMES” (1954). AND THAT IS NO ACCIDENT, OF
COURSE: SELLARS WAS NOTHING IF NOT KANTIAN. His owN
CONCEPTION OF THE INELIMINABILITY OF THE NORMATIVE WAS
DRAWN DIRECTLY FROM KANT. (SEE THE EPIGRAPH TO THIS
ESSAY.) WE MIGHT ALSO NOTE THAT THERE IS A SECOND REASON
THAT THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE CANNOT DISPOSE OF THE MANIFEST.
THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE CONTAINS THE RESOURCES TO EXPLAIN
THE POSSIBILITY OF THE MANIFEST IMAGE, OF OUR NORM-
GOVERNED BEHAVIOUR, AND HENCE OF SCIENCE |ITSELF.
EXPLANATION IN SCIENCE IS A FORM OF ONTOLOGICAL
VINDICATION, NOT A REASON FOR ELIMINATION.

BUT THIS IS NOT TO GIVE PRIDE OF PLACE TO THE MANIFEST
IMAGE. FOR JUST AS THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE PRESUPPOSES THE
MANIFEST, THE MANIFEST IMAGE PRESUPPOSES THE SCIENTIFIC
IMAGE AS ITS EXTENSION AND COMPLETION, AND THIS
REGULATIVE ROLE THAT SCIENCE PLAYS IN OUR VERY SELF-



CONCEPTION IS ONE OF SELLARS’ MOST PROFOUND EXTENSIONS
OF KANTIAN IDEAS — IN THIS CASE IDEAS DRAWN NOT FROM THE
TRANSCENDENTAL ANALYTIC, BUT RATHER FROM THE IDEAL OF
PURE REASON. THE MANIFEST IMAGE IS THE LOCUS OF OUR
AWARENESS OF OURSELVES AS BOUND BY NORMS, INCLUDING
CENTRALLY EPISTEMIC NORMS. THESE EPISTEMIC NORMS COME
TO US SOMETIMES IN THE FORM OF WHAT KANT WOULD HAVE
RECOGNIZED AS CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVES, IN THIS CASE,
IMPERATIVES TO COME TO KNOW, TO UNDERSTAND. BUT OF
COURSE IN SELLARS’ HANDS, THE ANALYSIS OF THEIR
IMPERATIVE FORCE, AND HENCE OF THEIR NORMATIVITY, HAS A
SOCIAL DIMENSION:

.... [TIHE ESSENTIALLY SOCIAL CHARACTER OF CONCEPTUAL
THINKING COMES CLEARLY TO MIND WHEN WE RECOGNIZE THAT
THERE IS NO THINKING APART FROM COMMON STANDARDS OF
CORRECTNESS AND RELEVANCE, WHICH RELATED WHAT [ DO
THINK TO WHAT ANYONE OUGHT TO THINK. THE CONTRAST
BETWEEN ¢/’ AND ‘ANYONE’ IS ESSENTIAL TO RATIONAL THOUGHT.
A GROUP ISN’T A GROUP IN THE RELEVANT SENSE UNLESS IT
CONSISTS OF A NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS EACH OF WHICH THINKS
OF HIMSELF AS ‘P IN CONTRAST TO ‘OTHERS’. THUS A GROUP
EXISTS IN THE WAY IN WHICH MEMBERS OF THE GROUP
REPRESENT THEMSELVES. CONCEPTUAL THINKING IS NOT BY
ACCIDENT THAT WHICH IS COMMUNICATED TO OTHERS, ANY MORE
THAN THE DECISION TO MOVE A CHESS PIECE IS BUY ACCIDENT
THAT WHICH FINDS AN EXPRESSION IN A MOVE ON A BOARD
BETWEEN TWO PEOPLE. (SELLARS, 1963B, PP. 16-17)

THIS SOCIAL DIMENSION TURNS OUT TO BE ESSENTIAL TO THE
NATURALIZATION OF EPISTEMOLOGY. SELLARS HIMSELF SAW
THAT IT HAD TO BE; AS WE WILL SEE, CONTEMPORARY COGNITIVE
SCIENCE VINDICATES THAT VERDICT, THOUGH IN SURPRISING
WAYS THAT MAKE THE LINKS TO KANT EXPLICIT.

WE ENCOUNTER OURSELVES IN THE MANIFEST IMAGES AS
PERSONS. PERSONS CANNOT, AS SCHOPENHAUER (1813/2003)
POINTED OUT, EXPERIENCE ANYTHING WITHOUT ASKING “WHY?’.
WE WILL RETURN BELOW TO THE PSYCHOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF
THIS DEMAND. BUT NOTHING WE SAY OR COULD SAY UNDER THAT
MORE EMPIRICAL HEAD CAN UNDERMINE THE FACT THAT THE
DEMAND FOR EXPLANATION, FOR DEEPER UNDERSTANDING, IS



EXPERIENCED IN THE FIRST INSTANCE AS A DEMAND. TO REFUSE
TO INQUIRE, TO REFRAIN FROM DEMANDING UNDERSTANDING, IS
TO RECUSE ONESELF FROM THE EPISTEMIC COMMUNITY OR
PERSONS. NOT ONLY, AS KANT PUT IT, DOES «ALL OUR
KNOWLEDGE BEGIN WITH EXPERIENCE», BUT ALL EXPERIENCE IS
BUT THE BEGINNING OF KNOWLEDGE.

THE MANIFEST IMAGE HENCE CONTAINS — IN VIRTUE OF OUR
REPRESENTATION OF OURSELVES AS PERSONS, IN VIRTUE OF THE
NECESSITY OF PERSONS TO CONSTITUTE AND TO CONFORM TO
NORMS, AND IN VIRTUE OF THE FACT THAT THOSE NORMS
INCLUDE NOT ONLY MORAL AND LINGUISTIC, BUT EPISTEMIC
NORMS — THE SEEDS OF SYSTEMATIC INQUIRY WHOSE
FLOWERING IS THE INSTITUTION AND PRACTICE OF SCIENCE, THE
FRUIT OF WHICH IS THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE.

THUS THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF PERSONS IS THE

FRAMEWORK IN WHICH WE THINK OF ONE ANOTHER AS SHARING

THE COMMUNITY INTENTIONS WHICH PROVIDE THE AMBIENCE OF

PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS (ABOVE ALL, THOSE WHICH MAKE

MEANINGFUL DISCOURSE AND RATIONALITY ITSELF POSSIBLE)

WITHIN WHICH WE LIVE OUR INDIVIDUAL LIVES .... THUS THE

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF PERSONS IS NOT SOMETHING THAT

NEEDS TO BE RECONCILED WITH THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE, BUT
SOMETHING TO BE JOINED TO IT. (SELLARS, 19638, P. 40)

WITHOUT THE TELOS OF SCIENTIFIC UNDERSTANDING, THE
MANIFEST IMAGE IS INCOMPLETE. THESE TWO IMAGES ARE HENCE
NOT ONLY MUTUALLY CONSISTENT —_ AS MANY HAVE ARGUED —
AND NOT ONLY COMPLEMENTARY IN DEVELOPING A BINOCULAR,
AND HENCE MORE COMPLETE VISION OF THE WORLD AND OF
HUMANITY WITHIN THAT WORLD — AS MANY HAVE ALSO ARGUED
_ BUT ARE ALSO MUTUALLY ENTAILING, AND EACH
PRESUPPOSES THE OTHER AS ITS TRANSCENDENTAL CONDITION.
SELLARS HINTS AT THIS POINT:

BUT IF IN SPINOZA’S ACCOUNT, THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE, AS HE

INTERPRETS IT, DOMINATES THE STEREOSCOPIC VIEW (THE

MANIFEST IMAGE APPEARING AS A TRACERY OF EXPLAINABLE

ERROR), THE VERY FACT THAT | USE THE ANALOGY OF

STEREOSCOPIC VISION IMPLIES THAT AS | SEE IT THE MANIFEST

IMAGE IS NOT OVERWHELMED IN THE SYNTHESIS. (SELLARS,
1963B, PP. 8-9)



2. THE ORIGINAL IMAGE

BUT WHAT OF THE THIRD IMAGE — THE ORIGINAL IMAGE? THE
ORIGINAL IMAGE, AS WE HAVE SEEN, IS INTRODUCED BY SELLARS
AS A KIND OF HISTORICAL MYTH OF ORIGIN OF HUMAN
CIVILIZATION. SEEN THIS WAY, THE ORIGINAL IMAGE IS
SOMETHING WE HAVE COLLECTIVELY OUTGROWN IN A
TRAJECTORY LEADING FROM SHAMANISM TO SCIENCE. IT IS EASY
THEN, TO PASS OVER THE ORIGINAL IMAGE |IN READING
“PHILOSOPHY AND THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE OF MAN”, AND EASY
TO REFRAIN FROM ASKING WHY SELLARS INTRODUCES IT IN THE
FIRST PLACE, GIVEN THE FOCUS OF THE ESSAY ON THE TENSION
BETWEEN THE MANIFEST AND SCIENTIFIC IMAGES. BUT THE
ORIGINAL IMAGE REPAYS CLOSE ATTENTION AND CAREFUL
REFLECTION, AND INDICATES A TENSION IN SELLARS’ OWN
THOUGHT THAT WE MAY BE IN A POSITION TO RESOLVE
PRODUCTIVELY IN THE SERVICE OF HIS GREATER INTELLECTUAL
VISION.

SELLARS CHARACTERIZES THE HUMAN INTELLECTUAL
PROGRESS REPRESENTED BY THE TRANSITION FROM ORIGINAL TO
THE MANIFEST TO THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE AS THE PROGRESSIVE
“DEPERSONALIZATION” OF NATURE: FIRST EVERYTHING IS A
PERSON; THEN WE ALONE ARE PERSONS; IN THE END NOTHING IS
A PERSON.

... [TIHE MANIFEST IMAGE IS THE MODIFICATION OF AN IMAGE IN

WHICH ALL THE OBJECTS ARE CAPABLE OF THE FULL RANGE OF

PERSONAL ACTIVITY, THE MODIFICATION CONSISTING OF A

GRADUAL PRUNING OF THE IMPLICATIONS OF SAYING WITH

RESPECT TO WHAT WE WOULD CALL AN INANIMATE OBJECT, THAT

IT DID SOMETHING. THUS, IN THE ORIGINAL IMAGE TO SAY OF

THE WIND THAT IT BLEW DOWN ONE’S HOUSE WOULD IMPLY THAT

THE WIND EITHER DECIDED TO SO WITH AN END IN VIEW, AND

MIGHT, PERHAPS, HAVE BEEN PERSUADED NOT TO DO IT, OR THAT

IT ACTED THOUGHTLESSLY (EITHER FROM HABIT OR IMPULSE ....

IN THE EARLY STAGES OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MANIFEST

IMAGE, THE WIND WAS NO LONGER CONCEIVED AS ACTING

DELIBERATELY ... NATURE BECAME THE LOCUS OF ‘TRUNCATED

PERSONS’ ... INANIMATE THINGS NO LONGER ‘DID’ THINGS IN THE

SENSE IN WHICH PERSONS DO THEM. (SELLARS, 1963A, PP. 12:
13)




THAT NARRATIVE MAKES A CERTAIN KIND OF SENSE. BUT IT
INVITES A PRIOR QUESTION. AND THE MOST OBVIOUS ANSWER
TO THAT QUESTION RAISES A FURTHER QUESTION REGARDING
THE COGENCY OF THE SELLARSIAN FRAMEWORK ITSELF. WHY, IN
THE FIRST PLACE, DO THOSE WHO TAKE UP WITH THE WORLD
THROUGH THE ORIGINAL IMAGE PERSONALIZE THE ENTIRE
WORLD? WHAT IS THE MOTIVATION? AND WHENCE DO THE
CATEGORIES OF INTENTIONALITY AND NORMATIVITY THAT MUST
BE IN PLAY IN TREATING ANYTHING, LET ALONE VIRTUALLY
EVERYTHING AS A PERSON, COME?

WE CAN REFRAME THIS QUESTION IF WE TAKE AN
ONTOGENETIC VIEW OF THE TRANSITION BETWEEN THE IMAGES.
WE MIGHT THINK OF THE ORIGINAL IMAGE AS THAT OF THE VERY
YOUNG CHILD WHO SEES NOT ONLY PERSONS, BUT ALSO
INANIMATE OBJECTS SUCH AS DOLLS OR OTHER TOYS, AS WELL
AS ANIMALS, AS PERSONS, ATTRIBUTING TO THEM
INTENTIONALITY, MENTAL STATES AND PROCESSES, AND EVEN
MORAL PROPERTIES. MATURATION INTO A REFLECTIVE PERSON
LEADS us TO RESTRICT THESE CATEGORIES TO OUR
CONSPECIFICS, AND INDEED ONLY OUR MATURE, REASONABLY
HEALTHY CONSPECIFICS; OVERGENERALIZATION TO THE
SEVERELY DISABLED, THE IMPAIRED, THE INFANTILE OR THE
SENESCENT, LET ALONE TO NON-HUMAN ANIMALS OR MACHINES,
IS SEEN AS A KIND OF IMMATURITY. WHEN WE BECOME
REFLECTIVE ADULTS, WE TURN TO SCIENCE AS THE MEASURE OF
REALITY, ALLOWING IT A KIND OF ONTOLOGICAL AND
EPISTEMOLOGICAL PRIMACY IN CERTAIN DOMAINS; THOUGH, AS |
ARGUE ABOVE, WE NEVER ALLOW IT TO DISPLACE THE MANIFEST
IMAGE IN THE WAY THAT WE DO EXPECT THE MANIFEST IMAGE TO
DISPLACE THE ORIGINAL DEVELOPMENTALLY.

BUT NOW WE CAN RAISE THE QUESTION POSED A MOMENT AGO
IN A NEW REGISTER. IF THE ONTOGENETICALLY ORIGINAL IMAGE
IS ONE OF EXCESSIVE PERSONALIZATION, AND THE RESTRICTION
OF PERSONALIZATION TO OTHER REASONABLY INTACT HoOMO
SAPIENS IS A LATER DEVELOPMENT, WHENCE COME THESE OVER-
APPLIED NORMATIVE AND INTENTIONAL CATEGORIES? AND HERE
WE COME UPON A DILEMMA, ONE WITH AN OBVIOUS ANALOGUE IN
THE SOCIOGENETIC REGISTER EMPLOYED IN ‘“PHILOSOPHY AND



THE SCIENTIFIC IMAGE OF MAN”. THEY ARE EITHER INNATE OR
OF SOCIAL ORIGIN. IF THE FORMER, WE SEEM TO GIVE UP ON THE
SELLARSIAN PICTURE OF THE CATEGORIES OF INTENTIONALITY
AS EMERGING FROM COLLECTIVELY CONSTITUTED NORMS, AND
OF THE THEORETICAL MODEL OF THE INTRODUCTION OF THE
CONCEPTS OF INNER EPISODES MADE FAMOUS IN THE MYTH OF
JONES. IF THE LATTER, IT SEEMS IMPOSSIBLE TO UNDERSTAND
HOW THE ORIGINAL IMAGE ANTEDATES IN DEVELOPMENT THE
MANIFEST. WITH AN EYE ON THIS CONUNDRUM, WE WILL TURN
TO RECENT RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENTAL AND COGNITIVE
PSYCHOLOGY TO BETTER UNDERSTAND THE ROLE OF THE
ORIGINAL IMAGE.

3. EMPIRICAL PSYCHOLOGY AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF MIND

SELLARS HIMSELF NOTES THE PRIMA FACIE DIFFICULTY FACED
BY ANY ACCOUNT OF THE EMERGENCE OF CONCEPTUAL THOUGHT,
AND HENCE OF THE EMERGENCE OF THE CAPACITY TO ATTRIBUTE
INTENTIONALITY:
THE CONCLUSION IS DIFFICULT TO AVOID THAT THE TRANSITION
FROM PRE-CONCEPTUAL PATTERNS OF BEHAVIOUR TO
CONCEPTUAL THINKING WAS A HOLISTIC ONE, A JUMP TO A LEVEL

OF AWARENESS WHICH IS IRREDUCIBLY NEW, A JUMP WHICH WAS
THE COMING INTO BEING OF MAN. (SELLARS, 1963A, P. 6)

HERE SELLARS IS FOCUSING ON THE CONSTITUTION OF THE
MANIFEST IMAGE, WHERE, HE SAYS, «MAN FIRST ENCOUNTER
HIMSELF AS MAN». BUT WE SHOULD NOTE THAT ON HIS OWN
VIEW, THIS “TRANSITION” MUST OCCUR MUCH EARLIER IF THE
ORIGINAL IMAGE IS INDEED TO BE AN IMAGE IN WHICH THE
CATEGORIES OF PERSONHOOD ARE AT WORK. THIS ONLY
SHARPENS THE PROBLEM. THINGS GET MORE PROBLEMATIC,
THOUGH, WHEN WE FOCUS ON THE CRUCIAL DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN THE MANIFEST AND SCIENTIFIC IMAGES THEMSELVES,
IN THE CONTEXT OF THE ACCOUNT OF THE THEORETICAL
INTRODUCTION OF THE CONCEPTS OF INNER EPISODES SUCH AS
THOUGHTS AND IMPRESSIONS PRESENTED IN “EMPIRICISM AND
THE PHILOSOPHY OF MIND”. IN THAT DISCUSSION_— SURELY
THE MOST INFLUENTIAL AND OFT-CITED FRAGMENT OF THE VAST



SELLARSIAN CORPUS_ — SELLARS URGES THAT WE THINK OF
THESE CONCEPTS AS INTRODUCED AS THEORETICAL ENTITIES —
AS UNOBSERVED EXPLANANS OF INTELLIGENT BEHAVIOUR. BUT
THE CATEGORIES OF THOUGHTS AND IMPRESSIONS ARE SURELY
PART AND PARCEL OF OUR IMAGE OF OURSELVES AS PERSONS,
AND SO OF THE MANIFEST IMAGE. HOWEVER, EVEN IF THEY
ATTAIN A “REPORTING ROLE”, IF THE MYTH IS TO HAVE ANY
FORCE, THE SEMANTIC PROPERTIES OF OVERT STATES ARE
CONCEPTUALLY PRIOR TO THOSE OF INNER EPISODES, AND THIS
APPEARS TO BE INCONSISTENT WITH THE PRECLUSION OF
THEORETICAL ENTITIES FROM THAT IMAGE:
... [TIHE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK WHICH | AM HERE CALLING
THE MANIFEST IMAGE IS, AN APPROPRIATE SENSE, ITSELF A
SCIENTIFIC IMAGE. IT IS NOT ONLY DISCIPLINED AND CRITICAL; IT
ALSO MAKES USE OF THOSE ASPECTS OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD
WHICH MIGHT BE LUMPED TOGETHER UNDER THE HEADING

‘CORRELATIONAL INDUCTION’. THERE IS, HOWEVER, ONE TYPE OF
SCIENTIFIC REASONING WHICH IT, BY STIPULATION, DOES NOT

)lNCLUDE, NAMELY THAT WHICH INVOLVES THE POSTULATION OF
IMPERCEPTIBLE ENTITIES, AND PRINCIPLES PERTAINING TO
THEM, TO EXPLAIN THE BEHAVIOUR OF PERCEPTIBLE THINGS.
(SELLARS, XXXX, P. 7)

SO, IF WE TAKE THE MYTH OF JONES SERIOUSLY_ —_ AND
SURELY THAT IS CENTRAL TO THE SELLARSIAN FRAMEWORK —
HOW ARE WE TO MAKE SENSE OF THE MANIFEST OR OF THE
ORIGINAL IMAGES AS IMAGES WHOSE PRIMARY CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORK IS THAT OF PERSONS, BUT AS DEVOID OF
THEORETICAL ENTITIES? THIS SET OF PROBLEMS MUST BE
SOLVED IF WE ARE TO MAKE ANY REAL PROGRESS IN THE
PROJECT OF NATURALIZING EPISTEMOLOGY IN THE SELLARSIAN
FRAMEWORK. FOR THAT INVOLVES TELLING A STORY WITHIN THE
SCIENTIFIC IMAGE OF HOW NORMATIVITY AND THE CATEGORIES
OF INTENTIONALITY THAT DEFINE THE EPISTEMIC DOMAIN
EMERGE WITHIN THE ORIGINAL AND MANIFEST IMAGES. TO SOLVE
THESE PROBLEMS, IT IS APPROPRIATE TO TURN TO THE SCIENCE
OF PSYCHOLOGY, AND IN PARTICULAR TO THE LITERATURE ON
THE ACQUISITION OF “THEORY OF MIND” (THE CAPACITY TO
ATTRIBUTE COGNITIVE STATES TO OTHERS AND TO PREDICT AND
EXPLAIN THEIR BEHAVIOUR ON THE BASIS OF THESE



ATTRIBUTIONS) AND ON THE PROPENSITY TO ATTRIBUTE
INTENTIONAL STATES TO OBJECTS IN THE ENVIRONMENT.

THE LITERATURE ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF THEORY OF MIND
IS VAST, AND IT IS WELL BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS PAPER TO
SURVEY IT."! FOR PRESENT PURPOSES, WE CAN DISTINGUISH
THREE PRINCIPAL PHASES IN THIS LITERATURE. INITIALLY (THE
1980°’s AND 1990’S) A CONSENSUS DEVELOPED GROUNDED IN
AN IMPRESSIVE ARRAY OF STUDIES (THE CLASSICS ARE WIMMER
& PERNER 1983 AND PERNER, LEEKAM, & WIMMER 1987, BUT
THERE ARE HUNDREDS OF KINDRED RESULTS) THAT PRIOR TO
THE FOURTH YEAR, YOUNG CHILDREN WERE UNABLE TO MAKE
USE OF BELIEF-ATTRIBUTION IN PREDICTING AND EXPLAINING
BEHAVIOR, IN VIRTUE OF THEIR REGULAR FAILURE IN SUCH
FALSE BELIEF TASKS AS THE UNSEEN DISPLACEMENT AND
MISLEADING CONTAINER TASK AND THEIR ILK.

MANY PSYCHOLOGISTS EARLY ON ATTRIBUTED THIS TO THE
MATURATION OF A THEORY OF MIND MODULE RESPONSIBLE FOR
ATTRIBUTING INNER STATES AND REASONING ABOUT THEM. THE
REGULAR DEVELOPMENTAL TRACK FOR THIS RANGE OF ABILITIES,
ITS STABILITY ACROSS CULTURES, AND THE FACT THAT THERE
SEEMS TO BE IN THE AUTISM SPECTRUM A SELECTIVE
IMPAIRMENT OF THIS CAPACITY LENT CREDIBILITY TO THE
HYPOTHESIS THAT AN INNATELY DETERMINED COGNITIVE
MODULE IS AT WORK (BARON-COHEN, 1995;: BARON-COHEN,
LESLIE, & FRITH 1985;: CARRUTHERS, 2006: HARE, CALL &
TOMASELLO, 2001; LESLIE, 1987;: SCHOLL & LESLIE., 1999;
PREMACK & WOODRUFF, 1978). ARGUMENTS FROM
EVOLUTIONARY PSYCHOLOGY LED ADDED SUPPORT TO THE
MODULARIST HYPOTHESIS. AFTER ALL, IF WE CONSIDER THE
OBVIOUS SELECTIVE ADVANTAGE TO INDIVIDUALS ABLE TO TELL
WHAT OTHERS ARE THINKING, IT IS CLEAR THAT THERE WOULD
BE SELECTION PRESSURE FOR A MODULE THAT WOULD SUBSERVE
SUCH A FUNCTION. AND INDEED WE SEE IN OUR CLOSEST
BIOLOGICAL KIN — THE OTHER GREAT APES — PRECURSOR
ABILITIES, SUCH AS THE ABILITY TO MONITOR ATTENTION AND AN

' FOR AN EXCELLENT OVERVIEW DISCUSSION AND ASSESSMENT OF THE HISTORY AND
SIGNIFICANCE OF THAT LITERATURE, SEE FENICI (2011).



UNDERSTANDING OF THE RELATION BETWEEN PERCEPTION,
MOTIVATION AND ACTION IN SIMPLE SITUATIONS.

IN THE NEXT DECADE OR SO, A SECOND PHASE OF
THEORETICAL THOUGHT DEVELOPED, SPURRED BY THE WORK OF
DE_VILLIERS AND DE_ VILLIERS (2000) ON THE CONNECTION
BETWEEN LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF
THEORY OF MIND.? A SUBSTANTIAL BODY OF LITERATURE
INVOLVING BOTH DEVELOPMENTAL STUDIES AND IMPORTANT
COMPARISONS OF THE PERFORMANCE OF LANGUAGE-IMPAIRED
AND NON-IMPAIRED POPULATIONS ON THEORY OF MIND TASKS
ESTABLISHED A POWERFUL CASE FOR THE CLAIM THAT THE
ABILITY TO ATTRIBUTE AND TO REASON ABOUT MENTAL STATES IS
STRONGLY DEPENDENT UPON LINGUISTIC DEVELOPMENT, AND
SPECIFICALLY UPON THE MASTERY OF THE SYNTAX AND
SEMANTICS OF TENSED SENTENTIAL COMPLEMENT CLAUSES
(HALE & TAGER-FLUSBERG., 2003; PETERSON & SIEGAL, 2000;
TAGER-FLUSBERG & JOSEPH, 2005: PYERS & SENGHAS, 2009).
WHILE MORE RECENT WORK HAS CAST DOUBT ON THE TIGHT LINK
BETWEEN COMPLEMENT MASTERY AND THEORY OF MIND, AND
SOME RESEARCHERS HAVE SUGGESTED A MORE GENERAL
CONNECTION BETWEEN CAPACITIES SUCH AS IRREALIS
LINGUISTIC REPRESENTATION (ASTINGTON & BAIRD, 2005;
CLARK, 1998: FENICI, 2011: GARFIELD, PETERSON, & PERRY,
2001; PERNER, SPRUNG, ZAUNER, & HAIDER, 2003) OR
NARRATIVE COMPETENCE (BRUNER., 1991: FENICI, 201 1; HUTTO,
2007, 2008, 2009: NELSON, 2009), SUGGESTING MORE
VYGOTSKIAN MODELS OF ACQUISITION (GARFIELD ET AL., 2001;
FENICI, 2011; FERHYHOUGH, 2008; HARRIS, 2005) THE ROLE
OF LANGUAGE IN PASSING CLASSIC THEORY OF MIND TASKS
APPEARED UNSHAKEABLE.

OVER THE PAST FEW YEARS, HOWEVER, A THIRD WAVE OF
THEORY HAS WASHED OVER THE THEORY OF MIND LITERATURE,
INSPIRED BY THE WORK OF BAILLARGEON (ONISHI &
BAILLARGEON, 2005) AND HER COLLEAGUES AS WELL AS BY
CARPENTER, NAGELL & TOMASELLO, 1998). A SERIES OF VERY
IMPRESSIVE STUDIES HAVE SHOWN FAIRLY CONCLUSIVELY THAT

® SEE ALSO DE_VILLIERS (2009) AND DE VILLIERS AND PYERS (2002).



PRE-LINGUISTIC CHILDREN AS YOUNG AS 12 MONTHS OLD, AT
LEAST IMPLICITLY ATTRIBUTE BOTH TRUE AND FALSE BELIEFS TO
OTHERS, UNDERSTAND THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEPTION
AND BELIEF FORMATION, ACT ON THOSE ATTRIBUTIONS (CARON
2009; CLEMENTS & PERNER., 1994: KUHLMEIER & BLOOM,
2003; MITCHELL & LACOHEE, 1991: WARRENKEN &
TOMASELLO, 2006, 2007) AND EVINCE SURPRISE WHEN THE
BEHAVIOR OF OTHERS FAILS TO CONFORM TO REASONABLE
BELIEF ATTRIBUTIONS. (SOUTHGATE, SENJU & CSIBRA, 2007;
SURIAN, CALDI, & SPERBER, 2007) THIS LITERATURE
SUBSTANTIALLY UNDERMINES THE THESIS THAT THERE IS A DEEP
CONNECTION BETWEEN LANGUAGE AND THEORY OF MIND. THESE
NEW RESULTS ALSO SUGGEST THAT THERE IS A SIGNIFICANT
INNATE COMPONENT TO HUMAN ATTRIBUTIONS OF
INTENTIONALITY.®

NONETHELESS, THESE RESULTS DO NOT REFUTE THE CLAIM
THAT FULLY MATURE THEORY OF MIND IS STRONGLY LANGUAGE
DEPENDENT, AND THIS LANGUAGE DEPENDENCE IS IMPORTANT.
CHILDREN REQUIRE MASTERY OF IRREALIS LINGUISTIC
CONSTRUCTIONS, OF WHICH SENTENTIAL COMPLEMENTS IN
ENGLISH ARE ONE CLASS (THOUGH INFINITIVAL CONSTRUCTIONS
SEEM EQUALLY POTENT (CHEUNG ET AL., 2004, PERNER ET AL.,
2003), IN ORDER TO EXPLAIN BEHAVIOR INDUCED BY FALSE
BELIEF, TO PREDICT BEHAVIOUR IN THE CONTEXT OF OVER-
RIDING REALITY EXPECTATIONS OR EMOTIONAL VALENCE, AND TO
EXECUTE NON-SPONTANEOUS, DELIBERATIVE FALSE-BELIEF
REASONING, AS OPPOSED TO THE SPONTANEOUS REACTIONS
EVINCED BY INFANTS IN THESE PARADIGMS.

BEFORE WE ASK JUST HOW ALL OF THIS IS RELEVANT TO THE
TASK OF NATURALIZING EPISTEMOLOGY, RECONCILING THE
IMAGES AND EXPLAINING THE PARTICULAR ROLE OF THE
ORIGINAL IMAGE IN HUMAN LIFE, LET US CONSIDER ONE MORE
SURPRISING DISCOVERY FROM THE COGNITIVE SCIENCE
LABORATORY. WE NOTED ABOVE THAT ON THE SELLARSIAN
PICTURE, EMERGENCE FROM THE ORIGINAL IMAGE INVOLVES THE

® SEE ALSO BROOKS AND MELTZOFF (2002) AND BARON-COHEN (1995) REGARDING
INFANT GAZE MONITORING.



DEPERSONALIZATION OF THE NON-HUMAN WORLD. NOT ONLY
INFANTS (CSIBRA ET AL., 1999), BUT EVEN EDUCATED ADULTS,
WHEN VIEWING A VIDEO DISPLAY OF GEOMETRIC SHAPES MOVING
ABOUT A SCREEN SPONTANEOUSLY DESCRIBE THEIR MOVEMENTS
AND RELATIONS TO ONE ANOTHER IN INTENTIONAL TERMS (“THE
TRIANGLE IS CHASING THE CIRCLES”) AND ATTRIBUTE
EMOTIONAL STATES TO THEM (‘“THE CIRCLES ARE AFRAID”)
(HEIDER & SIMMEL, 1944; MICHOTTE, 1946). MOREOVER, FMRI
SCANS OF SUBJECTS VIEWING THESE DISPLAYS DEMONSTRATE
THAT THE AREAS IN THE BRAIN ASSOCIATED WITH SPONTANEOUS
INTENTIONAL ATTRIBUTIONS TO PERSONS ARE ACTIVE WHEN
VIEWING THESE DISPLAYS. (CASTELLI, HAPPI::, & FRITH, 2000).
How FAR HAVE WE EMERGED FROM THE ORIGINAL IMAGE?

4. NATURALIZING THE NORMATIVE; NORMING NATURE

RESULTS SUCH AS THOSE OF CASTELLI ET AL. (2000) SUGGEST
THAT WE THINK ABOUT THE ORIGINAL IMAGE ONTOGENETICALLY,
AND NOT MERELY AS A STAGE WE GO THROUGH, BUT ABOUT A
PRIMORDIAL MODE OF TAKING UP WITH THE WORLD. AS WE
MATURE INTO A LIFE LIVED IN THE MANIFEST IMAGE, WE LEARN
TO OVERRIDE THAT BASIC DISPOSITION TO ATTRIBUTE
INTENTIONALITY TO WHATEVER MOVES AUTONOMOUSLY OR
LOOKS ROUGHLY ANIMATE, IN CONSCIOUS THOUGHT, BUT IT
NEVER REALLY LEAVES US. THE ORIGINAL IMAGE IS ORIGINAL,
CONTEMPORARY COGNITIVE SCIENCE SUGGESTS, BECAUSE THE
VIEWPOINT IT ENCODES IS BIOLOGICALLY DETERMINED. WE HAVE
SIMPLY EVOLVED TO ATTRIBUTE INTENTIONALITY. THOSE WHO
LACK THIS ABILITY ARE FAILURES IN THE COMPETITION FOR
RESOURCES AND MATES IN HUMAN SOCIETIES. THE HARD TASK
FOR THE NORMALLY DEVELOPING HOMO SAPIENS IS NOT TO
LEARN TO INTERPRET, BUT TO LEARN NOT TO; TO MAKE THE
TRANSITION FROM THE ORIGINAL TO THE MANIFEST IMAGE.

ToOo ATTRIBUTE INTENTIONALITY OR BELIEF TO OTHERS
SPONTANEOUSLY IS NECESSARY, BUT NOT SUFFICIENT FOR FULL
SOCIAL LIFE. WITHOUT THAT PROPENSITY BUILT IN TO US
(DAPRETTO ET AL., 2005; MELTZOFF, 2005, 2007; MELTZOFF &
MOORE, 1977),_IT IS HARD TO SEE HOW WE COULD EVER



ACQUIRE IT. BUT THAT PROPENSITY ONLY SCAFFOLDS AND
ENABLES, AND DOES NOT CONSTITUTE FULL PERSONHOOD, THE
PERSONHOOD THAT EMERGES IN THE MANIFEST IMAGE AND
WHICH INCLUDES THE ABILITY TO ATTRIBUTE FULL PERSONHOOD
TO OUR FELLOWS. TO PUT THAT POINT MORE PRECISELY,
WITHOUT THE INNATE FUNDAMENTAL PROPENSITIES TO
ATTRIBUTE INTENTIONALITY, AND TO ENGAGE SPONTANEOUSLY
WITH ONE ANOTHER ON THE BASIS OF THOSE ATTRIBUTIONS —
PROPENSITIES THAT, AS WE HAVE SEEN, NEVER LEAVE US — WE
COULD NOT COALESCE INTO SOCIETIES, INTO COMMUNITIES OF
LANGUAGE USERS AND NORM-ENFORCERS, AS WE WOULD NEVER
ENGAGE WITH ONE ANOTHER AS COLLABORATORS IN THIS
PROJECT. THE DISCOVERY OF THIS SPONTANEOUS CAPACITY AND
PROPENSITY IS HENCE PART OF THE EXPLANATION OF THE
ONTOGENESIS OF COMMUNITIES.

COMMUNITIES OF ATTRIBUTERS PERMIT THE CONSTITUTION OF
NORMS AND RULES GOVERNING THE USE OF TERMS, GOVERNING
BEHAVIOR, AND GOVERNING ASSERTION AND JUSTIFICATION. AND
LANGUAGE PERMITS THE DEVELOPMENT OF NARRATIVE,
COLLABORATION IN JOINT VENTURES, THEORETICAL ENDEAVOUR,
AND EXPLICIT DISCOURSE ABOUT BELIEF TRUE AND FALSE,
DESIRE REQUITED AND UNREQUITED, ACTION SUCCESSFUL AND
UNSUCCESSFUL. IT PERMITS EXPLANATION, UNDERSTANDING,
REFLECTION, AND KNOWLEDGE IN THE FULL SENSE. THIS IN
TURN MAKES THE COLLECTIVE PRACTICE OF PERSONHOOD
POSSIBLE. IN THESE COMMUNITIES, CONSTRAINED BY NORMS
AND THEREBY LIMITED FROM MERE HABITS, THE RESULTANT
DISCOURSE, INVESTIGATIONS AND ARTICULATION ENABLES US TO
ACTS AS PERSONS IN VIRTUE OF RECOGNIZING OURSELVES AND
OTHERS AS PERSONS — NOT ONLY AS SUBJECTS AND AS OBJECTS
FOR ONE ANOTHER — BUT AS RATIONAL INTERLOCUTORS BOTH
RESPONSIBLE TO AND RESPONSIBLE FOR THE NORMS THAT
CONSTITUTE OUR COLLECTIVE HUMAN LIFE (FOGEL, 1993; LEWIS
ET AL., 2009; NELSON, 2005). THUS ARISES THE MANIFEST
IMAGE FROM THE ORIGINAL, PERHAPS NOT HISTORICALLY, BUT
ONTOLOGICALLY. THE ORIGINAL, FROM THE STANDPOINT OF THE
SCIENTIFIC, HENCE EXPLAINS THE MANIFEST.



AND AS WE NOTED AT THE OUTSET, ONCE EPISTEMIC NORMS
ARE IN PLACE, SCIENCE INEVITABLY FOLLOWS. THE GROUND OF
ITS POSSIBILITY, HOWEVER, IS THE CONSTITUTION OF NORM-
GOVERNED EPISTEMIC ACTIVITY BY BEINGS BIOLOGICALLY LIKE
US, IN THE SENSE THAT THEY ARE WIRED FOR INTENTIONAL
ATTRIBUTION. IN THIS SENSE AS WELL, EVEN AS SCIENTISTS, WE
NEVER LEAVE OUR BIOLOGICAL ORIGINS BEHIND. WE ARE IN THE
END COMPLEX ANIMALS, BUT COMPLEX ANIMALS CAPABLE OF
REFLECTING IN A WAY THAT ONLY EMERGES FROM OUR SOCIAL
MATRIX, A MATRIX WE ARE WIRED TO CONSTRUCT, AND WHICH
PERMITS THE TRANSCENDENCE OF NATURE REALIZED IN SELF-
UNDERSTANDING THAT NONETHELESS CAN BE EXPLAINED AS A
NATURAL PHENOMENON.

TO NATURALIZE EPISTEMOLOGY IS NOTHING MORE THAN TO
COME TO UNDERSTAND OURSELVES WELL ENOUGH AS NATURAL
OBJECTS TO BE ABLE TO EXPLAIN HOW ORGANISMS LIKE US CAN
COME TOGETHER TO CONSTITUTE SOCIAL COLLECTIVES, AND THEN
TO SUPPLEMENT THAT UNDERSTANDING WITH AN
UNDERSTANDING OF HOW THOSE SOCIAL COLLECTIVES CAN
CONSTITUTE NORM-GOVERNED PRACTICES THAT ENABLE
KNOWLEDGE. THAT IS THE WORK OF PSYCHOLOGY AND SOCIAL
THEORY, AND WE HAVE SEEN THAT WHILE THAT WORK MAY NOT
BE COMPLETE, IT Is WELL UNDERWAY. NATURALIZING
EPISTEMOLOGY IN THIS WAY ALLOWS US TO SEE JUST WHY ALL
THREE IMAGES ARE NECESSARY IN ORDER TO UNDERSTAND OUR
BEING-IN-THE-WORLD.

BUT THIS SELLARSIAN NATURALIZATION OF EPISTEMOLOGY
ALSO AMOUNTS TO A NORMING OF THE NATURAL WORLD. FOR IN
DOING SO, WE COME TO SEE OURSELVES NOT ONLY AS PERSONS,
BUT ALSO AS ANIMALS, ANIMALS THAT HAVE EVOLVED TO OCCUPY
A PARTICULAR ECOLOGICAL NICHE WITH A PARTICULAR INNATE
ENDOWMENT THAT SUITS US TO LIVE IN A PARTICULAR — AND
PARTICULARLY COMPLEX — WAY WITH ONE ANOTHER. TO LIVE IN
THAT PARTICULAR, NATURAL WAY, IS TO LIVE A NORM-GOVERNED
LIFE; SUCH A NORM-GOVERNED LIFE IS HENCE NOT EVEN, AS
ARISTOTLE OR HUME WOULD HAVE IT, SECOND NATURE; FOR US,
IT IS FIRST NATURE. TO FALL SHORT OF THAT LIFE WOULD BE



TO FALL SHORT OF WHAT MARX FELICITOUSLY CALLED OUR
“SPECIES-BEING”.
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