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The article deals with the reception of Wilfrid Sellars’s The Myth of the Given. The Problem
consists in the ontological status of reality and the possibility of empirical knowledge. The
ideas of well-known representatives of modern analytical epistemology are analyzed: J. Sear-
le, H. Putnam, J. McDowell, G. Evans, C. Peacocke, W. Child, T. Rockmore, etc. An attempt is
made in the article to show that The Myth of the Given is losing its relevance in modern hu-
manistic realism where the world is already becoming a symbolic construct within the episte-
mological framework. Experience as such is no longer deemed as a linguistic phenomenon in
modern epistemology. Sellars’s argumentation is convincing only if universalism, in terms of
the interpretation of experience and reality, is criticized from the standpoint of radical plural-
ism of epistemological theories. In this case, indeed, no “Given” exists, viewed as a correlation
between the substance of Sensitivity and the only possible world of Reality. It is illustrated that
modern analytical epistemology is an arena of competition between two leading positions in
the interpretation of the world: externalism and internalism. Despite the contradiction be-
tween these theoretical positions, they are in accord in recognizing a pluralistic worldview,
which is, moreover, of a “humanistic” nature. These theories address neither “the given” nor
“the world of facts”. The main trouble with The Myth of the Given is the lack of criteria of ob-
jectivity in any act of experience.
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The argument for The Myth of the Given, as proposed by Wilfrid Sellars, is of interest
to epistemological thought even today. Talking of “eternal” subjects in analytical philoso-
phy, one focuses primarily on the issue of ontological status of the perceived reality and
the external world. This article attempts to explore the epistemological roots of The Myth
of the Given in detail, to analyse the current interpretation of this argument, and to show
why The Myth of the Given may be criticized in some of its essential features.

Sellars expounds the core of The Myth of the Given as follows: “I have, in effect, been
claiming that being red is logically prior, is a logically simpler notion, than looking red”
[1, p.486]. Let us pay attention to the categories to be and to look that are highlighted by
Sellars. Sellars’s argument does not cover the existence of a world that is understood as a
neutral substance (it is not so significant here that Sellars does not believe in such an onto-
logical doctrine). The originality of Sellars’s argument lies in the fact that he does not raise
the issue of facts at all, like Russell and Wittgenstein. The argument is reduced to a single
problem: does the world represent a “material” that is transformed into “givenness” in the
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process of experience? The unambiguity of Sellars’s answer adds a classic-style character
to the argument; so he writes: “But, speaking as a philosopher, I am quite prepared to say
that the common-sense world of physical objects in space and time is unreal — that is,
that there are no such things” [1, p.517]. Sellars believes that he is hammering the final
nail into the coffin of the empirical view of common sense. According to Tom Rockmore,
“Sellars’s conception of the logical space of reasons does nothing to prove the reality of
the external world” [2, p.280]. At its core, the argument of The Myth of the Given, is the
epistemological pinnacle of anti-realism. It is not the “given” that represents the subject of
judgments of experience, but the substance of consciousness and the language with which
such judgments are formed. By and large, Sellars’s empirical language is free from the
problem of objectivity, if it is comprehended in a metaphysical sense. The world turns out
to be something “that is perceived”, “that is spoken about”, and “that is inhabited by living
creatures’, but no special region of experienced data or sense-data is distinguished in it.

Modern analytic philosophy centers around the arguments that become subjects and
markers of discussion. Let us note that Sellars is not alone in his assumption; he expresses
a tendency of scepticism in respect to the theory of sense data. For instance, Alfred Ayer
writes: “It is obvious that the propositions in which we formulate our ordinary judgments
about material things are not ostensive” [3, p.122]. The roots of Ayer’s judgments can be
found in Hume, who was the first of the empiricists to question the presence of “visual”
and invariable substance of experience. The problem of the ostensive, apparently, can be
criticized from the standpoint of transcendental aesthetics (treated not only in the Kan-
tian manner, but also in a broad sense). The criticism of ostension leads us to the assump-
tion that the substance of experience, in essence, is created by our consciousness, at least
in relation to its form. Ayer makes the point clear: “But at least in traditional form, the
correspondence theory is itself confused. Its merit that it separates facts from statements:
its demerit is that it then tries to connect them by invoking a relation of correspondence
which is conceived as a relation of resemblance or structural similarity” [4, p.181]. The
supporters of The Myth of the Given, as it seems, will always try to convince us that it is
much more difficult to establish correlation between the substance of experience and the
substance of the world. The difficulty is that any “objectivity” is difficult to translate into
the language of our sensations. We can concur with John Austin in his statement that even
descriptive phrases, in addition to underlying intentionality, get “humanized”, serving as
an expression of attitude, action, intentionality, opinion, etc. “To suppose that Tknow’ is a
descriptive phrase, is only one example of the descriptive fallacy so common in philosophy
<...> Utterance of obvious ritual phrases, in the appropriate circumstances, is not describ-
ing the action we are doing, but doing it” [5, p. 71], believes Austin. This phrase reflects the
core of the “myth” — the empirical judgment cannot at all be considered as a “description”
This is a linguistic expression of the substance of perception. Turning to the criticism of
the given, we should take into account that Sellars somewhat exaggerates the criticized
point of view. Indeed, even a consistent supporter of the point of view of common sense,
George Moore, does not allow for the existence of the Given in a pure form. He writes
that “There are two beliefs in which all philosophers, and almost all ordinary people are
agreed. Almost everyone believes that he himself and what he directly perceives do not
constitute the whole of reality” [6, p.31].

What does the argument of The Myth of the Given challenge? Gareth Evans describes
the core of the criticized position effectually: “The principle is that a subject cannot make

Becmnux CII6T'Y. @unocodus u kondnuxmonoeus. 2020. T. 36. Boin. 3 453



a judgment about something unless he knows which object his judgment is about” [7,
p.89]. Evans designates this opinion as the “Russell’s Principle” (although, in all fairness,
it should be called “Moore’s Principle”). The position voiced by Russell, Moore and early
Wittgenstein, called “metaphysical realism’, interprets the world as a totality of facts that
are “objective” in terms of their existence. However, certain specificity is inherent in it.
Objectivity is not treated dialectically; this is not an opposite of the subjective. Rather, the
objective is something totally free of any “subjective’, transcendental in relation to con-
sciousness. In this sense, “the objective” is not a synonym of the “given”. The objective “just
exists”. It is capable of never (as can be assumed) becoming “the given”, similar, for instance,
to millions of events in distant galaxies that are not perceived by us. The main property of
the “objective” in “Russell’s Principle” is to exist, that is, simply to be, occur and be present.
Most likely, this does not require any assumptions of psychological or empirical nature.

At a certain point, an abrupt change took place in the minds of a series of modern
epistemologists. Following Evans, they began to suggest that Sellars abandoned the idea of
objectivity in epistemology unnecessarily hastily, moreover, by mixing it with the idea of
sense datum. A struggle between the positions of “internalism” and “externalism” flared
up at the categorical level in epistemology. The kernel of externalism is expressed by John
McDowell: “My main point in ‘Knowledge and the Internal’ is to protest against an interi-
orization of the justifications available for us for claims about the external world” [8, p. 98].
However, his opponent, or supporter of internalism, as generally believed, is John Searle,
who deems: “My own approach to mental states and events has been totally realistic in the
sense that I think there really are such things as intrinsic mental phenomena which can-
not be reduced to something else or eliminated by some kind of re-definition” [9, p.263].
It should be noted that Searle considers intentional states of consciousness to be “real’,
but a consistent externalist does not think so. Some states of consciousness are present,
as believed by him. In other words, they definitely exist. But they cannot be called “real”
to the extent we treat objective situations as “real”. The externalist singles out an aspect
in perception, which, no matter how we interpret it, does not depend on experience, and
which is not identified by consciousness in a varying degree. That is, stated differently,
the externalist believes that experience cannot just be an act of consciousness; it contains
something that does not fall within its domain; this matter is “objective”. Here we can agree
with Christopher Peacocke’s judgment: “It becomes very plausible to endorse the follow-
ing general thesis: the identity of any state with an intentional substance is at least partially
constituted by the fact that in suitable circumstances it can explain, or be explained by,
relational properties of external objects and events” [10, p.308].

It can be assumed that The Myth of the Given, criticizing the idea of objectivity, may
bring us to radical linguistic idealism, engendering the belief that the so-called “internal”
is in fact the substance of our worldview. William Child dwells on the danger of such a
theoretical assumption: “The disjunctive conception reverses that order of explanation.
What is fundamental is the idea that a state of affairs in which a subject sees something;
the idea is explained in terms only of the subject and the world, without reference to any
‘inner’ entity” [11, p.144]. In fact, the argument for externalism has already been pro-
posed by Moore. He writes: “Common sense <...> certainly holds that material objects
can exist, even when the space in which they are is not being directly apprehending at all”
[12, p. 148]. Obviously, such objectivity is based on the assumption that the world exists
beyond the limits of perception, which was offered as early as by John Locke. It appears
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that The Myth of the Given can easily lead us to solipsism, although not sensational (like
Berkeley’s concept), but linguistic. Sellars is a consistent Wittgensteinian; he believes that
the boundaries of the language are the boundaries of the world. Therefore, no matter how
we criticize the assumption “The world exists beyond one’s experience and language’, it
turns out to be a firm ontological platform against The Myth of the Given. As noted by
Peter Strawson, the realistic principle is not at all a subject of theory. “The common realist
conception of the world does not have the character of a ‘theory’ in relation to the ‘data of
sense’ <...> My point so far is that the ordinary human commitment to be a conceptual
scheme of a realist character is not properly described <...> as a theoretical commitment”
[13, p.47], he believes.

The Myth of the Given and any form of refuting realism will face opposition, since we
have no alternative to present something as an objective matter in lieu of facts. The given
obstruction is formulated by David Pears in a different way than we do: “The reason must
be that a flat rejection of Realism will always have an air of paradox. If the world is not the
dominant partner in its relationship with language, what else will provide our sentences
with their senses?” [14, p.3]. Modern epistemology;, if treated in terms of expert assess-
ment, reveals exaggeration rather than a lie in The Myth of the Given. Since anomalous
monism is the least disputable worldview in modern analytical philosophy, the world is
predominantly perceived as “corporeal”. Even if we assume that it contains “the given’, its
share and role is negligible in the world treated aggregately. This is emphasized by Searle:
“Except for the little corner of the world that is constituted or affected by our representa-
tions, the world would still have existed and would have been exactly the same as it is now”
[15, p.153]. As already noted at the beginning of the article, The Myth of the Given does
not directly address the world status issue. Nevertheless, it can be assumed that “the given”
in this scheme proves to be epistemologically equal to “the objective” or “the actual”. The
above cited judgments by Evans, McDowell, Pears and others do not seek to refute scepti-
cism regarding the given reality. The problem seems to be that, taken in any form, given-
ness does not play a significant role in mondial existence. It is not coincidence that Tom
Rockmore distinguishes some “Hegelian” features in Sellars and American pragmatists.
They try to prove that experience is rather a product of spirit than its reflection and in-
terpretation. However, modern philosophy of mind (Searle, Davidson, Rorty, Dennett,
Chalmers, etc.), being materialistic in its nature, is not inclined to discern a form of spirit
in experience, or to assert the existence of spirit as an entity in general.

Therefore, modern epistemology is dismissive of The Myth of the Given and proceeds
from language to experience. However, this movement, obviously tending towards real-
ism, is characterized by a significant difference from what Evans calls “Russell’s Principle”.
The world is no longer interpreted as a universal and integral reality which metaphysi-
cally is a prerequisite of any act of experience. Ontologically, modern realism still asserts
the existence of objective reality, but, treated in the epistemological sense, reality loses its
monolithic character. Monistic realism is replaced by pluralistic realism. It is customary to
associate it with Saul Kripke’s essentialism who states “By Alpha Centauri I shall mean the
star right over there with such and such coordinates. But in general this picture fails. In
general, our reference depends not just on what we think ourselves, but on other people in
the community, the history of how the name reached one, and things like that” [16, p.95].
According to Kripke, it is fairly conceivable that Alpha Centauri is inhabited by blue lions,
or that the water thereon is something different from a molecular compound. But at the
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same time, apparently, once we have found ourselves in Alpha Centauri we can formu-
late some criteria of objectivity. The following question is relevant in this instance: how
far can epistemological pluralism extend? Are we ready to accept the pragmatic version,
assuming the dependence of objective criteria on a conceptual scheme? For instance, in
the form offered by Hilary Putnam in his treatment of pluralism: “What I show is that no
matter what operational and theoretical constraints our practice may impose on our use
of a language, there are always infinitely many different reference relations which satisfy all
of the constraints” [17, p.IX].

The characteristic feature of pluralistic realism is that any reference therein is possible
only within a certain epistemological context (or “world”). “Reality in general” and “the
given in general” are neglected in this doctrine. Evans formulates the principle of plural-
istic realism as follows: “Reference, as a communicative phenomenon, involves getting
an audience to think of the right object (the intended object). Obviously, thinking of an
object does not consist in getting oneself to think of the right object (the intended object).
But surely this cannot show that there is no such thing that as thinking of an object, in
a certain way, outside of communicative contexts” [7, p.208]. The reference becomes a
symbolic concept. It represents a communicative phenomenon. In addition, the reference
in such an epistemological model continues to depend significantly on the language and
the historical form of worldview. The role of “criteria’, that is, epistemological provisions
as to what is “considered” objective, is growing. The symbolic interpretation of reference,
making it an eidetic phenomenon and turning it into a search for the most “perfect” de-
scription of experience, drastically reduces the dependence of epistemology on “the given
reality”. Reasoning metaphorically, the following can be stated: it is a myth that we are
concerned with “the given” in judgments of experience.

The modern form of epistemological realism should be called “paternalism”. Under
any assumptions, the external world and objectivity do exist, but their interpretation and
understanding essentially depend on the way we treat it. It is not the ominous character
of the “givenness” that is deemed peculiar for the present world now, but the precondition
for the possibility of constructing a symbolic “picture of the world”. According to Nelson
Goodman, “I maintain that a world, much like a musical performance, is the creature
of and is informed by a version constructed in a symbolical system”. With a symbolic
interpretation of the world, the “strict” distinction between what “is applicable to experi-
ence” and what “is applicable to the world” vanishes. Equally, it is believed that the strict
distinction between “the given” and “the subjective” disappears. The world becomes not
only an object, but also a product of interpretation. “When, I am saying, then, is that ele-
ments of what we call language’ or ‘mind’ penetrate so deeply into what we call ‘reality’
that the very project of representing ourselves as being ‘mappers’” of something ‘language-
independent’ is fatally compromised from the very start” [18, p.28], Putnam notes. In-
fluenced to a certain extent by hermeneutics, analytical epistemology begins to treat the
world as a human phenomenon, that is, a symbolic construction created in the course of
cumulative experience of mankind. “It is a kind of realism, and I mean it to be a human
kind of realism, a belief that there is a fact of a matter as to what is rightly assertible for
us, as opposed to what is rightly assertible from the God’s eye view so dear to the classical
metaphysical realist” [17, p. XVIII], Putnam deems. “Humanization” of realism ultimately
reveals the fact of interpenetration of consciousness and the real world. The total transi-
tion from language to experience enables one to view the world, disregarding the problem
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of givenness and description. Since “the given reality” is no longer a constant and exter-
nal substance, pluralistic realism gives rise to “probabilism’, i.e. a doctrine according to
which any description of experience is “more or less successful”, though only “probable” if
a certain “true description” is in question. David Papineau writes in respect of the above:
“The distinctively realist aspect of my position can be brought out by unpacking the sense
in which belief-forming practices need to be justified as reliable. ‘Reliable’ here means
reliable for truth. And truth in this context needs to be thought of in terms of a belief cor-
responding to how things are, as opposed to a belief having been arrived at in the right
way” [19, p.379].

The general point of view of the leading representatives of analytical epistemology on
The Myth of the Given is expressed by McDowell. “A genuine escape would require that
we avoid The Myth of the Given without renouncing the claim that experience is a rational
constraint of thinking” [20, p. 18], he deems. In the same work he writes: “It can be dif-
ficult to accept that The Myth of the Given is a myth. It can seem that if we reject the Given
we merely reopen ourselves to the threat to which the idea of the Given is a response, the
threat that our picture does not accommodate any external constraint on our activity in
empirical thought and judgment” [20, p.8]. The Myth of the Given, as asserted, ended its
history with the disappearance of metaphysical realism and linguistic pattern of the world,
that lay at the core of the myth.

The results of the research can be expounded schematically as follows.

1. The leading epistemological theories in modern analytical philosophy, treating
the problems of reality, givenness, and objectivity, have been analysed.

2. An attempt has been made to show that The Myth of the Given is losing relevance
in modern humanistic realism where the world is already becoming a symbolic
construct within the epistemological framework. The idea of the importance of
rationality and language in experience is exaggerated in The Myth of the Given. And
experience as such is no longer deemed as a linguistic phenomenon in modern
epistemology. Sellars’s argumentation is convincing only if universalism, in terms
of interpretation of experience and reality, is criticized from the standpoint of
radical pluralism of epistemological theories. In this case, indeed, no “Given”
exists, viewed as a correlation between the substance of Sensitivity and the only
possible world of Reality.

3. It is shown that modern analytical epistemology is an arena of competition
between two leading positions in the interpretation of the world: externalism
and internalism. Despite the contradiction between these theoretical positions,
they are in accord in recognition of a pluralistic worldview which is, moreover,
of “humanistic” nature. These theories address neither “the given” nor “the world
of facts”. The world, as it is “given” or as it “is’, is unlikely to be unshrouded. The
world is a symbolic concept, an eidetic image of things in existence in terms of
“human” epistemological point of view. Wilfrid Sellars believed that he was able
to prove that the embodied “givenness” of experience was a myth. As it turned out,
any attempt to comprehend experience may be considered a myth in terms of the
concept of the Given.
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«Mu¢ TaHHOTO» B HAIIM JHU: HEPCIEKTUBBI PeATUCTIYECKOI SMUCTEMOTOT I

C. B. Huxonenko

CankT-IleTep6yprekimii FOCyIapCTBEHHBII YHUBEPCUTET,
Poccuiickas @egepanns, 199034, Cauxr-Iletep6ypr, YHuBepcureTckas Hab., 7-9

s puruposaunus: Nikonenko S. V. The Myth of the Given today: Perspectives of realistic epistemol-
ogy // Bectauxk Cankr-Iletepbyprckoro yunsepcurera. @unocodust u koudmuxronorus. 2020. T. 36.
Boim. 3. C. 452-459. https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu17.2020.303

B cTaTbe paccMaTpuBaeTCs COBpeMEHHas pelienuus mpeaaoxxeHHoro Yuippugom Cerap-
coM aprymenTa «Muda Jannoro». Ha nmepBblii I/IaH BBIHOCUTCS BOIIPOC 00 OHTOIOTMYECKOM
CTaTyce peaTbHOCTH VI BOSMOYKHOCTY €€ ITO3HAHMA B OIIbITe. PaccMaTpuBaroTcs niey n3BecT-
HBIX NIpefiCTaBUTeNIeNl COBPEMEHHON aHamuTndeckoit anuctemonoruu: k. Cepna, X. ITaTHa-
Ma, [x. Max-Jlayanna, I. 9BaHca, K. [Tukoka, Y. Yaiinga, T. Pokmopa u mp. CraTbs HanmcaHa
UCK/TIOUNTENbHO Ha OCHOBE He TepeBefleHHbIX Ha PYCCKMUIT A3BIK MCTOYHMKOB. CrenaHa Io-
IIBITKA [I0Ka3aTh, 4T0 «Mud JJaHHOTO» TepsieT aKTyalbHOCTh B COBPEMEHHOM IyMaHMUCTIYe-
CKOM (IUTIOpaIICTIYeCKOM) pearnsMe, Ifje MUP Y>Ke CTAHOBUTCA CMBOINYECKO KOHCTPYK-
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LMeil B paMKaX 3MMCTEMOIOTMYECKOI CXEMBI, [la M CaM OIIBIT B COBPEMEHHOI 3IMCTEMOTIO-
TUY IepecTaeT pacCMaTPUBAThCA B KadeCTBE IMHIBUCTUYECKOrO (peHOMeHa. ApryMeHTanusA
Cemnapca sIB/sieTcst yOeUTeIbHOI TONBKO B TOM C/Iy4ae, eC/Ii YHUBEPCA/IN3M B OTHOIICHNN
TPaKTOBKM OIIbITA ¥ PEaIbHOCTY KPUTUKYETCSA C IIO3ULUY PaiMKalIbHOTO IUII0pa1n3Ma 31n-
CTEMOJIOTMYeCKIUX Teopuit. B mogo6HOM ciydae, HeiicTBUTENIBHO, He CYIeCTBYeT «[laHHOTO»,
B3ATOTO KaK COOTBETCTBME cofepykannsa dyscTrBennocTu. [TokasaHo, 4TO cOBpeMeHHas aHa-
TUTUYECKAs SIMCTEMOJIOTUA ABJIAETCSA APEHON KOHKYPEHLIMM JBYX BelyLMX IIO3ULIMIA OTHO-
CUTE/IbHO MMpa: 9KCTePHa/IN3Ma U MHTepHanuaMa. HecMOTps Ha mpoTUBOpeyYne MeX/y 9TH-
MU TEOPETUIECKVIMY HO3ULMSIMM, BO BCEX ITUX TEOPUsX HeT HU «JJaHHOTrO», HI «Mupa dak-
TOB». MUp B TOM BIJie, KaK OH «JJaH», IV B TOM BUJie, KaK OH «€CTb», BPSJL I MOXeT ObITb
obHapyXeH. Myp — 9TO CHMBO/INYECKOE [IOHSTHE, SIIAETIIECKNIT 06pas CyIero B paMKax
«4e7I0BEYeCKO» 3MUCTEMOIOTMYECKOI TOUKM 3peHNA. Y Hac HeT a/JIbTepHATVUBBI IIOCTABUTD
4T0-7160 B KauecTBe 0O'beKTUBHOrO Ha MecTO (pakToB. XapaKTepHOI 0COOEHHOCTHIO COBpe-
MEHHOTO IUTIOPATNCTUYECKOTO pean3Ma sIB/SIeTCs TO, YTO pedepeHIys BO3MOXKHA TOTBKO
B [Ipefie/Iax OIIpeJie/IeHHOTrO MMCTEMOTOIMYeCKOT0 KOHTeKCTa (MIn «Mupa»). B aToM yuernn
MCYE3aI0T «PeasbHOCTb BOOOIIIe» U «JaHHOe BOOOIIIe».

Kniouesvie cn06a: sn1CTEMONOTNSA, aHAIUTIYECKAsA PUIOCOMS, OMIBIT, pEaNTbHOCTD, TAHHBIE,
06 DbEKTUBHOCTb.
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