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          IS KRIPKE’S WITTGENSTEIN A TEMPORAL EXTERNALIST?
It is widely supposed that that the conclusion of the Skeptical Argument in Saul Kripke’s Wittgenstein: On Rules and Private Language 
 (henceforward WRPL) says that there are no facts about someone’s meaning or understanding something by a term.  It is also supposed that Kripke’s Wittgenstein responds to this conclusion in the Skeptical Solution by denying that ascriptions of meaning even purport to state or represent facts—say, facts about a speaker’s use of an arbitrary term.  In the first section of the paper, I outline my chief reasons for thinking that these related suppositions are false. The Skeptical Argument does not aim at establishing semantic non-factualism, and the Skeptical Solution does not presuppose it.  In the second section, I take the issue a step farther.  I argue that the positive framework of the Skeptical Solution appears to depend upon the idea that meaning ascriptions are factual in content, and I attempt to specify the type of facts that are represented by correct meaning ascriptions, according to this account.  It is hard to make sense of the main strands of the Skeptical Solution without attributing to it the sort of semantic factualism that I describe. Whether Kripke actually intended the Skeptical Solution to be construed in this fashion is another question.  Finally, I argue in the third section that the factualist version of the Skeptical Solution requires, for its minimal coherence, a temporal externalist view of meaning.  However, one may form the impression that this temporal externalism, when it is combined with the full force of the Skeptical Conclusion, as I construe that thesis, undermines some of my earlier contentions. That is, it may appear that these two doctrines imply that the Skeptical Solution must acknowledge some significant version of semantic non-factualism.  I conclude by explaining why this impression rests on an important confusion and why any residual ‘non-factualism’ in the Semantic Solution is philosophically innocuous.  However, the confusion I identify may have tempted Kripke himself into some of the remarks that make it sound as if his Wittgenstein endorsed a notable version of semantic non-factualism.  Again, I do not investigate this question of speculative exegesis at any length, but I do insist that the temptation should be firmly rejected.  

I.  THE IMPORT OF THE SKEPTICAL CONCLUSION
I have argued in a number of earlier papers that the basic conclusion of the Skeptical Argument in Kripke’s account of Wittgenstein is something like the following:

BSC) There is no fact of the matter about which property or condition-in-the world serves as the Classical Realist satisfaction conditions for an arbitrary term ‘(’.

I speak of this as “the Basic Skeptical Conclusion,” because, in the course of his argument, Kripke’s Wittgenstein arrives at or at least considers a number of other conclusions, any one of which could be deemed “skeptical.”  We will consider some of these as we proceed.  However, I take BSC) as the primary target aimed at explicitly by the Skeptical Argument.  It is worth mentioning that Kripke tends, at certain key junctures, to frame the fundamental conclusion in terms of sentences (rather than predicates or general terms) and Classical Realist truth conditions (rather than satisfaction conditions).  In these passages, Classical Realist truth conditions are conceived of as ‘possible facts’ that the sentence supposedly represents.  Possible facts, in this usage, seem to be something like structured propositions under one or another contemporary interpretation,
 and the Classical Realist takes these to determine the truth conditions of the sentences that represent them. So, relative to this formulation, the basic skeptical conclusion becomes the claim that there is no fact of the matter about which possible fact (which structured proposition) is represented by a given sentence and thereby constitutes its truth conditions.  These two ways of formulating the Basic Skeptical Conclusion are essentially equivalent for our purposes, and, for felicity of exposition, it is generally easier to work with BSC) above.

Now suppose that we were convinced by the overall Skeptical Argument that BSC) is true, and suppose that we also held the view that

CRM) The meaning of a general term is determined by its Classical Realist truth (or: satisfaction) conditions.

CRM) is the Classical Realist version of a familiar account of predicate meaning—the view that the meaning of a term is given by its satisfaction conditions.  This version is ‘classically realist’ in virtue of its robust conception of how satisfaction conditions (and truth conditions) are to be construed.    
Given an acceptance of BSC) and CRM), we would be entitled to conclude

SP) There is no fact of the matter about what any speaker means by any general term within his/her idiolect.

Certainly SP) is a ‘skeptical’ conclusion about meaning, but it is not a thesis that Kripke’s Wittgenstein is portrayed as accepting.  It says, in effect, that no one ever means anything by any term, and, as such, it is a version of what Kripke at least sometimes usually refers to as “the skeptical paradox.”  Kripke is quite clear that Wittgenstein does not affirm this explicit paradox and rejects it as “absurd and self defeating.”
  Hence, this ‘skeptical’ (indeed nihilistic) thesis—this paradox--about meaning is to be sharply distinguished from the skeptical conclusion, a proposition that Kripke thinks that Wittgenstein endorses. For Kripke’s Wittgenstein, the route to SP) described above is definitively blocked, because Kripke takes it to be central to Wittgenstein’s overall perspective that he explicitly rejects CRM).  In fact, it is the key negative tenet of the so-called “skeptical solution,” that Kripke’s Wittgenstein repudiates an account of term or sentence meaning that is based upon Classical Realist satisfaction or truth conditions.  

For instance, Kripke asserts,

…as Dummett says, the Investigations contains implicitly a rejection of the classical (realist) Frege-Tractatus view that the general form of explanation of meaning is a statement of the truth conditions.  In the place of this view, Wittgenstein proposes an alternative rough picture. …  Wittgenstein replaces the question, “What must be the case for this sentence to be true?” by two others: first, “under what conditions may this form of words be appropriately asserted (or denied)?”; second, given an answer to the first question, “What is the role, and the utility, in our lives of asserting (or denying) the form of words under these conditions?”[WRPL, p. 73]
  
The Skeptical Argument is designed to show that terms in a language do not and cannot have Classical Realist satisfaction conditions.  As a consequence, given that SP) is surely false, the Classical Realist theory of meaning (CRM) has to be mistaken as well.  CRM) needs to be replaced by an alternative account.

I mentioned above that most commentators on Kripke’ book believe that his Wittgenstein embraces some kind of ‘non-factualism’ about meaning ascriptions.  As a first approximation, I will formulate this thesis in the following way:

NF) Ascriptions of meaning in relation to either an individual speaker or to a linguistic community, even when they are correct by our usual standards, do not and can not state genuine facts about the relevant speaker or community.

In fact, commentators on Kripke have generally assumed that this or something like it is the basic conclusion of the Skeptical Argument.  But, how is NF) related to BSC) above?   As far as I can see, NF), most naturally construed, does not follow from BSC), and it does not follow from any of the considerations in the Skeptical Argument as I am inclined to read it.
   If BSC) is correct, then sentences that ascribe meaning to a predicate do not describe or presuppose facts about the Classical Realist satisfaction conditions of the term.  BSC) tells us that there are no such facts, i.e., predicates simply don’t have satisfaction conditions in this sense.  Nevertheless, it so far remains an open question whether predicates have the meanings that they do in virtue of semantic facts of some different kind.  A proponent of the Skeptical Argument should be at least agnostic about the truth or falsity of NF).  

However, it has to be admitted that the exegetical situation is confusing. First, if we focus on sentences rather than predicates or general terms, the basic skeptical conclusion says that

BSC*) There is no fact of the matter about which possible fact, i.e., which structured proposition, serves as the Classical Realist truth conditions of an arbitrary sentence S.

Moreover, Kripke’s Wittgenstein does appear to infer from this conclusion that the very framework of Classical Realism in semantics should be repudiated, i.e., that

Meaningful sentences do not even purport to represent possible facts—structured propositions—as the Classical realist conceives of these.

In particular, he infers from this general repudiation that 

NF*) Ascriptions of meaning do not purport to represent possible facts—structured propositions—as the Classical realist conceives of these.  

So, ascriptions of meaning do not have Classical Realist truth conditions.  I have picked out NF*), because it is a thesis, affirmed by Kripke’s Wittgenstein, that is very easy to conflate with NF). However, such a conflation is mistaken. Kripke’s Wittgenstein concludes that no sentence purports to represent a Classical Realist ‘possible fact’, and surely this is not the incredible thesis that no sentence whatsoever purports to state (or describe or report) facts about the world in some important, intuitive, and substantial sense.  Unfortunately, it is not easy to explain what intuitive sense of ‘stating a fact’ is in question here.  In fact, the use of this murky phrase in Kripke’s book and in discussions of the book is, in my opinion, the source of a great deal of unproductive debate.  To some extent, we will explore the troubles that arise in this connection later in the paper.
 

Kripke gives a number of formulations of ‘the Skeptical Conclusion’ that do sound like versions of NF).
 It is my view that many of these apparently ‘non-factualist’ formulations can be explained away.  More specifically, I believe that many of them are to be understood as endorsements of the more limited NF*).  But, can all of them be explained away in this or some other way?  I’m really not sure!  It is possible that Kripke himself has run some of these interrelated theses together.  In this paper, I’m not going to try to resolve these important but troubling exegetical disputes about the proper understanding of the Skeptical Conclusion.  In light of my position that the ‘basic’ Skeptical Conclusion is BSC), I maintain that either NF) is no part of the Skeptical Conclusion or, at least, that it shouldn’t be.  In my opinion, it would only be through some mistaken confusion between distinct but related claims that NF) would appear as the upshot of the Skeptical Argument.  This opinion is extremely controversial, but I will begin by assuming that it is correct.  As we go on, however, we will come to see just how elusive the issue of semantic non-factualism really is and how various qualifications about the status of NF) are required.  Nevertheless, even when all the qualifications are in, it remains a mistake to suppose that the Skeptical Solution rests upon any notable and plausible non-factualism about meaning ascriptions.

Finally, I want to add one important qualification concerning the Skeptical Conclusion.  I have formulated the conclusion as BSC) (or as BSC*)), because it corresponds well to the explicit target of the Skeptical Argument that Kripke elaborates.  These formulations highlight the fact that the Skeptical Argument represents an attack on the idea that meaning is to be explained in terms of truth or satisfaction conditions as the Classical Realist conceives us those.  As we noted above and will discuss later, the Classical Realist account of meaning is to be replaced in the Skeptical Solution with an alternative account of the meanings of terms or sentences—an account in which the concept of ‘assertability conditions’ plays a central role.  However, there is a way of construing this concept and the alternative account of meaning in which it figures that would also be subject to a generalized version of the Skeptical Argument.  

The Classical Realist believes that either the individual speaker or the linguistic community as a whole succeeds in picking out in advance some property or condition-in-the-world ( that is to provide the satisfaction conditions for a designated term ‘(’.  That is, individual speakers, operating on their own, or competent members of the linguistic community, through their collaborative use of the term, come to be committed to and guided by the semantic rule that 

‘(’ is true of an object o just in case o exemplifies (. 

 In virtue of this antecedent commitment, ( constitutes the satisfaction conditions that ‘(’ has for the speakers who aim to use it in this way.  Now, one could conceive of ‘assertability conditions’ in a similar ‘rule-based’ fashion.  It might also be thought that a speaker or a linguistic community picks out in advance a set of circumstances C, a standard test procedure T, and a range R of ‘positive results’ in applying T and that the speakers internalize a sort of semantic rule concerning the assertability of ‘(’ that is specified in terms of C, T, and R.  That is, individual speakers or competent members of the community adopt a guiding commitment to a rule that says that 

it is warranted to ascribe ‘(’ to a object o just in case the result of applying the test procedure T to o in C falls within the range R.
  

On this conception, ‘(’ has the assertability conditions that it does precisely in virtue of the prior commitment of the speaker or speakers to the envisaged semantic rule.  Call this the ‘de jure’ conception of assertability conditions.  However, considerations drawn from the Skeptical Argument can be mounted effectively against an account of meaning that is based in this way on de jure assertability conditions.  Such an account would have the same vulnerabilities as accounts of meaning based on Classical Realist truth or satisfaction conditions.  Although Kripke doesn’t explicitly discuss the possibility of extending the Skeptical Argument in this way, it is clear that the Skeptical Solution is designed to avoid the force of such an argument.  Therefore, there could be a strengthened version of the Basic Skeptical Conclusion that is equally directed at de jure assertability conditions, and we should understand that it is this strengthened version that constrains the strategies available to the Skeptical Solution.
  This point is important to some of the key questions that will come under discussion in sections II and III.          

II.  THE FACTUALITY OF MEANING IN THE SKEPTICAL SOLUTION
The enterprise of Kripke’s Wittgensteinian Skeptical Solution is to provide an explanation of how it is possible for the Skeptical Conclusion to be true while allowing that ascriptions of meaning to sentences and terms can themselves be meaningful and, in suitable circumstances, correct.  If the Skeptical Conclusion were given by NF), then the Skeptical Solution would have to explain how meaning ascriptions can be correct even though there are never any facts about language use in virtue of which they are true.  On the face of the matter, this calls for some sort of projectivist account of the meaningfulness of meaning ascriptions and a deflationary theory of truth.  On the other hand, if the Skeptical Conclusion is given by BSC), then the Skeptical Solution has only to explain the meaningfulness of sentences and terms without assuming that they have Classical Realist truth or satisfaction conditions.  Certainly the latter seems like a much more tractable agenda, and I believe that this is indeed the agenda of the Skeptical Solution.  This is the interpretative outlook I have advocated in my earlier papers, but I have come to think that the Skeptical Solution, as Kripke rather sketchily develops it, may be actually incompatible with any notable version of non-factualism about meaning ascriptions.  Given the broad positive framework of the Skeptical Solution, it is impossible or, at least, it is very difficult to see how ascriptions of meaning could fail to purport to state or describe facts of a sort that the Skeptical Solution invokes in developing its alternative account of the meaningfulness of terms and sentences.  

Here is the basic idea that I will be elaborating. Consider a meaning ascription of the form

1) The term ‘(’, as the speaker X uses it at t, means so and so.

Certain central strands in the Skeptical Solution strongly suggest that such ascriptions are true only if, at t, X’s actual and prospective uses of ‘(’ bear a certain complex relation to the standards of correctness for ‘(’ that are implicit in the concrete ongoing linguistic practice of the speech community to which X belongs, where the standards in question are treated in the community as standards for classifying something as being so and so.  (I will elaborate on the content and exegetical standing of the suggestion in a moment.)  Whether this relation is realized or not in a specific case would seem, on the face of things, to be a complicated matter of fact--a factual matter about how X is disposed to apply ‘(’ at t and about how X’s dispositions are related to certain aspects of community use.  Thus, from the perspective of the Skeptical Solution, asserted instances of 1) must be statements that aim to state or otherwise register such facts.  Meaning ascriptions, functioning in this way, can hardly be ‘non-factual.’

So, first, let me fill in the reasons that I think that the Skeptical Solution can be read (whatever Kripke may have intended) in such a way that it involves the factuality of meaning ascriptions. Once the Skeptical Conclusion has supposedly been established, Kripke tells us that the Skeptical Solution rejects the Classical Realist theory of meaning and truth conditions and it offers i) an alternative account of what it is for an expression or a sentence or general term to have meaning in a linguistic community. Moreover, ii) within the framework of this alternative account, the Skeptical Solution also offers a more specific account of the kind of meaningfulness that ascriptions of meaning specifically enjoy. The broadest tenets of the alternative accounts of meaning and of meaning ascriptions have come to be familiar, although there are huge questions about how various key concepts are to be construed and about how the accounts are supposed to work. Nevertheless, reflection on the character of both of these related accounts strongly suggest that, according to the Skeptical Solution, meaning ascriptions must be factual.

Here is a quick sketch of the account i)--the account of what is for a term to have meaning in a linguistic community.  An expression ‘(’ means what it does in a given linguistic community LC when the established practice of using ‘(’ in LC, associates ‘(’ with certain de facto justification or assertability conditions, and when, ‘(’, used within the community as having those justification conditions, has a recognizable role or utility in the relevant language games in which it is used.  Although this is not Kripke’s phrase, we might speak more appropriately and generally in this connection about ‘the epistemic entitlement conditions’ in a community for using a certain form of words to perform a certain specific kind of speech act.
 This would allow us to say more naturally that a person may, e.g., be epistemically entitled (have the epistemic authority) to assert that he believes that P although he does not have any particular independent justification for his assertion. I will use henceforward speak of assertability, justification, and epistemic entitlement conditions more or less interchangeably.  In any case, the Skeptical Solution claims that what a term ‘(’ means in LC is essentially grounded in facts about its justification conditions and its linguistic role.  

But, what is it to say that the circumstances C constitute de facto justification conditions for ascriptions of ‘(’?
  An answer to this question is critical if the accounts of i) and ii) offered by the Skeptical Solution are to be consistent with the strengthened Basic Skeptical Conclusion, and unfortunately the hints in Kripke’s text about how the answer might go are somewhat scattered and vague.  This is a juncture at which a fair amount of exegetical speculation is required, but fortunately the key point I want to establish about the Skeptical Solution is largely independent of the finer details of the story.  So here is my rough proposal. To claim that C represents de facto assertabilty conditions for ‘(’ ascriptions is to affirm that, in the actual use of ‘(’ across a range of cases, the community has conformed to a convention (i.e., a conventional regularity) of accepting C as defeasibly warranting the ascription of ‘(’ to suitable candidates.
  

It is a part of the conception here that there may be a range of de facto justification conditions associated with a univocal term ‘(’, arising from different types of circumstances in which questions of ‘(’ ascription legitimately arise. In addition, there is no implication in this conception that an established regularity of entitlement will continue to be sustained as a convention in future linguistic use. Whether a past convention is sustained by future use depends wholly on how the community actually ‘goes on’ in its ensuing practice of affirming or denying‘(’ in individual cases.  The relevant conventional regularities are supposed to be wholly implicit in facts about actual applications of ‘(’ over time and about the situations in which these applications occur.  In particular, there is no implication that competent users of ‘(’ have internalized and are guided by a rule that tells them that C defeasibly justifies certain appropriate ascriptions of ‘(’.  These would be de jure assertability conditions, and, unless this implication is avoided, the account on offer stands in conflict with the strengthened Skeptical Conclusion. Somewhat more specifically, the existence of such a convention of epistemic entitlement for a given term ‘(’ is characteristically manifested in teaching the meaning of ‘(’ and in what the community recognizes as canonical reasons for accepting or correcting ‘(’ ascriptions in familiar sorts of situation where a question of ‘(’ ascription has been in play.  Again, I stress that this skeletal account is egregiously programmatic and it is problematic in significant ways, but it is not my present task to defend it.   The task is to highlight the reason that such an account carries the presupposition that questions of linguistic meaning must be factual matters.   

According to the Skeptical Solution, this much at least is clear: the meaning of a term depends systematically upon facts about its use.  What kind of facts?  We have just said:  a) facts about the epistemic entitlement conditions for the term within the linguistic community and b) facts about the role or utility of the term, so used, within the larger cooperative contexts in which the term is recurrently employed.  Just as the Classical Realist holds that facts about the meaning of a term depend upon the robust satisfaction conditions established for the term, the Skeptical Solution, by contrast, maintains that what a term means is grounded on the facts involved in a) and b) above. It is difficult, however, to be sure just how the Skeptical Solution envisages the nature and strength of this systematic factual dependence.  Kripke explicitly asserts that the Skeptical Solution does not purport to offer necessary and sufficient conditions, conditions framed in terms of a) and b), for the truth of instances of 1) above. He further claims more sweepingly that the Skeptical Solution proposes no ‘analysis’ of what meaning something by a term or sentence ‘consists in.’
 Now, depending on how much or how little is being built into the concept of ‘analysis,’ the unqualified claim is hard to evaluate, and I will return briefly to this issue later in the paper. It is tempting to imagine that some sort of weak supervenience of meaning upon use is supposed to be in question here, but, even if this were so, correct ascription would still correspond to some configuration of facts.  Nevertheless, despite all these uncertainties, the Skeptical Solution pretty clearly claims that facts about meaning somehow depend upon facts about justification conditions and language game role while leaving the nature of that dependence underspecified.  At the same time, however, the Skeptical Solution surely does allow that there are facts about the justification conditions and the utility in language games of a term within a speech community.  Presumably, the Skeptical Argument does not challenge the existence of facts of these types. Given this ground level factuality about relevant use and assuming that questions about the meanings of terms are supposed to be grounded in some ‘constitutive’ manner upon those facts, it is puzzling to imagine how the defender of the Skeptical Solution can flatly deny that questions about meaning are also factual in character.
   Indeed, questions of meaning should be just as factual as questions about the linguistic practices that give rise to the facts identified in a) and b) above.       

These considerations are strongly reinforced, I believe, by reflections about what the Skeptical Solution has to say about ii)--about the justification conditions for ascriptions of meaning.  These reflections tighten the case for supposing that the Skeptical Solution effectively requires that meaning ascriptions should be understood as somehow ‘stating genuine facts.’  In particular, these reflections help defuse a worry that might be felt about the argument that I have just given.  In that argument, I assumed, in effect, that the dependency of meaning on use that is posited in account i) of the Skeptical Solution must be ‘constitutive’ in nature. But it could be objected that this is a mistake.  It is tempting to reply that the required dependency is merely epistemic and that it is generated only by the way in which facts about use are supposed to provide warrant or entitlement for ascriptions of meaning.  The objection is tempting, but it is not viable.   

Let us recall that in setting up the Skeptical Challenge, Kripke concentrates on the question of what, if anything at all, is meant by a term, as it is used, actually or prospectively, by an individual speaker at a time. If X is the speaker, then Kripke asks, “What constitutes X’s meaning one thing rather than another (and rather than nothing at all), by his use of a term ‘(’ at or during a certain time?” [the italics are mine]. So, again, we are concerned with meaning ascriptions of the form

1) The term ‘(’, as X uses it at time t, means so and so.    

 For instance, citing Kripke’s central example, we are concerned with meaning ascriptions such as

 
2) The term “+”, as X uses it at time t, means addition.

According to the Skeptical Solution, if we are to understand how ascriptions of type 1) are meaningful, then we must look at two matters (as mentioned before)—the epistemic entitlement associated with such meaning ascriptions and the role or utility of these meaning ascriptions in their broader language game settings. For present purposes, it will be the justification conditions for instances of 1) that will concern us chiefly.  

So what does the Skeptical Solution tell us about the character of such conditions? Well, here are the concluding remarks of Kripke’s rough account of the Wittgensteinian justification conditions for 2).  

Any individual who claims to have mastered the concept of addition will be judged by the community to have done so if his particular responses agree with those of the community in enough cases, especially the simple ones (and if his ‘wrong’ answers are not often bizarrely wrong, as in ‘5’ for ’68 + 57’, but seem to agree with ours in procedure, even when he makes a ‘computational mistake’).  An individual who passes such tests is admitted into the community as an adder… [WRPL, p. 91-2]
Of course, this passage is specifically concerned with the conditions that justify us in judging that someone has mastered the concept of ‘addition’, and Kripke stresses that Wittgenstein maintains that the character of the justification conditions for ascribing different concepts may vary significantly from concept to concept.  In any given case, we simply have to look and see what the patterns of warranted assertability might be.
  Nevertheless, across all cases, we can expect that there will be some conditions of epistemic entitlement and there will be some language game utilities. This general perspective suggests something like the following hypothesis. An instance of 1) will be defeasibly warranted if

() facts about how X actually ascribes ‘(’ are in adequate alignment with the justification conditions in his community for judgments about suitable test cases that they are so and so;
() facts about X’s use reflect adequate sensitivity to the role and utility of ‘(’ within the linguistic community;

and

() facts that indicate that the way in which X is disposed to use ‘(’ would continue to be adequately in alignment with community justification conditions for ‘(’ and sensitive to the role and utility of the term in pertinent language games. 

But now, we can ask how it is that these facts—the positive justification conditions for the meaning ascriptions of type 1)—constitute a kind of warrant for instances of 1)?  What kind of epistemic entitlement can the facts specified in () through () provide for the content expressed by meaning ascriptions of form 1)?  Notice that facts about my situation and me may warrant me in ordering someone to do something.  Other sorts of facts may warrant me in making a promise to perform a certain kind of act, and still others may warrant me in conferring a certain authority on another person.  And so on.  From case to case, the general character of the warranting facts will vary and so will the character of the warrant they confer. There are various kinds of warrant that relevant facts can supply for different kinds of linguistic acts.  The present question is:  what type of warrant do the facts in () through () provide for ‘asserted’ instances of 1)?  The Skeptical Solution is not entitled to assume blankly that the warranting force of the assertability conditions it assigns to meaning ascriptions is something that we antecedently comprehend. 

It is not clear to me just what initial range of options might be thought to be available as an answer to the question.  The simplest and most obvious answer would be that the facts in () through () are supposed to constitute evidence or empirical confirmation for the meaning ascriptions in 1), and that supposition suggests that the meaning ascriptions must involve factual propositions of an appropriate kind--a factual judgment concerning X’s linguistic dispositions in connection with ‘(’. More specifically, the considerations in () through () constitute prima facie evidence that 

3) At the time in question, X is disposed to employ ‘(’ in acceptable conformity with the norms (the justification conditions) that govern the use of  ‘(’ within the broader linguistic community.

Now, if we assume that, according to the Skeptical Solution, 3) represents at least a significant part of what the schematic ascription of meaning in 1) is supposed to express or to convey directly, then the justification conditions for instances of 1) would epistemically warrant them simply by providing evidence that they are true. And that would be the answer to our present question.  The facts mentioned in () through () entitle us to assert pertinent instances of 1) because these facts supply evidence or factual support for the factual content that they convey.  Perhaps it could be allowed that meaning ascriptions express something more than 3). Perhaps, as Kripke sometimes seems to claim, assertions of 1) carry some additional speech act force like ‘acknowledging’ the competence of X as a ‘(’ user and/or ‘endorsing’ his or her license to continued use of the term. Still, even if some such qualification were countenanced, the point remains that the meaning ascriptions about X at t will, among other things, express a factual commitment about the relation of X’s actual and prospective use of ‘(’ to the established norm-establishing practices of the community.  And, this will be sufficient to establish that the Skeptical Solution in effect requires that 1)-type meaning ascriptions make determinant claims about something that is undoubtedly a matter of fact.  I don’t see how this conclusion can be avoided.  That is, it is absolutely central to the positive framework of the Skeptical Solution that the relevant meaning ascriptions are warranted by the facts in () through (), and I don’t see what other explanation can be coherently constructed concerning the nature of the warrant or entitlement that is posited by this framework.

I don’t imagine that these considerations in favor of taking semantic factualism as a part of the Skeptical Solution are conclusive.  There are so many open questions about how the Skeptical Solution is supposed to work as an alternative ‘account’ of meaning that there are doubtless a variety of strategies by means of which the force of the considerations in this section might be resisted.  Nevertheless, it is critical that we achieve some understanding of the sense in which the Skeptical Solution presents us with a minimal theory or even a philosophically illuminating ‘picture’ of the meaning of terms and sentences, one that stands as an intelligible alternative to the Classical Realism that Kripke’s Wittgenstein rejects.  Moreover, we do not understand an explanation of the meaningfulness of meaning ascriptions that appeals to the character of their epistemic entitlement conditions unless we have some grasp of the way in which those entitling conditions involve a recognizable mode of justification for the assertions about meaning that they are supposed to warrant. I do not believe that either of these objectives can be met if the Skeptical Solution is saddled with an antecedently incredible semantic non-factualism.  Moreover, as I have urged from the outset, this is not a doctrine to which the Skeptical Argument, properly construed, is committed in the first place.   

III. A FORM OF TEMPORAL EXTERNALISM IN THE SKEPTICAL SOLUTION

However, the de facto character of the justification conditions upon which the Skeptical Solution’s account of meaning ascriptions is based raises a challenge to my claim that, according to this account, meaning ascriptions are properly viewed as purporting to state facts. Or, at any rate, it calls for a significant clarification of what the supposed semantic factualism of the Skeptical framework can amount to.  As I have been emphasizing, the Skeptical Solution insists that the justification conditions for a term ‘(’, as it is used at t, are conditions whose content and justifying character must somehow be manifest in the way in which the community affirms or denies the ascription of ‘(’ in the cases it has actually encountered. Nothing in the past practice of the community and nothing in the mental lives of its members determine in advance what justification conditions will be operative in new and often unanticipated circumstances of ascription.  As long as some level of intelligible continuity of application has been maintained in the new cases that arise, nothing precludes significantly divergent extensions of the assertability conditions that earlier usage had deployed.  How later practice either re-affirms or adjusts or otherwise modifies the antecedently settled assertabilty conditions rests completely on how the community actually proceeds in its post-t ‘(’ ascriptions, and these later modifications are subject to a host of contingencies, sometimes quite unanticipated, that are discovered in the novel situations of appraisal.
   These remarks simply amplify on what it is for assertability conditions to be de facto.  

Therefore, for the Skeptical Solution the following possibility always exists.  Suppose that the way that X is disposed to use ‘(’ during a certain period t is, to that point, in suitable alignment with the standards that community practice has up until that time established. That is, let D be the domain of items for which the question of the warranted assertability of ‘(’ ascription has been settled in some fashion within the community prior to and including t.  What we are supposing is that, during t, X is disposed to apply ‘(’ to members of D in adequate agreement with whatever norms for ‘(’ ascription the community has set up in adjudicating the ascription of  ‘(’ to the various members of D.  But now, let A1 through An constitute some of the possibly modified assertability conditions that have come to be adopted by the community at some time after t in response to the novel cases that have been confronted during this later time.  Finally, let us suppose, that within the designated period t, the individual X already had a definite and settled disposition to apply or reject ‘(’ in relation to a significant range of these new cases for reasons that diverge from some or all of the assertability conditions A1 through An. Thus, while X’s linguistic dispositions during t were in adequate alignment with the warranting standards for ‘(’ ascriptions established up until t, these same dispositions, as things turn out, fail to remain in suitable agreement with the extended practice of the community after t.  Moreover, we can even imagine that X has no inclination to modify his convictions about the correct use of ‘(’ outside of D even after he has been appraised of his implicit dissent from the community’s later standards.

For instance, X may be disposed during t to carry out calculations for arithmetic problems framed in terms of  “+” in accordance with a quaddition-like computational procedure.  But, in accordance with Kripke’s stipulated definition, the quaddition-like procedure behaves exactly like a computational procedure for addition up to some pair of fairly large numerical arguments m and n.  The procedures prescribe different calculations and results only after that cut-off juncture <m, n> has been reached.  If X and his linguistic community have never been confronted with a “+” problem for arguments equal to or larger than <m, n> prior to time t, then, during that period, the exercise of X’s dispositions in relation to “+” will conform in a satisfactory manner with the assertability conditions for individual “+” equations that the community has thus far manifestly accepted. It will only be after t that the fortuitous alignment will begin systematically to break down.  Intuitively, one wants to say that, even during t, it was not the case that “+”, as X used it then, meant addition, despite the misleading evidence that he did. If the positive account of meaning ascriptions in the Skeptical Solution is to capture this intuition, then it has to be understood to require that X’s computational dispositions for “+” during t must also stand in adequate alignment with the justification conditions for “+” that the community goes on to establish even after t has passed.   The more restricted fact that X’s dispositions at t concerning the way that “+” problems are to be computed are in adequate alignment with the justifying standards for “+” equations accepted by the linguistic community until t is not sufficient for X’s meaning addition by “+” at t.  This observation is important in the present context, but is not, I think, astounding result.

More generally, the factualist version of the Skeptical Solution must hold that what the individual speaker X meant by ‘(’ at t--the truth or falsity of a relevant instance of 1) above--may depend in part on whether X’s dispositions at t, concerning the way that ‘(’ is to be applied to members outside of D, are also in adequate alignment with justification conditions for ‘(’ established by the linguistic community in the period subsequent to t.  In other words, a minimally adequate factualist version of the Skeptical Solution will feature a certain kind of temporal externalism.  That is, the thesis just stated endorses the more schematic idea that what a term means at a certain may depend upon facts about its use that are realized only after the time in question.  Like other forms of temporal externalism about meaning or content, the present thesis may seem either incoherent or counterintuitive to many.  I believe that this assessment is mistaken, but I won’t attempt to evaluate these concerns here.  Nevertheless, I will note the following.  The Skeptical Solution, from its very inception, is ‘externalist’ in relation to the social dimension of linguistic context.  It is, after all, the view that what a speaker means by a given term at a time depends upon facts about the community’s justification conditions for that term, and the very existence of justification conditions, under this conception, is essentially a collaborative, social phenomenon.  It is not terribly surprising to discover that the social context externalism of the factualist version of the Skeptical Solution needs to be extended along the temporal dimension.   

However, this qualification raises the worry that the Skeptical Solution must incorporate a version of semantic non-factualism after all. Since it is theoretically possible for X’s dispositions at t to ascribe ‘(’ to fall out of suitable alignment with community standards at any point later than t (because of the specific character of the standards that come to be adopted), it seems to follow that from the strengthened version of the Skeptical Solution that there is no time at which there is a fact or set of facts about X, already completely realized at t, that definitively make it true that X meant so and so by ‘(’ during t.
 Nothing in the history of the overall state of the world prior to and including t  definitively ensures that, at t, X meant so and so by the term ‘(’. This is a consequence of two considerations about the Skeptical Solution I have been stressing. First, I have just argued that it does or should embrace a certain form of temporal externalism. Second, the Skeptical Solution, given its commitment to the strengthened version of the Skeptical Conclusion, holds that the justification conditions for ‘(’ that are established over the course of time are merely de facto.  They are open-ended and affected by the idiosyncrasies and accidents of the community’s later experience with (possibly) unexpected prospective candidates for ‘(’ ascription.  It is just this open-ended contingency of the community’s evolving standards for the use of the term that guarantees that adequate alignment between the speaker and the community up to any given time in not enough to validate constitutively the relevant instances of the meaning ascriptions in 1).  Non-factualism, as I formulated it at the outset, denies that correct ascriptions of meaning, e.g. instances of 1) that are fully warranted at a given time, fail to ‘state facts’ about the speaker to whom they make reference.  But, if there are no facts about the speaker that have been realized at the designated time and make the pertinent meaning ascription true, then, under at least one salient interpretation, NF) appears to express a truth within the framework of the Skeptical Solution. In one plausible sense, temporally referenced meaning ascriptions do not state, report, or describe facts about the speaker.  At least they don’t state facts that already obtain during the time to which the reference has been made.

Kripke’s own use of the phrase “stating a fact” in WRPL is murky, and it hard to be sure just how much or how little it is supposed to convey. The considerations that I have rehearsed may show that there is a reasonably natural reading of NF) that is true, but the semantic non-factualism that such considerations support is philosophically pretty innocuous.  By the same standards, the judgment that

4) No building will ever be erected on this site

will also fail to state facts in this same sense.  At any given time t, it may be true that no building has been erected at the site before or during t, but none of these temporally bounded facts are sufficient to validate the temporally unrestricted 4).  Nevertheless, 4) may be true statement, and, if it is true, then what it states is surely a matter of fact. On the other hand, while 4) is temporally unrestricted, instances of 1) are not.  These meaning ascriptions make reference to a time at which X is said to have meant something by the term ‘(’, and this can suggest that true instances of 1) should be validated by some fact about X that has already been realized during the time mentioned.  Actually, a more suggestive comparison with instances of 1) is given by

5) Lucy already knows at a certain time t that no building will ever be erected at this site.

The proposition expressed by 5) could also be true, but, as in the case of 4) and for similar reasons, there can be no facts, completely realized at any given time t, that would be sufficient to make 5) true.  Here also, it seems to me, this point is no reason for denying that the truth or falsity of 5) is straightforwardly a factual matter.  Proposition 5), like instances of the meaning ascriptions of type 1), makes explicit reference to a restricted period of time—the period of time that Lucy already had knowledge of the truth of 4).   Naturally, there are no facts about Lucy, already realized during that time, that are, by themselves, sufficient to ensure the truth of 5).   The truth or falsity of 5) depends upon whether future facts about the site continue indefinitely to sustain the truth of 4), and it also depends upon whether the facts about how Lucy’s belief in 4) and her reasons for believing are cogently related to whatever does or does not eventually take place at the site.  These epistemic facts, as they unfold over time, must also be adequate to sustain the claim that Lucy’s belief is an instance of genuine prior knowledge.  The temporally bounded facts that sustain (when they do) the truth of 5) are open-ended and involve a significant complexity, but it is irrelevant to the ‘factuality’ of 5) that none of these facts, individually or collectively, are enough to validate the truth of 5).  Perhaps then, there is also some sense in which a true assertion of 5) does not ‘state’ or ‘report’ or ‘describe’ a fact about Lucy as she is at t, but that sense, however it might be characterized, does not amount to an interesting non-factualism about Lucy’s knowledge of the future in this case. 

From the perspective of the Skeptical Solution, meaning ascriptions of type 1) behave conceptually in a similar manner.
  On the one hand, Lucy’s believing at t that 4) represents the temporal basis of the fact that Lucy knows at t that 4).  Roughly the duration of Lucy’s knowledge corresponds to the duration of her belief.  On the other hand, complex networks of facts about the indefinite future after t constitute her belief as an instance of knowledge.  Similarly, the Skeptical Solution proposes that facts about how the speaker X is disposed at t to apply ‘(’ represents the temporal basis of X’s meaning so and so, and a complex network of facts about the alignment of those dispositions, at t and afterwards, with the community’s evolving use of ‘(’ constitute those dispositions as an instance of meaning so and so.  

According to my present reading of the Skeptical Solution, Kripke’s Skeptic, in mounting his challenge, has been guilty of running two different questions together: A) What state (or process, activity, etc.) of X represents the temporal basis the claim that, during period t, X meant so and so by ‘(’?  B) What are the facts about the state that constitutes this temporal basis that constitutes it as an instance of meaning so and so by ‘(’?  It is enlightening here to look back at Kripke’s summary presentation of the Skeptic’s initial challenge.

First, it [an answer to the Skeptic] must give an account of what fact it is (about my mental state) that constitutes my meaning plus, not quus.  But further, there is a condition that any putative candidate for such a state must satisfy.  It must, in some sense, show how I am justified in giving the answer ‘125’ to ‘68+57.  The ‘directions’ mentioned in the previous paragraph, that determine what I should do in each instance, must somehow be ‘contained’ in any candidate for the fact as to what I meant.  Otherwise the sceptic has not been answered when he holds that my present response is arbitrary.  Exactly how this condition operates will become much clearer below… [WRPL, p. 11].
The challenge, as stated here, is to identify a fact about a speaker’s mental state at a time t that constitutes the speaker’s meaning so and so at t by a term ‘(’.  Or, somewhat more simply, it is to identify a mental state of the speaker at t that is identical with his meaning so and so by ‘(’ at that time. However, candidate states are held to be subject to a crucial constraint, i.e., that the indefinite range of facts about how ‘(’  (in the speaker’s idiolect) is to be applied correctly are somehow to be ‘contained within’ the mental state that is the speaker’s state of meaning what he does.  Let us call this “the constitutive constraint.” Somewhat later in his discussion, Kripke explains that, if a state M is to be identified with the speaker’s meaning so and so by ‘(’ at t, then it must be possible to ‘read off’ from M the way in which the term is to be applied.  Or alternatively, the constitutive constraint on a candidate M says that M is to be a state that somehow already can show the speaker or can tell the speaker, from case to case, how the term ‘(’ is to be ascribed correctly.  It is a state that ‘guides’ and ‘justifies’ him in his prospective use of ‘(’.  Wittgenstein himself frames what I am calling “the constitutive constraint” at Philosophical Investigations #146 as the idea that meaning or understanding is to be “the source [for the speaker] of the correct use.”
 However, in these remarks, Wittgenstein is plainly framing an idea that he intends to be opposing.  

It seems to me that the Skeptic is assuming throughout his argument that the property of M that constitutes it as a state of meaning so and so at t must be a property that is already exemplified by M at t.  Once this notion has been assumed, it becomes natural and almost inevitable to fill in the constitutive constraint along the lines described above.  The property of M at t that makes it an instance of meaning so and so must be one that is the source at t of future correctness in use by determining in advance which conditions an item must satisfy if ‘(’ is to be ascribed to it correctly and by ensuring that the speaker already knows at t (at least potentially) just what those conditions are.  The Skeptical Argument then is an argument that purports to establish that no state of the speaker at t can satisfy this constitutive constraint.  The Skeptic concludes from this result that there can be no state of the speaker—no ‘fact’ about him at that time—that constitutes his meaning one thing rather than another and rather than nothing at all.
  The very concept of meaning something by a term during a particular time makes the first step in this train of assumptions extremely tempting, but a construction like 5) illustrates how the temptation might be coherently resisted.
  One could grant that there is a state of the speaker X (his disposition at t to apply ‘(’ in such and such a way) that constitutes the temporal basis of his meaning so and so by ‘(’ while denying that what makes that state an instance of meaning so and so is given by the constitutive constraint.

Certainly, as I have tried to argue in this paper, Kripke’s Wittgenstein begins by refusing to take these tempting first steps, and, in doing so, he effectively repudiates the Skeptic’s constitutive constraint.  This move lies at the very heart of the Skeptical Solution. Moreover, in trying to explain the ‘normativity’ of meaning in the face of this repudiation, the Skeptical Solution winds up committed to the sort of temporal externalism that I have sketched above.   Could it be that one’s strong intuitions about the implausibility of this temporal externalism are merely the expression of the strength of one’s unreflective temptation to succumb to the intuitive appeal of the constitutive constraint?   This is a large and complicated question, and I will not pursue it here.  

                                                        George M. Wilson

                                                        University of Southern California   
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� For a searching and extensive examination of structured propositions, their nature and function, see Jeffrey C. King, The Nature and Structure of Propositions, forthcoming from Oxford University Press, Spring 2007. 





� See p. 71 in WRPL.





� See also WRPL, pp.77-79.





� This is perhaps the chief point I argued in Wilson, 1994.





� BSC) and BSC*) are linked in the following way.  According to Classical Realist about semantics, as Kripke seems to understand the view, a meaningful sentence S in X’s idiolect will express a structured proposition whose constituents are determined by the semantic values of the meaningful terms explicitly or implicitly contained in S.  In particular, S will contain at least one occurrence of at least one predicate or general term ‘(’.  But, BSC) tells us that there is no fact of the matter about which (if any) property the term ‘(’, as used by X, denotes, and this is enough to ensure that 


BSC*) there is no fact of the matter about which structured proposition S expresses for X. 





� On p. 86 of WRPL, Kripke mentions the possibility of developing a ‘redundancy’ account of ‘it is a fact that P’ and, building on that, a deflationary account of what it is for a sentence to ‘state facts.’  Such an approach would yield an interpretation of NF) which would make it almost trivially false. Kripke even suggests that Wittgenstein may have been sympathetic to such an approach.  But, I will be arguing that the Skeptical Solution should reject NF) and similar non-factualist theses even if we conceive of ‘fact stating’ more robustly than standard deflationary theories of truth and factuality are prepared to countenance. Of course, such a relatively robust conception will not accept the Classical Realist theory outlook on meaning, truth, and factuality either. I wish I had a fuller, more explicit of the middle ground conception, but I don’t.  I hope that the considerations that ensue in the course of the paper will at least give reason for thinking that some such conception exists and is philosophically coherent.





� One well-known passage that sounds like an endorsement of NF) occurs on pp. 70-1 of WRPL.  “Wittgenstein holds, with the sceptic, that there is no fact as to whether I mean plus or quus.”  I am committed to holding such a formulation is wrongly characterizes the Skeptical Conclusion that Kripke means to attribute to Wittgenstein, but I will not pursue the exegetical issues in this paper.





� Here I’m only trying to give some notion of the content of the semantic rules concerning assertabilty conditions might be. Variant formulations can be constructed and various more complicated conditions could be considered.  It is my impression that the additional complications will not affect the point I’m making in the text, i.e., that the assertability conditions to which the Skeptical Solution appeals are not to be thought of as established by the internalized acceptance of such semantic ‘rules.’





� Paul Boghossian, Geoff Georgi, and Brian Bowman all stressed to me the importance of this point. Later we will see something about how the strengthen constraint purports to be satisfied by the positive framework of the Skeptical Solution.





� See Kripke’s important footnote 63 on p. 74 WRPL. 





� Actually the assertabilty conditions should be given by the circumstances C together with suitable specifications of T and R, as indicated earlier in the text, but the looser formulation given here suffice for present purposes.





� Kripke himself doesn’t speak of a ‘conventions’ in his discussion, but he does stress that the existence of justification conditions depends upon their being rock-bottom regularities in (overall agreement about) the circumstances that the community treats as warranting a given type of speech act. These regularities are primitive, mutually understood within the linguistic community, and reflect recurrent standards of correctness for the use of a term.  It is therefore natural to think of the regularities as being ‘conventional’ in character.  





� See the passage at the top of p. 87 of WRPL in which Kripke warns that Wittgenstein is not trying to provide necessary and sufficient conditions for someone’s meaning something by a term nor an ‘analysis’ of the concept in question.  On the other hand, he plainly does think that the Wittgenstein proposal a re-construal of the key concepts featured in the Skeptical Argument.





� If the Skeptical Argument had independently established something like NF), then these considerations might well be resisted.  But, of course, I’ve insisted that this is not the case.





�  See WRPL, pp. 86-87.





� For a classic discussion of the importance of such unexpected contingencies to questions of meaning across time, see Mark Wilson, “Predicate Meets Property,” Philosophical Review, 91 (1982), pp. 549-89.  For a fascinating, massively extended exploration of these and a host of related topics, see his Wandering Significance: An Essay on Conceptual Behavior (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006).





� The notion of a fact about something that has been completely realized at a time seems to have an intuitive content, but it is very difficult to spell it out explicitly.  An explication would require a fairly full-blooded theory of facts, including a theory of how the existence of facts depends upon the objects, events, states, and atemporal properties that they involve.  I have no such theory to propose and hope that the concept of ‘realization at a time’ has enough intuitive content to be reasonably intelligible in the present setting.   





� It is worth noting that Wittgenstein links the concepts of meaning and prior knowledge in an important pair of passages #187 and #188 of ‘the rule-following considerations.’ See Philosophical Investigations (3rd edition), G.E.M Anscombe trans., (Oxford: Blackwell’s Publishing, 2001), p. 64e.  However, I am not claiming to be here explicating the point of Wittgenstein’s brief and rather gnomic remarks.





� Philosophical Investigations (3rd edition), p. 49e.  





� Kripke sometimes states the Skeptical Conclusion in this fashion: 


() there is no fact about the speaker that constitutes his meaning something by his use of a term.  


The discussion in the text brings out the dangerous ambiguity in such formulations.  If () is interpreted to say that 


there is no fact about the speaker (no state of the speaker) at a time that constitutes the temporal basis of his meaning what he does by a given term,


then (), so interpreted, is not a plausible conclusion of the Skeptical Argument at all.  But, if () says that 


there are no (temporally bounded) facts about the speaker that constitute any of the states that he is in at a given time as a case of his meaning so and so by a term ‘(’, 


then the Skeptical Argument goes at least some way toward establishing such a result.  Further, it is a conclusion that is plausible to ascribe to Wittgenstein.  Kripke’s use of formulations like () in stating the Skeptical Conclusion makes it particularly hard to disentangle these different issues as they arise in the course of his discussion.     





� In the first remark of ii in Part II of the Investigations (p. 149e), Wittgenstein claims, “In saying, ‘When I heard this word, it meant…to me’ one refers to a point of time and to a way of using the word.  Of course, it is this combination that we fail to grasp.”  I am not at all sure what conceptual difficulty Wittgenstein has in mind in this remark, but the discussion in the body of the text suggests one way that one could find temporal reference in attributions of meaning confusing.





� I explain and explore this line of thought somewhat more extensively in my essay in the volume on Kripke edited by Berger.  See fn 1.





