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Dear Bob, $ 0 10 v40 

This is a letter about two points connected with your talks; had 
time permitted, I'd have talked to you about them. 

Concening angry turkeys without self-conceptions. The turkey is angry. 
Anger involves some sort of judgement:"I am being attacked", maybe. (Maybe 
for a human it would be "...attacked unjustly, gratuitously, without provoca-
tion"; but those additions, which give it an element of indign'ation, seem 
a bit beyond a turkey. So let's keep it simple.) If we parse like this 

The turkey judges that: 
I am being attacked. 

the content of the judgement seems to require a self-conception that the 
turkey arguably lacks. I suggest parsing it rather like this: 

The turkey judges-that-I-am: 	The turkey self-ascribes: 
X being attacked 	

or 	being attacked 

That is, the content doesn't involve a self-conception; the content is 
just the property of being attacked, not the state of affairs: I am being 
attacked. Switch the part about the self from the content of judgement into 
the judging relation. Then yi& try analyzing the judging relation of self-
ascription whole. Instead of asking: what relation do I have to a state of 
affairs when I judge it to obtain? you ask: what relation do I have to a 
property when I judgyself to possess it? There seems to me to be no 
reason why you have to reintroduce a concept of self in answering that second 
question, any more than you have to introduce a concept of obtaining in 
answering the first question. In other words, resist the step from self-
ascribing being attacked to judging that a state of affairs involving i-t-o.. 
obtains. 

Concerning right and wrong brands of paraconsistency. Suppose an 
idealist or pragmatist thinks that truth is not to be distinguished from 
truth according to the most coherent possible theory, or the theory we would 
reach at the end of inquiry, or... And suppose he is persuaded that there 
are two equally coherent most coherent theories, which disagree; or that 
inquiry might end with either of two equally adequate theories; or that e.,//cc 
inquiry under ideal conditions will give us nothing better than a succession 
of disagreeing partial theories from incompatible standpoints; or something 
like that. In short: truth means truth according to the best theory; but 
there are irremediably more than one best theory, and the best theories 
disagree. One response is to say that where the best theories disagree, 
there is no truth of the matter. The alternative response is that all the 
best theories are true, and where they differ there are true contradictions. 
Somebody who holds this view needs paraconsistent logic, according to which 
not everything that follows xxaxx classically from a true contradiction 
is true. I say that he needs discursive paraconsistent logic, not relevant 
paraconsistent logic. 

The idea of discursive paraconsistent logic is that it's never quite 
safe to reason from more than one premise at a time, since if you use two 
different premises they might come from two different fragments of the truth, 
and a consequence of them might be a bastard, true neither according to one 
fragment nor according to the other. It's often safe in practice to combine 
premises, since often they will be drawn from a single fragment; but logic, 
which is supposed to tell us what kinds of reasoning are unonditional1y 



safe, won't allow any many-premise reasoning. Even the inference 

A 
B 

.. (A&B) 

is verboten; A might come from relativistic physics, B from quantum physics, 
(A & B) might belong to neither, and despite the disagreements between 
relativistic physics and quantum physics, there might be no better physics 
possible than the inconsistent combination of the two. Notice that the 
true contradictions tolerated on the discursive line always are pairs of 
theses: A, not-A. They never are single contradictory theses, (A & not-A). 
The thing that saves contradictions from trivializing the theory is that 
you can't deduce much of anything from the pair without first conjoining 
them into a single thesis, and the step from conjuncts to conjunction is 
not in general OK, it's OK only when the conjuncts come from the same 
fragment. 

Relevant paraconsistent logic is a bit harder to explain. Technically, 
the idea is to stop contradictions from implying everything by requiring 
conclusions of inferences to have something in common in subject matter 
with the premises, and observing that contradictions may be limited to 
certain subject matters. You can go freely from conjuncts to conjunction, 
however, hence going from disagreements between the parts of your system 
to single contradictory theses. Semantically, the key idea is rejection 
of ordinary notions of how negation works. I think that accords ill with 
the motivation I've imagined; which was that the closest we can get to 
truth, if we're unlucky, is truth according to a union of disagreeing 
theories--theories in our ordinary language, theories framed with ordinary 
negation. Indeed, I doubt that relevant paraconsistent logic has any 
important philosophical applications, though I've invented an unimportant 
application for it. 

Relevant paraconsistency is the specialty of the house in Canberra; 
discursive paraconsistent logic gets little notice there. Aiscursive para-
consistent logic was invented by Jaskowski, and there are some people in 
Brazil interested in it. Rescher and Brandom in the US, and Peter Schotch 
and Ray Jennings x in Canada, belong to the discursive branch, though I'm 
afraid that Schotch and Jennings, at least, wouldn't like my idea of what 
it's good for philosophically. (Jennings is at Simon Frazer; with luck he 
might be around when you are.) In general, whichever brand you study, you'll 
see a hell of a lot of algebra, model theory, and proof theory, precious 
little discussion of the philosophical point of it all, and still less of 
that that withstands examination. It's all too clear that the mathematical 
tale is wagging the philosophical dog--the tale being indeed a rich and non-
trivial one, for those who like suchk stories 

I'm sending you a preprint which talks briefly about some of these 
things, and commends the method of fragmentation--i.e. discursive paracon-
sistent logic--as a logic for inconsistent theories or belief systems. I 
didn't specifically mention the inconsistent theories that might if we're 
unlucky lie at the end of inquiry, but what I say applies to them. I think, 
of course, that if the theory at the end of inquiry or the most coherent 
possible tory turns out to be a fragmented inconsistent theory, that just 
goes to 	.gj-i that truth according to it isn't truth; but truth according to 
it may yet be a legitimated object of study and its logic may be worth 
investigating. 

Yours, 


