Topic number 4:

What is there? This ontological question, which took essential part of Western philosophy, is one of the most complicated questions human thought of, and nobody managed to give a correct answer to it. Every positive attempt (being of Parmenides, Ideas (or Forms) of Plato, noumenons of Kant and so on) to answers this question outraged a more fierce attack from different skeptics.
	One of the most prominent skeptics known to man is Pyrrho. There are many legends saying that he was skeptical about everything; thus his pupils always should have been near the latter in order to save him from different dangerous he rejected to accept as such. But even Pyrrho and the school he founded weren’t really skeptical about everything[footnoteRef:1] and in this essay I’m going to show that Pyrrhonian skepticism is not sufficient. In order to do that, I’m going to use this quotation as a main source of information about Pyrrhonian skepticism. [1:  There is a story that once Pyrrho chased his chief cook, for that he didn’t manage to prepare tasty meal for Pyrrho’s guests. But that’s just a legend :)] 

“And when we question whether the underlying object is such as it appears, we grant the fact that it appears, and our doubt does not concern the appearance itself, but the account given of that appearance – and that is a different thing from questioning the appearance itself. For example, honey appears to us to be sweet (and this we grant, for we perceive sweetness through the senses), but (A) whether it is also sweet in its essence is for us a matter of doubt, since this is not an appearance but a judgment about he appearance.” [footnoteRef:2] [2:  Sextus Empiricus, Outlines of Pyrrhonism] 

From the quotation we see that there are two distinctions:  (a) distinction between the real world and appearance of the world, and (b) distinction between essential qualities and non-essential qualities, arising from our judgment.  
In this essay, I’m going to show that Pyrrho is not skeptical enough and prove that the statement from the quotation is wrong. In order to prove, I’m going to show that the (a) is wrong, by using ontology of Kant, and in order to prove that (b) is false, I’m going to show the discursive manner of the concept of identity, and thus the impossibility to claim anything about the not only external, but also internal reality.

	Ontology of Kant and its failure
How it is possible to get something out of the world, that is, how it is possible to perceive anything? First, we have different senses by which we collect sense-data or, in other words, perceive external world. So, what’s going next? Most prominent answer was given by the apex philosopher of the Aufklarung, Immanuel Kant. 
By the help of Hume Kant, awakened from his “dogmatic slumbers”, realized that the concept of causation is not in the nature, but in our senses: when two actions A and B appears one after another constantly, our brain assumes, by inductive reasoning, that B will always success after the appearance of B. In other words, the principle of causation is not in the nature, but rather it is a product of our reasoning. 
There is a fashionable example of such principle. Imagine two billiard balls, one striking the other. Well, everything we perceive is that one ball touches the other one and the latter ball starts to move, no more no less. So, it should be our reason, which after perceiving concludes that the cause of the second ball to move was the first ball’s interaction.
What is more, Kant realized that not only the principle of causation isn’t out there in the world, and is rather a product of our mind, but additionally the feeling of space, time, quantitative quantities etc., which arise to us in the phenomenological sense, appear only due to the pure reason. [footnoteRef:3] He proposed that we posses some categories, by which our reason organizes the sense-data received by the senses. That is how phenomenon appears; these categories are preconditions in order to latter to appear.  [3:  Immanuel Kant Critique of Pure Reason] 

What we have seen so far, is that Kant is making a distinction between the world of phenomenon and the world of noumenon or Ding-an-sich. But such distinction as proposed by Fichte and Hegel is illegal, as it is impossible to prove the existence of external reality, whereas the experience we perceive is already changed by reason.  Thus, Kant failed to understand that implications about external world are speculative.

Thought as a language
But what Kant did well, he showed that our experience is somehow structured. He first suggested the idea that our thought is categorized by reason and that those categories or structures might be subjects to further investigation.
So, again, what is there? It is experience. And, what is more, every such experience of the world is in our minds, so, we can propose that this experience constitutes our thoughts. The fact that subject feels the taste of apple or sees a red bike is in his head or in the other words in his thoughts.  From this point, it is important to indicate, that every thought consists out of signs: “Every thought, which can be cognized, is in signs. There is no thought, which cannot be cognized. Therefore, every thought is in signs.”[footnoteRef:4]  Thus all the facts, judgments about the world appear to us as a system of signs. [4:  Collected works of Charles Sanders Peirce. 8vol.] 

Now, there are some questions, which should be answered in order to show, that signs cannot exist without a language and that it is impossible to use a sign without any language. 
First, let’s consider the state of iconic signs [footnoteRef:5]. Imagine that there is a map, which depicts certain territory exactly the way it is. Well, it seems that we can understand the map without any additional linguistic help. But, in order to understand where is the South or North we already use some conventional signs and, additionally, it should be noted that the map is rather similar to other maps, than to the territory it depicts, so again some conventions should be introduced. Therefore, iconic signs need some conventions in order to use them. [5:  Iconic signs are signs, which get their meaning due to similarities with the thing they refer to.] 

Secondly, we’ll agree, that all signs can be divided into two categories of natural and conventional signs[footnoteRef:6]. We can show that these categories cannot exploit all possible meaning, which may occur in our experience. For example, we can understand the meaning of the sentence “unicorn is dead”.  So, as this sentence cannot be depicted by natural signs it should be categorized as a conventional sign. But, conventional signs already use “x is going to be y” form, so they already presuppose linguistic media in which they occur.  Thus we see, that thought must have some linguistic media, by which all out experience is regulated. [6:  Natural signs get their meaning due to the causative patterns of our experience (i.e. clouds are dark, therefore it is going to rain) and conventional signs get their meaning by conventions between human beings (i.e. red color is the color of prohibition), the conventional signs include many other types of signs, such as before mentioned iconic signs and etc.] 


Dissemination of structuralism
So, as seen from the quotation of Peirce, the difference between mind and language can be neglected. In order to prove that, it must be shown that the substance of signs (sound patterns) is arbitrary. In other words, if “a=a” and “a=b”, then the appearance of signs is arbitrary. To exemplify such situation, a fashionable example can be used; in medieval ages it was thought that “morning star” and “evening star” are different things, but after some centuries it was shown that both of these names refer to the same thing, the planet of Venus.  Another proof of the fact might be such, “and”, “und”, “et” taken from different languages refer to the same thing, to a sign which bears a function of conjunction. 
So, we see that appearance of signs is arbitrary, thus they cannot get meaning from the substantive qualities and thus  a system or language should be presented in order to signs achieve their meaning. And the first, who understood that such substantive qualities are arbitrary and there is a system which gives the signs its meanings, is Ferdinand de Saussure. He proposed that a sign or signified get its raison d’etre due to the difference with other signifieds. Hence, “there is no positive meaning in signifier, only the differences between signifieds.” [footnoteRef:7] So, language is a structure, where different signs get their meaning due to the difference between those signs. [7:  Ferdinand de Saussure Course in General Linguistics] 

But if signified gains its meaning due to the fact that it is a signifier of another signified, doesn’t the latter also should receive its meaning due to ongoing process of signification? A positive answer to this question was proposed by Derrida. He accepted the idea, that the signifieds get their meaning due to unlimited semiosis (Peirce) or, in other words, principle of signification[footnoteRef:8]. In order to describe the process of signification, Derrida coins a new term – differance, which comes from French deference, which mean both to differ and to defer. The latter term, adds a modus of time to the language and that means that signifier might be and not be at the same time, as he is referred by the previous signifiers and altogether refers to next signifier. Therefore, the law of excluded middle is violated. [footnoteRef:9] [8:  Jaqcues Derrida Of Grammatology ]  [9:  Law of identity: whatever is, is
Law of contradiction: nothing can both be and not be
Law of excluded middle: everything must either be or not be
Bertrand Russell The Problems of Philosophy] 

As, due to unlimited signification process the meaning disseminates, the ways of signification are anarchic: for example the meaning of “yes” shouted while watching sports or “yes” proposed at the ceremony of marriage differs, because of the contextual environment which surrounds the subject at the time of speech, it is impossible to capture the meanings which every time arises. The meaning disseminates and thus even the same proposition change its conotation every time it is articulated. 

Disturbance of monologue
It was noted by Spivak, that self-communication or in other words the silent phenomenological monologue as described by Husserl is sufficient. That is, such self-affectation does not need any alien signifier in order to achieve its meaning. But as the “signified is already a signifier” [footnoteRef:10], the silent monologue is interrupted and already constituted by alien signifiers, coming from contextual environment. Thus, the even the thought is also disseminated.  [10:  Jaqcues Derrida Of Grammatology] 

Now, let’s make a brief pause. We showed that everything we know about world, that is everything we experience about world, is textual. And a thought of the subject is also textual. And as the only way for the subject to express himself is to use the language, it means that the identity of such subject is not genuine. The identity is situated in language, and while that language disseminates, identity is not pure.
Similar conclusions could be found in the oeuvre of Lacan. He introduces the mirror stage, an in order to describe it he uses the myth of Narcissus. Narcissus misrecognized himself with the image of “himself” in the waters of a lake; this situation may be depicted by theory of descriptions of Bertrand Russell:
(Ex)[{Fx & (Ay)(if Fy then y=x)} & Qx] [footnoteRef:11] [11:  Logical notation of Russell’s Theory of Descriptions] 

	Whereas F stand for proper name, and Q refers to a set of all qualities contained in F. So Narcissus (F), while watching his reflections in the lake cannot recognize all qualities of Q in the image, thus, by violating the Leibniz’s law of indiscernible, he miss-identifies the image in the lake(the Imaginary) as the image of the real self(the Real). By this analogy Lacan shows that subject is cleaved ($), he cannot identify himself properly, and thus the real “I” is out of the reach. Hence, every act towards thyself, every reflection of thyself is incorrect, situated in Symbolic plane (the realm of language). 

	What one cannot speak about, one must pass over in silence. [footnoteRef:12] [12:  Liudwig Wittgenstein Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, chapter 7] 

	The way Lacan argues shows that the ontological realm of Reality (la reel) is not within the reach, thus everything we recognize is the only textual reality (la realite), which is not stable due to dissemination. So, the impossibility to state the matters of facts in reality implies that “there is nothing outside the text” [footnoteRef:13] , similarly as in the Wittgenstein’s allegory of the eye and the eye-sight, where eye cannot see itself, and thus the statement about the external reality is impossible, in discursive theories of Lacan and Derrida all statement about ontology are impossible; even to doubt about the nature of sweetness of honey is illegal, as everything you propose will stay in the borders of disseminating language. It is illegal to question the appearance of thing, due to the barriers and dissemination of language, as the questions will put to doubt only textual environment of the subject. [13:  Jaqcues Derrida Of Grammatology] 


Conclusion
	What we have shown so far? As the subject’s identity and his experience is textual, and while it is impossible to trace the sequences of signification and to avoid the dissemination of meaning, it is impossible to propose or doubt any statement concerning not only ontology, but also the phenomenological realm of subject.  Thus, Pyrrho’s skepticism is not “skeptical”, and not only because he tries to identify the Real, but also because he did not notice, that even the internal world of subject isn’t stable, that is why the statement of the quotation is wrong and should pass into silence.











