Chapter Five

Artifacts and Human Concepts

(in Stephen Laurence and Eric Margolis, eds. Creations of the Mind: Essays on Artifacts and their Representation, Oxford University Press)

Amie L. Thomasson

It is frequently observed that artifacts and other social and cultural objects are in some sense ‘creations of the mind’, depending in certain ways on human beliefs or activities. But in what sense are such objects and kinds dependent on human concepts and intentions? And what difference does this make to the place of such objects in our philosophical theories? 

I have argued elsewhere (2003) that the dependence of institutional objects on the collective acceptance of certain constitutive rules (on a theory like Searle’s (1995 and this volume)) entails that we have certain sorts of epistemic privilege with regard to our own institutional kinds that we lack with respect to natural kinds. I have also argued (2001) that the ways in which some social objects and kinds of human geography depend on human intentionality have consequences for our capacity to acquire knowledge and make discoveries about the social facts studied by human geography. 

But the role of human intentions in the creation of artifacts seems rather different from their role in creating social and institutional facts and objects. Unlike social and institutional objects, the existence of artifacts doesn’t seem to presuppose any collective intentions of any kind—it makes perfect sense to suppose that a solitary human could create a knife, though not a government or money. Thus artifacts don’t seem to be essentially social objects at all. On the other hand, it seems to be part of the very idea of an artifact that it must be the product of human intentions.

At first glance, it might seem that this sort of dependence on human intentions has no special consequences for metaphysics, epistemology, or reference, if we think of humans as simply the causal origins of artifacts. After all, many plants and animals are in some sense causally produced by humans in agriculture, without ceasing to be natural objects of natural kinds, and human beings themselves, of course, are the products of other human activities. So having a causal origin in humans does not seem to have any obvious metaphysical or other consequences.  
And indeed it has often been argued that the fact that artifacts are the products of human intentions in fact makes no substantial difference to their metaphysical standing as mind-independent kinds, to our epistemic relation to them,
 or to the way our terms for them refer (Putnam 1975a, Kornblith 1980 and this volume). In fact it might seem that one has to take this position to defend the view that there really are such things, since it is often thought that any element of mind-dependence or epistemic privilege regarding certain objects or kinds must rule them out of a realist’s ontology. 

I believe, however, that this is not so. On the contrary, I have argued (2003) that artifacts and artifactual kinds are closely related to human concepts in at least three ways: metaphysically, epistemically, and semantically. First, it is not just a causal fact but a conceptual truth that artifacts must be the products of human intentions, indeed of intentions to produce something of that very kind. As a result, I have argued, the metaphysical natures of artifactual kinds are constituted by the concepts and intentions of makers, a feature that sets them crucially apart from natural kinds. I have also argued that the role of makers in establishing the nature of the artifactual kind they create endows them with some protection from certain kinds of ignorance and error about that nature, providing them with a much closer epistemic relationship to their artifactual kinds than anyone has to natural kinds. Finally, I have argued that this even impacts the ways in which the reference of the corresponding general terms is determined, since it turns out that there can be no reference to artifactual kinds without someone having a relevant concept that in turn plays a role in determining the term’s extension.
These results, however, are based analyzing the concepts associated with our artifactual kind terms. It might be thought, however, that conceptual analysis of our artifactual kind terms is simply the wrong way to go, for even if it is part of the ordinary idea of an artifactual kind that its nature bears certain essential relations to human intentions, surely (it might be said) we could all be wrong about that. If our ideas about what sort of nature artifactual kinds have are as open to error as any beliefs about natural kinds, then perhaps human intentions don’t really play any essential role in the natures of artifactual kinds, with these instead being determined by some mind-independent property such as function, or some mind-independent cluster of properties surrounding a core of properties such as qualitative make-up, proper function, and historically proper placement (Elder, this volume). 

Thus in this paper I will re-make the argument from the bottom up, in two steps: first, (§5.1) by addressing the very idea of artifactual kind concepts and why we should accept that they refer (if at all) to kinds whose natures are determined by human intentions, and second (§5.2) by elucidating exactly how human intentions are involved in determining the natures of artifactual kinds, and why that metaphysical difference should have consequences for epistemology (§5.3) and reference (§5.4). These points need to be made carefully, however, for (despite their dependence on human intentions) artifactual kinds are certainly not entirely transparent to us. I will thus also discuss the limits of epistemic privilege regarding artifactual kinds, and address a number of objections based in pointing out kinds of error to which people may still be subject (§5.5). Finally, accepting that the natures of artifactual kinds are mind-dependent, and that humans have certain forms of epistemic privilege regarding them might be thought to undermine the idea that such things really exist. Thus in closing (§5.6) I will address this worry, arguing that the mind-dependence of artifacts and artifactual kinds should in no way be taken to interfere with accepting that such entities really exist. 

5.1 Artifactual kind concepts and natural kind concepts

Artifact kind concepts and terms such as ‘table’, ‘chair’, or ‘knife’ seem to be a distinct range of concepts and terms, not (on the whole) reducible to or extensionally equivalent to familiar natural kind concepts and terms such as ‘iron’, ‘maple’, or ‘aluminum’. The question then arises: How do these general terms acquire reference?
 

Direct reference theories (Kripke 1980, Putnam 1975a) hold that natural kind terms acquire their reference not in virtue of any concepts competent speakers hold about the nature of the kind, but rather in virtue of a causal relationship to a certain sample of entities, so that a term like ‘iron’ or ‘maple’ refers to whatever real natural kind all or most of the entities in the sample belong to. The nature of the kind and conditions for kind membership are thus determined by the mind-independent boundaries of the kind, and may be discovered empirically through the work of natural scientists. One heralded result of this view is that it preserves the epistemological independence of such kinds from all human beliefs and concepts: A kind may exist (and we may refer to it) even if everyone is in complete ignorance regarding its nature, and any beliefs anyone may have had about the nature of the kind or specific conditions for kind membership may turn out to be completely in error. 

There has been a great deal of discussion about whether or not the same theory of reference can apply to other general terms, especially artifactual kind terms (Putnam 1975a, 1975b; Schwartz 1978, 1980; Kornblith 1980; Nelson 1982). Much of that discussion has focused on the possibilities for ignorance and error in our artifactual concepts—some of which I will return to below. For now, however, it is enough to notice that (as long as one acknowledges that artifact kind terms are not equivalent to natural kind terms) one cannot hold a pure direct reference theory for both natural kind terms and artifactual kind terms. For suppose a speaker is faced with a sample of teak lawn chairs, and attempts to apply a new term to refer to ‘that kind of thing’. As those who have drawn out the qua problem have repeatedly argued (e.g. Devitt and Sterelny 1999, p. 91), the reference of the speaker’s term will be radically indeterminate unless she disambiguates the sort or category of kind she means to refer to.
 For any sample of entities will instantiate many different kinds (chemical, biological, artifactual, cultural, legal, etc.), and so to disambiguate and establish the reference of a kind term, a speaker who seeks to ground that term’s reference must have at least a very high-level background conception of what sorts of features are relevant to being a member of this sort of kind (i.e. whether it is sameness of underlying causal/explanatory constitution, sameness of legal standing, etc.). This then establishes the category of kind to be referred to (if the term refers at all), by establishing what sorts of features are relevant to unifying the kind.  

In sum, then, it seems that we need to accept a hybrid theory of reference for kind terms, acknowledging that grounders of a term’s reference must at least intend to refer to a certain category of kind, where this is a matter of intending some rather than other sorts of common features to be relevant to unifying the kind (Devitt and Sterelny 1999). Whatever distinguishes intentions to refer to an artifactual kind from intentions to refer to a natural kind then determines what sorts of features (though perhaps not what particular features) are relevant to membership in an artifactual kind as opposed to membership in a natural kind. As such, these essential elements of our artifactual kind concepts that distinguish them from natural kind concepts will not be open to revision through future ‘discoveries’. Thus, there is a first element of privilege regarding the natures of artifactual kinds (and presumably many other kinds as well): Those who ground the reference of any artifactual kind term must themselves have some conception of what general sorts of features are relevant to determining the kind’s nature and the term’s extension, for it is this that establishes the term as a would-be artifactual kind term. About this, they cannot be proven to be in error through later empirical investigations, since this establishes the sort of nature that is relevant to the reference of the term, if it refers at all. 

But what is it that distinguishes intentions to refer to a natural kind from intentions to refer to an artifactual kind? Paul Bloom (this volume) reports that psychological evidence suggests that natural kind and artifactual kind concepts are acquired and comprehended differently:

Natural kinds are understood in terms of internal essences; artifacts are thought of in terms of considerations such as creator’s intent, characteristic function, and the social and cultural context of the artifact’s creation and use. (p. 4)

It seems quite plausible that considerations like these are what distinguish the attempt to ground the reference of a natural kind term from that for an artifactual kind term. 

Most attempts to describe the difference between natural kind terms and artifactual kind terms have focused on the second factor mentioned by Bloom, taking function rather than internal essence to be the distinctive sort of feature appealed to by artifactual concepts. Thus, e.g., Hilary Kornblith (1980, p. 114) draws out an example that seems to be as close as one can get to a ‘direct’ application of an artifactual kind term that might parallel that for a natural kind term. He asks us to consider a case in which Martian anthropologists are faced with a sample of apparent (Earth) artifacts, whose nature is unknown to them, and coin a term ‘glug’, declaring ‘Let’s call the kind of which this is a member ‘glug’’ (1980, p. 114). But if their term ‘glug’ is to be grounded as an artifactual kind term rather than as a natural kind term, the Martian anthropologists must take, e.g., the exact chemical or physical make up of members of the sample to be potentially irrelevant to their membership in the kind. What is relevant? Kornblith suggests that—at least for the most part—it is sameness of function that is relevant to membership in an artifactual kind (1980, p. 112), and for a time the suggestion was widely followed that artifactual natures are based in functional rather than physical, chemical or biological kinds. 

But what sense of function could be relevant here? Sharing actual causal powers that enable objects to function in certain ways cannot be sufficient for belonging to a common artifactual kind, since any sample of entities will share a great many causal powers, without belonging to a great many (or even any) common artifactual kinds. Actual causal powers also cannot be necessary for items to be of the same artifactual kind, since our artifactual kind terms such as ‘knife’ or ‘can opener’ generally apply as much to broken or malformed members of the kind as to functioning members. So it has been suggested instead that it is a common proper function in something like Ruth Millikan’s sense that is appealed to as the general sort of property relevant to delineating artifactual kinds, as opposed to natural kinds.
 

A thing’s proper function, on Millikan’s view, may be acquired in either of two ways: Either it is some function past members of the kind successfully performed, such that because of that successful functioning, this reproduction was made (though this particular reproduction may be malformed) (this is a ‘direct’ proper function), or the thing is the product of some prior device that has the relevant proper function, and normally performs this function by means of producing an item like this (this is a ‘derived’ proper function) (Millikan 1993, 13-14). The latter clause applies to prototype artifacts, which are created by human intentions and behaviors that themselves have the proper functions that are passed on to the artifacts created to help fulfill them. So, e.g., the proper function of a desire for food might be to gain nourishment for the organism. If, in a particular environment, that desire causes someone to invent a new hunting device, the hunting device inherits the proper function of acquiring nourishment for the person from the intentional state that produced it. 

 It is important to notice that, where artifacts are concerned, the relevant function (whether it’s the derived proper function or direct proper function) must be its intended function. This is obvious in the case of derived proper function, since artifacts inherit the proper functions of the intentional states that produce them, and as a result ‘artifacts have as derived proper functions the functions intended for them by their makers’ (Millikan 1999, 205). It is somewhat less obvious in the case of those artifacts that may plausibly be thought to have direct proper functions. An item acquires a direct proper function F only if it is reproduced from predecessors (in part) because those predecessors were able to perform F. But unlike biological creatures, artifacts do not reproduce themselves. A certain kind of artifact is reproduced because of the functioning of its predecessors only if human beings believe the predecessors were useful for some purpose, and create the new object with the intention that it also fulfill that function. So if function is what is relevant to membership in an artifactual (rather than natural) kind, it must be intended function that is relevant, and when Martian anthropologists coin their term ‘glug’, they must mean it to refer to whatever has the same intended function as these earth artifacts. 

But while intended function does seem to be a relevant feature for determining membership in a great many of the artifactual kinds picked out by our standard artifactual kind terms, appeal to a common intended function does not seem a sufficiently general way of describing what distinguishes the application of artifactual kind terms (as opposed to natural kind terms or other general terms). For, as Bloom (1996, pp. 5-6) argues, there may be members of various artifactual kinds that are not intended to have the function of other members of the kind, e.g. something can be a boat or a chair even if its maker desires that it never be placed in water or sat upon (perhaps intending it only ‘for show’). Moreover, some artifactual kinds may have no intended function or no essential intended function (e.g. arguably, it is not necessary to have any, or any particular, intended function to be a member of the artifactual kinds sculpture or symphony), and in many cases sameness of intended function is not sufficient for being a member of the same artifactual kind, since other factors such as shape, form, origin, etc. may be held to be necessary as well or instead (Bloom 1996).

Thus, in drawing out what sorts of features artifactual kind terms (as opposed to natural kind terms) appeal to as relevant for determining membership in the kind, we might do better to focus on the first of Bloom’s suggestions: The creator’s intentions generally (whether or not they specify an intended function) are most relevant to determining whether or not her product is in the extension of an artifactual kind term. This fits well with the frequent observation (Bloom, this volume; Hilpinen 1992) that intentions play a central role in artifact concepts. 

But what sorts of intentions of makers are relevant to determining whether or not their products belong to a given artifactual kind? First and foremost, what seems to be relevant is the intention to create something of that kind. Artifacts, in the strict sense, must be not just the products, but the intended products of human activities (Hilpinen 1992, 60); pollution and scrap metal also must be produced by human activities, but these are not artifacts properly so-called. In fact, we can distinguish essentially artifactual concepts (from other concepts such as gold sphere that may just happen to include only artifacts in their extension) by delineating essentially artifactual concepts as those for which any member of the kind must be the product of an intention to create that very sort of object (cf. Thomasson, 2003). So understood, essentially artifactual concepts, like institutional concepts on Searle’s description, exhibit ‘self-referentiality’, though this self-referentiality here takes a somewhat different form. Whereas for a certain sort of thing to be money, it is necessary (and sufficient) that it be the sort of thing that is collectively regarded as money, for an individual object to be a chair, it must itself have been intended to be a chair.
 

The proposal, then, is that attempts to ground the reference of an artifactual kind term differ from attempts to ground the reference of a natural kind term by appealing not to a common internal essence in members of the sample as the sort of property relevant for determining what is and is not a member of the kind, but rather to the objects’ being the products of intentions that have something in common: namely, the intention to create something of that kind. But how are we to understand the relevant intentions to create something of a given artifactual kind? Bloom has argued that the relevant intention for being of any artifactual kind K is being intended to be of the same kind as ‘current and previous’ members of the kind (1996, p. 10). I have argued elsewhere (2003), however, that this intention cannot be understood merely transparently, as a bald intention to make ‘one of these’ (pointing to a sample). Such an intention could not be necessary, or else we could not accept that prototypes are members of the relevant artifactual kind, nor that people in distinct cultures and traditions could all create the same kind of artifact. Such a transparent intention also could not be sufficient, since an artifact must be the product of a controlled process of making (Hilpinen 1992), involving imposing a number of intended features on the object—so the maker cannot just intend to make ‘one of these’ without any idea what features are relevant to being one of these. As I have argued (2003), the relevant sort of intention to make a thing of artifactual kind K must thus involve a substantive (and substantively correct) concept of what a K is, including an understanding of what sorts of properties are K-relevant and an intention to realize many of them in the object created. 

One other condition is also necessary: For a member of any essentially artifactual kind K to be created, it is also necessary that that intention be at least largely successfully realized. Otherwise the would-be creator may, like so many who sit down with grand intentions at the potter’s wheel, have only made a mess, not even a malformed member of the kind. 

5.2 The natures of artifactual kinds

We have seen that (in light of the qua problem) grounders’ concepts of what general sorts of features are relevant to being a member of an artifactual (as opposed to chemical, biological, or physical) kind determine what sorts of properties are relevant to membership in an artifactual kind and are not themselves open to revision. (It does not, though, mean that those speakers have any detailed knowledge of the specific nature of any particular artifactual kind.) If this is correct, then speakers can’t all be wrong about what distinguishes artifactual kind terms and concepts from natural kind terms and concepts, making conceptual analysis an appropriate method for determining what sorts of common features must distinguish membership in an artifactual kind. Thus if this analysis is correct, one cannot argue that, although we commonly treat creators’ intentions as relevant to membership in an artifactual kind, this is not what is truly relevant (actual causal powers, or a combination of shape, function, and historically proper placement, being the sorts of criteria really relevant for membership in an artifactual kind).

The relevant sorts of properties appealed to whenever one attempts to ground the reference of a distinctly artifactual kind term, I have argued, are distinct from those appealed to in grounding physical, biological, or chemical kind terms in being fundamentally intentional. More specifically, an artifactual kind term will pick out entities that are the products of largely successful intentions to create something of that kind (where that intention must involve a substantive, and substantively correct, conception of what features are relevant to being a member of the kind). It turns out that, as a result of this appeal to intentions, human concepts determine the natures of artifactual kinds on a second level as well: According to the sorts of conditions presupposed by speakers’ concepts, makers’ concepts of what features are relevant to being a member of the kind (whether function, shape, etc.) determine what specific features (shape, function, etc.) are relevant to being a member of a particular artifactual kind, and thus collectively determine the boundaries of the kind and the kind’s specific ‘nature’.
 And that, in turn, has interesting consequences for the epistemology of artifactual kinds and our reference to them that distinguishes them from paradigmatic natural objects and kinds. But these last two claims need fuller explanation and defense. 

To see the ways in which makers’ concepts must be definitive of the specific features relevant to membership in artifact kinds and why this has consequences for epistemology and reference, let us begin from an admittedly simplified case. The hope is that there we can see the essential features of the situation clearly, just as botanical drawings and anatomical drawings deliberately simplify the represented subject in order to make the crucial features come to light more clearly. Once the structure is made evident, we can gradually re-introduce the complications of our full real-world situation.

So consider first an individual artisan single-handedly creating a prototype artifact of a kind of her own invention. In order for the artisan to be involved in creating an artifact, her creative activities must be directed and controlled (otherwise she is merely ‘messing around’), namely directed to producing an artifact of a certain kind. Since she is producing the prototype, there is no question of her intending merely to produce ‘one of these’ of an extant kind of artifact; there is no sample of previous members of the kind to refer back to. Yet she must have some goals to direct her activity, including some features she intends to impose on the object created. Thus she must have a substantive idea of what sort of a thing it is she intends to create (say, a K), where that idea incorporates certain features relevant to being a K, so that she can judge her activity’s success in terms of the degree to which the product instantiates the relevant features.
 In this case, clearly, there is no question of the artisan getting it right or wrong about what it would take to be a K, what features are K-relevant. At this stage, what is relevant to being a K is purely a matter for invention or stipulation by the artisan based on her goals or intentions; she is not trying to discover what makes something a K (so that she could then be said to get it right or wrong), instead, she is delineating a new kind by establishing success criteria for her activity. Thus she creates not only an artifact, but delineates a new artifactual kind, complete with normative success conditions for creating something of that kind.

The artisan can, of course, fail to successfully execute the concept, and can also fail to know whether or not she has successfully executed the concept. But nonetheless, since in order to make an artifact of any properly artifactual kind, the maker must intend to make something of that kind, she can know that if she has made any kind of artifact, she has made a K, and she can ‘know’ what it takes to be a K, not in the sense that her beliefs correspond to an independent reality, but rather in the sense that she is the one who stipulates this by establishing success criteria for her activity.

As a result, an artisan constructing a prototype for a new kind of artifact has a very different relation to the artifacts and artifactual kinds she creates than a scientist does to the natural objects she studies. The artisan knows what kind of artifact, if any, she has created; the scientist may not know what kind of natural object (if any) is before her. The criteria the artisan holds as being relevant to whether or not the product is a member of the new artifactual kind also cannot be mistaken (any more than parents can be ‘mistaken’ when they name their child), for this is a matter of her own stipulation, not (as the case of the scientist investigating the nature of a chemical or biological kind) a matter of discovery of independent facts. Finally, where K is an essentially artifactual concept, if a K does exist, it follows from this that someone (namely, at least the maker) has a substantive concept of the nature of Ks that is not subject to massive error, whereas members of natural kinds may well exist without anyone having any concept whatsoever of that kind or its nature.

Now, consider the case of a later artisan in a world containing at least one token of an essentially artifactual kind K. Either that person knows of the extant K or he does not. If he does not, he is in precisely the same position as the original artisan, with the exception that, if his concept largely matches that of the original maker, we may count him (if successful) as independently (and coincidentally) producing things of the same artifactual kind K. Thus members of separate cultures, for example, may all have independently made artifacts under a similar concepts (elongated object with a handle and blade, sharp on one edge, to be used for cutting food), and so all be aptly treated as creating knives. They will each share the same forms of privileged knowledge regarding their creations and the nature of the artifactual kind as the inventor described above, although of course none of the knife-makers may use the same word or know of the existence of other knife-making traditions. 

If the later artisan does know of the existence of the extant K(s), then he may have the intention to create one of these, with an implicit reference back to the earlier K. Yet even so, as I have argued elsewhere (2003), his intention cannot be a mere transparent intention to create one of these (with de re reference back to the prior K) without any substantive concept of what ‘these’ are, of what features are relevant to being of artifactual kind K. In order for his making to be controlled and directed, his intention to make a K must be filled out with intentions regarding what features are to be imposed on the object of his creation in order to succeed at realizing his intention to make a K (cf. Hilpinen 1992, pp. 64-5). Here (unlike the prototype maker) he can get it wrong: if his concept of what features are relevant to creating a K is wildly different from or inconsistent with the inventor’s concept, the later maker cannot without reservation be described as intending to make a K, or else we would have to allow that he may succeed at making a K just in virtue of imposing on the object all of the features he thinks are relevant. Bloom’s own examples (1996, pp. 19-20) nicely illustrate this point: if a madman happily presents a tiny pile of dirt as a chair, or a child happily presents a clay disk as a cup, we will with justice say that they have misunderstood what a chair or cup is, not that they have created a chair or cup just because their product satisfies their own idiosyncratic concept associated with the term. 

So a later artisan succeeds at making a K only if he has a substantive, and substantively correct, concept of what a K is and succeeds at imposing on the object all or most of the features relevant to executing that concept. Having a substantively correct concept, in turn, must be a matter of substantially matching the prior concept of Ks, since inventors’ concepts were originally definitive of what counts as relevant to kind membership.
 As a result, if someone is a genuine K-maker, he is guaranteed to have a largely correct concept of what Ks are, and if there are Ks, someone is guaranteed to have a largely correct concept of the nature of Ks. This again differs from the case of natural kinds, since no one’s concepts about the specific natures of natural kinds are immune from massive error, and members of the relevant kinds can exist without anyone having any concept whatsoever of their nature. 

Hilary Kornblith argues against this that ‘The maker could not insist, ‘I know what these things are; after all, I made them,’ since the term is part of a public language which the maker cannot constrain through a sheer act of will; being the maker of an artifact does not provide one with a grant of immunity to error’ (this volume, §6.2). But having the right concept of the artifactual kind in question is one thing, having command of the customary term associated with that concept in a particular natural language is another. While the maker can legitimately insist that he knows what kind of artifact, if any, he has made, this does not mean that he has the right customary term attached to that concept.
 

As the production of artifacts of kind K continues, things get trickier. Artifactual kinds are notoriously malleable and historical in nature—indeed the possibilities for this are built into our description above. For each subsequent maker needs only have a concept of which features are K-relevant that largely matches those of prior makers of K’s (if any there be). Thus, over time, the concept of K’s, spelling out which features are K-relevant, may gradually change. Note that what is essential (or indeed relevant) to being a K is still determined stipulatively by the features makers consider relevant to being a K; it is not a matter of discovery of a mind-independent nature. It is just that the process of stipulation has become much more gradual and diffuse, as it is responsive to the intentions of a great number of makers over an extended period of time. Nonetheless, something is a K only if it largely matches a substantive concept of some group of makers (minimally, its own). And those who successfully make Ks are guaranteed to have a substantially correct concept of what it takes to be a K, at least of that time and tradition.

5.3 Our epistemic relation to artifactual kinds

The crucial structural point from above is that there are essential connections between artifacts, the nature of artifactual kinds, and human concepts. At the first level, the conceptions of those who ground the reference of artifactual kind terms about what sort of features are relevant to distinguishing artifactual kinds are definitive of what sorts of features are relevant. The relevant sort of feature, I have argued, is that the things be the products of successfully executed substantive intentions to create something of the kind. 

As a result of this appeal to intentions, it turns out that there is an also a second level at which the natures of individual artifactual kinds (unlike those of individual natural kinds) are determined by human concepts: substantive features that determine the boundaries of an artifactual kind are determined (perhaps collectively and diffusely) by the concepts of makers regarding what features are relevant to membership in that kind. This fits well with the idea that the methodology of many social sciences, unlike natural sciences, must involve an empathetic understanding of the intentional states of others and their ways of understanding and carving up the world they live in (cf. Hilpinen 1992, p. 67). If those grounding the reference of the term ‘glug’ are good Martian anthropologists, it seems that what they should take as relevant is the criteria the relevant earthlings would have used to categorize things as being or not being in that kind. The categories that are of primary interest to the anthropologist, human geographer, historian, or archeologist, are the categories that were used and understood and relevant to the lives of the people studied. 

Thus the sense in which these artifacts and artifactual kinds are human creations does have important consequences for their metaphysics, and for our epistemic relation to them—consequences that mark them as importantly different from the objects and kinds of the natural sciences. In the former but not the latter case, the mere existence of objects of that kind entails that there is substantive knowledge of the kind’s nature: their existence is not independent of human knowledge of them. And makers of artifacts are (as such) guaranteed certain forms of immunity from massive error about the objects of their creation, whereas scientists are not guaranteed a similar freedom from error about their objects of study. 

There has been a great deal of discussion about whether or not there is any sort of epistemic privilege about the nature of artifactual kinds. Against the idea of a built-in epistemic privilege, Kornblith writes ‘To the extent that the makers are in an epistemically privileged position, the privilege is a product of their extensive interaction with the artifacts in question, not a product of any semantic competence’ (this volume, §6.2). But this overlooks the crucial difference I have been drawing out: any epistemic privilege of chemists over laypeople regarding chemical natures is indeed a product of their extensive interaction with the chemicals in question, and the epistemic superiority of botanists over ordinary folk regarding the features of trees is likewise a product of extensive interaction (of a certain kind—different from that of lumberjacks or syrup makers) with trees. But the sort of epistemic privilege I have been arguing applies to makers is neither the product of their ‘extensive interaction’ with the artifacts in question, nor a product of semantic competence; it is a consequence of the fact that the concepts and intentions of makers are constitutive of the nature of the kind they create, whereas the concepts and intentions of scientists (or anyone else) are not constitutive of the natures of the kinds they study.

5.4 Reference to artifactual kinds
There is a widely accepted view that natural kind terms and indeed most general terms may refer directly to genuine kinds in the world with natural boundaries, so that the term’s extension is determined by the nature of the kind, independently of all human beliefs and concepts, thus enabling the term to refer even if everyone is in ignorance or error about the real nature of the kind in question.
 

If I am correct, there are two ways in which this theory must be modified for the case of artifactual kind terms. At the first level I have argued that, owing to the qua problem we should accept a hybrid theory of reference acknowledging that would-be grounders of the reference of a general term must have some high-level concept of what category of kind they intend to refer to, thereby establishing the general sorts of features relevant to unifying members of that kind. This gives those who ground (and re-ground) the reference of the term some privileged knowledge about what sort of kind (if any) their terms refer to, and what sorts of features unify its members. This much, of course, applies equally to any general term (not just artifactual kind terms). 

Accepting a hybrid view of reference may still leave much of the spirit of the above view intact, for it does not impugn the idea that general terms may pick out their referents independently of any human concepts about the particular nature (though not the category) of the kind involved; regarding that nature, everyone may remain ignorant or in error. Thus, e.g., Kornblith argues (1980 and this volume) that artifactual kind terms may be introduced, e.g. by anthropologists to name a kind of artifact found in a remote culture, in which case the term refers to artifacts of that kind (whatever it is), allowing for everyone in the anthropologist’s language community to be ignorant or in error about the nature of the artifactual kind in question. 

While that much is surely true, it is nonetheless not true that artifactual kind terms could refer to kinds independently of all human beliefs and concepts about the nature of the kind. An anthropologist’s term for an artifactual kind she discovers in a remote culture has a reference only if there is such a kind to refer to. And there is such an artifactual kind to refer to (and there are artifacts of that kind) only if there are people who intentionally created those artifacts, with some substantive concept in mind of what were to be the relevant features for being of that kind. It is those concepts that not only were behind the creation of members of the kind, but that determine what sorts of features are relevant to being of the kind, and thus determine which things are or are not members of the kind. So, at some level, human concepts (not necessarily those of the language group who coins the term) about the nature of the kind play a crucial role in the reference of artifactual kind terms, whereas this is never the case (on direct reference theories) for natural kind terms. 

It should be clear, however, that this is not a matter of accepting a descriptive view of reference for artifactual kind terms—unlike descriptive reference theorists, I have not argued that every competent speaker, just in virtue of being a competent speaker, has knowledge of the essential features of artifactual kinds, nor that the reference of all artifactual kind terms is determined by the sense of the description competent speakers associate with the term. Nor is the  resulting immunity from wholesale error a matter of anyone’s descriptions being assured of matching the independent natures in the world picked out by them. Instead, it is a result of the fact that, for artifactual kinds, the concepts of those who create and sustain the kinds (not of speakers) are constitutive of the natures of the kinds available for reference.

5.5 Objections and replies 

I have been arguing that there are close conceptual connections between the idea of a maker, an artifact, and the nature of an artifactual kind, and that in virtue of these connections makers are guaranteed certain forms of epistemic privilege about the natures of the artifactual kinds they create. There has been, however, a great deal of resistance to the idea that anyone has any such privilege, and many cases have been raised in which makers appear to be ignorant about the natures of the artifacts they produce. 

One line of objection holds that makers may be completely ignorant of the natures of the artifacts they create, for modern makers may be merely indifferent production line workers, not artisans creating products of their own design. Thus, e.g. Kornblith (this volume) introduces Harry, who works in a factory manufacturing carabiners, with no concept of what these artifacts are, and no intentions beyond earning himself a living (cf. Elder, this volume, §2). Of course such kinds of ignorance (or error) are possible; those working the production lines may not (individually) have any overall concept of what sort of artifact is supposed to be produced. But properly understood, that observation does not undermine the conceptual connections between makers and artifacts I have elucidated above. 

For (as might be expected given the intentionalist approach I defend) the ‘makers’ in the sense I have been describing them above need not be identified with whoever (or whatever) is causally relevant to the physical existence of the object in question. Instead, they are those whose intentions to produce something with certain features enable the production of an artifact. For, as I argued above, for something to be an artifact at all (rather than a mere human byproduct) and ipso facto to be of any essentially artifactual kind, it must be the product of a controlled intention to produce something of that kind—the intention may be that of a designer (or team of designers) who controls execution of the intention by way of the movements of hundreds of other people, or by way of specially designed machinery, rather than by way of the movements of her own limbs and hand tools. But in any case, whoever it is whose intentions guide the creation of the product is the ‘maker’ in the sense in which I have been using the term (noting that this may be a collective), and wherever there is a genuine artifact, there must have been a maker in this sense. Makers in this sense retain the sorts of epistemic privilege I am describing, even if others who play a causal role in production may not. 

In fact, it is worth noting that, since it is the controlled and detailed intentions that are crucial to ‘making’ in this sense, the activities of ‘making’ may also be quite minimal, and involve expropriation of natural objects (e.g. to be paperweights, doorstops, etc.) with little or no physical change imposed on the world. As has often been noted (e.g. Hilpinen 1992), there is a close relation between the concept of artifacts and that of actions, and so just as (on Goldman’s (1970: 18) view), refraining from physical motion (e.g. intentionally not raising one’s hand during a vote) may still count as an action, so may intentionally not changing anything about this rock while appropriating it as a doorstop count as a minimal kind of artifact creation, as may appropriating and intentionally not changing anything about this piece of plumbing count as creating a work of art (cf. my forthcoming).
 

A related line of objection holds that such a close epistemic relation cannot obtain between all artifacts and their makers, since there may be animal artifacts such as beaver dams and ant hills, yet we surely cannot ascribe such structured intentions and knowledge of the natures of their kinds to beavers or ants. But again, the sorts of conceptual link I have been describing apply only where we are speaking of artifacts proper—that is, as the intended products of human (or other intelligent) activity. I have given reason above for thinking that intentions are at the core of our normal artifact concepts, beginning with the fact that this is essential to distinguish our artifactual kinds (tables, pencils, neckties) from types of unintended byproduct of human activity (pollution, scrap metal, footprints). Of course, the term ‘artifact’ also has a variety of other uses (including uses to describe unintended byproducts of our conceptual scheme, methodology, or tools) that I make no claim to explicate. As a result, while we might speak of beaver dams or anthills as ‘artifacts’ in some sense (based on analogy with human dams and homes), they are only artifacts in the core sense I am discussing, and the results about epistemic privilege only apply, if these objects have ‘makers’ with the kinds of substantive structured intentions I have been describing, in which case the relevant conceptual connections do hold up. Whether or not ants or beavers could be thought to have such intentions (and thus whether they are makers of artifacts in the core sense of each term I am seeking to explicate) I will leave for animal (or insect) psychologists to determine. 
Another common line of objection to the idea of epistemic privilege arises from the fact that it is always open to doubt whether any particular individual really is a maker, or any particular object really is an artifact or really does belong to any particular artifactual kind. But these observations do not undermine the idea that there are conceptual connections between genuine makers, artifacts, and artifactual kinds. Kornblith (this volume) writes: 

While it is true that the boundaries of natural kinds are determined, in the typical case, by features of the world wholly independent of any individual, and yet the boundaries of artifactual kinds are determined by intentions, which are properties of individuals, the way in which intentions determine artifactual kind boundaries does not provide any individual with privileged access to the essential features of artifactual kinds. (§6.2)

The truth of this, I would say, is that no individual, qua individual biological person, is guaranteed privileged access to the essential features of artifactual kinds. But this does not count against the point that I am drawing out:  that it is necessary that, if some individual is the maker of a certain kind of artifact, she is (qua maker) guaranteed to have a largely correct conception of the essential features of the artifacts of the kind she is creating (at least of that time and tradition). So similarly, no one (qua biological individual) is guaranteed the right to operate a motor vehicle, but this doesn’t count against the claim that all licensed drivers (qua licensed drivers) are guaranteed the right to operate a motor vehicle. 

Many of the most prominent objections to the idea that there is any sort of epistemic privilege regarding the natures of artifactual kinds trade on this ambiguity. James Nelson (1982, p. 362), for example, claimed that we could be wrong about the nature of artifacts like pencils, since pencils could turn out to be alien listening devices. But this does not tell against the view that someone (namely makers) has privileged knowledge regarding the nature of artifactual kinds, it only shows that we can be wrong about who the makers are.  Putnam’s idea that we could be all wrong about the nature of pencils, since they could turn out to be organisms (1975a, pp. 242-3) similarly does not tell against the view that, where there are members of an artifactual kind, there must be some knowledge (among makers) of the nature of the artifactual kind. It only shows that we can be wrong about which objects are artifacts. 

So in sum, none of these apparent cases of ignorance undermines the idea that, given the way our core artifactual concepts work, there is a constitutive link between the intentions of makers and the natures of artifactual kinds, in virtue of which genuine makers have certain forms of epistemic privilege about the natures of the artifacts they produce. Nonetheless, while I think it is important to notice the differences between artifactual and natural kinds, it is also important not to exaggerate the sorts of epistemic privilege that result from their metaphysical differences. Those who are guaranteed some knowledge of the nature of the kind are makers, but this is only a first-order knowledge by actual makers (considered as such). As the above examples suggest, no one has any higher-order privileged knowledge that he or she really is a maker, and thus there is no privileged knowledge that one has such knowledge. The knowledge of any individual maker is also limited to a protection from massive error about what it takes for there to be artifacts of that sort for that time and tradition, but things may gradually change in significant ways. 

Finally, the makers’ concepts of what features are relevant to membership in that artifactual kind must be considered intensionally, and are typically superficial, leaving room for ignorance and error in any beliefs they may have about what, e.g., physical conditions are nomologically necessary (or sufficient) for artifacts to possess the surface-level characteristics that are accepted as criterial for membership in the kind. Thus, for example, makers may accept it as a necessary feature of a knife that it be solid enough to cut through many foods, and it may be nomologically necessary that an object have rigid bonds between its constituent atoms to be so solid, without knife-makers having any knowledge of this fact. Makers may also remain ignorant of a great many other facts about artifacts of the kind they create, including causal factors to do with their economic or political role in the relevant society, unintended functions they turn out to serve, and so on. There thus remains much open for discovery by the social sciences even about artifacts of one’s own time and tradition—these things and kinds certainly are not completely transparent to anyone. 

5.6 Realism about human creations

I have argued that artifactual objects and kinds differ metaphysically from natural objects and kinds, and that these particular metaphysical differences also entail that humans are involved in a much closer epistemic relation to these objects and kinds than to natural kinds. I think that these implications have been little noticed, first since the focus in analytic philosophy has lain so heavily on understanding the objects and kinds of the natural sciences, and secondly because (given the way in which that has set the agenda for much of metaphysics, epistemology, and reference) even those who have had interests in the cultural world have had reason to downplay any apparent differences between natural and artifactual kinds if they would have the latter taken seriously, or even accepted ontologically at all. 

Indeed those who seek to defend the existence of artifacts and artifactual kinds sometimes valiantly attempt to do so precisely by accepting the criteria for ‘real’ existence suitable for members of natural kinds, and trying to show that at least certain artifactual kinds meet those criteria and so should be part of our ontological inventory. Thus Crawford Elder defends realism about (at least some) artifacts and artifactual kinds by arguing that that at least some artifactual kinds have mind-independent natures just as natural kinds do (this volume), and that at least some culturally-generated kinds are like natural kinds in that no one has epistemic privilege regarding the nature of  kinds just in virtue of who they are, and what the beliefs are about (1989). 

It is easy to see why one might think this is the route one must take. According to some formulations of realism, any metaphysical dependence on human intentionality vitiates a purported entity’s claim to reality. Thus George Lakoff takes it to be a central feature of objectivism that ‘No true fact can depend upon people’s believing it, on their knowledge of it, on their conceptualization of it, or on any other aspect of cognition. Existence cannot depend in any way in on human cognition’ (1987, p. 164). According to other, related, formulations of realism, certain forms of epistemic privilege with regard to a certain (purported) fact or kind may preclude it from being admitted to a realist’s ontology. Elder defends such a view when he writes, ‘I shall myself construe realism as a denial of epistemic privilege’ (1989, p. 440), namely that:

…for any component of the world and any set of beliefs about that component, the mere facts that those beliefs are (i) about that component and (ii) are held by the particular believers, by whom they are held, never by themselves entail that that set of beliefs is free from massive error. (1989, p. 441)

If my arguments above are on track, it is fairly clear that artifacts (and also institutional objects) would fail such a test. For the fact that a particular entity is of a given artifactual kind does depend on human cognition in ways we have described. Conversely, beliefs by makers about what sorts of features are relevant to being of a particular artifactual kind must be largely correct about the features relevant to being artifacts of that type (at least in that time and tradition), and so these, too, are assured of being free from massive error, just in virtue of the fact that the beliefs are by makers about their creations. In both cases the relevant beliefs are constitutive of the nature of the kind created, and so protected from sorts of error that inevitably threaten beliefs about the mind-independent kinds of nature.   

At other times it is assumed that realism about a particular object requires that we have a non-conventional way of tracking its creation and destruction, while realism about a kind requires not just that its nature be opaque to us, but that it involve a mind-independent cluster of essential properties over which one may perform inductions. Thus, e.g. Elder (this volume) defends a realism about artifacts and artifactual kinds by arguing that at least some artifactual kinds (those which are ‘copied kinds’) have a common history of function that leads to a mind-independent cluster of properties surrounding its shape, proper function, and historically proper placement, thus also providing a non-conventional criterion for when an individual artifact has been destroyed. While I applaud the effort to defend a broader ontology including artifacts and artifactual kinds, I think that showing that artifacts and other cultural objects are like natural objects and kinds in ways like these is not necessary to accept that there truly are such things, and that they form a genuine part of our world. 

Claims that there will be reliably clustering properties for such ‘copied kinds’ of artifacts, over which we may be able to perform inductions, are surely empirical, and so their fate cannot be settled here. The recent essays on the history of certain artifacts in The Evolution of Useful Things (Petroski, 1992), however, provides recurrent evidence against the idea that a common function is sufficient to yield a predictable cluster of properties definitive of an artifact type, even for such standard artifacts as paperclips and forks (and other eating utensils). Instead, Petroski details the multitude of contingent historical, aesthetic, and sociological factors that influence the design of our familiar artifacts, noting that ‘Different innovators in different places, starting with rudimentary solutions to the same basic problem, focused on different faults at different times, and so we have inherited culture-specific artifacts that are daily reminders that even so primitive a function as eating imposes no single form on the implements used to effect it’ (1992, 20).  Even Elder notes that such clusters of properties are unlikely to be found for a great number of standard artifactual kinds such as neckties and nose rings, leading to some rather odd results, e.g., that there are bolts of cloth but not neckties. As a result, even if this approach were to ontologically save those kinds that are ‘copied kinds’, it would not save our ontology of familiar artifacts.  

Even where it happens to be true that there are such predictable clusters of properties for an artifact kind, if my earlier arguments are correct, then it is only accidentally true. For as we have seen, the defining properties of artifactual kinds are determined by the features makers accept as relevant to something’s being of that kind—not necessarily by shape, proper function, historically proper placement, or any other properties that happen to cluster around these. It seems that Elder is providing us with the basis for replacement concepts of artifact kinds (which more closely fit the criteria associated with natural kinds) rather than with a justification of claims for the existence of our actual artifactual kinds. 

But could we not be mistaken in thinking that makers’ concepts are relevant to membership conditions for the kinds of artifacts they create, while our artifactual kind terms really pick out whatever shares the properties that more ‘naturally’ cluster around function, shape and historically proper placement? Not if the arguments of §5.1 were successful, for those showed that, to avoid the qua problem, we must accept that speakers’ intentions at least regarding the most general sorts of features that are relevant for belonging to an artifactual kind (as opposed to a natural kind) are definitive of what sorts of features are relevant—about that, at least, we could not be wrong. While Martian anthropologists may be wrong about what the essential features of glugs are (and may discover themselves to have made errors about this, when they discover earth documents) they cannot be wrong that (assuming the members of their sample do belong to a common Earth artifactual kind) whatever features Earthling makers of glugs would take to be relevant to membership in that kind are definitive of what features are relevant to kind membership. If our basic idea of what it is for something to be an artifactual kind is not open to revision in this sort of way, then however successful Elder’s arguments may be in demonstrating, e.g. that there are copied kinds which have properties that cluster in a mind-independent way, this is neither necessary nor sufficient to establish that there are things corresponding to our normal artifactual kind concepts.

But if artifactual kinds as we normally think of them can’t be shown to have natures built of properties that mind-independently cluster together in a way that is relevant to inductions, is it so much the worse for artifactual kinds? I suspect that the thought that it would be comes from borrowing an idea suitable for realism about natural objects and kinds and assuming it must apply wholesale. But this, I think, misconstrues what it is to be a realist about cultural objects and kinds. For if the real ontological question is whether or not we should accept that there are artifacts and artifactual kinds, then the above analyses, if apt, have shown that it is just part of the very idea of artifacts and artifactual kinds (suitably explicated) that they lack mind-independence in certain ways. If so, then accepting such criteria for realism does not provide an argument against accepting the real existence of artifacts and artifactual kinds, it merely begs the question against them. 

Is it at all possible, then, to propose a non-question-begging strategy for determining what entities should be accepted into one’s ontology? I think it is: For any purported kind of entity, first, determine what it would take for there to be such an entity, then attempt to establish whether those criteria are fulfilled. Then, if natural kinds are supposed to be kinds of entities possessing a mind-independent nature involving clusters of properties over which inductions non-accidentally turn out to be true, then anything purporting to be a natural kind had better fulfill those conditions. But our artifact concepts were never designed to pick out mind-independent kinds over which such inductions could be successfully performed, and so the fact that we may have certain forms of epistemic privilege with regard to artifactual kinds (if there are any), and that their natures are at some level constituted by human intentions gives us no reason to conclude that these things do not exist. 

According to the criteria built into the idea of something being an artifactual kind term, what must be the case for there to be artifacts and artifactual kinds? There must, as we have seen earlier, be people with certain intentions to create objects of a given kind, where these intentions are substantive and involve certain success criteria that control their activity, and they must be largely successful in executing their intentions. Do we have reason to think this is ever done? Barring radical conspiracy theories, of course we do. 

Such a procedure does not amount to an ‘anything goes’ ontology, admitting phlogiston and ghosts along with chairs and knives. For, according to the original scientific concept of phlogiston, for there to be phlogiston there would have to be some kind of substance essentially given off during combustion, and we have strong experimental evidence that there is no such substance. According to folk belief, for there to be ghosts, there would have to be dead people who come back in a form that is publicly visible and spatio-temporal, but not material, and who causally interact with the world (affecting the eyes of certain viewers, moving objects, etc.). And we have pretty good evidence that there are no such things. But what would it take for there to be chairs? That there be objects fashioned by people intending them to be chairs, where they have a substantive concept of what features are relevant being a chair (e.g. being a solid device for seating one person, with a seat and a back) and are reasonably successful in executing that intention. We have pretty good reason to believe that those conditions are sometimes fulfilled. So such a procedure does seem to make appropriate distinctions between what there is and what there isn’t, without collapsing criteria for there being things of diverse kinds into criteria suitable only for one kind.  

5.7 Conclusion

We began by asking in what sense artifacts and artifactual kinds are human creations, and what difference, if any, this makes to their place in our philosophical theories. If it were just that artifacts are brought into existence through human activities, this might aptly be thought to have little impact. But I have argued that not only are artifacts causally produced by humans, but also that, in virtue of the different ways in which are artifactual terms and concepts function (ways that are established definitively by speakers’ and thinkers’ intentions), the specific natures of artifactual kinds are determined (often gradually and collectively) by makers’ concepts about what features are relevant to kind membership. As a result it is not just artifacts, but the natures of artifactual kinds themselves, that are, in some sense, human creations. This metaphysical point in turn has consequences for epistemology and reference—putting at least some humans in a much closer epistemic relation to the artifactual kinds they create and sustain than anyone can be in to the natural kinds they may study, and entailing that the reference of artifactual kind terms must, at some level, be determined by way of human concepts. 


These differences, in turn, may make a great deal of difference elsewhere. They help explain why different methods seem to be required for pursuing social sciences such as anthropology and archeology, versus natural sciences such as chemistry and biology, for in the former, though not the latter case, human concepts will play a crucial role in determining the boundaries of many of the concepts central to the scientist’s theories. They also make a difference to how we conceive of realism, suggesting that we should not assume that criteria suitable for determining whether or not there is a particular natural kind are suitable across the board, so we are not left in the position of either forcing artifactual kinds into the mold of natural kinds or denying their existence. Although they may be, in various senses, human creations, artifacts are as ‘real’ a part of our world as most of us ever expected them to be.
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� Crawford Elder (this volume) argues that at least some kinds of artifacts, namely those he calls ‘copied kinds’, have essential natures based in properties that cluster together in just as mind-independent a way as those of natural kinds. He also argues (1989) that, for at least some culturally generated kinds (like natural kinds), beliefs even of members of the relevant culture could be massively false for all that is ensured by who they are and the fact that those beliefs are about those kinds.


� Since most of the debate about the reference of artifactual kind terms has focused on the tenability of direct reference versus descriptive (and hybrid) theories, I will limit my discussion here to those theories of reference. 


� In addition, of course, she must disambiguate what level of kind of any type she means to refer to, whether e.g. to teak, wood generally; lawn chairs, chairs generally, furniture generally, etc. I will leave that problem to one side here.


� Elder (this volume) takes proper function to be one of three essential properties of any ‘copied kind’, at least some of which are artifactual kinds.


� On the other hand, kinds such as ‘path’ and ‘village’ are not essentially artifactual, since some things in their extension may not be things intentionally created under that description. For discussion see my (2003), and Hilpinen (1992, p. 66).


� This enables us to get a more general view of what is distinctive about artifactual concepts and the sorts of features relevant to determining membership in these kinds, while still acknowledging that intended function is most often of central importance (though it need not be in all cases).


� This, of course, does not preclude the plan beginning quite vaguely, and evolving or changing in the creative process. 


� The requirements that a new makers’ concept be only substantively correct and mostly well executed reflect the fact that some vagueness is essentially built into artifactual kind concepts. 


� So what have the madman and the child of Bloom’s examples made? Assuming that each is satisfied with his product (that it matches certain substantive intentions), it may be that each has made an artifact of a new kind, to which he attaches the wrong public word. It is easy to imagine that if, e.g., the madman made a series of piles of dirt, clearly intending them to belong to some artifactual kind regarding which he was imposing his own success criteria (occasionally sweeping one away in disgust at it’s not having succeeded), we might count him as creating things of his own mysterious artifactual kind, and even perhaps even coin a (less misleading) term, like ‘dustlets’ to refer to members of his obscure kind. (‘I see he’s made four dustlets today’, one employee of the psychiatric institution says to the other.)


� I am not concerned to argue that all of this is part of the essential core of direct reference views (if it is not, so much the better for those views), but merely to point out some interesting differences between the reference of natural kind terms and artifactual kind terms.


� Jerrold Levinson (this volume) raises the interesting question of whether or not the analysis I provide of artifact concepts also applies to the concept ‘artwork’: do makers of art need to have a substantive intention of what sort of thing a work of art is (understanding what sorts of properties are relevant to that) and intend to realize many of these features in the object created? The worry about this is that requiring any kind of substantive intention would be too restrictive to account for the varieties of contemporary art and art-making, including conceptual art, found art, and the like. I am not committed to the idea that the very general term ‘artwork’ (as opposed to ‘sculpture’, ‘collage’, or ‘painting’) is an artifactual kind term in precisely the sense I seek to explicate above, and the issue deserves more detailed discussion. Nonetheless, I think worries that treating ‘artwork’ as an artifactual kind term on the above model would be too restrictive to account for much contemporary art can be mitigated in three ways. One is by noting that, on the account I give, the substantive features relevant to being a member of the kind may change over time; e.g. representation may once have been central among the art-relevant features, but plausibly no longer is; a conceptual artist may adopt certain relevant sorts of features from prior conceptual art, rather than considering those appropriate to, e.g., renaissance painting. The second mitigating factor is that intentions and beliefs about what features are relevant to being of a certain artifactual kind (including work of art) may include relational features about the role these objects are to play in human life, vis a vis other sorts of artifact and human practice, etc., so that in this sense intending them for certain kinds of treatment or regard may count as one relevant feature. The third mitigating factor is that mentioned above: that intentions like actions may be negative, so that (in the case of found art), intending not to alter various found features may count as part of a structured creative intention (different in degree only from a sculptor intentionally not altering the texture of her stone).


� I am grateful to Crawford Elder, Hilary Kornblith, and the editors for helpful comments on an earlier version of this paper. 
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