Travis: ‘The twilight of empiricism’
1: Distinguishes proper answerability from, eg., affective states because in the latter, akin to Wright's cognitive command, disagreement need not imply error.

Insofar as I am disgusted by Sid’s manners, thus far I am, ipso facto, not indifferent to them. Insofar as I take Sid’s face to be smeared with food, thus far I do not take it to be foodless. In the first case, two thinkers may take mutually exclusive attitudes while being equally responsive to the way things are—equally faultless in their responding to it. Not so in the second case. If any case of taking Sid’s face to be smeared with food is thinking correctly, for the present sort of correctness, then any taking of an attitude that one excludes is ipso facto incorrect. [246]
2: Sets out Travis’ critique of empiricism’s critique of, eg., causal facts. He ascribes three claims that go beyond his own characterisation of answerability.:

First, answerability is ultimately to the observable. Second, the argument from illusion is a means of locating the observable. Third, answerability is to what could not but be given something there might be to be observed, and (so) to what any thinker is equipped to learn from that. [247]

Empiricism’s third demand is that answerability be to what some observable would (for any thinker) recognizably necessitate. What was not thus necessitated would incorrigibly admit of ringers. By the argument from illusion, its obtaining (if there were such a thing) would then be in principle unrecognisable (unknowable). For an empiricist, answerability cannot be in principle unrecognisable: our stances could not float that free from what we could see to matter. So there could be no such thing to answer to. Nor could it take a parochial capacity to see what relevant observables thus meant. For there are ringers for a capacity only some thinkers have—masqueraders which are mere designs for prejudice. On pain of regress, only universally available capacities (if anything) could distinguish such ringers from the real thing. But then, the thought is, the parochial drops out as in principle superfluous. [248-9]
3 Sets out two sets of arguments drawn from Frege that either meanings (1884) or thoughts (1918) are private ideas. 
On ideas: Properties of things have systemtic import for indefinitely many aspects of behaviour. Properties of ideas cannot have that sort of systematic import. (An objection to an idea and a tomato looking the same way.)
On private thoughts: Public thoughts are akin to objects having properties: they have systematic import.

[J]ust as something’s being red has an indefinitely extensive role in its behaviour, so a  public thought’s being true has an indefinitely extending role in the way things are: for it to be true is for something to be so with such a role. One may think that the ball is red. There is no end to the experience that may show, or matter to showing, whether that is so. There is no fixed limit on what other aspects of the world may bear on its being so. What is involved in a ball’s being red is open to discoveries. Similarly for what it means (factively) for this ball to be red. Perhaps it is observably red. Then it is observably so full stop; not just in some fixed battery of encounters. So there is, in principle, an indefinite range of ways in which the truth of the stance may be investigated, or discovered; in which it might be shown, or proven, true. [254]

The ‘truth’ of a private thought would be nothing like this. It would not engage with phenomena there are to be encountered as that of a public stance does. It would not be open to investigation, discovery, proof in any of the ways just sketched. It would not be at all what truth is—the truth, that is, of stances there are to take. It would be senseless to suppose oneself, in using ‘true’ of one’s private thoughts, to be attributing to them the same status as a public thought would have in being true. ‘True’ so used could not mean what ‘true’ does. Someone might be inclined to call a private thought true; but there is nothing it would be for this inclination to be right. 

So private thoughts would be neither true nor false; not truthevaluable. They would not be answerable: there would be no genuine demands on their having answered. [254]

But there is a second Fregean argument based on logic.

Frege has a particular view of logic:

its laws must be maximally general, abstracting from mention of anything. Now here is the second line of thought in brief. If there were private thoughts, then there could be no logic so conceived. That can also be put by saying that private thoughts would not be governed by logic. To say that is to say that they could be governed by no standards of correctness at all. But then there is nothing it would be for them to be answerable. To be a thought is to be answerable. So there are no private thoughts. [255]
This gives rise to this argument:

A law of logic, on Frege’s conception, governs thoughts in relating inferentially to them. Nothing could so relate to all thoughts if some were private. So if there are private thoughts, there is no logic. By the same token, private thoughts are governed by no laws of logic. So there can be no private thoughts (no privately answerable stances). For a private stance could be governed by no genuine standard of correctness. Let the stance be what it might, and let the world be as it may be. Now, has the stance answered? One may as well say yes as no. Neither answer can conflict with anything else that is so. For without logic there are no consequences of saying either; or, equally, one might just as well take anything as anything else to be a consequence, or not to be. With such freedom, there is nothing it could be for one’s stance to have answered, or to have failed to. [256]
So the Fregean argument is that if private states cannot be bound by logic (that generalised structure that applies to all thoughts) then they cannot be answerable stances. There can be no such thing as local answerability.

This final argument seems odd to me. Why does the impossibility of generalised logic rule out local implications and local answerability? Fans of privacy will hardly be surprised to discover that they are committed to such locality. Travis argues, on Frege’s behalf, against this thought thus:
Could one not be bound by private logic? But that would just be to be bound by further private stances; ones which one took, where a thinker might have taken others, in being the special sort of thinker one happened to be. If the problem was how any private stance could bind, the solution cannot be that some can if others do. Being bound by logic, as Frege conceives it, is being bound merely by what thinking is as such; merely by there being no such thing as illogical thought. A thinker need be committed in no special way to manage that. [256-7]

4: Argues first that Frege’s critique of privacy is relevant to empiricism because, though he says it is directed against idealism, empiricism driven by the Argument from Illusion ends up as idealism. Travis’ main line of argument is to point out that Quine’s pragmatist holism cannot preserve even the notion of recalcitrance. The argument is akin to Wright’s in his book on Wittgenstein on mathematics.

[O]ne cannot get so far as thinking that a belief might be held onto no matter what unless one has already stripped experience of any substance. One must first, with Quine, remove pigs and sofas from the realm of sense experience. One must, more generally, remove as any object of experience (all the more as anything visibly, recognizably, that) anything towards which an answerable stance might be taken. Only when experience is thoroughly impoverished—well after perception has left the picture—could it be that any belief—say, my belief that that pig is munching tulips—can be retained correctly no matter what the experience. We can, without error, preserve our belief that there are no pigs—plead hallucination, etc.—only if pigs are never simply what we see, or actually experience. There is no better reason for thinking that than that such things admit of ringers. The argument from illusion is what is then needed for stripping experience of that import which it must not have if we are to be able to retain any belief no matter what. [263]

5: Travis considers the role of parochial factors. He argues that Frege’s first argument will not preclude the parochial, but the logic argument would.
Suppose there were exclusively human, and, perhaps, exclusively Martian, thoughts. Then thoughts available to humans would form one system in which, by abstraction, one would reach one set of most general truths. Thoughts available to Martians would form another. But human thought and Martian would be, in part, at least, incomparable. Just as with private thought, there would be no reason to suppose that the most general human thoughts and the most general Martian ones are the same, so that there are any most general thoughts tout court. In fact, that suggestion makes no sense. Some human thoughts are logically incomparable with all Martian ones: they stand in no inferential relations with them; and vice versa. Just as in the case of privacy, this rules out any thought’s having the import that a law of logic must. No thought can speak as a law of logic does to all thoughts. So neither we nor the Martians could be bound by logic as Frege conceives it. Neither we nor the Martians could then bind ourselves to any specific forms of answerability at all. That rules out exclusive thought. [264]

Frege’s view of logic gives rise to this principle:
Martian Principle: For any answerable stance, any thinker must be able, in principle, to grasp when it will have answered; to see something in the way things are or might be, on which its having answered or not turns—thus to see it to be answerable. [265]

Travis thinks however that Austin’s views on the occasion-sensitivity of the truth of descriptions.

Austin’s idea so read is, as noted, thoroughly un-Fregean. For Frege, a concept is a function from objects to truth-values. So when it is fixed which concepts are applied to what, in what structure, the truth value of the whole stance must also be fixed. There cannot be various ways of answering the question whether a stance so identified has answered, where those ways might yield different results. (The word ‘red’ might, for all that, express different concepts on different occasions. Austin’s point is not merely that. It is about given descriptions, and the concepts they deploy.) A thinker could not grasp a thought that the drapes are red if he lacked the concept red. But if he had it, there would be, on Frege’s view, no further barrier to his seeing what it would be for that thought to have answered. The Martian Principle tells us that he could at least come to see (in principle) when it would be that something satisfied the concept red.
Austin thus departs from Frege. Does he also depart from the Martian Principle? I think so. For Austin’s idea can be put this way: one can be all a thinker must be, and all that logic captures of that, and, further, one may grasp all that one must grasp to count as having the relevant concepts—one may know all there is to know as to what being coloured red would be as such—and for all that, one may not yet be in a position to see whether a given judging, or stating, say, that the drapes are red is to count as having answered to the way things are. So now suppose a given candidate thinker simply could not grasp certain standards for a given stance’s having answered—certain things it might be, say, for drapes to count as red. Suppose he was intractably blind to what those standards demanded for truth. He could not, say, catch on to the way stains would matter to the truth of the particular judgement in question. Would that disqualify him as a thinker, or even as a grasper of the concept red, etc.? Austin’s point entails that it need not.  [266]

This leaves the unfinished business of how to block the argument from illusion and thus empiricism:
For the argument to be invalid, there must be facts of a form illustrated thus: there are ringers for Pia’s situation in re a pig before her; nonetheless she sees a pig to be there. In such a case it would not be so that her situation might be a ringer—for all she actually experienced, or can tell, or is aware of. For it is not a ringer if, as she sees, there is a pig before her. [267]

Suppose we have occasion to count Pia as having seen a pig (to be) before her, or to refuse to do so. What are we to say (in saying what is so)? Suppose we have no right to suppose her environs to be ‘pig’ free. Perhaps we have no right to suppose it is not such a ‘pig’ she actually confronted (or none not deriving from our right to take her to have seen a pig). So, we must then admit, it might have been a stuffed pig. And, we ought further to allow, it might have been for all Pia could have seen. We cannot count Pia as having seen whether it was; we would be wrong to accept her word (her report of her experience) as proof. So we would be mistaken in counting her as having seen a pig to be before her. 
What it is true for us to say as to what might have been for Pia thus depends on our circumstances as well as hers. That is to say this: if there are facts such as to make the argument from illusion invalid, they must be occasion-sensitive ones. What counts as what might have been in Pia’s situation must depend on the occasion for saying, or judging, what might have been. ‘Might have been’ must admit of varying understandings, where it takes an occasion to fix how, on it, the notion is to be understood.
This is to say that there is room for facts of the required sort only with Austin’s conception of truth in play [268]

