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I ntroduction

“A flower in the crannied wall,” Sellars describes these L ec-
tures while plucking his philosophy out of the crannies, roots and
all. " Oneof thebasictasksthat phil osophy hasto doistoraise ques-
tions,” heremarks, “to open up conceptual possibilities...philoso-
phers should not regard themselves as merely owls of Minervawho
come back in the night after the day is done. They should also be
“heralds of the dawn” who create the categories in terms of which
science is rejuvenated.” In this, the Notre Dame Lectures do not
disappoint. As a measure of the fruition of the monumental
changes Sellarsenvisionsand hishope of areunification of science
and philosophy, the lectures stand alone. From the pointed cri-
tiques of Parmenides, Plato, Aristotle and Wittgenstein, to the
playful scolding of Carnap, Bergman, Firth, Chisholm and Quine,
Sellars encourages philosophersto take up the challenge of giving
direction to the future of the cognitive sciences.

Timeandtheworld order provide arecurring themefor thelec-
tures. Y et they unfoldinto thenature of timeitself, events, facts, ex-
istence, conceptual change and meaning—all of themplay acritical
role. TheNotreDameL ecturesevenillustrate Sellars’ exasperation
with himself because he was slow to recognize the ineluctable de-
velopment of his own theory of events, facts, and time.

Often funny and relentlessly metaphysical, the Notre Dame
Lectures aim at Sellars favorite targets: Relationalism and



2 Events

Givenness.! But like amaster craftsman determined to clean out the
toolshed, heis equally determined not to throw anything out. If an
ideaserved but can serve no longer, perhapsit’ stimeto understand
why it worked aswell asit did for so long? So, disappointment will
likely greet those looking for a new system to replace the old sys-
tem: for Sellars, getting thereisdefinitely thefun. If anything, what
strikes us as remarkable about these Lectures is the display of
Sellars' ability to cut right to the heart of anissue. “ Turn himto any
cause of policy, The Gordian knot of it hewill unloose,” and once
cut, heisonto another. At times, the Notre Dame L ecture’ s playful
common sense overshadows the fact that they provide a cross-sec-
tion of Sellars' views during a time of energetic development.
Since the lecturesinclude portions of published papers, they pres-
ent the priceless opportunity to see the lectures with embellish-
ments by the author. The running commentary, supplemented by
shrewd questionsfrom an historically proficient and insightful au-
dience? providessubtlecluesto Sellars' thinking onthe future of a
variety of core topics. Although the tapes were at times virtually
unintelligible and, of course, contained no diagrams, the transcrip-
tion isaccurate. Sellars habitually made up words—in the Platonic
sense—harnessing existing terms for his own device and this pre-
sented an additional challenge. Regrettably sometapesin thislong
series were unavailable but perhaps one day they will be tran-
scribed. With the notable exception of contributions by RWS
(Sellars' father), McMullin and the anonymous participantsin the
Q&A, most of theavailabletracksareincluded. Thetransitionfrom
track to track is included for reference purposes.

1 Relationalism contrasts with Inferentialism (see, Robert Brandom's Articu-
lating Reasons). Inferentialism is difficult. Couched in one metaphor or an-
other (which WS playfully characterizes as “zapping,” “grasping,” “24
Karat”), common sense clings to the Aristotelian’s Relationalistic legacy:
knowing isthe mind’'s becoming “like” the object. Phenomenology is episte-
mology. This“natural similarity” defined intentionality for solong, an alter-
native to which Inferentialistic theories can appeal has yet to take root.
Sellars, standing at thethreshold of Inferentialism, rejectsthe givennessupon
whichtheedifice of Relationalism standsbut wantsto rehabilitate phenomen-
ology—not tossit aside. This creates atension, seen throughout the l ectures,
between Sellars’ dot-quote analysis and his phenomenology.

2 McMullin and Delaney, for example.
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It was Sellars’ habit to develop hisviewsinthe course of ongo-
ing presentations to graduate students and graduate faculty and to
givethem adebut at Notre Dame. My own work with Sellars over-
lapped many of thelecturesthat appear here. Sellars’ running com-
mentary on published papers provides insights that would
otherwise have been lost.

Events

Of a certainty, there are no events or facts. The evolution of
WS stheory of eventsservesasthekeystone of thisintroduction. It
isn’'t that time, facts and events provided an unusual challenge to
Sellars. It israther more like Kant, who saw that once all the other
problemswere solved, the nature of time and spaceflowed fromthe
solutions. Intheselectures, while he acknowledgesthe evol ution of
hisviewsin EPM, the treatment of eventsisthe only case where he
acknowledges a mistake.

WSbegins“ TimeandtheWorld Order” by recalling hisdiscov-
ery that the ‘ problem of time’ wasrivaled by only the ‘ mind-body
problem’ in the degree to which it immediately tangled him in all
the major concerns of philosophy. Asweread TWO, our exegetical
task becomes doubly difficult because, while he sees the argument
in “Time and the World Order” as commencing with familiar puz-
zles about truth and time, from our perspective, the context hasre-
ceded into the history of philosophy. The essay begins by
addressing C. D. Broad’ s attempt to respond to McTaggart’ s work
ontheunreality of time. And naturally, like any period piece, it be-
ginsright in the middle of their story: WS examines Broad's re-
sponseto McTaggart almost ad seriatim as these responses appear
in portions of the Examination of McTaggart’s Philsophy volumes
| and 11.3 Asaresult, it makes TWO awork to be avoided by those
without a sense of history. Some of the dialectic appears to come
“out of the blue” for anyone unfamiliar with the contemporary tex-

3  Examination of McTaggart's Philosophy by C. D. Broad, volume | and II,
(Oxford University Press, 1933).
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ture of their debate. Sellars frequently characterized time in ways
that were common during those exchanges but which often leave a
contemporary audience with a sense that they have missed an im-
portantingredient in arecipe. Sinceitisnot necessary for usto start
from scratch, our progress will not be slowed by a need to
reconstruct the analytical machinery from the earlier period.

AsWS admits, during the course of the Notre Dame L ectures,
TWO incorporates a mistaken theory of events. His remarkable
apology for theerror acknowledges the significance of themistake:
a metaphysical mistake about the ultimate nature of reality. The
far-reaching changes that his new theory of events bring about
were never carried out. However he does provide enough sugges-
tions on how to proceed so that we are able to do some of the
renovation ourselves.

It will be necessary to presuppose a basic familiarity with the
use of dot-quoting (figure 1) as a means for tackling thorny onto-
logical issues. A “dot-quote primer” isprovided in an appendix for
those unfamiliar with the machinery WS puts in place.

Historically, familiarity with Carnap, Wittgenstein and amod-
est appreciation of the history of philosophy sufficeto bring out the
effect of the dot-quotes. With a modest amount of violence to our
historical integrity, the effect can be brought out asfollows. Speak-
ing from the 1% person, phenomenological point of view, we have
concepts pertaining to things (1% intentions), concepts pertaining
to concepts of things (2" intentions) and so on up the semantic | ad-
der. ‘Concepts’ are misnamed because, being nothing more than
varieties of conceiv-ings, there is nothing static or atomistic about
them: eachisresolvedinto, astheperipatetic schol asticswoul d say,
aroleor “office” which constituteswhat it isto know thevery thing
towhichthe concept pertains. It isknowledge classically construed
as the mind becoming like the object—knowledge at its best, what
it is like to be a knower. But the feature of Sellars’ account that
would have the peripatetics hurling themselves out of windowsis
hisinsistencethat theinteresting featuresof thought arebeyond the
reach of introspection, intuition, self-consciousness, self-anything
really. Thoseitems of which we can beimmediately aware are | eft-
overs from the Pleistocene—chunks of colored stuff—and even
that hiscontemporariesgot wrong. Thus, when onethinksabout the
semantic functioning of “thoughts” or “words” and the way their



“office” is constituted by the “privileges and duties’ that make up
the office (the “web” that makes them what they are), one needs an
entirely new metaphor. Aswe move up the semanticsladder, intro-

spection is a worthless, empty metaphor but it is up the semantic
the universal triangularity

the ‘the ‘city” type l the species the lion
t y li k'*d
e names qualtty II classifier
v = |
the ‘city’ —— triangularity —— the lion
¥,
city city city ——— DN B—‘% o5
t;% instances

Figurel. Here“type,” “quality,” “kind” areon par asarethetrio “the
‘city’,” “triangularity,” “thelion” and descending to theworld, as are
the trio made of the three cities, the three triangles and the three lions.
First, imagine replacing the single quotes with dot-quotes, then, “tri-
angularity” would betreated like “the ‘city’” on the left but would be
playing the classical conceptual role played by the kind term, ‘the
lion’ on the right. Hence, “triangularity” isadisguised “the triangu-
lar” functioning like lionkind but we call it aquality. Climbing the se-
mantical ladder another rung, yields thoughts of the ‘ethescityee’

ladder, intothe breach of the“inferential web,” soto speak, wereall
the interesting things are happening.

As his metaphor for “concepts,” Sellars uses the metaphor of
Chess and Tess (Texas-chess) but the pieces of any formal game
will serve; even Battleshipsfiring Gunsin Conway’s Game of Life
worksasahealthy intuition pump. Theideaistowean oneself away
from the Relationalism—rel ational theoriesof meaning, reference,
denotation, standing for, exemplifying etc.—and change to a diet
of incredibly complex semantic relations, that is, the syntactic ac-
tivity that brings about the semantic activity. Sellars’ view is easy
to understand but difficult to internalize: introspection and reflec-
tion, however mentally challenged, seems so good and served so
well that itisashameto seethemgo. Asapoint of reference, Figure
1 will serveto illustrate how Sellars' dot-quotes “relate” to ordi-
nary quotes. A rough idea of how they work serves the immediate
purpose because WS provides a considerable amount of
commentary in the course of the lectures.



Introducing Events

The best way to introduce the story of Sellars' change of heart
on events, is to relate how my own puzzles about the theory of
events came about. While studying WS analysis of meaning, a
question developed that couldn’t be resolved, the more | thought
about it, be more confused | got. During a discussions, | asked him
the following question, “the theory of events presented in TWO
complements the discussion of meaning that occursin, for exam-
ple, Truth and Correspondence, becausein both, eventsare objects
“in the world”—Dbasic derivative objects in the one and linguistic
events in the other—but in your later work, for example, MCP,4
events are not in the world.

WS’ simmediate response will have to wait because unless one
knowstherelevant backgroundit isimpossibleto get hisjoking re-
ply. Instead, it’ snecessary to spell out the conflict betweenthelater
theory of events and the analysis of meaning before giving WS's
solution to the problem. We can begin by looking at the theory of
meaning and linguistic events. Thiswill allow us to abstract away
from the philosophy of time—to which we will return after finish-
ing with the problem regarding events.

Thefirst pointismethodol ogical and concernsapreferred strat-
egy that WS uses to great effect—due to his singular genius for
striking right at the heart of a problem. WS comments that
Reichenbach gives usaprocedure for going from statements about
eventsto statements about things. A procedurefound in the“Intro-
duction” to Reichenbach’ s Elements of Symbolic Logic.® What WS
appearsto mean is Reichenbach’ s method of “rational reconstruc-
tion” (following Carnap) for regimenting language. We can seethe
method of rational reconstruction playing a part when we realize
that WS's application of the notion of meaning is not to speech or
thought as currently conceived. Our current concept of thought al -
ready contains the resources that Sellarsistrying to explain so he
rationally reconstructs our current model of speech and thought

4 | willuse'MCP for “Metaphysicsand the Concept of aPerson” instead of the
standard, ‘MP".

5 TWO,542. Theactual application of Reichenbach’smethod occursin section
48, whereReichenbach describeswhat hethinksof asameansfor regimenting
conversational language.



into one that is not in use. In the reconstructed version, thought is
construed as the level of overt, meaningful linguistic expression
which is mere event and not action (i.e., not underwritten by inner
thought episodes). The rational reconstruction puts aside our cur-
rent explanation of speech in terms of thought. According to
Sellars, thereconstructed version doesnot presupposesthe concept
of thought. Thus, the reconstructed application of the concepts of
meaning and picturing are not to the notion of speech as currently
conceived. The rational reconstruction is motivated by a “myth”
that allows us to see the plausibility of an “evolutionary” scenario
in which it was reasonable to adopt our current model of thought.®
The subsequent reconstruction of our model of speech occursat the
end of his myth of conceptual development.

Armed with appropriate warnings about methodology and his
proposal to use overly simplified models, it is apparent that in the
late 50’ s, Sellarsthought of events as objectsintheworldinanar-
row sense that includes Socrates, Caesar, and Cassio but not trian-
gularity which is in the world in a broad sense.

Names, he notes, connote criteria and nhame the objects which
satisfy these criteria. We have distinguished between two radically
different kinds of object which we may illustrate, respectively, by
Socrates and by Roundness. Roughly the distinction is between
those objectswhich are conceptsand thosewhich are not. Non-con-

ceptual objects can be further subdivided.

26. Non-conceptual objects can be roughly divided into basic
and derivative. Derivative objectscan beinformally character-
ized asthosewhich arereferred to by noun expressionsthat can
be eliminated by contextual definition. Inthissenseeventsare
derivative objects in the physical-thing framework. State-
mentsabout the eventsinwhich physical things participate can
be reduced to statements in which all the non-predicative ex-
pressionsrefer to physical things.” In the framework of kinetic
theory, asclassically presented, the basic objects (granted that
we can speak of theoretical objects) would be individual
molecules.”

6 Oneof WS'slecturesonthe“myth,” theMyth of Jonesisincludedinthisintro-
duction.
7 LT, 1961, paragraph 26.



In terms of the developing treatment of abstract entities from
“Grammar and Existence: A Preface to Ontology” in 1960 through
“Abstract Entities” in 1963, Sellars position above can be put by
contrasting two ways of being in the world:

(a) anitemisintheworld in the narrow sense when it does not
involve linguistic norms and roles (it is not “dot-quoted”)

(b) anitemisin theworldinthebroad sensewhich doesinvolve
linguistic norms and roles (it8is “dot-quoted”) from the stand-
point of afellow participant.

On this view, Sellars circa 1957, would say

Circularity and triangularity are in the world in the broad
sense

but,

Caesar’s crossing and Cassio’s loving are in the world in the
narrow sense.

Sellars continues:
Actually, the relation between an episode expressions and
tensed statements which are about things rather than episodes
[events] is quite simple, and has been formulated with reason-
able clarity by more than one philosopher.®

The “philosopher” is Reichenbach whose *“transformations’
Sellars finds illuminating and therefore, are worth pausing to
consider.

Reichenbach

It servestheinterest of completenessto take apassing glance at
Reichenbach’s event analysis although nothing crucial hinges on
it. Some of what Reichenbach presupposes, WS flatly rejects but
WS refers to it anyway so it’s worth a look.

The distinction between events and things, according to
Reichenbach, playsaroleindaily life. Aninauguration, an assassi -
nation, a marriage are events, not things, language contains

8 WScommentsonthecarewithwhichintheworldshouldbehandled, TTC, 65.
Heretheformal category, state of affairs, hasthe material category, event sub-
sumed under it.

9 TWO, 542.



event-expressions which are often descriptions, not proper names.
For example,

the inauguration of Kennedy took place in Washington,
or

the assassination of Kennedy followed the Bay of Pigsinva-
sion.

Thefirst containsatwo-termrelation between an event and athing,
the second, arelation between two events. It is often possible to
eliminate event-expressions, as in the first sentence above, which
can be stated in equivalent form

Kennedy was inaugurated in Washington

In the second, Reichenbach thinks that the equivalent statement
must contain atime. Asaresult, although the event-expressionscan
be eliminated, new event arguments in the symbols for time, ‘to’
and ‘t1’ cannot eliminated and time points are, events (“ classes of
simultaneous events” as he refers to them):

Kennedy was assassinated at t1 and the Bay of Pigswas in-
vaded at to.

Indeed, time sequence can be formulated only asrelations between
events.

Using the term ‘situation’ to refer to the object corresponding
to a proposition, by describing a situation in a proposition com-
posed of a function and argument, the situation splits into argu-
ment-object and predicate-object (i.e., property or attribute). As
seen above, a situation can be split in two ways.

Thus, asentencethat isabout “things” (‘ Kennedy wasinaugu-
rated’) can be transformed into a sentence about events, an E-sen-
tence (‘Kennedy’s inauguration took place’) by means of the
following. Suppose the **’ stands for a meta-linguistic function
taking thing-sentences into event predicates. So, ‘is the inaugura-
tion of Kennedy’ isthevalue of thefunction for theargument * Ken-
nedy is inaugurated.” The event term ‘the inauguration of
Kennedy’ is adefinite description that is symbolized using the ‘v’
and where ‘v’ denotes the event:
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(w)[f(Kennedy is inaugurated)]* (v)

Tosymbolize*theinauguration of Kennedy took place’ wehave:

(F)(x = (W)[f(x)]* (v)

using ‘ f(x1)’ to stand for the thing-sentence and the bracketsto indi-
catethe scope of the asterisk ‘*’. The procedureis completely gen-
eral. According to Reichenbach, references to events can be
replaced by referencestothings(and viceversa): Thegeneral trans-
formation rule (848) is

f(x1) = g(v1)

where ‘v1’ denotes the event, and ‘g’ the event property. The un-
usual * =" (not reproduced here) indicates that the connective in-
volved might include P-implications (see 860). Thetransformation
for ‘f(xq)" and ‘ g(v1)’ iswholisticin the sensethat wholes are equiv-
alent to each other without a direct correspondence between the
parts.

By the equivalence, an event and its property can be defined in
terms of athing and its property; the examples aboveillustrate the
two ways of splitting asituation; these he calls, thing-splitting and
event-splitting. Switching to the metalanguage, we can show that
an event-argument and its predicate can be defined as afunction of
a thing-argument and its predicate.

Let* f(x1)’ mean ‘Kennedy isinaugurated’, ‘g’ isthe predicate
‘inauguration of Kennedy’, that is afunction of both the predicate
‘isinaugurated’ and theargument ‘ Kennedy’. Reichenbach usesan
asterisk for the indicator of the transition to event-splitting and
writes the function ‘g’ (from the transformation rule above) in the
form ‘[f(x4)]*’ Thus, the expression ‘g(vi)’ can be replaced by
“[F(x0)]* (vay' . Theargument ‘v’ isthename of the event that hasthe
property [f(x1)]* and has a value given the predicate ‘is inaugu-
rated’ and the argument ‘ Kennedy’ . Since descriptions are used to
denoteeventsusingthefunction‘[f(x1)]*’; theevent-argument sign
‘vi' can bewrittenin aform prevalent in conversational language,
according to Reichenbach, namely,

the inauguration of Kennedy took place

or,
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(W)[f(x)]*(v)
Similarly, inacaseof thing-splitting, we might havethefollowing

The destruction of Carthage made Rome the ruler of the
Mediterranean.

Let x1= Carthage, d = bedestroyed, y1=Rome, z1= M editerranean, r
= ruler, m = make and,

vi = (w)[d(x1)]* (V)
ug = (w)r(u,z1)

To express event-splitting we have,
m(Vi, Y1, Ui).

Ontology: Sellars 1957

Returning to the discussion of events of thelate 50's, WS gives
asimplified version of Reichenbach’s transformations in dealing
with the statements with which TWO began, namely,

(1) Swaso1
(2) Sis P2 now
()  Swill be s

which hemodifies' for the purposesof discussing episodesto be

(')  Sbecame @1
(2)  Sisbecoming 2 (now)

(3)  Swill become 3

10 Taking advantage of Reichenbach’s idea of “event-splitting.”
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for which we have an equivalence schemathat servesto show “how
the language of ‘episodes’ or ‘events' isrelated to a simple tensed
statement” 1 with which TWO began. Namely,

(1)  Sbecame @1 S's becoming i took place
(2)  Sisbecoming @2 (now) S'shbecoming oi istaking place
(3)  Swill become 3 S's becoming ¢i will take place

The episode expressions on the right are “derivative from the
tensed statements to the effect that Sis (or was or will be) ¢i in ac-
cordance with” the schema above.'?> The equivalence schema
serves as one of the contextual definitions (referred to earlier) that
allow usto eliminate event-expressions. In general, on thefirst re-
construction for the language of events, reference to event expres-
sions can be eliminated by contextual definitions, thus,

Caesar’ s crossing the Rubicon took place
is reduced to

Caesar crossed the Rubicon

that eliminates the reference to an event via the expression, ‘ Caesar’s
crossing,” in favor of atensed statement about a changing thing, namely,
Caesar. Thus, we have a general recipe, atransformation schema, for re-
placing event statements in favor of the statements involving changing
things:

is taking place Vs
S's V-ing 1 took place r = Ved
will take place Will V

As a result,
we note that there are two kinds of singular termwhich can be
derived from tensed statements of the kind represented on the
right-hand side of [the above]: that-clauses, thus
(a) that S will become oi,
and episode-expressions, thus,

11 TWO, 541.
12 TWO, 542.
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(b) S's becoming ¢;.13
“Singular terms” asin (a) “areaspecial kind of statement-mentioning de-
vice and are metalinguistic in character.” Sellars notes

This being so, we can appreciate the truth contained in

the idea that episodes are more basic than facts; for epi-

sode-expressions, unlike that-clauses, are in the object

language.1*
However, we are cautioned against supposing that episodesarethe
entities of which the world is ‘made up,’

for althoughiitis correct to say that episode-expressions ‘refer

to extralinguistic entities—indeed, to episodes—the above ac-

count tells us that episodes are derivative entities and rest on

referring expressions which occur in tensed statements about

things.” 1%
Inan effort to drivethispoint home, WSwarnsagainst thinking that
causal relations obtain between events.1® Since episode expres-
sions occur in the object language and in P-implications (physical
implications) like the singular terms in

The litmus paper’s being put in acid (physically) implied its
turning red

thiswrongly givesthe impression that physical implicationisare-
lation in re between events. In fact, episode-expressions are
grounded in tensed statements about thingswhich “ must be that-ed
(ineffect, quoted) to servesasthe subject of statementsto the effect
that something physically implies something else.” 1’ WS cautions

us against and overzealous reliance on the existence of events:
We must now remind ourselves that although we have permit-
ted ourselves to speak above without qualification of aframe-
work of events, these events have a derivative status in the
sense that singular terms referring to events are contextually
introduced in terms of sentences involving singular terms re-
ferring to things. And we must remind ourselves that in the
framework of thingsit isthings which cometo be and cease to
be, andthat theevent whichisthecomingtobeor theceasingto

13 TWO, 542.
14 TWO, 542,
15 TWO, 542.
16 Here he is explicitly parting company with Reichenbach’s analysis.
17 TWO, 543.
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beof athingitself neither comesto be nor ceasesto bebut (like
all events) simply takes place. On the other hand, all
metricizingsin theframework of thingsisamatter of thelocat-
ing of events, including the events which are the coming to be
and ceasing to be of things.18

Once again, we seethat events (in the simplified model of thething
framework) are introduced through contextual definitions but that
ultimately, events are the coming to be or ceasing to be of things,
the onset of changes, as it were.

Events: Sellars 1934

Sellarsoften pointed out that one cannot put everythinginjeopardy
all at once, after all, we haveto stand somewhere. Still, it should be
obviousthat although the precisetexture of thenotion of an episode

is key, he relegates it to a footnote
Theterm ‘episode’ will be used, for the time being, in abroad
senseinwhich no distinctionisdrawn among episodes, events,
states, etc. These distinctions will be subsequently drawn to a
degree of precision which suffices for the purposes of this pa-
per.19

The “degree of precision” is in evidence later,
To begin with, something must be said about the status of the
very term ‘episode.’ That itisacommon noun, and that “ There
areepisodes’ hasthesamegeneral formas“Therearelions,” is
clear. But more than thiswe can say that ‘ episode,’ like ‘ prop-
erty’ and ‘relation,’ is a ‘ category word’; and to say thisisto
say that like the latter pair it isthe counterpart in the material
mode of alogical pigeonholefor a certain class of expressions
in our language. Thus,
(77) E is an episode
tells us no more about E than is exhibited by
(78) Eistaking placeor hastaken place or will take place
and servesto indicate that the singular term represented by ‘E’
isthe sort of term which belongsin thistype of context. Thus,
to say that thereare episodesis, in effect, to say that something
either istaking place, has taken place, or will take place: And
as saying thisit is equivalent to (though it does not have the

18 TWO, 572.
19 TWO, 535.
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same sense as) astatement to the effect that something iseither
present, past, or future.20

For anyone keeping score, it ought to feel asif the usage of ‘epi-
sode’ hoversjust at the edge of thelight aswell ason the edge of be-
ing (inconsistently) in the world in the narrow sense and in the

world in the broad sense. For, on the one hand, WS writes,
Thisbeing so, we can appreciate thetruth contained intheidea
that episodes are more basic than facts; for episode-expres-
sions, unlike that-clauses, are in the object language.?!

But, on the other remarks,

But first aterminological remark isin order. It will undoubt-
edly have been noticed that in the preceding sections the term
‘episode’ has, with a minimum of warning, been stretched to
cover items which would not ordinarily be so designated.
Thus, wewould not ordinarily say that the statement * The soup
is salty’ reports an episode, even though it does report some-
thing that “comesto pass.” Thus, we distinguish, for example,
between ‘episodes’ and ‘states.’ It is no easy task to botanize
the various kinds of temporal statement, or to find a plausible
term for the broader category to which both epi sodes (‘ the salt-
ing of the soup’) and states (‘the being salty of the soup’) be-
long. Perhaps they might be lumped together under ‘ outcome.’
For the time being, however, | shall avoid any discussion of
states, and limit myself to episodes proper.22

“Well,” one isinclined to ask, “are they or aren’t they?”

Sellars 1934, in his thesis provides some clues:
...it seems wise to define an event as a selected portion of the
behavior of aphysical system. It isan implication of this defi-
nitionthat an event may be complex bothinthe sensethat more
than one existent is concerned, and in the sense that a complex
changeisinvolved. Aneventisnot an ontological unit or quan-
tum of being... Thuswe speak of (the event of) the apple’srot-
ting, and, in the case mentioned above, of (the event of) the
automobile accident. Such usage is entirely legitimate. How-
ever, the important fact is that the behavior of the appleisno
moreaself-existent entity thanitsstructure. Thusthe ontologi-
cal situation meant when an event is referred to consists of
changing physical continuants...It is this capacity of the hu-

20 TWO, 547.
21 TWO, 542.
22 TWO, 541.
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man mind to perceive and experience change, that renders pos-
sible the type of reference to thingsinvolved in the concept of
an event. Ontologically thereareno events. However inasense
there are events, just as, to use an analogy there are structures
or forms, for the human mind is able to discriminate aspects of
reality, while at the same time recognizing the categorial fea-
turesof existence. Werefer abehavior tothingsjust aswerefer
a spatial structure to things, and just as in the latter case we
speak of the squareness of the peg, so we speak of the death of
Queen Anne.

According to the Physical Realist that Sellars defends, change is
in-the-world in a narrow sense. But, as WS notes in another con-

text,
For theterm ‘ episode’ iselastic enough to cover agreat deal of
territory. If anything which occurs or takes place isto count as
an episode, then whenever an object changes from having one
disposition to another, the change is an episode.23

What more can be said??*

Meaning: Sellars 1962
Rather than concocting adirect answer, | et’s examine another con-
text in which ‘episode’ or ‘event’ playsacentral role: the theory of
meaning. An excursion into the core theory of meaning develops

23 SRTT, 108.

24 See Chrucky’s account of the WS's images, Andrew Chrucky, Fordham Dis-
sertation, 1990, Chapter 2-4, see www.ditext.com/chrucky/chru-0.html, pro-
vides a eminently accessible account of the Manifest and Scientific Images
and how they fit into the Sellarsian scheme. One can disagree with much of
what Chrucky hasto say and still regard it asan interesting way of looking at
WS'sproject. When Chrucky arguesthat eventsinthenarrow sensebelongto
both the Manifest Image and the Scientific Image, he parts company with
Sellars. Perhapsit would help to point out that over theyears, | heard WSin-
vent and popul ate countlessversions of the Images: they were creationsof the
ongoing dialectic, to be used in order to gain the higher ground which, when
done, meant that the Images served but could servenolonger. It wasoftenlike
that. Once, when | was giving a version of what | thought he was saying in
TTC, by “If there is knowledge of spatiotemporal objects, then these objects
conformto general truths satisfying such and such conditions’ is, asawhole,
an analytic statement belonging to transcendental philosophy,” he said,
chuckling, “yes, that’sall there, perhapsliketheoak isintheacorn!” “Right,”
I replied, “but your acornshave acornsinside of them.” One of the great bene-
fits of the Notre Dame | ecturesisthat we get to see how thisdial ectic unfolds
while pieces of the lectures appear and reappear in various other works, pol-
ished and remastered. Except for his apology over the mis-steps by “ Sellars
1957” inthetheory of events, | don't remember any other case of phil osophi-
cal contrition.
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insight into WS's position on events better than others. The Notre
Dame L ectures contain enough introductions to the mechanics of
the theory of meaning to suit most appetites, so aminimal level of
familiarity will be assumed.?> It was previously noted that WS's
model of language contains crucial simplifying assumptionsinthe
manner of Carnap and Reichenbach but also other central

assumptions occur:

It must not beforgotten that the semantical characterization of

overt verbal episodes is the primary use of semantical terms,

and that overt linguistic events as semantically characterized

arethemodel for theinner episodesintroduced by thetheory.26
Again, recall that WSworkswith a“myth” if youwill, arationally
reconstructed notion of thought and linguistic episodes so here he
emphasizes the parasitic character of thought: it is parasitic upon
languaging. But, he also claims that the linguistic episodes them-
selvesin their primary sense as bearers of meaning are not to be
confused with inscriptions or utterances which are the product of
languaging. The point that the events are the bearers of meaningis
often repeated:

It is often said that it is people rather than utterances which

mean. But utterances are peopl e uttering; the claim in question

istrueonly inthetrivial senseinwhich certain movementsare

awaltz only in so far as a person moving in certain waysis a

person waltzing.2’
Episode expressions that pick out the verbal behavior of language
users are in the object language:

Thefamiliar saw that words have meaning only because people

mean thingsby themisharmlessif it tellsusthat wordshave no

meaning in abstraction from their involvement in the verbal

behavior of language users.?8
Words are meaningful because they comprise verbal activity, ver-
bal episodes. Inscriptions or utterances—objects that are not
events—have meaning only in the derivative sense, in the sense
that they are parasitic upon the episodes that give them life. The

25 Theappendix “A Dot-Quote Primer” provides adetailed summary of the ma-
chinery if one should find necessary more precision.

26 EPM, 188.

27 FD, 151, 1966.

28 LTC, 523, 1969.



18

mere inscriptions or the words, abstracted from the linguistic epi-
sodes are objects but not events. They cannot have meaning in the
primary sense. “But why?’" we might ask, “why is that sense that
they have meaning dependent on something more primary?’

Truth and Correspondence (1962) gives the most comprehen-
sive account of the theory of meaning during the period and WS
continuesto refer to the explanation there all the way to the end of
the Notre Dame Lectures.

Relationalism

The Notre Dame Lectures could not contain a more sustained
attack on aphilosophical position than the attack on Relationalism.
And of course, the engine of Relationalism is the “means rubric”
construed on the familiar relational model. “Relations, relations,
relations!” Sellarssays, striking thepodium, “| want toget rid of all
of them! All of them!” Indeed. The purge begins with the “means
rubric.”

Sellars offers a reconstruction of the “means rubric” that has
since become part of the philosophical landscape. WS attacksthe
keystone of Relationalism: namely, that meaning statements of the
form

S(inL) meansp

that is, themeansrubric, arerelational statementsthat assert arela-
tion between linguistic and nonlinguistic items. For WS, both the
terms in the meaning relation must have meaning and therefore
must both belong to thelinguistic order. M eaning statements, hear-
gues, are specialized theoretical devices that function to say that
onelinguistic entity isacounterpart of another or, as he frequently
putsit, that two words, sentences, or linguistic items have the same
use or role.

Sometimes referred to as the “network theory of meaning,” it
invokesthe metaphor of words as meaning what they do because of
their completerolein the* cognitive economy,” the compl ete actu-
alization of transactionsand exchanges—theweb—inwhich aterm
is caught—on analogy with the way that the rules of a game, say
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Chess, constitute each “piece” by “virtue of the patternsthey make”
when produced in a “chessing-around” frame of mind.2°

However this should not leave uswith theimpression that there
is a similarity between

‘Rot’ (in German) means red

and

‘rot’ and ‘red’ have the same use.

Aside from thefact that the second mentionstheword ‘red’ but the
former does not, the differences Sellars focuses upon rest on his
view that theformer presupposesthat the speaker knowshow to use
theword ‘red’. Inusingthe meansrubric, oneisbeing asked tore-
hearsetheir use of theword ‘red’, so thethemeisone of meaning as
tranglation: if onewantsto know what ‘ Rot’ means, sit down, brew
acup of coffeeand rehearsetheuse of ‘red’ in Englishif wewant to
understand how to use ‘Rot’. “ The translation use of ‘mean’ gives
expression to the fact that the samelinguistic role can be played by
different expressions.”30

To explore the difference between the context of the meansru-
bric and ordinary translation statements, Sellarsintroduces his no-
tion of dot-quotes to represent a special form of quotation and
argues that meaning statements can be regarded as if they embody
thisspecial form of quotation whichisan extension of thehistorical
conventions that developed into ordinary quotation. While ordi-
nary quotes form expressions that have an intra-linguistic use,
dot-quoted expressions have an inter-linguistic use as well. Fur-
thermore, dot-quoted expressions are more general than ordinary
quoted expressions because they pick out similarities of role, and
ignore the empirical differences between the expressions which
play the role in different languages.

Thus,

‘Rot’ (in German) means red

29 SM, 76.
30 LT, 110.
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isanalyzed as a phrase which actually involves a specialized form
of quotation,

‘Rot’ (in German) means erede.
Sellars takes the second to be a way of saying
‘Rot’s (in German) are sredss

so hetakes the “meansrubric” to be a specialized form of acopula
the chief advantage of which comeswhen we realize that dot-quot-
ing functions as a perspicuous replacement for the nominalization
redness:

we get an interpretation of abstract singular terms

which is apowerful tool for dealing with problems

inthe philosophy of language and the philosophy of

mind. For to make this move is to construe ‘ stands

for’ as aspecialized form of the copula‘to be', the

surface features of which (a) indicate that the sub-

ject matter is linguistic rather than, for example,

military or religious; (b) make possible such con-

trastsasthose between ‘ standsfor’, ‘ connotes', ‘ de-

notes’, ‘refers to’ and ‘names'...3!

In TC, WS develops the idea that learning to use words requires
learning the many-layered rules of alanguage and, as aresult, ex-
hibiting the uniformities in linguistic behavior brought about
through those rules.®2 The network of roles, that is, the network
which constitutes the meaning of the termsin alanguage bring it
about that language pictures the world, the central and essential
function of language,

the sine qua non of all others, isto enable us to picture the
world in which we live.33

31 SM, 81.

32 Levelsof language mirror movements up and down the semantic ladder. WS
uses his contemporaries’ inability to know where they are on the ladder to
great effect. To his ears, their pronouncements must have sounded like a be-
ginning philosophy student confusing use and mention.

33 TC, 46.
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Whilethe shifting, dynamic uniformitiesthat constitute the pictur-
ing are brought about by the normative structurewe characterize as
the web of meanings, picturing itself isamatter-of-factual relation
between systems of itemsthat arein-the-world in the narrow sense
in a way that does not involve norms:

If picturing isto be arelation between objectsin the

natural order, this means that the linguistic objects

in question must belong to the natural order. And

this means that we must be considering them in

terms of empirical properties and matter-of-factual

relations, though these may, indeed must, be very

complex, involving all kinds of constant conjunc-

tionsor uniformities pertaining to thelanguage user

and his environment. Specifically, athough we

may, indeed must, know that theselinguistic objects

are subject to rulesand principles—arefraught with

“ought”—we abstract from this knowledge in con-

sidering them as objects in the natural order.3*
The distinction involving linguistic objects in the natural order,
that is, objects in the world in the narrow sense that does not in-
volve norms, contrasts with linguistic objects that are in the world
in the broad sense—the dot-quoted counterparts—which involve
the conception of norms and standards.

The notoriously Janus-faced dot-quoted expressions cannot be
viewed in isolation because, although as natural linguistic objects,
they aretreated asif discreteitemsintheworldinthe narrow sense,
like any other functionally characterized object, it is an illusion
borne of the “abstraction” mentioned: a prolate spheroid that hap-
pens to be an American or Canadian football makes an abysmal
Soccer ball. Similarly, theitemsthat constitute aworld-map cannot
be broken-off and regarded independently. In other words, one
must not lose sight of the fact that the dot-quoted expressions giv-
ing risetothe natural linguistic objectsareintheworldinthebroad
sense. As Sellarsnotesin arelated context, while natural linguistic
objects are in the world in the narrow sense, the corresponding
dot-quoted expressions,

34 TC, 44.
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are“intheworld” only inthat broad sensein which

the ‘world’ includes linguistic norms and roles

viewed (thusintranslating) from the standpoint of a

fellow participant.3
Thus, when WS remarksthat “the only objectsin theworld are par-
ticulars,” by that, he means, in the world in the narrow sense that
excludeslinguisticnormsandroles.3® In asense, therereally areno
linguistic objectsin a broad sense—in the sense that they are enti-
ties of which theworld is‘made up’—to steal a phrase from TWO.
Thedistinction between thewaysitems can beintheworld presup-
posesthedistinction between the normative and the non-normative
so theworld includes only linguistic objectsin their empirical, de-
scriptive or matter-of-factual terms.3’

While the termsin the means rubric are both in theworld in
the broad sense because they involve the conception of norms and
standards, “picturing is a complex matter-of-factual relation.” 38

Picturing...is a relation, indeed, a relation between two rela-

tional structures. And pictures, like maps, can be more or less
adequate. The adequacy concerns the ‘method of projec-

tion’.3?
The “relational structure” is spatial in, as it were, a coarse sense
which we'll consider later. The crucial point isthat the natural lin-
guistic objects underpinning meaning itself are in the world in a

narrow sense:
A statement to the effect that a linguistic item pictures a
nonlinguistic item by virtue of the semantical uniformities
characteristic of acertain conceptual structureis, in animpor-
tant sense, an object language statement, for even though it
mentions linguistic objects, it treatsthem asitemsin the order

35 NS, 7, 1962, italics PA.

36 NS, 11, Indeed, NS can betaken as an attempt to make clear the two sense of
being in the world.

37 WS often exhibits a Kantian playfulness when dealing with the semantic and
syntacticladders. Once, during an argument over one of the Pittsburgh Pirates
being overpaid, | said that it doesn’t really matter because debtsaren’t in the
world in the narrow sense, to which WS replied, “Sure they are, | pay debts
withdollar bills[ashepulled oneout of hispocket andwaveditinmy face] and
this dollar bill isin the world!”

38 SM, 136, 1966.

39 SM, 135.
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of causes and effects, i.e. in rerumnatura, and speaks directly
of their functioning inthisorder in away whichisto be sharply
contrasted with the metalinguistic statements of logical se-
mantics, in which the key role is played by abstract singular
terms.40

The Strategy is clear (ignoring the exaggerated appeal to ‘the
order of causes’): WS drives home the point that the traditional
construal of themeansrubricignoresthedistinction between mean-
ing and picturing, the distinction between forms of reality—being
in theworld in the broad and the narrow sense—and confuses the
uniformities brought about by norms and standards with the norms
and standards themselves.

Events: Sellars 1957

Suppose now that we take the 1957 analysis of meaning and
turn it on the statement made earlier about the “familiar saw” that
words mean because of their involvement in verbal behavior, that
is, we turn it on the theory of events? In particular the event,

Jones says ‘fa’.

Linguistic events, episodes of uttering or inscribing have meaning
inthe primary sense—they arein theworld in the narrow sense. Of
course, linguistic eventstakenin the full-blooded normative sense
that constitutes roles are not in the world in the narrow sense. But,
linguistic events insofar as they constitute the complex mat-
ter-of-factual picturing relation asnatural linguistic objectsarein
theworldinthenarrow sense. We arereminded of thetopicin TC:

My topic, therefore, can be given aprovisional for-

mulation as follows: Is there a sense of ‘corre-

spond’, other than that explicated by semantic

theory, in which empirical truths correspond to ob-

jects or events in the world?4
Ultimately, although TC vacillates between the correlate of the
product of the inscribings of the perfect inscriber, namely, the in-
scriptions, and the inscribings themselves as linguistic events, the
inscriptionsareinvolvedinamerely secondary or accidental sense.

40 SM, 137.
41 TC, 30.
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Earlier, WS provided an account of what it means to say that
eventsarederivativeobjectsandtherefore, talk about eventscan be
eliminated by means of Reichenbachean transformations (contex-
tual definitions) infavor of talk about changing things. How do the
transformations work on a linguistic event? For example,

Jones says ‘fa’.

Recall that WS introduced a transformation schema:

r Is taking place Vs
S'sV-ing | took place =  Ved
L will take place will vV

Thetransformation schema, however, does not apply to the follow-
ing episode expression:

Jones saying that fa

which would reduce to,
Jones says that fa

because it is not one of the appropriate forms:

istaking place
[took place
L will take place

These forms will reduce, for example,

Jones saying that fatook place

to

Jones said that fa

but will go no further.

Since events are derivative objects, the expectation would be
that statements about the linguistic event of Jonessaying that faare
eliminablein favor of statements about Jones which, given the un-
derlying ontology, seems bizarre.

Thetheory of meaning exacerbates the problem because in ad-
dition to peoplelanguaging, linguistic events, aswe havejust seen,
occur in the picturing relation
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... pictures 01

yet not only does the linguistic event of Jones saying ‘fa’ fail to fit
the recipe for elimination via contextual transformations, it con-
tainsan element that is, as WS saysin the lectures, that-ed. While
Reichenbach’s transformations will take us from an event-argu-
ment to a thing-argument, the transformation itself is a wholistic
transformation which, for our purposes, meansthat that-ed itemis
ineliminable.*? To this point, the theory provides no recipe for
transforming empirical descriptive expressionsreferring to events
into expressions for language-users.
Indeed, one searches in vain for a way of handling,

...iIsan event

because, for Sellars 1957, there is no need for an Abstract Enti-
ties-type treatment, events are in the object language, afer all.
What, then, are we to make of

Jones' V-ing isan event,

which, asaderivative object, issupposed to bereducible to astate-
ment that mentions only Jones? Reichenbach’s transformsweren’t
designed to deal with categorizing statements. But where do we
turn, then, when we leave the necessary abstraction of inscriptions
and look for cash in terms inscribings and utterings?

The upshot isthat the recipe for treating linguistic events, pre-
sented in WS 1957, does not work in the picturing relation. Asare-
sult, thetransformations, the contextual definitions, inshort, all the
machinery associated with statementsthat have meaning in the pri-
mary sensewhich are al so eventsdoesnot coherewith thetreatment
of picturing. Itisasif Sellars, having been hypnotized by thetreat-
ment of the derivative objects—inscriptions and utterances, for ex-
ample—focused onwhat he himself regarded asan abstraction. The
corresponding linguistic events, which, as the primary bearers of
meaning should have been the primary target of the discussion, re-
main unanalyzable by the available transformations.

42 Reichenbach,848, p. 269.
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Events Redux: Sellars 1969

By the late 60s, WS had grown increasingly dissatisfied with
the 1957 analysis of events—a dissatisfaction that first finds ex-
pressionin MCP.*3 That it bothered himisevident in these |l ectures
when, many years later, he still regards the early treatment of
events as a significant mistake. By the early 70s, there were ques-
tions about the ontology of events.** As aresult of WS's dissatis-
faction, the ontology of eventsisbrought in linewith the treatment
of abstract entitiesgenerally. Still, WS proved to befairly coquett-
ish about the way the 1957 treatment of meaning should be refor-
mulated now that he had taken the primary bearers of meaning out
of theworldinthenarrow sense.*® Sinceit seemed to methat there-
formulation of the event analysis and the theory of meaning were
onacollision course, it led to somefairly persistent badgering. My
exasperation amused WS but one day, he pointed out thegeneral di-
rection that a solution would take. The story goes like this.

InSellars 1957, eventsareintheworldinthenarrow sense,

Caesar’s crossing the Rubicon

is another way of saying,

43 See footnote 6, p. 230.

44 Jack Norman was working on events, WS refers to his work much later in
FMPP (7, p. 64) yet Jack’s treatment meshes with the 1957 analysis. Jack
workedwith Barry Hamilton onthe ontol ogy of events, Hamilton got meinter-
ested. Tosay that | wascompletely baffl ed by thedirection of WS'sthinking at
thetimewould bean understatement. With Hamilton|eadingtheway, Heand |
workedthrough Sellars’ theory of meaningandtriedto unravel itsrelationship
totheevent analysis. Although Barry could put the probleminto asentence, it
was difficult for me to get WS to respond: the path always seemed to be pro-
tected by challenges that WS wanted met before | could frame the problem.
Notethat Chrucky'sevent2isnot aexactly what WShasinmindfor “event” in
the Peircean ideal framework in which events are processes. For one thing,
Broad's phenomenological approach to deriving events2 does not work for
WS. WSuses Pritchard’ s strategy—as he mentionsin the lectures—weeasily
mistake certain experiences for events. Indeed, part of the problem with the
relativistic interpretation of time and events rests on just this sort of confu-
sion.The ontology Broad wants is completely wrong as it brings events and
timeintothegroundfloor. Similarly, WSintroduceseventsinthefine-grained
sense as part of our regulative ideal—not as Chrucky implies, as part of the
thing-kind framework.

45 In addition, linguistic events started to play a more prominent role as he
pushed the VB model of mental events.
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Caesar crossed the Rubicon.

Thus, characterizations of events, as derivative objects, can bere-
placed by statements mentioning only the“ changing things” partic-
ipating in those events. Linguistic events, on the other hand,
considered in matter-of -factual terms and standing in the complex
matter-of-factual relationsto objectsintheworld so asto constitute
a dynamic picture are objects in the world. If the former gives us
“events” inthe Pickwickean sense, surely thelatter givesus events
in the Cheshire cat sense.

Sellars 1969, in confronting these issues, puts eventsin the
world in the broad sense and tells us that the pair above involve
“truth.”

Thus the next thing to note is that the concept of
truth isthe head of afamily of what might be called
alethic concepts: exemplification, existence, stand-
ingin (arelation), (an event’s) taking place, (astate
of affairs) obtaining, being in (a state), and many
others.*6
Thus,

There clearly are such things as events; and the
eventsin which aperson participatesdo constitutea
series. But if we look at one such event, say, the
event of Caesar crossing the Rubicon it becomes ap-
parent that what can be said by referring to the event
inwhich Caesar participated can al so be put without
such reference. Thus, instead of saying,

the event of Caesar crossing the Rubicon took place
we can simply say,
Caesar crossed the Rubicon.

Indeed, it is clear that in ordinary discourse
event-talk is in some sense derivative from sub-
stance-talk.4?

46 NAO, 100.
47 MCP226; AAE,53,
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While WS wants to hold the line on the “derivative®” status of
event-talk, the concept of “derivative” undergoes a metamorpho-
Sis.
28. Turning now to the ontological implications of the
above analysis, the next point to be noticed and stressed
isthat according to it events are not objects, save in that
very broad sense in which anything that can be talked
about isan object. Thusthe only objects proper involved
in Socrates' running are Socrates himself... talk about
events is away of talking about things changing. Thus
there are no events in addition to changing things and
persons.
73. In other words we must take into account the fact that
according to that analysis, ‘running’ asan event sortal is
ametalinguistic nominalization of ‘torun’, as‘being red’
isametalinguistic nominalization of ‘isred’ ... while, of
course, there are events, there really are no events, for
events are not basic items—atoms—in the furniture of
the manifest image. This claim was supported by two
lines of thought: (a) we can always retreat from state-
mentswhich involve event locutions, and which ostensi-
bly make acommitment to adomain of events as objects
in the world, thus
A running by Socrates took place
to statements which do not, thus
Socrates ran.
(b) Since(a), by itself, iscompatiblewith theclaimthat it
isevents, rather than things, which areprimary, thedomi-
nant consideration was, according to our analysis, that
event locutions belong one step up the semantic ladder
and refer to linguistic or conceptual items, rather than to
items in the world.*8
As he puts it in Perspectives |1,
So what we have then is the sentence
Socrates runs
and we also have the event sentence
arunning by Socrates took place.
The latter is what | want to focus attention on be-
causewhat you can say in asimpl e subject predicate

48 FMPRP, II.



29

sentence like ‘ Socrates runs’, we can also say by
means of the locution,

a running by Socrates took place.
Now ‘taking place’, it should be clear, isacousin of
‘exemplifies'. Thelast timel was characterizing ex-
emplificationasequivalentto“trueof”, for example

a exemplifies triangularity
is a higher order semantical statement to the effect
that acertain abstract entity namely triangul arity, is
true of a. | called ‘exemplifies’ an alethic expres-
sion, referring to theword ‘true’ and what | want to
suggest now is that when we say that

arunning by Socrates took place
what we are really doing is saying

that he runs is/'was/will be true of Socrates.

Thus ‘taking place’ is an alethic expression.

The earlier transformation schema from TWO is replaced:
The generic form of events, sentences, and, hence,
of action sentences is:

took place
S's V-ing [istaking place
will take place
| have proposed that this generic form be recon-

structed as:

rwas true
That SVs “s true

will be true#®

Thus, for Sellars 1969,

Socrates’ running too place
has, the form

That Socrates runs was true
which is perspicuously analyzed as

49 AAE, 60.
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The «Socrates runse was true
and tells us that statements of that type were once correctly
assertible. Thetransformation of event-talk turnsout to beaspecial
case of the truth move.

Events, for Sellars 1957 conflated a metalinguistic statement
with the statement that it isabout. Whilein the earlier theory it was
eventsintheworld inthe narrow sensethat were derivative objects
and dependent on substances, it is now event-talk that gives us de-
rivative sortal expressionsapplyingtoitemsthat areintheworldin
the broad sense. Indeed, events are a species of proposition. Y et,
propositions are a type of linguistic event! As WS remarks,

The proposition that-p...would rather be an event-
or action-type which ‘involves’, in amanner by no

means easy to analyze, the proposition that-p...%0
And, according to the theory of meaning, the primary use of
dot-quoted expressionsistheclassification of linguistic events:

Thus what we are really classifying are linguistic
activities...when all the proper moves have been
made,
Jones said that snow is white
becomes
Jones esnow is whitesed.5!
We can form contrived verbsthat serve asthe basisfor the proposi-
tional expressions:
Thus, in
Jones says that it is raining
the“itisraining” isbeing usedtoformthenameof a
linguistic type of which, if the statement is true,
some Jonesean verbal behavior is a token. Other-
wise put, some Jonesean verbal behavior isan «it is
raininge.52
So,
to eit rainse
will bethe available verb that appliesto itemsthat arein the world
in a broad sense.

50 AAE, 10.
51 MP, 237.
52 PP, 287.
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The problemisthat picturing requires objectsin theworldin
the narrow sense so linguistic eventscould not enter into the pictur-
ing relation except when considered in matter-of-factual terms (as
natural linguistic objects). The exception works for Sellars 1957
because events could be so construed. But it doesn’t work for
Sellars 1969.

The event

Caesar crossing the Rubicon

is analyzed by the dot-quoted expression,

the «Caesar crossed the Rubicone
whichisto beunderstoodintermsof thelinguistic roleand govern-
ing normsof the phrasethat isillustrated. Events have been moved
up the ladder away from picturing and, if we were to take the ap-
proach given above from the lecture Perspectives |1, the expres-
sionsinvolve“ahigher order semantical statement to the effect that
certain abstract entities namely [an event], is true of [Caesar].”
Events are no longer in the world in the narrow sense nor are they
“derivative objects.” Indeed, they are not “objects” at all exceptin
the sense in which they are treated as “formal universals” or used
“in second intention.” %3

The Truth Move

Although Sellars provides clues asto the resolution of the ten-
sion between the 1957 treatment of events and the 1969 treatment,
thebasicinsightiscontained inthe“truth move” ashecallsitinthe
lectures “ Conceptual Change” and also in lecture “ Existence.” %
WS comments,

38. How does ‘that-fa’ function in ‘Jones says
that-fa (where ‘says’ is used in the sense of
‘thinks-out-loud’)? To answer this question, we
must ask a prior question:

How does “ ‘fa’ ” function in “Jones says ‘fa’’ ?

53 | have discussed this in the appendix “ A dot-quote primer.”

54 Thesystematictreatment alludedtoin AAE, 63 and CC, 25, wasmerely onthe
horizon. The phrase ‘truth move' also occurs in the discussions with
Rosenberg.
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Theanswer isthat “ ‘fa’ ” functions as an adverbial
modifier of the verb ‘says.” Language can be writ-
ten, spoken, gesticulated, etc., and ‘says servesto
pin down the modality of alanguaging to utterance.
If speech were the only modality, or if we abstract
from a difference of modality, we could replace
Jones says ‘fa
by
Jones ‘fa’s,
i.e., use the expression-cum-quotes as a verb.
Roughly, to‘fa’ would befirstto‘f’ andthento‘a.’
39. It isbecausethereis arange of verbal activities
involving the uttering of ‘fa’, e.g., asserting, re-
peating, etc., that we giveit the status of an adverb
and hence, in effect, requirethat even in the case of
sheer thinking-out-loud there be a verb which it
modifies.5s

Consider, then, the linguistic event of
Jones' «Snow is whitesing

that pictures the snow. To do thisjob is must be an object in the
world, and, under the analysis, the expression becomes,

the «Jones *Snow is whitesse
Compare,

that x Vs is true of Jones Socrates
which reduces to

*Jones *Snow is whiteeses

referring to sentences consisting of the contrived verbsthat we con-
structed earlier.
Or, making the alethic character clear,®

(The event of) Jones V-ing took place

has, in the first place, the form

That Jones Vs was true

and, made more fully explicit, has the form

55 NAO, VI, 38.
56 MCP, 229.
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The «Jones Vs» was true.

and carries us, via the truth move, to

eJones ¢V sese *SNOW iS Whitees/V s°7

“Which tells us, in first approximation,” WS says, “that expres-
sions consisting of a *Ves appropriately concatenated with an
«Jonese are true®® and, by Wittgenstein’s insight, the expression
applies to

eJoneses

having a certain character. “| am indeed committed to the follow-
ing,” WSwrites, “eass[*Joneses| are STs...” but “not mere STs but
PROPSs.”®® Granted, WS goes on to say, the instances of
«Jones*V *ses are object, they are“ not objectswhich, considered as
a linguistic role players, are mere singular terms.” % But, since

«Joneses are singular terms,

the material mode equivalent of which is

Jones is an object

indeed, abasic object, thentheanalysisreveal sthe senseinwhich

(The event of) Jones esnow is whitesing

isJones (as alanguage user). Linguistic events are language users
and, in the primary sense, it is persons (the ultimate objects so to
speak, the particulars named by BSTS) as |language users that pic-
ture the world:

the primary mode of being of “expressions” is peo-

ple speaking... Thus what we are really classifying

are linguistic activities.5!

57 Sellars-Rosenberg, 300.

58 CC, 87.

59 Sellars-Rosenberg Correspondence, 301, they are ATPROPSs according,
312.

60 Sellars-Rosenberg, 301. Compare SM, 105.

61 MP, 237; CC, 24; MFC, 429; NO, 75848; Rosenberg-Sellars, 316.
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Thus, for Sellars 1969, for reasons similar to thosegiven for the ex-
istence of states of affairs,

There really are events

is true but, in the final analysis,

Therereally are no eventsin the world (in the narrow
sense)

which is the material mode formulation of the realization that the
singular termswhich ostensibly name eventsturn out, intheformal
mode, to be metalinguistic predicates.%?

“On the revised theory of events,” | asked WS, “if
linguistic events aren’t in the world in the narrow
sense, how can they picture?’ He replied, “ Events
don't picture, people do!”

Andthatistheend of thestory withwhichwebegan. Whereastrian-
gularity isan easy move up the semantic ladder becauseit arrivesat
thefamiliar form of being triangular, there’sno run-ity, run-nessor
run-hood that stands above run so, instead, welean on running that
manages to disguise its metalinguistic or conceptualistic pedigree.
If wearen’t on our guard, eventstend to escapeintotheworldinthe
narrow sense.

Time

Timeisintrouble. Of course, therereally isnotimebut it isnot
merely that. For, just as Sellars 1969 revisited events, the treatment
of time in Sellars 1957 must be revisited. As one can anticipate,
Sellars 1957 takes time to be derivative as he construed events to

62 Rosenberg-Sellars, 318.
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be.53While he rejects the view that concepts pertaining to time are
explicitly definable in terms of relations between events (and,
therefore, not derivative entitiesin histechnical sense), he defends
the notion that timeisthe counterpart of empirically ascertainable
relationships between events. WS poses the problem,
“But,” it will be said, “even granting that something like the
position you have been sketching can stand the gaff, you have
not yet shown how metrical relations between empirically as-
certainabl e episodes can be derivative from nonrel ational tem-
poral facts concerning things. For, as you yourself have
insisted, if things are the only basic individuals, then all rela-
tional temporal facts pertaining to episodes must rest on
nonrelational temporal facts pertaining to things.” 4
WS’ sfirst view is consistent with this early treatment of time
because eventsarein theworld in anarrow sense. So what happens
when, as Sellars 1969 avers, there aren’t even any episodes in the
worldinthe narrow sense upon whichto hang temporal facts? What
of time then?
Changing Things: Sellars 1949
Anissue has been waiting in the wings since the start: why
isn't talk about “changing things” smuggling in the concept of an
event? For the historically sensitive phil osopher, the answer to that
question is bound up with a peripatetic slogan famously ridiculed
by Descartes: motus est actus entis in potentia, quatenus est in
potentia.®®> And often finds expression in WS’ claim that mental
“acts” are not “actions’ (events).%6
Thetreatment of eventsin TWO takes placewithintheexplan-a-
tory framework of kinds of things. A good idea of what WS hasin
mind emerges in APM.5":
Itisespecially significant to the historian of philos-
ophy that the thing-nature framework, though his-

63 TWO, 551.

64 TWO, 552

65 Motion is the act of being in potency, inasmuch as this is in potency.

66 Incaseonewonderswhy WSworriessolittleabout determinism, theansweris
rootedin hisrational reconstruction of talk about “ mental events” which, once
defanged, become “actualities” which “take place” but aren’'t events. And, of
course, for him, since there are no eventsin the narrow sense, a determinism
that rests on relations between particulars can't get off the ground.

67 Aristotelian Philosophies of Mind, 1949.
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torically prior to and more “natural” than the
event-law framework which was to dominate sci-
ence from the seventeenth century on, could be cor-
rectly analyzed only by a philosopher who has a
clear conception of alaw of nature...thelanguage of
things and properties, states and circumstances,
whereitisappropriate, sumsup what weknow.68
Now, he notes, that although the elaboration of conceptswithinthe
thing-nature framework may be roughly hewn common sensg, it is
an explanatory framework:
It follows from what we have been saying that con-
cepts of kinds of things are the waysin which com-
mon sense crystallizes its experience of the world,
and that this crystallization contains the com-
mon-sense grasp of natural laws, crude and incom-
pletethough thisgrasp may be. To the philosopher it
is an interesting and important fact that common
sensethusformulatesitsunderstanding of theworld
order in terms of a framework which, when cor-
rectly analyzed, isseento belogically morecompli-
cated than that of a functional correlation of
events...l conclude, then, that the concept of the na-
tureof athing, insofar asitisacoherent one, canbe
analyzed in terms of the concept of dovetailing set
of dispositional properties which specify both the
statesby which it hasresponded toitshistorical cir-
cumstances, and the states by which it would have
responded to other circumstances.®®
How then, dothedispositionsget calledinto play?WSremarks,
Process must not only depend on, it must al so some-
how be derived from factors which are intrinsically
immunefrom change or becoming... Now, thingsor
substances change; but it does not even make sense
(except metaphorically) to say that the natures or
forms of things change. Thus, changeisimpossible
unless there is more to things than their forms.

68 APM , n22 .4
69 APM 22.
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In thething-nature framework the specific correlation of statesand
circumstances, the ontological fruitfulness, the overflow, arises
from the powers, the potentialities of things which are the “ more”
to which WS refers.”®
Motion in the thing-nature framework is defined by elements

common to all categories of being. There are two such elements:
potency and act. As the Aristotelian—the progenitor of the
thing-nature framework—sees it, motion is not a purely passive
potency; for therecan berestinwhat issimply possibility. A house,
prior to being built, can remainindefinitely inthe state of mere pos-
sibility. Motionisnot perfect act, either; for oncethe houseisbuilt
it remainsin permanent act and all the motion has ceased. Motion,
then, isnot purely apotency nor purely an act, and yet we can define
it only through potency and act. Hence it must necessarily be an ad-
mixture of act and potency, it must participate both in act andin po-
tency.”? As Aquinas summarizes it:

We must realize, then, that something may bein act

only, something may be in potency only, and some-

thing may be midway between pure potency and

perfect act. What isonly in potency isnot yet being

moved; what is already in perfect act is not being

moved but has already been moved.”2
Hence athing that is being moved is something that is in between
pure potency and act, something that is partly in potency and partly
in act.

The slogan, which Descartes scorns, rests on the explanatory
machinery peculiar to the thing-kind framework of common
sense—a framework dominated by the biological metaphors of
growth and decay (metaphors” to us). Changing thingsarethingsin
motion. Things move because of the dovetailing set of

70 WS acknowledges his indebtedness to C.D. Broad’s discussion of
dispositional properties and the concept of the nature of athingin An Exami-
nation of McTaggart's Philosophy (1933), Vol I. pp. 142-151, 264-278. See
also chap. X of his The Mind Its Place in Nature.

71 | am borrowing from DeRegnon’s legendary discussion here.

72 Physics, 11, lesson 2.
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dispositional properties.”® Actualities are not acts or events, WSis
fond of accusing historically challenged determinists of confusing
“mental actualities” with “mental events.” Our concept of an event
is not framework neutral and does not have a place in the basic
thing-kind framework.
The discussion of time begins with statements about changing
things:
Itistime, therefore, that we faced thefact that if we
aregoing to takethingsasour only primitivelogical
individuals, we must find a nonrelational way of
talking about changing things by the use of tensed
verbs which provides alogical basisfor statements
about topological and metrical relations between
eventswhen it is translated into the derived frame-
work of episodes and events which we have been
concerned to analyze.’

It helpsto draw a distinction between talk about ‘event’ina
course-grained sense and ‘event’ in a fine-grained sense. In the
Sellarsof TWO, thedistinction betweenthe Manifest Imageand the
Scientific Image had not yet crystallized. Asaresult, it is easy to
confuse caseswhich would later be split neatly between thetwo. A
problem exacerbated by the fact that many of the interesting cases
involve the failure to distinguish between cases in which one is
moving on from an image and cases in which one is abandoning an
image.’® If onereadsthereferenced sectionsof C.D. Broad through
Sellarsian eyestuned to the character and differences between con-
ceptual frameworks, one comes up with a reasonable approxima-
tion of what WS hasin mind by ‘ event’ inthe coar se-grained sense
of the thing-kind framework. The general distinction between a

73 Actuality and potentiality are not non-explained explainers but the trip down
that rabbit-hole can just as easily be found in C.D. Broad who, by the way,
warnsagainst using motioninthe manner wehavebut goesontouseit anyway.
Suarez, in particular, was famous for hisattempt to drill down from actuality
and potentiality tothemorebasicbut that isadi scussion for another occasion.

74 TWO, 551.

75 When | was pestering WS about this question, the answer camein the form of
CC.



course-grained explanatory framework and the “fine-grained” ex-
planatory framework persists throughout WS’ works.”®
However, where C.D. Broad finds facts and events as ulti-

mate ontological categories,’” WS takes seriously the idea of an
event asmotionin the classical sensedescribed above and therefore
talk about eventsis often replaced by talk about actuality and po-
tentiality. Theconcept of an event, wemight say, evolveswith WS’
theory of events and moves from being a member of the “motion”
family (where it is“in the world” in the narrow sense) to being a
member of a conceptual category of items “in the world” in the
broad sense until itsfinal transposition into the ultimate regulative
(Peircean) scientific framework as pure process. Not, mind you,
the processes of C.D. Broad unless Broad has first been squeezed
through the Manifest Image cum Scientific image repertoire of
categorial distinctions.’®

The emerging Aristotelian thing-kind framework that includes
eventsinamerely coarse-grained sense cannot even support deter-
minism—it would be incoherent.” The actuality-potentiality dis-
tinction, by which Aristotle eloquently solved the Heraclitean
problem of change, underwrites event-talk.

Time: Sellars 1957

Returning now to the problem of time—now that we have some
idea of the coarse-grained concept of an event—what is the status
of time in the common sense world? Since it is a question that WS
sets out to answer in TWO, one expects an answer to be forthcom-

76 2 MFC, 418; NO, 64;SM, 53; OAFP, 309, for example.

77 C.D. Broad, especially, 151.

78 Adifferencewhich shouldbeapparent whenreading, say, C.D. Broad, 142.

79 Sellars would argue that the concept of an event required for determinism
doesn’t arrive on the scene until after the Cartesians. If oneinvokesarelation
between particulars to ground determinism, WS argues against the idea at
lengthin histreatment of Spinoza, see KPT for hisdiscussion. For adiscus-
sion of episodes as actualities, see, for example, Sellars-Aune Correspon-
dence; SM, 31, 70-71, 156-157; FD, 153; ME, 3; MP8§45.



40

ing.89 Since Timeisbound up with events, onewould expect that as
with events, Time finds a place in the common sense world in a
coarse-grained sense:

What is of somewhat greater interest, however, is

that our analysisthrows light on the sense in which

‘there are’ temporal relations at all. For while there

clearly are temporal relations between events, the

latter (we have argued) have a derivative status in

the sensethat statements about eventsare, in princi-

ple, translatable into statements about changeable

things. If we put this somewhat misleadingly by

sayingthat ‘ultimately’ or ‘inthelast analysis’ there

are no such things as events, we must also say that

‘ultimately’ or ‘in the last analysis' there are no

such things as temporal relations.s!

Events: Sellars 1969

But, wemust ask, “ By dragging events, in the narrow sense, out
of theworld by the scruff of their metaphysical necks, and putting
them in the world in the broad sense, haven’t we done the same to
time? After all, if eventsaren’t objects, thereisnothing for their to
be temporal relations between.” Given the discussion above, we
can feel comfortable with the ontological implications:

Turning now to the ontological implications of the

above analysis, the next point to be noticed and

stressed isthat accordingtoit eventsarenot objects,

saveinthat very broad sensein which anything that

can be talked about is an object. Thus the only ob-

jects proper involved in Socrates' running are Soc-

rates himself, and such other unproblematic objects

as sand and gravel .82
And, indeed, on the new theory of events, although events aren’t
objectsintheworldinthenarrow sense, wehaveameansof talking
about them:

80 TWO, 527.
81 TWO, 550.
82 FMPR, 11, 28.
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Withaqualificationto be considered inthe next sec-

tion, talk about events is a way of talking about

things changing. Thus there are no events in addi-

tion to changing things and persons.
And sincethisisso, it would seem that temporal relations must fol -
low their relata up the metaphysical ladder and out of theworldin
the narrow sense. Indeed, WS follows up with the remark:

Another, but closely related, ontological point:

There are no temporal relations.83
Nor, for that matter are there instants,

Instantaneous C#ings are to be construed not as

building blocks in the world, but rather as entia

rationis [linguistic/conceptualistic entities| tai-

loredtofit theentiarationiswhich areinstants.8
Later wewill haveto consider how WSincorporates Prichard’srea-
sons for challenging the view that time, events or motion can be
profitably characterized as perceivables. For now, let's continue
with the present line of thought. Although thewordsWSusesdiffer
slightly, the idea remains the same: events are in the world in the
broad sense—the notion of entiarationisallowshimto touch bases
with the philosophia perennisin away that hefinds essential. But,
whereas in Sellars 1957, the temporal relations were not in the
world in the narrow sense because there were no eventsin the nar-
row sense, Sellars 1969 takes adifferent strategy: C#ingsdon't re-
ally have duration because there aren’t any in the requisite sense
and thereare no temporal relationsbecause, asidefromthefact that
their ostensiblerelata are gone, temporal expressions are not rela-
tional. In FMPP, they are” connectives’” whichisasit should be: on
the later view of events, events are sentences, not singular terms:
the material mode

that SVsis an event
is analyzed by

the «S Vs is an event sentence (EPROP),
connectives, as WS goes on to point out, are needed to “connect”
them. Although,

83 FMPR, 11, 30.
84 FMPRP, 11, 120.
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Theethe S Vsee is a ST,
and, thus, an object, in the material mode, it is not an item that can
stand in temporal “relations,” it is a kind.

WS was, at the time, unable to give an adequate formalization
of event-talk, so he never discussesfurther the“ connectives” inthe
appropriate sense except to point out some of thelogic required of
them:

In the passage referred to in [TWO and NOJ, note 5
above, | characterized the above expressions as
‘temporal connectives' to emphasize that like the
logical connectives they are not relation words. |
now think it better to construe them as adverbs, and
await an adequate theory of adverbial modifiersfor
further illumination.8>
So what are we to make of the earlier claim,

| have argued el sewhere that tense—in that broad
sensewhich includesboth tensed verbs and such in-
dicator wordsas‘ now’—isan irreducibl e feature of
temporal discourse. In other words, thetemporal as-
pects of the world cannot be captured by discourse
from which all ‘tensedness’ has been eliminated. |
shall not reargue this thesis which, after al, is
widely held, on the present occasion. | shall simply
takeit to be an essential part of thelarger story | am
trying to tell.

Earlier, we came to grips with the sense in which events are in the
world in the broad sense and, in our discussion of motion in the
thing-kind framework, we have pointed out a sense in which
“events’ areinacoarse-grainedway, intheworldinanarrow sense.
Can we do the same for time? Sellars remarks,
...there is the idea that time has the status of a
quasi-theoretical entity the ultimate particulars of
which are moments. According to the latter inter-
pretation, metrical relationships between periods

85 FMPP, |1, 34. Although WS refers to Jack Norman's work, Jack continued
along thelinesof Reichenbach who regarded eventsasintheworldinthenar-
row sense.
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and moments of time would be ‘idealized’ counter-
parts of empirically ascertainable metrical relation-
ships between episodes pertaining to everyday
...things.86
In the lectures, WS addresses the sense in which timeisintro-
duced asametrical framework rather than as part of the content of
the world. So, how then, is time bound up with “statements con-
cerning empirically ascertainable metrical relations between epi-
sodes|[inthecoarse-sense] pertaining to things of everyday life?’ 87
The use of tensed statementsisabasic feature of the thing-kind
framework and, even if one could pry it loose from the framework
of time,
tensed discoursewith these [temporal] connectives,
but without theframework of time, would constitute
a most primitive picture of the world.s8
WS argues for the ineliminability of tensed discourse and the ulti-
mate incoherence of those who argue for “timeless facts” the
detensed language of which constitutes the neutral foundation for
these more basic items.8?

L eaving aside the dismantling of proponents of a basic
detensed language (contained in the text), it isn’t difficult to see
what WS has in mind by the claim,

This makes it doubly important to see that epi-
sode-expressionsare grounded i n tensed statements
about things, where these statements, sincethey are
not singular terms, must be that-ed (in effect,
quoted) to serve as the subject of statementsto the
effect that something physically implies something
else.%

86 TWO, 551.

87 TWO, 551.

88 TWO, 552.

89 TWO, 531-532. The “irreducible element of tensed discourse about things
whichis at the heart of our world picture,” 577. That there is aplace for the
detensed language is shown by Sicha in his Mathematics.

90 TWO, 543.
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And indeed, on the theory of eventsfor Sellars 1969, recall that in
theanalysisof events, eventsare propositions, and so, are asubcat-
egory of PROP, e.g., EPROP.%!
Jones putting the litmus paper in acid is an event,
not an object
which is analyzed in the material mode as
That Jones put the litmus paper in acid isan event,
not an object
and becomes, in formal mode,
The «Jones put the litmus paper in acide is an
EPROP, not a ST.%?
Coincidentally, on the fine-grained analysisin the later theory of
events, as WS saysin TWO, ‘ The «Jones put the litmus paper in
acide’ isnot asingular term onceit has been suitably “that-ed” and
causal statements are metalinguistic in character.
Turning to time in the coarse-grained sense, WS offers the fol -
lowing,
The temptation to think of the continuum of events topologi-
cally conceived apart from specific metricsasthe basic reality
whichincludesthese metricsas specific patternsof topol ogical
relationship isamislocation of thefact that metrical discourse

about eventsisrooted in premetrical tensed discourseinwhich
we talk about doing this or that while (before, after) other

thingsdothisor that in ourimmediate practical environment.93
L eaving aside theissue of eventsin the broad sense that constitute
the topologically ordered continuum, let’s examine how they are
“rooted.”

91 Exploiting the terminology of the Sellars-Rosenberg correspondence, Janu-
ary 16, 1973.

92 If eventsarepropositions, thentheexpressionwhichtranslates* event’ intothe
formal mode must stand for a species of sentence. Here we are coining the
phrase ‘ E-sentence’ for that species of sentence.

93 TWO, 573. For the Kantian, time and space are the mediums by which we en-
counter things doing this or that, here or there.
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Time Again

What we' ve got so far creates atension between Timeasarela-
tion between events which are not in the world in the narrow
sense—in which case there really are no temporal relations—and
Time as a relation between events in the broad sense—in which
case there are temporal relations. And we need to point to WS's
view about features of the Manifest Image that hel p make sense of
these claims. In other words, we need to see what he is getting at
when he remarks above, “temporal aspects of the world cannot be
captured by discourse from which all ‘tensedness’ has been
eliminated.”

Itisn’t necessary to go far becausetherel evant distinctionscan
be found in Science and Metaphysics:

Let me begin by drawing familiar distinctions. In

thefirst place, between: (a) what | shall call, for rea-

sons which will shortly emerge, ‘fine-grained’ or

‘theoretical’ Space... (b) Contrasting with thisthere

is what | shall call ‘coarse-grained’ or empirical

Space. It, too, isaninfiniteindividual, butitisanin-

dividual the elements of which are possibili-

ties—roughly, possiblerelations of perceptible ma-

terial things.®4

...Coarse-grained (or empirical) Space consists of

possiblerelations of coarse-grained material things

to one another. Here, the relation of ‘occupying a

place’ isaspecial case of that interesting kind of re-

lation which is ‘realizing a possibility’.%
WS makes a great deal out of the fact that Kant’s confusion about
the status of coarse-grained space was reflected in both his ontol -
ogy about space and hisontology about time—a point that will turn
out to be crucial later on. But, for now, it suffices to explore the
coarse-grained or empirical space® that finds its way into our ev-

94 SM, 53, ‘crude geometrical’ concepts in ME, 204.

95 SM, 54.

96 Again,theactuality-possibility relationship of thething-kind framework hov-
ers in the background.
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eryday, manifest-framework-physics. For certainly, coarsegrained
empirical space must beintheworldin the narrow sense otherwise
“picturing” wouldn’t exist nor would the Jumblies be able to say
anything.

C.D. Broad' s discussion of McTaggart provides the context
within which WS’ discussion of time and the world order takes
place. Since the account itself takes place within the phenomenol -
ogy of time, it ispossible to mineit for insight without getting lost
in Broad' s distinctions: pressing issues of his day have been ex-
changed for problems of our own. Aside from that, Broad presup-
poses the ontology of facts and events which we don’'t want to
presuppose.®’ Thus, much of what he has to say needs to be trans-
posed to a different key.

Coarse-Grained Time and Space

For the Kantian, Time and Space are the mediums by which we
experience thing-kinds.%® Yet, how is that possible if there is no
time? A clue to the answer liesin WS's acceptance of his recon-
struction of the Kantian approach according to which time, some-
how, in someway, livesin our experience of theworld order.®® For
our purposes, this will give us useful metaphors for talking about
time.

The somehow presence of Time at the common sense level, as
WS regards it, appears in tensed English in the form of Tense (5)
and aspect: a change unfolds in away (aspect) and “takes place”
yesterday, tomorrow or now (tense). Inthisrespect, “tense” bearsa
resemblance to the spatial “place” by locating changerelativeto a
viewpoint (either the speaker moment or areference event relative

97 For a sustained attack on the concept of “fact” see ME.

98 | will paraphrase some of the Steven's Pinker’s Google lecture on his own
work. To me, his Kantian sentiments and joy with the function of verbs make
hisviewseasy toreconstruct assuitably Sellarsianand | do soinwhat follows.
Although Pinker putseventsandtimeintheworld, itisdonein such away that
it canbemadetoilluminate WS’ ssimplemodel about coarse-grainedtimeand
events (theworld order) without too much violenceto either . Since WS does-
n'tusealinguistic analysisin TWO, it makestherelevant distinctions harder
to follow and this is where Pinker’s approach shines.

99 With the significant modification that objects are representeds in space and
time—but more of this later.
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tothespeaker) and “ aspect” resemblestheway possiblerelations of
material things are distributed throughout the change (the way
things might be “manys” or “ones”): the “ shape” of achange, so to
speak. The precision of the ordering in achange, like that in space,
can berefined to an extent that depends on only the limits of one’s
metaphysical microscope—adverbs (yesterday), complex noun
phrases (Stardate -314063.34746888274, 3" house on the | eft un-
der the overpass). In our coarse-grained empirical space, it is
enough that change is determinable relative to a “viewpoint.” It
need not be fixed like a digital clock as long as the general
flow—"coming abouts” in time decanted into the flow things—is
observed (there-then, here-now), the coarse-grained measure of
change (empirical time) doesn’t wait for precision, and ignores ab-
solute detail (although by piling on descriptions, it can generate de-
tail like it was there-then at 42.19N 122.51W elev. 5304’ at
Stardate -314063.34746888274).190 |t is aspect and not tense that
often playsakey roleinillustrating empirical timemuchintheway
that shape plays akey role for empirical space. It often appearsin
WS's (and Broad’ s) examples as an open-ended present progres-
sive (crossing) or closed-ended complete motion (ran) while the
“instantaneous” or “momentaneous’ punctate verbs (kick, smack)
typically give way to the explicit appearance of ‘now’. The ‘ now’
asacrude metrical concept, workslikethe notion of apoint-bound-
ary on asimplified empiricist’ s account of abounded line. For ex-
ample, inablack crossdrawn on awhite page, onelineislimited at
the juncture by the horizontal line; they intersect at the point, the
limit,10%

The point here [see figure at the juncture of the

cross] can bethought of asthelimit of the boundary

and it coincides, as it were, with the limit of the

white. Thereisalimit there. We actually experience

thewhiteaslimiting the black and the black aslimit-

ing thewhite: the experiencing of alimit. By ‘ point’

100 WS doesn’t discuss cases that use a reference time, the perfect tenses, “The
CEO of GM will have been fired by then,” “The CEO of Morgan Stanley had
earned a billion dollar bonus by the crash.”

101 ME, 205.
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isnot meant something like adot that has extensity;

the point is the intersection of the lines which are

boundaries: they would be limits. One vertical line

islimited at the juncture by the horizontal line; they

intersect at a point.102
Space carries time along with it: if the course-grained notion of a
lineistreated as the end or boundary of a one-dimensional ribbon
(inwhich, linguistically speaking, the other features are ignored),
“cut the end off the fishing line leader,” makes perfectly good
sense. “Time stuff,” then, when treated as a thing-kind taking up
residence in coarse-grained space, develops similar “boundaries”
aswhenoneisasked “to begintheir lecturewhen Jonesisfinished.”
For the participant in the manifest world,

timeis parasitic in the sense that tense and PEiO LS
aspect treat stuff and things in the N
thing-kind framework as stretching along —I—
dimensions with a certain shape (aspect)

and somehow relativeto the operant view- lim\ii

point (tense). Locations in coarse-grai ned
time, like locations in coarse-grained
space while simplified (near/far), stretch
nebulously and indefinitely backward and ineluctably forward
from me, the speaker, or form part of the present scenery with ad-
verbs keeping an inventory of the salient details (yesterday, along
long time ago).

Granting with Sellars'3, that somehow at the level of com-
mon sense, time is encoded in tense and aspect, tense works, in a
premetrical framework, like prepositions and other spatial termsto
locate relative to a viewpoint while aspect provides a “shape” for
changesand that the* happeningsintimeare packaged liketheflow

boundary

102 ME, 205.

103 Steven Pinker provides commentary on verbsfrom which one can extrapol ate
ontological considerations. The subtlety with which time-talk merges with
thing-talk can be seenin Thucydides famous commentary on historiography,
Bk 1.22: “...as many as wish to look at the truth of what happened tan
genom©nvn, and thingswill happentvnmell ntwn oncemorethat arelikely to
be of such akind given human nature.” Notethat tagenomenaand tamellonta
cometo mean simply “the past” and “the future” but “ persons” are theinitial
ultimate subjects.
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of matter” 194, we have areasonably comfortabl e picture of the way
that the manifest image account of coarse-grained time and
coarse-grained space as in the world in the narrow sense are em-
bedded in the language of common sense.

Absolute Becoming

Fromthisit followsthat C.D. Broad’ s notion of “goings-on,”
“happenings’ and the like, his processes, Sellars chooses not pry
loose from thing-kinds.% Indeed, while Sellars finds a place for
processes, Broad's absolute processes do not belong to
phenomenological reduction taking place within the Manifest Im-
age. If anything for WS, Broad’ s absolute processes represent the
core of the change of conceptual frameworks as we move away
from the Manifest Image. One can see that while Sellars 1957 |o-
cateseventsintheworldinthenarrow sense, C.D. Broad’ sflavor of
event isnot part of Sellars' basic furniture of theworld. WSisclear
about the derivative status of events even if he has yet to come up
with the meansfor articulating “ ...isan event” in away that works
for both the Manifest and Scientific framework. In thelater theory,
once events move one step up the semantic ladder, their treatment
fallsunder the approachtaken to conceptual changeingeneral.

“Absolute Becoming” which Broad must treat as a non-ex-
plained explainer, WS treats gingerly in TWO%® because, as he
thought at the time, it is one of the fundamental forms of event ex-
pressionsin the thing-framework where events arein theworldin
the narrow sense:

While things are referred to by names, the funda-
mental form of event expressionsinthething frame-
work is indicated by the following:

‘S's being @,

‘S's becoming @,

104 See Steven Pinker’s Googlelecture onthe“ Stuff of Thought” becauseitisnot
possible to do justice to his suggestive account.

105 C.D. Broad, I, 142ff.

106 TWO, 567, C. D. Broad, 277.
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‘S'sV-ing (or being V-ed )’ (where 'V’ represents

an appropriate verb).

Both ‘S and ‘S's being V' are singular terms, but

their statuses within this category are radically dif-

ferent. We have already had quite a bit to say about

the ‘existence’ of events and, indeed, of past, pres-

ent, and future events within the framework of

things. It istime we said something about the ‘ exis-

tence' of things themselves.107
Thus, heremarks, these existence statements about thingsare“irre-
ducibly tensed as statements about the qualitative and rel ational vi-
cissitudes of things.” Putting,

(135) S 3 is, was, will be { ®108
inparallel termsthat makeexplicit theexistential claim, givesus

(135) S 1 exists, existed, will exist {109
The question, “What is the analysis given to these existence state-
ments?’ is answered, in part, in the monumental GE.

In the pivotal GE (1958), the examination is directed against
the then current dogmatic reading of existential claims: that, for
example,

Sisaman
is to be understood as,

(3IK) SisakK
which givesthe appearance of acommitment to the existence of en-
tities of a higher order. Interestingly, WS notes,

Evenif we could takeit as established that to quan-
tify over adjective, common noun, and state-
ment-variables is not to assert the existence of
qualities, kindsor propositions, we woul d sooner or
later have to face the fact that ordinary language
does involve the use of the singular terms and the
common nouns which raise the specter of Platon-

107 TWO, 561.
108 TWO, 561.
109 TWO, 561.



ism—and, indeed, that we do make the existence
statements which the Platonist hails as the sub-
stance of his position. For we do make such state-
ments as ‘There is a quality (thus triangularity)
which ... ‘Thereisaclass (thus, dog-kind—or the
class of white things) which. .. , and ‘There is a
proposition (thus, that Caesar crossed the Rubicon)
which ... . These statements, genuinely existential
in character, make forthright ontological commit-
ments. Or are these commitments, perhaps, less
forthright than they seem? Canthey, perhaps, be‘re-
duced’ to statements which make no reference, ex-
plicit or implicit, to ontological categories 7110

To put it somewhat differently,

that Caesar crossed the Rubicon is a proposition

51

isthematerial mode, or categorial counterpart of theformal mode,

that Caesar crossed the Rubicon is a sentence

which WS suggests leads the way to extricating ourselves from
Plato’s beard:

Asidefromthegeneral treatment of categorial statementssuch as

as

That existential quantification over predicate or
sentential variables does not assert the existence of
abstract entities. | then suggested that if the only
contexts involving abstract singular terms of the
formsf-ness, K-kind and that-p which could not be
reformulated in terms of expressionsof theforms*x
isf,xisaK’, and ‘p’ were categorizing statements
suchas' f-nessisaquality’, ‘K-kindisaclass', ‘pis
a proposition’, then we might well hope to relieve
platonistic anxieties by the use of syntactical ther-

apy.1it
(3K) SisakK

S is something,

GE brings us no closer to an account of

...is an event

110 GE, 5109.
111 GE, 5383.
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and it seems clear that the status of events continues to elude be-
cause there is areluctance to press the point. What would account
for the hesitation?
An answer, of sorts, suggestsitself by following the treatment
of existence statements in TWO.
Once we realize that ‘existence' is not to be con-
fused with ‘existential’ quantification, we arein a
position to note that whereas such radically differ-
ent existence statements as
(147) Eisenhower exists
and
(152) Triangularity exists,
not to mention
(153) Lions exist
and
(154) Numbers exist,
have in common the general form
(155) (3x) x satisfies the criteria for being called
(an) N,
there is a radical difference between the first and
second member of each pair, a difference which
concernsthe nature of the criteria. And oncewere-
flect onthese differenceswe notethat whatever may
ultimately be true of (152) and (154), the existence
statements concerning Eisenhower and lions essen-
tially involve a relation to the person making the
statement. For to say that Eisenhower existsistoim-
ply that he belongs to a system (world) which in-
cludesusasknowers (i.e., language users). I n other
words, such statements as that Eisenhower exists
haveanintimatelogical connectionwith statements
which give expression to their own location in the
framework to which belongs the referent of the
statement (in this case Eisenhower), i.e., token-re-
flexive statements. And the token-reflexive state-
ments in question are those which formulate the
nexus of observation and inference in terms of
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which the claim that there is something which satis-

fies the criteria for being called Dwight D. Eisen-

hower would be justified.112
WSisdoing morethan deplatonizing syntactic therapy, he suggests
that existence statements reveal something about the character of
our companionsin thisworld, but what sort of thing would that be?
We gain some insight into the features of our observational frame-
work that are being revealed:

Again,

(159) There are future things

is to be understood as a derived statement which

rests on

(160) Sis future -=- ‘S will exist’ is true

and, hence, on

(161) S will exist.

Here we find a crucial difference between things

and events(inthething framework), for, aswe saw,

(95) There are future episodes

does not rest on

(162) E will exist

but rather on

(163) E will take place

which is equivalent to a statement of the form

(164) S will Vv.113
We take “* There are episodes' ” to be equivalent to ‘ Something is
taking place, or has taken place or will take place.’

In other words, as already mentioned, events (of thefirst the-
ory) have aderivative status in the sense that singular termsrefer-
ring to events are contextually introduced in terms of sentencesin-
volving singular termsreferring to things.'* Fromwhichit follows
that the “coming to be and passing away” in the thing framework
doesnot mean the coming to be or passing away of events (asBroad
or Reichenbach saw it) because although events take place, events

112 TWO, 564. Sichagives a comprehensive account of the move that WS makes
withrespect toexistential quantification, A Metaphysicsof Elementary Math-
ematics, 102ff., 143ff.

113 TWO, 566.

114 TWO, 572.
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are contextually introduced, not named, although they are not, in
Sellars 1957, linguistic entities, neither are they primary exis
tents.!1® Broad's puzzle ‘How can temporal relations obtain be-
tween an item which exists and one which doesn’t exist if aRb o
(3IX)(Fy) xRy?," (i.e., inthe Manifest image, the relata must exist),
does not arise unless one confuses existence statements with exis-
tential quantification and ‘...exists with ‘...takes place’ .116

The family of concepts (earlier, later, past, present, future,
now, then and so on) which make up the framework of ordinary
temporal discourse rests on an irreducibly perspectival struc-
ture.1” But time as a measure of events is ameasure of things, the
foundation of temporal discourse is rooted in premetrical tensed
discourse and nonrelational temporal connectives of talk about
things or personsdoing thisor that while, before, after, other things
or persons doing this or that in our perspectively immediate envi-
ronment, therel evant ur-conceptspertai ning to thetemporal : 118

it seemsto meto be perfectly clear that thebasicin-

dividuals of this universe of discourse are things

and persons—in short the ‘substances’ of classical

philosophy.119
Happenings in time come prepared like the continual flow of sub-
stance-stuff that gets chopped into segments and relabeled in the
flow of experience as ‘events'. Theirreducibly perspectival char-
acter exertsitsinfluencein therelatively few segmentsinto which
the happenings in time are packaged. Leaving aside aspect—how
happenings begin, unfold and end—our tensed language locatesrel -
ativetoaviewpointinfairly coarsetermsthat are sensitiveto direc-
tion (before, after) ignore absolutes (much like the spatial near/far
from meor from areference point) and collect globs of changewith
theimprecisesignpostsof temporal adverbs (now, yesterday, while)
and the tracking concepts (before and after, at the same time).

Time as expressed in the premetrical grammatical machinery

of languageiseasily runtogether with the metricization of aprecise

115 TWO, 594.

116 Sicha has an extended discussion of this point in the Mathematics.
117 TWO, 593.

118 TWO, 573, FMPRP, 11, §142.

119 TWO, 594.
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topological system of relations but the latter is a reaxiomatization
of the framework of changing-things-in-temporal-discourse. To be
premetrical means that missing is time as a continuous, precisely
measurable economy. Relative to the ‘now’ of speaking, changes
without duration (hit, jump, swat, kick, knock, coldcock) are as pre-
cise as necessary for our “being in theworld” in the specious pres-
ent, but the present in this sense, for those uncorrupted by
philosophy, isoften no morethan the duration of the stabl e state be-
forethebrain shakesitself off the present bias by moving onto the
“What's new?” stage:

It is often said that we must avoid ‘spatializing’

time. Statements to this effect are invariably con-

fused, for in so far asthey imply that we should not

think of time in metrical terms they are actually a

contradiction. But they do contain insights which

account for their vitality. These aretheinsightsthat

changing things are not to be identified with their

histories, that time as a measure of eventsisalso a

measure of things, and that thefoundation of tempo-

ral discourse is the use of tensed verbs and

nonrelational temporal connectives.120

Although not explicitly recognized as such, aspect plays a
key roleintheabsorption of thetemporal intothe premetrical gram-
matical machinery of the rationally reconstructed tensed language
of TWO. For, not only doesit appear throughout the corpusin the
form of examples cast in the present progressive (crossing the
Rubicon, S's V-ing), but it also bears the weight of the keystone
concept of the perspectival .21 Aswe have seen, the two gatekeep-
ersof thetemporal in WS’ regimented thing-nature framework are
tense and aspect. Where language employs tenseto encode the “lo-
cation” of a happening, so to speak, in time (Caesar crossed,
crosses, will cross the Rubicon), aspect encodes the perspectival
features of our encounter with the world, its structure as

120 TWO, 574.
121 For example, in IKTE, Paragraph 25; KIT, paragraph 49; TTC, 51; and
throughout TWO.



56

point-of-viewish.1?2 To make the Kantian point, knowability es-
sentially invokes a perspectival relationship between the person
seeing and the object encountered!? and thisrelationisencoded in
grammar asaspect. A person cantakea swingintheir instantaneous
present, or jog over thefield, whichiscontinuousor atelic, and they
can slideinto home which, for many (the“it’snot how you play the
game, it’s whether you win or lose” crowd), is the “end-point” of
the whole enterprise. Importantly, aspect implicitly expresses the
point of view taken on a changing thing (from its Latin roots,
aspicere). How many monolingual English speakers have been
overwhelmed in learning a foreign language that uses different
verb formsif one is watching a devel oping, ongoing change from
theinside (so, He was crossing the Rubicon) or, as complete from
the outside asin he crossed the Rubicon? Tense and aspect areinde-
pendent: Sbecomes ¢ can happen along time ago, today or sooner
or later (tense) no matter what our point of view (aspect). Aspect
encodes one’ s viewpoint on something coming-about. In ordinary
discourse, it does duty for the philosophers “now.”

The characterizing of a happening from a certain point of
view divides into “states” and “episodes.” 124 The latter are either
telic or atelic (crossing the Potomac vsrowing around). And, from
our point of view, episodes can be durative (jogging) or
momentaneous (punching the time card). When the view is from
theinside, here-now before my eyes, asit were, theimperfective as-
pect appears asthe present progressive, the progressive aspect (the
Decider isdeciding) in contrast to the completed or perfect aspect
(the Decider has/had decided) when the view is from the outside,
there-then before my eyes, so to speak, the primary picture of the
worldintheframework of thingsisatensed picture of which aspect
isanirreducible part. Indeed, together, they constitutetime and the
world order:125

The existence of theworld aswell asof the ‘events’
which make it up is irreducibly perspectival. The

122 See IKTE, paragraph 25; KTI, 49.

123 Weareleavingasideinferential dimension at thispoint, TTC, paragraph51.
124 On several occasion, WS directs us toward an analysis of states.

125 TWO, 591.
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structure of theworld asatemporal structureisirre-
ducibly perspectival—though not, aswe have seen,
‘subjective’ in any pejorative sense.126

The theory of events of Sellars 1957, is not antithetical to the
spatial character of extruded substance-stuff inthewakeof thereal -
ity of aperson’s utterances which include this, here and now: one
must be comfortable with “ cutting of the end,” “moving the meet-
ing time forward” (meaning “backward”) or extending “too far
over the boundary” and, of course, the ineluctable flow of
time-stuff.

However, events as hon-propositional singular terms did not
accommodatetheintuitionthat they areto belocatedinthefabric of
connectives which operate on sentences.

In any case, thereis no doubt that spatial relations, the media
of outer sense, are central to the picturing relation. Isit not also the
casethat in some sense, the use of tensed language restson the exis-
tence of the medium of time in outer sense? We are reminded of
Renatus'?’ who locates space and time, in some sense, among the
characteristics of receptivity as such—which is what, WS notes,
should be meant by the forms of sensibility.1?® Indeed, that there
aresuch characteristicsintheworldinthenarrow sense (asfeatures
of complex nonconceptual representations) underwritesthe ability
to have conceptual representations to guide minds.

These characteristics, and the t-dimension in particular, give
WS’ an answer to Kant’s awkward problem of accounting for ob-
jective succession: as Weldon notes, the problem of producing “a
cerebral occurrence which can make possible any discrimination
between a succession of apprehension and an apprehensi on of suc-
cession.”12° Or, as WS puits it,

In the case of Time a careful Renatus would distin-
guish between,

126 TWO, 593, 594.

127 KSU, 486.

128 KSU, 490.

129 T.D.Weldon, Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (Oxford, 1944), 265. See also
Prichard’saccount of theerror intrying to resol ve a succession of soundsinto
what we take to be successive sounds, 48.
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a conceptual representation of a bang following a whiz
and,

a conceptual representation of a bang following a conceptual
representation of a whiz...

A Renatus who has pondered the way in which our
conceptual representations of the spatial structure
of physical states of affairs are guided by ‘ counter-
part’ features of our senseimpressionswill beledto
speculate concerning what it is about our
nonconceptual representings which guides the un-
derstanding in its representation of temporal rela-
tions.130
For WS, it is possible to capture the respect (that which guides) in
which a sequence of impressions becomes an impression of a suc-
cession by introducing a highly theoretical concept: the t-dimen-

sion.’31 The t-dimension isitself 2-dimensional, in some sense, as
WS representsit. Hisdisagreement with C.D.Broad arisesfromthe
fact that Broad's  treatment is unapologetically
phenomenological 132 and not, | think, because he thinks the t-di-
mension must be impoverished.33

Whilethe t-dimension is not part of the thing-framework, it
does help one understand why WS held onto the view of how the
primary picture of theworld order refl ected in thething-framework
isirreducibly tensed and therefore, temporal in the coarse-grained
premetrical sense.

The phenomenological account of time that Broad offers, once
appropriated by WS, tends to straddle the interface between the
coarse-grained premetrical Manifest Image and Scientific Image
while Broad regards the account as rigorously phenomenological.
In other words, WS would deny Broad the fruits of his
phenomenological analysis and argue that, if anything, it consti-
tuted an attempt to move on from the Manifest Image. Thus, Sellars

130 SM, 231.

131 FMPRP, [1, 133-137 contains the explanation for Weldon’s problem.

132 “A Reply to My Ciritics,” in The Philosophy of C.D.Broad, (Tudor, NY, 1959),
p. 772.

133 While struggling with the notion of persistence, in response to my question,
“how does a C#-ing have dimension?,” WS responded, “sound fills aroom
doesn’t it?”
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wouldreject what for Broad, wasaground floor distinction, namely
that
Spatial extension and the occurrence of spatial rela-
tions presuppose temporal duration and a certain
determinate form of temporal relation.134
For WS, not only istimenot intheworldinthenarrow sense (asitis
for Broad) but it is, as we have seen, nonrelational.

With respect to the specious present, Broad mistakenly sup-
poses, hotes WS, that the ordering in the temporal dimension must
be one which “involves an introspectable (sensory or quasi-sen-
sory) feature.”13% Naturally, of course, Broad's approach is
through-and-through phenomenological so WS's point must be
granted. And, as much as one might want to cheer for Broad’ s elo-
quent defense of hiscritique in the Examination, WS’ s parsimoni-
ous account may work given that it is embedded in the complex
relationship between frameworks and very powerful ontological
considerations.136 | say “may” work simply because WS did not
have the time to elaborate on the Carus's lectures claim that

In addition to continuing through the period t; t; at

the t zero point, the C#ing is continued in another

manner. Metaphorically it movesto theright in the

t-dimension.137
Theweight upon the use of “metaphorically” here can be seenfrom
thefact that it isthe explication of the phenomenology of thisvery
notionthat eads Broad to his 3-dimensional representation of time.
Couldit be openfor Renatusto arguethat within the coarse-grained
premetrical discourse of changing things, our tensed discourse pro-
vides the seeds for something like what Broad regards as
presentness? As far as concerns the counterpart of the Specious
Present in the Scientific Image, its length appears to be dependent
on temporal intervalsthat recur in studies of visual timing.13 This

134 Reply, 269.

135 FMPP, 11, 8§146.

136 Vol. II, Part I, of the examination (281-288) and his Reply, 772.

137 FMPP, |1, 8§133.

138 For example, I’ve mentioned the 3-second rule that averages the brain's
switching of atask and asking, metaphorically speaking, “What's new?”
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complexity may have asits Manifest counterpart the aspect which
makes our experience of theworld irreducibly perspectival (swung
when it was crossing the outside corner). It isthe perspectival idio-
syncrasies of speakers and thinkers, which, inrelation to different
points of view, have the perspectival (‘ subjective’) characteristics
of pastness, presentness, and futurity that find ahomein tensed dis-
course. 13

As characterized before, the premetrically temporal comesin
coarse packages of indefinite time gobs. The speaker’ s now orders
the time-gobs relative to it by even more open-ended way-points:
before-and-after, at-the-same-time, this-while-that. Unlike the
way-points of a compass, however, these show no evidence of a
continuous, respectably measurable commodity. A discrete hap-
pening (cross the street) contrasts with a non-discrete or continu-
ous one (strolling around the park) with frayed edges instead of
perfect endpoints (come over after the end of your walk). The ana-
logue would be like talking about space simply (near to me, far
fromme) rather than intermsof sophisticated metrical concepts.

Thus it appears that the reconstructed Specious Present, not

only yieldsWeldon’ s sequence of representings asarepresentation
of asequence but al so must account for whatever Broad hasin mind
by his “presentness.” WS complaint against Broad lies in the
phenomenol ogical characterization of “ degreesof presentness” but
might there not be adeeper insight herethat accountsfor WS sown
use of “metaphorically-to-the-right” ? It isnot hard to be persuaded
that Broad brings in the intensive magnitudes of presentness as an
antidote for the extensive characterization of changing things.

Perhaps there is something about the intrinsically point of
viewishness of our egocentric imposition on the world order that
would account for the coarse-grained premetrical urgency of what
IS “metaphorically moving to the right” in the t-dimension? From

139 Why, after all, isit the “World Order”? Because the primary picture of the
structure of theworldisirreducibly tensed and perspectival wheretime, inthe
coarse-grained sense as a measure of events in the coarse-grained sense, is
also ameasure of things. The premetrical temporal connectives or adverbials
(while, before, after) involve statements about things. It is the allure of the
perspectival that may havelulled Kantintotheview that Timewasthemedium
for inner sense and, therefore, of only inner representings.
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our point of view, we carve happenings in the world at the joints
(whimsically, it's stuff that can slip away, we're running out of
time) but no tenses exist for agreater precision than the three-way
locations: three amorphous regions defined relative to our
perspectival ego. We have (1) the specious present that existsasthe
fundamental unit within which premetrical temporal distinctions
areirrelevant relativeto the occasion of speaking. Swirling behind
our present location, we have (2) the past stretching backward in-
definitely and we have (3) the future that goes from now until the
Hitchhiker’ sRestaurant at the End of the Universe. Our irreducibly
perspectival experienceisembedded in the tense and aspect of our
tensed discourse about the world. Although not as robust as the
qualitative dimension sought by Broad, it suggest that somehow
there is a coarse-grained, non-conceptual counterpart of what we
cometo feel isthe moving image of eternity even if, beyond this,
thereislittlewecan say withintheresourcesof the Manifest Image.
Inthe coarse-grained sense, Timeischange, but in thefine-grained
senseitis, asWSsaysin echoing Aristotle, the measure of change:

| want to suggest that timeisthe real number series,

the series of real numbersas correlated with certain

measuring procedures.140

140 Perspectives, Lecturel11. For an account of number in amanner congenial to
WS' project, see Jeffrey Sicha’ admirably clear account in A Metaphysics of
Elementary Mathematics, (U. Mass Press, 1974). It is clear that WS used
Sicha’s approach as aresource for parts of hisformalism and, for thisreason,
Sicha'stext fillslecunae in the Sellarsian dialectic, see Sicha's "Reconstruc-
tionof theNatural Numbers," p. 141, inhis Metaphysicsof Mathematics.
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Phenomenology of Mind

In addition to the ontology of events, the phenomenology of
mind makes a surprising appearancein the Lectures. Oneimmedi-
ately wonders, “what isit doing there?’ After all, one of the more
remarkabl e features of WS’ s phenomenol ogy hasto bethat he does
not think that the real mysteries of the mind vyield to
phenomenological analysis. “But,” someone immediately re-
sponds, “doesn’t that mean that thereisno such thing asintrospec-
tion, self-awareness, indeed, consciousness!? But why, then, do
people persist in having such responses?’ Like Kant's “thing
in-self,” for WS, one can actually say a great deal about
“introspectibles” but the results definitely won’t meet the expecta-
tionsof good ol’ fashioned common sense. After all, anew explana-
tionthat doesn’t tell astory about why the old oneworked aswell as
itdidisn’t acceptableto WSso heisgoingtohaveastory totell.

Like the wealth of Tantulus, the fruits of our mental participa-
tion are essentially out of reach, that isto say, they are categorially
out of reach:

34. Itisamost significant fact, as| have pointed out
elsewhere, that the classification of thoughts, con-
strued as classical mental episodes, permits of no
such easy retreat toanon-functional level. Roughly,
our classification of thoughts, construed as epi-
sodes which belong to aframework which explains
the kal eidoscopic shiftsof sayingsand propensities
to say, isalmost purely functional. We have only the
foggiest notion at what kinds of episodes,
nonfunctionally described, perform the relevant
functions, though philosophersof ascientific orien-
tation are prepared to characterize them generically
asneurophysiological. Asaresult, philosophersun-
awareof thisalternativestrategy havetheillusion of
an ultimacy of the conceptual functioning of
thoughts which isresponsible for continuing philo-
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sophical puzzlesabout how mental actsareto befit-

ted into a naturalistic picture of the world.141
The implicit defanging of an introspective approach to analysisis
delivered with kid-gloves but consigning centuries of surveying
the mental landscape to the “foggiest notion,” cannot be construed
as faint praise. As he remarks in the Carus Lectures,

To put it bluntly, the fruits of painstaking theory

construction in the psychology and neuro-physiol-

ogy of sense perception cannot be anticipated by

screwing up one's mental eye (the eye of the child

within us) and “seeing” the very manner-of-sens-

ing-ness of a volume of red.42
Doubtless, WS's position is hot meant to warm the hearts of those
who have the “eye-as-a-camera’ viewpoint or the
“mind-as-the-mirror-of-nature” approach to time and theworld or-
der. In WS’ hilarious attack on all flavors of Relationalism in the
Notre Dame L ectures, he undermines every support that gives aid
and comfort to those who would “ survey” thefurniture of the mind.
ME consists, inlarge measure, of an equally sustai ned attack on ev-
ery canonical variety of apprehension under virtually every de-
scriptive metaphor that has been mobilized to capture this
immaculate conception of the mind.

For those whose theological persuasion demands “events,”
“time” and “causality” to be in-the-world in the narrow sense, the
preceding discussion of this triune world order has them running
for the door. WS's apparent assault on our “access’ to our own
mental states offers them all the more reason to flee.1*3

To see how WS develops the “story” pertaining to
phenomenological analysis (previously mentioned), H. A.
Prichard providesagood placeto start. WS extends Prichard’ sview
to states of the self and, as he did with RWS, WS regards his own

141 AAE, 189.

142 FMPP, 1, 82, p. 19.

143 Sicha’spatient elaboration of the difference between what we seeand what we
see “of” something in KTM as well as a similar account by WSin ME is not
likely to assuage anybody’sfears. However, it does offer aglimpseinto WS's
view without it being clouded by thefears of those who have adesperate need
for the real of today to exert its presence.
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view that sensations are theoretical items as an alternative to
Prichard’s “enlightened” form of introspection. Prichard simply
does not go far enough.

In the Notre Dame Lectures, WS remarks that Prichard re-
sponded to charges that, somewhere along his metaphysical walk,
he lost the world!

It goes without saying that the last thing to doisto

minimize the difficulty. If there is any sphere in

which we seem exempt from the possibility of error

it is[inner and outer] perception. How can we, it is

natural to ask, make a mistake as to what we see or

feel or hear? And how is it possible to do so not

merely sometimes but normally, if not always?144
The tongue-in-cheek tone notwithstanding, Prichard takes seri-
ously the task of talking his audience out of their difficulties. He
puts his finger on the breaking-point:

The [traditional] analysis, it seems to me, is quite

mistaken, sinceit resolves the having or experienc-

ing asensation or, as| would rather say, the perceiv-

ingit, into aparticular way of knowingit, which, so

far as | can see, it is not.145
That the attempt to drive a metaphysical wedge between “appre-
hending” or “getting-at” what i s sensed and the mere having anim-
pression, sensory state and so on, occupies center stage in ME is
hardly worth repeating. Prichard thinks

what isordinarily called perception consistsin tak-

ing, i.e., really mistaking, something that we see or

feel for something else;146
apoint which WS sympathetically relates during the course of the
Notre Dame Lectures. Although Prichard expresses the hope that
we could work ourselves out of this habitual mistaking, he notes
with mock seriousness, that no matter how hard wetry, the sun will
always appear to rise and to set. Furthermore, hefindsthetarget of
such metaphysical therapy remarkably elusiveinthe case of touch:

144 Knowledge and Perception, (Oxford, 1950) from lectures and essays during
1927-1938, p.62.

145 Prichard, 63.

146 Prichard, 52.
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| confess that | cannot get farther than saying that

when, for example, that occurswhich we should or-

dinarily call my feeling a hard, smooth, and lumpy

oblong-shaped with my hand, | am taking certain

extended feelings of akind with which everyoneis

familiar for a hard, smooth, lumpy oblong body. It

looks, no doubt, asif onthe general view it ought to

be possible to say more than this.147
For Prichard, the moral of the story for which he has been arguing
is, likeWSarguesin ME, that what we call seeing or feeling abody
consistsin mistaking something for abody—aposition that common
sense resists because,

first, the almost universal tendency to take it for

granted, without serious consideration, that percep-

tioninitsvariousformsisaparticular way of know-

ing something, with the consequent implication that

no mistakeispossibleasto the character of what we

really see or feel; and, second, the reluctance to ad-

mit that colors and feelings of touch, though de-

pendent on us as percipients, are extended.148
Now WS, of course, wantsto replacetheentire edifice of apprehen-
sion or 24-carat access to the facts but, unlike the case of
fine-grained space and time which he doesn’t find in the world,
phenomenological reduction bearsfruit. That is, ashe putsitinthe
Notre Dame Lectures, the conceptual analysis that drills down,
roughly, to the proper sensibles, yields something that lies at the
non-conceptual core of experience. The fact that our
phenomenol ogical resourceshavereached the end of their explana-
tory tether, as Prichard sees, does not erase the fact that there is
something, somehow present in our phenomenological confronta-
tion with the world. WS spends a considerable amount of time in
ME dismantling Prichard’s type of sensa, so he obviously doesn’t
accept Prichard’s commitment to “objects” and all that this in-
volves. On the other hand, as he points out during the L ectures, the
“new new materialists” whether they know it or not, court idealism

147 Prichard, 64.
148 Prichard, 68.
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with their rejection of secondary qualities. To these idealistic ten-
dencies, WSrespondsthat asa Scientific Realist, heiscommitted to
the existence of color and, therefore, since the current categorial
structure of Cognitive Science cannot accommodate the successor
of color, the philosophical task is to engage in the conversation
necessary to bring about a structure that can.

So, although Prichard hitsawall (“1 confess that | cannot get
farther...”), WSfinds merit in the approach provided that one bears
in mind the fact that sensory states are introduced as explanatory
items in the Manifest Image—a position that had not occurred to
Prichard.

Just what the successor of color will be requires, as Sicha ex-
plainsin hisintroduction to KTM, the exploration of the current
stage of theManifest Imagein an effort to articul ate the character of
the projection of thisframework (therelevant framework features)
into the Scientific Image. Onemight ask, “ What isthe current stage
of the Manifest Image?” An anecdote provides the answer:
Rosenberg once said, in response to a question about identifying
what framework oneisin, “if you ask a kid, “what’s water,” she
says, “H,0.” But, if you ask her, “what’s milk?” she says, “white
stuff that comes from a cow.”

Consciousness

Onefinal themein the Lectures should be emphasized. WS's
frequent comments about the nature of consciousness are likely to
go unnoticed. Even when dealing with the issue of consciousness,
ex professo, as for example, in the analysis of pain or in the Carus
lectures, after plowing through such awork, the student islikely to
ask, “What does this have to do with consciousness! ?” Indeed. Af-
ter all, inthekind of hard-nosed variant of Prichard’ stake onintro-
spection that WS devel ops, what goes for outer sense, must go for
inner sense. Worseyet, thefonset origo of themyth of thegiven has
to beinner sense—if Givennessisn't rooted out at its source, he'll
never berid of it. Onceagain, asinthe case of color, andlikeKant’s
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thing-in-itself, a great deal can be said about the nature of con-
sciousness even if inner-sense too, is based on a mis-taking.

In DKMB, WS remarks on the two common uses of theword
‘consciousness’. First, consider a specific question, “What |s Sen-
sory Consciousness?’

On the one hand, ‘ consciousness’ is ageneric term for the
qualitative character itself of various kinds of perceptual experi-
ence. Thequalitative character, i.e., the contentual character, isthe
qualitative dimension of the existential content of a physical sys-
tem.149 Although the Notre Dame L ectures bring out the fact that
this view more closely approximates that of RWS, we can let it
stand for the moment.

Whenwebelieveinourselvestobeinanirritablemood, their-ri-
tation which confronts this belief is an element of the very
irritability believed (as would sensing redly in the color case). In
thissense, we participateinwhat isbelieved in.1° What we partici-
pateinispart of that qualitative dimension of the content of our be-
ing. Consciousness as underlying our “beliefs in” forms the
contentual aspect of our direct confrontation with the world, our
participation in it—we have beliefs about it (second level beliefs)
but from the outside, soto speak. Rather, it isthe subject of our per-
ceptual belief which, because it is a state of the self, is part our-
selves responded to as a somehow something present.

On the other hand, when we go on to talk about our sensations
and beliefs being in consciousness, we use the term “conscious-
ness’ in avery different sense, a sense which pertains, not to first
level belief but to second order (or higher) belief.1>1 Consciousness
in this second sense does not pertain to perceptual experience and
doesnot, then, pertainto what we see of objects(i.e., consciousness
asthe material mode of what we see of an object). Of course, what
some find so abrading in Sellars is that,

Concepts pertaining to mental acts are functional

and leave open the question of their qualitative or

149 DKMB,18.

150 DKMB, 10. As subject, it is what is taken, what underlies what is “believed
in”

151 It isin the latter sense that Dennett, for example, used it.
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contentual character. (This lack of specific
contentual aspect iswhat makes uswant to think of

mental acts as “diaphanous.” )152
Thus, beyond generic characterizations of thefunctional character,
it is difficult to say anything about consciousness in the second
sense—even by Prichard’s somewhat relaxed standards.

Sellarsian Phenomenology

At this point in the discussion, we stand at the threshold of WS's
phenomenological approach. Yet, in his papers for professional
philosophers, “ phenomenology” is noticeable by itsabsence. Asin
ME and PKT, it playsafar greater rolein the Notre Dame L ectures
once one knows what to look for. To thisend, it is worthwhile re-
tracing WS’ sstepsto thelecturesby echoing theinformal approach
taken in ME and PKT.

What one sees something asiswhat is packed into the subject
term of the experience. It is whatever is not in question. When we
see something, we “straight off mistake it for something else” ac-
cording to Prichard, and it isthis sort of “immediacy” that WS em-
phasizes by invoking Cook Wilson's notion of “thinking without
question” 153 when a novel circumstance makes us erupt with a
spontaneous blurting-out-loud (I missed the bus!).The “believing
in” is a specia kind of occurrent believing —thinking without
question. The rest, what might be called into question, belongsin
the predicate. We can isolate what we take for granted, what is not
up for grabs and we separate that from what we can go on to ask
about it or how it seems to us.

We want to take seriously the idea that the difference between
what istaken for granted and not up for grabs, i.e., what isbelieved
in, the subject term of our thinking, is not the same as what we be-
lieveabout it, i.e., theway it seems: believing-as (in the case of be-
lieving in) must be distinguished from seeming.

The subject of aperceptual belief, what isbelievedin, isgiven
by a complex demonstrative, for example, this grayish black
smooth pavement with thejagged facing edge. The complex subject
isthe first order of a perceptual experience. A perceptual experi-

152 MCP, 248.
153 Prichard, 97.
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enceinwhichthethereisan actual quality of grayishblack, i.e.,itis
not merely believed in. AsWSmight put it using RWS' sterminol -
ogy, the actuality involved constitutes our existential confronta-
tion with the world, however, it does not constitute the very
somehow presence participated in—that is non-conceputal.
When we feel apain, the direct response involves an existen-
tial confrontation of the evoking by that which evokes, whereas
what we believe about it, normally does not.1>* What we perceive
of an object—the believed in—the demonstrative, consists of qual -
itative features of the image model that are present as ‘believed
that' in the predicate.1%®
The categorial features of occurrent qualities change as we
switch conceptual frames. Accordingto Sellars, thetask of philoso-
phy isto say what conceptual structures could evolve. We don’t
have adequate categoriesfor the mind-body problem and we do not
have atheory that postulates adifferent categorial structure. Inthe
Cartesian recategorization, the pinkness of physical objects be-
camethepinkness* of sensation not by being adifferent quality but
by being the same content in a different categorical form.1%6 The
historical controversy over the status of secondary qualitiesisase-
ries of attempts to recategorize the proper-sensible features of ex-
perience.1®” What doesit now mean to say we seethe very pinkness
of the pink ice cube? It isto say that something, somehow cubical
and pink in physical spaceis present other than as merely believed
in (first order) or as believed that (second order).1%® As Prichard
contends,
...themoral ...isthat these difficulties cannot be re-
moved by anything short of allowing that what we
call seeing or feeling a body consists in genuinely
mistaking certain sensafor abody...our reluctance
to allow this[is dueto assuming] that perceptionin
its various forms is a particular way of knowing

154 Carus, 281.
155 Carus, 38.
156 Carus, 73
157 Carus, 47
158 SSROP, 8.
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something...and second, the reluctance to admit

that colours and feelings of touch, though depend-

ent on us as percipients, are extended.159

Of course, WS’ sextended analysisincludesthe characteristics
that objects embedded in a perspectival world must have—Sicha’' s
analysisin KTM attemptsto adumbrate what they are. Simply put,
the pink is something actual which is somehow a portion of pink
stuff, somehow the sort of itemwhichissuited to be part of the con-
tent of a physical object but it is not, in point of fact, a portion of
physical stuff.160
On occasion, WSwould say that Kant’ sgreat insight wasto see

that perceptual intuition had the form

[Aliso
where [A] was the sheer receptive core of the experience (and,
therefore, non-conceptual). In terms of the discussion in ME, this
wouldinvolvetheideathat inthe case of the evoking of aspontane-
ous belief

this-cubical-chunk-of-pinks; is ®161
the complex demonstrative subject forms a unique togetherness
with[A]. It would be open to the Evolutionary Naturalist like RWS
to argue that whatever ur-concepts areinvoked by the subject must
have been the by-product of the plasticity of the perceptual system
embedded in ahostile environment. But WSwasmoreinterestedin
cases like bodies which move in our egocentrically perspectival
world-view which could not be reduced without remainder through
ingenious phenomenological reduction and, therefore, remained
tables, chairs, and boats going down stream. While the remnants of
adaptive changes brought about in the Pleistocene are significant,
for one of aKantian persuasion who thinks of vision asaconstruc-
tion project, watching the elevators move, despite saccadic sup-
pression, transaccaddic memory, and the rest of evolutionary
toolbox, is an observation that isareal work of art. It'salong way
fromthebig city denizen’swatch out for red lights to George of the

159 Prichard, 68.
160 Carus,91.
161 ME, 125ff.
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Jungle’'sred things areripe and edible. WS tries to be sensitive to

both:

The difficult thing about this theory isthat it holds
that we have a natural tendency to make a radical
mistake. To experience sensation and to take those
sensations, asit were, to be features of external ma-
terial objects. That is the most convenient way na-
ture could think of to get usto discriminate between
objects. After all, this mistake is a useful mistake
because we would be experiencing objectsin terms
of qualitieswhich discriminate between them: some
are green, some are red, some are here, some are
there, someare circular, some are rectangular. Does
it matter that in the course of discriminating be-
tween objects, we are making this basic mistake of
taking (from a philosophical, not physical, point of
view) our perceptions to be actual constituents of
the world out there? As| said, thereis no reason to
supposethat thisisimpossible. Let usbevery care-
ful here. | said there is a radical mistake involved
and that wastaking the sensation to be attached to a
material object. But there'sasort of auraof truth in
here because we also believe that there is a blue
book in acertain place. And that istrue. Sothisisa
mixture between a radical mistake and a humdrum
truth; our beliefs would be a curious mixture of an
exciting, surprising mistake and a humdrum
truth.162

WS's treatment of the phenomenology of mind—conscious-
nessin the two senses adumbrated—resembles Kant’ streatment of
thedingansichinthat it turnsout that agreat deal can be said about
such an intrinsically inaccessible item. Nonetheless, what can be
said isn't likely to give aid and comfort to WS's opponents:
givenness has been around along time and isn’t like to go quietly
into that good night.

162 ME, 38.
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WS’ spublicrelations problem arises either because of hissum-
mary rejection of “introspection,” “intuition,” “consciousness,”
“immediate introspection” etc., asa24-Karat awareness of reality,
that is, as revealing anything that would be a useful starting point
for belief but, interestingly, it does not follow that “experience at
its very inception” (to use Santayana's phrase) consists of sensa-
tions vacantly stared at by an untutored mind! So WS grants that
phenomenology can take us all the way to the somehow-presence
of. Hegrantsthat theripening accumul ationsfrom evol ution during
the pleistocene emerged, through the plasticity of the brain, asthe
“unique togetherness’ that is ultimately responsible for the
“of-ness” of thought:163

Now might it not bethe casethat thismental state here hashoth
the character of being asense impression of a cube of pink and
also the character, whatever it is, by virtue of which it intends
this cube the paint? It would be, in terms which | will be ex-
ploring later on, akind of natural, unlearned way which ma-
tures and a reference, an intending occurs...on but rather the

sense impression is, as | put it, the very vehicle of the intend-
ing. (Lecture Il, Perceiving)

Cognitive Scienceisin the business of figuring out the “mate-
rial aspect” of the “sensuous dialectic” that evolved—philosophy
suggests the appropriate categories.

163 In Unamuno’s useful metaphor.



73






Notre Dame Lectures 75

The Myth of Jones

In November of 1973, Sellars gave the following “ Darwinian” ver-
sion of the Myth of Jonesin terms of pain. Sellarshad been discussing
his exchanges with Firth and wanted to reflect on the way that a
proto-theory gets internalized as it emerges in the observation lan-
guage. He discusses states of the self and his thoughts on pain—a
topic about which he had written a great deal but never published. My
written notesof 11/14/1973 reflect hisinsistence onlevels of language
(up and down the “ semantic ladder” ) universally ignored in discus-
sion on pain—a theme picked up in the commentary “ Two Im-
ages’ (included).

Feeling Pain

Even if an ostensible seeing consists a conceptual and a
non-conceptual component (figure 1), it doesn’t present itself to us
as a sense impression. We can understand why classical philoso-
phersidentified cogitationeswith
senseimpressions, i.e., Cartesian
thoughts. They needed an object
of perception which was charac-
terized minimally in terms of
proper sensibles. They, ran to- .
gether the conceptual and the tf;gglrﬁmtnfﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁiﬂpﬁ?)ﬂ,”°”'C°”°e'°'
non-conceptual. We will con-
sider an analysis of feeling to spell out our analysis of sense
impressions.

* O <€~ conceptual

non-conceptual
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We have intersubjectivity: intersubjective contexts which we are
fairly confident about such as:

Jones and Smith can touch the same thing.

Thus, we can start out with something that already has an
inter subjective base and introduce states of aperceiver asatheoret-
ical item to explain certain behavioral facts. States of a perceiver
are brought about, ceterisparibus, by an object thusand thusquali-
fied with naive realist properties. feels x
The Manifest Image (Jones) is not
introducing an object by talking
about the state of a person because sense
we are not postulating new objects impression
becausethey areadverbial statesof  Figure2. Whatisittofeel something?

. . . The myth of Jones starts out with an
perceivers—in this sense we are jnsubjective context.
not postulating any new objects.t
Persons have states, in some sense. The crucial step in feeling is
(figure 3) that, say, Jones knows non-inferentially that hishand is
hot.

2nd order
emy hand
seems to be hote

Each part isapart
of atotal

emy hand is hot mental state

1st order

Figure3.‘a isthenon-inferential ‘ my handishot’ that WS cus-
tomarily dot-quoted and called ‘1st order’ while the level of
“seeming” or “feeling” was called ‘2nd order’. Both sensation
and the 1st order, it emerges, are elementsin the “ seeming”.

Notice that Jones hand being hot is intersubjective in the obvi-
oussensethat other peoplecanfeel it, i.e., feel itsvery heat. We can

1 They arenot singular terms. They are adverbial. We have thingsin the Mani-
fest Image with objects which are not correlational (inductive= lightning
thunder) and not postulational. The categorial part of the Manifest Image:
what sort of objects are in the Manifest Image? Objects in the world in the
broad and narrow sense. Basi c objectsarebasicinthat they are perceptible, we
have direct knowledge of them.
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train people to respond to certain states of themselves (a rapidly
warming hand) by ‘my handishot!’ Inthisway we can speak about
a response being evoked by the environment. Like a child (a
proto-theory) that can respond to anger by ‘I’ mangry’. We already
have a crude theory of a sense impression of warmth (we use the
‘of...” locution to characterize the sense impressions). So we can
extend thetheory since we already have acrude theory of senseim-
pressions, a crude theory which can be extended to include a sense
impression of my-hand-being-warm.

We have a case of a senseimpression of one’s own hand being
warm or hot whereit isunderstood that it isdifferent fromacasein
which we have an impression of anything being hot—like a stone.
Inour proto-theory, we have asenseimpression of ahand being hot
which we might formulate crudely as,

a hand felt being hot—felt from the inside.

The point of saying thisisthat just as we have the somehow charac-
ter of being-a-cube-of -pink present to the perceiver somehow other
than just merely being believed in or thought of, so that hand being
hot is somehow present in us beyond merely believingitishot.? So
that just as we have the somehow presence of being a cube-of-pink
present to the perceiver, so fecing my hend
we have the hand being hot oo

somehow present in us be- Maorde
yond merely believing it is asensatior
hot. So, we need to account Figure 4. The non-inferential knowing, the

for Jones knowing non-in-  feeling according to WS, consists of the sensa-
ferentially his hand is hot. tion and the evoked taking here given the sub-

Thus. the notion of feeli ng is ject-predicate form ‘My hand is hot’ instead of
extended to this case pictured here (in figure 4).
We say “extended” because our explanation takes,

feeling my hand is hot

2 That is, we take hot-hand on the model of the phenomenal character of
cube-of-pink, being actually present in the experience asit ison the sense da-
tum model.
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as 2" order instead of its traditional role as 1%t order—as our dia-
gram indicates.
Consider the case of

Jones' hand hurts.

There is a conceptual tie between a hand hurting and certain pro-
pensities to behave: avoidance and relief behavior. It is a concep-
tual truth that there is a causal connection and we have to explain
thefact that thereisacausal connection whichisdifferent from ex-
plaining thecausal connection. Thelanguage gamesthat governthe
use of ‘pain’ involve it with certain types of behavior.

Suppose Jones’ hand isimpinged upon by heat—extreme heat
(figure 5).

We get avoidance behavior and relief behavior initially so that
pre-theoretically, thefeelingsof painisnot at issueyet. Now think
of hurting as atheoretical state of the hand with reference to which
oneexplainsavoidanceandrelief behavior. Thesearecriteriainthe
sensethat it isthese which wewant to explain. Therefore, we come
up with atheory in which heating of the hand brings about certain
stateswhich in turn cause behavior and, on the standard account of
theories, the states which we appeal
to are unobservables. hfﬂ\

We tend to think of a hurt as
analogous to a sound or a color ina
naive realist’s sense, or, in general
terms, as sensible characteristics of
a physical object. What isinteresting is that we can construe it on
the model of qualitative features even though it is not public. Y et
we do construe hurting as atheoretical state. Hurting is a positive
state of the hand and it can be construed on anal ogy with the percep-
tible qualities. We postulate a state of hurting: hurting is responsi-
ble for behavior. Thisis not very informative but we note that not
only can wetell thereisthis state using the theory by inference but
Jones can be trained to respond by ‘ my hand hurts’. But, this still
doesn’t lead us to believe hurting is analogous to a perceptible
quality. Let us spell it out.

Extreme heat-
getting too hot
Figure 5.



Notre Dame Lectures

The hypothesis we work
with is that my hand hurts be-
cause it is heated. So,

hand is hurting because it is
becoming too hot.

79

my hand hurts becauseit is hot

Y
-
-
&

1A

Figure 6. “Hurts” are brought in to

parallel the role played in manifest

Hurting isbrought in to explain the behavior and becoming hot

is already there because it is public. One can know non-inferen-
tially that the hand is hot which involves sense impressions of
heat.® The theory says the hand is hurting becauseit is hot. So that
oneresponds, ‘ my hand hurtsbecauseit ishot’ which can beknown
(figure 6):

We suppose that there is a sense impression of heat and, natu-
rally, of becoming too hot (getting warm, warmer...ouch!) Of
course, just asthere can be acase of ostensible seeing, so oneshand
can ostensibly hurt too.*

Just as we can have a sense
impression of acube of pink, we
can haveasenseimpression of a
hurting-hand.  Consequently,
we are led to say that ones hand
can ostensibly hurt too so that
we can bring in the concept of
feeling a pain (figure 7).

So, we account for a con-

ceptual tie between hurting and
the behavior. Hurting is analo-
gousto color. Feeling a painis
analogousto having a senseim-
pression of color. Hurting is

3 ME, 113ff.

Figure 7. -a- isthe 1st order mis-taking, be-
lieving-in, moving up alevel tothe 2nd order
“seeming” - | (seem to) feel pain- that is
“frameworkly” warranted and can be en-
dorsed by the 3rd level ‘| seeit.” Introspec-
tion only gives “seeing to see.” We get the
breakdown of the 1st order by reflection.

4 Comparethe case of thetoothachein ME, Ibid. The example of the“felt” pro-
gressionfromwarmth or brightness, to pain occursintheRationalistsand Em-
piricist but it was vintage Aristotelian.
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taken® to be an occurrent character of the hand—a qualitative fea-
ture which is a non-relational occurrent state which | conceive on
analogy with its cause—a stabbing pain. There is a conceptual tie
between that which isexplained by thetheory and belief and avoid-
ance behavior. Within our theory, belief and avoidance behavior
arecriteriafor hurting where hurting, isan itemin atheoretical ex-
planation, and feelings of pain are brought in to explain the ostensi-
ble feelings of pain. Our account explains why, we see, there are
observation generalizations which people obey to the extent that
they do.

Therearetwo stepsof theory. Feelingsof painaretiedto public
objects or observables becauseit isatheory of the behavior of peo-
ple. Wecan’'t haveahurt neck without aneck but we can have afeel -
ing of a painintheneck without aneck since hurting (asopposed to
feeling) isastate of the perceiver which isanalogousto thecolor as
a quality of perceptible things.

We can know non-inferentially that ahand hurtsand it hurts be-
causeitishot. The heat evokesthe belief in us. We have non-infer-
ential knowledge because the wholetheory, has been internalized.®
Certain modes of behavior arecriteriafor pain (hurting) and we are
tryingto spell that out. Wittgensteinisleery about explanation here
because he wants to describe andnot explain—which islegitimate
if wedon’t minimizetherole of explanationinthe Manifest Image.
The Common sensecontainsinit acertain amount of explanation.’

Belief and avoidance behavior are public and provide criteria
but the internalization of the theory itself iswhat ultimately gives
risetothenon-inferential knowledge. Whenwecometo personswe
tend, asBerkeley saw, totalk intermsof subject-verb, whenwetalk
about physical objects, on the other hand, we speak in terms of sub-
ject-stuff. Our view of personsashaving quasi-parts (aperson hav-

5 It would be mis-taken as later described in the Lectures.

With the help of Darwinian development and the linguistic community.

7 WSisdescribingthecommonssenseframework but heseesthat thereisexpla-
nationinthereso it too must be part of the description. Wittgenstein thinkson
ly description is necessary and explanation is not part of description as he
points out during the lectures.

()]
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ing a hand, or a person handwise) allows us to part with the basic
tendency without too much damage.®

Consider.

Knowledgeisjustified true belief and when we say that thereis
non-inferential knowledge, we mean a special sort of believing.
Not, of course, a self-presenting of facts modeled on Cartesian di-
rect knowledge. Theoccurrent thought ‘| amangry’ [ 1% order, or “I
seemto beangry”—2"4 order or “1 amangry!” 3"9 order—] islikely
to be true by virtue of the way that we are taught to respond to our
own states[frameworkly warranted].® But | would not beinferring
| wasangry. Itisjust the nature of our conceptual structurethatitis
extremely likely to betruethat | am. If challenged, | back up alevel
wherel canusetheschema, | would say ‘Well, | believethat I’ man-
gry.’ And that kind of ‘ amfe We can endorsethe 2nd order
candid belief is ex- ond order M

| seem to be angry

tremely likely to betrue.

1st order-
Frameworkly
warranted. a sensation

| learn to use the , o

Id "wh | Figure8. If the2nd order obtains, itislikely tobetrue:
worla anger whenlam ¢ ameworkly warranted. The 1st order isabelieving in
(figure8).Inlearningto  orataking about which Joneshasabelief. When ween-

‘ s dorsethe 2nd order by saying, ‘| seeanf’, we appeal to
use the word anger It a sense of knowledge that reflects the discussion of
becomes extremely

likely that we say the word ‘angry,’” candidly, when we are. Itisa
higher level truth about 2" beliefs that they are likely to be true.
“Pain” and “hurts’ are usually run together. The amputee is feel-
ing a pain but there is only an in-the-left-foot-kind-of-pain but his
foot isn't hurting.

8 Thus, attributing “hurts” or “owie!” to aquasi-part like attributing “warmth”
to an object.

9 Thebrutemattersof fact evoke spontaneousbeliefsandthatishowwelearnto
believethat wearein certain statesand that certain objectsareinfront of us. In
the ordinary sense, our perceptionisdirect inaway derived (historically, at
least) from the position of a sense datum theoristslike G.E. Moore who held
that there was an epistemic act of apprehension characterized by two impor-
tant features.WS carefully illustratesin what way this ancestral relation oc-
cursin ME.
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We must distinguish three things
(1) meaning of ‘anger’

(2) criteria for anger

(3) fact that people can avow anger.

What is the relation of verbal behavior to mental acts?

Thenature/criteriadistinction comesin only at thelevel of the-
oretical states and their relation to overt behavior. Episodes are
postulated to account for behavior. Even at the verbal behavior
level thereis“privileged access’. That is, one has areliable belief
about his propensities which need not be inferred by someone—or
inferred at all asfar as heis concerned—although we may havein-
ferential beliefsabout what heisthinking (when weget into the do-
main of thelogically possible, weareinthedomain of theinfinite).

I's having the concept of pain being able to respond correctly?
Not exactly. When | respond correctly part of the function of con-
ceptsistheir rolein response, that is, to be responses to certain ob-
jects. There is no special apprehending: there is no apprehending
which isindependent of our conceptual framework. It iswrong to
think that we first experience red and then get the concept.
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Language and Meaning 1969

Lecture |

I ntroduction

Oneof thetopicsthat | do hopeto discussisthe concept of con-
ceptual change. | want to show the philosophical apparatus—and
indeed it is an apparatus—that | have set up enables one to cope
with this problem in away which isboth illuminating and reason-
ably formalizable, that is, capable of being given some definite
technical structure.

So I will be concerned with the problem of conceptual change
and the problem of realism because ultimately when you raise the
problems of ontology, the problem of realism simply cannot be
avoided

Now thetwo thingsthat | understand that you have read would
be“Toward aTheory of Categories’ paper and “ Scientific Realism
or Irenic Instrumentalism” paper. Those two paperscontainalarge
canvaswhich | wantto explicate. If | can, | want to smooth out some
of the difficulties which some of you may have found in these
writings.

I’'m also going to be discussing the semantical theory devel-
oped in Science and Metaphysics, the theory of meaning and truth
whichwehavetherebut ultimately, | want to come back tothe prob-
lemsof existence and therelation of the conceptsof existencetothe
problem of realism and of conceptual change.
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We all know that philosophy of scienceisreally nothing more
than philosophy which takes science seriously and thereis no such
separate subject as philosophy of science, similarly, there is sim-
ply, epistemology taking seriously not only perceptual knowledge
but scientific knowledge, inductiveand theoretical, thereisno, asit
were metaphysics alone, metaphysics must include not only the
metaphysicsof the perceptual world but the metaphysicsof thesci-
entific framework, or scientific frameworks: perhaps a compara-
tive metaphysics. And, in some sense, to assessthe way inwhich a
metaphysics of the commonsense framework and the metaphysics
of ascientificframework or perhapsthescientific framework might
fit together in one coherent scheme.

Philosophy hastaken alinguistic turn and philosophersexplore
the conceptual structure of language. We have arough division be-
tween ordinary language philosophers so-called, and those philos-
ophers who concentrate on extraordinary language but actually
what we have hereisadivision in linguistic terminology between
philosophical analysis or reconstructions of actually “used,” |
won't say “nonscientific language,” but at least language which
though it isvery subtle and refined—as Austin points out—doesn’ t
contain the subject matter of sophisticated scientific theories. And
then on the other hand, we have those philosophers of language
who concentrate on the language of science often to the brutal ne-
glect of itsnestling rel ationship inthe framework of actual usage of
a sophisticated but still nonscientific type.

Philosophical M ethod

I think I might begin by commenting briefly on the sort of
method that | believe philosophy must follow because I’ m going to
beillustrating thisand I’ m quoting herefrom an essay which | read
heretwo and ahalf yearsago and which | have not yet published but
which I hope someday to get around to polishing for publication.t

The method is easy to characterize but difficult in the extreme
tofollow. One begins by constructing simple modelswhich are un-
derstood because we have constructed them, fragments of the mul -
tidimensional framework which is actual usage and these initial

1 The Epistemology Lecture later published as part of “The Structure of
Knowledge.”
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modelsareinevitably oversimplified and largely false but thealter-
native to this path with all its oversimplification and error is to
sketch the shifting surfaces of the functioning framework as a
whole and hope that insight comes by pasting the sketches to-
gether.? This receptivity, however sensitive, and however impor-
tant it may be asan element in phil osophical method, mustitself fail
to yield understanding. In much the same spirit Plato warns us that
the poets by concentrating on appearances are precluded from un-
derstanding the actions and characters of men which they so conta-
giously depict. Thereal danger of oversimplified modelsisnot that
they are over simple but the we may be satisfied with them and fail
to compare them with the regions of experience other than those
which suggested them and indeed the ultimate justification for sys-
tem building in philosophy is the fact that no model for any region
of discourse perceptual, discursive, practical and theoretical canbe
ultimately satisfying unlessitsconnection with each of theothersis
itself modeled. To press the metaphor to its limits, the completion
of the philosophical enterprise would be a single model the work-
ings of which we would understand because we had constructed it
which would reproduce the full complexity of the framework in
which we were once, unreflectively at home.

It"s quite clear of course, that this must inevitably be aregula-
tiveideal and one of the themes | want to discussin my concluding
lectureistherole of regulative ideal s such asthe Peircean domain
in philosophical method.

What Therels

Now I’ m going to be concerned with meaning, truth and exis-
tence and since the final cause obviously comes first, | might re-
mark briefly on what it is to worry about “what there is.”

“What kinds of things are there?” Ontology issaid to ask. But
of course, Ontology doesn’t ask this question with respect to mat-
ter-of-factual or empirical kinds, ontology tendsto speak in terms
of categoriesand draw acontrast between categoriesand empirical
kinds. Perhapsit’ snot going to be obviousin thelong-run what ex-
actly thedifferenceisbetween acategory and an empirical kind, al -

2 Language and Meaning I, track 0 (#1).
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though | hope to shed some light on this question. But | want to
comment onthevery question, “what kindsof thingsthereare?’

There’ sonekind of way inwhichtheanswer to thisquestion, as
it were, presentsitself to us as something obvious. Arethere quali-
ties? Of course there are qualities! Are their relations? Of course
therearerelations! Areat their states of affairs? Of coursethereare
states of affairs! Arethere“sakes’? Of coursethere are” sakes” be-
cause ‘sakes' isjust another word for purpose. And if there aren’t
purposes then | don’t know what there is? So there are certainly
purposesandtherefore, Quinetothecontrary, thereare” sakes.”

Now as| said there' s one way of asking this question in which
the answer isobvious, “obviously therearethusand so.” But then,
thereis another kind of answer, another kind of way of raising the
question which is characteristic of the philosopher. Hedoesn’t say
“Aretherequalities?’ becausein asenseobviously thereare quali-
ties, he says, “aretherereally qualities?” and the problemis, then,
what isthe difference between the question “ Arethere qualities?’,
and “Are therereally qualities?’” In one sense, it is obvious that
therearequalitiesandin another senseitisn’t obviousthat thereare
qualities. And thisdistinction has somethingto do with thedistinc-
tion between what is basic and what is in some way derivative.
What therereally is, iswhat isbasic. Now thisisakind of picture
wearegetting, and asWittgenstei n emphasized, philosopherswork
with pictures, and I’ m going to be sketching a picture today and
then gradually dismantling the picture step-by-step.

The question asto what thereis, is not, for example, the ques-
tion“aretheir rabbits?’ Aretherereally rabbits? Well, yesthat’sa
good question philosophically because, for example, as Quine
points out, we might say, “notherearen’t really rabbits, what there
really is, isinstances of rabbithood.” Or, what there really is, is
wholes of rabbits parts. Or what they’rereally is, is sequences of
rabbit events. So here you see when we ask, “are there really rab-
bits?” we areasking a*“ category-kind” of question. Weare asking,
“are rabbits basic objects or are rabbits less basic then something
else?’ Androughly, one picturewe get of “more basic than” isthat
something is more basic than something elseif discourse about the
one can be paraphrased away intermsof discourseabout theother.3

3 Language and Meaning I, track 3 (#4).
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I’'m going to be concerned with rabbits, instances of
rabbithood, wholes of rabbit parts, and sequences of rabbit events,
in the course of my discussion. It’ sinteresting to note, of course,
that Quine construesthe situation asonein which entitiesareto be
countenanced or not. We reject them, we discount them, we turn
our facesaway fromthem soto speak, likethe L ord turning hisface
away from somebody. Quine turns his face away from attributes
and states of affairs, and on the other hand, Quineturnshis counte-
nance on classes and classes of classes. As a matter of fact, Quine
toyswith theideathat one’ s ontology might consist of classes and
indeed of numbers... Pythagoreanism coming once again to the
front.

I’ m going to be discussing whether we should construe this sit-
uation asoneinwhichweask, “ should wereject or accept?” Heal so
provides another alternative that we can “ paraphrase away.” |'ve
already indicated that, so that we can perhaps reject attributes or
perhaps paraphrase away statements about attributes. What | want
to do isto show, in acertain sense, that attributes are already nice
tidy entities. Y ou see one of the problems Quineraises—it hasbeen
raised long before for Quine—is “What are theidentity conditions
for attributes?”’, “what are the identity conditions for states of af-
fairs?” “what are theidentity conditions for these objectswhich he
discountenances?’ And heputsforwardtheslogan, whichl thinkis
very good one, “no entity without identity.”

What | want to show, inaway then, isthat attributesare already
tidy, as tidy as they can be expected to be because obviously the
world contains many untidy items concerning which we would be
hard put to specify identity conditions. But at |east we would know
what sort of thing identity for such thingswould be, and we can see
why it’ svague or why there’ s an open texture with the question of
identity concerning them, and ultimately what | want to show isthat
in this sense, attributes and other intentional entities are already
acceptable.

Quine has been discussing problems concerning translation
and ultimately the issue that is involved here is akin to Carnap’s
problem, a problem Carnap discusses under the heading of the dis-
tinction between “internal” questions and “external” questions.
ThusQuineraisesthe question, “what doesacultureusing acertain
language mean by the word ‘rabbit’ ?” Once again, Quine’s prob-
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lems concerning translation are not problems concerning whether
for example the word ‘gavagai’ means the same or has the same
sense or reference as our word ‘rabbit’. There are problems about
how to translate given expressions of a language but his problem
isn’'t that, his problem is the ontological one, “how can we deter-
mine whether or not, when users of the foreign language use the
word which they utter in the presence of rabbits, whether they have
arabbithood ontology, arabbit-part ontology, a sequence-of-rab-
bit-event ontology, or awhole-of-rabbit-part ontology?’ Thereare
empirical problems pertaining to translation but for Quine the cru-
cial issue concerns the ontology of another language.

Of course this problem, as he points, out arises in terms of our
own language becausewealso have, in away, thelanguage of parts,
we can talk about rabbit parts, we can talk about rabbit events, we
can talk about instances of rabbit-hood, instances of rabbit, we can
talk about rabbits. For Quine, ultimately, the issue comes down to
how are we going to decide whether to accept an ontology of rab-
bits, rabbit parts, instances of rabbit-hood, or sequences of rabbit
events, for ourselves. And ultimately his answer here is a prag-
matic one, but it also involves Quine’ stheory of quantification and
his distinction between objectual and substitutional quantifica
tion.* | want to touch on thoseissues again | ater on because accord-
ing to Quine, ontological issues are ultimately to be handled in
terms of a theory of quantification.

| think that according to Quine, once we decide what our
ontology isgoing to be, and do it on pragmatic and logical grounds,
grounds pertaining to the ability to set up an adequate theory of
numbers, once we determine our own ontology, then we would
have a reason, at least, for translating the other fellow’ s language
one way or the other.

For example if we ultimately plumb for an ontology of attrib-
utes and say rabbithood is more basic than rabbits, then we would
have reason to suppose that when other peoplelearn their language
and build up their language, they are also building up a language
which isarabbithood kind of language, and if we decideto have a
language in which concreta like rabbits are the basic objects, then

4 Language and Meaning |, track 4.
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presumably this would give us some reason for interpreting other
languages as similarly having that kind of ontology.

Because we can distinguish between philosophers of the cul-
ture who can be Platonists and what are the philosophical implica-
tions of a given language, what is the correct way to clarify it and
analyzeit and as | said, if we could come to terms about our own
ontology then presumably thiswould give us some groundsfor in-
terpreting the ontology of the language of those who use the word
‘gavagai’.

So | want to throw somelight on thisquestion of how we decide
what our own ontology isto be and as | said for Quine, quantifica-
tion theory and pragmatic grounds play a very key role.

Relationalism

L et me get then down to the busi-

ness of elaborating the framework in Mind
termsof which |’ m going to approach R, relation
these questions. The standard classi-
cal way of looking at the world, the Body
perennial way, can be characterized _ _

. . Figure 1. Ry therelation between
as arelational picture. mind and body.

A relational picture of the world
with respect to certain basic catego-
ries. For example, consider the person (figure 1).

Here wefind acontrast between two types of positions. I’ m us-
ing thisas an illustration to get the argument off the ground and |
think, however, itwill provideuswith afirst and juicy exampleof a
certain way of picturing the world. According to one analysis, a
person consists of mind and a body. We have the Cartesian posi-
tion. Which onceagain comesto be playing avery vigorousrolein
philosophical argument. Here we have a relational account, the
mind isonething, thebody isin another and of coursethey interact
or in some way they are related in such a way that they are
coordinated in their behavior.

Now according to a different kind of approach, the relational
approach, and put, Ry, here (figure 2), according to a different ap-
proach, the approach belonging to the Aristotelian tradition and
represented today by Strawson, we have aview according to which
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a person is a basic object, it doesn’'t consist of a mind and body,
rather the mind is a person qua capable of acting, capable of think-
ing and engaging in intellectual conceptual activities and a body
would be aperson qua having certain characteristics, like the abil -
ity tofall out of awindow, the ability to displace water when swim-
ming and so on. The body would be a person qua having certain
other character-

Expression, in L, Expression, in L,

istics. Of course apprehending meanings
Strawson  puts T
this in terms of oY 1» /R meahing
P-predicates for BF relapon
the mental and body =
M-predicates Ri'efa(’t?éispmﬁ?n FeA/A\ R oxempticaton
for material or ! ? o

. concreta
bodily aspects. Fact

Thus. here Figure 2. Relationalism: ontological dictionary.
' R1:Mind-body relation. Ro:Meaning relation. R3:Apprehend-

we have a con- ing relation. Rq:Exemplificationrelation. Rs: Correspondence
trast between a  relation.
relational

picture and a
nonrelational picture. I am, of course, deeply involved in the
mind-body problem and the family of problems that it in-
volves—that actually involve a number of subproblems, the
sense-body problem, the conceptual-activity-body problem but the
most | can hopeto dointhislectureisto makefamiliar thestrategy |
would use in handling it. Let’ slook at some are other elements of
this relational picture in the world.®

In thefirst place there are languages L, L2, ..., Ly, and these
languages are cultural phenomena and they have meanings and we
get arelational theory of meaning. The relational theory of mean-
ing, classically, developed in connection with the development of
attributes.

We had expressionsin thelanguage standing for attributes, A1,
A,, ..., A, and soon, and different languageswould contain differ-
ent expressions for the same attributes. We would have arelation
here, R,, arelation between language and attributes, and of course,

5 Language and Meaning I, track 4 (#5).
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they could be called “meanings” in this respect, this would be the
meaning relation.

Then of course mindsarerelated to these attributesand we have
a relation of awareness or apprehension, a relation whereby the
mind can cope with the attributes of the things. We have again an-
other relation, Rs.

Furthermore we have, in this picture, another relationship, in
addition to the domain of meanings or intelligibles, we also have
concreta. Different philosophers give different accounts of what
are concreta and that’s going to be a deep concern of ours but
roughly in the first instance concreta would be things located in
space and or time. We have atheory then of relation here, thereisa
relation holding between concreta and attributes, call that R, (see
figure 2). This is the relation of exemplification. So, relation!
Relation! Relation! Relation!

The domain of intelligibles
began, as_l said, gssentlally, as meanings _|
the domain of attributes. But as proposiions
you know, over theyearsitsin- |
herent Meinongian tendencies possides | oo oM onhe ve on he
led it to include possible indi- concre e et meening and
viduals, and led it to include
propositions, first of al, and  Figures.
then among propositions, those
which are states of affairs.

Then, we have the notion of afact which comesin: the domain
of facts. And the domain of facts has tended, philosophically, to
sort of hover between the status of being aresident of thisdomain,
representables, and being a concretum, as a matter of fact, some
philosophers with respect to concreta hold what we call “object”
ontologies and otherswhat we call “fact” ontologies. So facts have
tended to hover between thedomainintelligibilia and thedomain of
concreta (figure 3). The problem thereis obviously going to be the
problem of truth.

Hence there is atendency to think of truth as arelation, there
has been traditionally and you find this for example in Chisholm,
there has been a tendency to take a fact ontology and to think of a
proposition astrueif it correspondsto afact. Thus, youwould have
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the correspondence relation call that, Rs (seefigure 2). One takes
facts as concreta and doesn’ t distinguish clearly between facts and
objects and then has a relation of correspondence between
propositions and facts.

And here, then, isthe” Relational Picture” and what | wanted to
doistoreally reject all thoserelations! All of them! Now what isit
to reject them? Well here I’'m going to come up with something
more than just discountenancing them, I'm going to attempt to
come up with an analysis which explains exactly why they are not
relations. Itisgoing to countenancethem but point out that they are
not relations and thisis essentially going to hinge on the difference
between logical constants and predicates.

What this meansisthat I’ m going to take seriously the surface
grammar of all these expressionsthat seem to designaterel ations of
these variouskinds here. And then | want to persuade you that they
can berationally reconstructed in away which showsthemnot even
to berelations, not to berelational words at all but to have adiffer-
ent kind of function. And in the cases that | am going to be con-
cerned with, to show them directly to be logical constants
including, in here, the quantifiers aswell as the connectives. Now
I’m going to start out with the “meaning.”®

Meaning

| am going to show that we can accept the meaning statements at
the face value without committing ourselves to arelational theory
of meaning. Now you see, what this boils down to is, for example
Quinedrawsadistinction—it’ snice how peoplelikedichotomiesif
it is their own dichotomy and dislike dichotomies that are some-
body else's. Quine is enamored with the dichotomy between the
theory of meaning and thetheory of denotation and herejects mean-
ing theory and acceptsalogic, asemanticsof denotation. Thereisa
dichotomy then which he works with and as | said he discounte-
nances the analytic/synthetic dichotomy and the other. I'll have
something to say about those topics as well.

L et me then emphasize the basic step | make that runsthrough-
out the whole argument is the account that I’ m going to give of
meaning. As | shall argue, if we can get an account of meaning

6 Language and Meaning I, track 6 (#7).
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which does justice to the way the word functions, and yet doesn’ t
require meaning to be arelation, thiswill enable usto havethethe-
ory of intentionality and of mental acts which is not a relational
typeand it enables usto have anonrelational theory of truth and so
on.

So the crucial step concerns the meaning. Now | need alittle
machinery here. Thefirstthingl’ mgoingtodoistocall attentionto
some things that are obvious—then work from those elements.
Well...things that “should” be obvious because as you know,
what’ s obviousto one personisit either unintelligible or absurd to
another. But now consider for example the following statement,
“yellow isan adjective.” Okay. Now thisisasentencewhichhasa
subject, copulaand it has a predicate, it’ sa sortal predicate. What
wehave hereisaverb whichissingular and this suggeststhat “ yel-
low” here is functioning as a singular term.

There's no reason why we shouldn’t except that because in
some sense it is obvious that “yellow” isasingular term here, but
then everything hingesonwhat our conception of asingular termis.
What our paradigm for being a singular term is. We may have a
“name paradigm” or a “definite description” paradigm, in which
case we may tend to assimilate all singular terms to the paradigms
wehave. Thusaphilosopher whoisalready Platonistically inclined
will tend to think of this singular term asthe name of an attributeif
you will, or the name of aPlatonic entity. An entity whichis, after
all, a Platonic entity pertaining to the English language but then
Plato has a Platonic entity of Justice, there can be Platonic entities
which concern forms of human activity and since the English lan-
guage, asalanguage, isintelligible, there must be, for aPlatonist, a
form for the “intelligibilities” of it and the word ‘yellow’ is, in
some sense, one of intelligibilities of the English language. One
might have the notion that the word ‘yellow’ isfunctioning as the
name of a Platonic object.

There is an alternative obviously. But one which has to be
looked at carefully. | want torecommendittoyou, | want to recom-
mend another way of looking at it. That isthat the word ‘yellow’
hereisfunctioning as short for “ayellow” or “the yellow is an ad-
jective.” | call thistype of singular term, a “distributive singular
term” and | call it adistributive singular term becauseit enablesus
to make aremark about all the members of a certain group. In other
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words, thisin effect istantamount to“ ‘yellow’ sareadjectives.” In
other words, the alternative to the Platonic way of construing this
singular term.”

ThePlatonicway of construing thissingular termisto makeuse
of the special kind of singular term which we all recognizeto exist
inalanguage. So*“‘yellow’ isan adjective” can be, with aminimum
of Procrusteanizing, canbe* rationally reconstructed,” withamini-
mum of torment, into a statement which involves adistributed sin-
gular term as a subject. Once thislittle gnat has been swallowed, |
think you'll be ready for the camel.

All right, according to the form here, we could say then inlogi-
cal terms, using the including sign, “yellow is an adjective’:

yellow e adjective

Thiswould have the same form as “Dogs are lions.” Which would
be

dogs e lions

“dogsareincludedinLions.” Wherethisisequivalent, in quantifi-
cation theory, to

X( x € dog — x € lion)

So, thiswould havetheformfor every x, xisayellow impliesxisan
adjective

X( x € yellow — x € adjective)

Now | should, to be more precise here, put “ ‘yellow’ in Englishis
an adjective” because, of course, one has to have reference to the
fact that ‘yellow’ isfunctioning not here simply asanoise but asa
word in the English-language, a word which has a certain kind of
function and that brings me to my next theme.

There are sortal wordslike ‘lion’ and ‘dog’ which classify ac-
cording to biological traits, traits of interest. And there are words
which classify in terms of function. Furthermore, there are words
which classify both with respect to the “function server” and the
function, in other words, let me put it thisway. Consider the word

7 Language and Meaning I, track 7 (#8).



97

‘pawn’ asaword in chess, something is aPawn not by virtue of its
shape or size but by virtue of having a certain function in the game
of chess. A function which isexpressed by means of the rules con-
cerning what it iscorrect and incorrect to do in chess. Ruleswhich
constitute chess as opposed to rules of strategiesfor winning. Well
‘pawn’ isaword which clearly isasortal word, we have the func-
tion, the form “x is a pawn.”

Pawn isaclassifier according to function but it isalso, to many
peoplewho have been familiar with aparticular kind of chessset in-
volving certain shapes, the word ‘ Pawn’ would have asits criteria
of application not only acertain kind of functioning but also a cer-
tain empirical kind of shape, for example, or material. We can
imaginethat theword ‘ pawn’ can become aclassifier which classi-
fiesinapurely functional way and by this| mean that it makesref-
erenceto empirical characteristicsonly so generically asto specify
what kinds of similarities and differences and “moveabilities’
there must be in order for something to serve the function. You
might say the minimal descriptive generic characterization which
is implied by the functioning.

Theword pawnisafunctional classifier andit canbesousedin
such away that the criteriaare, 1 will call them, purely functional
because | will put in that phrase “purely functional” an allowance
for the minimal generic characterization of thekinds of similarities
and differencesthere must beamong theobjectsinthedomaininor-
der for them to serve that kind of function.

Obviously something which cannot be in some sense moved
couldn’t changeits place, couldn’t be a pawn. Although even here
we can, speaking very abstractly, we can think of all kinds of weird
games, weird waysin which agame of chess could be played and |
don’t mean that old example | use of Texas chess.®

An examplein which | use with LBJ playing, using a Cadillac
as a piece and counties as the chess board. But let’ s just sit down
and think of all the weird ways in which you can play chess: by
means of light flashes and sounds and so on. Played on the piano,
useasort of Strawsonianworldtoplay chessinif youwantto.

8 Language and Meaning I, track 8 (#9).
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All right, now in the case of language also there are classifier’ s
with respect to, as you might call it, the “matter,” in other words,
you can classify linguistic items materially in terms of their pho-
nemes, in terms of their sound structure or their visual display. So
that thereissuch athing asclassifying linguisticitemsaccording to
what is traditionally called their sign designs. But there also are
functional ways of classifying expressions.

Andwhat | want to suggest i sthat we understand meaning state-
ments in terms of a special way of forming functional classifiers.
Consider the example which | often use

‘Und’ (in German) means and.

Thefirst thingto noteisthat theword‘and’ isperformingavery pe-
culiar kind of function here. It’s obviously not functioning as the
connective. Astheconnective, theword ‘and’ belongsin such con-
textsas, “itisraining andthestreetsaregettingwet,” in other words
you take sentences, there are other uses of courseinwhich theword
‘and’ occurs as joining predicates or subjects, “Jack and Jill went
up thehill,” “Thismaniswise and happy.” There are many waysin
which ‘and’ occurs but those are its normal functions. Hereit is
performing avery special kind of function and | want usto review
what that function might be.

I’'m suggesting that when we speak of the German word as
meaning “and,” wearegiving afunctional characterizationof it, we
are not, as it were, describing the functioning of it, I’ll talk about
that a moment, but we are enabling the person who hearsthis sen-
tence, to whom we offer the sentence, to figure it out for himself.
He will be enabled to understand how the German word functions
by rehearsing his own use of this word here.

I’ m suggesting that weregard the word and here asfunctioning
as ametalinguistic classifier. 1t’sacousin of ordinary quotes, but
ordinary quotes not only indicate that something performs a lin-
guistic function, but they al so concern the materialswhich actually
embody that kind of functioning. What | want you to do isto think
of thedot-quoteaslikean ordinary quote except that it doesn’ t sim-
ply refer tothematerials, asamatter of fact, itisnot concerned with
the materials in the sense that anything to which it is correctly ap-
plicable has this kind of material here because it is going to be a
purely functional classificationinthesensethat I’ ve mentioned be-
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fore. So that we are going to have a sortal word which is specifi-
cally concerned to classify itemsin languages, which perform the
job donein any language by the materialsdoneinside. Sothat | can
say “und in German means and,” “et” in aFrench means“and” and
soon. Andtheseareall classifying expressionsand sowewould get
the following then,

‘Und’ (in German) means and
is going to be reconstructed as
The ‘und’ (in German) is an sande

Let mejust makethat plural, so | can move right to the point that |
want to make but I’ m going to need one more technical device be-
fore | go further.

‘Und’s (in German) are sandes
| had also said,
‘Et’s (in French) are sandes

and so on.°

According to this strategy, then, the word “means’ and that’s
thefirst and crucial point | want to make, theword“ means” isaspe-
cialized formof the copula. Andthereforenot arelational predicate
word, if thisanalysisiscorrect, meaningisnot arelation becauseto
say what a word means is to classify it and therefore,

‘Und’ (in German) means and
has the form

Und (in German) is a *ande
And this has the same form as

Dog is an animal

In the sense that logically, it involves the “inclusion” sign. This
would have the form, therefore

9 Language and Meaning I, track 9 (#10).
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X( X € undg — X € *ande)

Asl indicated, to say what aword meansisto classify it and thisin-
volvesthat theword“ means” isaspecialized form of thecopula

L et me pressthisone step further, because not only do we speak
of “meaning” but we have specialized meaning wordsin semantics.
We distinguish for example between “ standing for” and “ denotes.”
I’ m going to be explicating this distinction subsequently and relat-
ing it to the problem of classes and attributes. But now let’s con-
sider the following example.

I’'m going to first of all, give a contrived example in order to
show how thisworksand then I’ m going to generalizeit. I'mgoing
to compare

‘Und’ (in German) means and
with
‘Und’ (in German) stands for andness.

Because when we use the expressions “ stands for” in standard se-
mantics, of the Fregean type, what we have here is something that
goes along with an expression here which endsin “-ity,” “-hood,”
“-ness,” or prefixed by ‘that-". And | could’ vedonethisinterms of
conjunction but conjunction is a Latin verbal noun and what we
have hereis another abstract term, and I’ m coining this expression
andness and | want to give an account of it.

Now | want you to consider the following paradigm showing
again how important a role distributed singular terms play in
language.

Consider for example,

The muskox is the Indian workhorse.

Now hereisaninteresting sentence becauseit involvestwo distrib-
uted singular terms, one is the subject and one is the predicate. |
want to suggest that

The muskox is the Indian workhorse
is equivalent to

muskoxen are | ndian workhorses
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So that this sentence involving the two distributed singular terms
can be regarded as a way—using singular terms—of saying some-
thing which can be said in terms of a straightforward use of the
copula.

And indeed | want, therefore, to suggest that we have the fol-
lowing as our first formulation

The ‘Und’ isthe German eande

The suggestion | am now going to make is that andness is equiva-
lent to

The eande.

In other words I’ m going to suggest as my rational reconstruction
here (we'll seeif it works) that -ity, -hood, -ness and that-, do two
things. In the first place they are quoting devices.1®

But like my dot quotes, they are purefunctional quotesand that
means that they abstract from linguistic materials.

In the second place, -ity, -hood, and -ness obviously form sin-
gular termsand what I’ m suggesting is that the singular terms they
form are not names but are what? Distributed Singular Terms.
Platonism is built on the notion that -ity, -hood, and -nesswords if
they are taken seriously as singular terms must be construed as
what? Names! What I’ m proposing isthat we can do justiceto their
singular “termishness’ without accepting them as names and of
course they don’'t come to us blowing bugles and say, “we are
names!” They simply present themselves to us as singular terms
and I’ m suggesting that if wereconstruct them asdistributed singu-
lar terms then we can understand their peculiar role.

L et medraw adistinction between two degreesof “ objectivity.”
First of all thereisobjectivity in an absolute sense: somethingisab-
solutely objective if it is independent of mind. An idealist natu-
rally, would deny that there is anything absolutely objective. Let
me put it thisway, let me contrast absolute objectivity with what |
would call the weaker sense of “objectivity” which | will call
publicness or intersubjectivity. Obviously institutions are objec-
tive but of coursethey are not absolutely objective becauseif there

10 Language and Meaning I, track 10 (#11).
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wereno personstherewould benoinstitutions. Theexistenceof in-
stitutions involves the existence of persons and of minds.

What | want to suggest is that words like triangularity, circu-
larity, justice and so on look as though they were absol utely objec-
tive becausein point of fact they obviously don’ t refer, at |east they
don’t appear to refer to our own language or to any particular lan-
guage and therefore the temptation is to think of them as
nonlinguistic period. Andwhat | want to suggest isthat what gives
themtheir peculiar character isnot there being absol utely objective
but there being public in this sense of applying to expressionsin a
number of languages, indeed any of afamily of languages—afam-
ily of languages which contains a certain kind of function.

According to this analysis, when we say that

‘Und’ (in German) means and

we can also say

‘Und’ (in German) stands for andness.
This comes down to, when you press the analysis,
‘Und’ (in German) € eande

Thus |’ m suggesting, then, that to say what aword standsfor is
alsoto classify it. But wearegoingto seethat “ standsfor” isaspe-
cialized word, it is specialized even further than “means”’ because
“stands for” is introduced by logicians to contrast with the “de-
notes.” Whereitisappropriate. Asamatter fact, philosopherstend
not to think of “und” as standing for anything because they are so
concerned with that contrast between intension and extension and
“und” doesn’'t obviously have any extension.

When | say for example that

‘Dreieckig’ (in G) stands for triangularity
According to this analysis this has the effect of

The ‘Dreieckig’ (in G) is etriangulars1!

11 Language and Meaning I, track 11 (#12).
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And again “standsfor” turnsout not to bearelation at all, if thisre-
construction is correct. The key to the reconstruction is to see
triangularity not asapurported name, but to recognizeits character
asasingular term and to view it asaway of classifying, function-
aly, linguistic expressions.

According to thisaccount, then, both “means” and “ standsfor”
are specialized forms of the copula

| saidthat to classify, to say what aword standsfor, isto classify
it functionally. But now what isthe function of ‘dreieckig’? You
see one is often tempted to say, “| grant that the word *‘ dreieckig’
has a function but surely itsfunction isto stand for triangularity,”
and to get into a circle here, obviously.

Now there are two waysin which you can give an explanation.
Y ou can explain to someone the function of aword. For example,
suppose, to useananalogy, if | weretogodownto Texaswhere LBJ
[President Lyndon Baines Johnson] is playing “Tess” and | might
say—as | see a Cadillac steaming from County A County B—I
might say, “what’s that?” And somebody might say, “that’s a
King.” Now you see, I'vetold you, in asense, what itsfunctionis
but of coursel’ vedoneit by giving you aclassifier which classifies
it functionally. In order to explain in another sense what that is, |
would have to say, “well it is the sort of thing that can go from
county to county, oneat atimeand...and then go give himtherules
of Texas Chess of “LBJ Chess.”

Again suppose | were to ask what isthe function of the pawn?
Well it would be unilluminating to answer the question by saying
the function of apawn isto play the pawnrole. Thefunction of the
Pawnisto play thePawn. What I’ m suggestingisthat to say that the
function of ‘dreieckig’ isto stand for triangularity isto do the exact
same thing, to say that isto give stone in place of bread just asif
someonewereto say what isthefunction of the pawn, “ Ahthefunc-
tion of the pawn isto play the pawn role.” Itisto play the pawn.
There are many ways in which we have specialized copula’ s and
playing as for example in Texas chess, Cadillacs play the King
“play” thereisacopulaand you canin effect in Texas chess, Cadil-
lacs play theKing, Cadillac’ splaying the King isequivalent to Ca-
dillacs in Texas chess are Kings.

The statement that the function of ‘ dreieckig’ isto stand for tri-
angular is unilluminating in away in which it would contrast with
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the illuminating way of discussing the axiomatic structure which
governsthecorrect use of theword triangular. And 1’ mgoingto be
discussing using the example of triangular in anumber of waysand
ultimately to clarify the notion of conceptual change.

Let me illustrate this point again because it’s a crucia one.
Suppose | say that

‘Und’ (in German) stands for andness,

and then | explained to you that’ sreally giving you aclassification
of the German word ‘und’, telling you that ‘und’s in German are
eandes. Andyou say well that’ safunctional classification but what
function does the word ‘und’ in German play? Well | might say,
“well it playsthe‘and’ function” but that wouldn’t be very illumi-
nating unlessyou can rehearse your word ‘ and’ and know how you
useit. Ineffect, then, what | could do moreexplicitly wastotell you
thebasic rulesin accordance with which the connective‘ and’ func-
tionsinlogic. Inother wordsthecash for afunctional classification
ultimately consists in laying down what the rules are in terms of
which one evaluates correct or incorrect usage of an item.1?

One explainswhat it isfor something to be a pawn by explain-
ingtherulestowhich pawn usersaresubject in playing chess.

I’m arguing that meaning is not a relation between linguistic
itemsand nonlinguisticitems. And I’ marguing, similarly, that the
objectivity of intelligibles is intersubjectivity and
“interlinguisticity” and not absol ute objectivity. On the other hand,
| want toinsist that somewordswould not meanwhat they do unless
they stood in matter-of-factual relationsto absol utely objective en-
tities in a sense. Thus, for example, unless the word ‘ Socrates’
stood in some matter-of-factual relation to a person who lived in
Athens 2,000 and some years ago, unless names stood in mat-
ter-of-factual relations to objects, they couldn’t have the meaning
they do. The meaning statements would not be true. But this
doesn’t mean that the word “means” stands for arelation. Again,
the word ‘yellow’ wouldn’t have the meaning it does, in other
words, it wouldn’t function as it does unless the word *yellow’
functioned in perceptual responses, what Quine calls“word-object
relationships” with objective, absolutely objective entities. This

12 Language and Meaning, track 12 (#13).
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again doesn’t mean that the word ‘ means’ or the word * stands for’
in semantics, stands for a relation.

Attributes

We have then anonrelational theory of meaning and of stand-
ing for. The next moveisto apply thisto the case of the purported
relation between mental acts and intelligibles, attributes. Let's
commit ourselves to keep this ambiguity of the Cartesian scheme
[dualism] versusthe Strawsonian. Wewould have arelational the-
ory again, thisisR; wherewewould have an attributeand we havea
mind standinginrelationtotheattribute. Now what I’ m suggesting
here is that we construe mental acts on the analogy of linguistic
itemsso that to say what amental actisaboutistoclassifyit. Weare
already, by our account of meaning, committed to the view that to
say what a person says, isto classify it. When you say that Jones
said that Tomistall you are classifying Jones' utterancein afunc-
tional way, when you quotewhat somebody says, of course, you are
not characterizing it or classifyingit in apurely functional way be-
cause when you use direct quotes you are classifying it in terms of
the linguistic material of acertain language but when you useindi-
rect discourseyou areclassifyingitinapurely functional way.

Thesuggestion herethenisthat just aswhen you classify the ut-
terance by quotes or by indirect discourse, you are classifying it
functionally so when you say what a mental act is about, you are
classifying it in a functional way. Thus to say Jones thought that
Tom istall you are classifying Jones' thought in a certain way.
How?Y ou areclassifying it with respect to how you would classify
the corresponding utterance, the utterance which would express
that thought. Thus we classify mental acts in terms of how we
would classify, functionally, the utterances that would expressthe
mental act. Once again we have a classifying account of
“aboutness’ or meaning as contrasted with a relational theory of
aboutness or meaning.

Onefinal pointandthatis(thisisapoint that iselaboratedinthe
paper on “categories’) that we have here the basis for ageneral ac-
count of abstract singular terms.13

13 Language and Meaning I, track 13 (#14).



106

Itisthebasisfor ageneral account of abstract singular termsbe-

cause the word ‘triangularity’ occurs not only in contexts as
‘Dreieckig’ (in German) stands for triangularity but also occursin
the contexts, for example

a exemplifies triangularity.
And if we follow through with the same theme that triangularity
equalsthe striangulare, then we can see astrategy for handling the
supposed relation of exemplification. Thislookslike arelation, it
has the surface grammar of a relation, and to see how its depth

grammar appears, let’s rewrite it in terms of something that is
clearly equivalent to it, namely,

Triangularity istrue of a

To say that something exemplifies triangularity is equivalent to
saying that triangularity is true of it. This would then become

The etriangulare istrue of a

Now thisisavery special use of theword ‘a’. For exampleif |
say “wisdom is true of Socrates,” thisis avery special use of the
word ‘Socrates’ just as in the case of

‘Und’ (in German) means and

We have a special use of theword ‘and’. Herel am not using ‘ Soc-
rates’ as| normally would in asimple subject-predicate sentence as
for example

Socratesis wise.

I’m using it to make the sentence involving this concept of truth.
There is clearly a close relationship between

Wisdom is true of Socrates

and

That Socratesis wiseistrue.

Obviously if wisdomistrueof Socratesthen that Socratesiswiseis
true and vice versa. Now that Socrates iswiseistrue according to
the account that we have given of the function of the word * that’
would come out as
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The «Socrates is wises is true.

Now if that Socratesiswiseistrue, isequivalent to an expres-
sion which mentions the word ‘ Socrates’ thisisahint to usthat in
“wisdom is true of Socrates,” the word ‘Socrates' is also men-
tioned. And we have another case here of a hidden metalinguistic
reference. And | will for the time being express this as

A *wises concatenated with a*Socratess is true.

In other words thisis away of making it a truth statement which
breaksup what isbeing characterized astruein two parts because of
what one wants to do in the context. So that after all we can put
down this general principle here a *Socrates is wise, in other
words, here we have a functional classification which applies to
sentencesin any language which do this* Socratesiswise” job, we
can certainly say then, a Socrates is wise is

a*Socrates* concatenated with a ewises

and the exploration of this point would take us into an account of
the subject-predicate connection.

If thisis correct, then the supposed relation of exemplification
turnsout to be aspecial use of the concept of truth. Andwewould,
inorder, then, to seewhether we can get away fromarelational the-
ory of exemplification, we have to see what we can do with the con-
cept of truth. Andif it turns out that theword true doesn’t stand for
arelation, then by this strategy we would have shown that exempli-
fiesisnot arelation and we would have boxed the compass on the
relationswhich | built into the picture of theworld which | charac-
terize as the “perennial picture.” 14

Hereisthe basic material that I’ m going to be working within
the course of this exploration of meaning, truth, and existence.

Questions and Answers

Let me write down here,
Und (in German) is a *ande

14 Language and Meaning, track 14 (#15).
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and | characterized this as
(X)(x € undg — x € eande)

[Can the connective in the means rubric be construed as arelation
of some sort?] What | said was that there is no relationship here
whatsoever because thisis alogical connective and not arelation.
Now if youwant to call connectives* cryptorelations,” you' re enti-
tled to do so but thereis afundamental difference between logical
connectives and predicatesin that predicatestake referring expres-
sions and singular terms. For example, consider even the word im-
plieswhichisapredicate, itisapredicate, not aconnectiveand this
is shown by the fact that we have to say is that Socrates is wise
implies that he has a mind and so on.

The «ande isasortal word and every sortal word has criteria of
application, what are the criteria that anything must satisfy to be a
eand+? It must be an item in some language or other which isunder
the controlsand doing thejob that isdonein our language by the ex-
pression that is contained between the dot quotes. That’ s the way
weformthedot quoted expression, in other words, itsformationin-
volves the use of something which is doing a certain function but
this doesn’t involve the relation between entities. | use this very
complicated locution—thisis a sortal expression which appliesto
anything which functionsin away aswhat’ sin between the quotes
functionsin our language but that doesn’t mean thisisan abbrevia-
tionfor that, wemustn’t construethe criteriafor asortal expression
as if it were a part of the definition of the sortal expression.

Lecture Il
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Introduction

Let us step back, let us consolidate, see what we' ve done.® |
was attempting last time to get you first of all to swallow the gnat,
and at |east begin to swallow the camel. | don’t know that even the
gnat hasbeen swallowed. | hopethat you are entertaining thegnat.

| began you’ Il remember with a certain picture of thought and
theworld. A picturewhich has had and continuesto have, adomi-
nating influence on the kinds of answersthat are given to problems
in philosophy generally, and to problemsin the philosophy of sci-
ence. For example, itisthispictureof theworld, and knowledge of
the world, the picture of the relation of thought to the world which
underliesinstrumentalism. | will be pointing that out today. Essen-
tially the picture is one which is historically associated with the
Platonic tradition but by no meanslimited to what would generally
be called the Platonic tradition because it’s a picture that can be
heldwith all kindsof qualifications, all kindsof footnotes, all kinds
of commentary which attemptsto blunt it, which attemptsto side-
track it, but yet the pictureisoften operating even wherethe picture
is being explicitly rejected.

For example Carnap, in hisMeaning and Necessity isin asense
inwhichl’musingtheterm, aPlatonist, and I’ [l bebringing thisout
aswego along. Thereason hedoesn’t call himself a“Platonist” is
because he associates the term Platonism with the additional little
pictures which have gotten tied to the notion of Platonism. For ex-
ampleaPlatonist isnot merely onewho holdsthat thereisthetrian-
gle itself, the circle itself, these attributes that are absolutely
objective entities which would be there and exist and would have
there being even if there were no minds.

But of coursethe Platonist isonewho holdsthat the chair itsel f
isachair, thetableitself isatable and so on, the notion being that
these forms are perfect particulars and when Carnap deniesthat he
isaPlatonist, heisdenying that he believesthe chairnessisachair
that’ s—what it comes down to. But of course since in any serious
sense, the Platonic tradition does not have as part of its essential
coreself-predication or self instantiation of attributes, it’ smislead-
ing for a philosopher—it shows his historical ignorance—to hold

15 Language and Meaning 1, track O (#1).
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essentially Platonic positionsand yet say heisnot aPlatonist onthe
ground that he doesn’t think that triangularity isaperfect triangle.
So | would use Carnap in Meaning and Necessity as a paradigm ex-
ample of the Platonist.

Relationalism

In this relational picture, remember, | started first of all by
pointing out that the Cartesian tradition has arelational picture of
mind and body, mind is one ultimate subject, body is another ulti-
mate subject and the two are related: amind-body relationship.16 |
contrasted this with a double aspect

theory found in Strawson according to e ol rglee
whichmindisapersonquahavingcer-
tainactivitiesand abilities, quaengag- .~ content
ing in certain activities and having .
certain abilities: the body is a person ‘
gua having certain other abilities and
carrying on certain other activities.

Then of course | cameto the heart of the matter: the notion of a
domain of essences, intelligibles, of abstract entities, as they are
called, the kind of entities referred to by —ity, -hood, -ness and
“that-" clauses: that Tomistall, that Socratesiswise, that 2 + 2 =4,
and so on. And of course, then, according to this picture, language
getsitsmeaning by standing in ameaning relation to thisdomain of
entities. We have, then, a relational theory of meaning.

Now remember as | emphasized yesterday afternoon, in one of
the discussion sections, | loverelationsand I’ m mean that literally
andfiguratively. | amnot against relations. I’ m against arelational
theory of meaning and | deny that the word * means' standsfor are-
lation. In order for an expression to mean something there must be
lots of relations involved but I’'m just denying that the word
‘means’ itself functions as a relation word.

I’'m afraid that some of you may have a gotten the impression
last timethat | was down relations. | assure you that thisis not so.
I’'m down on atheory of meaning according to which words have
meaning by virtue of standing in ameaning relation to adomain of

16 Language and Meaning I, track 1 (#2).
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entities called meanings, or essences, or intelligibles, or abstract
entities.

I ntentionality

We have a theory of intentionality according to which mind
stands in relations to these intelligibles, these essences, these ab-
stract entities. For a person to believe that Socratesis wiseis for
him, as it were, to apprehend, or stand in arelation of noticing or
awareness to an entity called “that Tom is tall,” “that Socratesis
wise.” Or, to bethinking of triangularity just because heisstanding
in a certain sort of relationship to that essence. So we have the
“aboutness’ relation, a thought is about an entity, intends it, is
about it, standsinrelationtoit: wherethisisconstrued asarel ation.

Exemplification

And then of course as | pointed out in this domain there are
concreta, in thereal world there, are concreta, and here are the at-
tributes, the. —ity, -hood and —hess here and the concreta partake of,
exemplify, instantiate, are instances of etc. attributes, and we have
the “exemplification” relation. I’m using the word ‘ exemplifica-
tion’ but you remember all the terms that have been used here
throughout history. We have arelational theory of attributes and
concreta. The concreta stand in an exemplification relation to
attributes.

Facts and Meaning

Thenas| indicated that “ facts,” somehow hover around in here,
they are often treated as concretaand at other times“facts” aredis-
tinguished from concreta but then in any case, we have arelational
theory of truth according to which abelief or thoughtistrueif it cor-
respondsto afact. Sowehaveacorrespondencerelation betweena
belief and the fact and I'm going to be discussing that. That will
break down usually into a product of the relationship between a
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thought and a state of affairs or a proposition in the domain of ab-
stract entities and then somekind of character of existing or obtain-
ing or being the case which would make that afact: we get various
accounts of truth in the traditional correspondence form.

| want to offer aradically different way of looking at this situa-
tion. One, in effect which is nominalistic, or if you will,
conceptualistic, | prefer to say, but it’ svery different fromthe stan-
dard kind of nominalism becauseit takes seriously theideaof there
being such things as triangularity and abstract entities. It reinter-
pretstheir existence. It reinterpretstheir status, it gives adifferent
account of them and one which is in general in the spirit of
Wittgenstein’'s claim that the meaning of an expression isits use.
Heusesthat asakind of slogan and | wouldbe preparedtouseitasa
kind of slogan—thefundamental differenceisthat inthe Investiga-
tionsfor Wittgenstein, when Wittgenstein' s speaks of the meaning
of theexpression asits use, he hasin mind awhole range of uses of
kindsthat arequiteunlikelikethosel concentrate on or stress.!’

For example he has in mind what | would call the use of lan-
guage in communicative roles, influencing people, commanding
people, telling people to do things, and so on, asserting, making
statements. Whereas the kind of the use that | want to concentrate
oniswhat | would call semantical use, the kind of use which gives
expressions their meaning and which is presupposed by the com-
municative uses of language and the use of language to influence
people, towin friendsand influence people, that is, the Dale Carne-
gie aspect of language which Wittgenstein stresses so much and
which Austin stressed so muchin hisdiscussion of how to do things
with words.

My argument last time was that meaning is not arelation, and
when we say for example that

‘Und’ (in German) means and

we are not talking about a meaning relation between the German
word ‘und’ an entity called “and” or conjunction, and when we say
that the German word ‘und’ means and we are classifying, as it
were, we are classifying it by means of a sortal expression and an
underlined expression (as we would ordinarily represent it)

17 Meaning and Language I, track 2 (#3).
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‘Und’ (in German) means and

Theword “and” isfunctioning in apeculiar way hereand | sug-
gested that we construe that as a quoting device. It forms out of the
word ‘and’ ametalinguistic expressionjust asany ordinary quoteis
ametalinguistic, away of referring tothelanguage. Thiswould bea
way of referringto language, itisaway of classifyinglinguistic ex-
pressions and the dot-quoted expression is a sortal expression
which applies to any concrete linguistic occurrence which in any
language doesthe kind of functioning whichtheword ‘and’ doesin
our language. | call it an“illustrating” use of quotes becauseit is,
what theword ‘and’, in here, isdoing isnot functioning astheword
‘and’ —itsrelated—it is functioning however in away which isre-
lated totheword ‘and’ inthefollowing sense. That it functionsina
way by rehearsing which, we can discover how other languages
performthat function, what expressionsin other languagesperform
that function.

So we have here a sortal expression and | said that ‘Und’'s (in
German) means and has the logical form

‘Und’s (in German) €  eandes

Now of coursein logic weleavethe ‘s of here and let the context
provide the plural. Thus for example

if thiswere ‘man’ and ‘animal’, thiswould be ‘men are ani-
mals'.

And that would be analyzed as

X( xe manoxe animal)
wv
X( xe ‘und’ (in German)>xe eands)

It is afunctional classification and furthermore it’'s a pure func-
tional classification inthat in order to be a*ands something doesn’t
have to look like the word *and’ or sound likeit, it can be‘und’ or
‘et’ inLatinand soon. Andthen | gavethe same account of the re-
lated expression “ stands for” which again has the surface grammar
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of arelational word. Wetend to think of “standsfor” statements as
having the form

something are something.

| analyze this in such a way that

‘Und’s (in German) stands for conjunction (or andness)
has the form, first of all,

The ‘und’ (in German) is the eande
And this becomes again,

‘Und’s (in German) are sandes.

Thus, that the depth grammar of “standsfor” statementsisthe same
as the depth grammar of meaning statements, they both serve the
function of classifying functionally the expressions about which
they are talking.

This led me to a general account of expressions ending in
—hood, -ity, and -ness or beginning with that.® | said that these are
all quoting devices, and they look as though they were names of
nonlinguistic entities, why? Becausewhat they arequotingis, they
are performing a metalinguistic function in away which abstracts
fromthedifferencesbetween particular languages, English, French
and so on. And thisisamisinterpreted by the philosopher to mean
that they are not meant to be metalinguistic at all, but they are
metalinguistic in that they deal with awhole family of languages
which later on I’'m going to call a conceptual system.

In asense German, French and English and so on, are different
way's of writing and speaking the same conceptual system, the con-
ceptual system being characterized by the semantical rules consid-
ered abstractly, just as Texas Chess and ordinary Chess and Chess
played on all of the different waysthat we play, different pieces, of
course, can all be regarded as a special embodiments governed by
an abstract set of ruleswhich appliestothemall. A set of rulesthat
characterizesthemin very generic termswith respect to their mate-
rialsand moves. Soitis—ity, -hood and -nessand that- are quoting
devices.

18 Language and Meaning, track 3 (#4).
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‘Triangularity’, although it is asingular term and looks like a
name, in Platonism essentially you take it to be a name and that’ s
the crux of the matter. That’s why the reinterpretation of these
termsis so important because once we see that there is an alterna-
tiveto construing thisasaname, then we are enabled to see that we
are not dealing with a peculiar domain of abstract ultimate objects.
When we talk about triangularity, it is to talk about conceptual
items, linguisticitems and | am going to beincluding in language,
as| indicated at the end of thelast | ecture, inner speech, Ockhamite
inner speech as well as overt speech because | think that what we
understand by theword “thought” issomething anal ogous, aninter-
nal processthat isanalogousto, initsfunctioning, initsfunctional
respects, it is analogous to overt language.

Whenwetalk about triangul arity we aretalking about thetrian-
gular. That isthe analysis of it, the-ity doestwo jobs, first of all it
does the quoting, makes it a metalinguistic term and it makes it,
however, apurely functional metalinguistic term and secondly the
-ity does the job of making it into a singular term so that
triangularity is a distributed singular term, ‘the striangulare’ and
therefore to talk about triangularity is to talk about striangulares.
To talk about triangularity isto talk about etriangulares in exactly
thesenseinwhichtotalk about thepawnisto talk about pawns.

Thereisnothing to the pawn over and above pawns, thereisnot
an entity over and above pawns which is “the pawn,” statements
about “the pawn” are statements about pawns and similarly state-
ments about triangularity, although they looked likethey are state-
ments about an object having a name, they are really statements
about a conceptual items. Namely, any concretum whether it bein
themind or in overt language whichisdoing the functioning, which
is functioning in a way which, in English, the word ‘triangular’
functions.

Talking about triangularity istalking about concreta. Talking
about triangularity is not talking about triangles, it is not talking
about triangular concreta, it’ s talking about conceptual or linguis-
ticconcreta. But thisiswhy itisnominalism. Because according to
it even the reference of abstract singular terms is concreta.

Now you see Quine looks at words like ‘triangularity’, ‘ circu-
larity’, and so on and he construes them as it reporting names.
Thereforeall hedoesisto throw them away and say we can do with-
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out them. Now | say, “No! We don’t need to throw them away be-
cause they are not names, they are not names of non-concreta, they
are special ways of referring to conceptual concreta.” That isthe
fundamental difference between my nominalism and Quine's. He
wantsto refer to concreta, although strictly speaking, between you
and me, what helovestorefer toareclasses. | don't, | likeconcreta,
I"'mareal realist. But for himthemost concreteitemsthereare, are
classes.'®

The most concrete items there are seem to be classes and num-
bers, however, if Quine wants an ontology of classes and numbers
thenlet him haveit, | regard that as much too Platonistic. | havean
ontology of concreta. Andyet | countenancetriangularity because
for metalking about triangularity istalking about etriangularesjust
as talking about the pawn is talking about pawns.

That wasthebasic message of what | wastryingto get across.

Linguistic Events

Let’stake amoment to reflect upon the linguistic expressions
sincel amleaning so heavily onlanguage here. Therearelinguistic
expressionsin primary and derivative senses. Aristotle pointed out
of course, expressions are used in families of ways. For example
taketheword ‘ healthy’ to use Aristotle’ sexample, the primary use
of the word ‘healthy’ is in connection with persons, Jones is
healthy, a person is healthy but as Aristotle pointed out we can
speak about medicine as being healthy, we can speak about a cli-
mate as being healthy, we can speak of an activity asbeing healthy.
Well, linguistic expressions in the primary sense are actual
use-ings of language by persons, |et’ s be clear about that. It is peo-
ple speaking and people, as it were, writing and people reading
which are the primary mode of being of language. Piecesof ink on
paper are linguistic expressions in the derivative sense. They are
derivative because they are in a conventional and cultural way re-
lated to the language events in the primary sense of linguistic ex-
pressions. Andif somebody wereto ask you, “ supposethat | wasto
go out to the Sahara Desert and their by an accident of the wind, |
see theword ‘heaven’ inscribed. Now is that aword? Isthat alin-
guisticexpression?’ Well, we canimagineaheated bull session go-

19 Language and Meaning I, track 4 (#5).
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ing, some people will say, “no that's a linguistic expression
clearly.” “Well look atit! Y ou can see, h-e-a-v-e-n.” Y ou can seeit
happen and otherswill say, “not at all, that’ snot alinguistic expres-
sion, that’ s merely arandom happenstantial collection of grains of
sand.” The answer is“okay itisalinguistic expression if you are
willing to extend the meaning of theword toincludeit.” Thereisa
kind of decisionthat isinvolved herebecause obviously althoughis
not intentionally there as a product of any communicating-being
neverthelessit isrelated to languaging in the sensethat it isthe sort
of thing that will bring about in standard conditionsareading of the
word ‘heaven’ and a saying of the word ‘heaven’ and so on.

| take it that these considerations are familiar and obvious, the
same thing applies of course to recordings as well as to printed
pages. | want to emphasize that linguistic expressionsin the pri-
mary sense are actually pieces of living human verbal behavior.
Wheretheword ‘ behavior’ now, by theway which hasbeen appall-
ingly mishandled by psychologists, isused in the original sense of
“behavior.” Itisnot used in the sense of the motions or twitches,
“verbal behavior,” if we usethe expression at all, should be used in
the ordinary sense of the word ‘behavior’ as something people do
thatisessentially involving thewhol e atmosphere and implications
of personal activity.

Thought

M eaning statements then, are functional classifications of lin-
guistic expressions. Now what about thought? The first thing |
want to emphasize is that actual “languagings’—I’ Il use that in-
stead of verbal behavior because “behavior” has such bad over-
tones—meaningful languagings are meaningful in their own right.
A languaging as such isnot simply aproduction of noises, of utter-
ings; it’s utterings that are functioning in certain ways.

If a person is speaking as one who knows the language, his
speaking is engaged with the world, engaged with his other activi-
ties, it formspart of the system with them.? Speaking has meaning
asfunctioning intheseways. It hasmeaning not becauseit isthe ex-
pression of thought although it isthe expression of thought. Speak-

20 Language and Meaning, track 5 (#6).



118

ing has meaning because it functions in the appropriate ways. To
say what aperson saysinthe sense of “languages,” isto classify the
languagingsand if thisperson heresays“Tomistall” then heisnot
merely uttering anoise, heisuttering soundswhich arefunctioning
inacertain way. Thustheword ‘ Tom’ functionsin such away that
it picks out an individual.

Theword ‘tall’ functionsin such away that it characterizesthe
individual picked out. Now that isavery promissory-note-ish way
of talking, yet onethat isintuitively clear but philosophically very
puzzling. Inany event, if we know how thewords' Tom’ and ‘tall’
do function, theword * Tom’ functionsto pick out a concretum and
the expression ‘tall’ by being placed in the same sentence with
‘Tom’ serves to characterize the item picked out. The difference
between merely uttering noises and genuine languaging isthe dif-
ference between a parrot producing noises where thereis no func-
tional relationship whatever between what he does and the world
and itscontextsand its behavior and the way in which the same sen-
tence functions in the case of somebody who knows the language
and is thinking as a user in the language.

When we say here , let’s take Jones:

Jones said ‘ Tom istall’.

What we aredoing isclassifying hisutterance, we areclassifying it
functionally but furthermore, we are classifying it with respect to
its materials also because we are using ordinary quotes here and
thus we are implying that he’ s using English materials and that he
said something that sounds like

‘Tomistal’

As opposed to

‘Tomisfat’ or ‘Tomist dick [fett]’.

Ontheother hand, if | said Jonessaid “that Tomistall,” herewe
have the “that clause” and that’s an indication that we have here a
pure functional classification in the sense that we are not commit-
ting ourselvesto theideathat he used those particular verbal mate-
rials. Asamatter of fact, if wesay, “Jonessaid that Tomistall” that
even permitshimto havesaiditin Latin, French, German and so on.
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What we are doing however, in each case, is classifying his
languaging. Thisisjust an outgrowth of the account of meaning
that | have given where by saying what an expression meansitisto
classify it.

Expressions in their primary role, in their primary sense are
persons languaging, so that the point then carries over to say what
“languagings” say, isto classify them. And to classify them func-
tionally. To say that Jonessaid that Tomistall istotell us, convey,
theinformation that he used an expression which picksout acertain
individual and that he characterized the individual astall. A philo-
sophical account of what predicationis, and what characterizingis,
is one of the $64,000 questions in philosophy.

Thesecond point | want to makethen isthat the sameholdstrue
of themental acts. If to say what aperson saysisto classify it, func-
tionally, then to say what a person thinks also is to classify his
thinking. What | suggested asa first approximation, isthat weclas-
sify mental acts of thinking with reference to the way in which we
would classify functionally, what? The utterance, the languaging
that would be brought about by its being given overt expression.
When we say,

Jones thought that Tom is tall

we would be classifying the thinking. And not doing what? Here
again, according to therelational picture?! onewho thinksthat Tom
istall, that’ sbecause hismental act of thinkingisrelatedtoacertain
entity here that Tom is Tall.

The relation being that of intending or being about or so on.
I’ marguing that to say what aperson thinksisnot to talk about are-
lation between an act of thinking and aPlatonic entity, itisto clas-
sify the thinking as having a certain species or essenceif you will,
being of a certain kind, it is to classify the mental act in a purely
functional way.

Just as a sort of footnote here and to give you alittle cash on a
promissory note with which | began, once we understand that talk-
ing about the intentionality of thought or aboutness of thought isa
way of functionally classifying the thought, then when we can to

21 Language and Meaning, track 6 (#7).
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face the question “what isit that performs this functions, that em-
bodies this function?’, the possibility arises that this might be a
neurophysiological process. Because our concepts of thought are
purely functional concepts so that once we see that, we might be-
come more friendly toward an identity theory of the mental and
physical. But that isstill very much of apromissory notebut | have
discussed this in a number of places.

Accordingtothisthen, wedon’t, then, need arelational account
of thinking. That’ sincorrect because you seeimmediately aperson
might say, “well, surely athought has somerelation to theworld?’
It"s very important here, therefore, to remember that I’ ve been in-
sisting that inthe case of the meaning, that meaning itselfisnot are-
lation, but for certain expressions to have the meaning they do,
many subtle relations may be involved. And | am going to be dis-
cussing that in a moment.

All I'm saying hereisthat to say what athought is about is not
to express a relationship between the act of thought and a proposi-
tion, a state of affairs, an attribute, or an abstract entity or any of
these kinds here. Nevertheless, it might all be true and indeed
would betruethat in order for thethought to be athought that e Tom
istalle, to say that thisisathought that Tomistall, isto say thatitis
aTom-is-Tall-thought. Asitwere, classifyingit, wearesayingitis
Tom-is-tall-thought and in order for it to be a Tom-is-tall-thought
therewill haveto be certain existential, natural relations, relations
in the natural order between the thought and Tom.

But that comes in because of the specific functionsthat are in-
volved, they are the functionsthat involve arelation to the world.
All I'm denying is that the word “about” as when we have

Thought is about such and such

that the word “about” stands for a relation, that intentionality as
suchisarelation. Itisexactly anal ogousto thepoint that meaningis
not arelation. Asl putit earlier, if | say for examplethat Parigi (to
use an example | offered in the paper on categories), if | say that
Parigi in Italian stands for Paris, according to my analysis, the
“stands for” here does not stand for a relation, is not a relation-
word. It merely tells us that

‘Parigi’s (in Italian) are *Parises.
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In other words that the expression ‘Parigi’ in Italian does the job
that isdonein our languageby ‘ Paris'. It doesn’t say what that job
is—to find out want that job is we have to look at what? Rehearse
our usesof thisand say, “ aha, Parisisthe placethat you goto by go-
ing acrossthe Atlantic and visiting France.” 22 Indeed, it isthe capi-
tal of France.

Theword ‘standsfor’ isnot arelational expression but in order
for the word ‘Paris’ to have the meaning that it does, the word
‘Paris’ must have existential relations in the natural order with a
certain object, what object? A big sprawling metropolitan object.
If you feel that obviously relationscomeinto meaning, well, hereis
an examplewhererelations do come into meaning but they comein
via the specific jobs done by the specific words.

On the other hand if you consider,
‘Und’ (in German) means and
that says that

‘und’sin German are eandes.

Whenyou rehearsethejob of theword ‘and’ in English that doesn’t
involve any relations between you and the external world. The
word ‘and’, asWittgenstein putit, doesnot stand for an objectinthe
world. ‘Paris' does. The word ‘and’ doesn’t. But we can make a
“standsfor” statement or ameaning statement in each case. Conse-
quently, therelationsthat areinvolved in meaning comeinwith the
specific functionsdone by the expressions on the right-hand side of
the meaning statement.

Relations to natural objects come in here because the word
‘Paris’ functionsin such away that if wefollow our nosein certain
directionswewill get to Paris. Relationsto the natural order don’t
comein here[in second case above] becausetheword‘ and’ doesn’t
“stand for,” aswe would say, anatural object, itisnot aname of a
concretum. It isaconnective and to understand the functioning of
‘and’, we have to look to the way the word ‘and’ functions in the
propositional calculusfor example. To understand what apawnis
we have to look to the rules of chess, to understand what conjunc-

22 Language and Meaning, track 7 (#8).
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tionis, we don't study the world, we study the principles of logic,
correct inference.

Language clearly hasrelationsto theworld by virtue of its em-
pirical terms. And thought too has an existential relation to the
world by virtue of thefunctionsthat the empirical conceptsthat are
involved in thought have.

Conceptual Change

To say the pawns exists is to say there are pawns, to say
triangularity exists, isto say therearestriangulares, thatis, thereare
items which are doing the triangular job.

Once again to sum up, what is triangularity? To talk about
triangularity, isto talk about striangulares. They are concreteitems
whichfunctioninacertainway. What isredness? Totalk about red-
nessistotalk about sredes, concretelinguisticitemswhichfunction
inacertainway. Again, to talk about negation, what’ sthat? To talk
about negation is to talk about enotes, items which function in a
certain away.

Let us consider identity criteria for attributes in these terms.
Y ou seeg, if you take seriously the idea that —ity, -hood, -ness and
that- expressions are hames, then you are going to assimilate the
problem of identity conditionsfor attributesto the problem of iden-
tity conditionsfor concreta. Y ou are going to be puzzled, but once
you understand that talk about attributesis talking about, isaway
of talking about whole batches of concreta, of linguistic concreta,
then we see that the following is true

F-ness = g-ne&s iff the rules for fes are the same as the rules
for sges.2

Since talk about attributes is talk about linguistic pieces, so to
speak, using that as a way of bringing in the analogy with Chess
which is so helpful, and not talk about Platonic objects, identity
means®* sameness of function. It's not identity in the ordinary
sense of a=h.

23 See“Conceptual Change,”, p. 88, in Conceptual Change(D. Reidel, 1973).
24 Language and Meaning, track 8 (#9).
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Where we have here names of concretaor definite descriptions
of concreta. Totalk about theidentity of attributesisto talk about
the sameness of function of linguistic concreta or conceptual
concreta. And therefore belongsin a continuum with similarity of
function, we can not only speak of sameness of function we can
speak of similarity of function.

Compare identity conditions for piecesisin agame. Suppose
that we go to Romania

We see peoplesitting around playing acertain game and we no-
ticethat it is played on the board that looks like a Chess board but
we notice of course that being anti-monarchists there is no queen,
thereisapieceinthere but it isagood husky peasant women. We
call her “The Lady.” And we study the game because who knows
what these Communists will do with games. |s nothing sacred?
And sowetalk about TheL ady andin chessweknow that the Queen
movesin thisway and it’ sa dangerous piece and we watch the way
the lady functionsin this game here and, by golly, after awhile we
decidethat The Lady doesthe same kind of job that the queen does
in Chess.

Wewould now say, “well after all the Queen doesthe same job
asThelLady, TheLady doesthe samejob asthe Queen.” They obey
the same rules but of course they might indeed have changed the
rules. Having all that power istoo authoritarian, there is anti-Sta-
linists movement on we'll say, nobody should have that much
power. We need Democratic centralism of some kind so we notice
that The Lady doesn’t quite haveall the powersthat the Queen does
and in this case we would say that the rules for the Queen and the
rules of The Lady are not the same but they are similar. We could
say then that the Queenisfunctionally similar tothelady or thelady
isfunctionally similar to thequeen and that’ san interesting point to
reflect on. If TheLady, as Austin and Wittgenstein point out, func-
tionsvery, very like the Queen, we might beinclined to say, “well
after al, it’sthe Queen.” Andif it functions quite differently from
the Queen, we would say, “no it isn’'t the Queen its just a similar
piece” and that's worth pondering because particularly with re-
spect to the problems of conceptual change. Supposethe game has
changed, just consider when the Romanians were watering down
The Lady, well there’s a sort of continuum there which relates to
how we would classify the piece. As| said when the changes are
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slight we would say, “well the lady really is a queen,” Notice that
expression “aqueen.” And thenthey makearadical changesand we
would say, “well the lady is no longer a queen.”

That is going to relate to the question “when does a mass®® ex-
pression change so much that we would no longer call it a“mass”
expression? The notions of velocity aswemovefrom Newtonian to
relativistic mechanics—I’'m going to be discussing that later
on—nbut | want you to noticethat thelittle gnat that I’ m getting you
to swallow herein preparation for the camel istheideaof similarity
of function. In other wordsit might well betruethat very rarely do
two expressions serve exactly the samefunction. Asamatter of fact
as linguistics has often pointed out there is akind a principle you
know that if two expressions are doing exactly the same job, they
tend to diverge and take on different jobs. Thereissort of pressure
inlanguagefor wordsnot to be synonymous. Andagaininveryrare
cases are there—except in cases of the sciences—direct, easy,
translations from one language to another even leaving aside the
ontological issues raised by Quine.

| gave an example last time,

‘Leider’ (in German) means alas.

But okay it’ snot doing exactly the samejobit, it needn’t do exactly
thesamejob as‘alas’ doesin English. Andyou can all think of ex-
amplesof expressionsthat do similar jobs, functionin closely simi-
lar ways but don’t function in exactly the same way. But you see
thisdoesn’t disturb us. Because once we see that abstract singular
termsare classifying expressions, we realize that problems of clas-
sification are in part pragmatic. And to say that an expression
standsfor triangularity, isto classify it. We can be tougher or more
lenient in regard to the criteriathat we would demand of something
in order to classify it as a etriangulare (and | want to discuss
Euclidean and non-Euclidean geometry sooninthat connection).
Alright then,

Fness = Gness

has the sense of

25 Language and Meaning |1, track 10 (#9).



125

Fness is functionally identical with Gness

And we must contrast that with Fness is functionally similar to
Gness.

And remember that we are not speaking of an identity of single
objects here when we speak of Fness and Gness, that’ s the impor-
tant thing.

Let’s consider an example | used earlier in anticipation that |
wasgoingtotalk about this, becausethisprovidesaneat example of
the kind of point | want to make. Consider

‘“Nicht’ in German stands for notness (or negation)

Now we take this to have the sense of
‘Nicht’ (in German) is a snote

But what are the criteriafor being a not? We have been idealizing
hereinthefollowing sense, that we’ ve been specifying asour crite-
riafor being enote functioning exactly astheword ‘ not’ doesin our
language. But now suppose that the Germans use the word not in
intuiti onistic way2% and we usetheword ‘ not’ inaclassical way?

We areclassical “notters” and they areintuitionistic “ notters.”
Asaresult, their word doesn’t function exactly as our word ‘not’.
What are we going to do? how or are we going to allow for that?
Thereisan obvious sense in which the German word ‘ nicht’ stands
for negation but it doesn’t stand, we aretempted to say, for quitethe
samenegation asour negationis. Herewetendto usethefollowing,
we would say

‘Nicht’ (in German) stands for a negation

Now that’s an interesting locution. What we are doing now is al-
lowing in our semantical statementsfor likeness of function as op-
posed to sameness of function.

Therearetwo sensesinwhich there are speciesof triangularity.
Consider for example,

I sosceles triangularity, scalene triangularity

26 Language and Meaning, track 10 (#11).
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We can say that isosceles triangularity and scalene
triangularity are speciesof triangularity. Notethat wearemaking a
point about conceptual relationships here, we are not talking about
contingent relations, wearetalking about conceptual relationships.

How does this appear in the formalism that | have devel oped?
What we have is

isosceles triangularity, now thisis away of talking about
triangularity: the «isosceles triangulare.

What does it mean to say that isthe speciesof triangularity? Itisto
say that

‘Isosceles € etriangulareDIFFis

Thisisan expression on akindthat I’ m going to be explaining very
shortly which is a non-illustrating functional classification. You
seethekind of functional classificationthat | have been stressing so
far are all of the illustrating kind. They involve the use of
dot-quotes. But there are also functional classifications of lan-
guage, of conceptual structures which are not illustrating, which
are not formed by the use of dot-quotes. Philosophically the key
onesto understand arethe dot-guote onesbecausein termsof them
only will we understand truth—which isthe core notion of seman-
tics: atopic that | want to discuss tomorrow.

When we say that isosceles triangularity is a species of
triangularity, we are saying that anything which isan sisosceless is
adifferentia functioning expression concatenated with a striangu-
lare. The eisoscelese here is a differentia functioning classifica
tion.?’

Tosay that isoscelestriangularity isaspeciesof triangularity is
tosay that thereisadifferentiafunctioning which hasbeen concate-
nated with the illustrating functional classification etriangulare.
And to say that scalenetriangularity isaspecies of triangularity is
to say that a escalenes is another differentia, call that DIFF;, con-
catenated with the same genus functioning expression. The etrian-
gulare here is a genus functioning expression and “isosceles
triangular” is a species functioning expression falling under it.

27 Language and Meaning, track 11 (#12).
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Thus, when we speak of aspeciesof triangularity, onethingwe
can mean is that we have a genus-species relationship here in the
sense that one expression, ‘ sisosceles triangulare’, consists of two
concatenated illustrating functional relationships, one of which is
functioning asadifferentiaand the other isfunctioning asagenus.
It followsfromthis, thefact that thisrelationship holds, that if any-
thingisanisoscelestrianglethenitisatriangle. Andif anythingis
ascalenetriangle then it isatriangle. This could be contingently
true and what this doesisto make it clear that thisis a conceptual
truth. In other words, in the very the meaning—remember what
meaning is—in the very meaning of isoscelestriangleis contained
the meaning triangle.

I’ m going to be coming back to that expression ‘ DIFF’ inamo-
ment. Now, | want to tie thistogether with my discussion of nega-
tion here that there is another sense in which we can speak of
speciesof triangularity. And that iswhenwe speak, for example of
Euclidean triangularity and Riemannian triangularity. Euclidean
and Riemannian triangularity are not species of triangularity inthe
same sensein whichisosceles and scalenetriangularity are species
of triangularity.

Obviously when we say that they are both species of
triangularity, we have in mind a sense of triangularity which isde-
fined by aby aweaker set of postulatesthan those of Euclidean and
Riemannian geometries respectively. And roughly we can speak
here of absolute geometry.28

Suppose we have here abody of a geometrical text which has
the Riemannian postulate and we have here a geometrical text
which is Euclidean. We find the word ‘triangle’ in both. The se-
mantical rules governing the word ‘triangle’ in one are different
than the semantical rulesgoverning theword ‘triangle’ intheother
becausetheword ‘triangle’ inthe oneisbound up with the commit-
ments made by Euclidean postulates and the word ‘triangle’ in the
other is bound up with the non-Euclidean character of the
Riemannian postulates. Asaresult, theword ‘triangle’ isnot func-
tioning in one in exactly the same way astheword ‘triangle’ func-
tionsintheother. Therearethethingsthat are conceptually true of

28 Language and Meaning, track 12 (#13).
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triangles in one that are not conceptually true of trianglesin the
other.
What we want to say in this case is that

Euclidian striangulares
and
Riemannian etriangulares

are sortals under the etriangular,e.

We are saying that to classify an expression as doing the
Euclidean etriangulare jobisto classify it asdoing thejob for which
the criteria are weaker in the sense in which absolute geometry is
weaker than Euclidean geometry. In other words there are sortals
under it in the sensethat the criteriafor being an “ absolute triangu-
lar” areincluded in the criteriafor being a Euclidean striangulare.
That merely meansthat the logical commitmentsinvolved in being
a Euclidean etriangulare include the criteriafor being atriangular
in the absolute geometrical sense. And the same would be true of
the criteria for being Riemannian etriangulare.

Those criteriainclude the criteriafor being triangularity in the
system of absolute geometry.

So we have an inclusion relationship between criteria. We can
say that the *Euclidean etriangularee and the *Riemannian striangu-
laree are sortal’ s under the sthe striangularze* in the sense that the
criteriafor being aEuclidean striangulare and the criteriafor being
aRiemannian etriangulare include the criteriafor being a striangu-
larse. Andthisiswhat isgoingto enableusto defineageneric sense
of triangularity whichisother than the generic sensewhichwehave
in the case of isosceles and scalene.

Wecan put thisintraditional language by saying that Euclidean
striangulares and Riemannian -etriangulares are varieties of
triangularity,?® are

sortal’ s under the striangularae

Thiswouldtell usthat if xisaEuclidean striangulare, thenx isaetri-
angularge, because if something does the one function, it does the
other but it doesn’'t go the other way around.

29 Language and Meaning, track 13 (#14).
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If an expression hasthelogical powers of theword ‘ triangular’
in Euclidean geometry, than it has the logical powers of the term
‘triangular’ in absolute triangular but not vice versa.

We can put this by saying,

Euclidian striangular s areincluded in striangularae

We have arelatively neat example here which gives usauseful par-
adigm for understanding what we might mean when we speak of
twokindsof velocity. Therearetwo kindsof velocity, thereisNew-
tonian velocity and there is Einsteinian velocity having obviously
different additionlaws. Therearetwovelocities. What I’ mdoingis
suggesting that we construe the sense in which there are two kinds
of velocity with the sense in which there are two kinds of
triangularity. There is Euclidean triangularity and Reimannian
triangularity, so thereis Newtonian mass, Newtonian length, New-
tonian velocity, there is Einsteinian length, mass, velocity. Now
these are species of velocity but they are species of velocity not in
the senseinwhich Isoscelestriangularity and Scalenetriangularity
are species of triangularity but in the sense in which Reimannian
and Euclidean geometry are species of absolute geometry.

Now a similar point can be made about negation. When | said
that ‘nicht’ stands for a negation that means a species of negation
and that means for example that we would say ‘nicht’ stands for a
species of negation namely, intuitionistic negation. Intuitionistic
negation is to classical negation you might say roughly as
Euclidean geometry is to non-Euclidean geometry. The point is
that we can explain the difference in terms of the axiomatics of the
system in which the negation functions and from which it derives
its peculiar powers.

Next timel will developthisinconnectionwith atheory of con-
ceptual change. Obviously aparadigm case of conceptual changeis
the change from Newtonian length to Einsteinian length and | hope
to indicate to you that the conceptual apparatusthat | built up here
enables us to understand it as being analogous to the change of a
piecein Romaniafrom being aqueento beingalady. [ End of Tape]
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Conceptual Change 1969

Change in Belief

Entities

...Conceptual or abstract entitiesgenerally, what istheir status,
what sort of the items are they, are abstract entities absolutely ob-
jective entities a la Plato or are they cultural entities in the broad
sense, are they objective in the sense in which institutions and lan-
guage games are objective?! | have been arguing that they are ob-
jectiveinthesenseinwhich aninstitutionisobjective. Inthe sense,
if you will in which alanguage game or aform of lifeis objective.
There is a fundamental sympathy in what | am doing with what
Wittgenstein was doing although as | indicated, when heistalking
about linguistic functionings and so on, he has in mind a much
broader spectrum of things which | think blurs certain crucial dis-
tinctions and makes hiswork less interesting than | think it other-
wise would have been. He runs together under linguistic
functioning or usage all those thingswhich comeinwhen onedeals
with language as a means of communicating or influencing people
which | called last time the Dale Carnegie aspect of language.

| want to, in amore classical style, deal with those aspects of
language and conceptual systemswhich concernthevery meanings
which one would be concerned to communicate when communica-

1 The tape starts in mid-sentence.
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tionisone saimin using language as an instrument. | have argued
that languaging is primarily itself thinking, it is conceptualizing
anditisnot simply adevicewhich isexternally related to thinking.
Theprimary mode of being athinking asfar asweunderstand it and
seek to know what it is, is actually using language, we construe
thought in the more classical Cartesian-Ockhamite sense, we con-
strueit on the basis of language so that the actual functioning use of
language is our basis for understanding what sort of thing thought
is.

I was making this point about conceptual entitiesin general but
| have beentaking asmy illustration, triangularity and pointing out
that the talk about triangularity is to talk about concreta, items
which function in a certain way and are, by the use of illustrating
quotes, classified as etriangulares and so on.

eTriangulare is an illustrating functional term, it classifies
items according to their function in away which involves a special
use of anitemwhich isdoing that function in our language so that |
call thisan “illustrating sortal expression,” anillustrating classify-
ing expression. But of coursetherearewaysof classifyingitemsac-
cording to their semantical functionswhich are not illustrating and
thetwo belong inthe samefamily but they arejust formed in differ-
ent ways. For example, «triangulare isan illustrating sortal expres-
sion applying to anything in any language which doesthe job done
by the expression within it but now consider for example,

INDCON

or “individual constant” whichistheabbreviation | usehere.? Now
INDCON is aclassifying expression, it classifies items which do
thejob inthelanguage of being abasic referring expressions, actu-
ally itismoregeneral than that but | will just useit hereinthiscon-
text to pertain to basic referring expressions because actually
“individual constant” covers non-basic referring expressions as
well. But thepoint | want to makeisthat we can say for example, if |
write down the word, ‘ Socrates',

Socrates

2 See “Abstract Entities” for a discussion of the uses of this non-illustrating
common noun. Sellars changed notation to suite the ongoing dial ectic and en-
joyed experimenting.
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I havewritten down aconcretum, aconcretelinguisticitem, andif |
call this item

o

| can say not only that
o isaeSocratess,

but | can also say
o isan INDCON.

Both of these are functional classifications, when | classify some-
thing asae+Socratese, | am classifying it functionally, it isdoing the
job which we would explicate in terms of a picking out activity or
connection between the word and an individual who lived 2000
years ago.3

When | classify it asan INDCON, | am classifying it more ge-
nerically. If | writetheword ‘dreieckig’ in aGerman context, | can
call that § and | can say,

B (in German) is etriangulare.

But | can also say of B that it isapredicate, but noticethat weare us-
ing theword * predicate’ in away which indicates a certain kind of
functioning which can be performed in any number of languages.
So | can say,

B isa PRED

and | am classifying it functionally and as a matter of, it is useful,
for purposes, to use the symbol ‘ ATT’* for attribute, because | can
write down

triangularity isan ATT

3 Conceptual Change, track 1 (#2).
4  Science and Metaphysics contains a more regimented treatment of these
terms in the context of conceptual change.
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and this becomes on the reconstruction that we are offering

the etriangulare isan ATT.

Now being an attribute carrieswith it thisemphasis on not beingin
a particular language. That is one of the functions of -ity, -hood,
and -nesswords, remember it isto abstract from particular linguis-
ticmaterials. Thustheword ‘ attribute’ carrieswith it that notion of
being independent of particular languages and the Platonists, of
course, by construing triangularity as a name, construe this as a
matter of being independence of languages period.
On this analysis, we can say ‘the triangular is a predicate’,

striangulares are PREDs

or we can also say that they are attributes. It isuseful to usethelet-
ters* ATT’ heresimply to remind usthat we want to gear our recon-
structioninto an explication of the use of theword * attribute’ in the
special kind of context in which you have the abstract singular
term. We are going to use ATT as afunctional classification, | can
say that

B isastriangulare,

| can say that it is apredicate but if | want, again, to maintain the
connection of theanalysiswith the analyzandumthen | would say

Bisan ATT.

So we have Socrates as an INDCON and as a matter of fact, it will
turn out that we could usetheword ‘individual’ hereto preservethe
samething. If | weredevel oping atheory of substance, | would then
go into a discussion of primary being and things of that kind but
herel won't bother and just say ‘individual’ and concentrate onthe
explicit constant which carrieswithitthe overtoneof language.

But in the case of predicates, in this context, it is useful to use
the word ATT and then what we have here is a functional
classification of expressionsin any language which do the predica-
tive kind of job in our language. Then of coursethereisalso going
to be PROP, suppose | have

That Tomistall isa proposition.

We could also say
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that Tomistall is a state of affairs.

When we discuss truth, we will talk about states of affairs* obtain-
ing” which isthe sort of thingsthat states of affairs do: they obtain
or fail to obtain.

Philosophers in the Platonic tradition use the word, as you
know, ‘proposition’ as a generic notion of which states of affairs
are® onevariety. Therewould bethe mathematical proposition

that 2+2 = 4 is a proposition

but it wouldn't be a state of affairs. You wouldn’t speak about the
state of affairs of 2+2 being 4.

“State of affairs’ like “attribute” carrieswith it thisaura of ab-
solute objectivity. We also have for example,

that Socratesiswiseis afact.

You all know that the word ‘fact’ carries with it a big problematic
exactly withrespect to objectivity. Arefactsabsol utely objectiveor
arefactsonly objectivein the sensein which institutions are objec-
tive?1 amgoing to arguethat factsare objectiveonly inthesensein
which cultural entities are objective, they are framework depend-
ent. The notion of facts as framework independent is a mistake.
Thiswill turn out to be agood point around which to fasten certain
kinds of issues. But now we would have,

proposition,
fact,
we have

that Socratesis wiseis afact

and afact is going to turn out to be a true proposition. We will un-
derstand that better whenwelook at what true propositionsare.

We have linguistic classifications here, which are non-illus-
trating. We can also have variablesthat take illustrating functional
sortalsastheir substituends. These, INDCON, ATT, PROP, FACT
and so on, these are functional classifications and they are

5 Conceptual Change, track 2 (#3).
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full-fledged classifying terms, they are not variables, they are clas-
sifying predicates in the metalanguage.

Wecanintroducevariables, let ususevariablesthat correspond
to these categories because we want variouskinds of variables. We
can useasageneral variablethat takesdot-quoted expressionsasits
substitutends, the variable S which is to be taken as short for the
word ‘sense’ because in effect what this semanticsis doing is re-
constructing in afunctionalist way, Frege’ ssemantical theory. Itis
interesting to note that Frege himself was puzzled about the status
of attributes, properties and propositions and so on and he empha-
sized, when the chipswere down, their intersubjectivity, their pub-
licity, their objectivity with respect to the individual, as far as |
know he never committed himself explicitly to the view that they
are absolutely objective in Plato’s sense. There is a kind of open
textureto Frege’ sontology when it comesto the kind of objectivity
that senses have.

We can quantify with S, for some S, for all S. and so on. Then
we have specialized variables for different categories, functional
categories, for examplewe can use | asavariablewhich wouldtake
*Socratese as a substituend. In other words, thiswould be the vari-
able, I, examples of thingsthat could be substituted for it would be
eSocratese, *Platoe and so on. In addition, expressions like sthe
teacher of Aristotlee, this is a variable than which takes as its
substituends dot-quoted expressions which belong to the category
of individual constants.

We could use a as a variable which takes dot-quoted expres-
sionsof the predicatekind asits substituends, for examplestriangu-
lare.® Hereisavariable, ATT, and hereis what can be substituted
for it. It could be read roughly,

“for some a,,” that could be “for some attribute”’

but then of course thisisin terms of this philosophical account of
attributes. And for propositions we could use T,

for some ©t Jones believes .
6 Conceptual Change, track 3 (#4).

7 Foracomprehensiveaccount of quantification, see Sicha’ sMetaphysi csof El -
ementary Mathematics.
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We could have for

for some |, Jones is thinking about I.

Asamatter of fact, thisframework providesacontext in which one
can discuss contexts of belief, quantifying into belief contexts and
so on and in Wordsand Objections, the Quinevolume, you will find
a paper of mine called “Some Problems About Belief” in which |
apply exactly the apparatus which | am developing here to prob-
lems of quantifying into belief contexts.®

For exampl e, thefollowing would beanillustration of aquanti-
fied statement that could be made involving quantification over at-
tributes,

for some attribute, o is true of *Socratese
and a substitution instance of that would be,
wisdom,

which would of course come out as

wise istrue of Socrates
[The (a[INDCON]) istrue of sSocratess].

That tellsuswise (Socrates) istrue. | want to discusstruth later on, |
am going over this point because | want to pick up now wherel was
at the end of the last period. With respect to theidentity conditions
for attributes and problems there.

| pointed out that since to talk about attributesisto talk about
linguistic pieces and not about the Platonic objects, “identity” here
means sameness of function and belongsin a continuum with simi-
larity of function. Remember inthat context | discussed similarities
of function in the context of chess. What we want to find thenisa
placefor similarityinafunctional similarity. What | thendid wasto
call attentionto thefact that thereisavery curioususethat we make
of abstract singular termswhich, to my knowledge, has hever been

8 Philosophical Logic, edited by JW. Davis, D. T. Hockney ,and W.K. Wilson
(D. Reidel, 1969): 45-65.
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giventheseriousattentionthat it deservesbecausel think iscrucial
to the kind of problem that we are concerned with.

We do speak of something as being a negation. In the sense of
“aform of” or “a species of” negation or, as | put it, “a form of
triangularity.” | pointed out that the ordinary classical account here
can handle very straightforwardly the sense in which isosceles
triangularity and scalene triangularity are species of triangularity.
Because there, this becomes,

eisosceles triangulare isincluded in Triangularity
eisosceles triangulare isan ATT

you could have different conventions here depending on what is
convenient... but triangularslNDCON stands for any expression
which consists of an attribute concatenated with a«triangulare. For
exampl e, herewe have aperfect example,® thisconsistsof an attrib-
ute expression, this is an item which applies to any expression
whichisan attribute expression concatenated with striangulare be-
cause it consists of an eisoscelese concatenated with etriangulare.
For example if | write down

isosceles (triangular),

here we have atoken, thisitem here falls under this sortal expres-
sion becausethisis something that appliesto any expression which
consists of eisosceless concatenated with astriangulare and that is
what we have here, thisis an expression which consists of «isosce-
less concatenated with striangulare. And of course anything which
is one of these [ATT] is also one of these because if it consists of
*isoscelese concatenated with striangulare it obviously consists of
an attributive expression concatenated with aetriangulare. Because
thisisjust amore generic classification than that. So when we say
that isoscel estriangularity isaspecies of triangularity what we are
doingiscalling attention to thefact that isoscel estriangul arity con-
sistsof two expressionsboth of which areattributive and onewhich
modifies the other.

We have here a more generic classification which applies to
this and here we have amore specific classification which applies

9 Conceptual Change, track 4 (#5).
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to this. We can also say that scalene triangularity is a species of
triangularity and that comes out here, we have again the same
truths. In effect what we are getting here is an analysis of the con-
cept of scalene triangularity in terms of its breakdown into two
parts one of whichisgenerically characterized as an attributive ex-
pression and the other of which is the functional sortal which ap-
plies to items which do the job of the word triangularity.

Thisisingeneral how wearegoingto analyze agenus-speciesrela-
tionship. Thisis an easy case because here we don't have to make
useof definitionsbecausethe species, asit were, showsitsstructure
on the face of it.

Consider on the other hand, the sense in which,

Euclidian triangularity is a species of triangularity.

When we took the isoscel es triangularity then when we formed the
dot-quoted expressions we included both of the items in the
dot-quoted expression, *isoscelestriangulares. But hereit turnsout
that the word ‘ Euclidian’ is going to be amodifier to a dot-quoted
expression, it is going to be

Euclidian striangulares are triangulars.

Theinteresting thing about the word ‘ triangular’ asit isused here,
isthat it isserving theillustrating function but it is not being used,
asit were, vis-a-visthe Euclidian system. In other words, suppose
we have Euclidian and Riemannian geometries. Now if the word
‘triangular’ occursinboth, then of courseif weweretakingtheway
it occursin herel® as specifying its function, the function we were
interested in picking out by means of it, then only Euclidian
etriangularse could be triangulars.

The problem is, “what are you going to take as the criteriato
which that illustrating expression is going to apply?’ We can use a
more generic or amore specific set of criteria. If we madethebasis
of our use of striangulare that in order for something to be a«trian-
gulare it has to function exactly like the word ‘triangular’ doesin
the Euclidian system, then of course only Euclidian uses of the

10 Conceptual Change, track 5 (#6).
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word ‘triangular’ could be triangulars. But of course what we can
doisto require that in order for something to be a etriangulare, it
doesn’t haveto function exactly astheword *triangular’ doesin Eu-
clidian geometry, it need only function in those ways which are
common to another different geometry, those wayswhich are such
that one is committed, conceptually, only to a part of what one
would be committed to about triangleswith respect to the Euclidian
geometry if one took into account all that can be proved about
triangles.

What we do to indicatethis, if wearewise, isto put alittle' G’
down here[ontheword] that although we aretaking actual usage of
theword ‘triangular’ asour basisfor coining the sortal expression,
weareusing asour criteriafor being astriangularge not the specific
functioning that istied to Euclidian or to Riemannian geometry but
using theillustrating termin such away that the criteriawe require
of anything to be atriangularce is weaker, the weaker criterionis
that it only satisfy those characteristicswhich arein commonto the
functioning of triangulares in both of these. So that wewould have
roughly, Euclidian etriangulares, Riemannian etriangulares and
then we would have etriangularges in this more generic sense and
this, you see, would be aEuclidian striangulare and thiswould be a
Riemannian striangulare but both of them would be [varieties of]
triangularg, they would both stand for varietiesof triangularity:

Euclidian etriangulares and Riemannian triangulares both of
them would be [varieties of] triangularg

thus,

Euclidean triangulariH and Riemannian triangularity are vari-
eties of triangularity.

So we can speak of atriangularity and | can say that Euclidian
triangularity isatriangularity or aformof triangularity or avariety
of triangularity wherewhat wearedoingisstill using anillustrating
devisebut we areweakening therequirementsthat something hasto
satisfy in order to be classified.

11 Itisdifficult totell what picturesare being drawn, Sellars often used the sign
for set inclusion.
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Change of Meaning

Thisisgoing to give usour framework for dealing with change
of meaning. Now of course we can also do the same sort of thing
without using illustrating expressions at all. Take the notion of a
geodesic for example. The notion of a geodesic is something that
cuts across geometrical systems just as this more generic notion of
triangularity cuts across geometrical systems. ‘ Geodesic’ isnot it-
self anillustrating expression so we do have ways of talking about
conceptual functions in systems which go beyond particular sys-
temsand cut acrossthem. We can say, for exampl e, that in spherical
geometry, great circlesare geodesics. We can say that in Euclidean
plane geometry, straight lines are geodesics. There are certain ex-
pressions, then that give us away of classifying similarity of func-
tion acrosssystems. Itisintuitively clear that wedo thisbut it isnot
the sort of thing that has been developed into a useful semantical
form.

We can call these meta-theoretical notions. We have here a
genuine way of classifying functional classifications as similar or
dissimilar. We can say that the functions performed in Euclidean
geometry by the word *‘triangular’ and the function performed in
Riemannian geometry by the word ‘triangular’ are interestingly
and importantly similar and we would explain the similarity'? and
thedifferenceintermsof the common principlesand the differenti-
ating principles that obtain in the two cases.

L et me give another example: instead of geometry let ustry ex-
amples of simultaneity. We can say Newtonian simultaneity is a
species of simultaneity. Here again the word ‘ Newtonian’ comes
out of the dot-quotes, it forms afunctional classification whichis
not purely illustrating: Newtonian simultaneouses. Noticethat the
functional classification consists of two parts, ‘ Euclidian’ and tri-
angularesand ‘ Euclidian’ givesusaway of classifyingthefunction
intermsof its historical genesisand the system which is associated
with that historical genesis.

Weare concerned hereto pick out thefunction, not justinterms
of something that doesthe function, but in terms of the kind of con-
textsinwhich that functioning occursand isto be understood. Now

12 Conceptual Change, track 6 (#7).
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similarly when | speak of Newtonian simultaneity, | can say that
Newtonian simultaneity is asimultaneity relationship. A * simulta-
neity relationship’ notice, makesuse of theillustrating job, ‘ simul-
taneity’ . Weareusing the abstract singular term but wesay thatisa
simultaneity relation and that again meansthat we have amore ge-
neric notion of simultaneity and that more generic notion of simul-
taneity is something that would be explained in terms of what
postulates must a relationship satisfy, what principles must it
satisfy inorder to beproperly called asimultaneity relationship.

We can speak of an equality, there arelots of waysinwhichwe
talk meta-theoretically or meta-systematically about conceptual
functionsin different systems. We can say, ‘in this system, thisis
the equality relation, in this system, thisis an equality relation, in
thissystem thisisacongruence, inthissystemthisisacongruence’
and so on. So these are meta-systematic termsand it isimportant to
note, as | said, that we can refer to these similarities of function
both by means of illustrating functions and non-illustrating func-
tions. Many of the puzzlesthat arise here occur becauseillustrating
functions are used and it is not understood how they are used.

Newtonian simultaneity is a species of simultaneity.
Newtonian simultaneity isa simultaneity. Relativistic simultaneity
isasimultaneity. And wecan take other examples, Newtonian mass
isa species of mass. Newtonian length isa species of length and so
on.

We classify attributes in terms of their similarity and differ-
enceswith respect to higher-order attributesand the attributesof at-
tributes are explained with reference to the principles which give
the expressionswhich stand for them their function. Inthe case of a
geometrical system, the postulates, the definitions of ageometrical
system, in the case of aphysical theory, in first approximation, the
postulates and the correspondence rules and as a matter of fact,
given theimportance of therole of modelshere, | would emphasize
that models play alogical rolein the meaningful ness of theoretical
expressions. We would have to say that the similarities and differ-
ences of theoretical attributes are explained in terms of the princi-
ples and the correspondence rules and the model in terms of which
the functioning of the expressions is explained.

Noticethat thereisaneutral framework intermsof which, func-
tioning can be compared, functions can be compared. This neutral
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framework isnot an observation language, thisisacompletely dif-
ferentissue. The pointisthat the comparison of similaritiesand dif-
ferences between functions in different systems is done by means
of syntax, syntactical theory. General syntax which can be
arithmatized. So we do have an apparatus here'3 that will enable
comparisons.

The crucial issues here concern how similar is relevant? In
other words, there are problems here about when are two functions
similar enough so that it is worthwhile forming an illustrating ex-
pression of this kind here, so that we can say that they are both
forms of, for example triangularity, or both forms of mass, or both
forms of simultaneity, or forms geodesic. How similar isrelevant?
That of courseisaproblem that arisesin connection with any pro-
gram of classification. There have to be criteria of relevance,
relevant degrees of similarity.

I thinkitisobviousthatinthecaseof triangularity itisperfectly
sensibleand reasonableto classify theword ‘ triangular’ asit occurs
in Euclidean geometry and as it occurs and Riemannian geometry
together. To say that they arebothformsof triangularity. | thinkitis
obviousagainthatisrelevanttoclassify ‘ straight line’ in Euclidean
plane geometry and ‘ great circle’ in spherical geometry asformsof
geodesic. And as| said, onewould do thisintermsof acareful anal -
ysisof thesimilarities and differencesin the principlesthat held of
the terms in question. Let me give a concrete example.

Suppose we consider Jones Newton. Jones Newton presents us
with averbal context in the course of developing histheoretical re-
marksinwhichtheword ‘simultaneous’ occurs. Hereal so, we have
Smith Einstein and they both use the same noise but that is not the
important thing here. What can we say about them semantically?
Call thisone o, and thisone 3. We can say that o isaNewtonian esi-
multaneouss. Wecan say that § isan Einsteinian ssimultaneouse.

What this is in effect saying is that

Newtonian simultaneouse

13 Conceptual Change, track7 (#8).
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stands for Newtonian simultaneity, that is the Newtonian kind or
variety or species or sort or form of simultaneity. We can say that
this token,

Einsteinian *simultaneouss

stands for the Einsteinian variety of simultaneity and that means
that we havethisgeneric notion, we are operating with thisgeneric
notion of what it isto be a simultaneous, roughly what are the con-
ditions that must hold with respect to an expression such that we
can say that it stands for a simultaneity relationship whether
Newtonian or Einsteinian? By virtue of what doesit stand for a si-
multaneity relationship. And we can also say that o and 3 are both
esimultaneousges, that is, they are both expressions which are do-
ing thekind of job which, aswewould put it, wordswhich stand for
a simultaneity relationship do. The same things can be done with
length, mass, velocity and so on.

Change of belief or Change of Concept

What we want to illuminate here by means of this apparatus'*
is the distinction between change in belief and change of concept.
Wewant to beableto distinguish thefollowing two situations, first,
Jones has changed from one belief to a conflicting belief about the
same thing in the same conceptual framework. And two, Jones has
changed from one belief to a conflicting belief in a different con-
ceptual framework. Remember that to say what a statement saysis
to classify it. It is because of the “classifying” apparatus that we
now have, that we can expressthefact that Joneshasacquired anin-
compatible belief in a new conceptual framework in away which
makesit look as though he had simply changed his belief about the
samething. In other words, there is a certain way of formulating a
changein belief that makesit look asthoughit werechangein belief
about the samething in the same conceptual framework when actu-
ally, when you study what isbeing said, it really isexplicitly talk-
ing about a change of conceptual framework. Let me work this
illustration out as follows.

14 Conceptual Change track 8, (#9).
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Suppose we have

at time T1, Jones utters, inscribes, or writes, ... | ...

and
aTy ... ...

Now roughly Jonesis Newtonian at T1 and he is going to become
converted to relativity mechanics. At T then, heis Newtonian, he
isusing | in accordance with the principles of Newtonian mechan-
ics and of course length is not a function of velocity. At time To,
Jones is now speaking as a persuaded Einsteinian, relativity, and
now heistalkingin such away that lengthisafunction of velocity.
Sothat thereisafunctional relationship between length and therel -
ative velocity of the object to the frame of reference in terms of
which the measurements are made. How are we going to describe
this?

First let us call one ‘o’ and the other ‘', we can say that ‘o’
stands for Newtonian length and ‘3’ stands for Einsteinian length
but they both stand for alength, o and 3. ‘ Length’ isan abstract sin-
gular termlike*triangularity’, here, remember, and this meansthat
‘length’ isto be understood in terms of roughly, so and so long but
then

°longc*

would have subscripted ‘G’ because we are dealing with this ge-
neric notion of what it is for something to do the “length” kind job
inatheory. And although| hereand | heredon’t do exactly the same
job, they both do enough of similar jobs so that they both count as
doing a length job. We could say, that

(1) at T1 Jones believes that length is independent of velocity

and you can also say that

(2) at T2 Jones believes that length is a function of velocity.1°

15 Conceptual Change track 9 (#10).



146

If we put it thisway, it makes it look as though thereis an entity
called ‘length’ and that Jones first believes one thing about it, and
that at another time he believes something else about it. We have
simply achange of belief. Some people will diein thelast ditch for
the claim, “there is no change in conceptual framework here,
‘length’ meansexactly thesamething hereasit doeshereand all we
have is a change of belief about length.” Actually that would be
completely to misrepresent the situation.

Inthefirst place, Jones has a belief about length, only here, as
far aswe have committed ourselves, inthe sensethat heis making
statementsinvolving the word ‘length’. He has beliefsinvolving a
length concept. So that what we mean really is that

(1") at T1, Jones has a belief involving a length concept
which is not functionally related to velocity.

And

(2") at T2 Jones has a belief involving a length concept which
isfunctionally related to velocity.

That would bethe correct way, in thefirst instance, to describethis
situation. He hasabelief involving alength concept, i.e. an expres-
sionwhich standsfor alength concept inwhich length isindepend-
ent of velocity first, later he has a belief involved in a concept of
length, whichinvolvesan expression which standsfor alength con-
cept which is dependent on the function of velocity.

But we can make another statement, because suppose we now
imagine a situation to be one in which we ask Jones at T,

Islength afunction of velocity?

We have to distinguish between abelief involving alength concept
and abelief about alength concept. Those are two things that have
to bedistinguish here. Now we are getting Jonesto express abelief
about thelength concepts. So we ask Jones, “islength afunction of
velocity?” He would say, “No. Length, as | conceive it, is not a
function of velocity.” That is to say, “the length concept in my
highly confirmed theory is not a function of velocity.”

Notice that thisis a higher order belief, he is making an auto-
biographical statement, or thinking about his community of scien-
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tists, hesays, “No. Our length concept is not afunction of velocity,
does not involve afunctional relationship to velocity.” Attime T,
we ask him the same question, “is length a function of velocity?”
Henow says, “Y es, my length concept is afunction of velocity.” 16
He would now continue, “thelength concept in my new theory isa
function of velocity.” What has he changed hisbelief about?He has
changed his belief about which species of length generically con-
strued belongsin the best available theory. In other words, he now
has a belief which involves a generic notion of alength attribute,
and he haschanged hisbelief concerning which variety of length at-
tribute belongs in the best available theory and he now holds that
the relativistic species of length concept is the one that belongsin
the best available theory.

How do we determine whether or not two concepts are both
length concepts? We all
know in general how to do
this. As | indicated, if we
work with an initial break-
down of the structure of the
theory into deductive sys-
tem, correspondence rules
and model, then we would
say that one of the crucial
featuresthat makeboth ‘I’ as
used by Jonesat T;and ‘I’ as
used by Jones at T, one of
the things that makes them
both stand for length con-

cepts is there ultimate rela- Figure 1. (a) isabelief in the proposition M1
. hi . f that obtainsin F1, (b) isabelief in the proposi-
tionship to operations 0 tion M2 that does not obtain in 2. Ristherela-

using clocks and meters. In  tion between the Mi and what makes them true
other words, there we can '@

say asaninitial way of mak-

ing the point, that one of the crucial things is the fact that both
Newtonian length and relativity length tie up with certain opera-
tional procedures in the observation framework. | think thisis an

16 Conceptual Change, track 10 (#11).
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answer that takes one a good long part of the way, but of course it
raisesall the familiar puzzleswhich | am sure you have been argu-
ing about concerning the validity of thiswhole carving up of theo-
retical explanation.

| argue that it is because the word ‘length’ can be used in two
ways, intra-epistemically and generically. Both times as an illus-
trating word built on ‘long’. It is because of this that it looks as
though in describing the situation, we can simply say that Jones be-
lieves that length is independent of velocity on the one hand and
Jones believesthat lengthisafunction of velocity on the other and
make it look as though there were no change of framework at all.
But asl said, if welook at thismoreclosely, we can seethat thisway
of talking involves the distinction between the criteriafor being a
length relationship in general and then the specific waysin which
something can be alength expression, an expression that standsfor
length.

| hate to take up a whole new topic but | really have to move
on.’

Problems Pertaining to Truth

| want to go want to discuss some problems pertaining to truth.
Therefore, at least, I'll continue the task of boxing the compass
withrespect thisrelational picturethat | presentedtoyou. Theclas-
sical correspondence theory holds that a sentence is true, that the
belief it expressesistrue and then the belief istrueif the belief cor-
responding to afact. So that we tend to get thiskind of picture (see
figure 1) :

Hereisaperson, hereisabelief that Tomistall, thereisgoingto
beafact that Tomistall, thebelief that Tomistall would betruebe-
causeit accordswith or correspondsto thefact. A fact which isex-
pressed by the same that-clause. As Moore points out that isavery
important feature of the correspondence that seems to be involved
here. Of course according to the classical correspondencetheory of
truth, facts are absolutely objective. They are not framework de-
pendent. Remember, | raised the question about the difference be-

17 Conceptual Change track 11 (#12).
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tween facts and concreta and pointed out that realists are often torn
between a fact ontology and an object ontology. According to the
relational model, whichislurking here, it breaksdown asfollows.

Wehavetherelation of the belief to astate of affairsor proposi-
tion. Now abelief in astate of affairsor aproposition will betrue if
the state of affairsobtains, and the state of affairsisthe case. Sowe
get a picture from this point of view of there being propositions
which have the character of being the case which we will represent
by M; here and another proposition, M., which doesn’t. And a be-
lief, a, would betrueif itwereabelief inaproposition, M1, whichis
the case, F1, and a belief would be false, b, if it were abelief in a
proposition, M,, whichisn’t thecase, represented by “ ?” .18

Propositionsor states of affairswould again be construed as, in
the Platonic tradition, being absolutely objectiveas| said, Carnap
is a standard case in point. You will remember in “Meaning and
Necessity” when Carnap is talking about propositions, he says he
means by proposition things which are actually in nature and they
are objective and they are indeed absol utely objective and they are
such that they either arethe case or are not the case!® We then have
the correspondence relation, R, that we started out with, breaking
up into really, an identity between the object of belief and the fact,
F1, because the fact would be a proposition which obtains or isthe
case. The proposition here is astate of affairs. Y ou get a beautiful
formulation of this position in Chisholm’s little book Theory of
Knowledge.? But in the latter part of the book, Chisholm is dis-
cussing truth and thisis exactly thetheory of truth that hegives. Ac-
cording to him, there are states of affairs, some of them exist or
obtain or arethe case, othersare not, and abelief istrueif its object
isastate of affairs which isthe case or obtains or exists. Chisholm
doesn’t give us an analysis, really, of mental acts of believing but
he does give us an objective ontology of states of affairs and there-
forefacts because facts are states of affairswhich havethischarac-
ter of existing or obtaining.

18 Lettershadtobeintroducedtokeeptheexampleclear because Sellarsispoint-
ing to the board.

19 Conceptual Change track 12 (#13).

20 For Sellars longer discussion, see Metaphysics of Epistemology, ME.
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Thepuzzling thing about thisview and it must’ ve hit almost ev-
erybody at sometime or other, isthat thereisafascinating similar-
ity between the way in which a state of affairsis the case and a
proposition is true. They have very similar structures. As Carnap
himself admits, obtaining or isthecaseiswhat hecallstruthinwhat
he calls the extra-linguistic or absolute sense. In other words, he
saysthereisan absolute notion of truth whichisnot relativeto lan-
guages. It is equivalent to being the case or obtaining and then for
him, a belief would be true if its object is a proposition which has
this character of being absolutely true. Nowhere does the Platonic
position come out more vividly and more committedly than in
Carnap in Meaning and Necessity. It isfascinating that Carnap de-
niesthat heisaPlatonist. Theonly way that we can account for this
is, again, theweird notion that Carnap has, not knowing much his-
tory of philosophy, that to be a Platonist isto believe that the ideal
bedisabed. Andthat you can sleep onit if you can only get there...
So Carnap is a paradigm of a Platonist.

Y ou can seethat the strategy that | have been implying hereis
goingtorequirequiteareinterpretation of all this. Because states of
affairs and propositions are, remember, according to the analysis
that | have been offering, linguistic and indeed conceptual items.
They arerelative, therefore, to the framework in which they exist.
Andfor Carnap, factsand states of affairsare absolutely objective,
for methe facts and states of affairs are objective only in the sense
inwhich attributes and so on are objective, they areintersubjective
or in Wittgensteinian terms, they are ways of classifying roleplay-
ers in our language game, or “form of life.”

For Carnap, we must distinguish between a particular language
and this domain of propositions which are independent of lan-
guage. Thus, if we want to say, for example,

that snow iswhite (in English) istrue,
we would have to say, for Carnap,

‘snow iswhite’ (in English) stands for that snow is white
and

that snow is whiteisthe case or
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that snow is white is true (in this nonlinguistic sense).2

Of courseoninterpretationthat | have offered of thethat-clause
here, it isnot functioning as the name of an absolutely objective en-
tity, a laCarnap or Plato or Russell in hisPlatonic period, what this
says is

snow is white (in English) are esnow is whitess
and

*snow is whitees are true.

What does this mean? It means ¢snow is whitess are semantically
assertable. That is, correctly assertable in accordance with the se-
mantical rules of the framework.

This doesn’t mean that the framework by itself authorizes it,
because the rulesinvolve rules pertaining to observation and so on
aswell asjust internal principles. The point isthat the assertability,
the correct assertability isnot amatter of politenessor tact or any of
the other kinds of “propriety” that come into language. It is a cor-
rectness which concerns the meaning rules of the expressions in-
volved.

| have put this by saying that the predicate true is a predicate
which says, in effect, you can de-quote, you can remove the quotes
and just assert the thing that isin the quotes. And I’ ve been inter-
ested to know that Quineisnow coming around to the position that
‘true’ functionsessentially asade-quoting device. Thismeansthen
that if | say

snow iswhiteis true
that means
that snow iswhite is semantically assertable,

thisisalicense, the statement isalicenseto go down and write the
sentence ‘snow is white’.

In other words, you have anillustrating quote here, so what you
doisjust to write down what you have here in between the quotes.

21 Conceptual Change track 13 (#14).
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And that iswhat the predicate ‘true’ saysthat you can do. So that a
true statement initsbasic function isan authorization of inscribing
or stating that which is contained within the quotes. Of course, in
ordinary language this would be

that snow iswhiteistrue

and remember, again, according to my analysis that is afunctional
quoting. Thecrucial thing about itisthat itisanillustrating device
and that iswhy truth is such abasic feature of discourse because at
that level where you use theillustrating device, you know exactly
what to assert when you're told that something is true.

The Truth Move

Thetruth moveisacrucial move. | call it the“truth move,” the
move from

snow iswhiteis true
to

snow iswhite.

Itisaspecial kind of move. Itisnot apremise, becauseininfer-
ence you follow an authorization which is not self-contained, it’s
not itself contained when you put down what you put down when
you are doing the inference.?> For example suppose | have

All men are mortal,
Socratesis aman

therefore, Socrates is mortal.

Of course, the principle which authorizes this sequence—the prin-
cipleisthe principle of the syllogism—is not written here, that is
something which, asit were, we can formulate outside and use asa
criteriafor thecorrectnessof that. But noticethat whenyou go from
here [first part of the truth move] to here [second part of the truth
move], what you do here [in the second part] is authorized by what

22 Conceptual Change track 14, (#15).
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you havethere[in thefirst part]. Sothat iswhy thisisnot aninfer-
ence. Thatiswhy | call it atruth move. And as| said you can easily
call it akind de-quoting move. The truth move takes us from the
level where we are talking about a sentenceto onein which we are
using it.

The meaning of truth and truth condition

Itisvery important to distinguish between the meaning of truth
and truth conditions. Thisisaclassical distinction and almost ev-
erybody acceptsitin oneform or another, the meaning of truth and
the criteria of truth, the meaning of truth and truth conditions. Itis
characteristic of modern semantical theory to give arecursive ac-
count of truth conditions. A typical example of thiswould be, using
corner quotes, what | am doing is bypassing theillustrating aspect
but then | want you to think of thisasaway of picking out any par-
ticular illustrating use of quotes that you want to.

I will usetheletter ‘P or *Q’. You can regard this as covering
thefollowing dot-quote: e Tomistall or Tomwon’t make the teame
or any other “alternation.” Wecan say of thisthat...| havebeen hint-
ing here that we are going at some stage or other, we are going to
haveto putinarelativity to conceptual structures. If thereisnorel-
ativity to conceptual structure put in, weimply that it isthe concep-
tual structurethat weactually use. We can al so, however, talk about
other conceptual structures but let us put in, CSO, our conceptual
structure,

eTom istall or Tom won't and make the teame istrueif and
only if [P] (in CSO) istrue or [Q] (in CSO) is true.?®

In other words, we explain that truth conditions for a disjunctive
statement in terms of the truth value of the elements of which the
disjunctive statement consists. And we can say

P& Q istrueif and only if P (in CSO) istrueand Q (in
CSO) istrue

and wewould have[dropping the corner quotesfor simplicity]

23 Thebracketswill be omitted below but bear in mind the generality involved.
Themachinery hereisincorporatedinto Scienceand M etaphysics, chapter 5.
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~P (in CSO) istrueif and only if P (in CSO) is not true.

We can also give** arecursive account of the truth conditions
for quantified statements and | want to touch on that next time. But
in general thisis arequirement that islaid down on any theory of
truth, any specification of truth conditions must result in the fol-
lowing principle about the system

that p (in CSO) istrueif and only if p.

The two key problems that remain with respect to truth are the
problem of specifying truth conditionsfor basic sentences, because
you seg, if you havearecursive account of truth conditions, you are
explaining the truth conditions of more and more complicated ex-
pressionsin termsof simpler expressions. Hereisaparadigm of it,
you are explaining the truth conditions of alternation in terms of
truth conditions of the elements but then thisisgoing to takeyou to
aground floor of the basic sentences and the problemishow do you
specify truth conditions for the basic sentences?

Roughly basic sentences would be statements which are not
unpackableintermsof quantification and logical connectivesand a
sort of crude paradigm would be‘ Tomistall’ and take the standard
pattern where you have ‘fa’ where‘a’ is abasic referring expres-
sionand ‘' isabasic undefined predicate and then, given that you
can specify truth conditions for these, then you could explain the
truth conditions for all the more complicated statements because
the truth conditions are all explained in terms of the truth condi-
tionsfor basic ones. Thisisthe standard pattern of semantic analy-
sis. So the problem then becomes, what are the truth conditions for
basic sentences, how are they to be understood?

Of particular interest to those who are concerned with ontology
is the question, “what about the truth conditions for quantified
statements?’ Andthisisof great importanceto, for example, Quine
because for him quantification statements are the bearers of
ontology. Now | am going to stop there today and make use of this
machinery to discuss some of the many important issues which
remain. [End of tape.]

24 Conceptual Change, track 15 (#16).
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Epistemology 1969

Lecture |

Per ceptual Knowledge

There is of course, a broad but technical sense in which even
persons are things though not merethings.* Thusin ordinary usage
to treat a person as a thing is to treat him, in Kant’s phrase, as a
means only and it isto act in wayswhich either disregard or do not
valuefor their own sakethetraits by virtue of which we distinguish
between a merely physical object and a conscious subject of pur-
poses and intentions. Inthislecture, | shall be primarily concerned
with our perceptual knowledge of material thingsturning my atten-
tion in the following lecture to our knowledge of those things
which, however physical they may be, havein addition, theand fea-
tures by virtue of which they are persons.

Before | zero in on my top, some remarks are in order on the
broad if technical sensein which both material things and persons
arethings. Epistemol ogy cannot be severed fromontology aswitha
knifeand it is necessary to give some account of the basic catego-

1 Epistemology I, track O (#1) Introduction of Sellars. After the introduction,
Sellarsbeginshisdiscussionhereon track 1 (#2),1:25. The Epistemology lec-
turesevolvedinto the Machette Foundation Lecturesfor 1971 at the Univer-
sity of Texas and were printed as “The Structure of Knowledge” in Action
Knowledge and Reality: Studies in Honor of Wilfrid Sellars, ed. by Hector
Castaneda, (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1975). The published version
cannot convey the vigor of the presentation, the spirited questions or the con-
cepts Sellars introduces but leaves out of the published version.



156

riesthat | shall beusingin order to provideaframework to help you
interpret what, after all, is but a fragment of a larger story.

Theideal aim of philosophy isto make onereflectively at home
inthefull complexity of the multidimensional conceptual systemin
termsof whichwesuffer, think and act. | say “reflectively” because
thereisasense in which by the sheer fact of living our lives how-
ever unsatisfactory they may be, we are at homein thiscomplexity.
Itisnot until we have eaten the applewith which the serpent philos-
opher tempts usthat we begin to stumble on thefamiliar and to feel
that curious sense of alienation which some think to be peculiar to
the contemporary scene. This alienation or strangeness, this stum-
bling all over our own understanding, can only be resolved by
pressing on and eating the apple to the core. For after the first bite
thereis no return to innocence. There are many anodynes but only
one cure. We may philosophize well or ill but we must
philosophize.

Philosophical Method

The method is easy to characterize but difficult in the extreme
to follow. We begin by constructing simple models which we un-
derstand because we have constructed them of fragments of this
multidimensional framework. These initial models are inevitably
over simple and largely false. But the alternative to this road of
oversimplification and error isto attempt to depict the shifting sur-
facesof complexity and by doing sotofail to understand, asaccord-
ing to Plato, the poets by concerning themselves with appearances
failed to understand the actions and character of man which was
their very subject matter. Thereal danger of over simplified models
is not that they are over simple, but that we may be satisfied with
them. And fail to compare them with regions of experience other
than those which suggested them. And indeed the ultimate justifi-
cation for system building in philosophy is the fact that no model
for any region of discourse: perceptual, discursive, practical can be
ultimately satisfying unlessitsconnection with each of theothersis
itself modeled.? To push the metaphor to its limits, the completion
of the philosophical enterprisewould be asingle model theworking
of which again we understand because we have constructed it

2 Epistemology I, track 2 (#3).
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which would reproduce the full complexity of the framework in
which we were once unreflectively at home.

The region within the encompassing framework with which |
shall be concerned is that of “merely” physical things...and our
knowledge of them. Thisknowledgeisinthefirst instance, percep-
tual. Or it isbetter to say at the perceptual level. For thereisawide-
spread misconception, no longer as prevalent as it used to be,
according to which perception in what is often called the strict or
basic sense of theterm, yieldsaknowledge of singular truthswhich
presupposes no knowledge of general truths. According to thismis-
conception all knowledge of general truths at the perceptual level is
inductively grounded the in deliverances of perception.

Now | have no objection in principle to drawing a distinction
between that which we perceive in the strict sense and that which
we perceive in aloose sense of the term for according to the very
methodol ogy | have sketched above, oneisentitled to regiment dis-
course by constructing simple models. But any such distinction
must in Plato’s words carve reality at the joints. And as | hope to
show, no way of validly making this distinction supports the idea
that there is a level of perceptual knowledge of singular truths
which presupposes no knowledge of general truths about material
things and our perception of them.

In short knowledge at the perceptual level essentially involves
both knowledge of singular mattersof fact and of general truthsnei-
ther is possible without the other. But enough by way of anticipa-
tion and methodology, the promised sketch of basic categories
remainsto be drawn. | shall be making use of themin all threelec-
tures and whilethey will not loom too large this evening, it will be
useful to get them out into the open so that questions can be asked
about them from the beginning.

Material Things

What isamerely material thing? Itisinthefirst instance anin-
dividual. Asisof course aperson. But what isan individual ? Ques-
tions of thisontological kind arouse a strong temptation to say that
hereweareat that level of discourse at which things must be shown
rather than said and the temptation is not without insight. However
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asisillustrated by Wittgenstein’ sown work, therearethingswhich
can be said which aid the showing. And perhaps the most useful
thing to say isthat thelinguistic correlates of individualsare singu-
lar terms.

Iseverything anindividual ? The above remarkswould suggest
not. Since not every linguistic expression is a singular term. It
would therefore be wise to have a broader category in reserve for
which we might use word ‘entity’. Accordingly, we countenance
the possibility that not all entitiesare individuals. One might go on
to ask the questioniseverything an entity? Surely, every termhasa
contrast, every predicate hasacontrast. Arethere non-entities? Oc-
casionally it seemso and | think that therearebut to giveatheory of
non-entitieswould take usto the widest reaches of ontology. And |
shall not attempt to do that thisevening. | keep that in reserve. So at
least we countenance the possibility that not all entities are
individuals.

Now some individuals are, in an important sense, reducible.
Wefeel comfortable about saying that they consist of simpler indi-
vidualswhich arethere parts. Oneistempted thereforetointroduce
the idea of a basic individual as one that has no individuals for
parts.

Are there any individuals in this sense?® Why might not indi-
viduals have parts and these again have parts and so on ad infini-
tum. Like the famous fleas which have fleas to bite’em. If one
thinks of mathematical linesasindividuals, do these not have parts
which arelineswhich have parts?But inthefirst placeamathemati-
cal lineisaset of pointsand whileit has subsetswhich have subsets
and so on ad infinitum, it isdoubtful whether setsare properly con-
strued as individuals and in any case, there remained the points
which if they can be construed asindividuals, serve as parts which
themselves have no parts, and would therefore seem to be
candidates for basic individuals.

But | mentioned thisonly to remind you of the dubious anal ogy
which metaphysicians have often drawn between physical objects
and mathematical entities. For my present purposes | shall simply
lay it down that physical objectsdo have ultimate parts. Thisdogma

3 Epistemology I, track 3 (#4).
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will shortly become more palatable, | hope. When | explain what |
have in mind by the term “physical object.”

Tothis| must add though it is scarcely necessary to do so with
this audience, that it is of vital importance to distinguish between
actual and potential parts. Thus an object, O, which has no actual
parts may be divisible and when divided would be superseded or in
one sense of the term, become, two individuals: O; and O,. These
new individuals may well be quite different from the original indi-
vidual and the composite which consists of them may be quite dif-
ferent from the original undivided individual. To use a classical
example, aliving thing divided may become a nonliving compos-
ite. | hint at topics which | shall explore in my second lecture.

Individuals

I have distinguished between basic individuals and reducible
individuals. | think of the concept of a basic individual is a good
candidatefor an explication of thetraditional concept of substance.
But my account of reducibleindividual s has been much too restric-
tive. For | have taken as my paradigm of areducibleindividual, an
individual consisting of actual parts, presumably spatial. This ac-
count must beremedied. Inthefirst place, wemust all ow for tempo-
ral parts. By this | do not mean that every physical object, for
example, whether spatially composite or not has temporal parts.
For at least as | am using the term “physical object” thisisfalse. |
simply want to allow for such cases as that for example of aregi-
ment which at different times has different soldiers as its parts.
Some philosophers think of you and me for example or Jones, as
consisting of Jones stages, thereis Jones at T, Jonesat T, and he,
therefore, is a temporal composite in a very metaphysical sense.
But | am not at the moment countenancing temporal partsin that
sense.

In the second place, not every reducibleindividual isin any or-
dinary sense awhole of parts. Thusthe average manisareducible
individual, in the sense that statements about the average man can
be paraphrased in a way which replaces reference to the average
man by ageneral referenceto particular men. Again, touseareally
standard example, the present king of Franceisareducibleindivid-
ual in that sentences involving reference to the present king of
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Francecan, in Russellianterms, be paraphrased inwayswhichrefer
not to the present king of France but to again, without pressing the
limits of analysis, particular men. Again, the elephant asin for ex-
ample‘the elephant hasalong memory,’ the elephant isareducible
individual. Itisasingular term‘theelephantis’ | meanwhat isasin-
gular term but something that is followed by the word is, | will
qualify that in a moment.

The elephant isareducible individual in that statements about
the el ephant can be paraphrased in away which replacesreference
to the elephant by a general referenceto particular elephants. Itis
in this sense also that conjunctive individuals are, perhaps, reduc-
ible. Thus although surface grammar obscures the fact, consider
this sentence

Jack and Jill and Tommy are or constitute a family.

The expression ‘ Jack and Jill and Tommy’ functions as a singular
term for the conjunctive individual “Jack and Jill and Tommy”
which the statement characterizesasafamily. Thisexample should
be carefully distinguished from ‘ Jack and Jill and Tommy are hu-
man’ whichisshort for aconjunction of three sentences sharing the
same predicate. Statements about conjunctive individuals may be
paraphraseable by a conjunction of statements but not of this
simple form.

| haveindicated that conjunctiveindividuals may bereducible.
For it turnsout that unlikely although it may seem, they pose one of
the central problemsin the metaphysics of persons and of sentient
things generally. For to say that conjunctiveindividuals are reduc-
ibleisto say that statementsabout them can be paraphrased in ways
which refer only to their constituents or their conjuncts. For exam-
ple, totaketheexamplel gave, ‘ Jack and Jill and Tommy areafam-
ily’ roughly ‘is a family’ it should be, can be paraphrased by a
conjunction of statements which do not have conjunctive subjects.
For example‘Jack ismale’, * Jack isadult’, * Jack ismarried to Jill’,
*Jill gave birth to Tommy’, etc..

Now when it is said that some wholes have attributes which do
not consist in their parts having such and such qualities and stand-

4 Epistemology I, track 4 (#5).
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ing in such and such relations, it isin effect being denied that all
conjunctive individuals are reducible.

It might be thought that by speaking of wholes and parts rather
than of conjunctiveindividualsand their conjuncts, | have changed
the subject but thisis not the case. For awhole or compositeissim-
ply a conjunctive individual, the elements of which are presup-
posed to satisfy certain qualities and relational conditions. Thus a
regiment is a conjunctive individual which consists of soldiers
which stand in certain relations to one another which constitute a
military pecking order. But more of thislater, thisis a problem of
emergence, roughly, that’ satechnical formulation of avery classic
issue in ontology. | am going to be discussing that next time.

Given some such distinctions between basic individual sor sub-
stances and reducibleindividuals, what shall weincludeinthefor-
mer category, what are our basic individuals? For the most part, |
shall commit myself as| go along but | shall begin by laying down
that some physical objects are basic individuals. As are such
quasi-physical objects as noises and flashes, for exampl e flashes of
lightning. Moreparadoxically | shall also stipulatethat personsare
basic individuals.

What of scientific objects? The individuals postulated by mi-
cro-physical theory? Since | am usually classified as a Scientific
Realist, it might be thought that in stipulating above that some
physical objectsarebasicindividuals, | wastacitly taking these ba-
sicindividualsto bemicro-physical particles. If so, theaboveclaim
that persons are basi c individuals must have been apuzzler. For are
not micro-physical particles actual parts of persons? At least if
persons are not to be equated with Cartesian minds?

The Manifest Image

Theanswer isthat although | amindeed a Scientific Realist and
think that the domain of basicindividuals consistsof thebasicindi-
vidualswhich scientific theory will inthelong run (inwhichweare
all dead) find it necessary to postulate, | also regard the conceptual
framework in terms of which man experienced himself and the
world beforethe dawn of therevolutionin physicsisacoherent del -
icately articulated wholewhichit isnecessary to understand before
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onecan beinaposition to determinethe precise senseinwhichit or
a part of it is replaceable by the world picture presented by
theoretical science.®

Thus, for methodological reasons | shall, to borrow Husserl’ s
useful term, bracket the theoretical picture of the world and con-
cern myself with explicatingwhat | have called el sewherethe mani-
fest image roughly that commonsense conception of the world
wherethephrase“ commonsense” indicates aframework of catego-
ries, away of conceiving man and theworldrather thanacollection
of uneducated beliefs. | usetheword ‘commonsense’ in the tradi-
tion of G.E. Moore and the Scottish Realists.

In this commonsense picture of the world, physical objects
have perceptible qualities, roughly the proper sensibles and com-
mon sensibles of Aristotle, and these qualities areto use afamiliar
technical term “occurrent” qualities as contrasted with
dispositional or causal properties or propensities and the like.®
Now adispositional property can beexplicated by an*if then” thus
water solubility, to be water-soluble isto be such that if put in wa-
ter, then it dissolves. Dispositional properties are iffy properties,
they can be explicated in terms of hypothetical conditionals. No-
tice other examples would be the property of being magnetized, to
be magnetized isto be understood in terms of the “if then” pertain-
ingtofilings, for example, rushing towardsit. Noticethat an occur-
rent properties isn’t just one that occurs to an object for being
magnetized is a property that occurs to soft iron when placed in a
helix and you can run the current through the helix and it is magne-
tized, not magnetized, you can change it with infinite rapidity and
of course this means then that we are dealing with a conceptual
point about the nature of apositional property and not sheerly with
the notion of what occurs and what doesn’t occur. An occurrent
property then is one that is not explicated by a hypothetical.

The Pink Ice Cube

5 Epistemology |, track 4, 4:33.
6 Epistemology I, track 5 (#6).
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Thus consider my favorite example of the pink ice cube. Many
aretempted to identify its pinkness—and | want you literally to vi-
sualizein front of yourself apink ice cube—as a matter of fact that
will berelevant throughout therest of the lecture so if you can hold
itinyour imagination, you will have anintuitive grasp of what I'm
trying to say. Many philosophers are tempted to identify the
pinkness of the pink ice cubewith acausal property, adispositional
property: the property of causing normal observersin standard con-
ditionsto have sensations of pink or perhaps sensationsof apinkish
cube or, a pink cube. Now there may be a place for such a move
somewhere when the scientific revolution is taken accurately into
account. But it is a revisionary proposal and isin my opinion a
sheer mistaketo think of it asacorrect analysisof commonsense, of
commonsense notions of color. The commonsense notion which
functions in our basic perceptual experiences. Different concep-
tual strata can and indeed do coexist in our ordinary experience of
the world but this coexistence, peaceful though it is, at least until
philosophical issues are pressed, must not be confused with com-
patibility in any deeper sense. Compare the peaceful coexistence
which even Mao’s China has recently accepted as a guideline in
international affairs.

Occurrent Properties

Only atheory intoxicated philosopher could ook at apink ice
cubein daylight and supposethat to seeit to be pink isto seeit you
have “the power to cause normal observers to have sensations of
pink when they look at itindaylight.” Anditisat least asabsurdif
not quite the same absurdity to supposethat to seeit to be pinkisto
seeittolook pink to normal observersindaylight. Eventhoughitis
aconceptual truth that pink thingslook pink to normal observersin
standard conditions which will, until we become dwellersin mod-
ern caves, include daylight.”

It should be noted that if physical objectsare genuineindividu-
alsthey can scarcely have only powers. Propensities, causal prop-
erties, dispositional properties and the like, solubility,
magnetizability, elasticity, the the power to turn litmus paper red

7 Epistemology I, track 6 (#7).
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etc., they must have some non-dispositional or occurrent attributes.
Nor as Whitehead reminds us, will it do to limit these occurrent at-
tributesto such primary qualities as shape and sizefor to usean Ar-
istotelian turn of phrase, geometrical qualitiesareformal qualities
or structural and presuppose a content or a matter thus color.
Things which have primary qualities without content qualities
would have in Whiteheads phrase vacuous actuality. Now that
Whitehead found the content to consistsin feeling rather than color
isasymptom of therevisionary character of hismetaphysics.

L et me propose then asmy paradigm of aphysical object apink
ice cube. It iscolored, smooth, transparently pink and cubiclein
additiontothese occurrent attributes, it hasmany causal properties.
It can makeasplashinmilk, for example. Let usbring into the pic-
ture now, a person who sees it.

In the manifest image, the commonsense world, a person is a
basicindividual. Itisclear that | regard Aristotleasthe philosopher
of the manifest image and Strawson as his contemporary disciple.
That which distinguishes man from merely material things and
from brutesishisability to think. But theword ‘think’ isusedin a
number of distinguishable but related senses. Thus for example,
the word think has a dispositional sense in which it is closely re-
|ated to believe. What does hethink about thewar in Vietnam, what
does he believe about the war in Vietnam. A person can be asleep
and havebeliefsabout Vietham. Many peoplel think... thinking is
often on the other hand a deliberate action as if thinking about a
problem. Againthereisthe sense of thought inwhich thoughtsjust
occur to one, it just occurred to me that... we say. Sometimes we
might say for no reason. Theimportance of all thisisthat whereas
we often contrast perception with thinking, there is nevertheless a
proper sense in which perception essentially isor involves athink-
ing. It doesn’t involve reasoning, inferring, pondering but it in-
volves thinking. Having a thought, having the thought occurr to
one, roughly seeing this to be a pink ice cube involves a thinking
this to be a pink ice cube.

| propose that we take very seriously the view that athought in
the broad sense, in the sense in which thoughts can occur to us, as
the occurrencein the mind of sentences. Sentencesin the language
of inner speech. Or asl shall call it mentalese. ThinkingisasPeirce
was one of the, not thefirst, but certainly one of the great philoso-
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pherstoinsist, thinking isasymbolic process and | am asking you
to take that seriously.

Thought and Language

| am going to be discussing this theme next time when | talk
about persons and thought, today | want simply to say, to lay down
certain basic features of mental activity becausel need themfor my
discussing of perception. Thinking must not be confused with ver-
bal imagery. Thinking, our thought occurswith much greater reach
than any imagery we might have. So we must not even think of ver-
bal imagery asthe vehicleof thinking. Asamatter of fact, | think it
is clear once we avoid certain temptations, that thinking can even
occur subconsciously and in aliteral sense thinking is occurring
but again | shall bediscussing that next time.® | want you to think of
thought as language, a special kind of language, the occurrence of
sentence events or as Peirce would call them tokens, of this lan-
guage, inthemind. Languageintheordinary sense of overt linguis-
tic behavior, expressesmeaningsitisclear. | mean languageisnot
merely noises, language, linguistic episodes have meaning. Inthe
case of mental language, we are tempted to say that mental lan-
guageor inner speech inthistechnical senseinwhich| amusingthe
term, doesn’t have a meaning but somehow is its very meaning,
roughly if you are thinking that two plustwo equalsfour, thisisto
token the mentalese sentence two plus two equals four and this
doesn’t simply mean that two plus two equals four, it somehow is
thisvery meaningitself. Sothat whereas ordinary language we are
tempted to say, hasameaning. Wewant to say that the language of
thought somehow isits meanings. Thisisall metaphor and let me
indicatethat in my next lecture| shall be giving an account of these
rather paradoxical statements which preserves them but places
them in a context which deprives them of their perhaps somewhat
paradoxical and certainly, rather archaic air.

| said amoment ago that seeing thisto bepink ortobeapinkice
cubeinvolvesathinking, athinkingin my example, thisto bea pink

8 Epistemology I, track 7 (#8).
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icecube. Inthe abovetermsthis meansthat seeing thisto be apink
ice cube involves a tokening of something like the mental ese sen-
tence, thisover thereisapinkicecube. Againthisisnot amatter of
verbal imagery. Y et thiscan scarcely beall for asweareinclinedto
expostulate surely there is all the difference in the world between
seeing something to be apink ice cube and merely thinking or hav-
ing the thought occur to one that something is a pink ice cube.

Imaginationisaspecial case, | amnot talking about imagining, | am
talking about simply thinking that something inthecorner isapink
ice cube. Imagine yourself thinking that in the corner isapink ice
cube and you are not imagining it at all. Surely thereisall thedif-
ference in the world between merely thinking something is a pink
ice cube and seeing that something isapink ice cube, or even imag-
ining because imagining is like perception.

Now how areweto understand thisdifference between seeing a
pink ice cube and seeing that thereisapink ice cubein that corner,
and merely thinking that thereisapink icecubeinthecorner. Even
though we grant, as | stipulated, that the seeing thereisapink ice
cube in front of one involves the thought because it involves the
grasping of truth. It involves something that is propositional in
character, something that isor hasthestructure of apredication. So
what isthe difference between seeing something to be the case and
thinking something to be the case? That is my problem.

Seeing and Thinking

Even if we add to the above that perception involves a causal
dimension which it surely does, and that given our ability to think
of something asapink ice cube and given that we are not blind and
given that the circumstances are propitious, daylight, unobstructed
view and so on, the pink icecubeisin arelevant sense of the phrase,
the cause of the thought occurring to usthat over thereisapink ice
cube surely perception does involve this causal dimension, it in-
volvesthethought and it involvesthe cause. Still surely thisisnot
enough. We haven't captured yet the distinctive feature of seeing,
how it differsfrom thinking, even being caused to think something,
even being caused to think something by the thing itself.®

9 Epistemology I, track 8 (#9).
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Consider another example, | seethat thereisared book inthe
corner. Thistime sincethe book is not transparent, | do not seethe
other side of the book yet clearly | think of it in the sense that in
thinking of the book | think of it as having an opposite side, if a
book didn’t have an opposite side, it would be pretty cheap. Thus
we are tempted to say most of the book is present to us as merely
thought of. | seethe book and yet | don't see the other side. So it
would seem that in seeing the book most of the book is something
that | am merely thinking of. Furthermore, | am in the circum-
stances caused to think of the opposite side as red given my set,
given what | have in theway of aconceptual apparatus, | look over
there and as it were the book brings from the thought “the book is
red” and that includesthe other side. So | am caused to think it, yet
thereisadifference between the other side and thefacing side. Isit
merely that the facing surface is perhaps the proper cause of the
whole experience, after all the back of the book doesn’t sneak
around and cause, the whole causal influence is coming from the
front of thebook. Sothatinsofar as| amthinking of thefacing side
as red, my thinking corresponds to the proper cause, is this what
makesthe seeing of the facing surface more than amere thinking of
the facing surface as contrasted with the fact that | merely think of
the other side? Surely not.

Perhaps what we should do is to recognize that the proposi-
tional act, the thinking, the internal occurrence of the sentence,
“thereisared book over there” or “abook over therewhich isread
on the facing surface” is of auniquekind. Itisavisual thinking.
Now this could be meant in two ways, it could be claimed that the
propositional act, the thinking, involves a unique concept, perhaps
a perceptual operator, something corresponding in the thought to
the“behold”, “behold thereisared book over there,” “behold there
isapinkicecubeoverthere,” of ordinary speech. Or perhaps*hark
the sound of abell,” perhapsthereisaspecia “hark” asit werethat
goeson in our thought when we hear something. That would bein-
terpreting uniqueness of the experience which does involve the
propositional element a thinking element in terms of a special
thought but surely even if we grant that thoughts involved in per-
ception have a special content and | think they do, it is difficult to
see how the addition of another conceptual item could account for
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the difference between seeing and thinking. We just add another
thought. Now the second alternative is more interesting.

Itisthat over and aboveitspropositional character astheoccur-
rence of amental sentence, of amental symbol, the thinking hasan
additional character by virtue of which it a seeing as contrasted
with a mere thinking. It has an additional character by virtue of
whichitisaseeing. Asyou can see, thisisamovethat isnotincor-
rect but it is simply classifying the problem rather than answering
it. Thisistheapproach taken by Gustav Bergman in hisrecent con-
version to realism. And if we suppose this additional character to
bethat of being aseeing, it runsinto the objection that the same dif -
ference between a perceptual experience and a mere thinking is
found where the experience is not a seeing. For example suppose
that | had the experience of, which | would formulate by saying “I
see ared book over there” when thereisno red book over there be-
cause | am having ahallucination. Well theword ‘see’ aswe ordi-
narily useit, certainly impliestruth. Y oucan’t seewhatisn’t soand
thereforeit ismisleading to usetheword “see” evenif it didn’'t do
much anyway. But we can overcome this objection by the follow-
ing move, which isactually the onethat Bergman makes, wecanre-
fer to the character of the thinking as that of being an ostensible
seeing, an appearing or alooking to bethe case. We now introduce
thewords* appear,” and “seems,” and “ ostensible seeing,” in other
words, we remove this truth claim which is contained in the
meaning of the word ‘see’ .10

An ostensible seeing is an experience which would be a seeing
ifitwereveridical, in other wordswe often have experiences which
wewould unhesitatingly bewilling admit were seeingsif they were
true but they are just hallucinatory or they are misperceptions. So
an ostensible seeing is an experience that would be a seeing if it
were true. Just as an ostensible memory is a memory experience
that would beamemory if it weretrue. Because when you say you
remember something, you again imply truth, you can’t remember
what isn’t so. You will withdraw the claim to have remembered
something if you found out that it wasn’t true. Sol amgoingtoin-
troduce the word “ostensible” seeing to refer to an experience
which would be a seeing if it were true. And | will also use the

10 Epistemology I, track 9 (#10).
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words“lookingtobethecase,” “ appearingto bethecase,” asequiv-
alent to it. Thus since our problem concerns that which distin-
guishes both seeing and ostensible seeing alike from mere
thinkings, it amountsto the problem, what distinguishes ostensible
seeings or lookings from mere thinkings? And to answer the char-
acter of being an ostensible seeing is scarcely illuminating. Can’t
we say something morethan that the difference between an ostensi -
ble seeing and amerethinkingis, well it isthe character of being an
ostensible seeing? | hopethat we can say something more. But as|
said, in Bergman’s position, that’s it.

On the other hand Bergman’ s answer is on theright track in so
far asit recognizes that the character of being an ostensible seeing
or looking or appearing isacharacter which belongsto experiences
which do essentially involve this thinking or propositional core.
Thistokening, thissymbolic episode, thistokening of amental sen-
tence. On the other hand, by ascribing the character of being and
appearing or alooking or an ostensible seeing to the propositional
component alone, asthough it were an intrinsic character of it, we
feel that thisis misguided because surely the propositional item it-
self isalooking or appearing only in the derivative sensethat it is
the propositional or “thought” component of atotal experience, a
total experienceinvolving more, surely, thanthethinking. Anditis
misleading to express this difference between a seeming and a
mer ely thinking in terms of an intrinsic character of athought. On
the other hand, it is equally mistaken to ascribe the character of be-
ing an ostensible seeing or of “appearing to be the case” to a
non-conceptual, anon-thinking component becausewhat isaseem-
ing or ostensibleseeing isthewhol e experience. Andwe should not
ascribe the character of being an appearing or a seeming to either
part alone. Andwhat | wanttodoistozeroinonwhat | shall becall-
ing the non-propositional component of perceptual experience.

It isimportant to seethat such words as “ appear,” and “seem,”
and “ ostensibly see,” refer to the whole experience becausethey all
require a propositional completion. Words like “he ostensibly
saw,” “it appearedtohim,” “itlooked to him.” For example, “ Jones
ostensibly saw that therewasared book inthiscorner.” Noticethat
“that therewasared book inthe corner” hasthispropositional char-
acter. Or it looks to Jones that there is ared book in the corner.
Again the propositional structure isinvolved there. So it is quite
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clear that we cannot refer to anon-thought aspect of perception by
means of words like “seem” and “appear” and “look.”

Thusif thereisanon-propositional component, it would bein-
correct torefer to it by such wordsas*looks,” “appears,” “ ostensi -
bly sees,” unlessthey are given anew and technical usage.'* And
one who does so would first have to make clear that there is a
non-propositional component, a non-thinking component and give
some account of what it is.

Roderick Chisholmin hisvariousformulations of hisviewson
the sensible appearances of things seems to me to race over these
distinctions. The phenomenological appeal is made but since the
language of 1ooks, seems, appears, ostensibly sees, thinks he sees,
isused to characterize the discriminated items, theimplication that
they arepropositional statesisnever explicitly discounted. Inother
words, Chisholm noticesthat thereisthe non-propositional core of
perceptual experience but he permits himself to use the words like
“appears,” “looks,” “seems,” and “thinks he sees,” in that context
and never explicitly recognizesthe non-propositional character of
thisessential component for whichweare searching. Althoughitis
clear that hethinks of his*“looks” and “appears” as non-conceptual
states but by failing to make an explicit distinction between the
appearingswhich are propositional statesand the appearingsin his
technical sense, which he surreptitiously introduces, the latter ac-
quire an unearned non-problematic character because it is clear
that thereis the propositional feature of experience and by making
this quick move, by talking about the non-propositional element in
words which he borrows from talking about the whol e experience,
he makes this non-propositional component, non-problematicin a
way inwhich, asl seeit, isessentially problematic. I1n other words
I’m going to argue that the phenomenology does not give us the
kind of thing that Chisholm is talking about when he talks about
sensible appearances or sensing.

| think it’s clear that phenomenologically speaking thereis a
non-propositional component to perception. But | alsothink thatin
the absence of what amounts to a relatively sophisticated theory
construction, it can only be characterized in a way which raises
more problemsthanit solves. Chisholm correctly seesthat the pri-

11 Epistemology I, track 10 (#11).
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mary use of “appears” is non-comparative. For inthe comparative
use we say, for example, this appears as white objects appear in
such and such conditions, that is a comparative statement. And
while the whol e sentence compares one appearing with another not
every sentence involving the word ‘appears’ is comparative. And
certainly there are some contextsin which we simply say, “this ap-
pears white,” “this appears rectangular,” “this appears straight.”
He is absolutely right about this but on the other hand, of course,
one can grant thiswithout granting that the appearing in this sense,
is the non-propositional element which Chisholm is attempting to
clarify.

Somehow Presence of Pink

| argued in “Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind” that the
non-propositional element in perception which is common to
seeings and ostensible seeings is primarily identified simply as
that. In other words, it isthat whichiscommon which distinguishes
them from mere thinkings. But if we explicate that now, wefind a
clue. Sofar wearelittle better off thanif we simply said that it is
looking to usthat thereisan object over therewhichisred and tri-
angular onthefacing sidediffersfrom merely thinking that thereis
an object which isred and triangular on the facing side by being a
thinking which is a looking. But we can say more. For
phenomenol ogically speaking, thefeatureconsistsinthefact—and
now here | bring out the problem—this is what phenomenol ogy
givesus: something in someway red and triangular ispresent to the
person, to the perceiver other than being merely thought of. This
explicatesit but it doesitinaway whichisfruitful asl will attempt
to show. Thisismore fruitful than simply saying well looking dif-
fersfromthinkinginthatitisalooking. You seethatisablind al-
ley.12
Now the indefiniteness of this description is disconcerting:
something in someway red and triangular isin some way present to
the perceiver. The indefiniteness is disconcerting and makes it
clear that the concept is a problematic one in the sense of posing
problems. But then | have argued in a number of places that the

12 Epistemology I, track 11 (#12).
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commonsense picture of theworld in spite of itsdelicate coherence
issuch asto pose problemswhich it lacks the resourcesto resolve.
On the other hand the above account of the non-propositional core
is definite in its rgjection, in its negative aspect: the mode of
presence is not that of being thought of.

A Scholastic might say that in perception and ostensible per-
ception the relevant proper and common sensibles have be-
ing-for-sense as well as being for thought. Thus when | see or
ostensibly seethereto be apink ice cube over there, apink cube has
not only being for thought but also being for sense. The somehow
presence of the pink cube can be called sensing and remember the
problematic nature then of sensing because that isjust aword now
for this somehow presence of the pink cube which is other than
merely being thought of. But until the indefinite “ somehows” are
cashed by an articulated theory the concept of being for senseisal -
most as much alabel as opposed to a solution as characterizing or
ascribing to the propositional element the additional character of
being an ostensible seeing or looking, is a label rather than a
solution.

What are the boundary conditions that such atheory, now | am
saying that the answer is to be given here not by phenomenology
but by theory construction where my model for theory construction
islike that of introducing micro-physical items, molecules for ex-
ample in the kinetic theory of gases. We are going beyond that
whichisasit were phenomenologically detectable and we are con-
structing atheory to explain something and we want to understand,
you see, what there isto seeing more than thinking. What are the
boundary conditions such a theory of the descriptive core of
perceptual experience must satisfy?

If we are to work within the framework of the commonsense
world, the manifest image, we must stipulate that the proper and
common sensiblesinvolved areto be construed in the their primary
sense as qualities of physical objects. This however permits usto
introduce now, new theoretical senses of perceptual predicates. In
other words, once wetakethe stance of theory construction, we can
introduce new predicates which are related to the basic predicates
of physical thingslike color and shape astheoretical predicatesare
related to the kind of thingsthat we can observe, for example, take
theword “mass’ in kinetic theory, thisterm is only analogous, it
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functionsanal ogously to thewordslikeweight or wordswhich per-
tain to thethingsthat we can observe and handle and measurein our
commonsenseworld. We are going to enrich our conceptual struc-
ture, weare not simply goingto find things, we aregoing to develop
a structure and we can use analogies then in our theory construc-
tion. Sowe now are permitted to introduce these theoretical predi-
cates which are going to apply to items which are not strictly
speaking physical.

Inthe second place, what we want are characteri stics which ac-
tually characterizethe descriptive core. In other words, wewant to
find out what istrue of that feature of experience by virtue of which
weareactually seeing or ostensibly seeing something as opposed to
merely thinking of it. Thereforewemust of avoid metaphorswhich
carry with them the implications of “being for thought” or “inten-
tional being,” “thought of” existence, or “intentional inexistence.”

For if the pink and cubicleiteminvolvedinthehallucinating of
a pink ice cube itself had merely thought of existence, then we
would be no nearer a solution to our original problem.13 We want
something that has being other than merely “thought of” being.
And that isthe danger in the Scholastic term “being for sense” that
it doesn’t clearly discriminate, it doesn’t satisfy the demand for an
actual character of the descriptive core. It is too analogous to
“being for thought.”

Sensing and Sensa

Of coursethereisafamiliar approach here: classical sense da-
tum theory. Now classical sense datum theory wasin large part a
phenomenological theory, you know the sense data, you didn’t
have to postulate them, you didn’t have to introduce them as ele-
ments in and explanatory theory, sense data were what you really
got hold of and then of coursewe had all the problems about how do
you know that thereisanything but sensedata. Andyou gotintothe
puzzlesof classical phenomenalism. But thereisaform of classical
sense datum theory which is available according to which sense
data are postulated in order too understand this * something more”
to perception than the simple thinking. And therefore we will not

13 Epistemology |, track 12.
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call them “sense data’ because that word “datum” carries with it
this notion of a phenomenological given, wewill simply call them
“sensa.”

According to sensum theory, when we perceive or ostensibly
perceive an object, there are present to usin away which isnot a
matter of knowledge but amatter of sheer sensingitemswhich have
characteristics analogous to the qualities of physical things. For
exampleinthe case of the pink ice cube, therewould bethepinkice
cube, hereisaperson and then there would be the causal impact of
thepinkicecubeandtherewould beanitemwhichisnotin physical
space but in what was
called “sensory space”
which would be a pink o _
item in a metaphorical = VP S
or analogous sense of Nge :
pink, it wouldn’t be lit- 7

e,

cube of pink _'--\sensory space

erally pink because  nsicaispace -
pink is a characteristic causal €
of material things to impact 4.5

which we arerelated to

by the relation of sense, there would be a person sensing this and
even when there wasn't a pink ice cube, we were hallucinating,
there would still be this item which was present to us, which we
were sensing. This is an acceptable version for our present pur-
poses of the so-called sense datum theory.

These sensa as | said would not be in physical space and yet
they would have in their own way spatial characteristics and they
would have, this would be pink, and this would be pink in a way
which was atheoretical counterpart of pinkness as afeature of ice
cubes and pink tea. This means that according to this theory even
when we are hallucinating a pink ice cube, thereis present to usan
itemwhichisapink cubebutitisnot literally aphysical thing andit
isnot in the sameway pink that the physical thingispink. Thethe-
ory would go on, it is because of the occurrence of these sensathat
our experiencesareindiscriminatable betweenthe caseinwhichwe
areactually seeing something and the case whereweare seeming to
see something or merely ostensibly seeing something. Again the
important thing to note is that if we develop this theory, it might
seem odd to say that the pink and the cubicity of thisitem hereisa
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meretheoretical character because we areinclined to say that when
we experience an object, when we see it or ostensibly see it, the
non-propositional featureis something that isnot theoretical but it
is somehow genuine and real.

| am going to be arguing that there is a genuine bite to this ob-
jection because it is going to turn out that when we finally cometo
termswith the scientific account of theworld, we are going to have
to hold that the primary mode of being of the sense qualitiesisin
something like sensa.1* But thisisnot theway we conceptualizethe
world, we have to distinguish with Aristotle between the order in
which we cometo conceive of things and the categoriesin terms of
which we come to think of things and the categories in terms of
which we come to understand things when we come to get an ade-
quate understanding of them. Although these items which | am
calling sensa are theoretical, nevertheless it may turn out that they
are real because when | use the word “theoretical” it is a method-
ological notion, it’s an account of how we arrive at a concept and
it’ snoway impugning the concept to say that it isatheoretical con-
cept, it may merely by virtue of being agood theoretical concept be
that which reveals reality as it is.

But now the next thing to see is that our options are not re-
stricted something like classical sense datum theory where you
have asensing and asensum. Because classical sense datum theory
construes sensing as a relation between a person and these special
items which are individuals. Notice that thisis a pink cube which
oneissensing or in the case of the book, ared rectangle and so on.
One standsin asensing relation to these individuals. And thereis
something very puzzling about this sensing relationship because it
looks as though all the interesting features were in what is sensed
and not inthe sensing, thesensing wereindiscriminitable. Oncewe
see that we are working with a theory, as opposed to
phenomenological description, we see that the field is more open
and we can consider other alternatives.

14 Epistemology I, track 13 (#14).
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Thusour optionsare not restricted to something like a classical
sensum theory purged of its phenomenological character. Sensum
theory construes sensing asarelation between aperson and anitem
whichispink and acubicle. But oncewehaverealized that what is
involved aretheoretical counterpartsof the perceptible characteris-
ticsof things, the proper and common sensibl es, we seethat theway
iS open to construe sensing not on the act-object model but on a
quite different model which is historically very interesting. Thus
instead of saying that the non-propositional presence of apink cube
intheostensibleseeingisamatter of arelation of sensing between a
person and anindividual whichinthederivativesenseindicatedisa
pink cube, we can takethe quite different tact of construing the ob-
ject of sensing a pink cube as a manner of sensing.

Thus sensing a pink cube in sensum theory will now be trans-
formed in thisnew theory into sensing, and thisisgrammatically a
howler but | am dealing with depth grammar after all,
a-pink-cubely. Now that isimportant because you are all familiar
with thekind of theory that | am going to becriticizingin amoment.
Thiswould be acousin of what is known asthe adverbial theory of
sensing held by, for example, Roderick Chisholm and it goes back
to be Stoics. It would differ, however, in two important respects.
The usual adverbial theory would analyze our example in terms of
sensing pinkly. Thus Chisholm speaksof sensing bluely. Pink asa
feature of the non-propositional content of the ostensible seeing of
apink icecubewould beinterpreted asamanner of sensing. But re-
member what was to be explained was the fact that an ostensible
seeing presents usin some way not just with “pinkness” but with a
pink cube! That issomething pink and cubicle. Thusto dothejob,
theadverbial theory would haveto construenot pink but a pinkitem
astherelevant adverb or manner. But thisisnot all, taking the pre-
vious point fully into account, the adverb would have to be a-
pink-cube.’®

15 Epistemology I, track 13 (#14), end of Lecturel.
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Mannersof Sensing

In the adverbial theory of sensing, sensing a pink cubely is
sensing in any way whichisnormally brought about by the physical
presence to the senses of a pink and a cubicle physical object but
which can be brought about in abnormal circumstances by objects
which are neither pink nor cubicle.’® Again the example of the
straight stick inwater, theway of sensing that bringsaboutisaway
whichisnormally brought about by bent itemsbut in the abnormal
circumstances the way of sensing a bent-cylinderly is actually be-
ing brought about by astraight cylindrical object. Andin the case
of hallucination of course, where the way of sensing is brought
about by the causes of hallucination.

Themannersof sensing as| indicated are anal ogous theoretical
concepts which are introduced by analogy with the characteristics
of physical objects. They form families of resembling and differ-
ences like colors, the ways of sensing which are sensing bluely, to
use Chisholm’ skind of example, theways of sensing hereresemble
one another in ways in which colors resemble one another, they
formafamily inthesameway, and the samewith shapes. Sensing a
red rectanglely differs from sensing ared circlely in away analo-
gous to that in which acircle differs from arectangle. In my next
lecture, | shall explore the implications of the scientific explosion
for the essentially Aristotelian picture of things and personswhich
| have been exploring thisevening. Andin particular | shall becon-
cerned withwhat ultimately isto be made of the status of these man-
nersof thesensing whichinthe Aristotelian pictureof theworld are
unique waysin which the sensibl e properties of objects are present
in perceivers.l’

16 Epistemology I, track O.
17 Lecture I, end: on Epistemology I, track 0.
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Question and Answers

Conceptual Possibilities

| would!® draw a very careful distinction between sketching a
programmatic theory, sketching aschemaof atheory, sketchingthe
logical space of what is needed, from actually working out the de-
tails of such atheory which of course must be a scientific job. In
other words, | regard, following Schlick, philosophy astheeffort to
understand the conceptually possible. There are certain placesin
our conception of the world where we are as it were constrained,
and peoplewho limit themselvesto rehearsing the structure of what
already isthought, are captured within akind of net. | regard phi-
losophy asonefeature of that effort to expand asense of conceptual
possibility. Who does philosophy? Anybody can do philosophy,
historians do the philosophy of history.1® | mustn’t be understood
as meaning that the philosophy professional does a certain kind of
job, I mean merely that often thereisaplacefor aconceptual break-
through where an enrichment of alternativesis needed. Now who
doesit? Often philosophershave permitted themselves, when they
are working with certain problems, to be limited in unnecessary
ways, thisisparticularly truein the philosophy of mind. The early
revolution in science wasin mechanics. Thepoint | wasmakingin
Science and Metaphysics was that there are some placesin the phi-
losophy of mind where one should be willing to make a similar
schematic breakthrough even though, ultimately the cash hasto be
scientific cash. Itisnot amatter of who doesit, itisamatter of acer-
tain job needing to be done. Ultimately, | am a Scientific Realist.
Theworldis, as Peirce said, inthelong run what science will say
that it is.2°

That wasthe spiritin which | wrotethat passage. It didn’'t mean
that philosophy as a professional enterprise has somehow a privi-

18 Selected answers (with few exceptions) dealing with perception. The ques-
tionswere off-microphone, difficult to hear, and are omitted: apologiesto the
questioner.

19 Epistemology I, track 1(#2)

20 This marks the end of Epistemology II, track 1 (#2), 1:03.
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leged accessto postulation. It meant merely that philosophers must
beware of being trapped in alimited conceptual framework and be-
ing too diffident about attempting to see possibilities for
enrichment.

Explanation

My pointisthat it isquite clear that at certain placesin the the-
ory of perception, we come up against, what | call, problematical
situations which are intrinsically problematical. Thisis generally
true in the commonsense picture. There are certain places where,
when you really reflect onit, it is clear that you have aframework
which enablesyou to act and liveand earn your living but it doesn’ t
enable you to understand. We can have a general conception asto
what sort of thing would provide an answer to these questions. Ulti-
mately, what has to be provided is a concrete, determinate theory
which has the characteristic features of a satisfactory explanatory
theory. This doesn’t mean that we can’t see the general pattern of
what is needed and that iswhat | was arguing in Science and Meta-
physics.

Extending Explanations

Any science hasafeeling for what sort of thing will satisfy the
demands for a solution. For example, in logic we lay down ade-
quacy requirements for a solution of such and such a problem be-
fore we solveit. What would constitute a solution? We can have a
sense of what would be a satisfactory solution before we haveit. |
am pointing out that historically philosophershave beentemptedto
stay within aframework which, however problematicitis, isthefa-
miliar one. | am indicating in particular in the problem of percep-
tion, we have a classic example of a situation where something is
needed to resolve puzzles that actually exist.?! | am warning that
the philosopher should not simply say, “well, let’swait until psy-
chologistsdoit.” Thispresupposesthat thejob of the philosopher is
simply to bethe owl of Minervaand | want to suggest that philoso-
phers should be concerned to call attention to problematic situa-
tionsandto possibilitiesfor resolving themwherever they exist and

21 Epistemology II, track 2 (#3).
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not simply bethe owl of Minervathat takesflight after science has
retired.

Science and Philosophy

For me, philosophy isthe crowning not only of science but of
course, of ethicsand all the dimensions of experience. Philosophy
is, initsclassical sense, theattempt... | attempted to statein so many
wordswhat | thought the aim of philosophy was, it issimply the at-
tempt to know one’s way around in the world in all of its dimen-
sions. | regard the professional separation of philosophers from
other areas as an unhappy fortuitous accident. It didn’t used to be
trueand | am surethat someday, it will not betrue. | think that right
now the professional divisionsleadto afalsification of therelation-
ship. | think that the true historian is one like Collingwood, who
writesthe history of Britain and writes about what it isto write the
history of Britain! Onewho thinksabout what it isto have evidence
for ahistorical argument. For me, philosophy is just the crowning
of all intellectual enterprise! Philosophy is the perfection of all
these enterprises and if that isn't a classical notion, | don’t know
what is.

Basic Individuals

The fundamental difference here[as far as concerns basic and
reducible individuals] is between pure mathematics and what is
crudely called, applied mathematics or applied conceptual
schemes. I nthe case of puredeductive systems, wecan find alterna-
tive axiomatizations which have the same total force. Putting it
crudely, the same body of “theorems” (including axioms) can be
cut up in different ways. The interesting thing, however, about the
physical or natural order isthat herewe have, inaway, a“brutefact
element” which we attempt to capture by means of induction and
theory construction. So that we don’t have the same kind of free-
dom that we do, roughly, in the construction of pure mathematical
systems. | would arguethat the basic individual s of the physical or-
der are the items which the laws of nature, in their simplest form
(and here we get the problem of what is simplicity) require us to
hold to be the basic individuals. Where this is not a matter of free
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construction but a matter of the methodological restrictions of
induction and theory construction.?2

| am talking about the purpose of natural science (for theory
construction) whichisnot in that same sense an alternative purpose
which for example, we can look at a building from an architectural
point of view, we can look at it from a demolition expert point of
view and so on. Butinthe case of naturewelook at it from the stand-
point of the methodol ogy of science. Againyou see, you havetore-
member that in considering basic versus nonbasic in pure
mathematics we have to consider not only the concepts involved
but the propositionsinvolved. Therefore it is dangerousto simply
look at it intermsof the objects, asit were. What | tried to do wasto
indicate a distinction, an abstract distinction, between reducible
and non-reducible individuals. But | would like to emphasize that
what isgoingto count asareducibleindividual hasto be so not only
invirtue of considerations of whole and part and so on, but interms
of the actual homological structure of the system. Roughly, one of
the criteria of an adequate conceptual scientific systemissimplic-
ity and even if we could reaxiomatize, suppose we had ideal phys-
ics, even if axiomatized in different waystaking different items as
basic, there would be presumably, and here we get into some of the
moretouchy issuesin philosophy of science, away whichwould be
the simplest way. What the concept of simplicity amountsto, | am
not prepared to say anything about it.

In physicsmy conception would bethat in principlethereisdis-
tinguishable a picture of the world which is non-arbitrary and
which can be singled out from its alternatives. Thisis, as| said, a
moot point and | am aware that is a moot point.

The Philosophical Enterprise

Philosophy is not a conjunctive enterprise. It is not atogether-
ness of seeings, it is a seeing of togetherness, bringing out the
intentionality of theword. The historian whoisaphilosophical his-
torianisonewho reflected on the methodol ogy of history and hasa
feeling for theway history tiesinwith sociology, anthropology and
so on. But of coursethe philosophical historianisstill limitedinhis

22 Epistemology II, track 3 (#4).
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horizons. Now ideally philosophy isthe sort of thing which can be
doneonly collectively. Peirce spoke of the scientific community, |

think we should speak, | wish we could speak, of the philosophical

community.?® There were times when a philosopher could be a
philosophical community all to himself so to speak. But those days
aregoneforever andif thereis going to be aphilosophical commu-
nity, it hasto beacommunity of many and the fragmentation of phi-
losophy, which has been so characteristic of recent decades, weare
beginning to overcome, there is more communication now | detect
thentherewasbut philosophy can exist only inthiscollectiveenter-
prise not in any arbitrary, or artificial sense of collective, like col-
lective writing used to be in the romantic days of early Soviet
communism, but it hasto be agenuinely group enterprisein which
thereiscommunication. To some extent philosophers suffer froma
lack of disciplinewhich is characteristic of science and chemistry.
Anyone who does chemistry, knows the status of his problem, he
knowstheliterature, anyone who does mathematicsor logic knows
theliterature, and so on. In philosophy thereis no such sense of re-
sponsibility, that is one reason why it tends to be so ephemeral.
How longwill itbefore, if ever, thisischanged so that thereisagen-
uine sense of communication, a sense of carrying on adialoguein
philosophy, | don’'t know. But it seems to me that this is the

message.
The Object of Philosophy

The philosopher obviously has to be looking at some specific
intellectual enterprisein order to philosophize otherwise heisdoo-
dling. The philosopher might be studying being as being but if he
doesn’t study being as being in the context of studying being as ex-
tension, being as color, being as conscience and so on, he ain’t
studying being as being, he is studying noises.

Scientific Realism
When | talk about “in principle science,” | am not talking about

any historical stages. What | am doing really isexplicating our con-
cept of reality, that is what Peirce was doing, when Peirce spoke

23 Epistemology II, track 4 (#5).
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about what the scientific community in the long run would agree
upon, and | don’t agree with all hisformulations, but | am indicat-
ing the spirit of it, he was saying that thisis what we mean by what
is. So that he is not making a historical prediction, heisnot saying
some time, some where, somewhen, the scientific community will
shake hands and say, “Brothersthat’sit.” He was explicating what
wemeant by being real. Andthat isall we can do, and thismakesno
historical predictionwhatever about thefuture. Scientistsmight al -
ways be an excited camp of people who are hurling invectives at
one another, Copenhagen, anti-Copenhagen, and so on. There are
of coursemany axiomatizations of Newtonian mechanicswhichare
mathematically equivalent. The interesting problem comes when
we attempt to correl ate these abstract deductive systemswith oper-
ational, experimental data. So again we must distinguish between
the alternative axiomatize-ability of pure deductive systems from
the problem at hand, namely, isit in principle the case that science
hasasitstel os one picture of theworld. My answer to that question
is, “yes.” That does not involve prediction.?* Y ou have to distin-
guish between conceptual problems and historical problems. After
all putting it in historical terms, the ideathat reality is determinate
isjust another way of saying that science, in principle, would agree
on a picture of it.

Changing Frameworks

The warrant [for the philosophical approach] is having good
reasons for the hypothesis one puts forward. If one has good rea-
sons for them, then ipso facto, one has reasons to suppose that
neurophysiology, for example, would bear them out. Obviously to
have good reasonsfor aschematic hypothesisis, ipso facto, to have
good reason for supposing that some detailed scientific account
will begivenof it. Thesearetwo waysof sayingthe samething.

For the moment | can draw again on the perception issue and
here | drew the analogy between my sketch of what would be ade-
quacy criteriafor asolution of the perception problem, and the case
in mathematical logic or semanticsfor atheory of truth. Carnap, for
example, insemanticslaid down adequacy criteriafor an account of

24 Epistemology II, track 5 (#6).
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truth. Now | have regarded this asin effect, laying down aschema
for atheory, and then of course Carnap proceedsto give hisversion
of atheory which will satisfy these adequacy criteria. Asl saidif |

amrightinthinking that the problemsposed by the phenomenol ogy
of perception require acertain kind of solution. In other words, we
spoke here of the somehow presence, of items which are somehow
pink and red, cubicletotheperceiver. Now you seethat isaschema,
inother wordsas| seeit, atheory hastofill inthe" somehow”. What
| attempted to do wasto indicate how the* somehow” could befilled
inbut eventhen, | think that the most the philosopher can hopeto do
isto be more and more determinately schematic, but if heison the
right track at all, the ultimate cash hasto be found in the kind of de-
terminate theory which an adequate neurophysi ol ogy of perception
would give. | am going to discuss that next time. | do have
something to say about that specific issue.

I will also be discussing thinking, and the concept of the
intentionality of thought. | want to makethe same point there: that it
isimportant not to keep rehearsing the structure of intentionality
but we haveto seeif there are any wayswe can understandit. And |
would try to show that there are problematic features of
intentionality which demand a transcendence of traditional ac-
counts. Just as there are problematic features of perception which
demand a transcendence of the phenomenological approach.?®

25 Epistemology I, end of tape, track 5 (#6), 4:58.
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Lecture Il

Reply to Firth

I might follow through on one of thethemesfrom my discussion
on Monday evening by commenting on apaper by Prof. Firth called
“Coherence, Certainty and Epistemic Priority.”?% In away it is at-
tacking thetype of view towhich | am friendly although | don’t ex-
actly recognize it in the formulation that he gives.

One of the useful ways of emphasizing some of the pointsthat |
wasmaking thelast timeisto discussan argument of Roderick Firth
to show that it makes good sense to suppose that physical redness,
therednessof physical objects, canbedefinedintermsof looksred.

It should be clear that on the analysis that | gave last time any
suchattemptisdoomedtofailurefromthestartif “looks” istakenin
its ordinary sense. For as | was emphasizing, 1ooks or ostensibly
seesor it appearsto onethat and all of these locations apply to the
experiences which contain the thought “such and such a physical
object isred.” Thus it seems to Jones that there is ared object in
front of him contains a reference to a thought on John’ s part that
thereisared object in front of him. And thusit would be atruism
that inthisbasic sense of looks, the ordinary sense of | ooks, the con-
cept of being red is logically prior to that of looks red.?’

Thusif Firth’ sattempt isto get off the ground, he must be say-
ing that the non-propositional element, the non-conceptua ele-
ment, the “non-thinking” element in perceptual experience for
which the term “looks” is borrowed is itself red in a well-defined
sense which is other than physical redness and which does not pre-
suppose physical redness. But as | argued last time, the only
well-defined sense of red other than physical redness which we
found isthat of atheoretical nature which is built on analogy with

26 Epistemology I, track 0. Roderick Firth, The Journal of Philosophy, Vol.
LXVI, No. 19 (October, 1964): pp. 545-557. Thereply to Firth becomesasub-
stantial part of the Appendix tothefirst “ Structureof Knowledge” lecture.

27 Inthelecture, “TheMyth of Jones,” WSdistinguishes 1st order “believingin”
or “taking” (this-such) from the 2nd order seemingto see or feeling or looking
f which is, in turn is distinguished from 3rd order endorsements (I see...).



186 Question and Answers

physical redness and hence would not be logically independent of
it, it would presuppose it.

However given Firth’s supposedly well-defined or clear sense
of looksred he must be arguing that “a certain object, O, looks red
tomeor red and triangular to me,” must havethe sense of “object O
isthe cause of ared and triangular element in my perceptual experi-
ence” and he must be arguing that there looksto be ared and trian-
gular object hasthe sense of thereisared and triangular element in
my perceptual experience in a well-defined sense of red and
triangular.

It should beclear that on the view that | am defending oneisnot
in aposition to perceive anything, oneisnot at the level of percep-
tual knowledge, one that is not in the position of being able to see
that something is the case unless one has a whole system of con-
ceptswhichformthe, asl put it last time, the mental ese language of
physical objects in space and time which have perceptible quali-
ties.?®

Firth, following C.I. Lewis, arguesthat whatever the empirical
facts of language learning, there is available a domain of concepts
pertaining to the sensible qualities which islogically independent
of concepts pertaining to physical objects. Andinthespirit of tradi-
tional empiricism hefindsthe source of these conceptsto be, what |
have called the non-per ceptual cor e of theperceptual experienceof

physical objects. Thus he writes:
if aphilosopher maintainsthat the Appleisred can beanalyzed
as meaning the Apple would look red under such and such
physical conditions, he is assuming that looksred is logically
priortoisred,i.e., thatisat least logically possibleto havethe
concept |ooks red before we acquire the concept is red but if29
theappearance theory of meaning of conceptsiscorrect and we
cannot fully understand |ooks red unless we possess the con-
trasting concept isred, (notice he should have said ‘is seen to

28 WSacceptsthe non-inferential warrant increasing propertiesin the sensethat
he has frameworkly-warranted warrant principles but not the 24-karat modes
of apprehension. Theultimately non-inferential warrant increasing properties
derive from the non-inferential warrant increasing properties attributed to a
judgment because it islikely to be true: anon-inductively warranted warrant
principle. Theprinciplesariseasaresult of whatitistobeapersonthrowninto
aworld of “hunks of white,” as“ivory”, WSwould say, that is ambiguous be-
tween stuff and color.

29 Epistemology I, track 1 (physical track 2).
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be red’ rather than ‘isred’ because “looks” is contrasted with
“isseentobe,”) thenit would seemthatitisnot logically possi-
bleto havethe concept looks red before we havethe conceptis
red. Thisparadox might evenlead usto wonder indeed whether
the conceptual independence of looks and is, is enough to un-
dermine Lewis’ basic assumption that we can make expressive
judgments, for example, | seemto seeadoor knaob, it looksasif
| am seeing something red, without at the same time asserting
or at least implying (I would day) something about the nature
of objective reality. It is these objective judgments according
to Lewisthat enable usto escape the coherence theory of justi-
fication and if it should turn out that these judgments all
make somecovert referenceto physical objectsthen
depending of course on the kind of covert reference
it might no longer be possible to make the
epistemological distinction that Lewis requires.

Now | doin point of fact hold something like a coherence the-
ory of justification. But | amjust concerned now to pinpoint what |
regard as a very bad argument which Firth goes on to give for his
position. Firth following Lewis, note that Firth is confusing the
proper sense of looksin whichit contrastswith is seen to bewith a
contrived sense in which it merely means something like causes a
red itemin my experience. But although thisishiskey mistake, itis
worth noting that the second step in hisargument isahowler. Thus
he writes and here | quote

it is a genetic fact but a fact with philosophical implications
that when a child first begins to use the word ‘red’ with any
consistency, he applies it to the things that ook red to him
whether these things are aswe should say really red or whether
they are merely made to appear red by abnormal conditions of
observation. Thusthe child callswhitethingsred when he sees
them through red class. Infact at this stage, the child says‘ red’
in just those circumstances in which we as adults would truth-
fully say looksred to me now. So that it woul d not be unreason-
able to assert that the child is using the word red to express a
primitive form of the concept looks red.”

The absurdity of this argument can be brought out by the fol-
lowing parallel: “In fact, just at this stage of his development the
child says‘red’ inthose circumstancesin which we as adults could
truthfully say electromagnetic waves of wavelengths lambda are
striking hisretina, sothat it would not be unreasonabl eto assert that
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the child isusing ‘red’ to express a primitive form of the concept
electromagnetic wavesof wavel ength lambdastriking aretina.”

Persons. The Manifest I mage

| want to turn to the main topic of the evening which is persons
as involved inthestructure of knowledge and | am going to be con-
cerned with somebasic featuresof personsinthemanifestimage.

Inmy first lecture | was exploring the nature of our philosophi-
cal knowledge of such elementary facts as that there is a pink ice
cubeinfront of meor that thereisared book on the shelf. | empha-
sized that | was bracketing, that is suspending commitment to, the
structure of concepts involved in micro-physical theory and con-
sidering perception as it might have been considered by an episte-
mologist who lived in the days when atomic theory wasbut agleam
inthe Democritean eye. In short, the model with which | waswork-
ing was essentially an Aristotelian one although | was not con-
cerned with problems of historical exegesis.

| was emphasizing that in this model, material things are col-
oredinasensewhichisnot to beexplicated intermsof ahypotheti-
cal referenceto sensationsof color, | asked you to consider the case
of the pink ice cube®® and | pointed out how implausibleit isto sug-
gest that to seeit to be pink is“to seeit to have the power to cause
normal observersin standard conditionsto have sensations of pink
or to sense pinkly.” Indeed | argued that the idea that when people
seepinkicecubes, or seemto see pink icecubes, or hallucinate pink
ice cubes, they are having sensations of pink isatheoretical expla-
nation of how people can have these experiences when no pink
transparent material object isbeforetheir eyes. | concluded by sug-
gesting that the most sati sfactory form of thistheoretical accountis
that sensing a pink ice cube is a state of the person which is nor-
mally brought about by the presence of a pink cubicle transparent
material thing before their eyes in daylight but which can be
brought about in abnormal circumstances by for example, a gray
object illuminated by a pink light or by a pink rhomboidal object
viewed through a distorting medium, or a hallucination by for ex-

30 Epistemology I, track 2 (physical track 3).
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ampleaprobing of acertain region of the brain with an electrode, or
by taking ahallucinogenic drug after much talk of pink icecubes.

| distinguished between the propositional and the non-proposi-
tional content of the visual experience and | characterized the for-
mer as a thinking that something is the case where thinking was
construed as the occurrence in the mind of sentences in mentalese
or to use the traditional term, inner speech. | said relatively little
about mental ese save to emphasize the positive analogy between it
and overt verbal behavior. | concentrated on the non-propositional
aspect of visual experience. And was concerned to show that unless
supplemented by theory construction, the phenomenology of per-
ception takes us no further than the idea that somehow, something
which isin some sense pink and cubical is present to the perceiver
other than by merely being thought of.

Per ceptual Response

This evening | want to explore what happens to the pink ice
cube and our perception of it when we face up to theimplications of
thescientific revolution. But before picking up thistheme, | want to
explore the topic of the thinking asinner speech or mental ese and
lay the groundwork for adiscussion of theimplications of the scien-
tific revolution for the nature of thought.

Unless one takes a purely instrumental view of scientific ob-
jects both both sensing and thinking must be correctly located in a
context of neurophysiological activity. The traditional mind-body
problem hastwo dimensi onswhich have often been run together, or
at least not carefully distinguished. First what istherelation of sen-
sationsto physical states of the body and secondly what istherela-
tion of conceptual states, thinkings, inner speech, to the physical
states of the body.

It should not be assumed that these two dimensions of the
mind-body problem admit of the samesolution. | urged that wetake
seriously the idea that thoughts are mental ese sentence events and
that mentalese has a strong positive analogy with overt linguistic
behavior, for example saying things in English. Just how is this
analogy to be understood?

To begin withwe must simplify our model by abstracting from
those features of language by virtue of whichitisaninstrument for
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influencing people. And for most people of course, thisisthe most
important part of the language. As John Austin hasemphasized, we
can do thingswith words, we can inform or misinform, we can com-
municate our beliefs, we can make promises and so on. Illocution-
ary and perlocutionary acts to use Austin’s term are actions. Like
all actions they are sometimes deliberate, sometimes unintended,
sometimes thoughtless. | am going to abstract from these features
of linguistic behavior. | am not however going to abstract from lin-
guistic actionsaltogether for inthemodel | shall propose, tothinkis
to use language and since, as | indicated last time, some thought
processes are actions—they are the sort of thing that can be done
deliberately—for example one can decide to do them like thinking
about a problem, we must have a place in our model for some lin-
guistic action but I want you now to view language not so much asa
means of acting, of doing things, but asameansof thinking.3!

Roughly, I am going to be excluding those linguistic actions
which are other oriented and involve language as a means of com-
municating with, and making commitments to and influencing our
fellow man. Now the simplified model that | propose to work with
can be called “verbal behaviorism.” This is again a simplified
model and | emphasized last time, that in the philosophy we con-
struct simple models which we understand because we have con-
structed them and they are models applying to some area of
discourse. Thedanger isto befascinated by anicely working model
andtotry regard it aseverywhereapplicable. Thecorrect methodin
philosophy isto construct amodel then look back at the areaof dis-
course which you are modeling and notice that you haven't cap-
tured somefeaturesof it, come back to your model and work withit
again, reshape it, re-articulated and look back, it is a constant dia-
logue between the model and what you are attempting to model .

We must not be afraid to oversimplify, we must simply avoid
being fascinated by the niceness of our oversimplifications. | am
goingto develop aview that I'll call “verbal behaviorism” whichis
not an adequate view but which is the beginning of an adequate
view and what more could one want.

31 Epistemology IlI, track 2 (#3) end.



191
Perceptual Response

Thisview that I'm going to call “verbal behaviorism” isnot in-
tended as an adequate account of thinking, it isover simple. But |
believethat it will proveauseful tool whichwill help usunderstand
some of the features of thinking and of our own awareness of our-
selvesasthinking which have been asource of puzzlement sincethe
very dawn philosophy. In other words, it will | think throw some
light on the kind of puzzles that traditionally exist about thought
and our self-knowledge with respect to ourselves as thinking be-
ings. Furthermore it is over simplified in a number of other ways
becausethereareall kindsof thinking, thereisthethinkingwhichis
logical thinking, there is a thinking which is empirical thinking
about the objects around us, that kind of thinking which iswriting
poetry, thereisthat kind of thinking which iswriting music.3? and
so on. So there are all kinds of thinking and | am going to be as it
were concentrating on a very simple, restricted region of thought
because my feeling isthat if we can understand at | east to some ex-
tent some restricted area, we have a means of getting agrip on the
whole area provided we are willing, honestly and candidly to ex-
pand our model in terms of the problems posed by the areas of
thought that we are dealing with. | have no illusions about the
model | am proposing, it is an oversimplified model.

Now according to thismodel, thinking that-p where this means
having thethought occur to onethat-p—it suddenly occurred to me
that he was an enemy, it suddenly occurred to me that the automo-
bileis running out of gas—bear that notion in mind: “it suddenly
occurringto onethat” and thisisasenseof thinking which| want to
put at the center of the stage. According to verbal behaviorism this
oversimplified model that | am proposing, having the thought oc-
curred to one that-p has as its basic meaning, saying p, literaly,
yakking, talking, saying out loud, “I just missed the bus!” in other
words having the thought occur to you, according to verbal behav-
iorism, is in this primary sense something like saying out loud

32 Theapplicationtoartand musicisexploredin Robert Kraut’s Artworld Meta-
physics (Oxford, 2007).
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“Geeg, | just missed thebus!” Y ou are not deciding to say it, you are
not using it asameansor aninstrument, itisasl liketo say thinking
out loud “Gee, | just missed thebus.” Now | want you to takethat as
the basic meaning of thinking, having the thought occur to onethat
something.33 Takeit at itsface value, don’t start constructing athe-
ory about it, simply recognize that somebody might just say out
loud, “ Gee, | missed thebus!” Andthisisjust acandid, straightfor-
ward saying something.

Thinking that-p

According to verbal behaviorism, thisis the primary sense of
the expression “having the thought occur to one that | just missed
thebus!” 34 The secondary senseisgoingto bethefollowing, thatin
which it isamatter of ashort term proximate disposition to say, “I
just missed the bus.” In other wordsthe full-blooded sensein which
the thought occursto one*| just missed the bus” issimply thinking
out loud, “I just missed the bus” but of course we often think with-
out saying anything. And thisiswhere the problemsbegin to come
in becausewhat isit to think without saying anything, according to
thisapproach? The concept that | introduced thereisthat of a short
term proximate disposition to say out loud, or to say, “1 just missed
the bus” example. For example there is the bus, it is just pulling
away, thereyou are. Now onetimeyou might say, “1 just missed the
bus.” But the next time you might just stay there and with a per-
plexed ook on your face and you don’t say anything. But the point
isthat somehow you may be short-circuiting saying, you may bere-
straining asaying. Itisasthoughyouwereall ready to say “| missed
thebus” but you cut it off, soto speak. And so you haveapropensity
to say it and that propensity, however, is counterbalanced by other
propensities because we are very complicated beings and one
propensity that we have may be overruled or overpowered by
another.

| want you to think of there being an episode there which is a
matter of your having on the tip of your tongue so to speak, “I just
missed the bus” but you don’t actually say it. You are in such a
frame of mind aswe say, that if you were in a candid thinking out

33 The examples are explored at length in ME.
34 Epistemology I, end of Track 3 (#4), start of Track 4 (#5).
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loud frame of mind, youwould have saidit. And that can be eventu-
ally clipped asan episode becauseyou are caught upinlifeand your
thinking goes on other tracks.

Disposition and Propensity

This givesyou afeeling for what | mean by a short term and a
proximate disposition. It isaproximate disposition becauseitisas
it were on the tip of your town and all it requiresis akind of “let-
ting-goish” kind of attitude for it to come out. Now according to
verbal behaviorist, most of the thinking episodes that we are in-
volved in are of thiskind. They are episodic, they are short term,
and they are on thetip of the tongue so to speak but they don’t get
out. It isvery important to realize in this context that dispositions
and propensities can be vanishingly short in their duration. As a
matter of fact, last time | considered a piece of soft iron in ahelix
through which an electric current is passed, thereit isall wired up,
press magnetized, unpressed, not magnetized, back and forth
quick! quick! quick!, what you have there is however, if we leave
micro-physical theory aside—a point to which | want to re-
turn—what we haveisthat first the soft iron has the propensity to
attract iron filings, to haveiron filingscling toit. So thereit isand
theironfilings cling and then you’ d take your finger off the switch
andthey don’t cling, they cling, and they don’t cling and so on.

We can say of theironthat it first of all hasthe propensity to at-
tract and then it lacksit, then it gainsit, thenit lacksit, you seethis
iswhy itisvery important to distinguish between what | call an oc-
current property and a mere occurrence, even a dispositional pro-
pensity can occur to something. And we can imagine some kind of
stuff that might be soluble one moment and then you’ d change the
context and it isnot soluble, then it becomes sol ubl e, then not solu-
ble. Itisquiteclear that iffy properties can bevery short term. And
according to verbal behaviorist, thinking if itisn’t an actual think-
ing out loud, isapropensity to think out loud which can be as short
termed as you wish. So that the verbal behaviorist says that we
don't need to postulate any theoretical states of unobservable
thoughts, all we need to recognizeisthat people can think out loud
and they can have the propensity to think out loud and that these
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would account for all the rapid occurrences of thoughts which we
would want to talk about.®®

Notice that | am treating that-clauses as quoting expressions
thus for example the thought that 2+2 = 4 occurred to Jones be-
comes, according to the verbal behaviorist, Jones said or had a
short-term propensity to say, ‘2+2 = 4’36

There are basic problems here pertaining to the fact that in a
sense, the same thought can be formulated in different languages
and this can indeed, this does indeed pose serious problemsin the
philosophy of mind. | am going however, to make the simplifying
assumption that we can discuss the fundamental issuesin philoso-
phy of mind for our purposesby neglecting thefact of the multiplic-
ity of different languages. Now | have discussed these issues
pertaining to translation in many different places and it isarich
topicinitsownright. But thekind of issuel want to discussdoes not
hinge on thisbecauseit turnsout that the treatment of translationis
perfectly compatiblewiththedistinctionsthat | will bedrawing.

| shall be using the thought occurred to Jones that 2+2 = 4 as
equivalent to Jones said or had a short term proximate disposition
tosay ‘' 2+2=4". Now picking up some of thethemesfromthe above
discussion of linguistic action, it is essential to note that just as
thinking that-p in the sense of having the thought occur to one
that-p, that this is not a mental performance, something that one
does or could do voluntarily, so in the verbal behaviorist model,
saying-pisnottobeconstrued asanillocutionary act. Itisnot an ac-
tionintheconduct sense. Itisanact only inthe Aristotelian sense of
actuality. If apersonsaysoutloud, ‘| just missed thebus', thisisan
actual occurrence but it isnot an action in the sense that it is some-
thing he voluntarily choosesto do. It issomething that is generated
by histotal frame of mind and by the circumstancesin which heis
but it is not something that he has decided to do. We can decideto
say thingsbut I am going to so to usethe word “say” that saying is
not thesort of thingthat onedecidesto do any morethanthinkingis
something that one decides to do except in that special sense in
which thinking about rel ativity theory is something one can decide
todo. Inthat sense of thinking, onecan decidetodoit. Butthereisa

35 Epistemology I, end of track 4 (#5).
36 Epistemology I, track 5 (#6).
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sense of thinking, the basic sense, in which is not something that
one decidesto do any morethan one decidesto seeachair. After all
| can decideto look at achair but if I'm looking in the appropriate
way, | don’t decideto think “thereisachair there.” It is something
that occurs without my deciding to do it.

According to the verbal behaviorist saying-p is not to be con-
strued as, in Austin’s sense, an illocutionary act. It is to be con-
strued as | have elsewhere put it, as a candidly thinking out loud
that-p and it isnot to be confused with asserting to someone that-p,
telling someone that-p, or any of the other verbal performances so
lovingly collected by Austin and hisfollowers. Of coursein any or-
dinary senseof theterm, saying-pisaperformanceand thereforelet
me warn you that as | am using the phrase “saying-p,” it is a
technical usage.

| could use other technical terms like ‘tokening’ or ‘uttering’
but I think ‘saying’ will be the most hel pful and the onethat carries
with it the most suggestive overtones. | am using the expression“S
saysthat-p” in acontrived sense in which these options are closed
and the utterance specifically construed as a candid thinking out
loud inthe sense of it occurring to one out loud, asit were, that one
has missed the bus.

Now we can imagine achild to learn arudimentary languagein
terms of which he can perceive and draw inferences and act. In do-
ing so the child begins by uttering noises which sound like words.
He utters noi seswhich sound like sentences and he ends by uttering
noiseswhich arewords and by uttering noiseswhich are sentences.
We might use quoted expressions to describe what he is doing in
both stages.3” We might say, “he uttered ‘daddy’” or “he uttered
‘whereisthedolly? ”. Butintheearlier stageswhen wearedealing
withachildwhoisjust fumbling toward the use of language, weare
classifying hisutterancesassoundsreally and only by courtesy and
hope often, and anticipation, are we classifying them as words and
sentences. It is only when the child has got the hang of how the
sounds function in language that he can be properly characterized
as saying ‘thisis a book’, or ‘it is not raining’, or ‘lightning so
shortly thunder’, or ‘ you’ ve spanked meand soyoudon’tloveme’.

37 Epistemology I, end of track 5 (#6), beginning of track 6 (#7).
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Functional Classification

What | am emphasizing hereisto say what a person says, isto
give afunctional classification of his utterances. Y ou are not con-
cerned withthemmerely asnoisesor sounds. Y ou aregiving afunc-
tional classification when you use quotation marks. The verbal
behaviorist model agreeswith Wittgenstein: the meaning of the ut-
teranceisitsuse. Thetroubleisthat for Wittgenstein, the notion of
“use” blended together and blurred together the different kinds of
linguistic activity which | was discussing before. In other words,
when Wittgenstein saysthat the meaning of an expressionisitsuse,
the kind of use that he has in mind includes such things as making
promises, giving commands, communicating something to some-
one, telling someone something and so on. Whereas | have built a
limited model inwhichthat kind of useisgoing to be not of the com-
munication and influencing kind but simply, as | put it, of the
thinking out loud kind.

So let us consider the functional relationships which are in-
volved in language having meaning in this very restricted model.
Some of the functional relationship are purely intralinguistic or as
they are often called, syntactical, they are connected with logical
relationships, for example there are the functional relationships
that are illustrated by syllogistic reasoning. For example: all men
aremortal, Socratesisaman, so Socratesis mortal. Herewe have a
functional relationship between expressionswhich concernsthein-
ternal structure of language, itisamatter of theinternal structure of
language that this a consequential pattern of sentences. And of
course, asweknow, part of thevery meaning of wordslike“all” and
“some” and “not” and “and” and“or” isamatter of thesefunctional
relationships. These are called the syntactical or the “logical”
functional relationships in language.

Other functional features of language concern languageasare-
sponse to physical objects. Thus for example candidly saying or
having the thought occur to one, “Lo! thistableisred” or “Lo! this
tableisbrown.” One of thefunctions of language is connected with
itsrelationship to the world in perception aswe have been discuss-
ing it. We can call this the function of language in which it func-
tionsasaresponseto objectsin perception. Still othersconcern the
connection of practical thinking with behavior, for example, inits
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simplest formwewould have such connectionsasthat between say -
ing, ‘1 shall raise my hand’ and raising ones hand. Suppose some-
oneknowshowtosay, ‘I shall now raisemy hand’,*| shall now raise
my hand’ 1 shall now raise my hand’'. He often says, ‘I shall now
raise my hand’ or ‘raise my leg’ but he never does anything. We
would say somehow or other that kid has' nt quite caught on to the
meaning of the phrase, he doesn’t understand how this sentence
works. You can’t really mean “I shall now raise my hand” unless
you have some propensity to raise your hand or unlessyou are ly-
ing, and lying is avery sophisticated thing. A child hasto learn to
tell thetruth first. I don’t know whether itisablessing or not but at
least it showsthat thereisaperiod, at least, intheory in which truth
occurs. | would then say that in order for achild to havelearned the
meaning of such a sentence as ‘| shall now raise my hand’ other
things being equal, there must be a propensity to raise hishand. So
there are various kinds of functional relationships between lan-
guage and perception, language and action, and language and ar-
gument. And those are the three dimensions that | want to
particularly call your attention to.

All of these dimensions of functioning, can occur3® not only at
the level where oneisthinking out loud about the world but also at
the level where one is the thinking about language itself, because
one can not only uselanguageto talk about things, one can uselan-
guage to talk about language. All these distinctions, in principle,
are reflected at the higher level where one is concerned with lan-
guage. Now this is particularly important for the philosophy of
mind. Thus when we characterize a person’s utterance by using a
quotation, we areimplying that the utterance that the person makes
isaninstance of acertain specific way of functioning. Consider for
example the following: it would be absurd to say, ‘Tom said’, as
contrasted with merely uttered anoise, ‘itisnot raining’. But Tom
has no propensity whatsoever to avoid saying that it israining and
not raining. Y ou seethat would be just as silly asto say, Tom just
said ‘1 shall now raise my hand’ but he has no propensity whatever
to raise his hand.

38 Epistemology Ill, start of track 7 (#8).
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In other words when we actually characterize what someone
says by quoting, we are implying that the utterance in question is
satisfactorily functioninginacertain way which we could describe.
Thusto characterize aperson’ sutterance by quoting sentencescon-
taining logical wordsistoimply that the corresponding soundslike
“and,” “or,” “not,” “all,” “some,” function properly in hislanguage
behavior. Again | am characterizing the verbal behaviorist posi-
tion. And we are implying that the uniformities characteristic of
these ways of functioning are present in his sayings and in his
proximate propensities to say things.

The functioning which gives the utterances of one who has
learned the language their meaning can exist merely at the level of
uniformities. Asin the fledglings speaker who is being trained by
his parents. Those who train him think about these functionings,
they are worried about his utterances, they are worried about
whether they are going to function properly and they are using
sticks and carrots to ensure that his utterances occur in the right
kinds of patterns, and in theright kinds of contexts. So that the par-
entsin teaching have not only to think about theworld but they al so
haveto think about language. The child does not start out by think-
ing about language, he starts out by trying it out and being encour-
aged or discouraged from doing what he does in the way of
speaking. The trainer operates not only at the level of the trainee
thinking thoughts about things but also at the higher level whichis
thinking thoughts about the functionings by virtue of which the
first level language has the meaning that it does. In traditional
terms, the trainer knows the rules which govern the correct func-
tioning of language. Thelanguage learner begins by conforming to
the rules without grasping them himself. Only subsequently does
the language learner become a full-fledged member of the linguis-
tic community who thinks thoughts, theoretical and practical, not
only about nonlinguistic items such as tables, chairs and so on but
also about linguistic items. That is, from the point of view of our
simpleverbal behaviorist model, about first level thoughts. He has
then developed from being the object of training and criticism by
others, to the stage at which he can train and criticize other lan-
guage usersand even himself. Indeed the language | earner has now
reached the point at which he can formulate new and sophisticated
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standards in terms of which to reshape his own language and
develop new modes of thought.

According to verbal behaviorism, thinking isprimarily saying,
secondarily it is having proximate propensities to say and of
course, thinking about thought is thinking about language with all
these relevant distinctions being properly put into place. Notice
that on theverbal behaviorist model, we can distinguish clearly be-
tween the functional role of utterances and the phonemes, the
noises, the sounds, the sheer materials as it were of the language
which embody these functions. Like theword ‘or’ embodiesacer-
tainfunction but theword‘ or’ asacertain sound, that noise must be
carefully distinguished from the word as functioning in a certain
way, and it is meaningful not because3® of the sound obviously but
because of itsfunction which | indicated awhile ago in termsof the
way inwhichthelogical wordsfunctionin patternsof argument.

Now notice that we are working with avery tough-minded ac-
count of thought. Thinking is using language, that is what it is.
There is nothing more to it than using language. | want you to ac-
cept thisasaninitial model because as| have all ready indicated, it
is very oversimplified but by working with this model, you will
learn a lot about problems of meaning and mind.

It is the most significant fact that the classical conception of
thought as inner speech or mentalese draws no such clear distinc-
tion between the conceptual functions of mentalese symbols and
the material swhich serve asthe vehicle of these functions. In other
words, it doesn’'t draw a distinction paralleling that between the
sound “or” and the function of the word “or," between the sound
“not” and the function of the word “not,” between the sound “red”
and thefunction of theword “red.” On theother hand if the anal ogy
between thinking, classically conceived, and overt linguistic be-
havior isto beareasonably positive one, theideathat there must be
inner linguistic vehiclesor materialswould seemto be areasonable
one. So we want to press thisidea of the analogy between thought
and language and we beginto feel asort of gap in our ordinary clas-
sical notion of thinking. What is the material vehicle of the func-
tioning which inner speech must have if it is to be analogous to

39 Epistemology I, end of track 7 (#8), start of track 8 (#9).
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overt speech where we clearly can draw a distinction between the
sign vehicle, the phonemes and the function.

It is often thought that imagery isthe vehicle of mental ese but
there just doesn’'t seem to be enough imagery to go around and
many peoplearevery poor at imagery but very good at thinking. So
itisquiteclear that theideaof imagel essthought isby no meansin-
coherent. We are left with the question, ‘ what might be the vehicle
of inner speech?

To our verbal behaviorist model there are two familiar objec-
tionswhich must be given someattention. Inthefirst place, ‘ surely’
it will be said, ‘thinking that-p isn’t just saying that-p, even can-
didly saying that-p asyou havecharacterizedit, for candidly saying
that-p involves knowing the meaning of what one says and surely
this is no matter of producing sounds' . Knowing the meaning of
what one says. Answer: thereis all the difference in the world be-
tween parroting words and thinking out loud in terms of words. But
thedifferenceisnot that thelatter involvesanon-linguistic “ know-
ing the meaning” of what one utters, rather it is that the utterances
one makes cohere with each other and with the context in which
they occur in away which is absent in mere parroting. Here isthe
parrot, “yak, yak, yak,” the earth could be quaking, and the sky
could be falling and so on and the parrot says, “Polly wants a
cracker.” Thereisno connection whatever between what the parrot
uttersand anything el se, even what he has uttered before. Therefore
the notion of parroting is the notion of merely uttering noises
whereas the important thing about meaningful speech isits coher-
ence with its context and with the actions one performs and with
other things that one has said. Furthermore, the relevant sense of
knowing the meaning of thewordsisaform of what Rylehascalled
“knowing how.” For example, knowing how to ride a bicycle,
knowing how to swim, knowing how to talk, knowing how to use
languageis like knowing how to ride a bicycle or knowing how to
swim. And that must be carefully distinguished from knowing the
meaning of words in the sense of being ableto talk about them asa
lexicographer might. For exampleby defining them. Mastery of the
language involvesthe latter aswell astheformer. Y ou only master
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alanguage when you are able to talk about your skills aswell as
exercise them but the primary meaning of knowing the meaning of
what one says is simply being able to function linguistically in a
coherent way which is relevant to the context.

Indeed theart of thelexicographer isalso aform of “know how”
but at adifferent level, itisat thelevel of meta-language, language
about language as opposed to the level of the object language. A
second objection, ‘surely’ it will be objected, ‘we are often think-
ing when we are not saying anything, our thoughts succeed one an-
other with lightning rapidity, how can this be reconciled with the
verbal behaviorist model? But of course | have already laid the
groundwork for an answer to this. It must be remembered, again,
that propensities can change and shift as rapidly as the sands. A
third objection. Thinking does not seem to occur in words. We are
often conscious that we are thinking, for example about a certain
problem without any words going through our minds. Answer.
Only avery naive person would think of the flammability of gaso-
line, it used to be called theinflammability when | wasyoung, to be
ahidden inner flame, asthough, hereisamatch, it isnot overtly in
the flame but there is ahidden flamein it which becomes apparent
when you scratch it. But of course only avery naive person would
think of the flammability of gasolineor the flammability of amatch
as amatter of a hidden flame, an inner flame or would think of the
propensity of an electron tojump from one orbit to another asakind
of hidden jumping as though ajumping were going on in the el ec-
tron beforeit really jumped. Therefore, causal properties, propen-
sities or dispositions should not be pictured as though they were
latent in the sense of hidden (and that is what the word ‘latent’
means) actualities. Thusthe verbal behaviorist could point out that
the short-term propensity to say, “damn | missed the bus!” should
not be construed as a hidden or inner saying “I missed the bus.”
Thus the verbal behaviorist believes himself in the position to ac-
count for the classical conception of thoughts as analogous to
linguistic activity but it nevertheless involves no actual
occurrences of words in the mind.

40 Epistemology 111, end of track 9 (#10), start of track 10 (#11).
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Classical Theory

He seesthe classical theory as an attempt to blend into one co-
herent picture, items belonging to radically different categories.
The categories of act, like actually being inflamed, and the cate-
gory of propensity, having the propensity to bein flame. Above all
the verbal behaviorist model makes it clear how we know about
thoughts. For in their primary mode of being thoughts are publicly
observabl e episodes of people saying things. Thereisnothing puz-
zling about them, people say things. The primary mode of being of
thought is something that we are all familiar with, thisisone of the
radical virtues of verbal behaviorism. Thereisnothing problematic
about thoughtsintheir primary mode of being becausethey arepeo-
ple saying things candidly out loud. Of course in their secondary
mode of being, according to the verbal behaviorist, thoughts are
propensitiesto say things out loud. And propensities can be known
intheway inwhichfor example, the propensity of salt to dissolvein
water can be known. We can know that salt has the propensity to
dissolveinwater becauseitisapiece of salt and weknow by induc-
tion that salt hasthis propensity. We have observed salt dissolvein
water. So the primary mode of being of thought isthinking out loud.
Thisisanalogousto salt actually dissolving. Hereis some salt actu-
ally dissolving, here is somebody actually thinking out loud. And
the secondary mode of being of thought is as propensities to think
out loud and we can know about them in the same way in which we
know about salt as having the propensity to dissolve.*! Thuswe can
know what we think in the primary sense by literally hearing
ourselves think.

But it will be objected, we know the propensities of physical
objects by induction. We know for example that acid turns litmus
paper red by observing this happen in anumber of cases and draw-
ing ageneral conclusion from these observations. Thus we can be
said to infer that an object issolublefromthefact that it issalt. But
surely we have non-inferential knowledge of our own thoughts. To
this the answer is that part of the process of learning to use alan-
guageislearning to make autobiographical statementsand not just
autobiographical statementsin general but autobiographical state-

41 Epistemology 111, end of track 9 (#10), start of track 10 (#11).
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ments about what one is thinking. Non-inferential knowledge on
the verbal behaviorist model is amatter of reliably responding to,
for example, physical objects, in standard conditions with the ap-
propriate sentence. In other words to know non-inferentially that
this table is rectangular is to respond in standard conditions with
the sentence, and in the case of the verbal behaviorist model with
the actual saying, ‘thistableisrectangular’. And by learning the
language of perception, you learn to be caused to say, to think out
loud “this table is rectangular,” by the table itself.

Non-inferential Knowledge

This is the model of non-inferential knowledge, this is the
model of what it isto think something reliably without inferring it
be the case from anything else. Seeing something to bethe caseis,
as | illustrated, according to the verbal behaviorist, being led to
think out loud, “lo! Hereisarectangular table,” by thetableitself.
And you acquire that ability, how? By learning the language. That
iswhy itisreliable, thisisgoingto beapoint | want to discusslater
where | want to discuss knowledge as reliable belief. And now it
turnsout, you seethat the verbal behaviorist can say that part of the
training of achildintheuseof alanguageistolearntorespondtoits
own propensities to say things out loud by such athing as, ‘| was
just about to say’, or ‘it was on the tip of my tongue to say it’. In
other words, people can betrained to respond not only to tables but
to themselves. Why not? And why can’'t ones autobiographical
statement, ‘it wasonthetip of my timeto say 2+2=4", beareliable
response to the occurrence of that very propensity itself. How does
the parent know that the child has that propensity? By watching
him, by seeing the circumstancesthat heisin, and by usually, very
reasonably inferring that’ swhat the child was about to say. We can
look at people, and we can watch them and we can see the circum-
stancesthey arein and we can say, ‘ by golly heisjust about to say’
or ‘itison thetip of histongue to say something’ and if we can do
that, thenwe can trainthemto do what? To respond to that situation
that they areinwhenitisonthetip of their tongueto say something
by saying, ‘ Ahha! Y ouwerejust on the point of saying thisweren’t
you? And the child nods and a little more reinforcement of the
successful kind has occurred.
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We have asimple model of what thinkingiswhich | am calling
“verbal behaviorism.” Remember verbal behaviorism as | am de-
scribing it hereisatheory about the manifest image, itisatheory in
which peopleareAristotelian substancesor basicindividuals, it has
nothing to do with atomism or hard-core anything, itissimply aba-
sic ideathat the fundamental concepts that we have of things con-
cern what is publicly accessible, what we can be taught about by
people because they can see when we are confronted by it. | want
you to remember that the verbal behaviorism as| am developing it
hereisasophisticated philosophical theory which hasvery littleto
dowithwhatisordinarily called ‘behaviorism’. Thatiswhy | call it
verbal behaviorism simply to emphasize that it is a matter of actu-
ally saying, candidly, “I just missed the bus!” Thisisbehavior not
in the sense in which the behaviorists use the term, but in the sense
in which we ordinarily*? use it.

The important thing about of the word ‘behavior’ as we ordi-
narily useit isthat behavior isnot just a matter of afrog flicking a
piece of acid away fromitself, it isamatter of a person acting and
responding and doing things. So the original meaning of the word
‘behavior’ isavery richoneand | want to appeal toitsoriginal roots
meaning and | am not appealing to its technical use by
psychologists.

As already noted, according to the verbal behaviorist we hear
ourselves say asfor example, ‘I just missed the bus’, and when we
hear ourselves say thisweareliterally hearing ourselvesthink. We
would be thinking, for example, “the thought has just occurred to
methat | missed my bus,” and | indicated how thisthought that has
just occurred to me could be alearned responseto an actual propen-
sity to say, ‘I just missed the bus'.

| have sketched this position on verbal behaviorism and | want
youto noticethat thereare delicateissueswhich | haveleftto slum-
ber. I introduced verbal behaviorism as a simple model and while
I’ ve been polishing and defending it, it has been with the aim of
transcendingit. | believethat it correctly representsabasic stratum
in our conception of what thinking is but it is only a part of the
larger picture to which | shall now turn.

42 Epistemology |11, end of track 10 (#11), start of track 11 (#12).
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TheLarger Picture

In the case of dispositions and propensities of material things,
we distinguish between the propensities and dispositions them-
selves, which are definable in terms of test conditions and empiri-
cally ascertainable results. And the explanation of these
propensities and dispositions which theoretical physics has made
available. In other words, in the case of solubility, for example, we
said that the notion of solubility isan “iffy” notion, it isthe notion
of ahypothetical, it isanotion of “if thiswere put in water, then it
would dissolve.” Herewe have anotion which isdefined in terms
of observable features of the object. Y ou cannot observe solubility
but you can define the notion of solubility in terms of what is ob-
servable, namely, putting it in water and dissolving. The same is
true with other dispositional characteristics like being magnetized
and so on. Herewe distinguish between the disposition and the the-
oretical explanation of it whichisgiven and the case of magnetized
soft ironis particularly helpful in this connection because here we
correlate in physical theory the possession and the abandoning or
thelosing of the disposition with asteady stream of actual physical
processes at the micro-physical level. So that there are constant ac-
tual processes going on which accompany the acquiring and losing
of this propensity. As| said, in the physical explanation we distin-
gui sh between the propensities and the explanation in terms of the-
ory as to the acquiring and losing of them. And we can similarly
givean explanation in terms of micro-physicsof what itisfor asalt
to be soluble, we can give an actual account of the processes in-
volved in something being dissolved. And we can explain, interms
of theory, why salt doesthat in water rather than sitting stodgily in
the water and folding its arms so to speak and not going about its
business.

This means that the repeated occurrence and disappearance of
the iffy property which is for example the property of being such
thatif ironfilingsare present, thenthey clingtoit, isfromatheoret-
ical point of view of microphysics accompanied by actual physical
processeswhichareinduced by the current. Andwhich arereplaced
by other of physical processes when the current is turned off.
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| want to suggest now that we can regard classical theories of
mental actsconstrued as pureoccurrentsor non-iffy events, ascon-
trasted with the verbal behaviorist account of them as short term
propensities, as theories in a sense which is analogous to mi-
cro-physiological theory.*® In other words, | am suggesting now
that just aswe supplement our pictureof iron being magnetized by a
theory of pure occurrences which explain the existence of the pro-
pensities so we can regard the classical Cartesian-Aristotelian no-
tion of thought as pure occurrents as a theoretical explanation of
how it comes that these short-term propensitiesto say, to think out
loud, appear and disappear, occur and follow one another with ara-
pidity that they do. In other words | want to suggest that our
commonsense conception of thought processes is a kind of
commonsense theory which isdesigned to explain the propensities
to think out loud and the way in which they occur, much as mi-
cro-physical theory isasystem designed to explain the powers and
propensitieswhichweknow thingsto haveat the perceptual level.

Thus the theory of inner speech or mentalese would construe
these postulated thought episodes or occurrences as items which
have a strong positive analogy with the thinkings-out-loud to
which the verbal behaviorist has called attention, and rightly so.
Becausejust aswerightly call attentionto solubility andthengivea
theoretical explanation of it, so in that case of thinking, the verbal
behaviorist isright in calling attention to candid thinking out loud
but we are also right in thinking that something must lie behind
these propensitiesjust asin the case of magnetizability and solubil-
ity, we feel that some substructure must underlie the existence of
these propensities. | think thisisthe most fruitful way of looking at
classical theories of mental activity.

By the way it is interesting to note that when we refer to the
thoughts which are occurring in a person’s mind, we find it quite
natural to quotethem even though they are not overt saying. Onthe
other hand of course the negative analogy should not be neglected.
Mental events, thoughts, are not thought of aswaggings of aninner
tongue. Nor, aswe have seen, are mental ese eventsto be construed

43 Epistemology 111, end of track 11 (#12), start of track 12 (#13).
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asverbal images. | am not going to elaborate the classical theory of
thinking. Because thisis done beautifully by classical philosophy.
The point | am interested in is making a point about the theory,
rather thaninit. Becausel am concerned with the conceptual status
of all theseideaswe have about ourselves as persons. | want to con-
cern myself particularly with the principles of knowledge that are
involved, and it isgoing to turn out that some of the principlesthat
are postulated by other philosophers will fall naturally out of the
framework that | have been developing.

Perhaps the most important point is that when the theory of
thoughts, that what the theory of thoughts postulates in the way of
new entitiesare processesand actsrather than individuals. Remem-
ber in my first lecture | focused attention on the notion of an indi-
vidual, that whichisreferredto by asingular termand | talked about
basicindividuals, and | said that in the manifest image, material ob-
jects are some of them and persons are basic individuals or in the
classical sense of the term substances. Now notice that the kind of
theory that we are talking about here is postulating not new things
but new processes. In this sense the theory we have been consider-
ing remainswithin the manifestimage becauseit doesnot postul ate
new things. Persons remain the basic individual s of the system, we
have simply enlarged our conception of what persons do as com-
pared with the verbal behaviorist model with which we began. Ob-
viously people do think out loud, people do have propensities to
think out loud, all we have doneissaid that in addition there occur
these processes which are actual occurrent processes and not
dispositions and which explain the shifting propensities of people
to say what they say.

In addition to sayings and short-term propensities to say we
now conceive persons to be characterized by purely occurrent epi-
sodes of thinking in this analogically introduced sense. We might
be tempted to refer to them as inner episodes but the spatial meta-
phor ismisleading. They are primarily in the person as states of the
person. To be surethey are not perceptible but neither is solubility
andyet solubility isastate of apieceof salt. Itisonly whenwecome
to think that some particular part of the body, for example the heart
or the brain, is the locus of these activities that the term “inner”
gains any richer meaning. Thisiswhat begins to happen when the
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scientific revolution makes its impact on our conception of the
world.

I introduced the manifest image of man in the world as essen-
tially an image which has been purged of all the scientific objects
postulated by physical science. The basic individuals it counte-
nances are certain material things, living things other than persons,
about which | havehad littleto say, and persons. The attributesthat
themanifest image ascribesto material thingsinvolveinthefirstin-
stancethe proper and common sensibles, color, shapeetc., etc.. But
it also allows, inthisuniverse of discourse, attributeswhich are de-
finable in terms of them as | indicated solubility is definable in
terms of perceptible qualities.**

Dispositions*® and propensities pertaining to the perceptible
traitsof individual sweretakeninto account. In particul ar, the shift-
ing short-term propensities to say things which according to the
verbal behaviorist are thinkings in a secondary sense of the term.
But notice that this austere conception of the person has been en-
riched in two important wayswithout introducing new individuals.
Thusinthefirst lecture, sensings were introduced as elements of a
theory designed to explain, for example, how it could seemto aper-
son that there was a pink ice cube in front of him when in point of
fact thereisnone. In boththeveridical perceptionandinthe percep-
tual experience which would be veridical if there were such an ob-
ject in front of one, the person senses a pink cubely or in more
familiar terms, has a sensation of a pink cube.

Today we began our account of thinking with the verbal behav-
iorist model but proceeded to develop an account of mental acts
which construes mental ese episodes which we were talking about
as elementsin atheory designed to explain the occurrence of these
shifting propensities and dispositions. This enriched conception of
man in the world which includes the sensings and mentalese
thinkingsbut no new individual sother than common sense material
things, living things other than persons and persons, iswhat | have
called the manifest imagein the essay call “ Philosophy and the Sci-
entific Image of Man.” Now the next step in my argument is going
to be to explore the impact of the scientific revolution and then to

44 Epistemology 111, end of tape.
45 Epistemology 1V, track 0.
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explorethe epistemological principlesthat areinvolved in percep-
tual knowledge and scientific knowledgein terms of the framework
that | have constructed.

Questions and Answers

| think thereisaprimary rolefor themanifestimage.*® Thevery
loving care with which | have been polishing the manifest image
shows that | feel that it has a most important place in our under-
standing of theworld and that | don’t think that we arein aposition
toreplaceit yet. | think that scienceisstill relatively initsinfancy
so | don'’t feel that we should scrapit. Feyerabend seemsto meto be
willing to...heislike a Russian peasant riding over the snowsin a
sleigh throwing the children off to the wolves, he is throwing the
manifest image way bit by bit. | think that the manifest imageisa
coherent whole which we can begin to see beyond but which we
cannot throw away, without throwing away something very pre-
cious, in the sense that we don’t quite know what we would be | os-
ingif wethrewitaway. So|l certainly differ radically in my attitude
towards the manifest image from Feyerabend. | do think it is pri-
mary, my conception hereisthat it is primary in amethodol ogical
way, thisiswhat we haveto work with and until we have acoherent
framework which will do better the same kind of job which it does,
well we' d better understand it. | want to makeit clear that | really do
careabout the manifest image. | think that one of the primary things
that agood philosophy must doisto understandit. | amin full sym-
pathy with peoplelike Strawson and the ordinary language phil oso-
phers, theonly places| disagreewith themiswherel think they are
giving an incorrect account of the ordinary scene.*’

What placeistherefor philosophy with respect to the scientific
image? Thereisin thefirst place, philosophy as philosophy of sci-
ence. In other words an understanding of what it isthat makesasci-

46 Thequestionsareomitted since Sellarsrepeatswhat hetakestobekey ineach.
47 Epistemology, track 1 (#2).
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entific argument a good argument, what different kinds of
explanation there are, furthermore, one of the jobs of philosophy
hereis, clearly, to understand exactly the way in which scientific
conceptionsare anchored in observabl e situationswhich are part of
the manifest image.

It is, assuredly, false [that the manifest image can be jetti-
soned]. | think that human beings are always going to think and
know that they think. The problemis not that we are going to throw
away thought, but that we may have amore detailed understanding
of that material which doesformthefunctionswhichisthinking. In
other words, | understand thinking to befundamentally afunctional
notion, governed by correctnesses and rules and validity, the most
that the scientificimage can do hereisto giveussomenotion, in Ar-
istotle sense, of the material cause of thinking but the formal cause
of thinking is surely afunction and thisis a function which exists
now and which wethink of well now, weunderstand it well. | think
that what science can add hereistrivial. For me, to say that thought
is neurophysiological is like saying English contains noises like
“and,” “or,” “but,” and so on. The actual function of thinkingisto
be found in the rules that govern inferences and the rules that gov-
ernthe conceptual structuresof languagein termsof which...which
are often extremely complicated, which of course, | have been
forced to oversimplify, in order to make some basic philosophical
points. But we have an adequate notion of what thinkingisinitsfor-
mal cause, the most the sciencecan do, if | can usethisterminology,
istogiveusthematerial causeand as| said that isreally quite unex-
citing asfar as|'m concerned and that iswhy | think that as far as
human living and the person is concerned, the manifest image con-
tainstheformal truth and that scienceisgoing to give usan account
of the material substructure.

What | wanted to do wasto purgethe phrase ‘ verbal behavior-
ism’' of certain pejorative overtonesthat it might have. We all have
amodel of behaviorist psychology inwhich that word * behavior’ is
used roughly as equivalent to twitches and to sheer motion and
what | wanted to do wasto call attention to the fact that when aper-
son asit werethingsout loud, “1 just missed the bus,” thisisverbal
behavior but it is not to be thought of simply as motions, it isto be
thought of asbehavior inwhat | would call the ordinary sense of the
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word. Apart from that it istrue indeed that | am introducing verbal
behaviorism as a simplified model to throw light on “thought” in
the classical sense and that was my purpose.

The model has explanatory power because what | want to em-
phasizeisthat thinking out loud, as| call it, isthinking. Even apart
from any reference to classical thought episodes. We already un-
derstand what thinking is when we understand what it is for some-
one to meaningfully say, “I missed the bus.” So the classical
conception of thought doeshave explanatory power, itisonly if one
thinks that thinking by its very nature must be the classical sort of
thing that one thinks of verbal behavior as simply being an outer
clothing, so to speak, of inner thought.

The most | have ever said [with respect to moving on from the
manifest image] is that in its descriptive aspects the scientific im-
agecouldin principlereplacethe contentual aspectsof themanifest
image. Andthisisthe same point | wasmaking, from the standpoint
of theformal cause we are hot going to replace the notion of think-
ing, all we aregoing to do ishave abetter understanding asto what
specifically it is that is doing those functions.

Atthelevel of sensations, asl indicated today, itisvery impor-
tant not to suppose that sensation and thought are going to be han-
dled in the same way because | think that thinking is to be
understood in termsof something likelinguistic function whereas|
think that sensation is quite a different sort of thing and it is, in a
way, a content that is going to remain in the world picture regard-
less. | want specifically to discussthis because | want to argue that
in the last analysis, as the scientific picture of the world beginsto
take shape, it will turn out that the locus of color and sound and so
on, in the interesting sense of these terms, is not in the physical
world, but in ourselves.

Itisnot just [that the scientificimageis] going to throw alight
onitbecausel think it literally would involve areplaceability inthe
material aspects. | think that putting it in Kantian language that |
like on occasion to use, the world of commonsense solid colored
objectsis aphenomenal world in Kant’s sense of theterm, itisan
appearance of scientific reality.*® Kant’s ding an sich in my view

48 Epistemology 1V, track 2, 3:07.
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becomethe scientific objectsof theoretical science. Using that met-
aphor what we haveisscienceasgiving usinsight into that which it
iswhich appearsto usin the conceptual framework whichwelearn
asanimalsstruggling our way up fromthe primordial oozetousein
acting and suffering and thinking. Let me emphasizethat | have had
relatively little, except by implication, to say about values, and
standards and norms and obligations and that sort of thing because,
puttingit very crudely, | amtalking here about the*is” of theworld
and my whole theory of ethics hasn’t been touched on at all and of
course ethicsisnot the samething as science. When | talk about the
in principle replaceability of the manifest image by the scientific
image, | do so with respect to the content of theworld, it’ smaterial
and not with respect to those forms which concern the normative,
theobligatory, the correct, theincorrect, thevaluable, thegood, the
evil and so on. | hopeto say something about that but | doin Science
and Metaphysics, | discussed thisat lengthin thelast chapter where
it becomes clear that my fundamental ethical outlook is Kantian.*®
In other words, | think that Kant is essentially right, not only in
many of the thingsthat he said in atheory of knowledgebut alsoin
ethics.>

[With respect to cognition in animals] Leibnitz distinguished
between reason and the consecutiveness which apes reason and of
course the Cartesian drew a distinction in principle between ratio-
nal beingswhich had minds and animals. Of course there are many
interesting things that are involved in the Cartesian period in this
respect but what the Cartesians also appreciated was that beings
which didn’t conceptualize could nevertheless be well ordered in
their relation to their environment and thisistrueof all level sof an-
imal life. It isquite clear that we are tempted to use the language of
intentionality, thelanguage of thinking with respect to animalsand
| think we are al so tempted to usethelanguage of languagewith re-
spect to certain features of animal behavior but | think that theseare
analogical extensions of our basic notion because we tend to use
human beings as models for our talk about non-human beings and
we often forget that any such metaphor limps, uses a cane or a
crutch, walks on three legs.

49 Epistemology 1V, track 2, 3:07.
50 Epistemology 1V, track 3 (#4).
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I myself would be very reluctant to say that animals, however
articulated they are in their behavior and well adapted they arein
their behavior, | would be very reluctant to say that they think
thoughts in the sense in which human beings think thoughts. But
again, | would want to say, take an example, when chimpanzeesare
brought up in afamily with children, it isawell known fact that up
to acertain period of time, they acquirethe same skillsand they do
roughly the same kind of things, they get the same kinds of adjust-
ments, they are remarkably subtle in their adaptation to their envi-
ronment but after acertain point the chimpanzeejust stayswhere he
isand thechild goesontolearn alanguage. For meitisagoodillus-
tration of thefundamental differencethereis between thinking and
“thinking” between recognizing and “recognizing.” For example
you cantrain awhiterat, if you havetwo doorsand aplatformand a
triangle on one hand acircle on the other, and you can vary thefig-
ure and you can make them ook more and more like each other and
you can train animals to discriminate in the following sense, that
they would jump at one door rather than another. For example, if
they jumped at the triangle and you don’t want them to do that, you
lock it and they bumptheir nose asthey hitit, sotheanimal learnsto
discriminate between the triangle and the circle. Oneistempted to
say that the animal has the concept of triangle because it has this
discriminative behavior, | think thisissimply amistake. One does-
n't have the concept of atriangle unless oneis able to draw infer-
ences about triangles and unless one hasthekind of structurethatis
involved in language. All I'm doing here at the moment is being
dogmatic, all | amattemptingtodoistoindicatethat | amawarethat
thereisagreat deal that needsto be said about that and | have writ-
ten to some extent about it but | don’t think | can do any more here
than to indicate where | stand on the subject. So | would say that
bees have a “language” not that they have a language.

Y ou must remember [that | am not | ooking for evidencefor ver-
bal behaviorism], thepositionthat | adopted isnot that of verbal be-
haviorism. What | did was simply give an account of the classical
theory of thought which you are expounding which relatesit to an
observation base. Verbal behaviorism is bound up with method-
ological issues in philosophy but the point is that there is such a
thing as candid speech, thinking out loud, there are such things as
propensities, the problem is not are there such things because there
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clearly are, thequestionis, “isthereanything more?’ The“more” is
not something that isgiventous, the“more” issomethingthat inthe
history of man, he haslearned to conceive of interms of atheory to
explain the obvious fact that people do think out loud and they do
have propensities to think out loud. So | would say that our ability
to think of the classical theory of thought is something that has a
long history in the human attempt to understand himself and thisis
astory which| told in“Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind” of
themyth of Jones, the theorist who worksout thetheory of thoughts
and teachesit to hisfellow man and teachesthemto respondto their
own thoughts and then disappearswithout atrace. And hereweare,
that isamyth akind of philosophical parable whichisdesigned to
explain how concepts pertaining to the unobservables could be
grounded in concepts pertaining to the observables which is the
general themeof both my talk on Monday and my talk tonight.

[Asfar asconcernstherelation between theformal and material
discussed earlier], | would have said that in the Aristotelian tradi-
tion, and here | speak diffidently, what were interchangeable were
formal and final, not formal and material...All | was arguing was
that what performs the material function in the manifest image
might be performed by some other material in the scientific image.
It wasn't aquestion of replacing formal by final or material by for-
mal or formal by material, it was aquestion of areinterpretation of
the material content of the world. The formal components of the
manifest image—that remains. The formal features of the manifest
imagewhich aretheimportant features, featuresthat concerned the
normative, the evaluative, the matter of personal intention and so
on, these are going to remain in the scientific image. What isgoing
to change is the contentual aspect.>!

51 Epistemology IV, end of tape.
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Lecture Il

Principles

| wish | were discussing tonight thefull scope of the concept of
principles.>2 | havenibbled at it in anumber of essaysand | actually
have someideas, | think, on the subject but | am concerned tonight
primarily with principlesin so far asthey relate to the topicsthat |
havebeen discussing. Threelecturessometimesappearsin advance
as an endless period of time but as one proceeds, the time beginsto
evaporate and one knows that philosophy islong and lectures are
brief. So if | can throw some light on principles as they concern
knowledge of the types that | have been considering, | will have
achieved my purpose.

52 Epistemology V, track 0 (#1), 1:30.
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Practical Reasoning

| want to beginwith atopic whichisof coursethoroughly famil-
iar toall of you, thetopic of knowledge asjustified true belief. This
is thought to be the classical conception of knowledge, there are
other conceptions but there seems to be a general agreement these
dayssparked by Edmund Gettier’ s paper inwhich he attacked what
he called the “classical theory of knowledge,” that knowledge is
justified true belief. Of course, the fundamental themein this defi-
nition isthat first of all, knowledge isamode of belief. Austinians
and Griceans grumble here, particularly Austinians because, after
all, to say that something is something you believeisto imply that
you don’t know it. If you say | believeitis 10 miles to downtown
South Bend, you imply that you don’t know it so how can knowl-
edgebeaform of belief whento say of somethingthatitisabeliefis
to deny that it isacase of knowledge. But of course, it isdenied by
implication, and the kind of implication involved isapeculiar one
because, as G.E. Moorewas one of thefirst to sense, theword “im-
ply” isused in anumber of different sensesand isregimented only
with the lopping off of thelimbsby logicians. Thismeansthat once
wetakeinto account thevariety of sensesof implication here, that it
remains well possible that knowledge is a form of belief.>3

To know isto believe because this kind of implication can be
dismissed as a pragmatic implication as it is often called. This
would mean of coursethat in theframework that | have developed,
that knowledge is aform of thinking, to know that something isthe
case is aform of thinking that something is the case. Of course a
form of thinking that something is the case, a species of thinking
that something isthe case, the notion of form hereisnot used inits
ordinary sense, itisused initstechnical senseand wewill see what
comes of it. You might put it this way, that knowledge is thinking
that something isthe case where we have to add additional qualifi-
cationsor characterizations. | shall assumethat thisistruealthough
| shall be considering very shortly a position radically opposed to
it.

Knowledgethenisjustified true thinking that something isthe
case. It istrue because you can’t know what isn’t so, thisis one of

53 Epistemology V, track 1 (#2).
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the favorite and most useful slogans | know in philosophy, you
can’'t know what isn’t so and that brings out, of course, that know! -
edge, to call something knowledge implies that the thinking in-
volved is true. If you claim to know something and discover that
what you claim to know wasn’t the case, you would withdraw— if
you played according to the rules—the claim that you know it. Fur-
thermore knowledgeisjustified, so we have these threethemes, (1)
knowledge isthinking that something isthe case, (2) knowledgeis
truethinking that something isthe case and, (3) knowledgeisjusti-
fied thinking that something isthe case and thisis called the classi-
cal theory of knowledge.

It is certainly true that we can be justified in believing some-
thing when we are not appropriately said to know it, so thiswon’t
dojust asit stands, we often believe thingsthat we are justified in
believing and yet we would feel very uncomfortable if we were
asked whether weknowit. Sol submitthat thereisatension herebe-
tween knowledge and merely justified true belief. What isit to be
justified in thinking something?Well, it isto have good reasonsfor
thinking it, good reasons for believing it as opposed to its contra-
dictory. How good? Adequate? Conclusive? Adequate for what?
Austin is well known for suggesting that, “I know that-p” is a
performative ashecalled it. Inthe strict sense asit is often pointed
out, an explicit performative is something like “| promise.” If you
say to somebody, “I promise to meet you downtown,” you have
committed yourself merely by uttering that formula, that very word
itself, ‘| promise’. Y ou have committed yourself to doing theaction
in question.

Sothat merely by virtue of saying “1 promise” you have by vir-
tue of aninstitution so to speak, in the English language, promised.
Tosay“| promise” isto promisegiven that institution. What we call
the institution of The Promise. But, it isn’t true that to say | know
that-p is ipso facto to know that-p. Knowing would be too easy
then. Soif knowingisaperformative, it must not be a performative
in this primary sense. But Austinians, including Urmson, suggest
that when you say | know, you are in the first place, presumably,
saying that you think that something isthe case with the qualifica-
tionsthat | introduced at the beginning and furthermoreyou areim-
plying that you have adequate reasons to give a guarantee, to give
your word, to give your warrant, to stand behind it, you commit
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yourself. In other words when you say “you know” you are per-
forming, you are making aperformative statement, in the sensethat
you are saying something which is as it were, includes something
like, | guarantee, you have myword for it thatitisso.>*If thiswere
the casethen, to know that something isthe case, would be to think
it wasthe case, to be correct in the thinking it is the case, and to be
implying that you have grounds such that you could stand, you
could put yourself, asit were, on thelinewith respect to thetruth of
it.

If thiswere the case, then we would have some idea as to what
was meant by good reasons. Because it would be clear that good
reasonswould be acontext relative notion, reasonsthat might good
enough to tell somebody, “I knew it,” or “I know it” in one context
might not when something else was at stake, so to speak, be good
enough. In some circumstances, where small things are at stake,
you might have good reasons and they might be adequate to justify
saying ‘1 know’, in other words, for you to as it were put yourself
behind the statement. But if the circumstances were different, and
more hinged on it these reasons might not be good enough. Because
of this context dependence of this Austinian element which | think
isindeed present inthenotion of knowledge, | am goingtobasically
drop theword ‘know’ because | think we have enough of aproblem
on our hands in attempting to understand what is meant by good
reasons. And once we have seen that the adequacy or conclusive-
ness of reasonsisrelativeto acontext then, since we are not going
to be discussing all the kinds of contextsin which thisissue might
arise, we might as well turn our attention merely to the notion of
what it is to be a good reason for a belief.

Notice by the way, that we tend to, we don’t find the word “I
know” occurringin, asit were, simplethinking out loud or in think-
ing to one’ sself. Remember there is such athing such astalking to
oneself but when | have been talking about inner speech, | certainly
haven't had in mind talking to oneself as when one scolds oneself,
“you shouldn’t have done that,” “you shouldn’t have said that,”
“what afool youwere,” that kind of talking to oneself isnot the sort
of thing that | had in mind when | talked about inner speech and of
coursethat isnot the sort of thing that Ockham had in mind when he

54 Epistemology V, track 2 (#3).
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talked about thinking in one’s heart or saying in one’s heart. We
must distinguish very carefully between thinking proper and talk-
ing to oneself in the imagination. We can talk to other peoplein
imagination, so | am not saying that the word ‘1 know’ doesn’t oc-
cur ininner dialoguein that way, but what | want to indicateisthat
thefact that it doesn’t occur other thanin these kind of dialogue-ish
contexts is ground for again thinking that “1 know” is a kind of
practical word, a performative oriented toward other people,
which | think is essentially true. In other words, | am suggesting
that “knowing” isn’t in the ordinary sense of the phrase, akind of
thinking. Itisbelieving whichiscontextually adequatetojustify, “ |
guarantee,” and which isfurthermore specified astrue. That would
be roughly the account of knowledge that | would give.

Reasonableness

Now we have to distinguish the reasonableness of believing a
proposition from the reasonabl eness of acting on aproposition. In-
cluding such action asgiving aguaranteefor it. The concept of act-
ing on a proposition is clear only in simple cases. Because there,
acting on aproposition consistsin using the proposition as a prem-
isein one’spractical reasoning, for example“| shall go downtown
ifitrains,itisraining! Sol will godowntown.” Inother wordsthere
the proposition, the belief if youwill, that itisraining, isoccurring
inthe practical contextswhereoneisdeciding what to do. Now that
isasimple caseinwhich oneactson aproposition. But al of thein-
teresting cases that philosophers are worried about, are more com-
plicated and difficult to analyze. For example we often act where
thereis no belief involved except for apractical one.® For exam-
ple, supposethat | cometo afork intheroad and oneway goesto In-
dianapolisand the other way goesto Dayton Ohio and | am lost and
| don’t know where | am. Well | might very well go on one of the
roads, and rationally go on one of the roads but | needn’t in any
sense believe that the road | am going on isthe onethat isgoing to
take me to my destination.

| am going to be talking then about the reasonableness of be-
lieving a proposition and not the reasonabl eness of acting on a op-
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position. Although ultimately, the relation of belief to action is, |
think, an essential part of the notion of belief. That would bean is-
sue that would take me far beyond anything that | could hope to
touch upon this evening. So | am going to concentrate on the con-
cept of having good reasons for thinking or believing that
something is case.

Thegeneral pattern of justifying belief intermsof good reasons
isinferential, crudely, we have a premise P and the conclusion is
going to be ‘so | have good reasons all things considered for
believing P'.

=}

¢ What goes in here?

So, | have goodreasons(all thingsconsidered) for believing P.

In other wordswehave here, the abstract form of acertain pattern of
argument, a certain premise and the conclusion is going to be, so |
have good reason all thingsconsidered, for believing Q. Wewant to
see what sort of thing might go in here, and what might be the prin-
cipleof such an argument because every good argument hasaprem-
ise, aconclusion and it has somekind of principle which takesyou
from one to the other.

Now reflection on classical theories of knowledge and there-
fore classical theories of having good reasons for believing some-
thing, lead to this kind of pattern, we can fill in the first part by
something more complicated:

| have good reason all things considered for believing P,

so, | have good reasons all things considered for believing Q.

Well you look at that and say right away there must be something
moretoit thanthat, surely there must beasuppressed premise, what
might it be? And of course one candidate that puts itself immedi-
ately forward is,

P logically implies Q

And now we have what lookslikeagood argument, | am not saying
itisafully explicit argument but it beginsto grab us. In other words,
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| have good reasons, all things considered for believing P, Plogi-
calyimpliesQ, so| havegood reasonsall thingsconsidered for be-
lieving Q. If the nature of argument is made still more explicit, itis
seen to involve the principle that:

logical implication transmits reasonabl eness.

And you can see what | mean by this, the premise says, we have
good reasons for P, the conclu-
sion says we have good reasons
for believing Q and of coursethe
premise that P logically implies DERIVATIVE
Q, entitles usto say, well if you KNOWLEDGE
have good reasons for P, then
you have good reasons for Q. If
one thing entails another, if you

have good reasons for the one, BASIC
then you have good reasons for KNOWLEDGE
the other.

In this case we can say that
we have derivative good rea-
sons, all things considered, for
believing Q. We say, tradition-
aly, that the reasonableness for
believing Q isinferential. Now notice that the aboveisan oversim-
plification because suppose | have independent reasons for believ-
ing that Q is false, in other words suppose | have reasons for
believing not Q. Well | might start out here with, | have good rea-
sons for believing P, all things considered, P logically implies Q
and be sailing along saying, so | have good reasonsfor believing Q
and suddenly it strikesmethat | have good reasonsfor believing not
Q.56 So what we haveto notethenisthat if PimpliesQand itisalso
truethat not Q impliesnot P so we haveto takeinto account thefact
that we might hurl ourselvesalonginthisargument and runintothe
fact that we have good reasons for believing that Q isfalse and then
wehavetoreally re-estimate the whol e situation and we might well
decide that we don’t have all good reasons, all things considered,

Foundational Picture
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for believing P because we might decide that all things considered,
we have reasons for believing not Q and therefore decide that we
have good reasons, all things considered, for believing not P.

Now thisis something which is straightforward, | am however
going to abstract from that type of consideration because it raises
no points of central philosophical interest to us and | am going to
suppose that we have no independent reasons with respect to Q. So
that then if we have no independent reasons for believing that Q is
false, then you seeinthissituation hereif we do have good reasons
all thingsconsidered for believing Pand Plogically impliesQ, then
wewould have, it would seem, good reasons, all things considered,
for believing Q.

I have been considering the case where one proposition Pl ogi-
cally impliesanother Q. And said, withtheabovequalification, that
logical implicationtransmitsreasonableness. Now we can also take
into account with trepidation, with fear and trembling to use
Kierkegaard's phrase, probabilistic implication whatever that is.
Thuswemight have, itisreasonableall things considered or | have
good reasons all things considered to believe that P, P
probabilistically implies Q to a high degree, in other wordsif Pis
true than in all probability Q istrue, so | have good reasons all
things considered for believing Q.

Probabilistic justification of beliefsaccording to thislatter pat-
tern might presumably be exemplified by inductive arguments
wherewe havegood reasonsfor believing certain evidenceto bethe
case, we have presumably some principles of induction which take
usfromtheevidenceto the conclusion, wehavethe conclusion that
we have good reason all things considered for accepting ageneral -
ization, alaw of nature or law-like statement. Or in another case of
such probabilistic justification, might be that in which we justify
theories, again we would have empirical generalizationswhich we
have good reasons to believe, we presumably have some theories,
we hope, some principles, in terms of which we can evaluate how
theories stand with respect to the evidence we have for them and
then asour conclusion, wewould be ableto say, therefore, we have
good reason for accepting the theory, for believing the theory, for
the believing that the theory is true.

But I am not concerned with these cases because obviously the
kind of question I’ mzeroinginonisthekind of questionwhichl am
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sure was discussed by professor Firth, namely what about going
this way rather than going that way, it has been pointed out since
time immemorial that it is most implausible to suppose that all
epistemicjustification isinferential. At least according to this pat-
tern, surelyitissaid, there must be beliefswhich wearejustifiedin
holding on grounds other than that they can be correctly inferredin-
ductively or deductively from other beliefs which we are justified
in holding. In traditional terms, if thereisto be inferential knowl-
edge surely there must be non-inferential knowledge, that is, in our
terms, beliefs the “reasonableness’ of which, the “authority” of
which, the“rightness” of whichisnot established with referenceto
the reasonabl eness of beliefs which logically, or probabilistically
imply them.

Weareintheregion of what hasbeen called the self-evident, the
evident, indeed the self-certifying, intuitive knowledge. It is part
and parcel of what hascometo be call ed the foundational picture of
human knowledge.®” You areall familiar, | am sure, with the foun-
dational picture of human knowledge. It lookslikethis, obviously.
Here is the foundation, now on the foundation are other beliefs
which arejustified in termsof principlesrelating them to the foun-
dation and there could be many stories going up, for example ac-
cording to do some versions of this foundational picture, the
foundation, now by the way | am going to be concerned not with
pure mathematics but with our empirical knowledge of matter of
fact, according to one picture this foundation consists of let’s say
sense data and our knowledge of what isgoing on in our own mind
at the present moment.

In the Cartesian position for example, the self-evident asfar as
particular matters of fact, concernswhat isgoing onin my mind at
the present moment, my sensings, my feelings, my emotions, my
thinking and so on, these would be the foundation but of course a
person could hold the foundational picture here and put at the bot-
tom, let’s say, physical objects and persons and put at the higher
level theories about physical objects and persons and perhaps
higher order theories and so on. | am not concerned this evening to
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belabor the pointsthat | was making in the first lecture when | was
attacking the givenness of the sensory, givenness of sensing, | am
concerned now with the abstract pattern of justification that isin-
volved here. | am going to be discussing this notion of the self-evi-
dent as being the foundation and of the others of course as being
relatedtoit by “epistemic principles,” or principlesof justification.
Naturally, the principlesthat would take usfrom the self-evident to
other levels would be perhaps deductive principles or inductive
principles or perhaps these other principles. And usually it is seen
fairly quickly that other principlesareinvolved. For alucid discus-
sion of some of the problems in this area, Roderick Chisholm’s
book on theory of knowledge, the third chapter, called “the indi-
rectly evident” is an attempt to present some principles which are
needed in addition to inductive and deductive logic. But what |
want to do thisevening isto discuss, in thefirst place, the notion of
the self-evident.

That which takes one, according to this foundational picture,
fromthelevel of self-evidenceor intuitive knowledgeto the higher
levels would be the principles of
logic deductive and inductive and
perhaps certain additional  princi-
ples which are sui generis. They
would all have the character that
they will transmit authoritativeness
or justification or reasonableness
from lower levels higher level. Let
us reflect now on the foundational
level of knowledgeinthispicture. It
isalevel of beliefswhich arereason-
able in some sense, which have
epistemic authority in some sense, , _
which haveepistemic correctnessor ~\) Directapprehension, Fa thefact
goodness, downright goodness in
some sense, but which are not rea-
sonableor authoritativeor correct or
good by virtue of the fact that they are beliefs and propositions
which are implied by other propositions which it is reasonable to
believe. Let uslabel them, for the moment, non-inferentially rea-
sonable beliefs. Because | am assuming for the moment that noth-
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ing can be called knowledge, which issomething that we have, asit
were, that we can believe asrational beings, unlessit has somekind
of claimon us, somekind of, as| said, authoritativeness, somekind
of correctness. How could there be such beliefs? when you think
about it...and of course philosophers have puzzled about it.58 Asa
matter of fact it is the central puzzle in the theory of knowledge.
How could there be such belief swhich somehow have authority toa
rational being and yet are not inferentially authoritative? It is puz-
zling because the concept of areason seemsso clearly tied to that of
an inference or an argument that the concept of non-inferential rea-
sonableness seemsto be almost acontradiction in terms. “ Surely,”
weareinclined to say “for abelieveto be reasonable one must have
areasonfor holdingit, for abelief to appeal to usasarational being,
wemust haveareasonfor holdingit, or for abelief to haveauthority
for usasarational being, wemust haveareasonfor holdingit.” And
surely we are inclined to say that this reason must be something
other than the belief. Something other than the belief which isits
reason. Thisisonearrow that isdriven into usin our philosophical
torment.

How might a self-justifying, self-reasonable, self-certifying
belief be construed? Can wemakeany senseof it?Let ustry to make
some sense of it. One possible suggestion modified from Chis-
holm’ stheory of knowledgeisto theeffect that theform of thejusti-
fication of such beliefs is, the form of the reasonableness of such
beliefs is,

what justifies me in claiming that my belief that-Pis reason-
able, has authority for me as arational being, is simply the
fact that-P.

Or to spell that out a bit,

what justifies me in claiming that my belief that ais F where
aisanindividual and F is a certain attribute,” for example
that I am unhappy, is simply “the fact that I am unhappy, that
aisF

That is Chisholm’s formula.
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Now thisispuzzling. Becauseif welook at other cases of justi-
fication, we find arguments, we find inferences, we find
reasonings. Thus, this might seem to point to reasonings of the
form*“itisafactthat aisF, so, itisreasonableto believethat aisF.”
And then we might wonder what in the world principle would au-
thorizethat reasoning? We seemto be back to inferenceagain. This
obviously can’t be correct for in order for any such argument to do
the job, the premise would have to have authority, that isit would
haveto be something whichisreasonableto believe, and thiswould
require us to modify it to be-
come, “it is reasonable to be-
lievethat itisafact that aisF,

S0, it is reasonable to believe
that aisF.” Of course, sinceitis
afact that aisF isamore com-
plicated version, in an impor-
tant sense  however  of
“complicated,” of a is F, this
would simply tell us that it is
reasonableto believethat aisF,
S0, it is reasonable to believe
that a is F and that would be
quite an illuminating.> F1, thefact that Sy isF. (a) the apprehend-

As| said thisis an aside be- ing or seeing the fact and constituents. Ry,
cause now comes the heart of having, exemplification.
the matter, hereisthemovethat
isactually madeat thisstage. Wewould wipethisout. Again, thisis
just building up, tightening the screw abit. Becausewhat wefindis
that most philosophers who have taken the line expressed here are
clearly committed to the position that there is a level of cognition
more basic than believing, this more basic level would be a
sub-conceptual level where*sub” of course, isfar from being a pe-
jorative preposition, there would be a sub-conceptual level of
awarenessof certain facts. In our termsthiswould bealevel of cog-
nition more basic than thinkings or sentence events in mental ese.
More basic in fact than any symbolic activity. It would be a real
knowing asopposed asymbolic knowing or believing. It would bea
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level of cognition unmediated by concepts, indeed the very source
of concepts, in some such way as described by traditional abstrac-
tionist theories, we would abstract our concepts, indeed, from our
knowledge of such facts, our non-conceptual knowledge of such
facts. It would be, in traditional terms, a direct apprehension of
facts, the direct presence of facts to the mind.

Now schematically this would give us the following (see fig-
ure): thisiswhat we find in many philosophies, it isafact which |
apprehend directly or which ispresent to my mind directly that ais
F so, it isreasonable to believe, where believing now isthisdiffer-
ent level of cognition, thesymboliclevel, itisreasonableto believe
that aisF. What wewould have hereisasub-conceptual, sub-belief
level, asub-thinking level of knowledge and that would give usour
warrant for the belief.

This is | think a recognized and familiar classical position
which is as alive today as it ever was. | have called it in an essay
with which someof you arefamiliar, the myth of the given. Because
thisapparatusrai sestwo serious problem. One, what sort of entities
arefacts?Dothey belongtothereal order? Or dothey belongtothe
conceptual order? That fact isroughly asynonym for truth, you can
interchange them, itisafact that-, it isatruth that-, and that ‘ true’
seems clearly to be a predicate of conceptual items, judgments,
statements, whether in overt speech or in mentalistic speech,
should giveuspausefor thought. And of coursel amimplying here,
that my own position isthat facts belong to the conceptual order as
true thoughts.

Secondly, more than this, how is direct apprehension to be un-
derstood? If the apprehending is distinguishable from the appre-
hended, might not apprehension occur without any fact being
apprehended?© If so, an apprehending that-p might not be an ap-
prehending of the fact that-p. Now let me spell that out, of course,
‘apprehend’ like*see’ isinitsordinary sensean achievement word.
But surely, asin the case of ‘see’ thereisaplace for ostensible ap-
prehending. We talked about ostensible seeing why not ostensible
apprehending that-p? That is, a seeming to apprehend? Where
“seemingto apprehend” doesn’timply an achievement but implies,
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that activity which if it were successful, would be an achievement
and would bethe apprehending of afact. Hitting in baseball implies
that something ishit. Swinging doesnot. Look at him swing. To hit
isto swing successfully. To apprehend, surely, isto ostensibly ap-
prehend but successfully. Many who use the metaphor of seeing,
and everybody from Plato on down has used it, in epistemic con-
texts overlook the fact that “ seeing” isaterm for a successful con-
ceptual activity which contrastswith* seemingto see” or looking or
appearingasl putitinmy firstlecture. And that no simplemetaphor
like touching, which implies an object touched can do it justice.
Thedistinction between seeing and merely seeming to seeinvolves
criteria. Torely onthevague metaphor of apprehending or the pres-
ence of the fact, is to obscure the relevance of criteria for distin-
guishing between knowing and seeming to know which ultimately
define what it means to speak of knowledge as correct or
well-founded as well as simply being a thinking that something is
the case. What | want to suggest, then, isthat if thisisthe case, to
know that we have apprehended afact, we would haveto know that
the criteriawhich distinguish apprehending from seeming to appre-
hend or ostensibly apprehending were satisfied. Otherwiseasfar as
| can see, apprehending would belike sweating with conviction and
as A.J. Ayer once pointed out, a person can sweat with conviction
and be totally wrong.

Inshort, | suspect that the notion of anon-conceptual direct ap-
prehension of afact provides amerely verbal solution to our prob-
lem. Theregressisstopped by an ad hoc regress stopper anditisnot
the first time in philosophy that this sort of thing has been done.
What isthe alternative? Now | am going to stick my own neck out.
Thisisessentially the positionthat | developedin* Empiricism and
the Philosophy of Mind” and which still recommendsitself to me. |
gave three lectures at the University of London, 13 years ago, on
epistemology, | wasinvited to give them and | gave three lectures
on epistemology and | called them * Empiricism and the Philosophy
of Mind or the Myth of the Given.” And | read them over when | ac-
cepted theinvitation to givetheselecturesand | was asking myself,
do still believe all that? And it isastonishing you know, | must be



229

very inflexible, | perhaps don't give well with the years but | still
think that | was essentially right. What is the alternative?!
The key to our problem is provided by the verbal behaviorist
model which | developed lasttime. | reminded youthat it wasasim-
ple, radically oversimplified model but it provides us, | believe,
with the outline of a strategy for getting out of the classical |aby-
rinth. | am attacking the foundationalist picture in a sense because
as | said in “Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind,” | do think
that knowledge fits together in many different ways and there is
such a thing as observation and it is related in a unique way to
knowledge which is not observation but | want to say that they all
requiretheother, itisacoherence, if youwill, | know that professor
Firth would be uncomfortable with this phrase, it isin away a co-
herence theory of justification which | defend. This used to be a
very dirty word but | don’ tthink itisquiteasdirty asit usedto be.
Consider the verbal behaviorist account of visual perception.
Remember that accordingtoit the primary sense of “thethought oc-
curred to Jones that snow iswhite” is “Jones said snow is white.”
Wheretheverb ‘to say’ you remember wasused in apurified sense,
it was stripped of some of its ordinary implications. It was con-
strued asroughly equivalent to, “to utter wordscandidly asonewho
knowsthelanguage,” asonewho knowshow to usethewordsinthe
senseof “know how.” Andin particular, purged of theillocutionary
and perlocutionary forceswhich Austin and Gricefind so central to
their theory of meaning. | also characterized such sayings as
thinkings out loud and | asked you to imagine somebody who with-
out “to do” is simply thinking out loud as | am sure you often find
yourself doing and as most of us who lecture are constantly aware
of doing because when we lecture, I'm sure at least for most of us,
we are often startled to find out what we said and in away philoso-
phersoftenfind out what they think by hearing themselvesthink.
Thisiscertainly in accordance with the verbal behaviorist pat-
tern. Accordingly, the verbal behaviorist as| described him, intro-
duced also, in order to account for those cases where one thinks
quietly or silently, a secondary sense of “the thought occurred to
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Jones that snow iswhite,” in which it refers to a short term proxi-
mate disposition to think out loud that snow is white.

I want to comment briefly on professor McMullin’ s expostul a-
tionthat surely onecanliein bed having thoughtsoccur to onewith-
out having any propensitiesto say anything. | should have replied
or replied more completely to him on Wednesday by pointing out
that it isonly if “propensity to say” istaken in the richer sense of
propensity to say something to someone that thisis clearly possi-
ble. The verbal behaviorist construeslying in bed silently thinking
and knowing that one thinks as knowing what one would be saying,
i.e., thinking out loud if one were in athinking-out-loud frame of
mind. And thisisby no means an implausible view and of courseit
must be remembered that, knowing what one would be saying does
not involve a kind of occurrence of verbal imagery because | was
emphasizing that our thinking and our self-knowledge extends far
beyond any matter of purely linguisticimagery. In any case what |
want to do is to remind you of the verbal behaviorist’s position
which | said is auseful initial model for approaching problemsin
theory of knowledge.

In approaching the problem of non-inferential knowledge asit
appearsin the verbal behaviorist model, | am going to concentrate
on the primary sense of having a thought occur to one that-p. In
other words, | am going to concentrate on thinking out loud because
according to the verbal behaviorist thinking primarily isthinking
out loud.®? For exampl e consider, “ Jones seesthereto beared apple
in front of him.” Thiswould contain asits conceptual core, in this
primary sense, Jonesthinksout loud, “hereisared apple.” Now to
say that this visua thinking that something is the case is
epistemically justified or reasonable or has authority is clearly not
to say that Jones has inferred from certain premises, which he has
good reason to believe, that thereisared applein front of him. In
the case of perception, remember, the key fact isthat Jones, by vir-
tue of learning the language at his mother’ s knee, has learned, has
acquired the ability to respond to the world with appropriate sen-
tences. ‘Hereisared apple’, ‘hereisapencil’, ‘hereis my dolly’
and so on. This response aspect isthe key. Perception is not infer-
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ring, itisresponding but that responding hasauthority and | want to
examine that authority.

Warrant

Theauthority of thethinking out loud accruestoitinquiteadif-
ferent way from that of inference. It can be traced to the fact that
Jones haslearned how to usetherelevant wordsin perceptual situa-
tions. And by learning how to use, | mean learn to respond in rele-
vant ways, in wayswhich are parts of the linguistic...of the way of
lifeasWittgenstein putsit, of thelanguage community. Thus, when
aperson candidly saysin responseto visual stimulation, “hereisa
red apple,” it is likely to be true given the way in which he has
learned to use those words that what...? It is likely to be true that
thereisared appleinfront of him. | said “likely to betrue” because
weall know of variouswaysin which things can go wrong. For ex-
amplesupposeheisinfront of amirror, supposetheappleisapiece
of wax, the illumination is abnormal and the object is purple or
there is nothing in front of him but he has taken LSD and people
havebeen pounding hisearsabout red apples. Now if wewerenot to
be there but were to overhear him, we know of him as somebody
who knows how to use English, we know of him asacandid person
who does not spend his time lying, if we overhear him and if we
have reason to believe that none of these countervailing situations
obtain, we would be justified in reasoning as follows, “Jones has
thought out loud, “here is a red apple,” no countervailing condi-
tionsobtain, sothereisgood reason to believethat thereisared ap-
plein front of him. The sheer reflection on what it is to learn the
language tells us this.

Note that although thisis an inferential justification of the be-
lief that thereisared appleinfront of Jones, itisaspecial kind of in-
ference, it has the form, the thought that-p occurs to Jonesin a
certain context, that is the perceptual context in which heis re-
sponding and in which circumstances are standard. So, itisreason-
ableto believethat-p, nowitisaspecial kind of inference. | calledit
in my paper “Phenomenalism” trans-level inference for reasons
which will emerge. Notice that the same proposition that-p, for ex-
ample, that there is ared apple in front of Jones, is mentioned in
both the premise and conclusion. Premise: Jones has thought out
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loud “hereisared apple,” no countervailing conditions obtain so
thereis good reason to believethereisared applein front of him.
The same propositional content occurs in the premise and in the
conclusion. But thefirst mention concernsthefact of itsoccurrence
at a particular moment, as a propositional event in a context to
which basic features of language learning are relevant, from this
premise, the inference is drawn that the proposition in question is
one which is reasonable to believe.®?

We looked at the above example from the standpoint of an ex-
ternal observer. Let usnow look at it from the standpoint of Jones
himself. Aswe saw last time to be fully a master of hislanguage,
Jones must know these same facts about what isinvolved in learn-
ing to use perceptual sentencesin perceptual contexts. Thushetoo
must know that other specifiable things being equal, the fact that a
person says, respondsremember, “hereisared apple” to asituation
isgood reason to believethat thisisindeed the case. Now thisisnot
to say that there are no cases in which we would not know what to
say, for example, there is an openendedness to the kind of things
that can upset the apple cart, for example we know about abnormal
lighting conditions, we know about the way in which mirrors can
function, we know about the way in which distorting glasses can
function, we know about the way in which drugs can function, but
wemight not know that if you stick an electrodeinaperson’ sbrain,
he might have an hallucination of ared apple in front of him. So
when | say other specifiablethingsbeing equal, | want toleavealit-
tle openendedness in there to indicate that there are slips between
the cup and lip in the case of knowledge—which is something that
we all knew to begin with.

Thus Jones too can reason as follows: | just thought out loud
“here is ared apple,” the conditions are okay, no countervailing
conditions, so thereisgood reason to believethat thereisared ap-
pleinfront of me. Hemight look, seethered apple and shut hiseyes
you see. Now he says, “I just thought out loud, hereisared apple,
thereareno countervailing conditions so thereisgood reason to be-
lievethat thereisared appleinfront of.” Of course, the conclusion
of thisargument is not the thinking involved in his original experi-
ence. Likeall justification arguments, it isahigher order thinking,
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we are thinking about thinking, we are eval uating thinking, we are
looking at its criteria. Jones does not originally infer that thereisa
red apple there, it was pulled out of him by nature. It was, so to
speak, pulled out of him by the red apple.

Now however heisinferring from the character and context of
hisexperiencethatitisveridical andthat thereisgood reason to be-
lievethat thereisindeed ared applein front of him. Noticethat al -
though thejustification of the belief that thereisared applein front
of him is an inferential justification, it has the peculiar character
that its essential premise assertstheoccurrence of thevery samebe-
lief inaspecific context, as| said, aswrung from him. It isthisfact
which gives the appearance that such beliefs are self justifying and
hence gives the justification the appearance of being non-inferen-
tial. Itis, as| seeit, precisely this misinterpretation of this unique
pattern of justification in first person examples which leads Chis-
holm, for example, to formulate his principles of self-evidence.
Thusif he wereto agree with usthat the perception of physical ob-
jects rather than the sensing of sense data is a primary form of
non-inferential knowledge, his account of non-inferential reason-
ableness adapted to this example would be: the fact that thereis a
red appleinfront of meisagood reason for believing that thereisa
red applein front of me. The complex way inwhich the same propo-
sition comesintwice, ishere stripped down to aprinciplewhich, as
| said although a classical one, isone which | can only regard as a
purely verbal solution to the problem of knowledge.®*

Questions & Answers

What8 | was saying was that Jones' justification for his belief
that thereisared applein front of himisinferential, it is aspecial
kind of inference which does not require that his original experi-
ence be an inference rather than a perception.®6As| said hisinitial

64 Epistemology V, end of tape. Inthefinal paragraph of ME, Sellarsprovidesa
variant: “Consequently, | think that if one examines Chisholm’s theory of
truth, whatwereally getis“ ___istrueifandonlyif ___istrue” whichistrue,
but uninformativefor muchthesamereasonthat | wasdeveloping earlier.”

65 Epistemology VI, track 0 (#1), 4:45. The majority of thetrack isomitted. As
before, questions will be edited out.

66 Epistemology VI, track 1 (#2).
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experienceis, heislooking at the object and heisresponding inthe
way inwhich he haslearned to uselanguage by the sentence, “here
isared apple.” That isaresponse and by virtue of theway inwhich
he learned the language, putting it crudely, that is a reliable re-
sponse, that isacorrect response, that istheway children aretaught
to respond. So that the thought, the belief that thereisared applein
front of himinitially occursat abasic level whereitisaresponse, it
isaresponse event, aparticular tokening of the sentence, “hereisa
red apple.” But now the question comesto him, ashe shutshiseyes,
am | justified in believing that there is ared applein front of me?
My point was that here he can reason, “| just said out loud, | just
thought out loud, ‘hereisared apple’ in standard conditions, soin
all probability given the facts about myself as a user of the English
language, it islikely, it isprobable, it isreasonableto believe, that
thereisared appleinfront of me.” So | was distinguishing between
two waysin which one and the same proposition can beinvolved in
theexperience. Theoriginal perceptual way and the other isthejus-
tification way, and that was the point of my argument. In other
words, his original experience was not inferential, he didn’t make
an inference.

| am arguing, in effect, that all justification is inferential. In
other words, the pattern of the argument as | gave it was, “I just
thought out loud, ‘hereisared apple’, the conditions are standard
and | am awake, | haven’t taken hallucinogens, there are no elec-
trodes probing my brain, there are no mirrors in front of me, so,
there is good reason to believe that thereisared apple in front of
me.” Y ou seethat isaninferencethat involvesthe sameproposition
asthe original one and, in my opinion, thisiswhat givesriseto the
illusion that these beliefs are self-justifying. Now notice, this is
something that | taketo beobviousbut | wanttorubitin, andthatis
that thisjustification has empirical premises. The important thing
isthat it is a different kind of inference than the standard “same
level inference,” now it isan inference that involvesthe fact that a
certain event, a certain belief event has occurred in a certain con-
text. Butitisstill haspremisesandit’ sprinciplerestsonaprinciple
about language |earning and about the nature of language. Soin ef -
fect | am agreeing with Dewey and Peirce, that justification always
occurs within the context of beliefs about the world.
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All I am emphasizing is that justification sometimes has that
very special pattern whichinvolvesthe occurrence of thethoughtin
aspecial context, inthiscase—I could have also dealt with the case
of memory, because we have ostensible memory, but | takethe case
of perception to be a paradigm case of non-inferential knowledge,
non-inferential justifiable belief. What | wanted to do wasto bring
out the specific character of the pattern of justification which as |
concluded by pointing out, involves the same proposition in two
different wayswhich givesthe appearance, which generatesthe ap-
pearancethat it isamatter of abelief authenticating itself and also
which givesriseto the appearancethat thereisajustification which
isnot inferential because how can you simply infer the samething
fromthe samething? That isthe reason why the Chisholm principle
in effect deniesthat any inferenceisinvolved and simply leavesit
as an unexplained principle that the fact that thereisared applein
front of meisagood reason, without any inference or anything el se,
itjust simply isagood reason itself for believing that thereisared
Appleinfront of me. | disentangled earlier one of the other strands
in thistype of theory which involvesthis notion of the sub-concep-
tual apprehension or direct presence of thefact.6” What | am doing
this evening is the rounding off of this general attack, that once
again | have been making, on givenness.

At the conclusion, as | said, the view | am recommending is
what | think isin the spirit of Peirce when Peirce was denying that
thereisany intuitive knowledge. But | am never quite clear on what
Peirce means by this and so, although | like to invoke his name, if
you wereto ask meto find specific passagesin which Peirce would
spell it out in this particular way, | would be unable to do that. |
think the same is true of Dewey, Dewey also emphasizes that any
particular pattern of cognitive justification occursin the context of
other beliefs which are not themselves questioned at the time. |
think thisistrue. What | wanted to emphasi ze simply wasthediffer-
ent pattern of justification that comesin for the case of what we call
perceptual or non-inferential knowledge.

[Take the case in which Jones is candidly thinking out loud,
“here is a red apple.”] Jones is not making in autobiographical

67 Epistemology VI, track 2 (#3).
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statements, heissaying, “hereisared apple,” so heisnot making a
statement about himself, heismaking astatement about “infront of
him” and to the fact that the “in front of him” containsared apple.
This statement, indeed, isathinking that something isthe case and
if you are prepared to use the word ‘belief’ in the current sense as
Chisholmputsit, thenthisisabelieving out loud, itisabelief event,
athinking out loudthat thereisared appleinfront of him. Itisitself
then, according to the verbal behaviorist model, a believing out
loud.

In the beginning of my essay, | was discussing not so much
knowledge because that involved the notion of adequately good
reason and perhaps of conclusively good reasonsand | wasgoing to
concentrate on the notion of good reasons. | also indicated that |
was abstracting from the discussions of mathematical propositions
andlogical propositions. Theimplicationthat | wasgiving herewas
that at least in the case of perceptual knowledge, of perceptual be-
liefs, our good reasons are never matters of certainty, asl saiditis
likely that thereisared appleinfront of Jones, | think however that
if one were applying this model to cases of self-knowledge, there
would befewer slips. What | pointed out wasthat in the case of per-
ception, we are able to indicate ways in which perception can go
wrong. | gaveyou alist of waysin which perception can go wrong,
thereisamirror here, or thereisdistorting glass, or theillumination
is abnormal etc..

Consider the case, which | was discussing last time, of
self-knowledge of what oneisthinking. Well in this simple verbal
behaviorist model, thinking initsprimary senseisthinking out loud
and one simply hears oneself think out loud but here, we can think
of very few waysinwhich this can go wrong. | might actually have
gone paralyzed and | might hear arecording of my voice, my voice
might suddenly boom out “hereisared apple!, and it might beright
over to[ theside] and I might for the moment think that | wasthink-
ing out loud that therewas ared apple.®® Hereisacase where some-
thing can go wrong so that in the case of self-knowledge at that
level, there could be aseeming, and merely seeming to hear onesel f
think but then onewould haveto discussthe case of self-knowledge
with respect towhat | call the propensities, the short term propensi-

68 Epistemology VI, track 3 (#4).
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tiesto think something. Here again | would be discussing the issue
intermsof what isininvolvedin learning thelanguagegameasitis
transmitted from one generation to another. Now when it comesto
certainty however, weget closer and closer to certainty, you might
say, as we come to the case of self-knowledge. Perhaps we come
closest to the case of certainty when we are dealing with mathemat-
ics. Because here, the kinds of mistakes that can occur are thekind
of mistake where one is tempted to say, we mis-speak ourselves,
where we make slips. So | have not been discussing certainty but |
wouldindicatethereasort of schemafor goingonto discussit.

Thispattern of argument [thetrans-level inference] isavailable
and must be available in the first person case as well. But often,
when it comesto justify our beliefswe do then go onto draw infer-
encesfromtheactual content of our beliefs, likeif thereisared Ap-
pleinfront of me, then I'll feel itif | reach out. | wasn’t concerned
however with theinferential ways by which wejustify our percep-
tual beliefs, | was saying that there was this basic way in which
merely by virtue of learning how to think, in this case to think out
loud, our reports are reliable because we learn them in accordance
with the correct pattern of the use of the language. | am not saying
that this is a complete account of how we justify any belief. | am
merely calling attention to thefact that it isthat dimension of away
of justifying our belief which hasbeen built, in the classical theory,
into the theory of self evidence, that is all.®®

What | do want to do simply is to indicate that although our
commonsense framework is a systematic system of concepts and
therefore in a broad sense of the term atheory, | prefer to use the
word “theory” not for a coherent system of concepts but method-
ologically for that kind of system of concepts which is explicitly
constructed and coordinated with the kind of conceptsthat we ordi-
narily useinresponding to objects. So | regardit asbasic that there
is a fundamental methodological distinction between observation
statements and theoretical statementsbut | regard thisasamethod-
ological distinction and | think most of the termsthat we use in ob-
servation statements go far beyond the kinds of thing that
traditional empiricism stressed, namely, let us say, red and rectan-

69 Epistemology VI, track 4 (#5).
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gular items here-now, that kind of thing. That iswhy | use the ex-
ampleof an A pplebecauseobviously the notion of an appleisnotin
the ordinary sense of the term atheory-bound concept but it is cer-
tainly a concept that belongs to a whole system of classifications
and involves a lot of principles.

The second point | would makeisthis: that often special train-
ing enables people to use as observation statements, statements
which originally were clearly theoretical in the methodological
sense. For example, agood clinical psychologist who haslearnedto
work with patients and has absorbed a good theory, if thereis one,
of acertain mode of psychological disturbance, say, schizophrenia,
may be able to look at a group of people who are brought into the
clinicand spot, just by looking, whoisaschizophrenicfor example.
Now here is a case where the language of a theory has been ab-
sorbed into one’ sresponse, so that one usesit not by inference but
directly in perception aswhen one seesared apple. Let me make it
clear thenthat | think that statementswhich originally are part of a
theory can become response statements, and this is part of what
Paul Feyerabend hasin mind by his pragmatic theory of observa-
tion. | think thereis much in what he saysthere that | regard as ex-
tremeand carrying it too far but I think in the core of what he hasin
mind, | would agree with him. As| said, | disagree with his use of
theword*theory’ becausel think it blurslotsof thingstogether.

The third point | would want to make, again, is that | wasn’t
speaking about all the waysin which an observation statementscan
bejustified because many of thewaysinwhichthey arejustified are
straightforward patterns of inference, inductive, and from other
facts. | was simply indicating that thereisoneimportant element in
thejustification of observation statementswhich isthe onethat has
captured the imagination of the traditional philosophersand which
they havereified into this notion of the self-evidence of afact inde-
pendent of any context and that is what | am criticizing. In other
words, | amnot surethat thereisany issue here. | want to makeclear
that | was giving an account of only one dimension in thejustifica-
tion of observation statements but it is the one that has fascinated
classical philosophers of perception.”®

70 Epistemology VI, track 5 (#6).
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Asl indicated, in the specific pattern of justification | was present-
ingwhatisinvolvedis, if youwill, atheory of how language getsits
meaning and itsuse and islearned. For thisreason | called it, using
the term deliberately, because it is often used as a term of abuse,
that iswhy | characterized my view asacoherence theory of justifi-
cation. But thebasic featurewhich differentiatesmy coherencethe-
ory of justificationisthat it bringsin thistrans-level dimension of
justification where one goes from the occurrence of abelief to the
justification of that samebelief. The senseinwhichin“Empiricism
and the Philosophy of Mind,” | say some authority accruesfromto-
kensto types, that isthe point | was making in“Empiricism and the
Philosophy of Mind,” in section 8 which iscalled “does empirical
knowledge have afoundation?’ | talk about the credibility of prop-
ositions and | speak about different modes of acquiring credibility
and | said that thereisakind of credibility which flowsfromtokens
totypes, in other wordsfrom propositional occurrencesto the cred-
ibility of the propositions. That iswhat is characteristic of this par-
ticular dimension of justification that | wasanalyzing thisevening.
Asl say, | am convinced that it isthis peculiar form of the acquisi-
tion of credibility by propositions which has been reified into the
classical theory of self-evidence.

[How doesonedeal with Cartesian “ cogito, ergo sum”?] | think
that the Cartesian cogito is a many splendored thing, | think there
are many themesthat areinvolved here, some of which | have been
talking about in my lectures but let me put it thisway. Thereisone
interesting feature of the cogito that has not always been appreci-
ated and that isit requires an understanding of the meaning of the
words ‘sum’, exist, | think that Kant was right when he said that
“existence” isnot apredicate but really Kant did not say that “ exis-
tence” is not a predicate, he said that it is not areal predicate. In
other words, he agreed that “ existence” isapredicate, thisisnot al -
waysrealized, Kant thinks, “of course existenceisapredicate,” but
itisaspecial kind of predicate, itisreally asecondlevel predicate, a
predicate of concepts. To say that God existsisto say that the con-
cept of God applies to something. Let us assume that that istrue, |
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think it is true. Suppose that existence is in that sense a predicate
and to say of something that it existsisto say that therelevant con-
cept appliesto something. What would the statement “1 do not ex-
ist” be like? You ponder it and you will see. It would be “my
concept of myself has no application, my concept of myself hasno
application,” isthat acoherent statement? It isnot acoherent state-
ment becauseit takesaway with one hand what giveswiththe other.
Whose concept of myself? My concept of myself! Descartes saw
that therewas a conceptual incoherencein theproposition“I do not
exist.” What | would doisto put thefinger right there, that it isinco-
herent because by analyzing out into, “my concept of me does not
have application, it presupposes something that isdenied.” So okay
“cogito ergo sum” isaknowledgeclaim, itisaconceptual truth but
itisavery special kind of conceptual truth because as Descartes
said, in order to formulate the proposition, you have to refer to
yourself and so that, in order to say “cogito ergo sum,” you haveto
say my concept of myself does not have application.

What | want to say is that the conceptual structure we use has
different dimensions and in one dimension one can be prior and in
another dimension another can be prior. Thusthereisone sensein
which, singular perceptual statements or observation statements
are prior to generalizations, we support generalizations by appeal
to singular observation statements. But on the other hand, thereisa
senseinwhich singular perceptual statements presuppose aknowl -
edge of the very framework of perception and so thisiswhat | ar-
gued, againin*“ Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind,” at theend
of section 8:

If | reject the framework of traditional empiricism,
itisnot because | want to say that empirical knowl-
edge has no foundation. For to put it thisway isto
suggest that it is really empirica knowledge
so-called, and to put in a box with rumors and
hoaxes. Thereisclearly some point to the picture of
human knowledge as resting on alevel of proposi-
tions—observation reports—which do not rest on
other propositionsin the sameway as other proposi-
tions rests on them. On the other hand | do wish to
insist that the metaphor of ‘foundation’ is mislead-
ing in that it keeps us from seeing that if thereisa
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logical dimensioninwhich other empirical proposi-
tions rest on observation reports, there is another
logical dimension in which thelatter rest onthefor-

mer.(EPM, section 8.)
Asl said, | think that thisis essentially pragmatic and Peirceanin
its gen%ral line as contrasted with the empiricism of, let us say,
Locke.

71 Epistemology VI, end of tape.
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What Really Exists 1969

| ntroduction

Flower in the Crannied Wall

Philosophy isnothing if not systematic and asystemisthetotal -
ity. I'm afraid therefore that |1 have to take the “flower in the
crannied wall” approach here. By giving samples and strategies, |
have been attempting to indicate the character of the systematic ap-
proach which | would taketo philosophical issuesastaking science
seriously because, as | said, Philosophy of Science is essentially
philosophy taking science seriously. Now last time | was discuss-
ing truth and | want to pick up themes that | introduced. You re-
member | distinguish between the meaning of truth and truth
conditions and characterize the meaning of truth as semantic
assertability and connected thisto theillustrating use of quotes, the
statement ‘ that snow iswhiteistrue’ becomeson theanalysisthat |
have been offering of ‘that snow is white’, here we have one of
these singular terms ‘that snow is white’, that has been taken to
name an abstract object, but this becomes,

The esnow iswhites is semantically assertable
Here we have the dot-quoted expression. This means

*snow is whitees are semantically assertable.

And that in effect isan authorization to assert that snow iswhite. In
other words to inscribe it, token it, which amounts to writing it
without quotes or dequoting it and so as | said as a kind of slogan
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you can say that the truth move is a dequoting move and the quotes
inquestion arethefunctional, purefunctional quotes, we havebeen
talking about.

| pointed out that truth conditions as distinct from the meaning
of truth are specified recursively, roughly we specify what thetruth
of basic sentences is, the truth conditions for basic sentences is,
then you specify the truth of nonbasic sentencesin terms of them.
Andl illustrated this by, let’ ssay, given that Pand Q are basic sen-
tences, then “P or Q" would have as its truth condition

Por Qissemantically assertable if and only if Pis semanti-
cally assertable or Q is semantically assertable.

Roughly what we have done is to specify the truth conditions for a
molecul ar statement herein termsof the constituent statementsthat
make it up, and we would go on and specify truth conditions for
more logically complicated kinds of statements and in particular
one would go on to specify truth conditions for quantified state-
ments. But now | want to work today toward the topic of truth con-
ditions for basic statements because this is where we come
face-to-face again with the problem which has already been dis-
cussed earlier of how do concrete, existential, honest to goodness
factual relations get into the conceptual structure. What kind of
factual relations exist between a conceptual structure and the
world. Because you remember |'ve been characterizing a whole
family of pseudo-relations, saying, “stands-for” looks like a
relation but isn’t, and so on.

Truth and Existence

But before | do that | want to discuss briefly exemplification
and existence.l What we have, to take anillustration, to bri ng Soc-
rates in on the final day,

That Socratesiswiseistrue

1 What really exists, track 1 (#2).
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becomes,

The Socrates is wises is semantically assertable

And that becomes

eSocrates is wisess are semantically assertable

andthento assertit, isto conformwith thispermission, thisauthori-
zation.

Truthisnot arelation, truth aswe have seen is not to be under-
stood asarelation norisitto beunderstood asan attribute, exceptin
the sensein which the character of being semantically assertableis
an attribute. And indeed it is perfectly legitimate to say that the
character of being semantically assertable is an attribute so in that
sense we can say it is an attribute but it is not an attribute not of a
Platonic entity, it is an attribute of ob-
jects which are concreta. And of course
itisamost an Irish bull of courseto say

<+—/a)
that being semantically assertable is a //AA\\\ '
(b)

character of concreta because of course i
thismerely, asit were, authorizes oneto T
write them, so it's a permission, it's a
_normative statement,_if youwill ) the sub Figure L. (a) triangularity, (b)
ject matter of which are linguistic instances.

concreta. The subject matter of this

statement here is concreta to which this

eSocrates is wise « would apply.

Now | want to discuss exemplification because, remember, ac-
cording to the classical picture that we began with, for example,
hereistriangularity and thisisan absolutely objective entity and if
thereisatriangular object intheworldfor example, a, [infigurel],
well that is triangular because it stands in a certain relation to
triangularity.

Sowe get the classical picture that therelation of exemplifica-
tion between the concretum, let’ s call this a, and our metaphysical
picture here would be, hereisthe concretum a, here isthe essence,
hereisthe attribute of triangularity and there is the relationship or
tie of exemplification which holds or ties them together. And so,
thisis the relational theory of exemplification. What | obviously
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am going to do and already did
indicate earlier is to hold that
this pictureisfalse. Itisamis- 4 €—wisdom
leading picture at least. Because
by treating exemplification as a
relation between an objective
entity and concreta, we are buy-
ing in on that whole picture b ) % R related
which was fraught with e o S00aes & Rereiaed fo
pseudo-relations and the core
oneto get hold of the course be-
ing the pseudo-relational char-
acter of means.

Consider then

R <€— exemplification relation

S<4——— Socrates

Socrates exemplifies (or ‘participatesin’ or any of the other
terms that we use here) wisdom

This looks like arelational statement (figure 2), in the picture we
would have Socrates, wisdom and a tie of “exemplification” be-
tween them.

Ontheanalysisthat | have offered, thisbecomes (first of all weturn
around and take the converse)

The swisdome is exemplified by Socrates
and this becomes (since this is an abstract singular term)

The swisee is true of Socrates.

Thisisavery special use of thewords* Socrates’ as the context
indicates. The fact that we have the predicate “true of,” you see
what I’ m doingisanalyzing exemplificationintermsof truthand to
say that the swisee is true of Socrates is to say that the sentence
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forms by concatenating aswises and a *Socratess in the formalism
of Principia Mathematica, this would be

swise (Socrates)e
abstracting from tense.

Y ou know? Principia Mathematica doesn'’ t give one avery ad-
equate account of the syntax of interesting statements of any empir-
ical kind but thiswould be the Pmese regimentation of “ Socratesis
wise” and what this comes down to is that

*wise (Socrates)es are true

Sothat to say that thewisetrue of Socratesisto say that the sentence
appropriately concatenated and actually involving the copula
would involve an instance to which swisee applies and to which
eSocratese applies. | underlined [italicized] them here to show that
thisisreally acovertly quoted expression and wereduce exemplifi-
cation to truth. To say that Socrates exemplifies wisdom is to say
that the sentence that you get by putting together Socrates and a
wisdom s true. So we get a nonrelational account of exemplifica-
tion and furthermore instead of exemplification beingintheworld,
it exists in discourse as the semantic assertability of a certain
conceptual item.

Existence

Now what about existence? Existenceis, of course, apredicate.
Anditisapredicatebecausetheword* exists' isnot captured by the
existential quantifier. If | wanttosay therearecows, | could say,

(AX)(x isacow)

2 What Really Exists, track 2 (#3).
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and that isperfectly all right, to say that there are cowsisnot to say,
‘cowsexist’. | meanthisisa barbarismto say that cowsexist. The
correct statement is there are cows and thisis indeed captured by
the existential quantifier. Now “exists” by contrast to the so-called
existential quantifier—this should be called the “some” quanti-
fier— “exists” is actually a predicate. We can say,

Socrates exists.

And this (“exists”) isapredicate, what is the subject? Well asyou
might suspect, according to theanalysis| am going to offer, thisis
essentially aKantian analysis. You see, Kant didn’t say that “exis-
tence” isn't apredicate, hesaid that existenceisn’t areal predicate.

What he did say wasthat existencereally isapredicate of concepts,
ahigher-order predicate. ThisisaKantian view and | think itises-
sentially correct. When you say that Socrates exists, you are not
talking about Socrates as when you say, “ Socrates iswise,” when
you say “Socratesiswise,” then you are using the word ‘ Socrates’

infirstintention and you are predicating wisdomof him so that Soc-
ratesiswiseis afirst-order statement whereas Socrates existsis a
second-order statement where you’ re using theword * Socrates’ in
second intention and you say, roughly,

the eSocratess...

Now what are you saying on it? You can’t simply put down the
word ‘exists’ here as we have seen here: characteristically when
you go from one of these basic semantical category wordsto its ex-
position in terms of the illustrating quoting device, you have to
change the predicate. Thus, we are going to get a different predi-
catein this case, which is suited to the making explicit the quoting
character of theword * Socrates' asit is occurring in this context.
And it’s going to turn out to be the following, now et me give you
the analysis and then come back to it. The analysisis going to look
like the following:

when | say that Socrates exists, | mean that something istrue of
Socrates. To exististo havetruthspertaining to theitem: for the
item to exist isfor there to be truths pertaining to it.

Therefore, | am going to put down

a exists
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and I'm going to put that as
For some attribute the attribute is true of a.3

And of course* that woul d betelling usthat thereisan attribute such
that, and “PRECON” remember is a variable ranging over
dot-quoted expressions, it istelling usthereisapredicate which is
true of a and that istelling us that a concatenation of that predicate
with a is true.

Thereisapredicate such that that predicate concatenated with a
istrue.

Thefirstthingto noteisthat the predicatein question hastobea
genuinefirst-order predicate. It hasto beapredicatethat appliesto
concreta. Becausewhenwe say that a exists, wearetalking about a
certain concretum, we are saying of acertain concretumthat it ex-
ists. Andthereforeif thisisto beanalyzed intermsof therebeing a
predicate which istrue of it, the predicate has to be appropriate to
the concretum. 1t would be a matter-of-factual predicate. Liketall
or short or large or small or any other empirical predicate. That
means of coursethat you couldn’t use predicateswhich are on asec-
ond order, like you couldn’t use the word ‘exists' as a predicate
here, you might think that you get into paradoxesif you offer this
analysisbecauseit lookslike asthough you are saying if ‘exists' is
apredicate, then there would be a predicate such as existswhich is
true of it and therefore, we would then get nonexistence because
obvioudly if existenceisapredicate then nonexistenceisthe predi-
cate, so nhonexistence would beapredicate sothat if a doesn’t exist,
thenit doesn’t exist. There are all kinds of apparent paradoxesthat
lurk inthisareabut theimportant thing to remember isthat theonly
kind of predicate that we are talking about isthat it isafirst-order
predicates. Thereisafirst-order predicatewhichistrueof a: exam-
ples of that would be as | said, spatio-temporal predicates, color
predicates, size predicates and so on.

And if you wanted to, we could say that there is an a such that
thereisan a suchthat a.(a) ir trueor, o concatenated with aisfalse.

3 WS could be using any humber of symbolizations here.
4 What Really Exists, Track 3 (#4).
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It is important to do that although it is not necessary because we
haveincluded that possibility inthere becauseif thereisapredicate
that istrueof it then there’ salso onethat isfalse of, namely the ne-
gation of that predicate. The importance of thisisthat it brings out
the fact that thereis athird alternative because “ some-statements’
are neither true nor fal se so that when we say that an object exists,
weareruling out that no statementsabout it areeither trueor false.

Takefor example Santa Claus. Santa Claus doesnot exist. The
reason for this is that there is no attribute,

it is not the case that there is an attribute such that the attrib-
ute concatenated with Santa Claus is true or are a. concate-
nated with Santa Claus is false, ~o(a) .

Suppose you consider the sentence
Santa Claus lives at the North Pole
or,

Santa Clausitisjolly.

Thesearenot literally true or false, they aretrue or false only under
acertain rubric, what we call the “fictional rubric” in other words
they are true in a derivative sense of true: i.e., that given the fic-
tional rubric then these sentences are privileged as opposed to their
contradictories. That isthere’ sacertain story about Santa Clausin
whichthese statementsbel ong and their denial do not belong. Thus,
statements to the effect that Santa Claus lives at the North
Pole—these statements are true in the Pickwickian sense, they are
not trueaprimary sense. Thisisthepoint. “ SantaClauslivesinthe
north” is neither true nor false in the primary sense of true. In this
respect “Santa Claus’ differs from “Socrates.”®

| have abstracted herefrom thetense difference between exists,
did exist, and will exist. In philosophy you know we tend to say
Socrates exists and we use that as an example, we tend to use the
word ‘exists' asshort for adisjunction, either existed or isexisting
or will exist and that’ stheway itisto be construed here because oth-
erwise we can give amore elaborate analysisin terms of which we

5 What Really Exists, track 4 (#5).
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take account of the difference between existed, exists, and will ex-
ist. I"'mabstracting fromthat and giving youwhat isthe heart of the
matter asfar asthisframework isconcerned. Therefore, to say that
an object existsisto say that some 1% level predicateistrueof it.

Y ou can see what I’ m going to end up by sayingif | gettoitto-
day, I'll say it now justin casel don't get to it. When we ask what
really exists, then we want to say that what really existsis that of
which predicatesin an ideal conceptual framework would betrue.
We are going to define reality and truth and existenceand soon, in
termsof what reallyistrue and what really exists—they are going
to be understood in terms of an ideal successor framework to the
framework that we actually now use. That’ sthe sort of themethat |
want to conclude with but I’ m saying it now so that you understand
therelevance of what | am doing here, why | am taking time out to
discuss truth and existence and exemplification.

Observation

| want to discuss observation and observation frameworks.
First of all let me indicate my general agreement with Feyerabend,
that a predicate is an observation predicate not becauseit labelsan
object of acertain kind but because it isareliable response to con-
crete objectsin situations. “Reliable response” thiscomesin with
theway (a) welearn language to begin with and (b) theway we are
continually learning new words aswe progressthrough life. When
achildlearnsitsfirst vocabulary, itislearning to respond to objects
intheworld. Itisacquiring responsesto objectsandwhenitiscall-
ing them red, characterizing them in terms of predicates and in
terms of sentencesinvolving predicates of that kind. Anditisreli-
able in avery straightforward sense that if you brought up your
child and trained it, and it is over in the corner, behind a screen or
just going around the screen there and you hear it say “Mommy!
here is the cat,” or “Here is something white,” or “something
black,” and if you have reason to believe that heisnot pulling your
leg etc. etc., there are always little contextually relevant consider-
ationsthat haveto betakeninto account, but given all that, all these
necessary qualificationsthat haveto be added, thefact remainsthat
you are entitled to infer from the occurrence of that utterance, that
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thereaisacat there, that thereis something red, thereis something
black there. In other wordsit’ sabasic feature of observation sen-
tences that their occurrence ceteris paribus—and ‘ ceteris paribus’
is one of the most important words philosophers can learn. Their
occurrence is an indication of their truth.

Thechild starts by learning a certain vocabulary but then aswe
goonthrough lifeweacquire new response patternsin using words.
Asyou know, for example, a clinical psychologist can use, in re-
sponding to people, very theory laden words like * schizoid’ and
etc., thewholevocabulary of clinical psychology isonewhichadi-
agnostician can usein responding® reliably that isto say if thesein-
volved are good, which isin some cases, highly questionable, but
certainly wewould have here an example of atermthat isfunction-
ing asan observation termin thevocabulary of aclinical psycholo-
gist, the diagnostician. And this of course is obviously connected
with the familiar point that if we challenged the clinical psycholo-
gist with respect to theterm that heisusing as an observation term,
then, you see he will retreat to a level of observation language
which is less theory laden. He will now start talking about the
symptoms that he sees, as a matter of fact, as you know there are
many cases in which people can use terms as observation termsin
which, when you challenge, they can't really formulate for you
what the criteria are which in some sense they are applying: inter-
esting problems are involved there. The point isthat in the case of
the clinical psychologist, he may retreat to observation predicates
which arelesstheory laden and call our attentionto how the person
islooking, how they are behaving and so on. And indicated that in
his theory those are sound grounds for ascribing to the person the
theoretical predicate in question which he had previously been
using as an observation predicate.

We can relativize the notion of observation framework anditis
quite clear that there are sort of Chinese boxeshereand thereal is-
sue here doesn’t concern this sort of trivial fact which everybody
acknowledges, thereal issueis, “isthere not only retreat from one
framework to another but isthereaframework whichistheultimate
retreat?’ Sense datum theorists hold that there isakind of ultimate

6 What Really EXxists, track 5 (#6)
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framework to which one can retreat so that the clinical psychologist
might first of all, might respond to the person with a theoretical
term and then he might respond to the person and indicate he was
doing so with words which are |ess theoretical and which concern
the symptoms that he detects. Finally he might come down to
words which are in amore obvious sense perceptual words, words
in, Aristotelian terminology, which pertain to the proper and com-
mon sensible characteristics. It isnormally thought that hereinthe
Aristotelian framework of proper and common sensibles, we do
have a basic framework to which retreat finally comes and where
retreat stops and that is the notion of an absolute observation
framework—something like the Aristotelian framework of proper
and common sensible, and | think there’s a lot to this.

Now before | go into that theme, however, let me remind you
that the word “theory” isatricky term. Just because a person uses
the word “theory,” it doesn’t follow that he is the following some
particular paradigm for using theterm. In the phil osophy of science
over the past two and ahalf decades, the tendency has been to use
the word theory in such a way that a paradigm case of the theory
would be molecular theory or kinetic theory. Here atheory is not
only an explanatory framework but it isan explanatory framework
which has an external subject-matter as | called it in the Irenic
Instrumentalism paper. For exampleit hasan external subject mat-
ter, namely the gases, the kinetic theory of gases. 1t would havethe
external subject matter of gases aswe perceive them and work with
them operationally in laboratory situationsand it would haveanin-
ternal subject matter which would be molecules. So here we can
draw a distinction between—a reasonable and pragmatic distinc-
tion—the external and the internal subject matter of atheory. We
can say what thetheory isof, itisatheory of gasesanditisatheory
which introduces moleculesto explain gases. Molecules arethein-
ternal subject matter of the theory because the theory itself isfor-
mulated intermsof molecules. Asl said, | think thisisareasonable
and useful distinction.

In the case of some theories however, there is no external sub-
ject matter, and what do | mean by this?’

7 What Really Exists, track 6 (#7).
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Theword ‘theory’ isoften used in such away that the theory is
simply an explanatory framework and what | want to suggest isthat
the commonsense framework or the basic framework to the extent
that we can speak of the basic framework, asafirst approximation,
isaframework which is an explanatory framework and has a con-
ceptual coherence of a kind that makes possible explanations but
what it explains are not something that isformulated externally to
theframework. Y ou might say that the commonsense framework is
aframework in terms of which we explain the very thingsin terms
of which the framework talks about, we explain cases of happen-
ings and processes, the occurrence of processes of the kind which
the framework itself formulates. So that in the case of a, you might
say, something you would like to call an observation framework,
we don’t draw adistinction between the internal and external sub-
ject matter. Call it subject matter external, let’ s say gases, and sub-
ject matter internal, molecules. | think there is good
methodol ogical reason for Nagel’ sinsistence on the distinction be-
tween the theory and the bridge laws or the correspondence rules
and the observation framework. | want to comment on why | think
that thisis methodologically a sound thing to do but | also want to
emphasize that this doesn’t hold of every explanatory framework.
It holds only of theories where new objects, new entities are being
postulated in order to explain the behavior of an areawith whichwe
arealready acquainted. Y ou might say thisisthe antecedent frame-
work and we areintroducing new entitiesin atheory to explain the
processesthat we can already describein an antecedent framework.

Whereas the basic framework, if thereis one, or therelatively
basic framework, isan explanatory framework but it has purely in-
ternal subject matter like physical objects. The common sense
observational framework is aframework concerning physical ob-
jectsand physical processesand so onand asl said thenitisan ex-
planatory framework which explains events and processes of the
kind which it talks about as an external framework. Soin thiscase
we have adistinction between an internal and external framework,
amethodologically different kind of case from the kind of casein
what we are tempted to call the basic observation framework. |
think it is worth noting that the concept of observation itself be-
longsin an explanatory framework, putting it crudely, the concept
of observationitself isatheoretical concept and over the history of
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science, we get changes in the concept of what observation is and
thisisonething that isstrongly influenced the philosophical theory
because in effect, changes in interpretations of what observations
areled from Aristotle’ stheory of perception to thekind of Humean
theory or Berkeleyean theory of perception which ended in such a
blind alley.

And | want to comment briefly on that because | think that some
of the mistakes that are made there are made by the
Instrumentalists.

| want to put my finger on what goeswrong in Instrumentalism.

Sense I mpressions

Sooner or later anybody who phil osophi zes about sense percep-
tionisgoingtointroduce senseimpressionsor sensationsor...other
terms are used here. Thisisnot to say that all philosophers do by
any means but it certainly has been one very strong strand and |
think it’s alegitimate one. Sense impressions are correctly intro-
duced into atheory of observation, of perceptual observation but
senseimpressions are misconstrued if they are construed asthe pri-
mary objects of perception as was done by Berkeley, Hume and
Locke, for that matter.8

They are not what we primarily know in perception as a matter
of fact, | would argue that sense impressions are themselves theo-
retical, they apart of the theor etical explanation of what perception
consistin, of whatitinvolves. Asamatter of fact, | would arguethat
far from sense impressions being the primary objects of knowl-
edge, they are not even objects of knowledge except for the highly
theoretical purpose of explaining the phenomena of perception,
perceptual error, and perceptual illusion. The second point | want
to make isthat not only are sense impressions not the primary ob-
jects of knowledge and perception but sense impressions are not
cognitivethemselves, they are not knowings, senseimpressionsare
neither corrigiblenor incorrigible, becausethey don’t make any, as
Kant pointed out, claimsconcerning what isthe case. Senseimpres-

8 What Really Exists, track 7 (#8).
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sionsare not cognitive, they are not knowings, they are neither cor-
rigible nor incorrigible, because they don’t make any truth claim at
all. It is important to realize then that perception involves two
modes of consciousness, and the word “consciousness” is one of
these wordsthat has ambiguitiesin away which can generate won-
derful philosophical music.

Perception involves, first of all, something we can crudely call
conceptual consciousness or judgment. Actually it is a misuse of
the word “judgment” to speak of perceptual judgments, there are
things that can be called perceptual judgment as when one esti-
mates the height of awall,® because there something called “judg-
ing” goeson but it is useful to use the word “judgment” becauseit
carrieswith it this“truth claim aspect” so to speak and, of course,
thereisatruth claim aspect in perceptual consciousness. And this
isthe conceptual element in perception and if wewere puttingitin
terms of our Cartesian account, we would say that perception in-
volves a believing, a taking their something to be the case, a
propositional truth claim. For example,

thereisared and triangular object over there

that would be the content of that truth claim. We could call it abe-
lieving but theword “believing” is, again, aword that isused very
cavalierly by philosophers. Often believings are arrived at by an-
swering questions and so on, we have to distinguish however be-
tween perception which can occur without any question being
raised. Onecanjust, asit were, seethat there’'salecturnonthetable
without having asked oneself any questions and that iswhy | think
it is often useful to use the word taking and so that philosophers
fromH. H. Priceon down have used the word taking instead of “ be-
lieving” becausetheword “believing” tendsto carry withittooin-
tellectualized aview of what perceptionislike, so we can speak of a
perceptual taking but the point isthat the taking is a propositional
taking, it is a taking that makes a truth claim.

But on the other hand perception is not simply making a truth
claim. Onecan asit werewith oneseyes shut, one could think there
isared and triangular object over there and it’ s quite clear that it

9 In the Aristotelian tradition, the cognitions of the aestimative sense.
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would not be aperceptual taking. Now | am not going to attempt in
this context here to analyze how these two elements that | am de-
scribing fit together, they do blend together in a very interesting
way inthe perceptual experience. But in addition to the conceptual
taking which we can represent by means of thetokening of amental
sentence, ethereisared and triangu-

lar object over theree, there will be

the non-conceptual item, the sen-

sory, the state which isanal ogousto

feeling. We speak of this as the

senseimpression, we can speak of it

asthevisual sensation and soonand

this would be for example al®

Sense impression of ared trian-
gle.

It isitself not a conceptual state
but it is essentially involved in ex- Figure 3. this-red-triangular, the
perience because it is that sentiency }amk;pgsg."o?]kec‘ by sensation or sense
aspect of the experience which
keeps it from being a purely judg-
mental, apurely conceptual, apurely thinking kind of state, percep-
tionisn't simply thinking that something is the case, it is thinking
somethingisthecasewhichisbrought about, provoked and accom-
panied by and blended with acertain sentient stateand it isthat sen-
tient state that we call “sense impression.” Now the interesting
thing about the senseimpression and the taking—here we have the
taking and here we have a sense impression—and the interesting
thing is that in the example that | have given and other examples
that we can easily construct, we use the same kind of technique for
classifying. We classify it by means of a use of physical object
taught, talk of perceptual qualities, ‘red’ and ‘triangular’ for exam-
ple, so that we use the word ‘red’ and ‘triangular’, we use these
words in classifying the conceptual state and we also use themin
classifying the sensory state.

10 What Really Exists, track 8 (#9).
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When we use them in classifying the conceptual state, of
course, we are using themin second intention, we are using themin
effect by dot-quoting them, erede and triangulare, becausewhat we
have hereisataking whichisof thekind which would be expressed
in language by a sentential utterance which involves a sreds and
striangulare. When we are using the words red and triangular in
classifying the taking, we use them in the way |’ ve been analyzing
in terms of classifying them functionally as a linguistic item per-
forming acertain function. When we usethesewordsin classifying
a sense impression, we are not doing the same thing, we are using
them to classify the sense impression but we are not using themin
second intention, we are using them in an extended or and analogi-
cal sense.

What do | mean by this? Well, | mean roughly a sense impres-
sion of ared triangle is a sense impression of the kind that is nor-
mally brought about by looking at red and triangular objects in
standard conditions and furthermore which resembles and differs
from other senseimpressionsinwayswhich correspond to theways
in which red and triangular objects resemble and differ objects of
other colorsand objectsof other shapes. Sothat wearereally intro-
ducing the phrase here “of ared triangle” to classify the senseim-
pressions and in doing so we are actually forming then a
classificatory expression which classifies the sense impression as
of a certain kind.

Thus, in this context here we are really getting a theoreti-
cal...weareusing physical object talk asamodel for constructing a
theory asto what goeson inside of peoplewhen they are seeing that
thereisared and triangular object over there. So hereisaclassifi-
cation and the import of the classification isthat the state is of the
kind which is normally brought about by red and triangular physi-
cal objects, and it is of a kind which differs systematically from
other sense impressions in away which corresponds to the way in
which colored objects, objects of different colors differ from one
another and resemble one another and objects of different shapes
resembleand differ fromoneanother. We, asit were, construct, us-
ing a certain model, a theory space which has alogical structure
analogous to the space of color and shape in the literal sense in
which these words are used in physical object talk.
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It's interesting to note then that in the perceptual experience,
there are two items each of which is classified by making a very
special use of physical object talk, talk about physical objects and
their qualities. Obviously this introduces possibilities of philo-
sophical confusion, inthefirst
place you see, one notices that
one uses!! the words red and
triangular in classifying both
of them and might think that
one does so in the same way,
one either tends assimilate the
taking to the sense impression
or the sense impression to the
taking and this has been char-
acteristically true of philoso-
phies of perception, this kind (body)
of confusionisendemicinthe- \
ories of perception.

And in the second place,
since the “truth clam ele-
ment” is an essential part, one Figure 4. (a) constituents: redness and tri-
may think of sense impres— angularity. (b) apprehending thefact. (c) the

. . . directly seen.

sions as making atruth claim!

If you run these two together,

you will get ultimately what | refer to in “ Scientific Realism and
Irenic Instrumentalism” as akind of bastard concept of something
whichisboth pre-symbolic, pre-conceptual and yet makesthetruth
claim. Y ou get the notion of senseimpression as being akind of ba-
sic genuine knowledge which is more basic than any symbolism or
any language or any symbolic system. Andthisiswhat | call the
Myth of the Given, theideathat thereisa certain stratum of experi-
encewhichissomehow making atruth claimand whichissomehow
more basic than any acquired conceptual system.

Let me bring in another themewhich | think isanother mistake
which is made, which is made and ultimately results in

—~

)

redness triangulaity

11 What Really Exists, track 9 (#10).
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Instrumentalism. Supposethat wetake the Platonic view seriously
according to it when a person seesthat an object isred and triangu-
lar, here's the object

What actually isinvolved of courseisthat the object whichis
red and triangular exemplifies or stands in the exemplification or
the partaking or instantiation relation to redness and triangul arity.
So according to the Platonistic kind of model, when you are seeing
that an object isred and triangular, you are apprehending, you are
seeing, visually apprehending afact, afact whichinvolvestwo con-
stituents, a concretum—the object which is red and triangu-
lar—and two abstracta, namely redness and triangularity. Thus,
when you see that something isred and triangular, you are standing
in adirect relationship of visual apprehension of which different
accounts can be given but the structureremainsthe sasmeand that is
the important thing, you are standing in an existential relation to
two objects namely redness and triangularity which you are see-
ing.1?

And the important point isthat you are existentially related to
them. When you are apprehending the facts, that involves appre-
hending these objects and they are visually apprehended you actu-
ally, visually apprehend redness and you visually at apprehend
triangularity.

Atthisstagethe Instrumentalist saysto himself, you cannot vi-
sually apprehend theoretical attributes, you cannot perceive theo-
retical attributes, you can perceive redness and triangularity, the
proper and commonsensible attributes and this meansthat theoreti-
cal attributes have asecond-class status, vis-a-visknowledge. The
fascinating thing here is that the instrumentalist if he is sophisti-
cated, acceptsthe linguistic function account of the sense in which
theoretical predicatesstand for attributes. Inother words, | develop
an account according to which standing for an attribute isamatter
of performing a linguistic function.13

The Instrumentalist is happy about that when it comesto theo-
retical predicates, “yes,” he would say, “to say that a certain theo-
retical predicate stands for a certain theoretical attribute is really

12 See ME for a discussion of the history of facts.
13 What Really Exists, track 10 (#11).
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not to talk about itsrelation to an entity but simply to classify its
functioning.” To say that a certain theoretical word “means,”
“stands for” molecule or stands for the attribute of being a mole-
cule, for theinstrumentalist means merely that the expression does
the “molecule” kind of job. So that he would say, “OK ‘molekiil’,
in German, stands for the property of being a molecule,” he would
say fine but all that meansis that ‘molekil’ in German translates
into “molecule” in our language and doesthe job in German which
is done by our word “molecule.” If you look at a sophisticated
Instrumentalist you will find he says the meaning of atheoretical
term is its functioning in the deductive system.

Inthisway, to say of thetheoretical termthat it standsfor an at-
tribute, to say it standsfor acertain attributeis simply classify itin
termsof itsfunction. I’ m not saying that any Instrumentalist hasac-
tually come out and developed anice neat tidy theory of linguistic
functionsand so onbut if youtalk with them and read what they say,
it’s quite clear that to the extent that they are willing to talk about
theoretical attributes at all, the account they would give of themis
essentially the kind of account that | have been giving of what isto
stand for an attribute.

To say that ‘molekiil’ in German stands for the attribute of be-
ing amolecule, they would say that simply isto classify ‘ molekiil’
in German asaword that doesthe job that, in our language, isdone
by “molecule.” Sothat we haveakind “standing for” that isaclas-
sifying function, standing for, a functional classification standing
for. And then what do they do?“Aha,” they say, when it comesto
rednessandtriangularity therewehavereal standing-for. Because
really to stand for attributeisto do what?Itisto label it you see. In
other words, the word ‘red’ stands for redness because it labelsiit,
hereisredness as an entity an objective entity and ‘red’ isitslabel.
We apprehend rednessand we giveit alabel and thelabel standsfor
rednessbecauseitisthelabel of it and because we can apprehended
what itisthelabel of. Now, onthe other hand, whenit comesto the-
oretical expressions, when you say that they stand for an attribute
that really isjust away of classifyingit. Of course on my view, to
say what any predicates stands for isto classify it. This notion of
certain predicates labeling objects, attributes as Platonic objects
you see, that is the core of Instrumentalism. Because that iswhat
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they take as first-class and a then everything else is second-class
with respect to it.

The important thing about words like ‘red’ and *triangular’ is
thatinadditiontoinferential functionings, likewecaninfer from*x
isred’ to*xisnotgreen’, youknow predicatescomein kind of fami-
lies, as Carnap pointed out. Inadditiontointra-linguisticfunctions
which concern inference patterns in which predicates function,
words like red and triangular and other observation words have a
different kind of functionwhich I referred to at the beginning of this
discussion of observation, namely, the response function, the
word-object kind of function.4

Inthe case of both theor etical and observational predicates, for
those predicatesto stand for an attributeisfor it to functionin acer-
tainway. Thepointisthat what we recognize asobservation words
do function as aresponse, asinput. Now the classical view would
be, as I’ ve indicated, that theoretical words don’t do this kind of
thing. Of coursetheanswer is, “why can’tthey?’ Andonceyou get
away fromthe classical picturewhich drawsan absolutedistinction
between observation predicateswhich aregenuinely predicatesand
genuinely stand for attributes and predicates which merely stand
for attributes in the sense of having a function, which the an
Instrumentalist worked out but which other philosophershavealso
donein oneway or another, without seeing that it isreally the core
of Instrumentalism. It occursto us of coursethat thereis no reason
why one cannot acquire the ability to respond to environmental
situations by means of expressions in a theory.

Y ou see everybody grants that this happens because a person
doesn’t look at Wilson cloud chamber and say, “ahal A path is
forming here so such and such akind of particleis probably going
through,” nohejust looksat it and respondstoit right away withthe
appropriate physical description, the appropriate theoretical ac-
count of what’ sgoing on there, just as, you remember, theclinical
psychologist about whom | was talking earlier, respondsto his pa-
tient directly with awith a clinical classification which is highly
theoretical. Sowecandoit. Andthe pointisthen that if we mean
by an observation predicate onethat doesreliably play theresponse

14 What Really Exists, track 11 (#12).
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role, by “reliably” meaning that it’s very occurrence isasymptom
of itstruth, then there’ s no reason why theoretical statements can’t
performthiskind of thejob. But onceweget away fromthiskind of
a picture then, we realize that theoretical predicates could have
first-class status.

In effect what Feyerabend doesisto say not only that theoreti-
cal predicates can have this first-class status, but that it’ s method-
ological sound to give them this first-class status wholeheartedly
and scrap old ones, you see. According to Feyerabend, the minute
we have atheory that explains a certain domain, we should throw
away our old account of that domain and thenrespondtoitinterms
of the new conceptual framework. But there aretwo separate ques-
tions here, oneis, “Can theoretical predicates acquire a reporting
role?’ and the second is “ Should we abandon old frameworks as
soon as we get in a new one?”’

In some cases wherethe theories are partial, there’sno harmin
doing so. And what they are doing isreplacing another theory, the
closer we get, however to the commonsense framework, the more
cautious we have to be because the way we perceivetheworldisa
fascinatingly subtle mixture of ourselves and theworld. Putting it
crudely, the world as we can concretely perceiveit with all its col-
ors and sounds and tastes and so on is a fascinating mixture of
ourselves and the world.

Now we have a pretty good theoretical structure for dealing
with the physical aspects of objects and of physical aspects of per-
sons but where scienceis still on the boundaries of investigation!®
is in neurophysiology and perception. | mean this is the next big
breakthrough, if thisisto be broken through, thiswhere all the ac-
tionisnow that molecular biology hasbeen pretty well ... big break-
throughshave been madethere, now it has become standard science
now, the big minds now are moving en masse into
neurophysiology. Now as | said one of the $64,000 questionsin
neurophysiology concerns the status of sensation, sensory con-
sciousness, the relation of sentiency to neurophysiological pro-

15 What Really Exists, track 12 (#13).
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cesses. We hardly even have a glimmer yet at as to what kind of
categories are appropriate for understanding this relationship.

Until we do, we should be very leery about dropping color talk
and talk in terms of sensible qualities becauseif wereferred to ob-
jects simply in terms of their primary qualities so to speak...in
L ockean language...then we are discarding from our language the
very basisin terms of which we talk about sentiency because we
talk about sentiency how? In terms of the sensible qualities of
physical objects. Soasl said thereisakind of interesting mixture
here at the commonsense level, part of which will be thrown out,
you seg, if you simply talk about object intermsof their physical; to
characteristics, their characteristics which are talked about in
microphysical theory. So thisisone placewherel would urge that
it would be folly to drop the ordinary use of words for perceptible
qualities in our observation language. | think therefore that thisis
thebasicreason | giveinthe Scientific Realism paper for keeping a
methodological distinction between the perceptual level of physi-
cal objectswiththeir perceptiblecharacteristicsand the framework
of theory.

I thinkitisuseful, itismethodologically useful, to usethistech-
nique of, as it were, keeping an observation framework at arm’s
length, as it were, from our theory, the methodological reason is
that thisisavery rich framework and if you simply threw away at
adopted thisother one, youwould bethrowing away something that
really formulated, that posed problems, because the problems per-
taining to, as| said, sentiency ultimately arise from problems per-
taining to therelation of perceiversto the physical objectsthat they
look at, see, feel, taste and so on.

But my reason for accepting thismethodol ogically, on theother
hand, goesalong withtherecognitionthat inthelast analysis, athe-
ory is going to be correct and in principle, there will be a theory
which does give an account of how sentiency is related to the
perceiver and to neurophysiological processes, we don’t have it
yet. But so until we haveit, | think we should keep the domain of
theory at arm'’s length. Of course this is a general philosophical
point I’ m making here because obviously thereisno reason to keep
people from using theoretically laden language in observation. |
mean as| said there’ s no reason why clinicians shouldn’t use their
theory in responding perceptually to their patients or why physi-
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cists shouldn’t look at bubble chambers or ook at Wilson Cham-
bers and so on and respond to them with the theoretical statements,
the point is however that according to Feyerabend, they should not
only do that but they should literally throw away, the other. | want
to suggest that for pragmatic reasons, you should use parts of the
theory in observation by as ageneral methodol ogical approach, do
that only for practical reasons and keep afairly tidy distinction, in
terms of atheory of perception, keep avery fairly tidy distinction
between the observation framework and the framework of theory.
That was the argument, indeed, of the Scientific Realism paper.

16

Finally. | wastalking yesterday about the similarity of concep-
tual frameworks, one conceptual framework can contain items
which function similarly to conceptsin another conceptual frame-
work. Furthermore, one conceptual framework can be a successor
framework to another as for example Relativity mechanicsis the
successor framework to Newtonian mechanics.

Characteristic of the successor framework is that it explains
why the preceding framework isincorrect, it explainswhy it leads
to fal se observations, observationsthat are not confirmed. Further-
more, agood successor theory not only explainstheflawsof itspre-
decessor but it also explainswhy it worksaswell isit did. Andthat
will be because, usually, it contains successor concepts, concepts
whichfunctioninterestingly like conceptsintheolder theory.

Wecanformtheregulativeideal of aframework whichisasuc-
cessor framework to the framework that we have now but, for ex-
ample, which does have a more adequate neurophysiology in it,
which does solve problems posed by neurophysiological
observations and experiments. We can form the idea of a frame-
work which standsto ours as one which explainswhy oursworks as
well asit doesand which explainsitsshortcomings. Now thisregu-
lativeideal, | call the Peircean Framework from Charles Saunders
Peirce, and after developing the idea of thisregulativeidea, | had
compared our conceptual system, CSyurs, and this conceptual sys-
tem, CS,, and saw that this was Charles Sanders Peirce. And it was

16 What Really Exists, track 13 (#14).
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pureaccident and I’ m glad it worked out that way but we canimag-
ine the conceptual system which standsto oursasa successor, and
which explains why ours works as well it does, explains its short-
comingsand of course aconceptual framework which, to say that it
isaregulativeideal isto say that no questions arise which it can’t
cope with. Now of course this is always logically possible that
more and more question should arise but we have the regulative
ideal as one which so to speak arrives at akind of stability so that
there are no questions which can be generated, which it cannot re-
solve. | indicated, and thisis going to be my concluding remark,
that thisregulativeideal defineswhat we mean by the phrase “ what
really exists” and defineswhat wemean by “reallytrue.” To say of
astatement in our framework that it isreally trueisroughly to say
that its successor in the ideal framework would be semantically
assertable in accordance with the rules of that framework.

Well as| said four lecturesisin one sense along period of time
and then in another itisavery short period of time. |’ ve attempted
to explain my strategies and fundamentally I’ ve attempted to ex-
plain what | was up two in the two paperswhich you were asked to
read: The" Theory of Categories” paper from “Experiencean The-
ory” (edited by L. Foster and J. W. Swanson; Umass Press, 1970)
and the “Scientific Realism or Irenic Instrumentalism” which is
published in my book Philosophical Perspectives. I'vetriedin a
way, particularly today, to clarify some of the rather terse things
that are said in the Scientific Realism paper.
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Commemor ation 1970

Physical Realism

This paperlcan be called “An Examination of the Dou-
ble-Knowledge Approach to the Mind-Body Problem.” It seems
only yesterday that | waswriting an essay for another symposium
on the living philosophy of Sellars. But yesterday can be a long
time ago, when the living philosopher is Roy Wood Sellars and a
glance at the printed page reminds me that it was, in fact, sixteen
yearsago that | wroteaessay on Physical Realismfor the number of
Philosophy and Phenomenol ogical Resear ch devoted to hisphilos-
ophy. Re-reading it the other day, | was struck by itsflaws and in-
eptitudes as one always is with ideas which have escaped into the
real world. | wasalmost moved towishthat | could doit over again.
Inasensel havethat opportunity. But although onecan stepintothe
sameriver twice, theriver isnever the same. When | wrote that es-
say, realism was almost as controversial asubject asit had beenin
the early years of the century, when the idealistic establishment
was under attack by what must have seemed to be a revolutionary

1 Onlythefirst of threelecturesfrom The Commemoration (" TheBirthday Cel-
ebration” asMcMullincallsit) isreproduced. Theother twowerenot given by
WS. As Sellars indicates, the lecture was later renamed and published. The
lecture deviates in small but interesting ways from the published version.
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younger generation. Today the positivistic phenomenalism of the
period which bracketed WWII is almost as dead as the systems of
Bradley, Bosanquet and their American counterparts, Creighton
and Royce. Indeed, it is deader, for now that philosophy has gone
“back to Kant” for the second time, can a Hegelian ‘trip’ be far
behind?

Thepoint | want to makeisthat Realismisvery much thedomi-
nant epistemol ogical standpoint today certainly as contrasted with
Phenomenalism and Idealism. How ‘critical’ thisrealismis, isless
clear. One might complain that it is unaware of its historical ante-
cedents, and ask how philosophy can betruly critical if it lacksthe
perspective which, historians assure us, is essential if one is to
avoid making old mistakes anew. There are, however, encouraging
signsthat the history of philosophy, even American philosophy, is
beginningtore-assumeitsrightful placeinthe philosophical enter-
prise. However that may be, the primary reason for doubting that
much contemporary realismistruly ‘ critical’ isitslargely noncon-
troversial status. It dominatesby default. Weare all realistslargely
because Phenomenalism and | dealism have cometo seem absurd.

Now however interesting thetask of unfolding theimplicit, asa
discussion of contemporary realism would be, it calls for apattern
of argument (citation, exegesis, and conjecture) which belongsin
the library rather than in the conference room. | shall therefore
leave contemporary realism to its dogmatic slumbers, and turn my
attentionto anissuewhichisasalivetoday asit waswhen my father
begantowrestlewithitintheearly yearsof the century. And specif-
ically to aposition which isstill enthusiastically affirmed by some
and isvehemently denied by othersasrealismwasfirst inthe early
decades of the century and then, again, under the guise of
anti-phenomenalism, when | was writing my contribution to the
previous symposium.

| amreferring, of course, to the mind-body problem, andin par-
ticular to what might be called the consciousness-body problem.
For, asmy father hasrepeatedly emphasized, these are by no means
the same, however intimately related they may be. One of the most
striking features of the contemporary philosophical scene is the
controversy over what iscalled the identity theory’ of ‘the men-
tal’ and ‘the physical,” aswell as the resurgence of the debate be-
tween Cartesians and anti-Cartesians, in between materialists and
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anti-materialists. Metaphysics is indeed back with a ven-
geance—as well it might be after so many years of abuse.

Now my father ' RWS' | shall call him) has been both willing
and not willing to classify himself as a materialist. For any such
blanket term coversaspectrum of viewsranging from the sophisti-
cated to the absurd. Nor isthe phrase ‘identity theory’ as perspicu-
ousasonemight wish. What isidentical withwhat? Sometimesthe
claim seemsto bethat minds as enduring substantivesareidentical
with certain enduring physical entitieswhich are, for example, liv-
ing human bodies; sometimesthat mental happeningsor eventsare
identical with certain physical events of which the body is the
subject. In either case puzzles abound.

In his 1938 paper “An Analytical Approach tothe Mind Body
Problem” which formulates the results of morethan aquarter of a
century of brooding on thistopic, andis, in many respects, the best
statement of hisposition, RWSpointsout that whilehisapproachis
“monistic,” thisterm “does not get onevery far. It does not really
throw light upon the position taken to hunt around for some synon-
ymoustermssuchas‘identity’ or ‘unity’....” “Thereis,” hecontin-
ues, “no substitute . . . for the analysis of the terms involved, and
this... must rest upon deeper insightsin science, and upon accom-
panying clarifications in epistemology and ontology.”

Perhaps an Oxbridge-type analysis of common sense or ordi-
nary language might yield the result that one and the same | ogical
subject has both mental and physical attributes. But only inacon-
trived sense of the term could analysis, thus construed, counte-
nance the statement that * human minds' areidentical with ‘human
bodies.’ It' scertainly absurd. Itisworth noticing, therefore, thatin
characterizing his approach to the mind-body problem, my father
explicitly rejects the simplistic formula: The human mind is
identical with the human body.

He does however find it helpful to speak of the body as
“minded,” which suggests that we begin by thinking of minds as
itemswhich belong to the general category of physical objects, but
havein addition the distinctive feature of being minded, i. e. hav-
ing mental attributes. According to this picture, one and the same
itemwould be both aphysical object (quahaving certain attributes)
and a mind (qua certain other attributes). But although we can
glimpse a Strawsonian structure in his initial description of “the
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general character of [his] approach to the mind body problem,” he
soon makes it clear that hisconception of ‘ analysis' includesamo-
bilizing of all relevant sources of knowledge, in this case all rele-
vant sources of knowledge about bodies and minds. For RWS has
always been an unabashed scientific realist. Indeed wefind one of
the early uses of thistermin hisfirst book Critical Realism, pub-
lishedin 1916. Thushehasno hesitation inidentifying the physical
object which, as having certain attributes, isamind, with its coun-
terpart in the conceptual framework of physical theory. To be sure,
he nowhere agonizesover the sensein which common senseobjects
can beidentified with systemsof scientific objects. Thesituation, is
rather, that once he had rejects Idealism, Phenomenalism, and In-
spectional Realism, he seesno reason to reject the claim of science
to giveusevermoreadequate accountsof what the physical worldis
like.

A mind, then, (and mind must not, of course, be equated with
consciousness) is a physical system qua having certain attributes
(abilities, capacities, propensities, etc.) which are appropriately
characterized as ‘mental.” But which are these? Before approach-
ing thisquestion, however, let us note that RWS picks out acertain
sub-system within the physical system which isahuman organism
as conceived by theoretical science, namely the brain, and charac-
terizes it—not implausibly—as the primary locus of mental attrib-
utes and events. To balance this, however, he repeatedly
emphasizesthat it isthe organism asawholewhich isthe basic unit
of purposive behavior. Y et, the brain plays akey rolein organizing
and controlling thisbehavior, and oncethisroleisunderstood, and
with all duerespect to the organism asawhole, it isnot misleading
to construe this sub-system as the primary subject of mental attrib-
utes. Againthisisno analysis, you might say, of theinitial concep-
tual framework, thisis, again, asense of ‘analysis’ whichisnot to
be identified with an explication of antecedently given bounded
and tidy conceptual structures.

From this point of view, themind isthe brain (asconceived by
theoretical science) qua, having attributes appropriately classified
as ‘mental,” but again we ask, which attributes are these? Here we
must take a closer look at the conception of science which isbuilt
into thisaccount. That thescientific pictureintermsof which here-
solvesthe mind-body problemisanidealized picture, afar ranging
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extrapolation from the scientific results of hisday isclear. What is
more important is his contrast between the picture provided by
those scienceswhich are ‘ externally’ oriented, i.e. based upon per-
ception (with or without the use of instruments)—and science
which consistsin thedisciplined use of introspectivetechniques.

Thus it is time that we took into account his emphasis on the
‘double knowledge’ characterf hissolution. Actually, the phrase
“multiple knowledge would be amore appropriate label, for here-
peatedly distinguishes between different levels of knowledge both
with respect to the physical world and with respect to self-knowl-
edge. Itisonly by being clear about the nature, reach, and validity
of thesevariouslevelsof knowledgethat, ashe seesit, wecanavoid
the pitfallswhich surround the mind-body problem; and he regards
the key role played by histheory of knowledgein hisresolution of
traditional puzzles about the relation of the mental to the physical
as a striking confirmation of its adequacy and truth.

| have already called attention to his distinction between the
perceptual and thescientificlevelsof our knowledge of the external
world, and to the manner in which hiscritical realism with respect
to perceptual knowledge makes possibl e hiswhol ehearted commit-
ment to scientific realism. Itisnow important to note hisdistinction
between three levels of knowledge concerning the mental:

first, the intuitive or inspectional knowledge of mental states
and activities.

Second, the introspective knowledge of the dispositions, pro-
pensities, and traits of the enduring self, based upon this intu-
itive or inspectional knowledge.

And third, the knowledge of the mental states, activities, pro-
pensities, etc., which can be constructed by a behavioristic or
physiological psychology methodologically oriented along
the lines of animal psychology.

The first category includes our direct, non-inferential knowl-
edge of our sensations, feelings, thoughts, and actsof will. Thepar-
adigm case seems to be that of feeling and sensation, which are

2 Commemoration I, track 2 (#3).
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experienced as having qualitative character. Thesameheimpliesis
trueof conceptual activities*. . . feeling, knowing, willing arequal -
itatively given events,” “Thinking as we experience it is qualita-
tive.” But while it is clear that our direct knowledge of our
conceptual activitiesoften involvesan awareness of sensationsand
feelings, itisnot clear that thisisalwaysthe case, | et alonethat con-
ceptual activity as such (as contrasted with its concomitants) is
known as qualitative, certainly we might not speak of the concep-
tual activity as experienced unless elements of feeling and
sensation were present. However this may be, the fundamental
strategy does not require the qualitative givenness of conceptual
activity as such. And indeed, his discussion concentrates on
sensation and feeling.

Before starting to this argument, therefore, it should be noted
that RW S di stingui shes between feelings and sensations on the one
hand, and our awareness of feelings and sensations, on the other;
thusbetween afeeling of pain and the awareness of thefeeling. The
latter isan *apperceptive’ activity, presumably conceptual in char-
acter, which is distinguishable from, though intimately related to,
thefeeling of painitself. Thisapperceptive awarenessdiffersfrom
external perceptioninthat it isnot mediated by an item other than
thefeelingitself. Whereasinvision, for example, the perceptionin-
volves, in addition to the object perceived, amediating item, i. e.,
thevisual sensation. Thisdistinction between the sensory state and
apperceptiveawarenessof thestateisclearly implied by thefollow-
ing passage in which acorresponding distinction isdrawn between
their physiological correlates:

A sense datum [by which he means a sensation, re-
ally, heisnot committed to the view that sense data
are particulars in the Moore-Russell sense] would
have as its correlate a structured electro-chemical
processin thevisual center; the experience of being
aware of the sense datum would have for its corre-
late the compresence of apperceptive processes
with the visual correlate. (PPR, p. 441.)

But the distinction between “mental elements” and the
apperception of “mental elements,” and hence the possibility of
unapperceived “mental elements,” can also be found in Critical
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Realism. Our apperceptive knowledge of our sensations and feel-
ings, then, isnot only direct in the sense in which perception isdi-
rect, but also unlike the latter, unmediated. On the other hand, our
introspective knowledge of our abilities, propensities, attitudes,
and traits of character is mediated by our direct experience of our
sensations, feelings, and thoughts. Here, however, the mediation,
unlikethat involvedin perception, seemsto be, inferential although
there need be no reflective activity such asis usually connoted by
the term ‘inference’ . In such knowledge of enduring though short
term traits of the self, the mediating states, known by inspection3
are, so to speak, samples of the very traits known. In knowing our-
selves to be irascible, for example, the feelings of anger which
might mediate this knowledge are—in a suitable sense—elements
of theirascibility known. To use an expression which constantly re-
cursin RWS' swritings: in such knowledge, we ‘ participate’ inthe
object known. And if, as he argues, feelings and sensations are
statesof aphysical system, insuch knowledge, weparticipateinthe
very being of aphysical system. Y ou might say, a Cartesian could
agreethat in hissensewe participatein the being of something, i.e.,
Cartesian minds. What he wants to emphasize, of course, isthatin
this case, since we are physical systems, since our sensations are
states of aphysical system, in this sensethen, we participatein the
very being of aphysical system. It isthisthesiswhich underliesthe
challenging statement “ Careful introspection should disclose the
mode of working of the brain.” (PPR, 410)

To be contrasted with the introspective knowledge of mind
which is based on the inspection of feelings, sensations, and
thoughts, is the knowledge which can in principle be gained by
“physiological psychology,” i. e., by a psychology based on exter-
nal perception. Thus, he writes,

... choice, preference, and reasoning must have an-
aloguesin the categories of physiology. Otherwise,
dualism must needs appear. It isthe naturalist’s be-
lief that an adequate empiricism will recognize the

3 Commemoration I, track 3 (#4).
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validity of such categories to human behavior, and
will seek to givethem aphysiological expression. ..
.| take it that there must be a basic categorial paral-
lelism between external knowledge of the organism
and self-knowledge. (AA, p. 473.)

We thus find a distinction between two families of concepts per-
taining to mind and behavior: (a) the family involved in introspec-
tive knowledge; (b) the family constructed by behavioristic or
physiological psychology. The next move does not take us by
surprise.

Why multiply entities, if the brain and the self have
analogous abilities, and if epistemology indicates
two kinds of knowledge having in all likelihood the
same ultimate objectives’ why not identify them?
“Thus is it not possible that these two families of
concepts give knowledge of the same attributes of
the physical system which isthe minded body with
which we began?

If we are to answer ‘yes' we must be careful to remember that the
second family of conceptsis, at least asfar asthe neurophysiology
(or central state) theory of behavior patternsisconcerned, scarcely
more than a promissory note. If the fact that this promissory note
conflicts with none of the rules and regulations of the banking sys-
tem (i. e. with neither the methods nor the results of the epistemic
enterprise as construed by Critical Realism), and is endorsed by a
going concern which, according to all indications, will come up
with the necessary cash, makes possible at |east a partial explica-
tion of the identity thesis. | say ‘partial’ becauseit isanotoriously
difficult problemto explain what it meansto say that two systems of
conceptsof different originscan give knowl edge of the same attrib-
utes. Yet | think that we have some intuitive understanding of what
is meant, for the moment, at least, | shall rely on that.

But theaboveisnot quitethemovemadeby RWS. For hisclaim
that in principle physiological psychology can give knowledge of
the same attributes of the complex physical systemswhich are per-
sons, as does disciplined introspection, is tempered by the claim,
that science based on sense perception has a built-in limitation
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which restricts its scope to structural attributes of physical sys-
tems. Thus, to fit his views, the above formulation must be modi-
fied toread asfollows: The physical systems, which arethe minded
bodies of everyday lifereally are have two kindséf attributes: at-
tributes pertaining to qualitative content, and attributes pertaining
to structure. The concepts of introspective psychol ogy give knowl-
edge of both kinds of attributes, whereas the concepts of even an
ideal physiological psychology would give knowledge only of the
latter or structural kind.

.. . For the physiologist, the Cerebral patterns con-
stitutethe only mind he can deal with. (PPR, p. 431.)

Thefact that thisstructural knowledgewould befiner-grained, and,
in a sense, more adequate than the structural knowledge given by
the concepts of introspective psychology, would give it greater
power asaninstrument for explanation and prediction, but it would
neverthelessbe essentially incomplete in away inwhich introspec-
tive psychology is not.

Thuswe arerepeatedly told that ‘ external’ knowledge, knowl -
edge based on sense perception, deciphers patterns and structure,
but cannot reach to the qualitative content of physical systems.
Particularly, as we saw, physiology is limited to “cerebral pat-
terns.” It must be “enlarged ” or “supplemented.” He agrees with
Whitehead, in the Philosophy of Physical Realism (page 412) that
existence cannot be “vacuous.” Or, ashe elsewhere putsit, “. . . be-
ing must have content.” “ And the external knowledge of perceptu-
ally based science cannot reach to the content.”

Onthe other hand, herejects Whitehead’ s equation of ‘ qualita-
tive content’ with ‘feeling.” Feeling, sensations, and, it would
seem, thoughts are just special casesof content, caseswhich are as-
sociated with the complex neurophysiological structureswhich are
involved inthe perceptual responsesand purposive behavior of liv-
ing organisms. It makeslittle sense to suppose that feeling exists at
thelevel of isolated micro-physical particles. The latter must have

4 Commemoration, track 4 (#5).
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content, to be sure, but what explanatory purpose does it serve to
postulatethat thiscontent hasthe specific character of feeling?

Thusonly in awareness of feelings, sensations, and thelike, do
we encounter qualitative content. But this is not all, as we have
seen, for not only isthisthe only place where we encounter it, itis
the only source of determinate concepts of content. Thus, although
we know (somehow) that every being must have aqualitative con-
tent of some determinate nature, we have no way of knowing what
this determinate content might be save in the case of beings suffi-
ciently like ourselves for there to be some point to reasoning by
analogy.

Now if theterm ‘ consciousness' isused asacollectivetermfor
such items as sensations, feelings, etc., we can say that in con-
sciousnesswefind the qualitative dimension of the being of aphys-
ical system. Sometimes, however, theterm ‘ consciousness’ isused
for this qualitative dimension itself, as when RWS writes,

Consciousnessis a qualitative dimension of the ex-
istential content of a highly evolved physical sys-
tem. (PPR, p. 424.)

To be sure, we also find pattern or structure in feelings and
sensation. But whereasthe pattern or structure can also exist in the
objects of perception, so that we can say that our knowledge of pat-
tern is, in a sense, participative (PPR, p. 431), our knowledge of
content is participative in the extended sense only with respect to
‘beings akin to ourselves.” And even here, he brings into account
the problem of theinverted spectrum so that although we can know
generically what the content might be, we don’ t know that we have
exactly the same content in similar circumstances.

Furthermore, even with respect to ourselves our knowledge of
content is not exhaustive.

We can participate in nature only where our organ-
ism is concerned, and here only to the extent that
neural events are actually conscious events. (PPR,
p. 413))

Our feelings and sensations are irreducible states of a complex
neurophysiological system, and do not consist (as Durant Drake
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seemsto havethought) of the qualitative content of the elements of
the system. Here the concept of emergence showsitsrelevance. At
the beginning of the Analytical Approach to the Mind-Body Prob-
lemIRWS gives asthefull title of thissolution, the“ double-knowl-
edge and emergence solution of the mind-body problem.” Thus,
according to evolutionary naturalism, physical systems of certain
structures have propertieswhich are not found in less complex sys-
tems, propertieswhich do not requirethe postul ation of controlling
psychoids or entelechies.

Now, in part this means that certain complex systems exhibit
uniformities as systemsin their behavior, and in their interactions
with other systems, which uniformitiesare‘ novel’ in the sensethat
they are not found at simpler levels of complexity. We can speak
here of “levels of causality.” Examples would be the behaviors
characteristic of RNA and DNA in suitable media.

Y et thereis adeeper and more puzzling sense in which we can
speak of emergence. For although the causal propertiescharacteris-
tic of RNA and DNA are associated with a complex biochemical
structure, nevertheless it seems proper to say that the fundamental
conceptsin terms of which these systems are defined do not go be-
yond those necessary to define less complex biochemical struc-
tures. When, however, we cometo sentient organisms, it seemsthat
we must attribute to them properties (e. g., feeling pain, being tick-
lish) which arenot definablein terms of the basic concepts of abio-
chemical theory necessary and sufficient to describe less complex
structures.

Now here, of course, we must be careful to avoid certain termi-
nological hang-ups. For if we count as a biochemical concept any
concept necessary to the scientific description of somebiochemical
system or other—some system of biochemical objects—then we
could perfectly well say, and indeed would be required to say that
‘feelspain’ isa‘biochemical’ concept becauseitisattributableto a
biochemical system. The fact would remain, nevertheless, that it
would be a biochemical concept which was not definable in terms
of those which are necessary and sufficient for the description of

5 Commemoration I, track 5 (#5).
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less complex biochemical systems of which sentiency can
reasonably be denied.

Thisgivesusanew sensein which we can speak of an emergent
property. ‘ Feels pain’ would be an emergent in the sensethat it not
only does not characterize less complex systems (because thisis
true also of, say, the causal properties of RNA and DNA), but itis
furthermore not definablein termsof propertieswhich characterize
less complex systems.

The same considerations which led us to say that ‘feels pain’
might be appropriately called abiochemical property, aproperty of
biochemical systems, would count in favor of characterizing it asa
physical property. For unless we so restrict the term ‘ physical’ so
that aproperty does not count as physical unlessit can bedefinedin
terms of the properties of inorganic physical systems, there is no
reason why such aproperty of aphysical system such as sentiency,
for example, feeling pain, should not be called aphysical property?
It isthis extended use of the term * physical’ which makes possible
theideathat consciousnessand, indeed, mental statesgenerally, are
physical. Theidentity thesisinvolvesan enrichment of our concept
of the physical—not, asis often thought, an impoverishment of the
concept of the mental. It isthe framework of evolutionary natural -
ism, then, which ismobilized by the claim that “ consciousnessisa
qualitative dimension of the existential content of ahighly evolved
physical system.”

Now there are many difficultiesto be overcomein fleshing out
thisinterpretation of consciousness. | am, however, convinced that
itisfundamentally correct. Y et | have some reservations about the
compatibility of this ontological thesiswith the limitations placed
upon it by RWS upon external science in his specific form of the
double-knowledge approach.

My uneasinessisrelated to the traditional challenge: isnot ma-
terialism committed to epiphenomenalism?

But before pressing thisissue, let me first raise some prelimi-
nary questions. It will be remembered that RW'S speaks of hisposi-
tion as in “the family line of the double-aspect and identity
tradition.” @A A, p. 463.)Thus the question arises: I's a sensation an

6 Commemoration I, track 6 (#7).
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event ? Or isit an aspect of an event, but not itself an event? Itisnot
immediately clear how thesequestionsareto beanswered. When he
speaks of consciousness, hetendsto say that “consciousnessisnot
aphysical event, but afeature of aphysical event.” (PPR, p. 424)
On the other hand, he does on occasion speak of sensations as
events, and when he writes that

... the content of perception [is] aqualitative event
intrinsic to [a brain event]. (PPR, p. 420.)

he suggests that sensations are events which are in some sense ele-
ments of brain events. He also writes :

Sensa [i.e., sensations] are qualitative events per-
meating and one with mind-brain events. (PPR, p.
432.)

Inany case, itisclear that heregjectsthe view, characteristic of par-
allelism and interactionism, that brain events and sensations are
eventsneither of whichisapart of the other. | suspect that whenitis
denied that consciousnessisan event, theterm isbeing used not as
acollective term for sensations, feelings, and the like, but asage-
neric term for the qualitative character of the various kinds of
sensations and feelings.

Now if sensations are events, why should they not be causes?
Tobesure, ashepointsout, they arenot causesin the senseinwhich
‘things’ or ‘substances’ are causes. But, then, even when a sub-
stanceisacause, it isso by virtue of participating in an event. The
cow causesawreck by getting onthetrack whenthetrainiscoming.
But perhaps when RWS is tempted to deny that sensations are
events and perhapsto say that they are features of physical events,
heistelling usthat our pre-scientific concept of a sensation isin-
deed that of an event but an event which we conceive of simply in
termsof itshaving acertain sensible color for example and shape as
aqualitative feature. If so, a sensation would be an event, but one
which, if speculative neurophysiology istaken into account, isseen
to beincompletely specified, i. e., specified in terms of only one of
its aspects—the other aspect being that which concernsits electro
chemical, say, properties. Now | take it that something like thisis
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the view he wishesto defend. According toit, then, avisual sensa-
tionisanevent, and henceapossible cause. But to specify itscausal
role, onewould haveto bring into the pictureits’ structural’ aspect
as an electro-chemical’ event in the visual center.

In these terms, my uneasiness can be put as follows: What are
we to make of the following passages?

It is my considered. opinion that physical science,
that is, science which deciphers nature in terms of
the revelatory capacity of sense data, must ignore
consciousness altogether. (PPR, p. 421.)

or again,

... Does consciousness have a causal significance?
That is the ultimate problem which, | think, people
have in mind ... My answer has always been that
[notice before he had said that it was his considered
opinion but now he says ‘ has always been that’] it
can have no causal significancefor science, science
isalways dealing with the brain-mind and its states
as physical events. Consciousness is not an inde-
pendent event, but a feature of a physical event.
(PPR, p. 424.)

He also saysthat consciousnessisnot a“fact” for animal psychol-
ogy but this might be taken to mean, today, it isnot afact and that
would leave open the possibility that it might some day be a fact.
But these other passages are much more a matter of principle.

To takethe second passage first. Consider the foll owing paral-
lel claim: Theshapeinvolvedinaphysical event can haveno causal
significance, for the shapeisnot aphysical event, but afeature of a
physical event.

Surely, however, the shape involved in a physical event can
have causal significance (i. e., makeadifferencetotheeffect, it can
bereferred to in acharacterization of the causality involved), even
though the shape is not a physical event but afeature of a physical
event. Why, then, could not consciousness have causal signifi-
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cance? Andif it doeshave causal significance(i. e., makesadiffer-
ence to the behavior of a physical system), /why could not this
significance—and thisisthe point | want to make—be captured by a
sufficiently subtle theory of neurophysiological structures? RWS
might reply that neurophysiol ogical theory can postulate structure,
but not quality. But why not? Why could not concepts of sensible
redness, etc., be introduced into atheory of the functioning of the
visual cortex as concepts of certain qualitative content which per-
form specificrolesintheeconomy of thevisual system centers, and
in the discriminative responses of the organism which they make
possible?

Notice that after expressing his “considered opinion” that
“physical science . .. must ignore consciousness altogether” he
goesontowrite, “. .. all it can say isthat the content of being must
be such asto have the structure and behavior deciphered.” (PPR, p.
421) But is this not to admit that the qualitative dimension of the
brain state can be specifically characterized in termsof its explana-
tory rolein the theory of the functioning of the sensory centers of
the cortex? However can even structural ‘or relational’ attributes
be characterized by physical theory? Of course, thereisaplacefor
skepticism regarding the practical achievability of atheory which
finds a place for concepts which would be the counterparts of the
color concepts of introspective psychology. But thispractical skep-
ticism must not be confused with the impossibility in principle of
such a theory.

In his 1922 paper on “ The Double-Knowledge Approach to the
Mind-Body Problem,” This practical skepticism about the reach of
external science find expression in the following passage:

My thesisisthat mental operationsare operations of
thebrain.. .| doubt that nervousanatomy and physi-
ology can throw much light on these delicate opera-
tions. | would say that it was more a matter of
biochemistry. And while | affirm a correspondence
between the change of intervening cerebral patterns

7 Perspectives track 7 (#8).



282

and the mental operations, | doubt that our knowl-
edgewill ever bepenetrativeenoughtotraceit out.

That is, of course, the sort of practical skepticism. He continues,
however, by expressing skepticism in principle with respect to ex-
ternal science.

Valid as scientific knowledge is, it can never be

identical with participation . . . what | have called

the “content of being” eludes physical science, for

its knowledge is never an intuition.

Now onecan agreethat it’ sknowledgeisnever anintuition but still
grant the qualitative content of being doesn’t escape it because it
may come in, in the theoretical dimension. Once again, however,
the material for correcting this skepticismis provided. Thusin the
concluding paragraph of the “ Double Knowledge A pproach to the
Mind-Body problem,” (Aristotelian Society, 1922) he writes :

A psychical content isused by the apperceptive and
controlling cerebral system as a warning and as a
guiding sign. And this is possible because these
quales can be brought within the purview of the ac-
tive system ... in brief, the guidance which we are
aware of in consciousness is, at the [very] same
time, the guidance of the cerebral system of which
consciousness is the qualitative dimension. Here
and here alone we participate in the process of real
causality.

He adds,

Becausethe cerebral backgroundishidden, thispar-
ticipation is but partial.

Y et, surely, if the qualitative dimension makes, asindicated, a
differenceto behavior, thedifferencecan, in principle, be captured
by asufficiently sensitive scientific investigation, and the qualita-
tive dimension conceived as one that makesjust thisdifference. To
conceive of the qualitative dimension in thisway is not, of course,
to conceiveit adequately, if our criterion of adequacy for aconcept
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of asensory quality isthat it function in intuitive knowledge. But
could not such theoretical concepts, as elementsin a sophisticated
theory, yield in their own way, the way of theory, knowledge of a
qualitative dimension of which we also have intuitive knowledge
by conceptsformed at theintrospectivelevel of knowledge?Inthis
case, the two modes of knowledge would have8he same reach; and
the idea that one must be supplemented in its reach by the other,
abandoned. Thedifference between thetheoretical andtheintuitive
modes of knowledge would, of course, remain.

8 Commemoration I, track 8 (#9). Here the contribution of WS ends.
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Perceiving and Perception 1973

Husserl’s Framewor k

The Metaphysics of Perception

Idealism with respect to perceptual or physical objects main-
tainsthe thesis that their primary being isin being perceived or in
terms of aclassical phrase, their esse est percipi together with the
fact that they would be perceivedif certain conditionswererealized
and other kinds of additional qualifications. But the primary mode
of being of physical objects—according to idealism—consists in
their being perceived. Now what I’'m concerned with is the ques-
tion, “What might thismean?’ and “ | sthereagood reason to accept
it?", not necessarily a conclusive reason to accept it but isthere a
good reason to accept. Isit aposition which is defensible and one
which springs clearly and distinctly to the eyes once one sees what
theissuesare. In order to devel op idealism with respect to physical
objects and, to develop an approach to it, | want to present certain
rather familiar framework categoriesin terms of which the problem
can be discussed. Thisframework is going to be very familiar to
some of you and lessfamiliar to others. But | think that in order to
makethepointsthat | am primarily concerned to make, | needto lay
in front of you acommon framework so that we can then carry on a

discussion together.

The framework that | want to present is essentially
that of Husserl but I’ m not going to present it in the spirit
of Husserl exegesis because after all the framework that
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Husserl developed was itself well rooted in the philo-
sophical tradition and belonged to the perennial tradition
in philosophy.

| want to start by discussing intentional acts. The
intentional actsthat I’ m concerned with canbealsocalled
thoughts, thoughts in an occurrent sense, thoughts as epi-
sodes, thoughts—not as actions but as actualities. A thought
would be an energeia, asopposed to adunamis, inthe Ar-
istotelian tradition. Itisan
occurrent and | want you
to think of it then in the
classical, amost Carte-
sian sense, of amind and a
mental act, figure 1. An
act whichisin some sense
apureact. | liketotakeas
my example of a pure act,
afeeling of pain, atwinge
you see, there is nothing Figure 1 A pure act and atwinge
“iffy” about a twinge, a
twinge doesn’t consist in
it being the case that if something were to happen then
something el sewould happen, apainisthereinall itsstar-
tling, lightning-like brilliancy all at once, so to speak. |
want you tothink of amental actintheseterms. | amgoingoninmy
second lectureto be examining critically the framework of Husserl
and in away, transposing it into a somewhat different key, but for

my purposes this evening I’ m going to be more orthodox than the
orthodox, you might say.

What we have here, then, is the notion of athought of
something and athought can be of many kindsof things. It
can be of a physical objects, athought can of or about a

1 A parallel discussion appearsin ME, 110.
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mathematical object, about a person, about an action, an
event and so on. And what we are reflecting on to start
with iswhat it isfor athought to be about some object or
other. We will develop a framework, a familiar frame-
work, in terms of which an answer has been given to this
kind of question.

Consider for example one model that we might use.
Granting that there are thoughts, mental events which
have *“aboutness,” we
might use the relational
model. In figure 2, for ex-
ample is President Nixon
and we might then think
that a thought might be
about President Nixon by
virtue of some relationship
between the act and the
president.

We mlght think for ex- Figure 2 A relation between (a) a mental
ample of the beautiful actandthepresident
weather tonight, well here
iIs beautiful weather to-
night—looking at very abstractly— and here is somebody
thinking about the beautiful weather tonight. Theremight
be arelation between the thought, the act, and the beauti-
ful weather. Of course as you know, since the time of
Plato, thereisthe classical puzzle of how canwe construe
thinking on the relational model, how can we construe
aboutnesson our relational model, in the case of nonexis-
tent objects. Thus, for example to take the classic case,
here’s in figure 3 is a thought about Pegasus and the
thought reaches out there desperately like that Canadian
Mounty but thereisno Pegasusto be gottenyou see, and it
seemsto beabasic principleabout relationsthat arel ation
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cannot exist unless the terms exist. It doesn’t mean that

they have to be simulta-
neously, we have to take
into account a broader
sense of “exist” in terms of
which something existsif it
did exist, doesexist, or will
exist. So in the sense in
which we are using the
term, Socrates exists in the
sensethat hedid exist, does
exist or will exist. Thesim-
plest answer, then, that was

Figure 3 The mind reaches out des-
perately.

hit upon to this problem was to provide a special object
for those thoughtswhich causetrouble, we have a special
kind of object and we have, for example, an object which

IS the Pegasus idea, figure 4.

We would have an object which is the Pegasus idea.
Thethought can berelated to the Pegasusidea, it can have
that asits object because athought surely hasto be about

something. If there happens
to be no Pegasus that
merely means that there's
nothing which realizes
that idea, nothing which
corresponds to it is in
some special sense of
“correspond,” nothing
which stands as its tran-
scendental object. We
might start introducing a
term, we have the notion
of an immanent object, an
immanent object and a

Figure 4 P1 The Pegasusidea.
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transcendent object and theideawould be that in the case
of some thoughts there is both an immanent object and a
transcendent object. Here, figure 5, would be Mr. Nixon
as an immanent object by virtue of the fact that this mind
isthinking of it and corresponding to that there would be
the actual Nixon. In case Pegasusthere would bethe Peg-
asus idea, Pegasus having existence in some sensein the
thought and a metaphor that was used here was as you
know, that of content. And sowe would have the Pegasus
idea existing asthe content of the thought and something
correspondingtoitinthe caseof, let’ s suppose somebody
thinks that it is bad weather, they are thinking about the
bad weather tonight but there is no such thing tonight as
the bad weather tonight but there would still be that im-
manent object which wasthe bad-weather-tonight ideaso
to speak and the thought therefore could have an object.
So amove was madeto provide the hapless thoughtswith
objects.

Now thisclearlyisavery
crude move because reflec-
tion tells us right away that
two people can think about
Pegasus. Two people can
think about the bad weather
tonight, and so we tend then
to get a different picture
coming in which is the one
that | am going tobeworking
with. There would be a do-
main which is public, it is
objectivein this sense of be-
ing intersubjective and this
is the key notion the Figure5 A transcendent object, aperson, and
phenomenological tradition, (8 & immanent object.
the notion of
intersubjectivity. We are not
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going tocommit ourselvesto the ultimate ontol ogical statusor real -
ity of these object, we are simply going to call them “intendables.”
Or they canbecanbecalled “thinkables” or “ conceivables” but I’ m
a call them “intendables’ because tonight I’m going to be con-
cerned with avery special subclass of intendables and therefore do
not need to discuss the structure of this realm of intendabl es, or as
they might also be called “intentional objects.”

But the important thing about them is that they are public as |
said. Here for example would be the Pegasus intention, Pegasus
quaintendable, quaintentional object, figure 6 (a). Here would be
(c) an act of thinking about Pegasus and then we could have arela-

first—class existence
real world

(b)

Figure 6 (a) intersubjective domain. (b) public domain. (c) thinking.

tion of intending or call the relation some kind of nexus or tie or
whatever. Something or other that bindsthisthinkingto letssay, to
the Pegasus idea, the Pegasus intention and so on. Here is some-
body else. If thisisJones, thisis Mr. Smith on the right here can
also have an act of thought which intends that particular intention.
Andinthecase of thegood weather tonight, hereisan act of thought
which intends that and in this case here we have it realized in the
world, we have the notion of that which realizes. So instead of a
simple correspondence between an idea in the mind and reality,
what really exists, we have arelationship of realizing. And, for ex-
ample, if thisisthe Nixonidea, therewould bethat in the domain of
“realizers’ that which realizes this intentional object. So that we
have a system which allowsfor intersubjectivity of intentional ob-
jectsand then akind of “objectivity” as opposed to mere subjectiv-
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ity and yet withholdsthe question asto what their ultimate statusis
and furthermore, enables usto consider “intentions” in abstraction
from whether or not they arerealized. Thisturns out to beacrucial
featureof theidealistic problem asseen, for example, by Husserl.

Thereareall kindsof intendableshereand, asl said, | am going
to be concerned in the course of these lectures with the general
problem of the status of intentions and intendabl es, intentional ob-
jects or in general of intentionality.

Thisisthe general framework that | am going to be operating
withand | wanttoapply it specifically to the case of perception. But
before| take up the specific case of perception. | want to put alittle
more commentary on thismodel here. | have spoken of amental act
and this act is, as | said, not an action for which one is responsi-
ble—one can be responsible for thoughts but all oneisresponsible
for isthinking about a problem: that is something one can “ set out”
to do, an action is something that you can set out to do. Sometimes
thoughts just occur to you and one of the important things about
perceptual thoughts is that they occur to you willy-nilly even
though you prepare yourself for them, when they come, they come
by virtue of thefact that you aretherewith your eyes open and your
powers of vision.

A mental act will beof acertainkind. It will beahoping, awish-
ing, adesiring...once can run through awholelist of kinds of men-
tal acts; thisis a traditional view that we have different kinds of
mental actswhich, in some sense, could havethe samecontent. | am
goingtobeexploring thisidealater on asto whether you could have
two mental acts which differed in kind but in some sense literally
had the same content but | am going to assumethat thisistrue. Now
the second idea about amental act isthat it hasaspecific character.
It might be, let’ s say, awishing, and the specific character is going
to be that feature of the act by virtue of which it picks out acertain
intentional object. Sothat the mental act our pick out theintentional
object “Nixon” by virtue of having acertain specific character, if it
had a different character it would pick out some other intendable.
Asyou vary the specific character of the act, you vary what the act
intends.

What can we say about this character? Actually, there is not
much we can say about it except to say that it isthat character by vir-
tue of which it has some certain intentional object. It is a kind of
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unilluminating way but that seems to be about all that we can say
and | will explain why that isin my discussion of intentionality in
general inthenext lecture. But | want to mention this specific char-
acter to call attention to the fact, particularly, that if you are think-
ing, for example, of atriangle, there must be some character of the
act by virtue of whichitintendsatriangular and yet, obviously, that
character is not going to be that of being triangular because, pre-
sumably, the last thing that amental act could beistriangular or to
have a shape or to be spatial.

Somuchfor thegeneral framework. | want to turn now
tothegeneral problem of perceptionandthentozeroinon
what | regard ascertain key issues pertai ning to therol e of
intentionality in perception.

As| pointed out before, we often use the word “ think-
ing” to cover awhole range of items from problem-solv-

There is a book on the table
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Figure 7 (a) Thefacing surface. (b) The book and the thought thereis abook on theta-
ble.

ing, questioning-answering, to simply thinking of
something without thinking of anything particular about
it, believing, it also covers taking for granted—the kind
that cover the following: supposing for example that you
werewal king down the street and somebody ahead of you
is about the height of your friend Jones, walks about the
same way your friend Jones does, you might sit down on
the sidewalk and ponder the evidence: this evidence
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points to its being Jones, that evidence counts against
it...probably it ismy friend Jones. | will go up to him and
say “hello!” That is not, of course, what we do. What we
do iswe rush up, we take for granted that it is Jones, and
we slap him on the back and of course it invariably turns
out to be Smith. Now that isan example of thinking, mind
you, theword “thinking” can stretched in such away that
we can say that in that particular context, in this frame-
work, acertain mental act occurred which however was
of aspecial kind if you will, ataking something to be the
case, athinking without question, asH.A. Prichard put it,
that something is the case. Thus we can distinguish be-
tween, in the case vision, between observing, and seeing.
Observingisan activity whichiswe performed carefully,
carelessly and so on but “observing” isputting yourself in
a position to see and, our problem is not with observing
butwhat itisto see, whatistheroleof intentionality in see-
ing?

° For example, one might find in the case of aperson who iscon-
fronted by a book (figure 7). Here's the book, and obviously his

eyes are open and, he’' stuned in, he’ sinterested, alert, heisrecep-
tive. We might then think of thisbook asin some sense generating

the judgment, the judgment that there is a book over there.

There would be a mental act that intends the
intendable “there being abook over there.” Andit would
have the character by virtue of which this intends that.
And we might also say that thisis accompanied by some
sensory phenomena, sensations, visual sensations or
sense impressions but we might think of the thinking in-
volved in perception as essentially being of this form
here, “thereisabook over there,” “thereis abook on the
table” and so on. Thisis, | think, a very dangerous and
misleading model and | hope to show you what more ef-
fective models can be used to replace it.
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But now | want to concentrate on now are going to be
thoughts of the kind, cases where a person, let's say
Jones, sees a book. I’'m not going to be concerned with
seeing that a book is over there. | am going to be con-
cerned with the notion of seeing a book and ask in what
way is intentionality involved here.

First of all, aswe ordinarily usthe expression, “Jones
seesabook,” we do not commit ourselvesto theideathat
he seesitasabook. | mean it makes perfectly good sense
to say that Jones saw the bush but took it to be a bear, he
saw the bush but not asabush, what I’ m concerned withis
seeing something as something because hereiswherewe
begin to zero in on the specific role of intentionality.
L et’ sconcern ourselveswith * Jonesseesabook” whereit
isunderstood that he seesit asabook. Now seeing abook
as a book is a notion that is highly endowed with over-
tones of success, after all, one could have a hallucination
of the book as a book, a misperception of the book as a
book, so I'm not emphasizing the success aspect here but
what I’ m emphasizing this visual experience of abook as
abook, abstracting for thetimebeing fromthe question as
to whether or not there really is a book there or in what
sense there is a book there.

Let’sbegin by retreating abit. | called attention to the
fact that | was rejecting this kind of intentionality, there
being a book over there, and was going back to an
intentionality which would berepresented inlanguage by
asubstantive expression such as “abook.” I'm interested
in the case, also of where we have ademonstrative element
in other words, the characteristic feature we have in
“there being abook over there,” inlogician’s expression,
akind of existential operator hereand so on. | want agood
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heart warming demonstrative. | want a case where if
Joneswereto verbalize hewould say, “that ismine!” We
want to have an intentional ity which werepresent as“that
ismine!” I’'m interested in the “that” and the “this’ be-
cause | want amental act which would be the sort that is
the appropriately expressed by a demonstrative expres-
sion. And one might then say that what we had hereinthe
case of seeing, leading aside for the moment the sensory
element, and concentrating on theintentional aspect, that
we would have the notion of an intending. An intending
which simply picked out theintendabl e which we can rep-
resent by the word ‘this’.

Oneinteresting feature of the domain of intendablesis
that some of them are completely unproblematic in the
sense that they are the same for all circumstances, the
same for all persons. Like one can intend mathematical
truth that 2+2=4, but there are other intendables like “I.”
One can think about oneself, one can attend oneself, one
can pick oneself out in thought. Here is an intending
which is an intending of oneself. This is an interesting
intendable because it really represents family of
intendables, as Hegel pointed out, demonstrativesare, in
acertain sense, universals. Hegel didn’t quite know how
to cope with it but he did point out this very interesting
feature of this type of conceptual object, this object of
thought. | just notethen that I’ m cognizant of this special
kind of multiplicity that isinvolved, whichisrepresented
simply by a single dot here but you have to understand
that it is context dependent. Obviously then what oneis
intending by athought of “this’ is going to be afunction
of the circumstances and what one is intending by the
thought ‘I’ is obviously going to be afunction of the fact
that it is oneself that one is intending.
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Now | am not concerned so muchwiththe‘ |’ but with ‘this’.
Sohereitis: ‘this'. It might bethought that in perception,
one has a certain physiological state brought about by
physiological disturbancesand so on, and withintermedi-
ate processes which we will look at, then there occurs an
act of intending the intendable “this’ in an appropriate
context and then, the rest of the act goes on simply to

belief (a)

expressed
meaning

Figure 8 (a) The subject which isintended in and taken for granted (b) The predi-
cate we might go on to make.

judge something about it, to predicates something of it.
So thiswould intend, thisismine, or thisisabook, or this
istheobject that | lost yesterday and soon. Thereistemp-
tation to look at the intention involved in the perceptual
situation in terms of a demonstrative element that, as it
were, picked out a certain object and the rest of the
thought goes on to predicate something of the object.
It seems to me clear that what is seen in perceptionis
not abear thisor that which issimply judged to be of acer-
tain character. Asl indicated before, what i sseenissome-
thing that is grasped by means of ademonstrative phrase.
For examplethis-red-book. Here, (infigure 8) wouldbethe
demonstrative, the mental act qua picking out thisintendable,
this-red-book, and then supposing there to be ared book
there, wecanfill out thediagramasfollow, in point of fact
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infront of mewe'll supposeitisared book and so then |
am led to intend this-red-book. Thisintention isrealized
here, where schematically, we would have something
which realizes that intention and then we might go on to
predicate, in the thought, something of this red book,
somethingwhichisalsorealizedin, asit were, thedomain
of transcendant objects, of what really is. And not what is
simply there as an object of thought.

Now | think thisisthefirst step in the correct account
of perception, thefirst step. Noticethat thisaccount gives
flesh and blood to the idea that when we are perceiving
this red book, imagine yourself in that position, or con-
sider Jonestoo who isperceiving thisred book. Theidea
isthatitisperceived asared book becausethethoughtin-
tends it as not just this but as this-red-book, so that we
have here the object being intended as ared book, thisis
inthevery content, ((a) figure 8), of theintention. Thatis
the basic framework that | have set up, thisisthe point of
departure for the key points that | wish to make in the
course of this lecture.

Phenomenological Reduction

The next step is to genuflect in the direction of
phenomenological reduction. Or, putting it differently,
towork our way back to the common and proper sensibles
andthingsof that kind. Inother words, after all, when one
seesabook, seesared book, heseesthebook. Inthiscase,
figure8, the personisseeing the book, and he seesabook,
not part of abook. Well let me put it thisway, he doesn’t
only see part of the book, he sees abook. Now obviously
he doesnot seeall of thisbook, none of you are seeing all
of this book, so that there is a lot of this book that you
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don’t see. Andyet you seeabook and not just a part of the
book. Now furthermore, noticethat you see that the book
iswhite. Not only do you seethat the book iswhite but it
isimportant to notethat in acertain senseyou seeitswhite-
ness.

And as | was emphasizing a moment ago, there is
much of this book that you not see. Y ou do seeitswhite-
nessor moreaccurately, you seethewhiteness of the back
cover. Now thisis something that is up for analysis of
course but thereisasense in which you see the whiteness
of the back in which you don’t see much of the book, asa
matter of fact if youreflect onit you don’t seethe bookness
of thebook, and thisisapoint that Aristotle made and that
you're all familiar and I'm just mobilizing it here, | am
pulling agreement out of you so that we can get on with
thework of “supposingit to be so, what are you going to
do with it?”

Now we brought the distinction, with Aristotle, be-
tween what we in some tough sense see of the book and
what in some weaker sense we see of the book. We see
that itisabook but wedon'’t seeitsbookness, becausethis
booknessisahighly functional notionwhichisn’t the sort
of thing when you comeright downto it that can be seen.
Youareall familiar with thefact for examplethat you can
see somebody strike out on alow curve. Well what of the
strikeout do you see?

Doyou seeits“strikeout-icy” ? Thereisacertain sense
in which being a strikeout, the character of it, isahighly
functional notioninvolvingtherulesof baseball etc., etc..
So | think we can have a plausible distinction here be-
tween what we see of the book and neverthel ess grant that
wedo seethebook and thereforethat one can seethe book
as ared book without seeing many aspects of it. Certain
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features of it are perceptible in what I’'m calling a hard
sense.

Atthispoint, | want to make use of awell-worn exam-
ple, which | havefound very useful and which will an en-
able me to make, | think, some interesting points.

The pink cube

I’ m going to take my old example of a pink ice cube.
Anold friend. Now thispink ice cubewhich | have been
preserving and have been carrying around here. Most ob-
jectsareopaqgue. Y ou can’t see through them. The impor-
tant thing about this pink ice cubeisthat it is displaying
itself, its whole inner being to you, thereit is! Its hiding
nothing from you and | would and | would claimthat itis
literally hiding nothing fromyou. Andthatisvery impor-
tant. | want you to think now in terms of what | call the
manifest image, namely theworld asitisin terms of per-
ception, in perceptual terms. | want you to think of color,
not in terms of the category of substance and quality, |
want you to think of color in Presocraticterms, back before
all those mistakes were made, it is a very fashionable
thing to go back to the pre-Socratics. Let’ s go back to the
Presocraticsfor amoment and let’ sgoreally back to them,
because they were already corrupted, you have to get
back to the pre-presocratics, beforeyou are quiteready to

tuneinontheconception of theworldthat we have here.

| want you to think of the objects around you as three-dimen-
sional solid conglomerations of color, they are made of color, |
want you think of color asthe very stuff of which they. Thisis not
the normal way of thinking about objects, we think of themin lots
of funny waysbut we don’t think of them as made of color, of color
as actually being a stuff. The nice thing about this pink ice cubeis
that if you takethe example seriously you beginto think of pink asa
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stuff. 1t sacubicle chunk, if you will, of pink. Of course,
associated with this cubicle chunk of pink, are many
causal properties. But I’m not interested in those causal
propertiesright now because somehow or other the causal
properties are not strictly speaking perceived. So that if
we look now for our object of perception proper, it looks
as though aparadigm case is going to be a cubical chunk
of pink, and let it be so.

Okay, work with that anyway. Itisnot achunk of earth or

-

—— this-cube-of-pink

N
&
&

¢

Figure 9 The intentional object.

air or fireor water, by golly it’ sacubiclechunk of pink!
Now from this standpoint then, a basic perception
would have, the act of intending, would have as its
intentional  object something that represents
this-cube-of -pink. And you can see already that it would
be misleading simply to call it “a pink cube” because as
we ordinarily use the words ‘ pink book’ it merely means
pink at the surface. Therefore it is important to use
cube-of-pink. If occasionally | lapseinto calling it apink
cube, remember | really want to “say cube-of-pink.” So
then we have the act of intending this-cube-of-pink, and
then we might go on to say this cube-of-pink ismine, we
might have another word, we might think, the total
thought might be this cube of pink is mine or this cube a
pink is cold, or this cube of pink is made of ice and so on
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but what I'm focusing attention on now is this
demonstrative intention here which isthe intentional ob-
ject of thisbasic perceptual act and | want you to takethis
then as amodel for abasic perceptual act. It provides us
with the subjects of perceptual judgment where the sub-
jectsof perceptual judgment are no merethisesbut are al -
ready this-suches-to use the Aristotelian terminology. A
cube-of-pink is a this-such in a way already and it is
something which is intended as being of a certain sort,
namely a cube of pink.

I’ ve been focusing attention on what I’ ve been calling
thethought involved inthe perceptual experience. What |
want to do now istogofromadifferent directionand get a
collision, sketch out a collision course and pose a
problem.

Thusfar | have been speaking of the perception asinvolving an
intending which constitutes being aware, thinking of something as
this-cube-of-pink, and therefore as a cube and as pink, as made of
pink. And of course, pink cubes actually exist and thereisin the
physical world something which realizesthat intention in that con-
text. So herewould beacasewhereone perceivessomething, oneis
intending something which in point of fact exists, I’ m asking usto
assume for the time being that there actually are such things asthe
pink cubeswhich our pre-presocraticsthink thereare. So that there
really is something that is pink in the aesthetically interesting
sense, and cubical in the literal sense of sculptures.

Thereisanother line of thought that comesin here ac-
cordingtowhich, it startswith apremisethat after all, this
cube of pink can look gray in abnormal circumstances.
And it in certain abnormal circumstances it would look
gray if we change the elimination so we have something
out here which actually its pink and in normal circum-
stancesitisexperienced aspink but it can look to be of an-
other color, a cube of gray, it can look to be other than
cubicle, it can look to have a trapezoidal kind of shape.
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Theargument now isafamiliar one. Itistheargument tra-

ditionally offered for sense data, it is the so-called sense

datum inference. But now |I’m assuming that we are not

taken in by the act-object

structure here, sense im- (b) Thi pink cube I

pression of apink cube, and ) . ;@ : ©)

| am going to assume that sensation

what we can argue to is for

the occurrence in a state of

the perceiver in normal con- )

ditions-this is a pink T "0

cube-in normal conditions AN

will be a sense impression @

of apink cube. We have the

sense impression of a cube

of pl nk, so that the senseim- Figure 10 (a) The evoking of the taking.

preSSi on of acube of p| nkis (c) The taking, the intending. The sensa-
tion or sense impression.

a sort of state of a person

which is brought about in _ _
standard conditions by a pink cube and in abnormal cir-

cumstances by, perhaps, a cube of ice on which a pink
light is being played etc.. We have a sort of standard the-
ory except that we aretreating senseimpressionsin terms
of an unanalyzed expression, sense impression of acube
of pink, we are explaining it as a kind of state of the
perceiver which is brought about in different
circumstances by different kinds of processes.
Thefirst thing to note is, thisis clear from the whole
function of the sense datum inference, which is now a
sense impression inference, that the point of a sense im-
pressionisto besomethingreal... Itisnot to be something
merely intending a state of affairs or an object, it isto be
something that actually exists as a state of aperson and it
IS in some sense a cube of pink. But it is not a physical
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cube of pink. It isalmost a category mistake to say it, but
somehow it is a state of a person that is somehow really
pink and cubical. Asl said that isaparadox and I’ m going
to leaveit at that. What | want to do isdiscusstheway in
which the sense impression and theintention might func-
tiontogether. I’ mgoing along with the sensedatuminfer-
ence to the extent that I'm now bringing in a sense
impression of a pink cube and I’'m saying that the sense
impression isbrought in to be something that is somehow
genuinely pink and cubicle without explaining how it can
be that and still be a state of aperson. Andindeed astate
of the mind. Here in the figure 10 is a state of the mind
which isin some paradoxical sense genuinely—by ‘genu-
inely’ | mean inthe sensethat it belongsto thereal order,
it belongs not to the domain of intentions or objects that
might or might not exist, objects that exist as intended,
but it belongstothereal order. So we have acontrast here
between the intending of this cube a pink and the sense
impression of acube of pink. What theories can we hold
here? How arethey related? Well, thefirst theory says,
“well, they’re obviously very intimately related and they
are intimately related because of the following features.
Inthefirst place, the senseimpression of the pink cubeis
what, giving your perceptual set, triggers off the thought,
this cube of pink, this cube is mine, this cube of pink is
made of ice, this cube of pink is cold and so on. So that
given the perceptual set, the senseimpression can be said
to be the cause, in that circumstance, of the intending.”
Here's the intending, the mental act. We can speak of a
causal relationship here. The first answer is, “well, that
thereisat least the causal relation, (a), between the sense
impression and the intending of this cube of pink.”
Then there is a second relation and that is that we de-
scribe both the intending and the sense impression by us-
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ing the phrase, cube of pink. We may be using them in a
different ways but it isimportant to note that both the in-
tending and the senseimpression are described by the use
of the phrase cube of pink. One is a thinking of a cube of
pink and we describeitscharacteristicsin virtue of what it
intends, it is intending of this cube of pink and we de-
scribetheother, by calling it asenseimpression of acube
of pink and we explain that by saying that it is akind of
non-intentional state that is brought about in standard
conditionsby cubesof pink. Andthen of course, theobvi-
ousfeaturethat the two go along together, they co-occur,
we have the causal relationship, there’s akind of co-oc-
currence relationship and we have the notion of parallel
descriptions.

Now here is an interesting answer which | want to
throw up for your reflection. Something whichisinsome
way really cubical and pink. Anditisalso goingto be, to
borrow a phrase from Durant Drake, the vehicle of
intentionality, inthe sensethat thisisgoing to be al so that
which intends the intentional object this-cube-of-pink.
So that thisitem hereis going to have two characters, one
by virtue of which it functions as areal state of the indi-
vidual and doesn’t have intentionality and another by
which it servestointend, akind of natural state whichin-

tends, by nature, this cube of pink. Some philosophers have em-
phasized the “intentionality aspect” and separated it from the
“sense impression aspect.” Other philosophers have stressed the
sense impression aspect and lost sight of the intentionality. Now
might it not bethe case that thismental state here has both the char-
acter of being a senseimpression of acube of pink and al so the char-
acter, whatever it is, by virtue of which it intends this cube the
paint? It would be, in termswhich | will be exploring later on, a
kind of natural, unlearned way which matures and a reference, an
intending occurs. Notice that the sense impression of a pink cube
seems to be well-suited for being the bearer of intentionality. |
mean what could be more appropriateto serveasthebearer of what-
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ever character it isby virtue of which amental act intendsthis cube
of pink than the sense impression of acube of pink. So the second
answer is that in perception, the sense impression isn’'t merely
something accompanies an intending, as it does according to theo-
riesaccording to whichyou have senseimpressionsand they areac-
companied by judgments, perceptual thoughts and so on but rather
thesenseimpressionis, asl putit, thevery vehicle of theintending.
Neverthelessits character asintending this cube of pink isgoingto
bedifferent fromitscharacter asbeing asenseimpression of acube
of pink. Now asyou can seeit’ srather difficult avoid, asit were,
collapsing those two aspectsinto one, and | think that it isonerea-
son why philosophers have tended to collapse this interesting oc-
currence, collapsing it either into theintention or collapsing it into
the sense impression. | want to urge that we regard the sense im-
pression aspect of that event and the intending aspect of that event
asdistinct. But asintimately related. more intimately related than
they were according to the first position.

Onthefirst alternative in which we had both the sense impres-
sion and a separate mental act which was the intending, then we
could say that when aperson has thisteam working there, then that
isasituationinwhich it looksto that person asthough there were a
pink cube, a cube of pink in front of him. In other words, we only
judge that something looksto be the case if a problem arises about
it, wearebeing cautious. Wecan say, then, that whether or not there
isapink cube, or whether or not heis seeing it, we can at least say
that if he hasasenseimpression and intends this cube of pink, then
thisisasituation which we can also described by saying, “it looks
to this person asthough thereisacube of pink infront of him.” On
the second view of course, it would be the occurrence of the one
event with itstwo aspects which would be that by virtue of which it
looksto aperson asthough thereisacubeof pinkinfront of him.

Now that we have that situation set up, let’s bring another as-
pect of the problem which is going to turn out to be, at least in
Husserl’smind, crucial. Let’sgo back to our pre-PreSocratic mo-
ments. They are fleeting but let’s go back to them.

If wetakeseriously theideathat inrerumnaturathereare cubes
of pinkintheliteral sense, cubiclechunks of pink stuff, soto speak,
in reality they are non-perspectival. In other words, if there are
pink cubesintheworld, just asthereare cubesof iceintheworld, as
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being in the world, they are non-perspectival. Let us write down
here that if thereis something which realizesthisintention, then it
isanon-perspectival object, an object located in physical space, we
will suppose.

The interesting thing of course, is that these objects always
present themselves to us perspectivally. An object isalways, asit
were...we see this pink cube over there and we can see that blue
cubeadjoiningit, and we can seethis pink cube edgewise, or we see
it cornerwise. Weawaysseeit somewise. Thecubeinitselfisno-
wise or anywise, so to speak. The distinction doesn’t really apply
do it.

On the other hand, when it comes to the sense impression, we
think of the sense impression as being essentially perspectival.
This doesn’t mean that we think of it as being two-dimensional.
Many philosophers made the mistake of supposing that if it was
perspectival, you draw on perspective theory like in painting, and
you think of the senseimpression asbeing like across section of the
stimulation coming from the object at a certain planeasthe plane of
picture and so on. But the point is that something can be
perspectivally without being two-dimensional. Thisisasense im-
pression of a cube of pink but it is a sense impression of a cube of
pink from a point of view. There is thus an essential
point-of-viewishness about sense impressions and there isn't a
point-of-viewishness about the physical objects.

Consider now the intention this-cube-of-pink. Now indeed,
this cube of pink could be said to be edgewise or this cube of pink
facingwith aflat surface, in other wordswith afacing surface. The
cube of pink isintended—l haven't attempted even to give a com-
plete account of what might be intended by such a perceptual
intention, but it is going to involve this notion of the object being
presented edgewise or with the facing surface or cornerwise and so
on. But nevertheless, although the intentional object isthiscube of
pink edgewiselet’ ssay, neverthelessitistheintention of acubeand
that must bebornein mind. Now itiseasy to think that theintention
is perspectival because we construe the sense impression as
perspectival because we want to account for the way things look,
how they look differently in different perspectives. But | think
thereisanimportant sensein whichwhat weintend in perceptionis
not perspectival but isintended simply aseither facing or edgewise
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orsoon. Butitisstill acubeof pink which oneisintending, and that
mustn’t be left out of the picture.

Idealism

| want to come to the theme of idealism pertaining to these
intentional objects. Thefirst thing | want to exploreisthelimita-
tion of what we might call our basic perceptual intentions. These
intentionsinclude, as| said, theintentionthat 2+ 2 = 4, they include
logical intentions, there’ sanintention “and”, “not”, “all”, “some”,
and we can bring in forms of thought, Kant’ sforms of thoughts, we
can look at intention in a more contemporary sense and what we
want to ask isnow is“Does a perceptual intention, an intending, in
this basic sense, pick out anything with logical content?” Itistied

invery closely with abasic problemsinthehistory of philosophy.
Parmenides, for example you remember, argued that thereisno
notnessintheworld. That notnessissomethingthat existspurely in
the intentional order, their is nothing in the world which realizes
“not” in away which for example this object hereisrealizing this
cube of pink, or realizing the intentional object Nixon qua repre-
sentable. But I’m not concerned yet with that problem, what I'm
concerned withisthis: isthere such athing asanintendingwhichis
conjunctive? Consider for example, I'm looking at a pink cube, a
cube of pink next to a cube of blue: hereisacube of pink next to a
cube of blue. Now can we supposethat when | intend that situation,
or have that the relevant intention, it might be for example, this
cube of pink and that cube of blue. It would involvethat there be a
conjunctiveelementintheintention, figure11. Wecould alsoraise
parallel questions about the other logical connectives. Oneis con-
fronted by akind of dilemmahere, apparently, if we deny that and
functions here as an intendabl e at the basic perceptual level, than
we seem to break up perceptual intentionsinto an atomistic group
which somehow never merges together into a unity of
apperception. Nevertheless | think we have to bite the bullet and

say that “and” does not occur in basic perceptual intentions.
How can we do that? We can do it by drawing a distinction be-
tween logical relations and what we might call real relations, we
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can give areal relational structure there, but we can’t get what
seemsto beto many peopleakind of limiting case, namely the pure
and connection we—that wecan’t get. Wecan get for example, this
cube of pink adjoining that cube of blue. And thisintention would
be actually realized here, this intention would be realized in this
cubeof pink adjoining that cubetheblue. So that thisthenwould be
the answer, that would be appropriate to the question. This means
that we can have complex intentions and that these complex

intentions can be realized.

The question of idealismisthis: “According to you, basic per-
ceptual intentions are of this character and one goes on to make
predicationsof them, aretheseintentionsever realized?” Arethere
in point of fact in the real world, any such thing as cubes of pink?
Let alone cubes pink adjoining of blue? The general problem of
idealism can be formulated by asking just how much of the sort of
thingsthat we intend hereisto befoundinthereal order, inthe or-
der of actual first-class existence asopposed to theintentional exis-
tencewhich theseitems have asthey areintendabl es or thinkables?
The Parmenidean theme, which | referred to amoment ago, isthat

the real order contains no logical elements.

The Parmenidean Problem

And that's a very serious, and really sweeping claim.
Parmenides madeit really work with “not” and so you saw some of
the puzzlesonegetsinto therebut if you addtothisall the other log-
ical connectives, you do get into what seems to be an impossible,
absurd position because this would mean that most of what we in-
tend about the world isn't realized in the world. For example, if
thereisno notnessin the world then presumably thereisnoif-then
in the world, then what does it mean to say that a pink cube could
have acausal property because a causal property is something that
you cannot explicate except by using the logical notions like
if-then, that’s the Parmenidean problem and the Parmenidean
problem isindeed a serious one. I’ m not concerned with problems
of that magnitude at the moment, | am concerned only with, “are

there cubes of pink?”
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What are the answers? One answer is, “yes!” “Yes of course,
after all the world must have content. Y ou cannot have structure
without content and what ismore contentee than pink becauseit’ sis
by virtue of acontrast between pink and green for examplethat we
get shape. Shape involves the contrast of color and if color basi-
cally exists as content, and we want content in the world, then
surely color has aprima facie claim if anything does to being con-
tent or at least the important part of the content of the world aswe
perceive it, and other features being sound, and we can discuss
those separately. So one answer is“yes’ there are such things as
cubes of pink because we need the world to have content. Then

there is an other answer and the answer is “no!”

Husserl answered, “no” because he thought that color by its
very nature was perspectival and that to supposethat thereal world
isessentially perspectival isto make areal world that is something
extremely puzzling. So hisanswer would be that there are no cubes
of pink. Now I think that | have indicated why | think that his rea-
son was abad reason but that is certainly one of the reasonsthat led
Husserl to suppose that there really are no such things as cubes of
pink.

Then there is another answer which joins with the second one
and the answer is, “no.” We can't understand how color solids
could play any causal role in the world, only the very crudest kind
of theory could be developed which would we use the color of an
object to explain how objects could interact with each other, we
don’t seem to have to mention there color in order to explain what
billiard ballsdo. Nor arethey used to explain how we cometo expe-
rience color when confronted by them, atheory of perception does-
n’t seem to require that therereally be color there. And one of the
old maxims of philosophy is Occam’ srazor and that isif it doesn’t
doajob, thenout withit. Andtheideathat therereally iscolor there
doesn’t seem to do ajob. Because color looks epiphenomenal or

causally irrelevant. The dialectic goes on.

First of all two more points and then a conclusion.

Suppose we are going be scientific realists and say, “well after
al, what really is there is not what's doing the causal work, it is
electrons, photons, positron, photonsin particular. Those are the
work horses of the world and then the scientific realists might say
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well, they’ re merely seemsto be apink

cube there. Or he might be generous

and say, “let there be a pink cube there

too.” But the important thing to see is

that if you take seriously the idea that

pink appearsto usand stuff, itisamis-

taketo think of pink asquality and sub-

stance. Itisastuff. Andsoitwouldbe

amistakefor thescientificrealist to say

thepink issimply aquality of thestruc-

ture of atomic particles. Because pink

doesn’t present itself tousinthat guise  Figure 11 () Intention. (b) A
atall. Itisnot that sort of thing. Sothe  SopLngive dement between
scientific realist will either say that

there is no such thing as the pink cube

in which case he istaking an idealistic stance with respect to pink
cubes, or heisgoing to haveto say, “well, in oneand the sameplace
therearetwointerestingly different objects. Thereisacomplicated
structure of scientific object and there is a cube of pink. And that
somehow the particles“swim” through the pink so to speak, and are
never perceived. Sowehaveasystem of imperceptible object there,
and akind of seaof pink in which they move and which they do not

disturb.

If wereject perceptual realism and if we leave in abeyancethe
question of scientific realism, then what are we going to say about
the status of perceived objects? We will haveto say that they area
coherent system of actual and available intentional objects of the
form, for example, this cube of pink
adjoining that cube of blue. The posi-
tion we are going to get is a form of
idealism. It is going to hold that esse
of cubes of pink isbeing as an object
intention, but unrealized. After al
this domain of the intentional object
includesall logically possible combi-
nations of cubes of pink etc., etc..
And so we are going to have to pick
out some and say that they constitute
the world and which are we going to

common sense chunk of pink —,

Figure 12 (R) A relation.
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pick out? Interestingly enough we are going to pick out that system
which would constitute realized intentional objectsif realismwere
true. We have already decidedthat itisn't. Inother words, hereisa
privileged system of perceptual intentions and that privileged sys-
tem of perceptual intentionsiswhat thereisin the way of the per-
ceptual world as | said, abstracting from scientific realism. We
define it as that subset of the logically possible perceptual
intentions which would be realized if realism with respect to

perceptual objects were true.

That’s very much like Berkeley’ s position with the exception
that Berkeley does not draw a clear distinction between the sense
impression-aspect of basic perceptual experiences, and the percep-
tual intending-aspect of them. And so Berkeley tendsthen to think
of the status of the physical world as being a system of sense im-
pressions including all of them, including even the wild ones.
Where as according to the view that I’ ve been devel oping here, the
actual world doesn’t exist really, it is transcendentally ideal in
Kant’ s sense but we can defineit asthat system of intentionswhich
would berealized if realismweretrue. Which of courseit can’'t be.
Now that is something like Berkeley’s position however because
what did Berkeley hold? Berkeley held that physical objects con-
sist of patterns of sense impressions. And who causes these sense
impressionsfor Berkeley? Well Berkeley’ sGod causesthese sense
impressions. Which sense impressions does Berkeley’ s God cause
usto have? Well the answer is obviously, God causes us to have
those senseimpressionswewould haveif, per impossible, material
objects, i.e. the Lockean-Cartesian kind of objects could exist and

were transcendentally real. Which of course they can't.

This is, then, at the present stage, the kind of alternative to
whichweareled. Onealternative isto define the status of physical
objectsin terms of asubset of basic perceptual representings, those
that would be true if realism were true or to take the Berkeleyean
stance or to defend the thesis of realism and hold that cubes of pink
arereally out there. And herewe havethree alternatives. | want to
explore, next time, the general status of intentionsto seeif they en-
able usto understand this problem better and to find some way out
of this, asit weredilemma, and indeed thegeneral dilemmawhichis

posed by the Parmenidean challenge.
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Scientific Reason and Perception 1977

The Phenomenological Stance

Scientific Realism

| haveatopictoday whichisinacertain senseopen-ended. | am
concerned withafamily of topicswhich| am carrying on adialogue
with myself about because | am trying to clarify my own ideas.
Livinginisolation, | havediscoveredthat reflectioninisolationis-
n't really a dialogue. Y ou need to be in the world in the form of
other minds to come in and impinge upon what you say otherwise
you find almost everything becoming plausible.

Unless you have a trustworthy group of colleagues who can
help you whittle out what can be neglected for atime, unless you
have such assistance, you find yourself overwhelmed by the sheer
vastness of theliterature or simply by the fact that after atimeit all
seems so plausible. Everybody isright it seems but you know that
can'tbetrue. Asamatter of fact, in philosophy it’ susually better to
work with the fundamental principle that everybody iswrong with
the exception of course of the person in question.

Now what | want to do isto review some themeswhich arerea-
sonably straightforward and familiar fromthetheory of perception.
Andthen | want to review, in the light of this schematic account of
what isinvolved in perception, certain problems pertaining to Sci-
entific Realism. Of courselet me say right at the beginning that no
philosophical termisself-explanatory. No matter how self-explan-
atory it may seemto you. When one speaksof “ Scientific Realism”



314

what doesthismean? Well? It meansroughly that one exceptsthe
ontological first-classhood, first-classness of scientific objects,
photons, black holes, electromagnetic waves, whatever. You say
they really exist in a non-Pickwickean sense.

But of course you always have to add...you know, they might
turn out to be different in certain respects from what we conceive
them to be: “of course there are photons but...of course there are
electromagnetic waves but...of course there's Phlogiston but...”.
Scientific Realism, after all, has a long history. Phlogiston? Of
course! Thereis Phlogiston! But of course, thereisn’'t Phlogiston
or is there? That’s the interesting thing, when one is a Scientific
Realist one doesn’t commit oneself to scientific objects as objects
in any neat sense of “object.” | mean what isan object? Everything
isan object | suppose. Y ou seetheinterestingthingis, and | didn’t
discover this until | actually started, my curiosity was whetted,
what in the world is Phlogiston? So | went back to some books on
chemistry in the pre-Lavoisier period. And of course, “My what
good sense a lot of it made!”

Sotheimportant thingisthat there’ sacertain senseinwhich, if
you think of the Cheshire cat and the smile, remember the smile
continued after the cat had disappeared? That’s quite a feat, of
course, but in a certain sense Phlogiston is still there, it lived onin
Lavoisier chemistry. Thus, ascientific realist can suppose that sci-
entific objectsreally exist whileyet whileyet saying that theway in
which they are going to continueto be conceived may involvequite
revolutionary changes because some of the explanatory power that
objectsin one theory may have, may be carried out in the explana-
tory devices of a successor theory without any neat one-to-one
mapping of objects. | want, therefore, to make it clear that when |
say that | am a Scientific Realist, | am not somehow endorsing sci-
ence as of 1977 as getting at the truth but it’ s getting there. | ama
Scientific Realist in the sense that | think the scientific enterprise
has at its final cause, to use a familiar term, the construction of a
way of representing theworld which ismore adequatethan what we
have now. Andwe havetheregulativefinal cause, and that’ swhat
final causes alwayswere, no acorn ever really became an ideal ex-
emplification, lived up to the ideal that is specified in the formal
cause of the acorn which was its final cause.
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So the Peircean notion of scientific method as having acertain
ideal which defines what really exists, | think thisis asound one.
And | think that in this sense, | am a Scientific Realist. But of
course a Scientific Realist also recognizes that there are other di-
mensions of discourse than physics or the other sciences. Thereis
normative discourse, fortunately. | will pay my respectsto norma-
tive discourse today and then move on.

| have written about perceptual topics on a number of occa-
sions. Usually in contextsinwhich | am exploring agreat many is-
sues, because | takeakind of holistic view of philosophy, not only a
kind of dialogue or colloquium but also a curious kind of dialogue
in the sensethat everything is at stake somehow all at once, one of
the big problemsof philosophy is, “wheretobegin?”’, philosophy is
likeastringonaball of twine, you pull onit and it beginsto unwind
and soon every topic you can think of hasmadeitsappearance. Sol
usually discussed topics pertaining to perception in contexts in
which | was talking about almost everything else and that, of
course, as you know—perhaps some of you by experience, that is
why my work is so elusive, because it is so holistic, so much a
beginingless structure which, of course once we really get into
it...It may beacuriousform of mind washing, so to speak, but once
you get into, you are at home, the problemistogetintoit. Today |
will probably do the samething, at least | am going to take my point
of departurefrom explicit discussions of themesfrom perception.

Husser|

Thefirst kind of consideration, and the primary kind of consid-
eration | want to advance is phenomenological, I'm going to talk
like a phenomenologist of a certain variety.

Of course it used to be the case that it was clear what
phenomenology was, that is what Husserl did. | don’t know what
phenomenology istoday, itismany things, it’ sall thingsto all men,
so | can say that I’ m going to take a phenomenol ogical stance but |
don’t mean that I'm going to take a directly sort of Hussurelian
kind of account. But those of you who are familiar with Husserl
will probably find some little gaps in which you can insert a chal -
lenge or a question.
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From the standpoint of conceptual analysiswhichisreally just
another term for phenomenology, from the standpoint of
phenomenology, the primary datum to be approached in dealing
with perception...and of course one deals with visual percep-
tion—I make no apologies for this because that is what philoso-
phershave alwaysdone and then of course, inalittleappendix orin
the third chapter somewhere, you will find some paragraphs on
touch, on taste, hearing and so on. But vision, vision has been the
paradigm so | am going to talk about vision.

Let’sconsider the case when we aretalking about abrick. This
time | brought a brick but | have a pink ice cube lurking in there
which | will bring out in a moment. But for the moment consider
thisstodgy, stolid clumsy, oafish red brick. Thefirst point | want to
make, phenomenologically speaking, isthat we haveto distinguish
between the object seen, the brick, and at what we see of the object.
Now of coursethere are many distinctionsthat haveto bedrawn but
thisis an obvious distinction. We don’t see the bottom of the ob-
ject, we don’t see an inch inside the object, we see part of the sur-
face of the brick. So we see the brick and of the brick we see a
certain part. Now theword * part’ isaword that stretchesacross cat-
egoriesindeed. I’ mnot goingtodefine, I’ mnot goingtogointothe
kind of ontology today that concernsuniversals, particulars, attrib-
utes, substances, wholesand parts. Of coursein some sensethe sur-
faceof thebrick isapart of thebrick, itisaconstituent, if youwill,
of thebrick. And furthermorewe seethe surface of thebrick froma
certain point of view, visua perception is obviously
point-of-viewish. The fact was recognized and acknowledged long
beforeit was built into atheory of perspectiveswhich concerned a
technical problem for the painter and the architect.

Now | want you to think of the surface of the brick as aparticu-
lar. Inother words, the surface, although it doesn't classify itself
obviously in any neat way from the standpoint of ontological clas-
sification, but it doesn’t seemto beauniversal, or an attribute. Sol
would just think of it as a particular. There is a certain sense in
which | am going to bring in something to contrast with the surface
of thebrick. We seeof thebrick, itssurface, not all of it but part of
it, part of the facing surfacefrom apoint of view. It iscustomary to
distinguish between seeing a physical object, for example, the
brick, and seeing that theobject isabrick. Itiscustomary to distin-
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gui sh between seeing objects and seeing that the object is such and
so. Inother wordsasit might be put, intermsof the nicetag, we see
objectsand we al so seefactsabout the objects. We seecertain visu-
ally accessible facts about the object. The word ‘fact’ suggesting
truth in some sense, we see, we may bewrong so we haveto usethe
word ‘fact’, we might usetheword state of affairs, thisisatermthat
seems to be up for grabs these days. So I'll just speak of see-
ing-that, and let you decide whether we are seeing states of affairs
concerning the brick or whether we see facts or possible facts, and
inany casethereisthedifference between seeing abrick and seeing
that the object there is a brick.

We can see the facing surface of the brick, we can see that the
object over therehasared facing surface.! Taking into account this
distinction between what we see, for example, the brick and what
we see of what we see, then we can add adistinction between seeing
of aphysical object it’s facing surface, and seeing that the facing
surface of the physical object is, for example, red and rectangular.
Schematically, we have the familiar distinction between

seeing an object
and
seeing that object is @,

the object can be a brick or asurface of abrick and then we would
have

seeing that the object is red and rectangular
or
that it isa brick.

These distinctions are reflected in traditional accounts of the men-
tal activity involved in visual perception.
I shall limit my remarks to those accounts which speak of

perceptual takings

1 Similar distinctions are treated ex professo in ME.
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and makeafew remarksabout someinteresting featuresof whatitis
tovisually take something to bethe case. | want to usetheword tak-
ing in such asense that it is a special case of “believing.” | mean
usually thisisputinvery psychol ogistic terminology asfollowsfor
example, when some of our beliefs arise in a questioning frame of
mind, we arewondering whether or what or why, sowearetryingto
answer questions. Some of our beliefsarisein theattempt to answer
questions. It is sometimes said that the perceptual taking differs
from such mental states because it arises in a non-questioning
frame of mind, one simply—the classic example | always used
whenever | amintroducing thisthemein courseson perception the-
ory is, somebody like your friend Jonesiswalking down the street
in front of you and about the same height, walks about the same
way, dressesabout the samestyle, hasa“ Jonesish” kind of agestalt,
and hereyou are, you sit down on the curbstone and say, “lookslike
my friend Jones, walksin the same way as my friend Jones. | won-
der if itismy friend Jones? Probably is my friend Jones,” and you
go up and slap them on the back and it turns out to be Smith.
The alternative of course iswhat actually happens, somebody
upthere, aswesay, presentsthe Jonesian appearance, isslapped on
the back without all thisintellectual
interrogatory, inductive machinery
occurring. So sometimes the per-
ceptual taking isdescribed in terms
of a kind of unreflective belief, or
sometimes people speak of sponta-
neous belief, or a thinking without
question that, to use Cook Wilson’s
terminology. Well I’m going to
giveadifferent account anditisless
psychologistic but involves alittle  gigure 1 (a) a thinking without
philosophy of mind, before we  question: this brick. (b) the predi-
really come to it. cate.
I’'m going to take for granted
that there are such things as a occurrent beliefs. There obviously
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arebeliefswhich exist asdispositional or inapotential way.2 Jones
isasleep there, doeshebelievethat theearthisflat? Well we can go
wakehimupand ask him. But right now itisstill true of himthat he
believesthat theearthisflat. If weweretowakehimupandask him
the question and do it in the way which didn’t involve some screws
and so on, we are permissive, we are happy, he saysthat theearthis
flat, he is obviously speaking candidly and to the point.

This means of course that there is the saying ‘the earth is flat’
and | shall assume as part of our philosophy of mind that this say-
ing, this candid utterance is the manifestation, causally, the mani-
festation of a process initiated by believing as a mental act. Here,
figure 1, would bethebelieving asamental act and of courseamen-
tal act is not amental action, Gilbert Ryle had thought that he had
refuted the notion that there are volitions because he said that if ac-
tions are caused by volitions, well...since volitions are an act and
therefore caused by avolition, you have Gilbert’ s famous regress,
hisregressfor therefutation that thereare volitions. But of course
asyou all know, theword “act” here means actuality, it’ sto be con-
trasted with the notion of apower, propensity, disposition and that
whole family of entities which are under careful philosophical
scrutiny. Now supposing furthermore that a believing is in some
sense a basic kind of mental actuality. It haslogical form, various
kinds of logical form and I’'m going to be interested in the | ogical
form that these believings can have...

When we come to ponder about believings as mental acts and
contrast them with their verbal and other overt manifestations,
when we think about them, we tend to construe believings on the
model of language. Philosopherstoday would be at aloss what to
say about athought unlessthey started out first of all by giving you
astructural, linguistic account of logical form, grammatical form,
depth structure, surface structure, and then they might say that go-
ing oninside, of course, there are these mental acts which find ex-
pression in these grammatical structures. 1’ m not going to go into
that I’ mjust going to point out that in oneway or another, sincethe

2 Thedistinctionsfrequently appear in Broad, Pritchard, RWS and others of the
period.
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time of Kant, we have conceived of mental acts of the conceptual
kind. Because, after all, thewords* mental act” can also beused for
such thingsaspain, they are actualities, pain can be even more bru-
tal initsactuality, you might say, thanamereintellectual belief.

So theword ‘act’ here doesn’t connote acting. So here (figure
1) isabelievinganditisexpressedinlanguage. | am sayingthat the
perceptual takings are a variety of believing or they are an aspect
the believing. | want you to think then of these occurrent believ-
ings, these mental acts which are believings as having something
like grammatical form and it is very important that we understand
that although weget our intellectual bearingswith respect to mental
acts of the conceptual kind by considering grammatical structures,
subject-predicate structures, adverbial structures, and so on, never-
thelesswe should bear in mind after all that where we enter into our
understanding of the subject may not be the place wherewe are go-
ing to end because we have to take into account that man is alan-
guage using animal but heisan animal too and that animalsin some
sense can do something like conceptualize.

Of course we don't really have of good theory about animals
yet. Theinitial movement in experimental psychology you know
was the behavioristic movement and it was directed towards ani-
mal psychology. For atime they thought they had alock onit but a
good simple S-R reinforcement learning theory is no longer the
lock on the psychology that it had. Andit’sniceto know that there
isakind of freethinking in psychology just asthereisbeginning to
develop akind of freethinking inlogic onceagain, after aperiod of,
you might say, uniformity or orthodoxy. Unorthodoxiesare every-
where and for the philosopher that is an encouraging sign because
that means somebody is going to listen to them.

This occurrent believing, thisis amental act, and its appropri-
ate expression is atokening of a sentence. I’ m going to be dealing
with the subject-predicate sentences but | may throw in somerela-
tional sentencesin abroad sense, we can treat them as subject-pred-
icate sentences. What interests me most now are sentences that
have a demonstrative in them like ‘this’.

What | want to suggest is that if somebody candidly, if Jones
candidly saysthat isabrick or thisisabrick or the surface of this
brick is red, the demonstrative aspect, of his utterance reflects a
kind of demonstrative element inthemental act. Thismay beapuz-
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zling notion at first sight but | want you to take very seriously the
idea that a belief can contain a demonstrative element a ‘this’, a
“thiselement.” Not the verbal symbol, these mental acts are non-
verbal, they are not verbal images although they may be accompa-
nied by theverbal imagery. Taking doesnot occur inwords. It may
beclosely related to, close by and near to words but it’ sgood to get
away, as far as you can from the idea that there are wordsin this
mental act, a demonstrative element and it somehow has to be
something like the word ‘this’ occurring in the mental image. |
want merely going to suggest that when the person candidly said
‘thisis®’, that the believing that

it candidly expresses has a this red brick
demonstrative component.

Complex
Demonstratives

Philosophers of mind | think
have much to say much, much to
puzzle about it about this
demonstrative component but | Figure 2 (c) The complex demonstra-
see no reason at the moment to tive. (b) Thebelieving. (a) The bringing
ruleit out of hand. So | suppose ~ 0ut, provoking, evoking.
that corresponding to candid

demonstrative utterances, there are thoughts which have a
demonstrative component. Roughly, this (figure 2) would have as
itstext you might say ‘thisis®’, it would bethat kind of athought, a
this-is-®-thought and it would be accompanied by this-is-®-utter-
ance.

Think of there being a demonstrative elements in certain
thoughtsor beliefs, occurrent beliefs, and of courseit isan interest-
ing and important fact that when we talk about perception, we are
constantly using demonstratives, this is a book, that is the chair,
thisisetc.. The next thing | want to call attention to is that we use



322

complex demonstrativephraseslike“thisred brick is®,” for exam-
ple, “larger than that.” ‘This-red- brick’, is a complex
demonstrative phrase.

Many philosopherswho distinguish very carefully between the
verbal expression of thoughts and the thoughts themselves, the
mental acts, tend to think you know that after all, ‘this-red-book’
well that’s kind of linguistic shorthand for saying “this is a book
and it isred and it is @.”

Thus, onewould regard the structure underlying this nice sim-
ple sentence ‘thered brick is®’ and onewould find amore compli-
cated structure. They tend to think of the thought as having all that
explicitly init. So in mentalese, putting it crudely, we would be
thinking ‘thisisabook, itisredanditis®’. But | want youto take
seriously theideathat beliefs can have complex demonstrative sub-
jectsjust as much as asentencein overt speech can have acomplex
demonstrative subject.

Let’ snot buy into theideathat thought somehow hasan analyz-
ing machine so that the believings are always spelled out whereas
language is asuitcase kind of phenomenon, with all kinds of things
packed in. So then | want you to think of this believing expressed
by ‘this-red-brick is®’ ashaving acomplex demonstrative compo-
nent which isitslogical subject so to speak, this-red-brick, and we
would find some appropriate way of classifying, to have a species
(soto speak) of thisact, thebelieving, and | want you to think of this
mental act as having as its subject a complex demonstrative
component.

This-red-brick is heavy...is mine...is larger than that one, we
distinguish between acomplex demonstrative which givesthe sub-
ject and what we go on to predicate of it: this-red-brick is going to
be used to rebuild the library or something like that. Now what |
want to emphasize then is that we shouldn’t think of thisness as
something which occursvery often by itself. It usually goesalong
with the phraseslike ‘red brick,” ‘thisred brick,” people often tend
to look at the word ‘this’, you know they study it, they look at it,
they rehearseit, and they think of thisness. They ponder about the
relation of thisnessto form and matter and to theworld and to space
and time, thisness, thisness. Well what | want you to worry about
rather isthis-red-bookness so to speak because | think actually that
in perception, with very few exceptions, we are having perceptual
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thoughts which do have thiskind of complex form astheir subject.
They have acomplex demonstrative astheir subject. Now the obvi-
ous point is that if we take this seriously, we can give an account
that is not psychologistic in the way in which | gave before of per-
ceptual taking, what we takein perceptionis, so to speak what isin
the demonstrative phrase. When 1, as it were, think while looking
over there, this-red-brick and then go on to say something about it,
what | am taking is a red-brick and the fact that I'm taking it, isa
matter of being asit were, thevery formof the perceptual thought. |
haven't of course by any means exhausted the topic yet, but | want
to suggest that we can distinguish between a taking that and one
might say really, one can takeit that something isthe case, I’ m not
denyingthat, but what | want suggest isthat the interesting sense of
perceptual taking isthat in which perception gives us, or presents
us with subject matters to think about.

‘Thisred brick,” well what about it? What wetakeiswhat is, as
it were, packed into what is in the complex demonstrative phrase.
That is asuggestion that | want to offer and | want to suggest that
what we see something as, isamatter of the complex demonstrative
phrase. Inother words, to see something asa brick isto have aper-
ceptual thought occurring to one and what the perceptual thought
is, that is exactly what I'm concerned with, which vocalizesin its
very subject, not only a demonstrative but some concepts such as
the concept of beingred, being ared brick. Thisiswhat istaken and
to see something asinvolves, to see something asaredbrick, what-
ever elseit involves—it does involve something else— it doesin-
volve this demonstrative complex. Now of course we can see
something as something and yet be mistaken. To use
Reichenbach’ sfavorite example of there being abushinfront of the
tent where oneis camping. When we' re nervous you know, one's
perceptual setisabit harried and one looks out of the tent and one
sees the bush but takesit to be a bear, or seesit asabear. In other
wordswhat occursin the camper’ smind isademonstrative expres-
sionthis-black-bear isthreatening mel better moveand soon. This
black bear. Of course there is no black bear there but he has seen
something as ablack bear and | suggest that this notion of a com-
plex demonstrative which is involved in the perceptual situation
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clarifies in a not purely psychologistic sort of way, a certain ele-
ment of what we call a perceptual taking.

Now | am goingto say thenthat for our present purposes, visual
takingssimply arethe complex demonstrative constituents of per-
ceptual beliefs. I'm willing to work with this for awhile and see
where it leads and the explicitly predicative constituent of the be-
lief is not part of what istaken but what is believed about what is
taken. Themodel for taking then would bein away something like
presupposition in Strawson’s sense. Strawson is talking about
language.

The concept of the occurrent belief can be extended to cover
this sense of taking by distinguishing between believing that and
believing in. Y ou see, | said that takingsare aspeciesof believings
but we normally take as our model of believing, believing that
somethingissuch and so, believing that the Earthisround, abeliev-
ing that-x will..., believing that, believing that! | want you to em-
phasize the believing in as it were, when | ook at that table over
there where that red brick is and I’'m in the proper perceptual set,
thereoccursabelievinginared brick and | may believethat thered
brick isuseful, | might rush over and throw it at somebody if | were
in aJohn Deweyean or aHeideggerian frame of mind. But I’ m not
of course, but anyway | believeinit, you seeand | think we can say
that perceptual takingsarebelievingsin, they are perceptual believ-
ings in things.

What we see something as is what we believe in when we are
seeingit. Thesamethingistrueof the surface. For examplewe can
see something as the surface of a brick, this-is-the-sur-
face-of-a-red-brick. So our demonstratives don’t necessarily just
hit nice solid substances but they demonstrate, as it were, visual
perception which we might call, visually provoked given that |
have a certain set-up...I’m into bricks (figure 2). I’'m into bricks
and | have a certain perceptual set and nothing elseisinterrupting
me and | believe in a red brick and I’'m thinking the thought
this-red-brick, and then what about it?

Granted that thereisabelievingin, isthere something more? Is
this perceptual taking to be understood simply in terms of a believ-
ing in something which is causally evoked by visual stimula-
tion—as Quinewould say—my optical surfaceshavebeen visually
stimulated. So obviously the questionis, “is seeing an object asa
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red brick facing him edgewise” simply amatter of believinginared
brick facing him edgewise where this believing inared brick isvi-
sual in the sensethat hishaving thisbelief is, given his mental set,
brought about by the action of that object on his*visual apparatus.”

Beforetackling thisquestion, we haveto refine our distinction,
between the object seen and what we see of the object. For what we
see of the object includes not just such items as surfaces and certain
other features I’'m going to be introducing but it includes certain
other items which belong to a different ontological category.

Consider for example now, | open my briefcase and thereisthe
pink ice cube. Thereitis. Now itispink, obviously itispink. Itis
transparent, that is the important thing about it, you can see right
through it. The brick is opague and when you concentrate on its
surface, you see of the brick its facing surface or part of its facing
surface. Inthecaseof theicecube, itistransparent, you seeinacer-
tain senseright through it, you see all of itin acertain sense. All of
it? Ahhal It’sice! Now what doesitsbeing made of ice consistin?
Youseel seeit asacube of pinkice. | would say that my thought
wouldrun, ‘thiscube of pink iceisuseful for coolingtea’ and soon.
And why isit useful for cooling tea? Now that pertainsto iciness.
Andwhat isittobeice? Itisto havecertain causal powers, propen-
sities, dispositions, in other words, aphysical object-kind and sub-
stance-kind are to be understood in terms of the kind of property
that would find itslinguistic expression if it were unpacked...well
first of all if it weren’t unpacked, inwordsendingin‘-able’, for ex-
ample, ‘soluble’ andif weweretounpack it we would use'if-then’,
we would use hypothetical, subjunctive conditionals, con-
trary-to-fact conditionals, all of thesearewhat constitutestheice, it
is because it has certain causal propertiesthatitisice. And when
weseeit asacube of pink iceweare seeing it assomething that has
certain causal powers. Much of what we take, come to think about
it, in visual perception, involves these causal properties.

L et me ask the obvious question, let’ sgo back to thebrick, “do
we seethebrick? “can we seethewholebrick?” No. Wedon’'t see
thesideof it, we don’t seethe middle of it, we see the surface of it.
Now let me ask a question, “do we see the pink ice cube?” Do we
seeits pinkness? Well of course we supposedly see pinkness until
philosophers get us worried.
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Doweseeitsiciness? Doweseeitscharacter asice? Weseeits
character as pink, for the moment, at least we suppose, but do we
see its character as made of ice? And | want to suggest that to ask
this question is to answer, in a sense, with Hume, ‘no’. We may
conceiveof it asice, wemay classifyit asice, wemay interpretitas
ice, wemay construeit as made of ice, as having the causal proper-
tiesbut dowe see of the cubeitsiciness? Do we seethe causal prop-
erties? Dowe see of the cubethe causal propertiesinvolvedinbeing
made of ice? Remember wedo seeit asmadeof ice, sol amaskinga
different question, I’'m saying, granted that we see it as a cube of
ice, do we seeitsiciness? It’svery icinessand of course | want to
suggest that the answer is “no.” And in a certain sense thisis a
familiar answer.

It isthe kind of answer that anyone brought up in the Kantian
tradition would be prepared to use, say. Hume himself of course
would have said it too, let’ s be more Kantian than Humean. Hume
wasaskepticyou might say and I’ mnot arguing in askeptical frame
of mind by any means here. | am picking up the theme from Kant.
We conceptualizeitintermsof certain causal propertiesthough we
don’t see of the object those causal properties.

Now this then raises the next question. It looks as though in
some sense, we see of the pink ice cubeitsvery pinkness, you know
thereitis, the pink issmiling up at us. Itisnot hidden, you seein
Heidegger’ ssenseitisopen, thereisthepink. Thereisitscubeicity.
Whereisitscausality? Well weknow it hasthese causal properties
but they don’t smile up at usin quite the sameway. Thusin some
way which we haven’t yet analyzed, the pinkness plays a different
role in our perception, in our perceptual experience, than the
icinessas| said. Putting it crudely—and one doesn’t know how to
put these things except crudely—we see of the ice cube its very
pinkness but we don’'t see its very iciness.

Now what doesthis mean? Thismeans, again, groping and us-
ing transcendental language because one has to, before one gets
down to earth, it is somehow a cube of pink, somehow, something
whichispink and cubicleispresent in that experience other than as
believed in. You might say theiceisbelieved in, it is merely be-
lieved in. But the pink, by golly! that is present in away which is
other than merely believed in. And this seems to be
phenomenologically true. | don’t know that anybody...perhapswe
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wouldreally gotothemat onthat, but at least I’ m proposing that the
pinkness of that cube of iceis somehow present in experience other
than as believed in. Although what is believed in as awholeis a
cube of pink ice, thereisafeature whichisa cube of pink, we can
sort of ook at that as aconstituent of what is believed in, somehow
the cube of pink isn’t merely believed in, whereastheiceismerely
believed in, perhaps with good reason.

Now of coursel say somehowthevery pinknessispresentinthe
experience other than as believed in and of course at this stage one
might suspect that we just look at the pink very carefully and ook
for alittletag onit whereby it would explain how it is caught up in
thisscene, ‘What areyou doing here Pink? ‘How areyouinvolved
in the experience?

Phenomenology to proto-theory

Here |l am over here and thereisthe pink over thereand thereis
theiceover there, ‘how isit that you aresointimateand theiceisso
cool? The pink doesn’t de-
clare its status and what |
called the “myth of the
given” is the idea that items
sort of categorized them-
selves, declare their status.
What we do haveisatheory.
Here's the point where the-
ory, you might say, where
theory takes over from
phenomenology. In other
words, as you know, one
standard move, and the one
I’m going to make is too in- Figure3 (a) Evoking. (b) Taking. (c) demon-
troduce visual sensations, Ve
And to say that pink is pres-
ent in the experience by vir-
tue of the existence in the perceiver of a sensation of a pink cube
(figure 3). And that is atheory, thisis not something that simply
transmits itself to us as a bit of ontological insight. And here it

sensation

chunk of pink
pinkness

e
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should be remembered that perception is, so to speak, given us not
to clarify metaphysical issues, the mind-body problem. It was
given us so that we can run away from foxes, so that we could ma-
neuver. Just aspain, why dowefeel pain? Therearelotsof interest-
ing philosophical questionsabout pain but thefundamental thing to
remember isthat thereisahot stovethere and if you put your hand
on it you are going to get your hand off that stove very quickly so
that the pain experience, obviously, it’ stied up with getting hands
off of hot stoves. You haveto look at perception in its continuity
withthefact that we haveto get around, escapewolves, get between
trees and get our hands off of hot stoves very quickly without
asking any questions.

So what we have then is a theory which we can, and here we
might you might even bewilling to say, itisakind of proto-theory
which is amost built into the wiring diagram, if we want use that
metaphor, of human beingsand it is part of our animal heritage, so
to speak. | was speaking earlier about our taking language as a
model for conceptual actsbut | said we must not forget that our con-
ceptual actshavealong history whichisnot tied in such an obvious
way to anything that can be called language and here we run into
problems about which actually very littleis known. Itissimply a
good warning to say, perhapsthere’ sakind of proto-theory which
is understood by analogy with this nice apparatus that 1’ ve been
putting up here. And which can occur at amuch cruder level with
simpler structures.

So | am going to suppose now without telling any longer story
that hereisacubeof ice, figure 3, andwe' | supposeaveridical case
of perception, and we areall familiar with the causal processesthat
occur in normal conditions, here’ s the eye, and somewhere in the
sensory apparatus, thisis part of the theory remember, in the visual
center there occurs something we can call a sensation of a cube of
pink.

And then we have the believing, the believing which is

This-cube-of-pink-ice

and so on. The believing can bevery rich and it usually isbut here
we have something that we can merely describe in terms of the
proper sensibles. We don’t have a sensation of ice, you can have a
sensation asof “icefalling down your back” you see. You can speak
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of asensation of pain or blueor sweet or sour but you don’t speak of
sensations of ice except in the sense of “caused by.”

Here we are describing the very sensation itself and the phrase
of a cube of pink is a classificatory phrase, a subjective genitive
whichisthe genitive of classification. So roughly if we were mak-
ing it explicit, we would say, of-a-cube-of-pink kind of sensation.
Now the problem is, what is the relation between the believing
which is conceptual and it involves thisness and thatness and ice,
and what you can do with it, all kinds of propositional content and
so on, and the sensation? Well of course, one possible answer is,
and it isthe onethat | want to propose to you, that when we look at
the phrase, ‘this cube of pink ice’, we see something which we un-
derstand to be as it were grammatically complex. But what isthe
referent of the word ‘this' which is functioning there, can we de-
velop atheory as to, so to speak, the focus, of the demonstrative
element here?

What | want to suggest is that instead of thinking of the sensa-
tion as simply something that causes the belief, which is a view
whichisvery tempting, in other words, of course seeing apink ice
cubeisn’t merely believinginapink icecube, | havea“ sensory” ex-
perience, you have to have a sensation, but then you might think
that the sensation somehow just causesthebelief. | want to suggest
instead that if wereflect on this situation, a better theory isthat the
core of the demonstrative element is the demonstration, so to
speak, of the sensation.?

In other words, the referent of the demonstrative at its core, if
we look at it, and recognize that after all it does have a complex
structure, that it isroughly the sensation itself that we are demon-
strating. Now of course this doesn’t mean that we are aware that
what we are demonstrating, so to speak, is something which isoc-
curringin ourselves asasensory process. The conceptualizationis
intermsof ice, and acube of pinkiceand soon but | want to suggest
that instead out of the sensation being simply a causal factor in

3 As mentioned in the introduction, WS characterized the “unique together-
ness’ heistalking about as Kant’sgreat insight that the mind, in taking up the
manifold, involved (I forget the exact words he used, perhaps Kraut or Gupta
remembers) the sensation in the “this” component.
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bringing about abelief of acertain kind, abelief in the cube of pink
icethat fromits depth grammar, if | might put it that way, to speak
out of apure speculative grammar of thought, that the this compo-
nent is really picking out the sensation.

As| said, that doesn’'t mean that we are aware of it as a sensa-
tions because things don't classify themselves in that way. Asa
matter of fact, if life were so designed that human beings and ani-
mals asit were, were constantly confronted with the fact that they
were having sensations, you see, you know they would get so busy,
rai se so many questions, that they would never get started in escap-
ingorin getting their teacooled. Inother words, thecrucial pointis
that one can hold that the referent of the demonstrative, of the core
demonstrativeelementinthebelief, isthesensation but thatitisnot
recognized, cognized, classified as such.

Theideathat thereare sensations, you remember, isatheory de-
signed to explan something that we can get at
phenomenologically, but it isatheory which can be held in cruder
or in more sophisticated forms, but at least it is a theory.

What does this mean? If we take seriously theideathat what is
believedin, isacube of pinkice, wefind that what isbelievedin, is
something physical. The sensation is, in point of fact, and in a
broad sense of this term, mental, but “mental” is a category and
“physical” isacategory and these are both elementsin avery com-
plicated theory about the world and ourselvesand our placeinit. A
complicated theory which can be held in cruder or more sophisti-
cated forms but a theory indeed. What is it for something to be
physical? What isit to bein physical space? Isit to have certain
causal powers, to interact with other objects? You can’t explain
what you mean by physical space without drawing upon notions
pertaining to causal propertiesand interactionsand soon. Merege-
ometry by itself, soto speak, considered asan uninterpreted system
can have many interpretations. And thissensation of acube of pink
can have geometrical characteristicsin alimited sense without be-
ing physical. Whether it’s physical or not, there we get to the
mind-body problemand I’ m not going to start with that but | want to
still say that sensations can betal ked about ingeometrical terms.

The point is that this sensation of is mis-taken; to use H. A.
Pritchard’ s phrase, the sensation is mistaken for part of the surface
of aphysical thing. In other words, the taking, when we take this
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cube of pink, can beamis-taking. Becauseit takesthe*“this,” which
isinpoint of fact inthe perceiver, to be something out therein phys-
ical space. Thus there can be mis-takings.

Of course, H. A. Prichard who put forward atheory of thiskind
that belongsinthisgeneral category was scoffed at because that was
a time of Commonsense philosophy. You know when common
sensecoulddonowrong! G. E. Moorerefuted Bradley ontheunre-
ality of time by saying obviously | had my breakfast this morning
thereforetime exists. Sotheideathat perception couldinvolve not
only takings but mis-taking struck people asreally absurd. Now |
want to say it is true.

We take and the taking consists in the fact that the referent of
the demonstrative is in point fact is a sensation, we take what in
point of fact are sensory states of ourselvesto be features of physi-
cal object. Now let’s suppose that is true.

We haveacomplex theory of theworld in which wethink of the
world as having sensible pinkness and as our theory gets more so-
phisticated, by the time of the 17th century, sensory pinkness had
sort of left theice and its esse est percipi, it exists only in sensory
states. Now it isalmost common sense to suppose that the pink that
we experience is somehow in us. Althoughif you arereally asked
to give an account of how it isin uswe don’t know how to begin,
physiologists wouldn’t know how to begin either, physiologists
worry about thisnow, asthey well should. Thepoint | want to make
isthen that if in point fact in visual perception, the demonstrative
referenceis to what isin point of fact sensory states of ourselves
then that meansthat physical objects—and remember how little of
the physical object even phenomenologically we saw—that |eaves
the place open for scientific objects.

In other words, if in a certain sense right from the beginning,
what we are doing when we perceive so-called objectsin spaceis
using a proto-theory of physics so to speak, of what physical ob-
jects are and what physical spaceis, then we can understand how
when we moved from this proto-theory which is almost part of our
animal heritageto sophisticated theories about el ectro-el ectromag-
netic vibrations or photons or Phlogiston, or whatever, then in a
certain sense, there’ sakind of continuity. And what | want to em-
phasize then is that in a certain sense we have been Scientific
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Realistsfor millennia. Because all of us, we have been responding
to our sensory states by conceptual acts, however crudely, which
involve a theory of physical objects.

Andthat iswhy itisvery important to remember what we see of
thebrick. Doweseeall the brick? Do we seethe other side?...that
leavesalot openif you seethefacing surfaceand what you seeisre-
ally asensory state of the self, what we havereally in our, using a
Kantian phrase now, in our categorization, our categorial responses
to our sensory states, what we have in point of fact isa sequence of
more and more adequate theories beginning with a kind of
proto-theory whichisalmost part of our animal heritage. So Scien-
tific Realism is not a philosophical thesiswhich involves aradical
break between so-called real experience and theory, you seethere
you are thinking of theory as something that is constructed by
means of developing atheory. What | want to suggest isthat the so-
phisticated “ developing” of theories by means of reasoning and so
on, is simply a continuation of something which is, to use
Santayana's phrase, a matter of Animal Faith.*

Questions and answers

We don't see physical objects?

No. Y ou haveto speak intwo tonesof voiceyou know. Philoso-
phers are distinguished by the fact that they are able to say, “of
course there are tables,” “of course there are chairs,” “of course

4  George Santayana, Scepticismand Animal Faith (1923), theplasticity of mind
that WS's evolutionary naturalism givesto Santayana’s comparatively static
naturalism reflects WS's view of the non-conceptual element in sensation. If
wetakeanimal faithasprinciplesof interpretation (189), animal faith could be
seenasastepinthedirection of ur-concepts. Santayana’s“ continual assaultin
a masked ambush” becomes WS’s “evoking of response.” However,
Santayanadoes not take the proper sensibl es, col or, for example, to be primor-
dial but findsthe more primitive el ementsin experience of good and bad, near
and far, coming and going, fast and slow, just now and very soon. In other
words, what characterizesthe ultimate“ point-of-viewishness” of experience,
ahere and athere, anow and athen, myself in the midst of nature. Santayana
did not have the analytical resourcesthat allow usto get far in deciding what
hisnon-conceptual corelookslike but hisremarksare suggestive—asWS ap-
pears to have thought (not to mention funny too).
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there areice cubes,” “of course there are pink ice cubes,” and then
speaking in aslightly different tone of voicethey say, “therereally
areno pinkicecubes.” Sothephilosopher giveshimself away when
he talks in that new tone of voice. Now, of course we see bricks
but...what we are going to do now is give an account according to
which the senseinwhichwe seethebrick isnot what wewould have
expected from the kind of simple theory of perception with which
one starts out before one is corrupted by philosophy.

Prichard was asked that question, | remember. “Y ou mean to
say that we don’t really see chairs and tables and so on?” And
Pritchard would say, “No! Of course we seethem.” But the kind of
theory we have about what goes on when we see them, isusually a
very over-simplified theory which mislocates variousitems. After
all asl said, wetake our visual sensationsto be features of physical
things. It isn’t because the features that we experience have alittle
label onthem saying “we belongin physical space.” No, wehaveto
have somekind of theory. The point isthat we can start out with a
very naivetheory which isauseful theory. Remember the old story
about the centipede who one day turnsphilosopher so to speak, and
asks“How do | walk?How do | walk?” and thenfromthen onit was
downhill. WEell you see it may be that what I'm calling a sort of
proto-theory which hasthen evolved into more sophisticated forms
under the heading of naiverealism, it may be akind of proto-theory
which is something which we naturally make use of but which
would be anincorrect account of what isgoing on. Now theimpor-
tant thing to noticeisthat | speak here of a mistaking but noticethat
| have been very careful to say that the “mistaking aspect” simply
concernsthe, let’ ssay, theredrectangle. That actually isared rect-
angular sensation. But therest of it needn’t be mistaken at all. So
thereis the brick. All this sophisticated theory doesisto say that
thereisone basic category mistake that is built into our perceptual
responses to the world and apart from that there are bricks and
chairsand tables and we see them and thisisjust alittle philosophi -
cal development, the *Ah hal’. But the theory we have about what
goes on when we see things is not correct.

What | am sayingisthat it would be misleading to say we don’t
see the brick. In other words, here we get into Gricean conversa-
tional implicature, if | say | don’t seethebook, | don’t seethechair,
| don't see the table, well that implies Gee! you'rein amess. But
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you see because as | pointed out, this complex demonstrative
phrase involvesthe notion of ice, this cube with pink ice and many
of the conceptsthat areinvolved in that believing-in actually apply
towhat isthere. Thereisjust onelittle conceptual aspect that does-
n't correctly apply towhat isthere, namely the pink. And that curi-
ously enough you see according to thissophisticated theory, | call it
sophisticated, because | believeit, thereisasensory statewhichin
point of fact is being miscategorized as something out there in
physical spaceasafeatureof theice, asafeature of thebrick and so
on. Soyou might say itis99 and 44/100 percent purein the case of
honest-to-goodness visual situations but there is that .56% of
useful error.

| mean error can be useful. Perhapsthe painisreally in your
c-fibers, some people think it is, some people have more sophisti-
cated theoriesthan that. | think there are somevery interesting the-
oriesabout pain that are being devel oped so that it istoo naiveeven
from the standpoint of physiology to speak neatly of c-fibersbeing
stimulated, and painissimply the stimulation or certain state of the
c-fibers but where do weinstinctively, so to speak, believe that the
painis? Isthereapaininthetooth?Y ou know the old legend about
phantom pain, somebody had hisleg cut off and istold it still con-
tinuesto itch, he hasapain in histoe and yet he has no toe? So it
may be that there are certain kinds of proto-beliefs which most of
thetimearevery useful. But vision goeswrong lotsof timebecause
thereareall kinds of strange phenomenathat can occur: hallucina-
tions, misperceptions of various kinds. But we can always pretty
well except when smart psychol ogist gives us hisapparatus, we can
usually tell when certain circumstances are funny, we can't wipe
out completely that instinctive belief. But as Kant saw, belief can
exist asit were simultaneously at a kind of unreflective level, at a
kind of spontaneous level, at, to use Santayana’ sterm, amore ani-
malistic level [proto-belief], and yet acontrary belief can exist asit
were at thelevel of theorizing, questioning-answering, devel oping
acomplete picture of theworld and so on. So that thereisacertain
sense in which even somebody who is absolutely convinced by
identity theory that the pain hefeelsisin hisc-fibers, hegoestothe
dentist and the dentist says, “Where does it hurt?’...That's my
answer to the question.
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What | am sayingis, shall wesay, continuouswithwhat | saidin
“Empiricism and Philosophy of Mind” but slightly morecomplex. |
distinguished between our almost animalistic proto-beliefsand our
theory constructed beliefs [which are characterized by the same
phrase].

Therecan beabelief in the sophisticated theory framework like
“this visual sensation”...I end “Empiricism and the Philosophy of
Mind” by discussing exactly thispoint. Namely, that when philoso-
phersintroduce sensations and devel op ways of talking about them
or introduce sense data or whatever, they are really introducing a
theory and teaching themselvesto useit in responding to the very
thing which they normally respond to by physical object theory,
proto- or not. Actually there is proto-physical object theory, we
can think in subtle terms or we can think in terms of the proto-the-
ory which helps us get around through the maze of existence. Why
can'ttherebedifferent level sof conceptualizing? Y ou seethatisall
consistent withwhat | argued in“ Empiricism and the Philosophy of
Mind.” My problem there was the problem of how we construe
what | call inner episodes at all, what is our model for the concep-
tual at all and | said our introduction to the idea of conceptual epi-
sodes is fundamentally through considering language. But then
you seel indicate that although that is our entering wedgeinto hav-
ing atheory about conceptual episodes we shouldn’t suppose that
all, that everything which deserves to be called something like a
conceptual episode is the sort of thing that is expressed in a
sophisticated syntactically complex language.

Now | don't have anything more really helpful to say here be-
causeas| said, for along timethetheory of animal behavior wasa
matter of treating them as homunculi. Y ou say roughly aratislike
a human being except it’s an awful lot dumber, my these animals
aredumb! But the model basically wasyou start out by thinking of
them asanal ogousto human beingsthen you start putting qualifica-
tionson, commentary on, but of course... and so. When animal psy-
chology began working with rats going through mazes, they
developed idea of chained systems of stimulus-response and so on,
it looked like everything was going fine. | gather that as| said the
field ismore open now and furthermore one of the crucial problems
in psychology is exactly perception and the sort of thing that | am
talking about here ultimately has to be cashed out in terms of some
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genuine psychological account of what pain is and how pain fits
into causality. You see the temptation of physiologist has always
been to be epiphenomenalists ...“we're not concerned you know,
with images, sensations, tickles, itches, we are concerned with the
old wiring diagram, theold hardware!” Andyouwill findthat alot
of physiologistsare now getting toworry about what thereisin, you
might say, the software or softheadedness, because obviously in
some way, the hardware involved in feeling pain hasto include in
some way a hook up with what we experience as pain. Andthisis
the task, one of the basic jobs that philosophy hasto do isto raise
questions, to open up conceptual possibilitiesand that is certainly
oneof thethemesthat | stressed in both in“Empiricism and Philos-
ophy of Mind” and Science and Metaphysics, that philosophers
should not regard themselves as merely owls of Minervawho come
back in the night after the day isdone. They should also be heralds
of the dawn. Perhaps the owls of Minerva where considered by
classical Greeksasheraldsof thedawn aswell asowlsof the night?
But, anyway, they stayed out all night...historically that’ sthe way
it works, conceptual possibilities were opened up with respect to
space and time by philosophers, of course there used to be an inti-
mate connection between philosophy and science, then they began
to bicker and that fell apart, philosophers were over here and
scientistswereover there. Now | belongto that group that feel sthat
this was a disaster.
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Per spectives 1986

Lecture |

Predication and Time

My aimthisevening isto devel op an account of therelation be-
tween language and thought and theworld and | am going to be con-
cerned primarily with what are often called basic sentences or
atomic sentences and to develop something in the tradition of what
used to be called the “picture theory” of language. But that is
merely an historical aside becausel aimto giveyou ageneral tuning
in to what | am going to do.!

| am going to be concerned, however, with basi cissuesof ontol -
ogy, the notion of an object, the notion of non-objects asitemsthat
can be referred to and in general an account of the meaning and
truth of atomic sentences. Then | am going to apply thisontology to
fundamental issuesin the ontology of time and in particular to the
relational theory of time which | hope to show is based on what
Rylehascalled a“ category mistake.” But that ismusic of thefuture
as far as this evening is concerned because | want to develop the
framework inwhich| can makewhat | regard astelling criticismsof
relational theories of time.

1 Partsof thisessay appear in"TowardsaTheory of Predication," inHow Things
Are, edited by James Bogen and James McGuire (Reidel, 1983): 218-318 and
werepresented at aconferenceon predicationat Pitzer Collegein April, 1981.
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| want to start by considering a classical problem with which
you are all familiar and which touches on theissuesthat | have just
been referring to in many places. | said that | am going to be con-
cerned with the relation of atomic statements to the world and by
“atomic” here | mean, nothing really initself exciting, namely, un-
quantified sentences and thoughts and the expressions which make
them up, predicate expressions and object expressions or naming
expressions and | want to discuss aclassical issue pertaining to ex-
emplification because the classical theory of predication starts out
by considering an atomic sentencesuch as‘fa’ like saying, “the ob-
jectisred” in PMese, thelanguage of Principia Mathematica, and |
want to bring out a schema here of some of the central presupposi-
tionsand featuresof thisstandard theory. For examplewehave here
a sentence consisting of the predicate f and the name a, and the
name a refersto an object in somefairly intuitive sense of thisterm
although the termis often used as though it were, asif the scholas-
tics had never written in terms of its distinctions between objects,
categories, transcendentals, these are all grist to our mill here. The
theory of time that | am going to develop next time is realy a
neo-Heraclitean, shades of Heraclitus, ontology andin order tofor-
mulate that we need a contrast background so | will be contrasting
the Heraclitean Outlook with other outlooks.

What we have than is the name a, picking out an object which
belongsto the classof f-things.? And then fissupposed to stand for
f-ness, whichistheproperty of being-f, the character of being-f, the
attribute of being-f, however you prefer to putit. So that it would be
f-ness and the statement faistrue just in case the object a exempli-
fiesf-ness. So herewe get apackagewhich givesthestructureof the
standard or classical theory of predication. Thisisvery stark but it
can be held, asyou know, in awide variety of ways so the detail is
everythingand| will try to putinasmuch relevant detail asl can.

Theclassical theory tendsto construe both f and a asnames, ais
the name of aparticular belongingto theclassof f-thingsand f plays
adoublerole, on the one hand it playsthe role of a predicate, the
predicate of a, and it al so standsfor acertain object, an abstract ob-
ject, asl said theproperty of being-f. Soffacestwoways, it facesto-
ward the domain of particularsand also facestoward the domain of

2 Perspectives |, track 1 (#2).
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abstract objects supposing therearein somesenseto besuch, andin
some sense of coursethereis. But it turnsout according to the anal -
ysis that | am going to offer that it is quite an unusual object.

Soin effect faisequivalent to f-ness(a) because here (standing
alone) wegiveit apredicative emphasisand herewelook at it asa
concatenation of two names, the name of a particular and the name
of an abstract object. Now looking at it from the standpoint of its
functioning as a name, we have the idea that we express that a ex-
emplifiesf-ness, we expressarelation between a and f-ness by con-
catenating the two names. We concatenate f-ness and a and by so
doing we expresstherelation of exemplification. Thisisthefunda-
mental theme of the picture theory of meaning and language,
namely that we express that items are related by relating the refer-
ring expressionsthat refer to theseitems. We say that aexemplifies
f-ness by concatenating, i.e. relating, the names a and f-ness. This
was athemethat entered into philosophy in the 1920s and has been
with usin oneway or another ever sinceandin oneway or another it
is the core, as you know, of Wittgenstein's initial work, the
Tractatus Logico Philosophicus.

Sothat therelation of the particular to the universal it exempli-
fies, isexpressed by arelation between tokens of the names of these
entities, that an f-nesstokenisR; to an a token expresses that a ex-
emplifiesf-ness. Now that isavery neat theory of how exemplifica-
tion gets expressed. | have given an example of a thing with a
particular character but | can also apply thisto relational predica-
tion, for example suppose that aisnext b and the predicateis‘ next
to’ or ‘isnextto’ and therearetwo nameshere, namely,‘a and ‘b’ ,
so that wewould expressthat a hand b jointly exemplify next to by?3
Concatenating next to a, b, wewould have next to(a,b) asthe coun-
terpart of ‘fa‘. In this case the tokens of the names of a and b are
jointly concatenated with the token of being joined to or being next
to expresses that a and b jointly exemplify next-to-ness where the
relation in question isamode of concatenation which of courseisa
fundamental and essential syntactical category and syntax isasyou
know, at the bottom of the foundation of semantics. And | will be
assessing their relationship as we move on.

3 Perspectives |, track 2 (#3).
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It is no news that a theory of predication is no sooner formu-
lated than it generates puzzles but the puzzles which are initially
generated simply concern the wide variety of predicationswhich |
will belooking at to some extent particularly in context of time and
change. For example we have adjectival predication as in

aisred,

we have sortal predication as in
Leoisalion,

we have verb predication as in

Socrates runs

and that is going to be our central focus next time and it becomes
clear that although | am ostensibly dealing with a single topic,
many of the central issuesin metaphysicsare lurking in the under-
brush asthey alwaysdo. After all the problem of predication isbut
oneform of the many puzzleswhich originally fell under the head-
ing of the One and Many. In the old days, seminarsin metaphysics
almost inevitably would begin with thetopic the One and the Many.
Andthishasavenerabletradition and thereisalot of good senseto
it butitisonly when you see how the one breaksup into many itself
that you realize how indicative, how elusive the topic of the One
and the Many is and it seems to have fallen out of use in
contemporary metaphysics.

It would be useful for our purposes as a means of introducing
some more terminology and what would we do without terminol-
ogy? To consider acase of alinguistic one as contrasted with alin-
guistic many. Thus we are all familiar with Peirce and the
distinction between words as types, for example, the word and and
words as tokens which would be cases of theword and on this page
for example. And it might seem that therel ation between atype and
a token is another example of a universal and its instances, we
might speak of theword and type asauniversal namely ‘and’-hood,
‘and’ -ness, to indicate that we have alinguistic universal here and
to speak of themany casesof and asbeinginstancesof ‘ and’ -ness.

So that therelation of type and token would appear to bejust a
special case of exemplification just as this blackboard is black, it
exemplifies blackness so the instances of the word and would have
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in common that they all exemplify the universal ‘ and’ -ness.* How-
ever, oncewetry to carry thisthrough we run into problems. Thus
we can say not only that acertaintokentisan ‘and’, thusif | have
theword ‘and’ written over the, call that tokent, | canl cansay tis
an ‘and’. Thiswould seem to be intellectually satisfying and true.
Noticethat | canalso say that atokenisaconjunctionso | havewrit-
ten down there not only atoken of theword and what | havewritten
downthetoken of aconjunction, and isequivalenttotisaconjunc-
tion because’ and’ singeneral are conjunctionsintheir standard use
so | can say, “t isaconjunction” and properly so called ‘and’ s are
conjunctions. Now this gives ustwo intimately related readings of
‘and’ is a conjunction.

According to the first “*and’”is interpreted along the lines, in
our first discussion, as a name. “*And’” is the name of a word,
namely theword and, thewordtype. Inthiscasethe statement

“and’ is a conjunction
becomes, to make it explicit,

‘and’-hood is a conjunction.

Just as | can say, for example, ‘red’ isacolor word. And so when |
say “‘and’-nessisaconjunction”, thispredicates, ostensibly, being
aconjunction of the object in question, namely, alinguistic univer-
sal ‘and’-ness. And by so doing entails that the items which exem-
plify it are conjunctions, when | said, “*and’ isaconjunction”, | am
saying something of the types word and that is a conjunction and
therefore that it's tokens are conjunctions.

Now according to the second line of thought, however, ‘and’ is
interpreted not as the name of an object, ‘and’-ness or ‘and’ -hood,
in accordance with the schema

aisf entails a exemplifies f-ness

but rather aswhat | call adistributed singular term, now thisisakey
themeintheontology | am goingto bedeveloping soitisimportant
that we catch hold it in terms of the simple exampleswithwhich we
begin. Now distributive singular terms are singular terms, that is,

4  Perspectives |, track 3 (#4).



342

thereisasymptom isthat they are followed by ‘is’ in the singular
which makesasingular term, and it isdistributive becauseit makes
ageneral statement and the example that | have used from the be-
ginning and have found no reason or groundsin the polemicswhich
my writing immediately stimulated to reject it.

Consider the statement

thelion istawny

when | say the lion is tawny, | am not making a statement about
lionhood or lion-ness but I am making a general statement when |
say, ‘the lion is tawny’ because this has the force of

standard or normal lions are tawny,

thatis, lionsthat haven’t been painted or subject to violence modifi-
cation of their diet and so on. When | say, “thelionistawny”, | am
making so to speak, astatement about thelioninstitution, Langford
(in cooperation with C.1.Lewisin Symbolic Logic) called the insti-
tutional ‘the’ but | think that is not too helpful of aterm. Anyway
when | say, “thelion”, | am committed to the idea that standard or
normal lines aretawny, that is of acertain brownish, yellow col or.>
And so what isthe subject of predication here? It isthelion and that
is, indeed, an ensrationalis, but certainly not to beidentified with,
as| said, lionhood or leoninity or whatever you prefer as the name
of the abstract sortal characteristic. In the case with which we are
concerned, the relevant grammatical transformation is

standard ‘and’'s are conjunctions entails the (an) ‘and’ is a
conjunction.

So | say the

‘and’ is a conjunction = standard ‘ and’s are conjunctions

let uslook back at our standard theory of predication and see how
some of this terminology can be applied.

The(what | call) standard theory of predication hasalot of truth
init. The platonic tradition has the essential structure of the truth
but to use Emily Dickinson’sinvaluable metaphor, tellsit “slant.”
Thetroublewith Platonismisthat it tellsthe truth slant. And by so

5 Perspectives 1, track 4 (#5).
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doing carrieswithit possibleerror. Now what | want to show in part

by constructing a philosophical lexicon, is that the natives of our

‘jungle’—to use Quine's term—came far closer than is usually

thought to an ontology which satisfiesthe adequacy conditionsof a

philosophical clarification. Let’s look again at the theory.
According to it, the statement

fa

predicates, and | amat last using theterm* predication’, f, for exam-
ple, beingred, by concatenating atoken of theword f with atoken of
theword a. How doesthe statement ‘fa’ bring f-ness to bear on a?
Because, we aretold, f stands for f-ness. This presents us with the
following picture, predicative expressions, schematically, f, being
red or adjoins, arecorrelated with singular terms. We havethisgen-
eral correlation between predicates and abstract singular terms, for
example,

f with f-ness, being-f
R with R-hood, being-R
etc.,

thereareseveral waysinwhichwecanformulatetheabstract singu-
lar term which corresponds to a predicate. The simplest and most
generally available one is simply to use the locution “being-f” so
that instead of saying, “f-ness” * we can say, "being-f,” instead of
“R-hood”, wecan say, “being R2” wherewearetalking about arela-
tion. Now notice that the theory commits itself to two types of se-
mantical statements with respect to these expressions. On the one
hand we are told that

‘f" stands for f-ness
on the other that
‘f" isthe name of f-ness

and the key theme hereisthat of name. Because aswe will see the
metaphysical or ontological category of object is closely tied with
the notion of naming.
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To make things more interesting, the theory adds, that in the
statement

fa

what we havereally isanameof f-nessfunctioning asapredicate so
that f isregarded asf-nessfunctioning asapredicateand that iswhy
you get two expressions, f and f-ness. These are equivalent accord-
ing to the standard theory but they expressadual functioning of *f’
as| put it, one pointing up® towards the domain of abstract objects,
universal's, and the other pointing down to the class of f-things. So f
facestwo ways, it facestowardsf-nessand it facestowardsf-things
and in some sense it is obviously true but whether it is philosophi-
cally illuminating or not that is the crucial issue.

How all thisisto be understood is crucial to the evaluation of
the theory. For while the concept of the name traditionally carries
with it the idea that its nominatum is an object, it is by no means
clear that the context

— standsfor ...

requires that what it stood for be an object.

One is tempted to say that anything is an object, a temptation
whichisreinforced by the fact that *things are objects’ lookslike a
tautology. But the barest acquaintance with Scholastic thought
should remind onethat the transcendental ‘ anything’ should not be
confused with a compound expression ‘any thing’. In other words
the word ‘thing’ is not a proper part of the word *anything’ and it
take it so is to be misled.

The perennial tradition contains the logical space for distin-
guishing among items which fall under the transcendental ‘any-
thing’ between those anythings which are objects and those which
are not. How such a distinction might be drawn will turn out to be
the heart of our problem. It isnot apparent to start with but it turns
out that way.

Now the context
such and such stands for so-and-so

6 Perspectives |, track 5 (#6).
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belongs to the family of semantical contexts. To say what an ex-
pression stands for is a way of saying what it means. To fix our
ideas, therefore, let us put aside the tidy accountswhich contempo-
rary semantical theorists, with their set-theoretical sophistication,
give of semantical relations so-called and do somefirsthand reflec-
tion on meaning. Otherwise we may find that we cometo the prob-
lem of the ontology of predication with dirty hands.

After all, any statement has an equivalent in set theoretical
terms. Thus, to take a trivial example,

there are two apples on this table

is necessarily equivalent to

the set of apples on this table has two members

but it is no more synonymous with the latter than

snow iswhite

is synonymous with
it istrue that snow is white.

‘Snow iswhite’ and‘itistruethat snowiswhite’ arestrongly indeed
logically equivalent but they are not synonymous. Now | am obvi-
ously boldly striking out into the minefield which Quine has la-
beled but this can't be avoided. | refrained from more exotic
examplesinwhich sentencesare mapped into statements about pos-
sible worlds. The reader can find examples in any textbook on
Montague grammar.

How thevariety of waysinwhich‘p’ can be necessarily equiva-
lent to ‘q’ without being synonymous with it is to botanized is a
problem on which the perennial tradition is still working under
watchful eyes. But then it has always been the Quines and the
Hobbeses who keep the philosophical enterprise honest and force
comfortable metaphorsto assume criticizable form. With these so-
bering thoughts, back to our problem.

Consider the meaning statements, another old chestnut of mine,

‘Und’ (in German) means and.
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Obviously true, what does it say? It doesn’t say what it is ordi-
narily thought to say. Ostensibly, ‘und’ means and , has the form
‘XRy’ and assertsthat two items, aGermanword and theitemand —
whatever that is—stand in a certain semantical relation’ ‘und’ in
German standsin acertain relation, the meaning relation to and. It
is, however, received wisdom that thisis a misconstruction of the
statement, one which givesafalse picture. So 10 peoplewill tell us
that meaning is not arelation and that although it appears that the
sentence

‘Und’ (in German) means and

looks like a relational statement, it really isn't so and working
through the argument there is useful for our purposes.

Now it might bethought that the best way to explain why mean-
ingisnot arelationistotell uswhat meaningis. But thisisnot what
is done. The subject is changed. We are told fascinating things
about language as asystem of tools, asaform of life, asameans of
communication, as a medium in which speech acts are performed
and a linguistic community is enabled to carry out its communal
tasks. Much of what is said in this connection is both true and im-
portant, but it does not, at least directly, clarify classical problems
of meaning and reference.

To do so we must take alonger ook at the statement. To begin
with, it is obvious that the word ‘and’ at the right in

‘Und’ in German means and

isnot functioning initsnormal way. It isnot serving as a sentential
connective which is the normal way of functioning of the word
‘and’.

Now the most familiar way in which aword whichisnot inthe
ordinary sense ambiguous can play aradically different roleis by
being used in material imposition, asthe scholastics put it—that is,
in effect, by being placed in quotation marks. It might therefore be
argued that our meaning statement, grammatically regimented, has
the form

‘Und’ (in German) means ‘and’

7 Perspectives |, track 6 (#7).
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where the quoted ‘and’ is the name of the English word.

But since it is obvious that the German word ‘und’ does not
mean the English word ‘and’, this suggestion some becomes the
ideathat the original statement hasthe more complex course of

‘Und’ (in German) means the same as the English word

‘and’.
But while of coursethisistrue, it isby no means synonymouswith
the original.

Thusit becomesclear when wereflect that whereasthe original
statement tells us, and is designed to tell us what ‘und’ means, it
informs us, it gives us the meaning, ‘Und’ (in German) means
‘and’, the new formulation requires additional formulationsto do
SO.

Thus as | say that

‘Und’ (in German) means the same as ‘et’ (in French)

| gaveyouthemeaning of theword ‘und’ only if, ineffect, | add or it
ispresupposethat, ‘ et’ in French meansand, and thisbrings usback
full circle.

To break out of this cycle, the first step isto ask the question,
“how is the German word ‘und’ functioning in the original state-
ment?’ The answer should by now be obvious. Like the English
word ‘and’ in the statement

“and’ isaconjunction
itisfunctioning asadistributivesingular term, andisequivalent to

(standard or normal) ‘und’'s (in German) mean and.

And while this does not immediately clarify our problem, it
doessuggest thatif the*x’ of our putativerelational statement,

xRy
‘und’ means ‘and’
is not to be a name, perhaps the same is true of the ‘y’.

In other words we start loosening things out.
To make a long story short, | propose the following:
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the ‘and’ of the original statement (‘Und’ (in German) means
and) is to be construed as a meta-linguistic sortal like ‘ eande’
which | used in my introduction of dot-quotes where the
dot-quotes are indeed quotation marks thus preserving the in-
sight th%t itisbeing usedin material imposition but with special
criteria.

Any quoting device carrieswith it criteriafor its applicability and
relevance. We take into account the flexibility of quotation. Thus
whilethe standard use of quotation markstendsto betiedtothesign
designs of the quoted expressions, by ‘sign design’ | mean roughly
the “look” or “shape” or the sound in case of auditory speech. Yet
the quotation does not rigidly tie the force of the quotation to the
sign designsfor auditory tokens are included in the scope of ‘red’.
So that redd in English is covered by the quoted expression ‘red’.
Yet thereis an intra-linguistic limitation, the limitation to one lan-
guage for English redds but not German rots are included in the
scope of ‘red’.

Thus in the case of ordinary quotes, the relevant patterns, the
relevant designsaretaken asfunctioninginacertainlanguage. This
makesit possible to distinguish between two dimensions of the cri-
teriafor being a‘red’. The sign design dimension and the dimen-
sioninwhichitisconsidered asfunctioning in aspecific manner in
theEnglishlanguage. Itisafamiliar fact that in different functional
systems, empirically different objectscan play similar roles. Game
events can in an important sense be tokens of the same game, even
though they are embodied in different materials and motions. The
examplethat | alwaysused isthat of chessand Texas chess or Tess
where Texas chessis played with Rolls-Royces, Cadillacs, Volks-
wagens and with counties astheir board whereasyou are all famil-
iar with the standard chessgame and yet we can seethat there can be
astructural similarity between Tess and chess although the materi -
alsused areradically different. It isbut astep up from these consid-
erationsto suggest that quotation can play and inter-linguistic role.
Thus whereas ordinary quotation can transcend the specific sign
designsincluded between them, but not the language to which they

8 Perspectives I, track 7 (#8)
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belong, we can conceive of a form of quotation, g-quotation,
quotation in which

dredd

wherethe“ g-quotes” arefunctioning like quotation marks, applies
to tokens in any language which played a role in that language
whichisplayed by the design red in the languagein which the quo-
tation is made. The language with which we are concerned in
dot-quoting (my g-quotation) is our background language, that is,
standard English and it spells out how meaning always comes back
to our own used background language.

At thebeginning of the preceding paragraph | proposed that the
‘and’ of our original meaning statements that is

‘Und’ (in German) means ‘and’

be construed asametalinguistic sortal, and indeed asoccurringina
specific form of quotation which | represented by the use of
dot-quotes. Thisgivesusananalysis, if youwill or arational recon-
struction to some degree, of the original statement

‘Und’ (in German) means and
‘Und’ (in German) means eande

Where we are classifying
‘und’sin German

in termsof our background word and. But thereconstruction of one
of thetermsin aproblematic context typically hasrepercussionsfor
al the others.

Consider for example the familiar reconstruction of

some men are mortal
as

there are mortal men.
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Which is the standard treatment of ‘some men are mortal’.° One
might say that to do thisisto reconstruct ‘some’ as‘there are’. But
clearly theentire sentence hasbeeninvolved and hasto berecast.

In the present case the change of the ‘and’ of

‘Und’ (in German) means and

into eande also requires corresponding changesin the rest of the
sentence. What these changes might beisreadily determined by re-
flecting that if eande isaquoted expression, the basic form of sen-
tences involving it is

[token] isa eande

because it classifies tokens. Since we have already interpreted the
“*und’” asadistributed singular termwhich transformsinto arefer-
enceto ‘und’s, wemove smoothly fromtheoriginal statement to

an ‘und’ (in German) isan eande
we are classifying and we have than, fleshing it out,
(standard) ‘und’'s (in German) are eandes

that isthey do thejobin German which isdonein our privileged, as
it were, background language by the word and.

Theresult givesusastraightforward explanation of why mean-
ingisnot arelation. Now that is anice bit of cash to get out of the
credit for at bottom meansisaspecialized form of the copula, ‘is’,
thecopulaisnot arelationword. Andthat isaminor but very impor-
tant point where our classification of expressions becomes philo-
sophically important.

Of courseitistherecalcitrant, and there are alwaystherecalci-
trant, the recalcitrant we have always with us, can argue that the
copula ‘is’ stands for the relation of exemplification,

a isred

is then construed as

a exemplifies redness

9 Perspectives |, track 8 (#9).
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and ‘is' isinterpreted as being rationally reconstructed by “exem-
plifies.” But underlying thisistheideathat exemplificationisare-
lation and | will bearguing very shortly that exemplification— and
we are really getting into metaphysics—is not a relation.

So then, at least temporarily we have cash for the thesis, we
have an explanation of the idea that meaning is not a relation
because

‘und’ (in German) means and
we have, in the meaning statement, the ‘is' of classification.

‘und’s (in German) are eande.
‘und’s (in German) are the items that do the job done in our back-
ground language by ‘and’.

Clearly to say that meaningisnot arelation, that isthat theword

‘means’ doesnot stand for arelation, isnot to say that meaning does
not involve relations, even essentially.

Thusit should beobviousthat ‘ und’ in German would not mean
what it does if

pundq

in German did not stand in the same consequence to
nicht (nicht-p oder nicht-q)

as do
pandq

to

(not-p or not-q)

in English.

Thusto say that meaning isnot arelation iscompatiblewith the
ideathat for an expression to have aspecific meaning, it must stand
in specific relations.

All I'm saying than is that | am giving you an account of why
meaning isnot arelation, | am not saying that meaning doesn’t in-
volve relations.
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Nor would‘ Sokrates' in German mean Socratesunlessthe Ger-
man word ‘ Sokrates' stood in certain sociological, psychological
and historical relations to Plato’s snubnosed mentor.

Nor indeed would ‘rot’s in German be eredes unless they be-
longed with ‘gelb’s, ‘blau’s, etc. in a family of competing predi-
catesand unless ‘ dasisrot’ s'® were proper perceptual responsesto
red object in standard conditions.

It should also be clear that in this reconstruction ‘ sameness of
meaning’ issimply the extremum of similarity of meaning. If to say
what an expression meansisto classify it, the relevant philosophi-
cal point isthat classification requirescriteria, and that the criteria
for classification under asortal aretypically flexible. In oneclassi-
ficatory context aspade may be aspade, in another aspade may bea
shovel depending onthe context and the purposesof classification.

Thus in a given context

this‘nicht’ isa enote

will be true or false depending on whether the criteriafor being a
enote includeor do notincludetheconsequencerelationsinvolved
in the principle of excluded middle.

Atthisstagethereader who hasbeen strugglingtoremaininthe
dialogueislikely to say, “all thisisinteresting and perhaps impor-
tant but what does it have to do with predication?’ The answer is
that what we had been doing islargely to the explorefeatures of our
diagram and the propositionsin terms of which the classical theory
of predication was initially introduced. We have been gaining our
bearings.

Indeed a review of the argument to date reminds us that the
above discussion of meaning was initiated by an attempt to grasp
the implications of the context “stands for.”

Does it, we ask, imply that what it stood for is an object? Is
standing for arelation between one object and another? A word and
a thing?

We began by pointing out that an item can be a something with-
out being in any ordinary sense athing or object. But this simply
confronts us with the task of drawing an illuminating distinction

10 Perspectives I, track 9 (#10).
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between the somethings in terms of anything which are and
somethings which are not objects. So far the only cash we havefor
thisdistinction isthat objects have nameswhereas the termswhich
refer to non-objectsmay be singular termswhich are not names.

Andthe solealternativewhich it opensup would befor thereto
be reasonsto suppose that the latter is a schema, not for names, but
for distributive singular term. Thiswould strike at the very heart of
the theory, though the exact import of thisfact would remain to be
evaluated.

| come now to acrucial point which will dominate the remain-
der of thediscussion. Althoughthe proposition wasnot advancedin
so many or thetheory iscommitted, asyouwill all immediately see,
to the idea that if

a isred

rather than
aisgreen

istrue, there must be something intheworld, in the extralinguistic
domain which accounts for this fact. There is something about a
which in some sense accountsfor a being-red being-true and a be-
ing-green being-false.

What is this something? At this point, and | am sure that any-
body who has gotten into an argument about universalswill recog-
nize this theme, what is this something in the world that accounts
for the truth of “a isred” and the falsity of “ais green”? Well, the
first move is usually to say, “it is redness.” The property of be-
ing-red, ahasthe property of being-red or rednessand not the prop-
erty of being-green or greenness. But of course the mere putting of
redness into the extra linguistic domain doesn't satisfy the
argument. For the truth of

b isgreen

would put greenness there as well.

Thus the something turns out to be the fact that a exemplifies
redness. And that’ swhat peoplewill say, thefact that a exemplifies
redness is that which makes atrue that aisred and false that ais
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green. So the theory! presents us with two contexts in which the
ostensible name ‘redness’ occurs. First of all

a exemplifies redness

and secondly

‘redness’ stands for redness.

Theseareboth ostensibly relational contextsof theform‘xRy’.

Now | may seemto haveitinfor relationsbut, believe me, there
arerelations, | am not saying therearenorelations. | am saying that
relationshave proliferated in philosophy and relational inter preta-
tions have been given of items which shouldn’t have been given a
relational interpretation and thisis going to culminate in my argu-
ment that temporal relations are not relations. It is misleading,
philosophically, to think of temporal relations asrelations and that
is what | am going to be discussing next time.

Now reference to exemplification reminds us of the fact to
which attention was called earlier that the theory of predication is
also atheory of the truth conditions of statements of theform ‘fa’.
Does this suggest any additional intuitive principles which might
help with our grappling with the diagram?

One raw candidate might connect ‘a exemplifies redness’ with

‘red’ istrue of a.

Thisisthe movethat Quine makes, he takestrue of to be abasic se-
mantical notion and really takesit to beabasic one. So if aphiloso-
pher under Quine's influence might well say

a exemplifies redness

has the same general force as

‘red’ istrue of a.

What does this mean? Clearly the latter has the form
‘red’ (in English) istrue of a

11 Perspective I, track 10 (#10).
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and must we now say that thisisbecause ‘red’ in English standsfor
rednessand aexemplifiesrednessthat ‘red’ in Englishistrueof a?

Might we not interpret these close connections between ‘red’ is
trueof a, theword red istrue of a and arednessistrue of ainterms
of the idea that ‘redness’ is a distributed singular term

‘the ‘red”
so that

redness istrue of a

would parse as

standard ‘red's are true of a

and hence hopefully as sentences which consist of the predicate
‘red’ concatenated with an individual constant aretruejust in case
the constant is ‘a’ . In other words if the constant is ‘a’ then the
sentence consisting of the predicate red concatenated with it would
be true.

But now to make along story short why not take exactly the
same tact with the exception that we interpret redness not as

the ‘red’
but rather as
the erede

mobilizing an old friend, after all redness can scarcely beidentified
with the English predicate ‘red’—the property of being-red is
scarcely parochial to our language community— it is conceptual ly
possibletoidentifyitwitharoll whichisplay inEnglishby ‘red’,in
French by ‘rouge’ and in an interestingly different language by
(whatever) *...." where ‘red’, ‘rouge’, *...." are all bearing in mind
the flexibility of quotations based on similarity of role.
If we make this move however we confront the fact that

‘red’ in English stands for redness
and this now threatens to become

‘red’ in English stands for the erede
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and hence given our previous statementsin respect to meaning con-
texts to

‘red’sin English are eredes
and this would require that
‘rot’ in German means red
and
‘rot’ in German stands for redness
would have the same depth grammar, namely
rot’'sin German are eredes.

But isthisabsurd? Of thesetwo semantical contexts, theformer
is that which is used to explain the meaning of a term.?
When | say to you

‘und’ in German means and

| am explaining the meaning of the German word ‘und’. And this
has the virtue, then, that in the statement

‘und’ means and

the very word in English follows the word ‘ means’ and isthe very
word wewouldrehearsein order to understand how ‘rot’ in German
functions.

But meaning alsorelatestotruth. Inadditiontothe context

‘Schnee isweiss' (in German) mean snow is white
whichisusedtoexplainthemeaning of ‘ Schneeisweiss’ wehave
‘Schnee isweiss' stands for that snow is white
which dovetails with the predication of truth
that snow is white is true.
Consider also the pair

‘dreieckig’ (in German) means triangular

12 Perspectives |, track 11 (#12).
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‘dreieckig’ (in German) stands for triangularity

the latter involves a singular term ‘triangularity’, by virtue of
which it dovetails with

a exemplifies triangularity
and is equivalent

triangularity istrue of a.
Thus it would not be without reason that
‘dreieckig’s (in German) our etriangulares
transforms into both

‘dreieckig’ (in German) means triangular

for its explanation, and

‘dreieckig’ (in German) stands for triangularity

giving a truth condition.

At this point the argument might seem to have established at
most that whereas according to the standard theory the something
in addition to a required by the truth of

red a

isanominatum, and hence, in astraightforward sense, an object, a
structurally similar thesis however, can be constructed in terms of
which ‘f-ness' is not a name but, as you can expect, a distributive
singular term.

Now if wereducethe expression *distributive object’ in such a
way that

the K is a distributive object
is a material mode of speech for
‘The K’ is adistributive singular term

we might put thisby saying that the above suggestion has amounted
to the claim that a form of “moderate realism” can be constructed
which is structurally similar to the theory with which we began in
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which we have theterm fness now construed not asaname of an ab-
stract object but as a distributive singular term. Such a realism
would be “moderate” in that the resin question, fness, would be a
distributive object—this by the way is highly relevant to the prob-
lem of the nature of mathematical objects, they turn out to be dis-
tributive objectsand not objectsinthe standard classical sense.

But of course the suggestion thusfar constructed is much more
radical, fness hasbeeninterpreted not asan extra-linguistic distrib-
utive object like the lion, where we have the equivalence

thelionis
lions normally are
or,
thetriangleis
triangles normally are
but rather as a linguistic distributive object, for example
the erede is
that is

eredes normally are predicates

for example or,
the ‘und’ is
‘und’s normally are conjunctions

and this it might be said—pointing to the family resemblance be-
tween thought and language—would take us far from moderate re-
alism to a conceptualism with all the puzzles that this entails. To
bring matters to a head, if to be a

erede

is to do something in some language or other done in our back-
ground language by ‘red’ then what isthisjob by virtue of what isit
a predicative job?

At this point the standard theory can be expected to concede
that | conceptsintroduced by its critics are useful... that’ svery in-
teresting, yes... and important but argue that what iscalled for isa
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far more careful distinction between the psychological1® and the
logical dimensions of predication. In doing so it would claim that
the existence of the linguistic distributive object, the erede, is
compatible with the existence of the nonlinguistic object redness,
and suggest that it is altogether premature to identify the property
of being-red with the distributive linguistic object, the erede
whichisthedistributive singular termwhich impliesto any expres-
sion in any language which does the job of our background word
‘red’.

Theideathat thereisalinguistic “object” in the neighborhood
of the predicate ‘red’ it suggestive but surely much honest toil
would have to be done to establish that this* object” is aplausible
candidateto bethat intheworld by virtue of arelationtowhich ais
red.

Thistoil begins appropriately with Bertrand Russell. We must
copewith hisargument for platonicrealismin hisclassic The Prob-
lems of Philosophy on which we all, | take it, cut our teeth.

His argument begins by pointing out that to make a basic state-
ment, more is necessary and the names of particulars. It isobvious
that a list of names such as,

Cassio, Desdemona and so on

simply raises the question “well what about them?’ 14

Russell draws the consequence that to make a statement, a sen-
tence must include an item which is not the name of a particular,
thus

Cassio loves Desdemona

or, in the nonrelational case

triangular a.

It is, of course, obvious that it would be a mistake to equate

13 Perspectives I, track 12 (#13).

14 WSknew that the Cratylusand the Sophi st rai sethei ssue because he di scussed
theissue of the senseinwhich Plato could be said to have contributed tothein-
vention of the concept of asentence (acombination) inthe dialogueswherehe
distinguishes mere lists from combinations of “words” consisting of “sub-
jects” and “predicates.” 431B and Sophist, 262B.
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item which is not the name of a particular
with
item which is the name of a non-particular

unfortunately, Russell makes exactly this mistake. Since language
includesmany itemswhich ostensibly fall inthelatter category, os-
tensibly names of non-particulars, and since they pair up nicely in
accordance with the pattern of

f being f
triangular  begin triangular (triangularity)
next to next-to-ness, being-next-to

and so on, and the temptation to interpret the distinctive role in
statements of non-names of particulars in terms of the distinctive
character of being a name of a non-particular, an abstract singular
term, becomes attractive. It isthisline of thought which, if Russell
is our guide, underlies to construal of

fa

as having the form
f-nessa

remember | devoted some discussion in the beginning to the two
waysin which f isfacing, one as standing for fness and another as
denoting f-things and Russell is moved by his argument into rein-
forcing this feature of the classical theory of predication.

Next time | will begin with the specific discussion of predica-
tion as growing out of Russell’ s attempt to understand predication
in The Problems of Philosophy.

I will continuewiththe search for basic ontology and thetheory
of time in the next lecture.®

15 Perspectivesl,track 12 (#13) at4:11. Asidefromastory about G.E. Mooregiv-
ing alecture at the University of Michigan, track 13, thefinal track, contains
no discussion or lecture.
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Lecture Il

Predication

| have been introducing thetopic of predication which hasbeen
hovering over thepresentation. | believeintakingarunning jump at
atopicpoundingit asfirmly aspossibleand encasingitin consider-
ations and then letting the superstructure follow. So | ended with a
referenceto Bertrand Russell on the topic of predication. Bertrand
Russell, youremember, in his Problems of Philosophy argued that a
statement isnot simply alist of referring expressions, apoint thatis
obvious to us now but which, when Russell was writing had not
beenclearly developed. Asl putit, if wehad alist of names, say

Tom, Dick, Harry, McTaggart, President Reagan

what we have is a list and our temptation is to ask, “what about
them?’ Russell argued that there must be at least an expression in
the sentencewhichisnot aname or areferring expression and, or as
he put it, an expression which doesn’t refer to or name particulars.
But he, at that time true afatal conclusion and inferred that there
must be an expression which is the name of a non-particular. We
moved from

not the name of a particular
to
is the name of a non-particular.

And of course there are all kinds of abstract singular terms avail -
ableand avirtual ritual for introducing abstract singular termsfrom
predicates. So that we have

triangular triangularity
red redness

and we also have the ordinary language devices
-ity, -hood, and -ness

and

being ¢
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so that there was awhol e galaxy of expressions available for keep-
ing statements from being simply alist of names. So he looked at
the sentence

Desdemonaloves Cassio

and he said, “ahal You'vegot ‘loves' there and that is not the name
of a particular.” So he started construing it as referring to an ab-
stract object namely,

loving.

Sohedevelopedin hisbook atheory of Platonic universalsinavery
classic formulation.

Inthe course of hisdevelopment, Russell cameto seethat asen-
tence could consist of names and one could construe loving as a
name of, to him, the universal

loving-hood, or loving-ness

and so he had in a sentence consisting of
loving16

and then,

loving Desdemona, Cassio.

And he said, “here we make a statement by using three names.” He
told us that you must remember that these three words themselves
arerelated here. So hegradually developed athesisthat we can ex-
press the relationship between three objects by placing the names
of these objects or tokens of themin arelation, soitisby arelation
of namesthat we expressarelation of objects, inthiscase, exempli-
fication. So that we would express that Desdemona and Cassio
stand in this relation by simply arelation of namesin this way, by
concatenating the relation word with the pair of object expressions
and so heintroduced atheme which | want to highlight at the begin-
ning of this period.

Theideathat it is by relating the expressions of items that we
express arelation between theitems, that idea became the essential

16 Perspectives I, track 1 (#2).
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feature of the pictorial, as| put it, theory of language. And it came
to its flower in Wittgenstein's Tractatus.

Once you see that you can express a relation by relating the
names, you noticefairly soonthat the same move can be madedown
alevel where you are not talking about the relation or supposed re-
lation of exemplification, you can make use of simply ordinary re-
lations. For example,

aisnexttob

here | have the relational expression ‘is next to’ and | have the
names of two objectsbut asWittgenstein saw, we can al so expressit
by simply writing ‘a’ and ‘b’ like this

Ao

by asit were, just by relatingthenames ‘a’ and ‘b’ . Thisleadsto
the ideathat since these are synonymous according to our conven-
tions then what we have here is arelation between the names ‘&’
and ‘b’. Itisacontrived relation becauseit involvesthe expression
‘is next to’ but the expression is functioning in a unique kind of
way, asl putitisanauxiliary expression and what it doesisto bring
about that thewords ‘a’ and ‘b’ havea‘isnextto’ between them.
So ‘isnext to here' isfunctioning as an instance of asign design so
that if we have a“sign design quote” an “asterisk” quote, we could
then have

acase of *is next to* between ‘a’ and ‘b’

so they stand in the dyadic relation of having an *is next to* be-
tween them. This enables usto see of these two sentences can have
the same syntactical form, they are both conventional dyadic rela-
tionsbetween ‘a’ and ‘b’ . In one casethereisthedyadic relation
of being catty-corner, to theleft of, and herewe havethat in place of
having a*isnextto* betweenthem. So these can havethe samesyn-
tactical form in a deeper sense than what appears on the surface.
Wittgenstein devel oped the theme that we express the dyadic fact
by making a dyadic relation exist between the names of the ele-
ments. In order to seethat thesetwo havethe same syntactical form,
we haveto look at it in those terms. This starts out asan ideabut it
soon beginsto take over and it did take over although Wittgenstein
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never really appreciated what he was doing because Wittgenstein
oftentalks asthough they were abstract objects. But the fundamen-
tal insight that he had wasfollowing on Russell, you can expressre-
lations by relating the names.'’

| have asked my readersto imagine alanguage called Jumblese
whichisthelanguagewhichisspoken ontheislandswhich Edward
Lear pronounced this quote about namely “Far and few, far and
few, ArethelandswheretheJumblieslive” and Jumbleseisthelan-
guage. Anyway, in Jumblese you don’t use any auxiliary expres-
sions, you express a relational statement without the use of
auxiliary expressions simply in relating the names, so here is an
expression in Jumblese

Jumblese = =
English PMese = next-to(a,b)

in asubject-predicatelanguage we havethe use of auxiliary expres-
sionslike‘isnextto’. But as| saidinthe pureform of thetheory ‘is
nextto’ performsthe solefunction of bringingit about that thereisa
dyadic relation between ‘a’ and ‘b’ when, ‘next to’ issimply a
bringing it about that ‘a’ and ‘b’ haverelation, an ‘isnext to’ be-
tween them. According to the Jumblies philosophers, they thought
that therole of predicatesin alanguagewith predicatesissimply to
be, asit were, instruments for making a relation possible. The se-
mantical roleof ‘isnext to’ isthat of providing material for defining
the relation of ‘has and is next to’ between them. And then we get
the radical thesis that predication is simply the use of auxiliary
symbolsandthereforein away, predicativewords, are not perform-
ing anything like the function of other words. ‘a’ referstoa, ‘b’
referstob butthe‘isnextto’ simply isthe material for arelation be-
tween those names. So predicates, according to this approach to
predication which | defend by the way, are merely auxiliary sym-
bols and in no deeper sense do they have meaning.

Thisthrows new light on the argument that | was offering last
time. Consider for example, the word

red

17 Perspectives I, track 2 (#3).
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and the German word

rot.
| said that
‘rot’'sin German are eredes.

And that aswe saw simply tellsusthat ‘rot’sin German do the job
done in our language by the word ‘red’ and what is the job of the
word ‘red’ ?—itistobeanauxiliary symbol. To say that it standsfor
redness, again, is simply to say that

‘rot’s in German do the job done in our language by the pred-
icate red.

And that job is purely an auxiliary one but in this case where we
don’t have a relation consider

fa

the syntactical form of thisisnot what you might think, on the clas-
sical theory the‘fa' isthought of asinvolving two expressionseach
of which has an independent semantical tie with realities. So that
‘a’ stands for a particular, it is the name of a particular, and ‘f’
standsfor fness an abstract object and it would of course denotered
things. So we get an additional way of coming to seethat the classi-
cal theory had afalse paradigmof ‘f’ and ‘a’ each having adiffer-
ent tiewithreality. Of course according to Jumblesewhat ‘f’ does
hereisto givethetoken of a, the character of being preceded by an
‘f’. So here we have again

*f*a
we haveherel®an*f* and ‘a’ isconcatenated it. So the use of the
predicateissimply that of an auxiliary symbol which gives a a cer-

tain character, the character of being preceded by an ‘f' , just aswe
havehere, ‘a’ and ‘b’ having a, say, “ catty-corner” between them,

ap

so here in the simpler statement form,

18 Track 3 (#4)



366

fa

wehave ‘a’ ashavingthecharacter of being preceded by an ‘f'.

AndinJumblese, wewouldn’t usean auxiliary symbol like ‘f’ ,
we can simply use awavy & to say that aisf. We attribute charac-
ters to objects by bringing it about that the names of the objects
have certain characters and this character is conventional so we
could useawavy £ to say that aisred, or wecan useablock A, we
could use any devicefor giving ‘a adistinctive character in order
to say that aisred. So in asubject-predicate language like English
wesay, “aisred” andin Jumblesewesimply say, &2, aformeither
verbally orinwritingan ‘a’ with adistinctive character, either in
writingusinga ¢#, orin speech| mightsay, ‘A!’ and soon,!®

| want you to take this view seriously because it an argument
against Platonism you have a protean opponent, Plato is like Pro-
teus and there is no such thing as a simple refutation of Plato to
show that he is wrong, you do so by constructing another frame-
work which is not platonic in which you can say everything you
want to say and that Plato would say and that iswhat | am trying to
do here.

That isthetheory of predication and according to the theory of
predication fnessisanillusion, fnessis simply theway of referring
to alinguistic device whereby one brings it about that the names
have acertain property. For example next-to-nessisaway of refer-
ring to a function that the expression ‘next to’ does in bringing it
about that two names have an ‘is next to’ between them. And

fa

isaway totalk of fness, fnesstellsusthat ‘' sdothejob of bringing
it about that the name, for example, ‘a’ hasacertain character, the
character of being preceded by an ‘f'.

Now you can seethat thisisaradical, should | say, demeaning
of abstract singular terms. They are not hames of objects, they are
simply ways of expressing how the presence of the predicateisdo-
ing itsjob of characterizing areferring expression which occursin
an appropriate relation concatenated to it.

19 Towards a theory of Predication, section 164.
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Y ou remember that many philosophers today want to analyze
the notion of eventsin terms of some kind of pairing of abstract en-
tity and a particular which is called an event, so that the standard
view of eventstoday would bethat eventsare objectsand that, what
we have in predication of eventsinvolves the sort of classical the-
ory of predication which | have been attempting to undercut.

Time

Let me get into time. We are about ready to diveintoit. Let’s
start out by looking at some event locutions. Consider the classi-
cal?0 example

Socrates runs
here we have a sentence of the form
Socrates + Verb

We have the tie between process statements and verbs which is es-
sential to it and verbs are aform predication. So what we have then
IS the sentence

Socrates runs
and we also have the event sentence
arunning by Socrates took place.

Thelatter iswhat | want to focus attention on because what you can
say in asimple subject predicate sentence like * Socratesruns', we
can also say by means of the locution,

arunning by Socrates took place.

Now ‘taking place’ here, it should beclear, isacousin of exem-
plifies. Thelast time| was characterizing exemplification asequiv-
alent to “true of”, for example

aexemplifies triangularity

isahigher order semantical statement to the effect that acertain ab-
stract entity namely, triangularity, istrue of a. | called ‘exempli-

20 Perspectives II, track 4 (#5).
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fies' (or ‘exemplification’) an alethic expression, referring to the
word ‘true’ and what | want to suggest now isthat when we say that

arunning by Socrates took place

what we are really doing is saying

is
that heruns was true of Socrates.
will be

Thus ‘taking place’ is an alethic expression.

Other examples of alethic predicates pertaining to events are
‘perform’, and ‘participated in’ they look relational. But here are
two moreexamplesof itemsthat lookrelational but arenot. Thus

Socrates performed a running
becomes

that he runs was true of Socrates,
that is

X runs was true

if you put Socrates for x.
We have another example,

Jones participated in a robbery

and that parses out, according to this framework, into

that he and others jointly robbed a third-party was true of
Jones.

We can say
that Jones participated in a robbery

involvesthenotion of truth. | will be summing up someviewsabout
truth next time.
| want to call attention to the equivalence between

Socrates ran

and
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arunning by Socrates took place
and arguing that
arunning by Socrates took place

islike an exemplification statement and hence the two statements
are related as

aistriangular
and
a exemplifies triangularity.
They are logically equivalent but not synonymous. Just as

snow iswhiteis true

is logically equivalent to

snow is white

but is not synonymous with it.

I want to turn immediately to the character of time and to make
thebasic point that | want to makethisevening. With qualifications
that are to be discussed later, talk about eventsis a way of talking
about things changing. Thus there are no events in addition to
changingthingsor persons. Asl indicated, theclosely related onto-
logical point, there are no temporal relations. The key to this point
isthefact that relation words are predicates and are completed into
atomic sentences by singular terms, like ‘a is next to be’ %1

Predicates can be construed, as you know, as open sentences
but not every open sentenceisapredicate, obviously examplesare

if[...]or[...]
if [...] then[...]

so that logical connectives are not relation words but again the
word relation is sometimes used in a, what we might call * superfi-
cial” grammatical sense and we need an ontol ogical account of rela-

21 Perspectives Il, track 5 (#6).
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tions. Consider for example certain expressions which are always
taken to stand for relations, namely,

before
during
after
while

asin
Socrates ran before he dined.

Ortousetheexamplewhich| originally used to makethispoint,
Nero fiddled while Rome burned.??

And thecrucial point here, which stands out very clearly inthislat-
ter example, we have expressionswhich flank the‘while’ which are
not singular terms but sentences. And the characteristic feature of
relational predicatesisthat they are flanked by singular terms, for
example

aisnexttob

‘next to’ isexpressing arelation between the objects a and b which
are referred to by singular terms whereas in the sentence

Nero fiddled while Rome burned

what flanksthe“while” istwo sentencesand that as| said, it should
be clear that sentences are not referring expressions. Now almost
every statement that you can makeisgoing to become controversial
and there are died in the wool Fregeans who will insist that sen-
tences are singular terms. But again | am going to be working with
thisview that relational sentencesin additiontotherelation expres-
sion involve referring expressions and that sentences are not
referring expressions.

22 Time and the World Order, p. 552. Also in the Carus Lectures, "Naturalism
and Process," part 11, section 21 ff wherethe discussion moreclosely parallels
the present section because WS had already expanded his revised theory of
events.
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Now | am certainly very sympathetic with what Frege was do-
ing and therefore that we can do certain things by classifying to-
gether names and sentences which you can’t do otherwise but that
doesn’t mean that from an ontol ogical standpoint hewasright. Sen-
tencesare not namesand | will simply assume that without arguing
the point further.

Consider the words

before
during
after

while

in “Time and The World Order” | characterize these words as tem-
poral connectives to emphasize that like the logical connectives
they arenot relation words. | now think it better to construethem as
adverbs, and await an adequate theory of adverbial modifiers for
further illumination.?3 By adverb | mean an expression which went
concatenated with the verb transforms it into another verb so that
we might have

Jones ran quickly

you have the verb ‘ran’ modified by the adverb ‘quickly’ and the
conjoint pair isanew verb, ‘ran quickly’, so ‘to run quickly’ isthe
verb built out of ‘run’ and the adverb ‘quickly’.

Now one of themost misleading featuresof certain propertiesis
that they aid and abet the idea that these expressionsthat | am talk-
ing about, ‘before’, ‘during’, ‘after’ and so on...reinforce theillu-
sion that they are relation words. For example, relations typically
have such characteristicsastransitivity, asymmetry, reflexiveness,
and the like. And therefore some of these apply to our examples,
and it might look as though this countenances the idea that these
words are relation words. Consider

aistaller than b
bistaler thanc

23 WS takes up the discussion that appearsin the Carus Lectures, "Naturalism
and Process," section |11, paragraph 33.
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therefore, aistaller than c

here we would say that the relation of “being taller than” istransi-
tive and this is true. But now consider

if p,thenq
if g, thenr
therefore, if p then r?*

that is transitive but it is not a relation so that the mere fact that
something exhibit’s transitivity doesn’t guarantee that it isarela-
tion. Or consider the following, which is closer to home,

S1 V-ed before Sp V-ed

(for example, S; sneezed before S, sneezed)
Sz V-ed before Sz V-ed
Therefore, S, V-ed before Sz V-ed

we have here an example of transitivity but still ‘ before’ isnot are-
lation. I'm arguing, I’m building up the case.
All right, let’s turn our attention from the sentence

Socrates ran once

to the event expression

the running by Socrates

If we seize upon the idiomatic

the running by Socrates was before the dining by Socrates

we might reason as follows:
This sentence has the surface form
[singular term] was before [singular term]
[referring expression] before [referring expression]

thereforeit isprima facie proper to construe beforein this context asa
relation

24 Perspectives II, track 6 (#7).
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because that would be different from

Socrates ran once before he dined

wherewe have asentencesflanking the expressionin question.?®

If thestrategy | have been outlining sofariscorrect, thesurface
grammar is misleading. The idiomatic sentence above must be re-
placed by the more perspicuous

The running by Socrates took place before the dining by Soc-
rates took place.

Now we have before flanked by what? Sentences. So that the flank-
ing of ‘before’ by singular termswasan illusion based on asurface
grammar which omitted the essential structure of the substructure.
So, as | say, here we have

‘before’ flanked by sentences rather than the singular terms:
the running by Socrates

and
the dining by Socrates

Thesesingular termsnot only do not flank ‘ before’, they aresurface
transforms of general terms. And | can illustrate this by means of
the following sequence:

the running by Socrates was before the dining by Socrates

(that was the idiomatic or superficial formulation)

the running by Socrates took place before the dining Socrates
took place

(and then according to our analysis)

that he runs was true of Socrates before that he dines was
true of Socrates

that Socrates runs was true before that Socrates dines was
true

25 Cf.thefootnotefor partlll, section33inthe CarusL ectures. Thepresent para-
graph becomes section 39.
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‘Socrates runs' was true before ‘ Socrates dines’ was true

(andthen, sincethose aredistributed singular termswe unpack it as
follows)

eSocrates runses were true before eSocrates dineses were true

So in the concluding formulation, both sources of the original
construal of ‘before’ asarelation word disappear, and itsroleas a
temporal connective made manifest.

Thus even in the context of explicit event expressions, before
remains a temporal connective and not a relation. From this per-
spective, therelational account, relational theories of time—taken
seriously as such— involve a category mistake, as does the ontol-
ogy of events—[which are] the ‘objects’ introduced [by the rela-
tional account] as you know, to serve as the terms of temporal
‘relations’. What we need isatemporal connective theory of time.
A theory of timethat isbuilt on these factsand | have been present-
ing.

And now, let’s introduce some more material into the discus-
sion. So far we have been dealing with event expressions formed
from sentences about changing things. For example

Socrates runs
and then going to
the running by Socrates.
We have been construing expressions of the form
the V-ing of S
where 'V’ just takes any verb:
the running of Socrates

weare construing these as?® metalinguistic transforms of sentences
of the form

SVs

Socrates runs

26 Perspectives II, track 7 (#8).
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then we transform that into a metalinguistic locution, namely,

the running by Socrates

and

that he runs was true of Socrates

Now consider the occurrencein the manifest image framework
of verbs which take dummy subjects. Consider

it rains
it thunders
it lightnings

In the case of rain it is not difficult to find an equivalent sentence
which hasasitssubject an unproblematicreferring expression, thus

rain rained
or,
drops of water fell

therewe have ‘drops of water’ as our subject. Other casesare more
difficult, we might try

thunder thundered

lightning lightninged
to get subjects for our sentence, for subject-verb, ‘thunder’ isthe
subject, ‘thundered’ isthe verb. In ‘lightning lightninged’, ‘light-
ning’' isthe subject, ‘lightninged’ is the verb. Obviously these are
true sentences but they are not illuminating. Whereaswe can osten-
sibly cash out rain in terms of drops of water, in these cases there

seems to be no available referring expressions which have a sense
independent of the verbs which are predicated of them. We might

try
a sound thundered
or

aflash lightninged
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but these seemto rai sethe sameproblem all over again, and herewe
are simply moving from the specific to the generic—from, for ex-
ample, ‘thunder’ to ‘ sound’. We want to understand such noun ex-
pressions as

asound
aflash

as well as sentences such as
there was lightning
there was a clap of thunder

there was a sound.
Absolute Processes

Now instead of addressing thistopicdirectly, | shall sidleintoit
by considering the account of the processes expressed by these
verbswhich was offered by aphilosopher who hasthrown asmuch
light asanybody on problemspertainingtotime, | refer of course, to
C.D. Broad.

Broad introduces the concept of what he calls ‘absolute
processes' —which might be called subjectless or objectless
events. These are processes the occurrence of which isin the first
instance, expressed by sentences of the kind that we have just been
looking at that is, which either do not have logical subjectsat all or
which havedummy logical subjectslike’It’ with no antecedent.

In other words, the sentenceswhich givethemtheir primary ex-
pression do not have the form

Socrates runs,
i.e.,
SVs

nor can plausibl e paraphrases be found which have genuinelogical
subjects. Notice, for example, that ‘electrons jumped across the
gap’ isnot to count, in the desired sense, as a paraphrase of ‘there
was lightning’. We must distinguish between the questions:
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can al statements which are ostensibly about absolute
processes be paraphrased in terms of changing things?

And,

granted that some are not, can the absolute processes to
which they refer be explained in terms of changing things?

electrons for example.

Togiveanegativeanswer tothefirst questionisto grant the ex-
istence in the manifest image of absolute processes. To give an af-
firmative answer to the second question would seemto commit one
totheavailability in principle of the scientific account of theworld
inwhichall processesarereduced, inthesenseinwhich kinetic the-
ory reduces heat to molecular motion, to processes with subjects,
molecules for example.

Needlessto say, to commit oneself to thelatter ideais compati-
blewith holding that in some sense or other of “reduce,” processes
with subjects can be reduced to subjectless processes. Indeed, it
might be argued that two theories might have the same factual con-
tent—whatever this means—and yet one can have the grammar of
changing things, Socratesruns, the other that of absolute processes
like,

it lightninged.

All of these questions—and more—are clearly buzzing around
our headswhen webegintowonder about therel ative merits of sub-
stance ontologies and process ontologies.

In “Time and the World Order,” before leaping forward,?’ |
looked at two alternative ways of talking about temporal facts, the
substance way and the event way. | now think that | waswrong.?® |
amgoingtoasitwere, apologizefor being wrong becausel wasrad-
ically wrong. | really misinterpreted the status of event
expressions.

27 Perspectives Il, track 8 (#9).

28 WS also makes this point in "Metaphysics and the Concept of a Person," p.
230, n. 6 which marksthefirst place that he acknowledgesthe evolution of his
theory of events.
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First of all we haveto get abetter grip on thisidea of absolute
processes. Absolute processes you will remember, are processes,
the expression of which does not involve a referring expression
once again, in the classical way, as

Socratesis involved in Socrates runs.

Let usconsider, following Broad, sounds. Hereitisessential to
distinguish between the object which produces the sound and the
sound produced.

Totakeawell-worn example, abell when struck by its clapper,
produces a familiar sound. When the bell tolls, it produces a se-
quence of sounds. Thetolling of the bell belongsto the framewaork
of events examined in the preceding section like

Socrates runs.

In other words we have the event of a bell tolling but we are now
concerned with the logical grammar of the sounds produced.?®
Let’s submit some analogies now.]

In the manifest image, the volume of pink, | want you to imag-
ineapink icecube, my classical example, ontop of that deviceover
there. There is a pink ice cube on top. Now that pink ice cube is
pink! | want you to think of it asinterestingly pink, not just pink in
the L ockean-Cartesian sense of normally producing experiences of
pink but just PINK!

| want you to benaiverealist there. Some peoplewould say itis
real hard-headed realism other peoplewould regard it asnaivebut |
want you to get into that frame of reference. So thereisapink ice
cubeand thereisavolume of pink on top of that cabinet, | guessit’s
acabinet. So thereisacubiclevolume of pink ontop of that cabinet
and that cubiclevolume of pink isconnected with such causal prop-
erty asicefor glasses, aschilling and solid and so on. Of coursethat
pink ice cube is also pink in a dispositional sense.3°

29 Aphraseoccursherethatisdifficulttohear, cf. Caruslecturell, section’59.

30 Thetape appearsto end abruptly at this point, apoint that correspondsto the
Carus lecture 11, paragraph 60 but it would appear that it would continue
through to section V1, paragraph 110 which ends the discussion of absolute
processes. When drawing upon these analogies, | remember asking Sellarsif
the buzz could bein aplace the way the pink waswhen he was presenting this
view in a seminar. He answered, “Well, sound can fill a room!”
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[BREAK]

Lecture Il

Time

| have been presenting views asthey relateto standard issuesin
philosophy. First of all | want to briefly pay attention to time, what
istime? Thequestion“What is...” asyou know often turnsout to be
amatter of definitions... adefinition in the sense of the genus and
differentia. But any way adefinition is essentially an explanation
of the meaning of theword and | want to make afew explanatory re-
marks.3!

Aristotle speaks of time as the measure of change in things.
Thisisessentially truebut it needsto bemadeabit more preciseand
| want to suggest that time is the real number series, the series of
real numbers as correlated with certain measuring procedures. So
that time involves coordination of numbers, numbersin the days,
years, minutes and seconds or whatever to the world. And the key
notion here is the notion of a functor to take a very simple case
which makes all the essential points, and thistimeis dealing with
space, spaceisathree-dimensional array of real numbersascoordi-
nated with measurements and consider for example the functor
length-in-inches. We have, then, a functor length-in-inches (7 )
followed by X, is for example, 10:

f(x)=10

So that by means of the functor, we get a correlation in the applica-
tion, a correlation of the length of a certain object with 10.32 So |
want you to think of space and time, asessentially numbersand that
istheir ontological status. By itself, that is not illuminating until
you know something about the ontol ogical status of numbersbut at
least it isahelpful remark becauseit givesus something to think of

31 Perspective Il1, track O (#1). Section Il
32 See Jeffrey Sicha's A Metaphysics of Elementary Mathematics for the appro-
priate treatment of number.
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asareferent for time, timeisadomain of real numbersascorrel ated
with a measuring device, a clock example.

Well what isthe status of numbers?First of all I’'mgoing totalk
about classes. Consider this statement

Tomisaman
Fidoisadog

Leoisalion

these are basi ¢ subject predicate statementsinvolving sortal predi-
cation for example ‘Tom is a man’ becomes

Tom €1 Man

(Letmecallit ‘€1’ becausel amgoing to becontrasting it inamo-
ment with ‘e2)

where ‘man’ isthe sortal. Now correlated with ‘ Tomisaman’, we
have the statement

Tom € mankind

and this begins to strike us again as arelational context, ‘Tomisa
member of mankind’. Now | am going to represent that as

Tom €2 mankind

and it looks as though * €2’ stood for the relationship of “being a
member of”. Asyou canintuitively seeright now the movel am go-
ing to make that

Tom €2 mankind
stands to

Tom €1 man
as

a exemplifies redness
stands to

aisred
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and that isthe ultimate clarification of the so-called class member-
ship relation, it is just a cousin of “exemplifies.” It is an alethic
predicate.

We get the logical form here,

e¢/[NDelmane istrue of eTome

where you replace the metalinguistic sortal IND with Tom just as
we have, you'll remember,

a exemplifies redness

has the form
eredeIND istrue of eas=the (erede [INDCON]) istrue of eae<>

Just asexemplifiesisan alethic context, soisclass member ship.33
Now consider numbers. They all fall into placevery neatly. For

example, suppose | were to say that one piece of chalk isin this

room we'll have a logistiche interpretation, we would have

(Ix) x isapiece of chalk and ~(3y) such that y is different
from x and is also a piece of chalk.

Sowehavegiven anaccount of the statement attributing the charac-
ter of being-oneto apieceof chalk inthis room. Roughly, thetheme
IS

oneK =for (3x) x €2 KIND and ~ (3y) y=x andye?2
KIND

and that is the number one. The number one becomes a
metalinguistic sortal just asf-nessbecomesametalinguistic sortal .

And how about the number two? We make the exactly parallel
move. The number two, what isit? It isametalinguistic sortal. We
say that there are, for example, two archbishops in England, we
would say

(3x) x = an archbishop and ~(3y) y= isan archbishop in
England and y= x3*

33 Cf. See Naturalism and Ontology 4, paragraph 99.
34 See Sicha'streatment of quantifiers, p.146 in the Metaphysics of Mathemat-
ics.
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so we could say that
two = the o (3x) (Fy) X,y €2 KINDe

And that istrue of archbishops from England. In other words, itis
true if we substitute eArchbishop in Englande for KIND, where
KIND isanon-illustrating metalinguistic sortal. So therewe get an
extension of this metalinguistic approach to the ontological status
of items, we get the extension to classesand to numbers. Well, there
is nothing very surprising in that except that mathematicians are
worried about what kinds of things they are talking about, namely
numbers. They think of them as objectsin the classical sense of ob-
jects. And what | am showing is that numbers are, if you will, dis-
tributive objects. They are distributive conceptual objects, then,
that nail stheir status down and shoul d resol ve some of the perplexi-
ties that people get into when they try to think of numbers as
objects.

Truth

The next topic that | want to discussisthat of truth. | have been
talking about the meaning of predicates and the importance of the
concept of truth and | want now to talk about truth. Intalking about
truth, we obviously have to pay our respectsto Tarski. Then obvi-
ously he is doing something. The question is, “what exactly is
Tarski doing?” And nobody that | know of has seen exactly what
Tarski isdoing and therefore |l am going to try to spell out what | see
as Tarski’'s accomplishments.

| was checking out of my hotel and took one bag down, it was
heavy and | just wanted to takeit down but by thetime| got back to
my room, industrious people had already been turning it inside out
and had taken all my papers—which had been carefully or-
dered—then, in effect, thrown them in the waste paper basket. So |
had to spend half an hour with reordering and | haven’t completely
done that yet so if | hesitate here it is because | am still operating
with a handicap.3®

What is Tarski doing? What is the formalist approach doing? |
have given atheory of meaning according to which meaningisnot a

35 Perspectives I, track 2 (#3).
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relation. Thereisanother way of doing this but not doing the same
thing exactly. For example, consider the following formalist ac-
count of what it is to be a predicate.

In German first of all, given individual constants,3® consider
the following formula

x den (in German) y = X = ' Sokrates’ & y = Socrates.
x den (in German) y = x = ‘Greichenland’ & y = Greece.
x den (in German) y = x = ‘der Mond’ & y = the moon.

Thiswould be a standard example of alisting specification of sin-
gular termsand their meaningin German. What you doisgivealist-
ing of the expressions and then a listing of what the expressions
denote. We can call thisa“listing definition.” Now thelisting defi-
nition isobviously true but noticethat if interpreted asadefinition,
it defines “denotes in German” in terms of conjunction,
disjunction, identity and the correct list of wedded pairs. But it has
little of substance to say about the wedding ceremony, it simply
gives a list of words and a list of things. We can make a parallel
move in the case of satisfaction whichisakey notioninformal se-
mantics thus after defining “predicate” in German by a listing of
predicatesandlistingsINDCON intheway that | illustrated, we can
go on and explain satisfaction.3’
We get for example

x satisfies (in German) y=¢t Xx=a& y =‘rot’ & red(a)
or
X=gf b& y=q ‘blau’ & blue(b)

or...

and obviously we can keep on going until we have covered all the
circumstancesin thelanguage and we get alisting account of satis-
faction.

36 Compare "Toward a Theory of Predication," sections 107ff..
37 Thedefinitionsof INDCON and “predicate” alluded to are not actually given
here but they appear in TTR, sections 110 ff.
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Again, it doesn’t illuminate what satisfaction is but it gives us
an extensional equivalence of the definition. These definitions by
listing put usin a position to introduce the technical expression,
“truein German” taking also as an expression. Then we can define
it as follows

asentence

PR[INDCON] is true-in-German = INDCON den-in-German
a and a satisfies ‘rot’

or

= [NDCON den-in-German
b and b satisfies ‘ blau’

or etc., etc., etc..

Weget, then, an account of truth in Germanwhich givesussim-
ply alisting of true sentencesin German in accordance with previ-
ous listings of referring expressions and predicates.

Now given theselisting stipulations, the T-sentences come out,
for example, itisaconsequenceof thoselisting definitionsthat

‘rot @ istrue-in-German = red(a).

But all thisprovideslittle or no illumination as to how the German
sentence‘rot(a)’ must be connected withtheworldinordertobeas-
sessed as true which, after all, despite all the logic that is floating
around, isan evaluation, truthisan eval uativenotion, of course.

Thusgiven listing definitions of ‘denotesin E' and ‘ satisfiesin
E’ and the corresponding definition of ‘trueinE,’ it becomesalog-
ical truth that
‘fa’ istrue-in-English= fa.

Unlesswe are going to permit ourselvesto be hypnotized by all this
rigor, it is essential to remind ourselves that even if

P=Q

islogically true, it need not be the case that ‘p’ explains ‘q’. Ex-
plaining and logical equivalence are not the same thing, of course.
Consider, after all,

2+2=4=3+3=6
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neither of these explains the other.

What we know however, coming to the problem of truth is clearly
thefact that a isred combined with some additional premises pro-
vides an explanation of the fact that

‘aisred istrue (in English).

Well, what is “the rest”?

If oneis hasty and careless in going through the “Tarski mo-
tions,” onecan easily be deceived into thinking that the explanation
in question isreadily forthcoming. After all, using the appropriate
definitionsof ‘ denotesin English’, ‘ satisfied in English’, and ‘true
in English’ weunderstand why, giventhat aisred, it must betrue, it
must be the case that ‘a is red’ is true in English.

But an explanation of how we know that

‘aisred istrue (in English)
need not be an explanation of why, in English, the sentence ‘a is
red’ is true.

Clearly theissue hingeson the correct interpretation of the fact
that atrue statement is necessarily atrue statement in agiven lan-
guage. It would be granted on all sidesthat to abstract from the fact
that astatement belongsto acertain languageisto cut off any possi-
bility of determining itstruth, let alone its meaning. But to specify
thelanguageto which the statement belongsisnot the samething as
to give arecursive, formalist, listing of the expressions of the lan-
guage. Nor arecursivelisting of “what denoteswhat inL,” nor, for
that matter, what “satisfies-in-L” certain predicates in L.

Thusit makes perfectly good senseto say that a certain expres-
sionsbel ongsto acertainlanguage—or for that matter acertaindia-
lect or even anidiolect, even though oneisnot in aposition without
aninvestigationto provide such lists. Compare attributing acertain
law to acertainlegal corpus. Thuseventhough onelacksasatisfac-
tory formalist or listing account of what it isfor ‘aist rot’ to be a
German sentence, one can nevertheless be in a position to explain
the truth of the statement (made in German) ‘aist rot’ and that is
certainly something | want to do today. But beforedoing that | want
tomake someother pointsthat aredirectly relevant to thistopic.

| was explaining predication last time and pointing out that
predicates are dispensable symbols. You can say everything you
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want to say without using predicates. Thus once we appreciate the
fact that there are two equivalent ways of expressing arelation be-
tween objects using a non-name which stands for the relation for
example, next to, or using arelation between tokens of the namesto
express the fact that the objects are related. In our Jumblies
sentence

Ap

Therewewould haveasentenceinvolving anauxiliary expression.

I discussin great detail a misunderstanding of this point in my
book Naturalism and Ontology. It might be thought that there is
something in the

Ap

which correspondsto ‘ next to’ but thereisn’t.3® Thereisafunction
that isbeing performed by meansof which*nextto’ isusedin

aisnexttob

but thereisno anal ogy between thetwo functionsas| want to bring
out.
So what do the English sentence,

aisnexttob
and the Jumblese sentence
Ap

what do they havein common?In each casetokensof thenames ‘&
and ‘b’ areplacedinaconventional dyadicrelation. Inthecase of

Ap

The Jumblese formulation there is no use of an auxiliary symbol.
They aresimply placed intherelation of catty-corner, say totheleft
of,a...b. Inthecaseof PMeseEnglish, wehave ‘a’ and ‘b’ having
an ‘is next to’ between them where the *is next to’ is simply func-
tioning as an inscription. It is not functioning semantically in any
other way than to bring it about that thenames ‘a’ and ‘b’ havea

38 In Chapter 3, paragraph 34, for example.
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certain design between them. Thatisaradically different statusthat
predicates have and thisisthe key to the problem of predication. It
dissolvesthe problem of predication. Predicatesareauxiliary sym-
bols. You see the classical theory of predication thinks that when
we have a subject-predicate statement

fa

or any other representative, we have two expressions, each of
which has an independent semantical tie with the world or with re-
ality. And thisisthe fundamental mistakeit makesand all the other
mistakesfollow fromit. Sothisisaradical attack on classical theo-
ries of predication which gives a definite answer to the question,
“what do predicatesdo?’ And it will enable usto give an account of
truth.

| amtelling you now dogmatically what | havetoldyouand | in-
dicated that it is a radical thesis with respect to good classical
iSsues.

Let me bring in another point: again aclassical point. Plato, in
the Phaedo, draws a distinction between

tallness
thetall inus

and
tall things (tall in the thing),

this developed into the Scholastic theory of accidents. The point,
then, isthat if welook at afiretruck, hereisanitemwhich exempli-
fies,

fire-truck-hood
=

and the fire truck is red. Now there is a certain shade of red, say,
redsg, and we would have

redsg-ness

which would be that shade of red, and according to the theory that |
am working with here, there is an item which is
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aredsag

that isaredsg in the truck, so to speak. Other objects, then, can be
redsg, so here would be

a redso,

and here is another fire truck with same color,

n

aredsag

and there would be a redasg, an instance of redso which wasthe acci-
dent, asit were, of this(last) truck.3? And thistruck hasaredagor, to
use Aristotle’s example, a white, this all comes from Aristotle’'s
Categories. Herewewould have atruck having itsredsg and hereis
another truck having its redsg so we can count redses.

What istheir principle of individuation? Clearly, it isthere be-
ing accidents of a certain substance rather than another. In other
words, we individuate these dependent particulars, asthey are of-
ten called, in terms of their subjects.

Hereisastandard theory of what itisto say of afiretruck thatis
reds. Itisto say that inheringinthefiretruck isaredss, an expanse
redse. And the other one is redag for the same reason, thereis anu-
merically different expanse of redss which inheres in it.

Of course, the first move that comes here isto ask what in the
world is‘inherence’ ? And to develop atheory according to which
substances are patterns or collections of the features.

| amgoingtocall itemslikeareds, | amgoingtocall those*fea-
tures’ andif you ask aphilosopher inthistraditionwhatisit that has
the features, well, one answer that comes out is sort of a ur
Goodmanian answer, namely, that the substance is a whole of
which thefeatures are parts. So that the one redss would be apart of
this truck, a “part” in the mereological sense, and that the other
redso would be an element or a part of the other truck. So we get to
view that things are pattern of features. This is a very reputable
view in the history of thought.

39 Perspectives, track 5 (#6).
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Another view simply bringsin arelation of inhering according
to which thereis asubstance and inhering init, isaredss, acertain
shape and other features. So we might have what you might call the
collection view of substances and then we have the Orthodox view
that substances areitemswhich have these dependent particularsas
accidents. Let’'s see what we can do here.

Thefirst moveisto notethat according to thisview thereisthe
substance sortal, truck-hood, and this would be said to be an in-
stance of truck-hood. According to the collection view, to be a
truck is simply to be awhole consisting of features like a redsg, a
shapesz and soon. | takeit that you areall familiar with the classical
account of accidents so | will move on to use this, put it to philo-
sophical use.

Let'slook at Logical Atomism once again. According to it the
world consists of atoms, not the physical kind but simples, the
world consists of simple objects. There are the simple objects and
then there are the whol es which consist of them. So that everything
iseither asimple or awhole consisting of simples, that would be a
standard form of Logical Atomism. Thus, for example, a
phenomenalist would say that the basic simples are color patches,
noises, and things of that kind and wholes consisting of them such
aschairs, tables, lecterns and so on. That lectern would be awhole
consisting of a rectangular brown patch and the other patches—
presumably the ones that concerned itsinsides and so on. So Logi-
cal Atomism was the view that the simples were called sensibilia,
color expenses and so on.

And what was it*? for awhole to consist of those parts? That
was analyzed, metalinguistically, as follows:

that you can say everything that you want to say, for example,
about a checkerboard by making statements about the squares
and how they are related and what properties they have. So all
statements could be reduced to statements about the atoms.

That was the standard view when | appeared on the philosophical
scene.

L et ussuppose for the moment that it istrue. That isthe correct
account, that talk about acomplex isin principle exponibleinterms

40 Perspectives 11, track 6 (#7).
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of talk about the parts. Y ou can say everything you want to say, as|
illustrated, about acheckerboard by talking about itspartsand their
properties. If you are at the level where you know what the atoms
are then you can make every statement about the world in terms of
the atoms involved. This was the standard view and | am using it
now as | did last time as a point of departure.

What would it mean for a phenomenalist to say, for example,
physical objects consist of sensations—that was the early form of
the phenomenalist’s position, Berkeley’'s form. What is it to say
that achair isapattern of sensations? Or as Berkeley would’ ve put
it, perceptions. And the answer would be, again, that you can say
everything about a chair that istrue by means of talking about sen-
sations. The atoms are the ultimate subjects of discourse and ulti-
mately meaningful discourse can be reduced to statements about
these elements.

Thisgivesusour first understanding of what it might beto hold
ametaphysics of pure process. It would beto say that every state-
ment about any object can be unpacked in principle into a set of
statements about pure processes. For example talking about the
cabinet over there, ametaphysician of the pure process kind would
say that you can say everything you wanted to about that by talking
about pure processes. And he would start out by saying, for exam-
ple, that side of thelectern or the cabinet, that sideisarectangular,
brown-ing. As | pointed out, strictly speaking, the adjective ‘rect-
angular’, according to the Heraclitean, is going to be transformed
grammatically into an adverb. | would say that it rectangu-
larly-browns-over-there and and it does many other thingstoo and
thetogetherness of those many doingsover therewould bethe cabi-
net. So we just take the move made by the Logical Atomists and
cashitoutintermsof pureprocesses. Again, the claimthat the cabi-
net consists of pure processes, would be the claim simply that you
can unpack statements about the cabinet in terms of acompresence,
if you will, atogetherness of many pure processes. Thiswould be
the view corresponding to phenomenalism in simple Logical
Atomism.

Wehave, then, what the Heraclitean doctrine would amount to.
It would amount to the thesisthat you can talk about the world ade-
quately and completely simply by using expressionssuch as“it C#s
over there.” But, as | obviously have in mind, such alocution as
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‘over-there-ness' hasto be spelled out to and so what we haveto do
is, as it were, be wholehearted Heracliteans with respect to such
thingsasthewall and the corner. So these statementsaregoingto be
very complex but use as your model, as| said, phenomenalism ac-
cording to which the world consists of sensibilia. Because if you
understand what is meant by saying that the world consists of
sensibilia, and some peopleclaim to, then you*! know what’ sgoing
on here when we're talk about the world as being a logical con-
struction out of pure processes.

The Problem of Truth

Let meturntotheproblem of truth. | began my seriesof lectures
by talking about the picture theory of language and what | am now
doingisgivingthe cash of that because, ostensibly, | have been pre-
paringtheway for an account of world storiesand | havearguedina
number of placesthat world stories are an essential element in un-
derstanding the semantics of ordinary language which construes
them as world-sized, if schematic, maps.*? By a “world story” |
want you to think of basic sentences which would describe the his-
tory of theworld. Ittell usinradical detail thestory of theworld.

That isastory for another occasion which | havegivenin Natu-
ralismand Ontology, | have given an account of world stories. | am
going to be discussing a much simpler account. I’m going to offer
an account which construesmapsin the ordinary senseaslimited or
fragmentary parts of aworld story. For in order to understand what
ordinary maps do, clearly, isto grasp the role of world storiesin
their representation of the functions of language.

Thefirst stepisto construeamap intheordinary senseasasys-
tem of logically elementary sentences, a map is a system of sen-
tences. We can supposethese el ementary sentencestotranslateinto
English, say, according to a straightforward translation manual.
Thus acertain design patch in a certain place isthe maps name for
Chicago, think of crosshatching, Chicago! Asit thoughtfully indi-
cates by placing the word ‘Chicago’ beside it. Not all the maps
names, of course, need to be provided with translational cues.

41 Perspectives 11, track 7 (#8).
42 Thissectionappeared asChapter 5 of Naturalismand Ontology, paragraph 69.
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I won’t boreyou with the obviousdetailsof what translatesinto
what. The crucial thing to get right is

(a) that the map is a system of sentences

and
(b) that there is a preferred direction of translation.

Just asthereisapreferreddirection translation of acode. A codeisa
parasite and so is a map. The difference is significant for whereas
theitemsin acodetranslate into whole sentences, itemsin the map
translateinto both names and sentences. And hereiswherethethe-
ory of predication becomes relevant.

Consider for example,

hereisLakeMichigan, hereis Chicago, hereis Champaign-Ur-
bana

Chicago W

o

Urbana i

Hereis aroad connecting Champaign-Urbana with Chicago, Chi-
cago and Champaign-Urbanaal so havethewordsbut theseare sim-
ply translation clues. If welook at the crosshatching (in the picture)
here, we can say that thisisthe sentence’ Chicagoislarge or ‘it has
many districts’ and so on. Whereas on the other hand, Cham-
paign-Urbanaissmall. Here we have the sentence * Champaign-Ur-
bana is connected by route 79 to Chicago’ .*® We have blue here,
let’s say, and we have, ‘Michigan is a lake’ and so on.

Look at the map and seeit as a system of sentences and the cru-
cial thingisthat it isasystem of sentences. | don't meanthat itisa
thing like sentences, it is a system of sentences. But sentencesin
what? Jumblese. Y ou want some exampl es of the philosophical use
of Jumblese? Look at amap! A map is a Jumblese system of sen-
tences or a system of Jumblese sentences. Just asin Jumblese we
say that aisred by, let’ssay, using awavy ¢# andif wewant to say

43 Perspectives |11, track 8 (#9).
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thatitisgreen, weuseaboldfaced A and soon. Weinscribean ‘a
in acertain manner, so we say that Chicago islarge or whatever by
just, asit were, drawing the Jumblese dialect for ‘ Chicago islarge’
—a big swatch there.

A map is a matrix from which can be carved particular sen-
tences, for example, * Chicago is ametropolis,” ‘Urbanaisacity,’
‘Chicago isnortheast of Urbana,” and so on, these are all sentences
in ordinary English which could be carved out of their Jumblese
equivalentsinthe map. What | want to say again isthat amap isnot
like asystem of sentences, it isasystem of sentencesanditisasys-
tem of Jumblese sentences, i.e., that doesnot involvepredicates.

Sothisisonethemewhichistying together my lectureand I’ m
trying to show you the importance of this notion of Jumblese. Now
the vocabulary of amap islimited, it does not include logical con-
nectives, quantifiers, modalities. And in particular, it does not in-
clude descriptions. On the other hand it generates description by
virtue of connections between the symbols in the map and the
full-blooded language of which it is a functioning part. This map
here is a part of English. It is also a part of German.

What we havethenisthe connection of the map with alanguage
using a logical vocabulary. So the map is poorer as | said it isa
Jumblese dialect and it is a poorer dialect. On the other hand, then
the map generates descriptions by virtue of connections between
the symbols on the map and the full-blooded language of whichisa
functioning part, these connections enabl e the map symbolsto par-
ticipate vicariously in logical operations. Thus although ‘the high-
way which runs 80 miles south of Chicago in an east-west
direction,” is not the translation of any symbol on the map to one
who understands the map, it trips readily off the tongue.

A map isno merelist of namesalthoughinasenseit consists of
names just as Jumblese, in asense, consists of names. For example
when | say

ab
then | am using two names. When | say

aisnexttob

by using Jumblese, | say
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ab

what | have simply, is an arrangement of names. The notion of ar-
rangement isobviously essential to that of amap. Eveninthelimit-
ing case where every symbol on the map isaname, it isalso more
than a name, the map belongs to a Jumblese dialect.

Although in acertain respect amap can be compared to acode,
one significant differenceisthat in a certain respects the symbols
on the map resembl e that terrain which the map represents. [tisim-
portant to see therefore that the map does not represent the terrain
by virtue of the sheer existenceof thesesimilarities. They must play
semantical roles which center around the fact that they translate
into geographical sentences. The question asto which kind of simi-
larity are useful in that they enable he who runs to read a map be-
longs to a different dimension of the theory of maps.

| pointed out amoment ago that the vocabulary of amap is ex-
tremely limited, lacking for example logical connectives.** It is
equally important to note that it lacks words for actions. Thus al-
though amap is for use in traveling, there are no words for ‘to go
forward,” ‘toturnright,” or actions, thereisno action vocabulary in
the map, although it can be annotated. Thuseven if the map tellsus
that Chicago isnorth of Urbana, it isonly in the language to which
we translate the map that we get,

going northeast from Urbanais going to Chicago, going to-
ward Chicago

or

if | amin Urbanaand | want to get Chicago, | should first go
north on Route 89.

It isthisfact which tellsuswhat maps are. One doesn’t haveto
actually usethem in order to go to the places that they represent in
order for them to be maps. The point of being amap isto translate
into sentences which dovetail in with practical discourse in the
richer language within which it is embedded.

Thus,

44 Perspectives |11, track 9 (#10).
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| am here, here is Urbana,
Chicago is northeast from Urbana on Route 89,
thisisroute 89,

I will get Chicago and satisfy certain other conditions if and
only if | go north on 89,

| will go north on 89.

To which might be added
Chicago is alarge city,
being in Chicago is being in alarge city,

given where | am, | will bein alarge city tonight if and only
if I amin Chicago,

would that | were in alarge city tonight,

would that | were in Chicago.

That ishow mapstiein ordinary with factual discourse. They don’t
containit, but they tieinwithit. Andto seehow they tieinwithit, is
to know how to use them.

Thereis of course from the point of view of practice, aconnec-
tion between the symbol for Chicago and Chicago. And between
symbolsfor large cities and large cities. And thereis a connection
between the fact that large cities have suburbs and the fact that the
map maker would draw inasymbol for asuburb near the symbol for
largecities. Evenif hehad no directinformation that therewas such
a suburb.

What | want to suggest isthen, that the Tarski’ saccount of truth
hasto be supplemented by an account of thetruth of basic sentences
and basic sentences are to be construed as elements in a Jumblese
map. So to understand truth, we have to understand first as you
know, thetruth of atomic sentences, basic sentences and the truth#®
of molecular sentences. And as| said all we get from Tarski isthe
listing of the definitions and what | am doing is suggesting that
what wehaveisarelationship betweenitemsinthisworld story, be-

45 Perspectives |V, track 0 (#1).
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tween atomi ¢ sentencesintheworld story and aconventional tiebe-
tween them and theworld. It isjust asconventional asthissentence
here *Chicago is large’.

What we have, then, is an account of the truth of atomic sen-
tenceswhich regards them as parts of the conventions of amap that
can make true statements, this makes a true statement * Chicago is
large’—if | were to draw Champaign-Urbana in this way here, |
would be making afalse sentencein the basic sense of ‘false.” And
thisisthecorrect version of the correspondencetheory of truth. The
correspondence theory of truth is not given by what are called
“truth sentences,” such as

‘snow iswhite’ istrueif and only if snow iswhite

that looks like a correspondence and in the broad senseitisbut is
not the correspondence between language and the world. The cor-
respondence between language and the world comes in with this
particular connectionwhichisillustrated by maps. Sothisisasl| see
it, the fundamental truth of the picture theory of language which
wasnever really understood and hasbeen thrown away onto thedis-
card heap andyet isapearl, the chief who threw away the pearl, was
like the philosophers who threw away the picture theory of lan-
guage.

Obviously, as | said, maps can use different symbols and we
haveto talk about that, when we have an adequate theory of maps,
about the selection principlesfor the elements of the map. But | am
making now just a general philosophical point that amap isasys-
tem of sentences in Jumblese.

One final point

In my diagram of atheory of predication, you remember, | had
‘f-ness’ and | had the statement ‘fa’. | said that the predicate f ex-
presses f-ness, a names a certain object and in the case that I'm
thinking,

aisred,

aisf.

Thus, here would be
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f-things

and by “things’ here, | mean features, in other words | don’t mean
substances, | mean f-particulars. And this[putting the aboveinto a
picture] tells us that

a isamember of the class of f-things

or
aisan f-thing.

Now according totheclassical theory, wecan go onto say that
‘f* stands for f-ness,

‘a’ standsfor a

and
a exemplifies f-ness.

| havegivenyou an account of all of thesetermswhich removescer-
tain philosophical presuppositions from them but what | want you
to noteisthat, last time, | talked about linguistic representatives. |
pointed out that meaning statements are not relational but the state-
ment that something isalinguistic representative of somethingisa
relational statement. For example, | can say,

Sokrates (in German) means Socrates

but | can also say,

‘Sokrates’ (in German) is the linguistic representative® of a
certain Greek Philosopher.

There is a psycho-sociological-historical connection between the
use of theword * Sokrates’ and asnubnosed Greek philosopher. Itis
a matter-of-factual connection which isto be, some day we hope,
formulated in an adequate causal theory of reference. But in any
event, we have to distinguish between

46 PerspectivesllIl, track 2 (#2). The discussion picks up themesfrom the end of
TTR



398

Sokrates (in German) means Socrates, or refers to Socrates
and

the word * Sokrates' is the German linguistic representative of
a certain philosopher.

What we have there is the distinction between the theory of mean-
ing on the one and a theory of linguistic representation which is
hardly in existence even yet, it is music of the future almost en-
tirely—although some interesting things have been said about a
causal theory of reference but it has never been worked out with a
clear awareness of what its task was.

At one stagein my argument, | asked rather rhetorically, ‘isn’t
there something inthe world by virtue of which ‘aisf’ istrueasop-
posedto‘aisg ?For example, that aisred asopposedtoaisgreen.
Isn’t there something in the world? Thisisoften been construed as,
“whatisthereintheworldwhich‘f’ standsfor?” Andthenasl said,
itisf-ness, and f-nessis, in somesense, intheworld, using theword
‘world’ in abroad sense in which it involves Plato’ s names. Now
what istherein theworld corresponding to the predicate f ? Well, |
can tell you that the answer is very simple because, instead of say-
ing ‘fa’, | could have said

a?

By using the notion of linguistic representation, | can say that indi-
vidual constants which are concatenated with an ‘f’ are linguistic
representatives of red things. So that here we have

*f*IND
isan ‘a’ concatenated to the left with the design * f*, remember the
“*'-quote was simply away of quoting the design without any in-

tention of anything else.
So, in Jumblese, for example,

a?

would be the linguistic representative of f-things. In English,
PMese,

‘f"INDS
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arelinguistic representatives of f-things. What thereisintheworld
corresponding to predicatesis, in this case, f-things. And there are
f-things but f-nessis not an object. F-ness looks like an object but
what there is in the world is actually red-things.

And so to the expostul ation, somebody might say, “ Syntactics,
schmintactics! Our problem is a problem in semantics, and you
have not yet answered the question raised in the earlier paragraph,
namely

what is there in the world by virtue of which fa istrue?

Andwhat thereisintheworldisf-thingsbut that isnot an object and
what we have is then the word

‘a’ isalinguistic representative of a
and
‘f"INDS are the linguistic representatives of red things

and thistellsus, again, that aisared thing. So that gives usthe on-
tology of truth. Let me say again, we just follow the Tarski pattern,
only we give bread instead of stoneswhen it comesto definitions.
[End of Lecture]

Questions and Answers

...Picking up?’ sortals as part of a classificatory system and
hereiswherethenotion of standard and so on. If | say, for example,
to use my illustration from the other day

man is mortal

| am using adistributed singular term ‘ man’ but | don’t mean by that
necessarily standard man although in some theological contexts, |
might di stingui sh between standard man and non-standard man.
The point isthat the fons et origo of distributed singular terms
isinasystem of classification and definition—that istheway it de-

47 Perspectives |V, track 3 (#3).
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veloped. And the systems of classification normally carry with
themthisideaof standard or normal. Thereisnothing exciting here
in other wordsiit isjust that when we were worried about the rela-
tion between

lions are tawny

and

thelion istawny

we don’t worry about the green lions that are run in by jokesters.
Any system of classification will grant that there are borderline
cases or nonstandard cases and so on. The point about distributed
singular termsisthat they areintroduced to cover acertain interest-
ing casesof classifying and that whenwesay, ‘thelionistawny,” we
arenot including... for example, suppose | say, cats are quadrupeds
and somebody bringsin acat that has been operated on and has had
itslegs removed after an accident. Somebody brought in to one of
Plato’s classes afeatherl ess chicken with a placard around its neck
saying ‘Plato’s man,’” featherless biped. Anyway the point is, that |
say, ‘thelionistawny’ and somebody bringsin agreen lion, | was
really just talking about standard or normal lions.

... Think of Jumblese, the point isthat the whole background of
thiswasthat the parts of the map are Jumblese sentencesand if | say
that aisnext to b I’ ve said something that isdirectly related to the
world, if | say,

ap,

I’ ve donethe samethingin Jumblese. Itisnot just anillustration, |
was able to defend the correspondence theory of truth and | assure
you that’satask. I’m saying the correspondence in any interesting
senseexistsonly at thelevel of basic sentencesand that what people
often think of as correspondence in connection with truth are what
Tarski calls T-sentences like

‘snow iswhite’ if and only if snow iswhite,

it looks like that is formulating a correspondence relation but it is
not.
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...l amnot clear why you don’ t want knowledgethat aisnext to
b involves a conventional element.*®

...| gave arelational theory of time built on events. Timeisa
systemof real numbersand thereforeall | had todowastoaddinan
ontology for real numbers, | didn't add it for real numbers, | just
gaveitfor numbers. Thatisall | wantedto say aboutit. [tiswhat Ar-
istotle said and | am content to go along with the master...timeis
real numbersascorrelated metrically withand so on by meansof in-
struments, clocks, yardsticks. So thecrucial notionthereisthat of a
functor, length-in-inches is a functor,

length-in-inches(x) = n

and then | say that thisequals n. ‘n’ isthe length in inches so that
thereishow the numbersget correlated with themetrical procedure
of using the yardstick for example. It isnot correct to say that time
is simply numbers, it is numbers as functioning in a certain way.
What | mean isthat ontologically, theinterestingissueis, “what are
numbers?’ And then the second interesting question is, “what is
measurement?’ Andthatisanicequestiontoo. TheAristotelian ap-
proach totimeleadstothose questionsand Aristotleknew that.

...Jumbleseisnot atheory of predication, it' salanguagewhich
doesn’t involve any predicates.*®

...Michael Loux and | had a controversy about this[providing
Jumblese].Thereareall kinds of problemsthat arise[in providing
Jumblese] because after all my dot-quoted expression applied to
any object in any language which does a certain job which is done
by the expression in the quotes and so we get the problem of ex-
plaining theboundariesof itemswhich are eredes, for example, and
then making statements like ‘jealousy isthe vice most detested by
W. V. Quine,” for example and then you want to understand how
‘jealousy’ is functioning there and that presents interesting prob-
lems which Loux and | have gone back and forth on...in “Naming
and Saying”, | have an appendix which is part of the correspon-
dence with him.51 It is not finished so there are problems.

48 Perspectives 11, track 4 (#4).
49 Perspectives 11, track 5 (#5).
50 The correspondence with Loux is reprinted in NAO.
51  Sellars meant to say NAO.
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...[Is everything a system of sentences?] Good heavens, no!
That chair isnot asystem of sentences! | want you to doisto go out
and buy aRand McNally mapandlook atit, your handisarather, at-
tenuated, fluctuating, ephemeral example and | can’t pin it down.
Just take my map, | drew agood enough map. What isyour problem
about Chicago? A map isused asamatrix for generating sentences.
...A map isagroup of sentencesbut it al so generates them because
it generates them in English. So the map generates English
sentences like

Chicago is ametropolis
or
Chicago is way away from Champaign-Urbana,

putting it crudely, the map translates into many sentences in Eng-
lish.
...[A map which didn’t depend upon convention an, aerial map, for
example...] theresemblanceis useful in maps but the crucial thing
istheway inwhichthe symbol withtheword Chicago after it repre-
sents Chicago and that isto be done by atheory of mapswhich | in-
dicated requires a theory of the use of maps. The connection
between, roughly, the word Chicago and the map or the symbol for
Chicago and the map and Chicago is by deriving practical sen-
tences from the map, we can then get to Chicago.®?
...Remember the world story says, for example, that Cesare
knocked Cassio down, there is an element in the history of the
world but it is not mapped in the sense that there would be a map of
it, what | am doing is showing the interpenetration of the notion of
sentence and map item but | am not saying that theworld story isgo-
ingtobeamapintheliteral sense. Itisgoingtoconsists, if youwill,
of Jumblese sentences which are adequate to say everything that is
going on. | wasanswering aquestionin theinformal period, before
this interrogation began, and wasn’'t able to make the point that
onceyou get the notion of aJumblese sentence, you can seethat ais
next to b is a Jumblese sentence in a derived sense because a, in
Jumblese hasthe same syntactical form asaisnext to b. So that the
important thing to seeisthat the same syntactical form consistsin

52 Perspectives IlI, track 6 (#6).
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the fact that both consist of ‘a sand ‘b’ sdyadically related. In one
case without the use of an auxiliary symbol and in the other case
withtheuse of anauxiliary symbol. Soif you appreciatethesensein
which non-Jumbl ese sentences can have the same syntactical form
as Jumblese sentences, you can understand how sentencesin ordi-
nary English can map the world.

...Jumblese is not always convenient. For example | am sure
that the printers union would go on strike if we adopted Jumblese
because printing would be fantastically difficult because for every
new relation, youwould haveto have adifferent way of relating the
wordsfor theterms. So the printerswould hate Jumblese. Jumblese
is anti-Gutenbergian in its ideology.

...| am assuming that my world story is written in atomic sen-
tences—that’ s abig assumption. Once you do that you run into the
general problem, how do you parse out, or how do you spell out
higher level sentencesintermsof lower levelssentencesandthat is
a difficult problem but it is not philosophically germane.

...Myview hereiswhat | regard aswhat Wittgenstein wanted to
say, hedidn’t say it, hewanted to say it...lI" m assuming something
that wedon’t have, that wehavealist of objects, | haven’t thefoggi-
est ideawhat Wittgenstein would really list as objects. But | know
that in his ambience, the Cambridge ambience, people were think-
ing of red patches as objects. The point isthat if acow®3isalogical
construction out of colorsand sounds and so on, then we still have
tofind away of understanding that the cow can bemilked andthatis
the problem of translating, asit were, into logical atomism, ‘ Jones
milked Fossey.’ It isadifficult problem and nobody ever came up
with an answer...[What is in place of Wittgenstein's ob-
jects?]...Objects. Until | go on to develop amore accurate account
of the Heraclitean ontology, | would just go back to logical atom-
ism. Becausebasically at heart, I’ malogical atomist but I’ mnot go-
ing to give you a list of objects.

...[We have to bring in the ‘over-there’ part.] That's exactly
what | said and that is difficult, that is a theory of measurement.
Putting it crudely, you have to give a Heraclitean account of yard-
sticksand clocks. First of all putitin neutral monism, | can seethat

53 Perspectives I, track 7 (#7).
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that brown patch isrelated to the brown patch on the surface of that
railing and that is a perceptual fact. So we need atheory of percep-
tion and apply it because atheory of perception requiresatheory of
language...In the case of perception and itsrelation to knowledge,
we start out with statements like that brown railing is pointing to-
ward the cabinet and this can be ascertained by perception. And
then we have memory, we just go through the whole theory of
knowledge kaboodle.

... There may not be relations but there are quasi-relations, for
example,

Nero fiddled while Rome burned

looks like arelational statement, it has many of the properties of a
relational statement, it isjust that from the standpoint of ontologi-
cal purism that you say that it isnot arelational statement because,
roughly,

relations hold between objects and sentences are not names
of objects.

And that is the basic point there.

...[C#ings] They are not objects, we don’t get any objects with ab-
solute processes. If | say it C#s over there, ‘it’ isfunctioning as a
dummy name and therefore we would have to go to the grammari-
anstofind out exactly how dummy namesdiffer from namesbut we
can philosophizein our arm chairs about them. The pointisthat re-
lational statements involve

referring expression, predicate, referring expression

and ‘Nerofiddles isnot areferring expression. But that takesusto
thewhol e semantical theory because Fregewould say, ‘ Good God!
sentencesarereferring expressions, they refer to truth values, hah.’
So therewe have along semester seminar in Frege'stheory of sen-
tences and | am not going to give that right now.[End of Tape]
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Two I mages

Roundtable discussion: Wilfrid Sellars, Robert Turnbull,
William Lycan, George Pappas, Pedro Amaral. The Ohio
State University, 1977.*

Pappas

The manifest and the scientific image are introduced as a cer-
tain heuristic device. And it would seem that neither the Manifest
nor the Scientific image is a conceptual framework.

Sellars

That’s right.

Pappas

They, in some sense, contain a conceptual framework.

1 Themistake of lending out the tape of thefirst section resultsin some missing
context (whowasthat?). WShad devel oped the view that philosophersaretoo
glib about using the concept of a person in debating the mind-body problem
because what counts as a person in one explanatory scheme might be incom-
patiblewith personhood in another. Smart, for example, was guilty of this. By
thetimeaphilosopher bringsthe*theperson” onstage, much of theinteresting
dialogue is over. Dennett’s Consciousness Explained can be read as a re-
sponse to this challenge.
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Sellars

Well , thescientificimageisadescribed conceptual framework
butitisdescribedintermsof itsstatusin scientific development. So
that it isdescribed intermsof certain regulativeidealsasto what an
explanatory framework should be...which arenot made explicit be-
causeitisput very coherently interms of ...let s suppose that sci-
ence has succeeded in developing an adequate explanatory
framework without spelling out exactly what that would be. What
makes an explanatory framework adequate? The manifest imageis
what shall | say...asyou putit...itisaheuristic device designed to
...I mean the original model was the difference between entities
which, in some sense, we experience: see, hear, taste and so on...
and  objectswhich are postulated. Y ou see, the manifest image
does introduce or contain explanatory theoretical states like sense
impressions but they are not objects...they are states of a person.
So | drew the destination , basically, between perceptual objects
and imperceptibles...that was the basic model, and certainly | was
using it to explore the contrast between the atomistic traditions
which were, you know, a promissory note until 18th and 19th cen-
tury, and the kind of perceptual model of objects which takes
...how shall I put it...takes color seriously.

Pappas

L et metry and do something ontheboard. [erasesthe board]?

Sellars

| take it you must have an ulterior motive for erasing...no one
gratuitously erases.

2 FErasestheboard and drawsasolid cubenext to adotted image of the samecube
withinacircledepicting the mind. For the sake of simplicity, they werework-
ingwiththedualistic picturethat WS customarily usedin such situations. See,
for example, the discussion of Eddington’s two tables in ME.
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Pappas

Asyouknow inthe*Eddington’sTwo Tables” paper, Cornman
tries to argue for a doctrine which he calls “ Compatibilism.” And
that, in this case, heistalking about sensible qualities of external
physical objects. He wants to say that this kind of pink ice cube
pinkness is, in fact, identical to a certain configuration of mi-
cro-particles. He wants to say that Compatibilismisthe claim that
they are. Now supposewelook at how youwill invokethe manifest/
scientificdistinction. Cornmanwill reply, “my identity claimthere
cutsacrossthat distinction.” Now what can that mean? It can mean,
“1, Cornman, am not going to buy thesedistinctionsbecausethereis
something wrong with them,” or it can mean, “I am identifying an
entity which, asamatter of fact, belongsin that framework [ point-
ing to the Manifest Image cube] with something that, as a matter of
fact, belongsin that image [ pointing to the Scientific |mage cube].”
That latter doesn’t sound reasonableto mebut , | don’t know. Now
suppose you wereto try to work the samereasoning in the material -
ism case. Take some kind of identify theory there [pointing to the
Scientific Image] of the Smart line. Y ou would invoke your distinc-
tion between images. But suppose someone took the Cornmanian
line and said, “ | don’t accept the destination,” and identifies the
two?

Sellars

Well, my first reaction whenever people talk about sensations
as brain processes...l always ask, “well, which brain?’ [as con-
struedinthe Ml or the S]...Becausethat bringsusback, inaway to
this[therel ocation of perceptual states of a personinthe Ml inthe
Sl] because , | think that it is perfectly legitimate to speak of
sensations as brain processes but the trouble is...which “brain”?
The brain conceived in which state of science? | would say that in
my scientificimage, it isperfectly correct to say that sensationsare
brain processes. But the point isthat they are brain processeswhich
involve these sensory processes like the pink-cubing so the notion
of a“brain process’ isnot unambiguous and therefore | regard it as
ared herring that obscures the real issues because | am prepared,
holding my view, to say that sensations are brain processes!
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Pappas

Yes, | know. But...

Sellars

And then the identity becomes simply a matter of successor
concepts...

Pappas

...But suppose someoneweretrying to maintain the sort of iden-
tity that Cornman claims that he has with respect to properties and
microstructure where heis not talking about a“ successor relation”
or a“counterpart relation” [between paired properties in the two
images| but he is talking about an identity relation in some other
sense.

Sellars

Well, again...let me express my uneasiness here because there
are...is clear what the Cartesians would call the fine-structure of
the surfaces of physical objectswhich leadsthem to behave differ-
ently with respect to light and we have the whole...and it can be-
come more sophisticated each time we go around...the surface
texture of an object by virtue of which it deflects and absorbs el ec-
tro-magnetic radiation. Now whether one is going to can do that
with “pinkness” or not is another matter. It [the state of the scien-
tific object ] isobviously, to put it in the weakest way, correlated
with pinkness...but the question is, what kind of identity statement
is he making? Is he saying that | know that there are sensings of
pink...I meanthereare sensing pink-lysandthisobviously isastate
of aperson. Y ou see, that istheonly thing that onecould really hold
to bethere sothat if thereisto be anything in physical spacewhich
isto be called ‘pink’...it can’t be pink sensings because sensings
can’t bein physical space. And so, you more or less are committed
to the claim of akind of Lockean theory. Y ou see, for Locke, sec-
ondary qualities were powers of objects. Now, Locke distin-
guished between the power of an object to cause sensings of pink



Two Images 411

and the microstructurewhich explainsthat power...What Cornman
isdoing issaying that asfar asthe physical worldisconcerned, the
only candidate for pinkness would be either the power to cause
sensings of pink or the microstructure which explainsthe power of
physical objectsto cause sensings of pink. But you seethis[the MI]
hinges on the idea that the esse of pink is obviously percipi.

Pappas

No. That is what Cornman denies.

Sellars

Excuseme?...l mean...hewantsto hold that thereare sensings?

Pappas

He wants to hold that physical objects really are colored. He
wants to say that this very quality is identical with the
microstructure of the surface.

Sellars

At themoment [laughing] | cannot even make sense of that. We
will have to chew around it.

Pappas

| would rather not talk about Cornman...Let’s talk about the
counterpartsof that... [thecounterpart characteristicsinthe S|

Sellars:

Y ou see the position that | am adumbrating? Someone might
say that it isobviousthat sensible pinkness...itsesseis percipi...it
existsasamode of sensing and if thereis going to be any meaning
for “pink’ it must be the power or microstructure—that | can under-
stand—nbut for somebody to say both that thereis sensible pinkness
in physical space and that it is identical with the
microstructure...this | find baffling.
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Pappas

Now, asimilar thing you ought to find bafflinginthe mind body
case. Let me put it this way...someone might hold...

Sellars

L et me go back to my diagram...remember | had my “ Smartian
business’...hereisaphysical cortex and then we have a physical,
property—which isacomplicated structural property of the sate of
the visual cortex—and then | said there is also the character
C...which may involve other elements of the brain as well...sens-
ing apink cube. | regard the state here[in the successor framework]
asphysial, state of the system then, “ sensing apink cube” would be
asensory predicate of the system and somebody might want to say,
‘well, sensing a pink cube is honest to God the sort of thing that a
Berkleyean would think it is...it isreally a state of sensing...itis
not...somebody might say that it is, genuinely involves, the sensi-
ble quality pink and yet isidentical to this[ brain state]—then you
would be making what | regard as a puzzling statement that
parallels the previous one.

Pappas

Y ou see the reason that | think there is something wrong with
theparallel isthat it looksasif when he makesthe one about the ex-
ternal world physical object, he is crossing the lines between the
manifest and scientific image, that he is straddling them in some
way and trying to say that they aren’t incommensurablein any way
at all...that entities are seemingly pink or arereally identical with
each other...but that doesn’t seemto comeup here [whenlooking at
it as two frameworks].

Amaral

Sureit does, because “person” [inthe Sl successor framework]
isconstrued asasystem of physical, particlesand not asaperson.
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Sellars

Here would be the sensing a pink-cubley and you are saying,
roughly, that thisisidentical with thisphysical state...and | regard
each? of them as absurd...the difference would be that | can under-
stand here[in the conflation of a M| person with a system of physi-
cal, particles] akind of successor relation...but what is there that
physical objects have with respect to [manifest] color? Well...in
some sense... scientific physical objectsarethe successorsto mani-
fest physical objects and what corresponds to the scientific would
be the microstructure....and | can seethat thiswould be the succes-
sor concept that isexemplified by scientific objects, it would bethe
microstructure. So there | can make sense of it...Now what would
be the same parallel here [in the case of sensible pink]?

Thisis sensing a pink-cubely [in the MI1]. Here, in the SI,
what is the successor to that? Well, in this type of view...the
reductive materialist would be saying that the physical, state of the
brain is the successor of sensing-a-pink-cubely and he would be
making a cross-identification. He would say that what Sellars re-
fers to as a successor is really an identity.

Pappas
Suppose someonewereto say that. What would be so Bad about
it?

Sellars
L2

Pappas

What is the real payoff of making the distinctions that you
make? Aside from a heuristic one?

3 l.e., bothwithrespecttotheidentity of the mental state and physical satesand
the perceived color and the brain process.
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Sellars

Well, again...let me put it this way. It might mean, he might
mean that the objects involved are identical but that the qualities
aren’t. Yousee, asl putitinthe®ldentity”“ paper...theidentity the-
sis is only interesting if you are talking about the identity of
brain-state universals and raw-feel universals or sense impression
universals. Now...the materialist of the non-reductive kind says
that, roughly, the mind isidentical with the brain as an object but
the brain, as an object could have different types of predicates in-
cluding these emergent ones. So, when Cornman isidentifying, is
he identifying attributes or objects.

Pappas

| don’t know. Suppose it were attributes.

Sellars

Well, first | would like to know what it isto identify attributes
except to show that two attributes have the same system of implica-
tions—that the attributes have the same logical powers. Inthefirst
place that claim would be absurd because microstructure has cer-
tainlogical powersand pinkness has certain logical powersand|’ll
be damned if | can see that in any sense those are the same logical
powers! So he can’t really be identifying attributes, therefore, he
must be “identifying” inthat sense which | take to be a misnomer
for successorship when | talk about correspondence rules as
candidates for definitions.

Pappas

Well, | cannot speak for Cornman.

4 |AMB
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Sellars

| haven’t read throughthebook sol don’tknow...asl said, | can
make akind of Lockean sensein which physical pinkness must be
microstructure because sensible pinknessisclearly astate of a per-
son...it isamode of sensing and therefore anything out here must
be simply a Lockean secondary quality . But if heis going to say
that the attribute of pink isidentical with the microstructurethen |
simply balk you see...because it doesn’t even make sense...

Pappas

My suspicion is that he will use the instance/property distinc-
tion. What | wastrying to do wasto raise the following issue: sup-
pose someone wereto say, “look, in going through all the different
materialist theoriesthat wehaveon hand , weget astrange stance or
picture of Sellarslooking down on all of them from the standpoint
of adistinction between the Manifest Image and Scientific Image
and having comments about all of them. Now someone who wants
to hold one of those views might well say, “ in order to believeyou,
you have to show us that the distinction between the Manifest and
Scientific image is justified.”

Sellars

OK. Let usgo back and review the point of the distinction. Ina
certain sense, you see, | could just develop what | regard asthe Sci-
entific Image. Now why didn’t | do that? Well, for reasonswhich |
said in the paper on the “Irenic Instrumentalism,”® | pointed out
there, you seg, that the Scientific Image is still something that we
have to get at. Now, therefore, | argue, we have to know what we
were and where we are...you see physics has had great advances
and although the basic categoriesin physicsarestill up for grabsbe-
cause of the puzzling character of many of the objectsthat they are
now encountering. You might say that some of the categorial fea-
tures are pretty well | straightened out. Now, on the other hand,
when it comes to neurophysiology, you see, we can go along way

5 SRI
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with the notions of objects such as neurons or dendrites and so on,
synapses, electrochemical processes and so on, but as any
neurophysiologist will tell you, wearereally still at thethreshold at
what neurophysiology will be and we can expect exciting
developments.

And sothecrucial problemthat | seewith respect to the Sci-
entific Image concerns exactly therelationship of the mental to the
physical and therefore, sincethat is not asit were, there scientifi-
cally, meansthat we haveto bevery clear about what thedomainis
that we expect to have a better grip on and that iswhy | develop the
Manifest Image ideain order that we can, sort of, understand that
dialectic that has forced scientist and philosophers alike into cer-
tain moods ultimately concerning the mind-body problem...my ul-
timate concern was always the mind-body problem but | wanted to
get clear in my own mind about the status of colors and to take an
example, a sense impressions, and so that thiswas merely away of
indicating the domain that we have some kind of grip on and on
which we hopeto get abetter grip. Now, asl said, thefirst big event
wasin the understanding of the physical. And | wanted to indicate
that we are tempted to push color out of the physical and into the
person and then as| saw that the scientificimagetendedtotakeover
the person and tends exactly to reach toward Reductive Material -
ism. And | wanted to beclear in my own mind about what it wasthat
was getting constantly pushed out, pushed out, pushed out and
whereitwould end up. And that wasthereason...that wasreally the
reason.

Y ou might put it this way, if we had the scientific image
then we would philosophize about its conceptual relation to earlier
stages of human thought but we don’t haveit and thereforewe have
to be clear about wherethe puzzlesare. | just felt that if you look at
the history of philosophy from 1600 on, one of the key puzzles has
been primary and secondary qualitiesand | don’t know that...many
philosophers are very cavalier about this and talk about sense im-
pression in wayswhich turn them into objectsbut | wanted to bring
them in, not as objects, but through the adverbial theory and yet |
wanted to indicatewhy it was so easy for philosophersto treat them
as objects. The reason was of course, that they are modeled on the
Manifest Image, they are modeled on pink ice cubesand thevisible
surfaces of physical objects. So | wanted to say that sense impres-
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sions had objects as their model and that therefore, they tended to
be treated as objects. So that you get the sense datum analysisyou
see—the act—object analysis—and | wanted, therefore, to clear the
way for realizing just what it would be to have an adequate Scien-
tific Image. Y ou might say that the physics part of it, people don’t
worry about. Quineisprepared to say that basically itisgoing to be
alittle more of the same but when it comesto that overlap between
physics and persons, | think that we come to a place where science
still has new frontiers and therefore we can’t really talk about itin
propria personabecauseit doesn’t exist yet. Wehave got tolook at
it...theonly thing we can doisto get aperspectiveonit. Thatisthe
way | see it , so that is the heuristic value of the distinction.

And then the second point is that when you take the Mani-
fest Imageas| describeit, you can seeit approximated toin various
ways by standard philosophies, you see. Y ou can understand why
Berkeley says what he says, you can understand why G.E. Moore
says what he says, you can understand why Austin says what he
says. It provides away of summing up those philosophies which
don’t take science seriously. What | am doing in the Scientific Im-
age, in one way, is to throw science away except insofar as it re-
quires inductive generalizations and...with the exception of
bringing in explanatory states of the person but with respect to ob-
jects, throw away all objects except those which we see, hear, taste
and smell because if we do that, then we get in a pure form, what
many anti-scientific philosophers think the world is like.

Theworldislikewhat we see and hear and taste and then of
coursethey will bring in causal properties—that islegitimate—and
| wanted to develop all thisinapureformsothat then | could get the
deviations. | developed the Manifest Image and then | can place
Moore and Berkeley and Kant and | can explicatetheir problemsin
termsof it. So that, as| say, isanideal type. Thereisnot a philoso-
pher who actually holds all the views which are embodied in the
Manifest Image but there are awhole lot of philosophers who sort
of cluster around it and then you can explain their devianceinterms
of either good arguments or bad arguments’
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Pappas

| just have one more question. Supposethat from the standpoint
of the compl eted scientificimage, itisgoingto bestrictly speaking,
false, that thereisliteral pink had by anything except the senseim-
pression. It is going to be strictly speaking false that people feel
pain and so on. How isit that thisremark is not taken to imply that
those sensations sentences now made are false?

Sellars

Well, in the first place | would say that “true” or “false” is all
relativeto aconceptual framework. So, itisreally “truein aframe-
work” ...thisisapoint similar to “trueinlanguageL.” What | try to
say in Science and Metaphysicswas that given the resources of the
Manifest Image, certain statements are true in the framework and
are true because they picture in their way although in agrosslarge
scale kind of way, the objects that they are of.

| am talking here about basic empirical truths and not logi-
cal or mathematical truths. They...but again, they can also be, even
inthe Manifest Image, fal se, because even without going to the Sci -
entific Image...you see, | give an analysis of perception according
towhich, in perception wemust distingui sh between the per ceptual
taking and the sensing. The perceptual taking | regard as what is
packed into the demonstrative...you see this case there...at the
unreduced level it is “this briefcase...this black brief case...be-
longsto me...worn out.” So that what | take is packed into the sub-
ject because pure demonstrative are absurd so now, at the critical
level, where oneistalking in terms of phenomenology, concentrat-
ing on what one see of the object as opposed to what the object asa
whole.

One, of course, does not see the whole object, one seesthe
facing side. Well, what is one really responding to? | argue that
what oneisreally responding to is actually the sensing but onere-
spondsto it in away which miscategorizesit. In other words, sup-
posing | have asensum...of ared rectangly...what | do isrespond
to this red rectangle in physical space...this physical red rectan-
gle...or this physical red rectangle or physical cube of pink. So, |
think that thereisafalsity involved in our very perceptual experi-
ence but | think it isauseful falsity because if we distinguish be-
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tween our sensingsand wondered what their causeswere, wewould
never run away from danger.

| mean, after all, the point of perceptionisnot toilluminate
the structure of the world, it is to get us around- like the point of
painisto get our hands off of stoves. Well now, sothat , as| would
put it, when one is having a minimal perceptual experience but
which is not of the “looks” kind—a minimal perceptual taking, a
commitment concerning what isthereisphysical space...oneisre-
sponding to asensing with *thisred rectangular object’ or ‘thisred
rectangular surface of an object.” So that in acuriousway, what we
areresponding to or denoting isthe sensing but we categorizeit as
something in physical space.

So that | do think that our common sense experience in-
volvesaradial error which can be exposed philosophically without
even going to the Scientific Image but then, as| said, thiscan be ex-
plained in terms of the practical function of external perception.
But apart from that, of course, although it isfalse, it nevertheless
doesgiveusagrip on thetruth because corresponding to this expe-
riencetherewill be the case of the veridical perception of an object
which is roughly rectangular and behaves in a way which might
well be involved in a more specific classification of the object. It
might beinvolvedinaveridical perceptual taking, for example,itis
not a completely...it might be this red rectangular surface of a
book. Well, then there is in the content of that reference, truth as
well as error.

Pappas

So the answer to my question isthat the notion of truth and fal -
sity hasto berelativized to a conceptual framework and that when
you say that, strictly speaking, a sentence about painisfalse, itis
that the sentence, in the Scientific Image, is false.

Sellars

Well, you see | wouldn’t...| want to say that in the Scientific
Image the counterpart statement is true. | would say that with re-
spect to the Manifest Imageit istrue and with respect to the percep-
tual framework it is true because its successor is true. That is the
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way | would putit. But | wanted toindicatethat eveninthemanifest
image, our perceptionsdoinvolve, what Pritchard call s, amistake.

Lycan

Feyerabend would say that an avowal like “ | am in pain” is
falsebut youwant to say that strictly speaking, relativeto the Scien-
tific Framework, itisfalse but relative to the common sense frame-
work it isnot. Now suppose we are all sophisticated philosophical
types and someone saysthat heisin pain. What framework are we
all speakingin?lsittrueorisit false? How can wetell what we are
talking about?

Sellars

Well, putting it roughly, that statement is made as a common
sense statement in the Manifest image and with the criteria of com-
mon sense statements, it istrue. We can also put the philosophical
commentary on it...that what isreally true isamuch more compli-
cated statement which we are not in a position to make yet.

Lycan

That makes good sense. How isit that wetell which framework
oneisin?

Sellars

Well, firstlet’stakethecol or casebecausel don’t think thecase
of painisvery problematic. | mean it is either extremely problem-
atic becausethelogic of paintalk isstill not clearly understood but
if I can work with the case of color ...how can | tell if someonere-
ally thinksthat the pink ice cubeispink. Well, | would haveto carry
on adialoguewith him, aphilosophical dialogue: do you mean that
it reflects light at 7607 “No, | mean...well, dammit! Y ou can see
right through it and it is pink all over...it islike this! And further
morel don’t merely mean that it hasthe power to put meinacertain
state! I’m not talking about my states! I’mtalking...” | would carry
on alittle dialogue you see, because someone might say that, after
al, I wasusing theword “pink” merely to mean that something has
the power to cause me to have certain experiences. But thereisno
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way of telling apart fromgoing up and actually carrying onacertain
kind of dialogue.

Lycan

Y ou could start the same thing with pain. Thetroubleisin the
case of pain, people are going to resist that kind of questioning.
They will say, “1 don’t know...” What sort of questions do you ask
them?

Sellars

Well, | think philosophersoutsidetheir study aren’t difficult to
question. My general view would be that the conceptual framework
of naive realism with respect to color is so built into our language
and the way we learn the language that even the scientist isreally
operating in that framework except when heisexplicitly taking his
theoretical structure into account. Feyerabend talks as if people
could discard conceptual frameworkslike clothing like but | don’t
think it is true.

[Here follows a series of questions which are inaudible on the
tapes.]

Sellars

| think Locke might well have said the same thing, that is, |
doubt if Locke knew, as it were, that colors aren’'t out there but |
think that if you asked him, “don’t you experience the world as if
colors were out there?” He would answer, “yes.”

Pappas

The thing that | think | was driving at, what | was thinking of
and maybewhat Bill wasthinking of was, if you think of thisasbro-
ken into small stages[i.e., the passages of theories] then the ques-
tionof truth or fal sity at any given stage...youdon’t want to say that
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it is sort of true or partially true, you don’'t want any degree of
truth...

Sellars

Y es, but what it meansis that to a certain degree, you have to
regiment. Let meillustrate. Even when philosophersare convinced
that colorsare out there, in their unreflective moments, they would
beinclined also to think that there are physical particles out there.
And then you get that mixing together which | was trying to ana-
lyze and which posesdifficultiesin thetwo-tablesproblem. So that,
| think that from the standpoint of any, say, stage of development,
therulesaresuchthatitiscorrect torespondto thisboth asacube of
pink and to respond to it asacubical bunch of particlesso that those
would both betruewith respect to that stage of intell ectual devel op-
ment but with respect to thecritical standpoint, you see, they would
stand on different pedestals.

In other words, from the critical standpoint, just as you
would tend to pull out the pink cube and leave the particles at that
stage, evenif people spontaneously do put the color there, like Des-
cartes, they would say, “1 spontaneously think of the color asbeing
there but that isfalse.” And, now when it comes to pain, well you
get an interesting point here, of course, whenwe classify apainasa
paininthearmorinthefinger, fromthe standpoint of sophisticated
philosophy, thisreally isn’'t to classify the pain. Itisan in- the-fin-
ger kind of pain. That doesn’t mean that thisimpliesthat thepainis
physically in the finger although something istypically in the fin-
ger when you havethat kind of pain because, asyou know, you can
haveyour arm cut off sothat thereisno finger thereand yet you can
haveapainin-the- finger kind of pain. So, in asense, even fromthe
standpoint of sophisticated common sense, there are false beliefs
about pains in the finger because , like Descartes believing that
color isin the physical world, so people would believe that painis
physically located there in the finger. And as | said this could
subjected to criticism.
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Lycan

Wouldthisbeafair Sellarsiantest for beinginthe Manifest Im-
age, aslong asweregard pain, whatever itis, asastate of aperson,
thatis, we question that status of the pain morethan we questionthe
status of the subject, weare by and largeinthe Manifest Image. The
real move toward scientificness would be to question the “ person”

as the logical subject as much as we question the pain.
Sellars

In other words, what isit that hasthe pain? Well, what areyou?
“Well, | amaperson.” Now, if you press, “Well don’t you consist of
complex physical systems?” If the personispreparedto arguethat,
then at |east at the critical level heismoving towardsthe dimension
of alternativeswhich wewere discussing thismorning. But aslong
as discussion doesn’t lead him almost immediately to say that heis
asystem of particlesthat isfeeling the pain but just that “1 am feel -
ingthepain” or “apersonisfeelingthepain,” | would say that heis
still pretty much operating in the manifest image.

Pappas

Atthisstage of course wewould all beready to say, “yes, yes, |
am asystem of particles” except that thiswould be a case of having
the concept but we are in no position at all to give up the routine:
self reference.

Sellars

Most people would keep the person with the pain and add on
thisstructure. | think that isthekind of “ doubleimage” that we have
here. In the case of a person, | think we started out by thinking in
Strawsonian terms, you see that is one of the aims of my Manifest
Image, to get back to Strawson. So that, in away, wethink of aper-
son as alogical subject and not as a system of logical subjects but
then of coursewe could also add to thisakind of penumbrajust like
we did here (the emergentist)...
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Lycan

Giving uptheideaof ourselvesaslogical subjectsisgoingtobe
one of the hardest things to do.

Sellars

And certainly that is when people begin to get awfully uneasy
because if oneis, in some sense, a system of logical subjects, one
tendsto feel like we feel about Hume' s philosophy, “what is hold-
ing me together?’ People get very anxious about Hume' s concep-
tion of the self as a bundle of impressions and ideas and many
people get the same feeling about viewing a person as a bundle of
processes, positroning and a pink-cubing and so on. And | try to
show them that aslong asthey functionally hold together in certain
ways, that is being a unity, that is being an identity.

Turnbull

This sort of halfway house, you were talking about. Nothing
prevents us from being in two images.

Sellars

Asamatter of fact, | am absolutely certain that a physicistsin
some contexts, when heis playing with hischildren, “hereisanice
red ball,” that is, “look at that beautiful color!” | can perfectly well
believe that the same physicist, in another context, might say “this
isred” andreally meanby itthat it hascertain physical properties.

Turnbull

In another context, different moves would be mobilized.

Sellars

The manifestimageisnot just common sense because common
sense containsavariety of different strata, containsalot of old sci-
ence and so on. So the manifest image was not intended to be only
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what we think at the common sense level. It was intended to be an
ideal type of what philosophersthink properly belongsto the com-
mon sense level as opposed to what can be added to it instrument
ally. You see, Strawson, | think heisvery closeto the Manifest Im-
age. He wants to capture problems appropriate to the manifest
image and its objects which have perceptible qualities.

Lycan

Almost all of Strawson’s assumptions rest on verificationist’
principles.

Sellars

When | was writing, introducing the phrase, | was thinking of
G.E. Moore asone person whosework wasilluminated by thiscon-
cept of the Manifest Image and of Strawson asanother. Strawsonis
probably the best example because Moorebringsin all kinds of ob-
jectslike sense data. Whereas, Strawson, | am never quite clear as
to what hisontology isbut...he bringsin sensa as objects...he has
hisdependent individual sso that heisnot aperfect example of what
| had in mind so that iswhy | made my manifestimage anideal type
and then | put Strawson out here and Moore out here and L ocke out
here... So that the manifest image isnot common sense. It isaway
of representing aphilosophical view which isdiscounting theoreti-
cal science and taking the world as we experience it.

Pappas

Itisinterestingthat Berkeley, who claimsto be defending com-
mon sense, that he was doing what you claim to be doing, giving a
philosophical account of what common sense amounts to.

Sellars

Well, theway | put thisisto draw adistinction between physi-
cal objects and material objects and Berkeley does not deny that
there are chairsand table and trees, he deniesthat they are material
objects because “material object” has a certain theory built into it.
So that, Berkeley himself does offer atheory but he doesn’t think
that common sense has a theory.
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Lycan

It isonly because of God that they exist...would he still claim
that his view was common sense if he said they didn’t?

Pappas

My own view is that he couldn’t.

Sellars

Well what Berkeley was concerned to deny was that common
sense has the Lockean theory—that he would die in the last ditch
for. He doesn’'t want to say that common sense has his theory.

Turnbull

Inthat articleyou makeit agreat part to talk about model theo-
retic explanation. | think you left out the fact the common sense
takes a very positivistic stance toward science.

Sellars

Well nhominalism getsin only at the stage...well, you see you
haveto have the sense impressions as explanatory states of the per-
son in the manifest image because the phenomenalist requires that
for hisboot strap, so that he can pick himself up....My point would
be that the concept of a sensation is an explanatory concept that is
modeled on physical objects and the positivist, because of his no-
tion of givenness, thought that therewas, in point of fact, an explan-
atory state or something which wasjust smiling up and categorizing
it self for you. So that merely by sensing , you were sensing some-
thing as something and you were sensing it correctly and knew
what it was and then, that was short circuited by the positivist who
regarded the sense impressions as reporting what they are without
any process of explanation and then of course...you seethe primary
mode of explanation within the manifest imageisamatter of gener-
alization and correlation so that the positivist declinesto work with
this notion of sense impression.
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Turnbull

I's there any further defense of the postulation of the raw feels
universals in the Scientific Image?

Sellars

Well, in my view thisturns out to be unexciting. Because, they
are not sensed so that there is not a problem with their being
unobservable...but then sensing isn’t a cognitive act anyway. And
thecoreof what is, epistemologically, observationisdirectreliable
response. Y ou know, it happens that what we directly, reliably re-
spondto at thecommon senselevel, intheway weare brought up, is
to our sensory states but one can perfectly well imaginethat in the
Scientific Image people are brought up to respond in theoretical
terms, as a matter of fact, my sensings would be highly theoretical
entitiesanyway, you see, they areall inthe same boat, it isjust that
some of them are sensory and some of them are not.

Turnbull

In the millennium there is the possibility that one might re-
spond to entitiesfirst classified as purely model theoretical. But of
course, your own physical realism is closely associated with the
ideathat themodel theoretical approachisor can be defended asthe
thing that will be then.

Sellars

Y ou seg, if you associated direct knowledge too closely with
the perceptual model, then you are going to get into the kind of puz-
zle about theoretical entities versus non-theoretical entities which
many philosophers get into. Now, at thislevel here, all entitiesare
theoretical [in the scientific Image]...you see...and what oneisre-
sponding to is really complexes of items which are , let's say,
pink-cubings and al so el ectronings and avery complicated system,
| mean that iswhat oneisresponding to and oneisconceptually re-
sponding in that way. So that what starts out, you might say, as a
highly theoretical structure in the sense of being postulated model
theoretical, ends up by being the language of direct knowledge.
Thisisof courseaview which | haveheld...that what startsout asa
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model theoretical structure might end up being a reporting
language.

Pappas

Let mepursueadifferent line. To say that thereisaredthingis,
strictly speaking from the Scientific Image, fal se but a counterpart
is true. You can say also that there are external physical objects
where“ physical” hasthe Manifest Image senseisstrictly speaking,
false, but a counterpart is true. But there are going to be alot of
statements that are going to be, | would think, false strictly speak-
ing, but won't have counterparts in the Scientific Image, for
example, “There is a table.”

Sellars

Now why would you think that it isnhot going to have acounter-
part? Well, because from the discussion this morning, it seemed
that the kind of counterpart you are going to have will be deter-
mined by constraints on successor concepts that you have got to
have as you move from a framework to a new framework. That is
goingtobedetermined, inturn, by thethingthat | called thelogic of
successor conceptswhich hasto do with those features constitutive
of the replacement framework being somehow mirrored with suc-
cessor concepts. But what about those things that aren’t constitu-
tive, like being a table isn’t constitutive of the Manifest Image
whereas being naively, realistically pink is. So that therewould be
lots and | ots of sentence which, were they tokened in the Manifest
Image would be true but are strictly speaking in the Scientific Im-
age are not nor are their counterparts.

Sellars

Well, | am unhappy about that for the reason that it is going to
beirrelevant. Namely, “table” is going to be afunctional notion, a
tableis something one putsdisheson and so on, that isthereal, you
might say, “concept” of table already allowed for radically differ-
ent kinds of things fulfilling the function of table so that | would
be...
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Pappas

...where the unpacking of thefunction would haveto bringina
certain notion that is constitutive of the Manifest Image?

Sellars

Well, no...that we would have, roughly, the distinction be-
tween the function and what is performing the function and in the
manifest image what is performing the function is roughly a col-
ored solid with certain properties...causal properties and then in
the scientific image, what is performing that function is a systems
of microparticles.

Pappas

Y es, but that presupposesthat thefunctionin Manifest Imageis
constitutive of the image.

Turnbull
So what if it is?
Sellars

Well, | think we have to look very carefully at what you are
packing into the word “constitutive” now because | would have
said that many of our—this is sort of a Heideggarian-Deweyian
kind of point—many of concepts pertaining to objects are of this
kind of functional sort. So | would want to distinguish between
function and content and what you are calling “constitutive” is
more limited to what | would call the content.

Pappas

Well, | wastrying to useit in aneutral way, thatis, let usright
down aset of sentenceswhich wethink aretruein the Manifest Im-
ageand strikeout the ones or leavein the oneswhich, werethey not
true, wewouldn’ t havethe Manifest Image but not so for the others.
Let all thefeatures described by the remaining sentencesbethefea-
turesthat are constitutive of themanifestimage. Now, grant, | don’t
know how to construct thelist and | grant that asacrudemodel ...
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Sellars

well, takeasampling set of statementsthat arerepresentative.

Pappas

Surely, the statement that personsaresinglelogical subjects.

Sellars

As amatter of fact, that objects are, a pink ice cube as a solid
hunk of pink which hascertain causal propertiesand ice-cubescool
tea...Now that isn’t already a functional notion but it is getting
pretty closetoit because. Wedon't think of anice cubeassimply a
cubical pieceof ice, wethink of it as something we can gotothere-
frigerator and get to cool drinks. So that”ice-cube” as we actually
useit, isaricher notion than simply thenotion of apieceof ice. And
so itislike atable, and | would want to say that, in the manifest
image, itistruethat thisisatable, itistruethatitisbrownanditis
true that thiswill stay on it and so on and now the questionis“Do
these statementshave successor statements?’ | haven’t given an ex-
ample yet which | think doesn’t have a successor statement. What
would be an example of one which didn’t have a successor?

Pappas

Well, are you assuming that all functional statements or con-
cepts have successors?

Sellars

| see nothing to stand in the way.

Pappas

| don’t see anything to motivate it though.



Two Images 431
Sellars

Well, | don’t seewhy, oncewedraw adistinction between func-
tional concepts and content concepts, why the Scientific Image
couldn’t contain functional words.

Pappas

Oh, of coarse, | grant that it can.

Sellars

Why couldn’t it contain the word “table?”

Pappas

Certainly it can, | was going on the assumption that the only
successor conceptsthat we must have, that we know that we are go-
ingto haveto have, aregoingtobethosewhich arethe successorsto
those concepts which are somehow essential to the manifest image
and it didn’t seem to me that table was essential.

Sellars

| agreewith that. So that what you areasking is, “What arethe
essential features of the manifest image?’ Well, that objects have
perceptible qualities, and that of color and shape and that they have
causal properties and...l am, at the moment, not clear that we...as
towherewewould belikely tofind onethat couldn’ t have asucces-
sor concept in the Scientific Image.

Pappas

Doyouthink that , “isatable,” theconcept of being atable hasa
successor because being a table implies the set of characteristics,
among others, that you gave and they are essential to the manifest
image?

Lycan

Whichisabroadening of the constraintson successor concepts,
| think.
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Sellars

No, I am not. Asamatter of fact, | wasagreeing with you, | was
ruling them out then...I don’t want to rule out all functional con-
ceptsbecause | think that the concepts pertaining to personsare ul -
timately going to be bound up with the whole neighborhood of
functional concepts. But any particular one, like table, is dispens-
able. To what extent, | mean, | would deny that all functional con-
cepts are dispensable...but | agree. that “table” is.

Pappas

It is interesting because then the question of truth or falsity
across frameworks, which we thought we settled by saying “truein
manifest image...strictly speaking false when seen from the man
Scientific Image but has a counterpart true in the Scientific Image,
that holds across the board...now | do not have any idea if that
would have any ripples into what we were talking about.

Sellars

No, | don’t think it would you see, becausein the Manifest Im-
age, itiscolor intheaesthetically interesting sensewhichislocated
in physical space, outside ones body, but in the scientificimage, of
course, thatisnot true, but what istrue, is, of course, that the physi-
cal objects of the scientific framework have certain causal proper-
ties which generate sensations.

Pappas

The manifest image, has a dizzying headache, has a stabbing
pain and all those onesthat we are going to utter, all of them are go-
ing to have counterparts?

Sellars

Well, if | can take those as paradigms, simply feelings,
sensations, emotions and so on. They are going to have very com-
plicated counterparts but they are going to have counterparts. |
think.
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Pappas

It followsfrom that fact that they have counterpart in successor
concepts that those things are central to the manifest image.

Sellars

Yes. But, again, it is not essential to the Manifest Image that
there be A’s

Pappas

No, but the kind of category to which they belong. Isthere any
way which you could say, quickly, what makes up the assurance
that you have that that will hold true across the millennium for the
mental ?

Sellars

Well, again, let me put my caveat out again about the word
“mental.” | draw adistinction between the sensory and the concep-
tual.

Pappas

OK, let it be the sensory.
Sellars

Then, | would say that it holds across the board about the sen-
sory and | wouldjust repeat what | said thismorning about colors.

Pappas

It is so plausible in the case of color....

Sellars

Well, the topic of pain, | have alot of books on it but | have
never really written them up...l have avery complicated theory of
thelogic of painwhich usesthe model theoretical explanation asan
account but isfar more complicated than the color case. The color
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caseissimple. | think the pain case and the bodily feeling casesare,
start out , you know, with an analogy between, with visual percep-
tion, you might say, asfundamentally, the basis of the analogy and
then, asit were, | find atwo-tiered kind of use of the model -theoret-
ical itemsto end up with having apain in ones hand. It seemsto me
that this requires a much more complicated model in order to ac-
count for thelogic of such statementsas” | feel apainin my hand.”
But that isabig story but | don’t want to attempt here what | have
tried to formulate and that someday | hope | will formulate. | just to
know that the pain case is much more complicated.

Turnbull [unintelligible]
Sellars

Well, unlike Berkeley, | would prefer to say not that bright
color shades into pain but that seeing bright colors is painful. |
would say that there is a legitimate sense in which an extremely
bright color, that seeing an extremely bright color is a pain, but |
would find it...that meansthat it is painful. So | would distinguish
between the adverbial character of the seeing-the-color and the
clearest way inwhichweget another adverb comingin herecompli-
cating the structure, you have seeing color ispainful. So that seeing
abright...hearing aloud noiseis painful. Now here we have an ad-
jective“painful” butwecan haveaverb here, “it hurtsto hear aloud
noise” sowecan putitinaverbal form. | wouldn’t want to say that
color shadesinto pain but that the experience of seeing a color can
be, in most cases, neutral but in certain cases can be painful.

Pappas

Well, if we are convinced that the sensory is going to have
counterparts, then we can give the samefor all of them. Notice that
we brought all this up without ever taking about reducibility.

Lycan

Now it isup to the job of the philosophers of science to tell us
what the counterparts are. We can, in effect, take “ counterpart” as
primitive just as “reducible” was taken as primitive.
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Pappas

Well, | certainly wouldn’t have said that the successor concept
and the logic of successor concepts was something that was to be
given to the philosophers of science to be worked out.

Sellars

Well, it is easy to give examples but it certainly needs to be
worked out but...like it is easy to give examples of likeness of
meaning but then to embed thisin atheory of meaning isadifficult
job. You can give examples and say, “yes, | can seethat thereisa
likeness of meaning between the exclusive senseof ‘or’ and thein-
clusive‘or’,i.e., they arealikein theserespectsand unlikein these
respects.” We can give examples and say, “Here are two meanings
that arevery similar but different and then we can take other exam-
pleslike “scarlet” and “crimson” and describe the similarities and
thedifferencesherebut ageneral theory of thesimilarity and differ-
ence of meaning doesn’t exist. | think my own account of meaning
provides the framework in which it can be given because meaning
statements are essentially functional classifications and those are,
any system of classificationscommitsusto relaxation and tightness
of thecriteriaso that you might say “sameness” of meaning isoften
just theideal case of performing themin exactly the same function
but that isvery rarely done except in very regimented discourse, in
mathematics and so on.

Pappas

Thereisno place then that we can go and look at what you have
said about successor relations except in those chaptersin Science
and Metaphysics?

Sellars

Well, there is the chapter on conceptual change. [End]
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The Dot-quote Primer

Sellars offers a reconstruction of the “means rubric” that has
sincefound an expressionin “Inferentialism”—aterm which is ap-
propriategiven that the reconstruction attemptsto underminetradi-
tional “Relationalism.”  The Introduction contains a brief
discussion of the historical importance of reconstructing the means
rubric viathe “dot-quote” analysis (without which it makes little
sense): pictures must be accompanied by commentary. The earlier
discussion looks at the dot-quote analysis “from the inside,” so to
speak and it is now time to look at it “from the outside.”

WS disagrees with the view that meaning statements of the
form

S(inL) meansp

that is, the meansrubric, arerelational statementsthat assert arela-
tion between linguistic and nonlinguistic items. On WS's view,
both terms in the meaning relation must have meaning and there-
fore must both belong to linguistic order. Meaning statements are
specialized theoretical devicesthat functionto say that onelinguis-
tic entity isacounterpart of another or, as he frequently putsit, that
twowords, sentences, or linguisticitemshavethe sameuseor role.

However this should not leave uswith theimpression that there
is a similarity between

‘Rot’ (in German) means red
and

‘rot’ and ‘red’ have the same use.
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Thefirst one mentionsthe word ‘red’, the latter does not. Thedif-
ferences Sellars focuses upon rest in his view that the former pre-
supposes that the speaker knows how to usetheword ‘red’. But if
“‘red’” isbeing usedintheformer thenitisbeingusedinavery spe-
cial way. Whatisthespecial useof “‘red’”? What isthedifference
between using ‘red’ in the special way, using ‘red’ in the ordinary
way and simply mentioning “‘red’”?

To explore this difference, Sellars introduces his notion of
dot-quotes to represent a special form of quotation and argues that
meaning statements embody this special form of quotation, aform
whichisanalogousto ordinary quotation but an extension of it. Us-
ing dot-quotes to represent the special form of quotation, Sellars
saysthat whilethe expression formed by normal quotation applies
to all instances of the quoted word, dot-quoted expressionsapply to
all words, no matter what their language, which can play the same
role as that played by that quoted word in the “home” language.
That isto say that while ordinary quotesform expressionsthat have
an intra-linguistic use, dot-quoted expressions have an inter-lin-
guistic use. Dot-quoted expressionsare more general than ordinary
quoted expressions because they pick out similarities of role, and
ignore the empirical differences between the expressions which
play the role in different languages.

Thus,

‘Rot’ (in German) means red

isanalyzed as a phrase which actually involves a specialized form
of quotation,

‘Rot’ (in German) means erede.
Sellars takes the second to be a way of saying
‘Rot’s (in German) are ered es

so hetakesthe“meansrubric” to be aspecialized form of acopula,
“the surface features of which (a) indicate that the subject matter is
linguistic ... (b) make possible such contrasts as those between
‘standsfor,” ‘ connotes,” ‘ denotes,” ‘refersto,” and‘names’ ...”
Given the analysis of the means rubric, both terms of the
“meaning relation” must belong to the linguistic order: meaning
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statements function as arecipe for allowing usto translate expres-
sions into our own language. Thus, WS’ s theory marks the begin-
ning of the trend toward viewing meaning as translation.

The difference between

‘Rot’ (in German) means red

and

‘Rot’ and ‘red’ have the same use

is located in the fact that ‘ered o' properly applies to any words
which are governed by the same rules that govern ‘red’ in the
speaker’slanguage. If * ered o’ isused correctly, the speaker must
know how to use ‘red’ correctly. Thus, ‘red’ isbeing used in a spe-
cial way in the means rubric

‘Rot’ (in German) means red

becauseitisbeing used toillustrateitsnormal use. The special use
that words have acquired in meaning statements, in the means ru-
bric, isthat of standing for their ordinary sense. Sowhilethe means
rubric uses ‘red’ in a special way, it does require that the speaker
know how to use ‘red’ in the ordinary way.

In the means rubric that we are considering, our language pro-
vides the given context and it is the language of the whole state-
ment, not the language of the dot-quoted expression. So, it is
because

‘Rot’'sare ered es

isin English that the dot-quoted expression is too.

Sellars uses his contrived form of quotation, the dot-quotes, to
illuminate the “meaning” of the means rubric. He also uses
dot-quotes in the “rational reconstruction” of philosophical dis-
course. For example, itisinvoked in hisanalysis of abstract singu-
lar terms such as

‘that snow iswhite.’
To use the nominalizing (quoting) device ‘that’ on

Snow is white
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forms the propositional phrase

that snow is white
and turns it into a distributive singular term
the esnow iswhite.e

The result is aterm that is applicable to linguistic expressions in
any language which play the sameroleasthat played by the expres-
sion between the quotesin our language. ‘ Snow iswhite’ isused to
illustrate the linguistic role it normally plays.

The sense of ‘the’ used in forming a distributed singular term
‘the eSnow iswhite e’ iscalled the “institutional sense”. Thus, for
example, consider the use of ‘the’ in the statement

The Ford is an American car.

Such statements do not refer to any specific Ford, they are state-
ments about Fordsin general. Similarly, the sense seemsto be the
same as

Ford’'s are American cars.

Statements about the Ford when treated as a distributed singular
term, mean the same as the corresponding statements about Fords.
Thus, according to Sellars, we should treat thisin accordance with
the following equivalence schema for DSTs:

TheK isf = All Ks aref.
Universals

For Sellars, ontological categories are to be construed as the
highest kinds of conceptual items and not of entities in the
world—conceptual items are not in the world in the narrow sense
but in the world in the broad sense. The technique of dot-quoting
allows him areasonably formalizable meansfor handling thetradi-
tional “problem of universals’ without the dense formal methods
found reminscent of the earlier worksin hislogistice phase but still
found, occasionally inthetreatment of belief. Sinceitisatechnique
that facilitates formal methods, one must not be surprised to find
that the terminology remains flexible. It was adapted to different
problems and often changed to fit the topics.
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Returning now to the general theme, statements which make
use of categorical sortals such as

Rednessis a quality,

are construed as statements in the material mode for the explicitly
metalinguistic syntactical statements:

... isaquality.
This would find as its explicit replacement
... isamonadic predicate.

The metalinguistic expression ‘redness’ asin ‘rednessisaquality’
would be replaced by

The erede is amonadic predicate
which reduces to

eredes are monadic predicates.
And, similarly, the propositional expression

that snow is white
is to be analyzed as

the eSnow iswhitee.
In general, the formal mode for

... isaproposition
is roughly

... iIsasentence.
So,

that snow iswhite is a proposition
is taken as

the eSnow iswhite e is a sentence
which reduces to

esSnow is white es are sentences.



442
In short, the context
... isaproposition
is an unperspicuous representation of the context
the e... e isasentence.
Objects
In a statement such as
Socrates is an object
the analysis would say that is
The eSocratese is asingular term
which it reduces to
eSocrateses are singular terms.

In this way
... isan object
is, in an unperspicuous language, a way of representing
The e... eisasingular term.
In the case of ‘triangularity’, the context
Triangularity is object
would be read as
The ethe etriangular e e isasingular term
because
sthe etriangular e es are distributed singular terms

Words like ‘triangularity’ are ambiguous because they may mean
either

The etriangular e
or

the ethe etriangular e e
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depending upon whether the context pertains to universals or for-
mal universals. Sellars points out that in traditional philosophical
contexts, it is possible that both of the following are true:

Triangularity is a quality, not an object.
And,
Triangularity is an object, not a quality.

Inthefirstinstance, itisauniversal, intheseconditistakenasafor-
mal universal.
The former is to be analyzed as

The etriangular e isamonadic predicate, not a ST
And the latter is to be taken as
eThe etriangular e e isa ST, not amonadic predicate.

It isworth pointing out that the schol astics frequently operated
at the level of formal universals—the natural level of the philo-
sophical discourseinwhich they examined the function of the con-
cepts themselves. They seldom advertized their move “up the
semantic ladder” as WS would put it and this makes for some baf -
fling reading until one catches onto their technique. Interestingly,
when engaged at a higher level, concepts were characterized using
munus (role, office) or munia (office, function).t

Objects. Events

If eventsare not basic objectsintheworld in the narrow sense,
what are they? WS makes room for the claim that in talking about
events, we are committed to one of two possibilities: events are ob-
jectsbut not propositions or eventsare propositions but not objects.
Nothing could seem more odd than theideathat eventsare proposi-
tions—a point WS often acknowledges accompanied by an admo-

1 Theuse of ‘concept’ in the static way currently in use is alate development
even Kant warns against our static interpretation.
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nition that, when rungs of the semantic ladder matter, one must not
forget where one stands when doing philosophy.
In general, the formal mode for the ontologically grounded

... isaproposition
is roughly
... iIsasentence.
So,
that SVsisaproposition

is taken as the quoting context; introducing ‘Ej-sentence’ as the
“event sentence” species of sentence, we have,

the eSVse isan Ej-sentence

which reduces to
eSVsesare Ej-sentence.

In short, the context
... isan event proposition

is an unperspicuous representation of the context
the e... o isaEj-sentence.

Thus, to speak of eventsas objectsisto treat them asformal univer-
sals (talking about, talk about objects). So,

Socrates' running is an object, not an event
Becomes, in the formal mode
The ethe eSocrates runs e eis a ST, not an Ej-sentence

Whereas,

Socrates' running is an event, not an object

Becomes
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The eSocratesruns e is an Ej-sentence, not a ST.2

WS, like the scholastics, notes that often nothing in the language
signalizes moves up and down the semantic hierarchy—oneisleft
at themercy of philosopherswho arefamously carelessor confused
about such things.Thenominalization, * Socratesrunning’ isambig-
uousbecauseit can betaken asan event or an object. For WS, philo-
sophical discourse typically confuses the two contexts:

(The) Lionisakind
The elione is a common noun.

What about

Thelionisakind

whichtreats“thelion” asawhole? ‘Kind' inthiscaseisthesameas
‘Distributive individual’. So, it is the counterpart of the formal
mode, DST.

The ethelione isaDST

which reduces to
*Thelionss are DST's (AE 252).

2 On Sellars’ developed view, the relationship between the nominalization (in
the ML) ‘ Socrates’ running took place’ and (the OL) ‘ Socrates ran’ and be-
tween ‘that snow iswhiteistrue’ and‘ snow iswhite’ isthat the second pairisa
special caseof thefirst. Thegerundive* Socrates' running’ isassimilatedtothe
propositional clause ‘that Socrates runs and ‘takes place’ is a specialized
truth-predicate. Thus, ‘ Socrates’ running took place’ hastheform‘that Socra-
tesrunswastrue’ whichis‘the-Socratesruns- wastrue', i.e., ‘ -Socratesruns-s
weretrue’ (namely, sentencesof thistypewere S-assertible). Eventsarenotin
theworldinthe narrow sense. However, they are objectsin the senseinwhich
‘eventhood is an object’ (e.g, -the-Socrates--runs is a ST, not an event-sen-
tence, so an object, whereas, ‘the-Socrates runs- is an event-sentence, not a
ST’ does not take Socrates' running as an object.
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