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Introduction

In tro duc tion to Wilfrid Sellars: No tre Dame Lec tures 1969-1986

“A flower in the crannied wall,” Sellars de scribes these Lec -
tures while pluck ing his phi los o phy out of the cran nies, roots and
all.1 “One of the ba sic tasks that phi los o phy has to do is to raise
ques tions,” he re marks, “to open up con cep tual pos si bil i ties…phi -
los o phers should not re gard them selves as merely owls of Mi nerva
who come back in the night af ter the day is done. They should also
be “her alds of the dawn” who cre ate the cat e go ries in terms of
which sci ence is re ju ve nated.”  In this, the No tre Dame Lec tures do
not dis ap point. As a mea sure of the  fru ition of the mon u men tal
changes Sellars en vi sions and his hope of a re uni fi ca tion of sci ence
and phi los o phy, the lec tures stand alone. From the pointed cri -
tiques of Parmenides, Plato, Ar is totle and  Wittgenstein, to the
play ful scold ing of Carnap, Berg man, Firth, Chis holm and Quine,
Sellars en cour ages phi los o phers to take up the chal lenge of giving
direction to the future of the cognitive sciences. 

Time and the world or der pro vide a re cur ring theme for the lec -
tures. Yet they un fold into the na ture of time it self, events, facts, ex -
is tence, con cep tual change and mean ing—all of which play a
crit i cal role. The No tre Dame Lec tures even il lus trate Sellars’ ex as -
per a tion with him self be cause he was slow to rec og nize the in eluc -
ta ble de vel op ment of his own the ory of events, facts, and time. 

1 See “What Re ally Ex ists 1969” in the lec ture tran scripts (avail able on line,
key word search ‘Sellars No tre Dame Lec tures’). The lec ture ti tles as signed by 
the  No tre Dame Ar chives at the Hesburgh Li brary have been re tained ex cept
where com bi na tion seemed ap pro pri ate.



Of ten funny and re lent lessly meta phys i cal, the No tre Dame
Lec tures aim at Sellars’ fa vor ite tar gets: Relationalism and
Givenness.2 But like a mas ter crafts man de ter mined to clean out the
toolshed, he is equally de ter mined not to throw any thing out. If an
idea served but can serve no lon ger, per haps it’s time to un der stand
why it worked as well as it did for so long? So, dis ap point ment will
likely greet those look ing for a new sys tem to re place the old sys -
tem: for Sellars, get ting there is def i nitely the fun. If any thing, what 
strikes us as re mark able about these Lec tures is the dis play of
Sellars’ abil ity to cut right to the heart of an is sue. “Turn him to any
cause of pol icy, The  Gordian knot of it he will un loose,” and once
cut, he is on to an other. At times, the No tre Dame Lec ture’s play ful
com mon sense over shad ows the fact that they pro vide a cross-sec -
tion of Sellars’ views dur ing a time of en er getic de vel op ment.
Since the lec tures in clude por tions of pub lished pa pers, they pres -
ent a price less op por tu nity to see the lec tures with em bel lish ments
by the au thor. The run ning com men tary, sup ple mented by shrewd
ques tions from an his tor i cally pro fi cient and  in sight ful au di ence3

pro vides sub tle clues to Sellars’ think ing on the fu ture of a va ri ety
of core top ics. Al though the tapes were at times vir tu ally un in tel li -
gi ble and, of course, con tained no di a grams, the tran scrip tion is
rea son ably ac cu rate and ad e quately in dexed for those with
paleographic aspirations. Sellars ha bit u ally made up words—in the 
Pla tonic sense—har ness ing ex ist ing terms for his own de vice and
this pre sented an ad di tional chal lenge. Re gret ta bly some tapes in
this long se ries were un avail able but per haps one day they will be
tran scribed. With the no ta ble ex cep tion of con tri bu tions by RWS
(Sellars’ fa ther), McMullin and the anon y mous par tic i pants in the

2 Events

2 Relationalism con trasts with Inferentialism (see, Rob ert Brandom’s Ar tic u -
lat ing Rea sons).  Inferentialism is dif fi cult. Couched in one met a phor or an -
other (which WS play fully char ac ter izes as “zap ping,” “grasp ing,” “24
Karat”), com mon sense clings to the Ar is to te lian’s Relationalistic leg acy:
know ing is the mind’s be com ing “like” the ob ject. Phe nom en ol ogy is epis te -
mol ogy. This “nat u ral sim i lar ity” de fined intentionality for so long, an al ter -
na tive to which Inferentialistic the o ries can ap peal has yet to take root.
Sellars, stand ing at the thresh old of Inferentialism, re jects the givenness upon
which the ed i fice of Relationalism stands but wants to re ha bil i tate phe nom en -
ol ogy—not toss it aside. This cre ates a meta phys i cal ten sion, seen through out
the lec tures, be tween Sellars’ dot-quote anal y sis and his phe nom en ol ogy. 

3 Ernan McMullin and Cornelius Delaney, for ex am ple.



Q&A, most of the available tracks are included. The transition from 
track to track is included for reference purposes.

It was Sellars’ habit to de velop his views in the course of on go -
ing pre sen ta tions to grad u ate stu dents and grad u ate fac ulty and to
give them a de but at No tre Dame. My own work with Sellars over -
lapped many of the lec tures that ap pear here. Sellars’ run ning com -
men tary on pub lished pa pers pro vides in sights that would
oth er wise have been lost.

Events

Of a cer tainty, there are no events or facts. The evo lu tion of
Sellars’ the ory of events serves as the key stone of this in tro duc tion. 
It is n’t that time, facts and events pro vided an un usual chal lenge to
Sellars. It is rather more like Kant, who saw that once all the other
prob lems were solved, the na ture of time and space flowed from the
so lu tions. In these lec tures, while he ac knowl edges the evo lu tion of 
his views from the writ ing of Em pir i cism and the Phi los o phy of
Mind, the treat ment of events is the only case where he ac knowl -
edges an earlier mis take.

Wilfrid Sellars [here af ter ‘WS’] be gins “Time and the World
Or der” by re call ing his dis cov ery that the ‘prob lem of time’ was ri -
valed  by only the ‘mind-body prob lem’ in the de gree to which it
im me di ately tan gled him in all the ma jor con cerns of phi los o phy.
As we read TWO, our exegetical task be comes dou bly dif fi cult be -
cause, while he sees the ar gu ment in “Time and the World Or der” as 
com menc ing with fa mil iar puz zles about truth and time, from our
per spec tive, the con text has re ceded into the his tory of phi los o -
phy.4 The es say be gins by ad dress ing C. D. Broad’s at tempt to re -
spond to McTaggart’s work on the un re al ity of time. And nat u rally,
like any pe riod piece, it be gins right in the mid dle of their story: WS 
ex am ines Broad’s re sponse to McTaggart al most ad se ri a tim as
these re sponses ap pear in por tions of the Ex am i na tion of

3

4 The ab bre vi a tions for Sellars’ works are stan dard and ap pear in James
O’Shea’s Wilfrid Sellars (Pol ity, 2007), Willem deVries Wilfrid Sellars
(Ithaca, 2005) and any edi tion of Sellars’ works pub lished by Ridgeview
Press.



McTaggart’s Philsophy vol umes I and II.5 As a re sult, it makes
TWO a work to be avoided by those with out a sense of his tory.
Some of the di a lec tic ap pears to come “out of the blue” for any one
un fa mil iar with the con tem po rary tex ture of their de bate. Sellars
fre quently char ac ter ized time in ways that were com mon dur ing
those ex changes but which of ten leave a con tem po rary au di ence
with a sense that they have missed an im por tant in gre di ent in a rec -
ipe. Since it is not nec es sary for us to start from scratch, our
progress will not be slowed by a need to reconstruct the analytical
machinery from the earlier period. 

As WS ad mits, dur ing the course of the No tre Dame Lec tures, 
TWO in cor po rates a mis taken the ory of events. His re mark able
apol ogy for the er ror ac knowl edges the sig nif i cance of the mis take: 
a meta phys i cal mis take about the ul ti mate na ture of re al ity. The
far-reach ing changes that his new the ory of events  bring about
were never car ried out. How ever he does pro vide enough sug ges -
tions on how to pro ceed so that we are able to do some of the
renovation ourselves.

It will be nec es sary to pre sup pose a ba sic fa mil iar ity with the
use of dot-quot ing (fig ure 1) as a means for tack ling thorny on to -
log i cal is sues. A “dot-quote primer” is pro vided in an ap pen dix to
the tran script of the No tre Dame Lec tures for those un fa mil iar with
the ma chin ery WS puts in place.6 

His tor i cally, fa mil iar ity with Carnap, Wittgenstein and a mod -
est ap pre ci a tion of the his tory of phi los o phy suf fice to bring out the
ef fect of the dot-quotes. With a minimal amount of vi o lence to our
his tor i cal in teg rity, the ef fect can be brought out as fol lows. Speak -
ing from the 1st per son, phenomenological point of view, we have
con cepts per tain ing to things (1st in ten tions), con cepts per tain ing
to con cepts of things (2nd in ten tions) and so on up the se man tic lad -
der. ‘Con cepts’ are mis named be cause, be ing noth ing more than

4

5  Ex am i na tion of McTaggart's Phi los o phy  by C. D. Broad, vol ume I and II,
(Ox ford Uni ver sity Press, 1933).

6 Re cent stud ies by James R. O’shea, Wilfrid Sellars: Nat u ral ism with a Nor ma -
t ive Turn (Pol i ty,  2007),  and Willem A. DeVries,  Wilfrid Sellars
(McGill-Queen’s, 2005) give all the es sen tials. In the Space of Rea sons: Se -
lected Es says of Wilfrid Sellars (HUP, 2007) by K. Scharp and Rob ert
Brandom pro vide key texts while Brandom’s Tales of the Mighty Dead: His -
tor i cal Es says in the Meta phys ics of Intentionality (HUP, 2002) puts them in
con text.



va ri et ies of conceiv-ings, there is noth ing static or atomistic about
them: each is re solved into, as the peri pa tetic scho las tics would say, 
a role or “of fice” which con sti tutes what it is to know the very thing
to which the con cept per tains. It is knowl edge clas si cally con strued 
as the mind be com ing like the ob ject—knowl edge at its best, what
it is like to be a knower. But the fea ture of Sellars’ ac count that
would have the peripatetics hurl ing them selves out of win dows is

his in sis tence that the in ter est ing fea tures of thought are be yond the 
reach of in tro spec tion, in tu ition, self-con scious ness, self-any thing
re ally. Those items of which we can be im me di ately aware are left -
overs from the Pleis to cene—chunks of col ored stuff—and even
that his con tem po rar ies got wrong. Thus, when one thinks about the 
se man tic func tion ing of “thoughts” or “words” and the way their
“of fice” is con sti tuted by the “priv i leges and du ties” that make up
the of fice (the “web” that makes them what they are), one needs an
en tirely new met a phor. As we move up the se man tics lad der, in tro -
spec tion is a worth less, empty met a phor yet it is up the semantic
ladder, into the breach of the “inferential web,” so to speak, where
all the interesting things are happening. 

As his met a phor for “con cepts,” Sellars uses the met a phor of
Chess and Tess (Texas-chess) but the pieces of any for mal game
will serve; even Bat tle ships fir ing Guns in Conway’s Game of Life
works as a healthy in tu ition pump. The idea is to wean one self away 
from the Relationalism—re la tional the o ries of mean ing, ref er ence,

5

the ‘city’ triangularity the lion

city city city

type quality kind

tokens instances

names classifier

the ‘the ‘city’’ type

the universal triangularity

the species the lion

Fig ure 1. Here “type,” “qual ity,” “kind” are on par as are the trio “the ‘city’,” “tri -
an gu larity,” “the lion” and de scend ing to the world, as are the trio made of the three
cit ies, the three tri an gles and the three lions. First, imag ine re plac ing the sin gle
quotes with dot-quotes, then, “tri an gu larity” would be treated like “the ‘city’” on
the left but would be play ing the clas si cal con cep tual role played by the kind term,
‘the lion’ on the right. Hence, “tri an gu larity” is a dis guised “the  tri an gu lar” func -
tion ing like lionkind but we call it a qual ity. Climb ing the se man ti cal lad der an other
rung, yields thoughts of the ‘•the•city••’ which merely  re flects the clas si cal dis -
tinc tion be tween “be ing tri an gu lar” one step down, and “be ing tri an gu larity” up a
step. The scho las tics re serve this third level for “log i cal uni ver sals” or “meta phys i -
cal uni ver sals”and treat “con cepts” as dy namic roles or “of fices” forming the cog ni -
tive econ omy.



de no ta tion, stand ing for, ex em pli fy ing etc.—and change to a diet
of in cred i bly com plex se man tic re la tions, that is, the syn tac tic ac -
tiv ity that brings about the se man tic ac tiv ity. Sellars’ view is easy
to un der stand but dif fi cult to in ter nal ize: in tro spec tion and re flec -
tion, how ever men tally chal lenged, seems so good and served so
well that it is a shame to see them go. As a point of ref er ence,  Fig ure 
1 will serve to il lus trate how Sellars’ dot-quotes “re late” to or di -
nary quotes. A rough idea of how they work serves the im me di ate
pur pose be cause WS pro vides a considerable amount of
commentary in the course of the No tre Dame Lectures.

In tro duc ing Events

The best way to in tro duce the story of Sellars’ change of heart
on events, is to re late how my own puz zles about the the ory of
events came about. While study ing WS’ anal y sis of mean ing, a
ques tion de vel oped that could n’t be re solved, the more I thought
about it, the more con fused I got. Dur ing a  dis cus sions, I asked him
the fol low ing ques tion, “the the ory of events pre sented in TWO
com ple ments the dis cus sion of mean ing that oc curs in, for ex am -
ple, Truth and Cor re spon dence, be cause in both, events are ob jects
“in the world”—ba sic de riv a tive ob jects in the one and lin guis tic
events in the other—but in your later work, for ex am ple, MCP,7

events are not in the world.
WS’s im me di ate re sponse will have to wait be cause un less one

knows the rel e vant back ground it is im pos si ble to get his jok ing re -
ply. In stead, it’s nec es sary to spell out the con flict be tween the later 
the ory of events and the anal y sis of mean ing be fore giv ing WS’s
so lu tion to the prob lem. We can be gin by look ing at the the ory of
mean ing and lin guis tic events. This will al low us to ab stract away
from the phi los o phy of time—to which we will re turn af ter fin ish -
ing with the problem regarding events.

The first point is meth od olog i cal and con cerns a pre ferred strat -
egy that WS uses to great ef fect—due to his sin gu lar ge nius for
strik ing right at the heart of a prob lem. WS com ments that
Reichenbach gives us a pro ce dure for go ing from state ments about

6

7 I will use ‘MCP’ for “Meta phys ics and the Con cept of a Per son” in stead of the
stan dard, ‘MP’. 



events to state ments about things: a pro ce dure found in the “In tro -
duc tion” to Reichenbach’s El e ments of Sym bolic Logic.8 What WS
ap pears to mean is Reichenbach’s method of  “ra tio nal re con struc -
tion”  (fol low ing Carnap) for reg i ment ing lan guage.  We can see the 
method of ra tio nal re con struc tion play ing a part when we re al ize
that WS’s ap pli ca tion of the no tion of mean ing is not to speech or
thought as cur rently con ceived. Our cur rent con cept of thought al -
ready con tains the re sources that Sellars is try ing to ex plain so he
ra tio nally re con structs our cur rent model of speech and thought
into one that is not in use. In the re con structed ver sion, thought is
con strued as the level of overt, mean ing ful lin guis tic ex pres sion
which is mere event and not ac tion (i.e., not un der writ ten by in ner
thought ep i sodes). The ra tio nal re con struc tion puts aside our cur -
rent ex pla na tion of speech in terms of thought. Ac cord ing to
Sellars, the re con structed ver sion does not pre sup poses the con cept 
of thought. Thus, the re con structed ap pli ca tion of the con cepts of
mean ing are  not to  the no tion of speech as cur rently con ceived.
The ra tio nal re con struc tion is mo ti vated by a “myth” that al lows us
to see the plau si bil ity of an “evo lu tion ary” sce nario in which it was
rea son able to adopt our cur rent model of thought.9 The subsequent
reconstruction of our model of speech occurs at the end of his myth
about conceptual development.

Armed with ap pro pri ate warn ings about meth od ol ogy and his
pro posal to use overly sim pli fied mod els, it is ap par ent that in the
late 50’s, Sellars thought of events as ob jects in the world in a nar -
row sense that in cludes Soc ra tes, Caesar, and Cassio but not tri an -
gu larity—which is in the world in a broad sense.10

Names, he notes, con note cri te ria and name the ob jects which
sat isfy these cri te ria. We have dis tin guished be tween two rad i cally
dif fer ent kinds of ob ject which we may il lus trate, re spec tively, by
Soc ra tes and by Round ness. Roughly the dis tinc tion is be tween

7

8 TWO, 542. The ac tual ap pli ca tion of Reichenbach’s method oc curs in sec tion
48, where Reichenbach de scribes what he thinks of as a means for reg i ment ing
con ver sa tional lan guage.

9 Lec ture notes from one of WS’s lec tures on the “myth,” the Myth of Jones fol -
lows this in tro duc tion.

10 See the lec ture “Lan guage and Mean ing 1969” for his use of mod els.



those ob jects which are con cepts and those which are not. Non-con -
cep tual ob jects can be further subdivided.

26. Non-con cep tual ob jects can be roughly di vided into ba sic
and de riv a tive. De riv a tive ob jects can be in for mally char ac ter -
ized as those which are re ferred to by noun ex pres sions that can 
be elim i nated by con tex tual def i ni tion. In this sense events are
de riv a tive ob jects in the phys i cal-thing frame work. State -
ments about the events in which phys i cal things par tic i pate can 
be re duced to state ments in which all the non-pred i ca tive ex -
pres sions re fer to phys i cal things.’ In the frame work of ki netic
the ory, as clas si cally pre sented, the ba sic ob jects (granted that
we can speak of the o ret i cal ob jects) would be individual
molecules.11

In terms of the de vel op ing treat ment of ab stract en ti ties from
“Gram mar and Ex is tence: A Pref ace to On tol ogy” in 1960 through
“Ab stract En ti ties” in 1963, Sellars po si tion above can be put by
con trast ing two ways of be ing in the world:

(a) an item is in the world in the nar row sense when it does not
in volve lin guis tic norms and roles (it is not “dot-quoted”)

(b) an item is in  the world in the broad sense which does in volve 
lin guis tic norms and roles (it is “dot-quoted”) from the stand -
point of a fel low par tic i pant.12

On this view, Sellars circa 1957, would say

Cir cu lar ity and tri an gu larity are in the world in the broad
sense

but,

Caesar’s cross ing and Cassio’s lov ing are in the world in the
nar row sense.

Sellars con tin ues:
Ac tu ally, the re la tion be tween an ep i sode ex pres sions and
tensed state ments which are about things rather than ep i sodes

8

11 LT (The Lan guage of The o ries), 1961, para graph 26.
12 WS com ments on the care with which “in the world” should be han dled, TTC

(To wards a The ory of the Cat e go ries), 65. Here the for mal cat e gory, state of af -
fairs, has the ma te rial cat e gory, event sub sumed un der it.



[events] is quite sim ple, and has been for mu lated with rea son -
able clar ity by more than one phi los o pher.13

The “phi los o pher” is Reichenbach whose “trans for ma tions”
Sellars finds il lu mi nat ing and there fore, are worth paus ing to
consider.

Reichenbach

It serves the in ter est of com plete ness to take a pass ing glance at
Reichenbach’s event anal y sis al though noth ing cru cial hinges on
it. Some of what Reichenbach pre sup poses, WS flatly re jects but
WS re fers to it any way so it’s worth a look. 

The dis tinc tion be tween events and things, ac cord ing to
Reichenbach, plays a role in daily life. An in au gu ra tion, an as sas si -
na tion, a mar riage are events, not things; lan guage con tains
event-ex pres sions which are of ten de scrip tions, not proper names.
For example,

the in au gu ra tion of Ken nedy took place in Wash ing ton, 

or 

the as sas si na tion of Ken nedy fol lowed the Bay of Pigs in va -
sion. 

The first con tains a two-term re la tion be tween an event and a thing,
the sec ond, a re la tion be tween two events.  It is of ten pos si ble to
elim i nate event-ex pres sions, as in the first sen tence above, which
can be stated in equiv a lent form

Ken nedy was in au gu rated in Wash ing ton

In the sec ond, Reichenbach thinks that the equiv a lent state ment
must con tain a time. As a re sult, al though the event-ex pres sions can 
be elim i nated, new event ar gu ments in the sym bols for time, ‘t2’
and ‘t1’ can not elim i nated and time points are, events (“classes of
si mul ta neous events” as he refers to them):

Ken nedy was as sas si nated at t1 and the Bay of Pigs was in -
vaded at t2.

9

13 TWO, 542.



In deed, time se quence can be for mu lated only as re la tions be tween
events. 

Us ing the term ‘sit u a tion’ to re fer to the ob ject cor re spond ing
to a prop o si tion, by de scrib ing a sit u a tion in a prop o si tion com -
posed of a func tion and ar gu ment, the sit u a tion splits into ar gu -
ment-ob ject and pred i cate-ob ject (i.e., prop erty or at trib ute). As
seen above, a sit u a tion can be split in two ways. 

Thus, a sen tence that is about “things” (‘Ken nedy was in au gu -
rated’) can be trans formed into a sen tence about events, an E-sen -
tence (‘Ken nedy’s in au gu ra tion took place’) by means of the
fol low ing. Sup pose the ‘*’ stands for a meta-lin guis tic func tion
tak ing thing-sen tences into event pred i cates. So, ‘is the in au gu ra -
tion of Ken nedy’ is the value of the func tion for the ar gu ment ‘Ken -
nedy is in au gu rated.’ The event term ‘the in au gu ra tion of

Ken nedy’ is a def i nite de scrip tion that is sym bol ized us ing the ‘ι’
and where ‘vi’ de notes the event:

(ιv)[f(Ken nedy is in au gu rated)]*(v )

To sym bol ize ‘the in au gu ra tion of Ken nedy took place’ we have:

(�x)(x = (ιv)[f(x1)]*(v ))

us ing ‘f(x1)’ to stand for the thing-sen tence and the brack ets to in di -
cate the scope of the as ter isk ‘*’. The pro ce dure is com pletely gen -
eral. Ac cord ing to Reichenbach, ref er ences to events can be
re placed by ref er ences to things (and vice versa): The gen eral trans -
for ma tion rule (§48) is 

f(x1) ≡ g(v1) 

where ‘v1’ de notes the event, and ‘g’ the event prop erty. The un -

usual ‘ ≡’   (not re pro duced here) in di cates that the con nec tive in -
volved might in clude P-im pli ca tions (see §60). The trans for ma tion
for ‘f(x1)’ and ‘g(v1)’ is wholistic in the sense that wholes are equiv -
a lent to each other with out a di rect cor re spon dence between the
parts.

By the equiv a lence, an event and its prop erty can be de fined in
terms of a thing and its prop erty; the ex am ples above il lus trate the
two ways of split ting a sit u a tion; these he calls, thing-split ting and
event-splitting. Switch ing to the meta lan guage, we can show that
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an event-ar gu ment and its pred i cate can be de fined as a func tion of
a thing-ar gu ment and its predicate.

Let ‘ f(x1)’ mean ‘Ken nedy is in au gu rated’, ‘g’ is the pred i cate
‘in au gu ra tion of Ken nedy’, that is a func tion of both the pred i cate
‘is in au gu rated’ and the ar gu ment ‘Ken nedy’.  Reichenbach uses an 
as ter isk for the in di ca tor of the tran si tion to event-split ting and
writes the func tion ‘g’ (from the trans for ma tion rule above) in the
form ‘[f(x1)]*’ Thus, the ex pres sion ‘g(v1)’ can be re placed by
‘[f(x1)]*(v1)’. The ar gu ment ‘v1’ is the name of the event that has the
prop erty [f(x1)]* and has a value given the pred i cate ‘is in au gu -
rated’ and the ar gu ment ‘Ken nedy’. Since de scrip tions are used to
de note events us ing the func tion ‘[f(x1)]*’; the event-ar gu ment sign 
‘v1’ can be writ ten in a form prev a lent in con ver sa tional language,
according to Reichenbach, namely, 

the in au gu ra tion of Ken nedy took place

or,

( ιv)[f(x1)]*(v )

Sim i larly, in a case of thing-split ting, we might have the fol low ing

The de struc tion of Carthage made Rome the ruler of the
Med i ter ra nean.

Let x1= Carthage, d = be de stroyed, y1=Rome, z1= Med i ter ra nean, r
= ruler, m = make and,

v1 = (ιv)[d(x1)]*(v)

u1 = ( ιu)r(u,z1)

To ex press event-split ting we have,
m(v1, y1, u1).
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On tol ogy: Sellars 1957

Re turn ing to the dis cus sion of events of the late 50’s, WS gives
a sim pli fied ver sion of Reichenbach’s trans for ma tions in deal ing
with the state ments with which TWO be gan, namely,

(1) S was  ϕ1

(2) S is ϕ2 now

(3) S will be ϕ3 

which he mod i fies14 for the pur poses of dis cuss ing ep i sodes to be

(1′) S be came ϕ1

(2′) S is be com ing ϕ2 (now)

(3′) S will be come ϕ3 

for which we have an equiv a lence schema that serves to show “how
the lan guage of ‘ep i sodes’ or ‘events’ is re lated to a sim ple tensed
state ment”15 with which TWO be gan. Namely,

(1′) S be came ϕ1 S’s be com ing ϕi took place

(2′) S is be com ing ϕ2 (now) S’s be com ing ϕi is tak ing place

(3′) S will be come ϕ3 S’s be com ing ϕi will take place

The ep i sode ex pres sions on the right are “de riv a tive from the

tensed state ments to the ef fect that S is (or was or will be) ϕi in ac -
cor dance with” the schema above.16 The equiv a lence schema
serves as one of the con tex tual def i ni tions (re ferred to ear lier) that
al low us to elim i nate event-ex pres sions. In gen eral, on the first re -
con struc tion for the lan guage of events, ref er ence to event ex pres -
sions can be elim i nated by con tex tual def i ni tions, thus,
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Caesar’s cross ing the Rubicon took place

is re duced to

Caesar crossed the Rubicon

that elim i nates the ref er ence to an event via the ex pres sion, ‘Caesar’s

cross ing,’ in fa vor of a tensed state ment about a chang ing thing, namely,

Caesar. Thus, we have a gen eral rec ipe, a trans for ma tion schema, for re -

plac ing event state ments in fa vor of the state ments in volv ing changing

things:

is tak ing place          Vs

S’s V-ing     took place         ≡     Ved

                  will take place             Will V

As a re sult, 
we note that there are two kinds of sin gu lar term which can be
de rived from tensed state ments of the kind rep re sented on the
right-hand side of [the above]: that-clauses, thus

(a) that S will be come ϕi,
and ep i sode-ex pres sions, thus, 

(b) S’s be com ing ϕi.17

“Sin gu lar terms” as in (a) “are a spe cial kind of state ment-men tion ing de -

vice and are metalinguistic in char ac ter.” Sellars notes 
This be ing so, we can ap pre ci ate the truth con tained in
the idea that ep i sodes are more ba sic than facts; for ep i -
sode-ex pres sions, un like that-clauses, are in the ob ject
lan guage.18 

How ever, we are cau tioned against sup pos ing that ep i sodes are the
en ti ties of which the world is ‘made up,’

for al though it is cor rect to say that ep i sode-ex pres sions ‘re fer
to extralinguistic en ti ties’—in deed, to ep i sodes—the above
ac count tells us that ep i sodes are de riv a tive en ti ties and rest on
re fer ring ex pres sions which oc cur in tensed state ments about
things.19
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18 TWO, 542.
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In an ef fort to drive this point home, WS warns against think ing that 
causal re la tions ob tain be tween events.20 Since ep i sode ex pres -
sions oc cur in the ob ject lan guage and in P-im pli ca tions (phys i cal
im pli ca tions) like the singular terms in

The lit mus pa per’s be ing put in acid (phys i cally) im plied its
turn ing red

this wrongly gives the im pres sion that phys i cal im pli ca tion is a re -
la tion in re be tween events. In fact, ep i sode-ex pres sions are
grounded in tensed state ments about things which “must be that-ed
(in ef fect, quoted) to serves as the sub ject of state ments to the ef fect
that some thing phys i cally im plies some thing else.”21 WS cau tions
us against an over zeal ous re li ance on the existence of events:

We must now re mind our selves that al though we have per mit -
ted our selves to speak above with out qual i fi ca tion of a frame -
work of events, these events have a de riv a tive sta tus in the
sense that sin gu lar terms re fer ring to events are con tex tu ally
in tro duced in terms of sen tences in volv ing sin gu lar terms re -
fer ring to things. And we must re mind our selves that in the
frame work of things it is things which come to be and cease to
be, and that the event which is the com ing to be or the ceas ing to 
be of a thing it self nei ther co mes to be nor ceases to be but (like
all events) sim ply takes place. On the other hand, all
metricizings in the frame work of things is a mat ter of the lo cat -
ing of events, in clud ing the events which are the com ing to be
and ceasing to be of things.22

Once again, we see that events (in the sim pli fied model of the thing
frame work) are in tro duced through con tex tual def i ni tions but that
ul ti mately, events are the com ing to be or ceas ing to be of things,
the on set of changes, as it were.
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20 Here he is ex plic itly part ing com pany with Reichenbach’s anal y sis.
21 TWO, 543.
22 TWO, 572. Since the con cepts of “event” and “fact” are not frame work neu -

tral, to get a sense of the thing-kind frame work, re call, that for the
Parmenideans, Be ing is the ul ti mate sub ject, one, ho mo ge neous and in di vis i -
ble. Out side of Be ing there is noth ing that serves as a prin ci ple of in di vid u a -
tion, mul ti pli ca tion and dis tinc tion. Ar is totle—speaker for the thing-kind
frame work—ad mits the ab so lute ness, unity, in fin ity and im mu ta bil ity of Be -
ing but de nies its ho mo ge ne ity by in tro duc ing ac tu al ity/po ten ti al ity (mo tion). 
De ny ing that Be ing is a univocal con cept, Ar is totle uses mo tion to in tro duce
dis tinc tions which are, ul ti mately, merely re ver ber a tions in Parmenides ul ti -
mate ab so lute. Noth ing can be out side this ul ti mate unity. 



Events: Sellars 1934

Sellars of ten pointed out that one can not put ev ery thing in jeop ardy
all at once, af ter all, we have to stand some where. Still, it should be
ob vi ous that al though the pre cise tex ture of the no tion of an ep i sode 
is key, he rel e gates it to a footnote

The term ‘ep i sode’ will be used, for the time be ing, in a broad
sense in which no dis tinc tion is drawn among ep i sodes, events,
states, etc. These dis tinc tions will be sub se quently drawn to a
de gree of pre ci sion which suf fices for the pur poses of this pa -
per.23

The “de gree of pre ci sion” is in ev i dence later, 
To be gin with, some thing must be said about the sta tus of the
very term ‘ep i sode.’ That it is a com mon noun, and that “There
are ep i sodes” has the same gen eral form as “There are lions,” is 
clear. But more than this we can say that ‘ep i sode,’ like ‘prop -
erty’ and ‘re la tion,’ is a ‘cat e gory word’; and to say this is to
say that like the lat ter pair it is the coun ter part in the ma te rial
mode of a log i cal pi geon hole for a cer tain class of ex pres sions
in our lan guage. Thus,
(77) E is an ep i sode
tells us no more about E than is ex hib ited by
(78) E is tak ing place or has taken place or will take place 
and serves to in di cate that the sin gu lar term rep re sented by ‘E’
is the sort of term which be longs in this type of con text. Thus,
to say that there are ep i sodes is, in ef fect, to say that some thing
ei ther is tak ing place, has taken place, or will take place: And
as say ing this it is equiv a lent to (though it does not have the
same sense as) a state ment to the ef fect that some thing is ei ther
pres ent, past, or fu ture.24

For any one keep ing score, it ought to feel as if the us age of ‘ep i -
sode’ hov ers just at the edge of the light as well as on the edge of be -
ing (in con sis tently) in the world in the nar row sense and in the
world in the broad sense. For, on the one hand, WS writes,

This be ing so, we can ap pre ci ate the truth con tained in the idea
that ep i sodes are more ba sic than facts; for ep i sode-ex pres -
sions, un like that-clauses, are in the ob ject lan guage.25

But, on the other, re marks, 
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But first a ter mi no log i cal re mark is in or der. It will un doubt -
edly have been no ticed that in the pre ced ing sec tions the term
‘ep i sode’ has, with a min i mum of warn ing, been stretched to
cover items which would not or di narily be so des ig nated.
Thus, we would not or di narily say that the state ment ‘The soup
is salty’ re ports an ep i sode, even though it does re port some -
thing that “co mes to pass.” Thus, we dis tin guish, for ex am ple,
be tween ‘ep i sodes’ and ‘states.’ It is no easy task to botanize
the var i ous kinds of tem po ral state ment, or to find a plau si ble
term for the broader cat e gory to which both ep i sodes (‘the salt -
ing of the soup’) and states (‘the be ing salty of the soup’) be -
long. Per haps they might be lumped to gether un der ‘out come.’
For the time be ing, how ever, I shall avoid any dis cus sion of
states, and limit myself to episodes proper.26

“Well,” one is in clined to ask, “are they or aren’t they?”

Sellars 1934, in his the sis pro vides some clues:
…it seems wise to de fine an event as a se lected por tion of the
be hav ior of a phys i cal sys tem. It is an im pli ca tion of this def i -
ni tion that an event may be com plex both in the sense that more
than one ex is tent is con cerned, and in the sense that a com plex
change is in volved. An event is not an on to log i cal unit or quan -
tum of be ing…Thus we speak of (the event of) the ap ple’s rot -
ting, and, in the case men tioned above, of (the event of) the
au to mo bile ac ci dent. Such us age is en tirely le git i mate. How -
ever, the im por tant fact is that the be hav ior of the ap ple is no
more a self-ex is tent en tity than its struc ture. Thus the on to log i -
cal sit u a tion meant when an event is re ferred to con sists of
chang ing phys i cal con tinu ants…It is this ca pac ity of the hu -
man mind to per ceive and ex pe ri ence change, that ren ders pos -
si ble the type of ref er ence to things in volved in the con cept of
an event. On to logi cally there are no events. How ever in a sense 
there are events, just as, to use an anal ogy there are struc tures
or forms, for the hu man mind is able to dis crim i nate as pects of
re al ity, while at the same time rec og niz ing the categorial fea -
tures of ex is tence. We re fer a be hav ior to things just as we re fer
a spa tial struc ture 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.

Ac cord ing to the Phys i cal Re al ist that Sellars de fends, change is
in-the-world in a nar row sense. But, as WS notes in an other con -
text, 
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For the term ‘ep i sode’ is elas tic enough to cover a great deal of
ter ri tory. If any thing which oc curs or takes place is to count as
an ep i sode, then when ever an ob ject changes from hav ing one
dis po si tion to an other, the change is an ep i sode.27

What more can be said?28 

Mean ing: Sellars 1962

Rather than con coct ing a di rect an swer, let’s ex am ine an other con -
text in which ‘ep i sode’ or ‘event’ plays a cen tral role: the the ory of
mean ing. An ex cur sion into the core the ory of mean ing de vel ops
in sight into WS’s po si tion on events better than oth ers. The No tre
Dame Lec tures con tain enough in tro duc tions to the me chan ics of
the the ory of mean ing to suit most ap pe tites, so a min i mal level of
fa mil iar ity will be as sumed.29  It was pre vi ously noted that WS’s
model of lan guage con tains cru cial sim pli fy ing as sump tions in the
man ner of Carnap and Reichenbach but also other central
assumptions occur: 
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27 SRTT (Some Re flec tions on Thoughts and Things), 108.
28 See Chrucky’s ac count of the WS’s im ages, An drew Chrucky, Fordham Dis -

ser ta tion, 1990, Chap ter 2-4, see www.ditext.com/chrucky/chru-0.html, pro -
vides a em i nently ac ces si ble ac count of the Man i fest and Sci en tific Im ages
and how they fit into the Sellarsian scheme. One can dis agree with much of
what Chrucky has to say and still re gard it as an in ter est ing way of look ing at
WS’s pro ject. When Chrucky ar gues that  events in the nar row sense be long to
both the Man i fest Im age and the Sci en tific Im age, he parts com pany with
Sellars. Per haps it would help to point out that over the years, I heard WS in -
vent and pop u late count less ver sions of the Im ages: they were cre ations of the
on go ing di a lec tic, to be used in or der to gain the higher ground which, when
done, meant that the Im ages served but could serve no lon ger. It was of ten like
that. Once, when I was giv ing a ver sion of what I thought he was say ing in TTC
(To wards a The ory of the Cat e go ries) , by “If there is knowl edge of
spatiotemporal ob jects, then these ob jects con form to gen eral truths sat is fy -
ing such and such con di tions” is, as a whole, an an a lytic state ment be long ing
to tran scen den tal phi los o phy,” he said, chuck ling,  “yes, that’s all there, per -
haps like the oak is in the acorn!” “Right,” I re plied, “but your acorns have
acorns in side of them.” One of the great ben e fits of the No tre Dame lec tures is
that we get to see how this di a lec tic un folds while pieces of the lec tures ap pear
and re ap pear in var i ous other works, pol ished and re mas tered. Ex cept for his
apol ogy over the mis-steps by “Sellars 1957” in the the ory of events, I don’t re -
mem ber any other case of philo soph i cal con tri tion.

29 The ap pen dix “A Dot-Quote Primer” pro vides a de tailed sum mary of the ma -
chin ery if one should find nec es sary more pre ci sion.



It must not be for got ten that the se man ti cal char ac ter iza tion of
overt ver bal ep i sodes is the pri mary use of se man ti cal terms,
and that overt lin guis tic events as se man ti cally char ac ter ized
are the model for the in ner ep i sodes in tro duced by the the ory.30

Again, re call that WS works with a “myth” if you will, a ra tio nally
re con structed no tion of thought and lin guis tic ep i sodes so here he
em pha sizes the par a sitic char ac ter of thought: it is par a sitic upon
languaging. But, he also claims that the lin guis tic ep i sodes them -
selves in their pri mary sense as bear ers of mean ing are not to be
con fused with in scrip tions or ut ter ances which are the prod uct of
languaging.  The point that the events are the bear ers of meaning is
often repeated:

It is of ten said that it is peo ple rather than ut ter ances which
mean. But ut ter ances are peo ple ut ter ing; the claim in ques tion
is true only in the triv ial sense in which cer tain move ments are
a waltz only in so far as a per son mov ing in cer tain ways is a
per son waltz ing.31

Ep i sode ex pres sions that pick out the ver bal be hav ior of lan guage
us ers are in the ob ject lan guage:

The fa mil iar saw that words have mean ing only be cause peo ple 
mean things by them is harm less if it tells us that words have no
mean ing in ab strac tion from their in volve ment in the ver bal
be hav ior of lan guage us ers.32

Words are mean ing ful be cause they com prise ver bal ac tiv ity, ver -
bal ep i sodes. In scrip tions or ut ter ances—ob jects that are not
events—have mean ing only in the de riv a tive sense,  in the sense
that they are par a sitic upon the ep i sodes that give them life. The
mere in scrip tions or the words, ab stracted from the lin guis tic ep i -
sodes are ob jects but not events. They can not have mean ing in the
pri mary sense. “But why?” we might ask, “why is that sense that
they have mean ing de pend ent on something more primary?”

Truth and Cor re spon dence (1962) gives the most com pre hen -
sive ac count of the the ory of mean ing dur ing the pe riod and WS
con tin ues to re fer to the ex pla na tion there all the way to the end of
the No tre Dame Lectures. 
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Relationalism

The No tre Dame Lec tures could not con tain a more sus tained
at tack on a philo soph i cal po si tion than the at tack on Relationalism.
And of course, the en gine of Relationalism is the “means ru bric”
con strued on the fa mil iar re la tional model.  “Re la tions, re la tions,
re la tions!” Sellars says, strik ing the po dium, “I want to get rid of all
of them! All of them!” In deed. The purge be gins with the “means
rubric.” 

Sellars of fers a re con struc tion of the “means ru bric” that has
since be come part of the philo soph i cal land scape.  WS at tacks the
key stone of Relationalism: namely, that mean ing state ments of the
form

S (in L) means p 

that is, the means ru bric, are re la tional state ments that as sert a re la -
tion be tween lin guis tic and nonlinguistic items.  For WS, both the
terms in the mean ing re la tion must have mean ing and there fore
must both be long to the lin guis tic or der.  Mean ing state ments, he ar -
gues, are spe cial ized the o ret i cal de vices that func tion to say that
one lin guis tic en tity is a coun ter part of an other or, as he fre quently
puts it, that two words, sen tences, or lin guis tic items have the same
use or role.

Some times re ferred to as the “net work the ory of mean ing,” it
in vokes the met a phor of words as mean ing what they do be cause of
their com plete role in the “cog ni tive econ omy,” the com plete ac tu -
al iza tion of trans ac tions and ex changes—the web—in which a term 
is caught—on anal ogy with the way that the rules of a game, say
Chess, con sti tute each “piece” by “vir tue of the pat terns they make” 
when pro duced in a “chessing-around” frame of mind.33
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How ever this should not leave us with the im pres sion that there
is a sim i lar ity be tween

‘Rot’ (in Ger man) means red

and 

‘rot’  and ‘red’ have the same use.  

Aside from the fact that the sec ond men tions the word ‘red’ but the
for mer does not, the dif fer ences Sellars fo cuses upon rest on his
view that the for mer pre sup poses that the speaker knows how to use 
the word ‘red’.  In us ing the means ru bric, one is be ing asked to re -
hearse their use of the word ‘red’, so the theme is one of mean ing as
trans la tion: if one wants to know what ‘Rot’ means, sit down, brew
a cup of cof fee and re hearse the use of ‘red’ in Eng lish if we want to
un der stand how to use ‘Rot’. “The trans la tion use of ‘mean’ gives
ex pres sion to the fact that the same lin guis tic role can be played by
dif fer ent ex pres sions.”34

To ex plore the dif fer ence be tween the con text of the means ru -
bric and or di nary trans la tion state ments, Sellars in tro duces his no -
tion of dot-quotes to rep re sent a spe cial form of quo ta tion and
ar gues that mean ing state ments can be re garded as if they em body
this spe cial form of quo ta tion which is an ex ten sion of the his tor i cal 
con ven tions that de vel oped into or di nary quo ta tion.  While or di -
nary quotes form ex pres sions that have an intra-lin guis tic use,
dot-quoted ex pres sions have an inter-lin guis tic use as well. Fur -
ther more, dot-quoted ex pres sions are more gen eral than or di nary
quoted ex pres sions be cause they pick out sim i lar i ties of role, and
ig nore the em pir i cal dif fer ences be tween the ex pres sions which
play the role in different languages.

Thus, 

‘Rot’ (in Ger man) means red

is an a lyzed as a phrase which ac tu ally in volves a spe cial ized form
of quo ta tion,

‘Rot’ (in Ger man) means CredC.
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Sellars takes the sec ond to be a way of say ing

‘Rot’s (in Ger man) are CredCs 

so he takes the “means ru bric” to be a spe cial ized form of a cop ula
the chief ad van tage of which co mes when we re al ize that dot-quot -
ing func tions as a per spic u ous re place ment for the nominalization
red ness:

we get an in ter pre ta tion of ab stract sin gu lar terms
which is a pow er ful tool for deal ing with prob lems
in the phi los o phy of lan guage and the phi los o phy of
mind. For to make this move is to con strue ‘stands
for’ as a spe cial ized form of the cop ula ‘to be’, the
sur face fea tures of which (a) in di cate that the sub -
ject mat ter is lin guis tic rather than, for ex am ple,
mil i tary or re li gious; (b) make pos si ble such con -
trasts as those be tween ‘stands for’, ‘con notes’, ‘de -
notes’, ‘re fers to’ and ‘names’…35

In TC, WS de vel ops the idea that learn ing to use words re quires
learn ing the many-lay ered rules of a lan guage and, as a re sult, ex -
hib it ing the uni for mi ties in lin guis tic be hav ior brought about
through those rules.36 The net work of roles, that is, the net work
which con sti tutes the mean ing of the terms in a lan guage bring it
about that lan guage pic tures the world, the cen tral and es sen tial
func tion of lan guage, 

the sine qua non of all oth ers, is to en able us to pic ture the
world in which we live.37

While the shift ing, dy namic uni for mi ties that con sti tute the pic tur -
ing are brought about by the nor ma tive struc ture we char ac ter ize as
the web of mean ings, pic tur ing it self is a mat ter-of-fac tual re la tion
be tween sys tems of items that are in-the-world in the nar row sense
in a way that does not in volve norms:
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uses his con tem po rar ies’ in abil ity to know where they are on the lad der to
great ef fect. To his ears, their pro nounce ments must have sounded like a be -
gin ning phi los o phy stu dent con fus ing use and men tion. 

37 TC (Truth and Cor re spon dence), 46.



If pic tur ing is to be a re la tion be tween ob jects in the
nat u ral or der, this means that the lin guis tic ob jects
in ques tion must be long to the nat u ral or der. And
this means that we must be con sid er ing them in
terms of em pir i cal prop er ties and mat ter-of-fac tual
re la tions, though these may, in deed must, be very
com plex, in volv ing all kinds of con stant con junc -
tions or uni for mi ties per tain ing to the lan guage user
and his en vi ron ment. Spe cif i cally, al though we
may, in deed must, know that these lin guis tic ob jects 
are sub ject to rules and prin ci ples—are fraught with 
“ought”—we ab stract from this knowl edge in con -
sid er ing them as ob jects in the nat u ral order.38

The dis tinc tion in volv ing lin guis tic ob jects in the nat u ral or der,
that is, ob jects in the world in the nar row sense that does not in -
volve norms, con trasts with lin guis tic ob jects that are in the world
in the broad sense—the dot-quoted coun ter parts—which in volve
the con cep tion of norms and stan dards.

The no to ri ously Ja nus-faced dot-quoted ex pres sions can not be
viewed in iso la tion be cause, al though as nat u ral lin guis tic ob jects,
they are treated as if dis crete items in the world in the nar row sense,
like any other func tion ally char ac ter ized ob ject, it is an il lu sion
borne of the “ab strac tion” men tioned: a prolate spher oid that hap -
pens to be an Amer i can or Ca na dian foot ball makes an abys mal
Soc cer ball. Sim i larly, the items that con sti tute a world-map can not 
be bro ken-off and re garded in de pend ently. In other words, one
must not lose sight of the fact that the dot-quoted ex pres sions giv -
ing rise to the nat u ral lin guis tic ob jects are in the world in the broad
sense. As Sellars notes in a re lated con text, while nat u ral lin guis tic
ob jects are in the world in the nar row sense, the cor re spond ing
dot-quoted expressions, 

are “in the world” only in that broad sense in which
the ‘world’ in cludes lin guis tic norms and roles
viewed (thus in trans lat ing) from the stand point of a
fel low par tic i pant.39
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Thus, when WS re marks that “the only ob jects in the world are par -
tic u lars,” by that, he means, in the world in the nar row sense that
ex cludes lin guis tic norms and roles.40 In a sense, there re ally are no
lin guis tic ob jects in a broad sense—in the sense that they are en ti -
ties of which the world is ‘made up’—to steal a phrase from TWO.
The dis tinc tion be tween the ways items can be in the world pre sup -
poses the dis tinc tion be tween the nor ma tive and the non-nor ma tive
so the world in cludes only lin guis tic ob jects in their em pir i cal, de -
scrip tive or mat ter-of-fac tual terms.41

While the terms in the means ru bric are both in the world in
the broad sense be cause they in volve the con cep tion of norms and
stan dards, “pic tur ing is a com plex mat ter-of-fac tual re la tion.”42

Pic tur ing…is a re la tion, in deed, a re la tion be tween two re la -
tional struc tures. And pic tures, like maps, can be more or less
ad e quate. The ad e quacy con cerns the ‘method of pro jec -

tion’.43

The “re la tional struc ture” is spa tial in, as it were, a coarse sense
which we’ll con sider later. The cru cial point is that the nat u ral lin -
guis tic ob jects un der pin ning mean ing it self are in the world in a
nar row sense:

A state ment to the ef fect that a lin guis tic item pic tures a
nonlinguistic item by vir tue of the se man ti cal uni for mi ties
char ac ter is tic of a cer tain con cep tual struc ture is, in an im por -
tant sense, an ob ject lan guage state ment, for even though it
men tions lin guis tic ob jects, it treats them as items in the or der
of causes and ef fects, i.e. in re rum natura, and speaks di rectly
of their func tion ing in this or der in a way which is to be sharply
con trasted with the metalinguistic state ments of log i cal se -
man tics, in which the key role is played by ab stract sin gu lar

terms.44
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40  NS , 11, In deed, NS  can be taken as an at tempt to make clear the two sense of
be ing in the world.

41 WS of ten ex hib its a Kantian play ful ness when deal ing with the se man tic and
syn tac tic lad ders. Once, dur ing an ar gu ment over one of the Pitts burgh Pi rates
be ing over paid, I said that it does n’t re ally mat ter be cause debts aren’t in the
world in the nar row sense, to which WS re plied, “Sure they are, I pay debts
with dol lar bills [as he pulled one out of his pocket and waved it in my face] and 
this dol lar bill is in the world!”

42 SM (Sci ence and Meta phys ics), 136, 1966.
43 SM, 135.
44 SM, 137.



The Strat egy is clear (ig nor ing the ex ag ger ated ap peal to ‘the
or der of causes’): WS drives home the point that the tra di tional
construal of the means ru bric ig nores the dis tinc tion be tween mean -
ing and pic tur ing, the dis tinc tion be tween forms of re al ity—be ing
in the world in the broad and the nar row sense—and con fuses the
uni for mi ties brought about by norms and stan dards with the norms
and stan dards them selves.

Events: Sellars 1957 

Sup pose now that we take the 1957 anal y sis of mean ing and
turn it on the state ment made ear lier about the “fa mil iar saw” that
words mean be cause of their in volve ment in ver bal be hav ior, that
is, we turn it on the the ory of events? In par tic u lar the event,

Jones says ‘fa’.

Lin guis tic events, ep i sodes of ut ter ing or in scrib ing have mean ing
in the pri mary sense—they are in the world in the nar row sense. Of
course, lin guis tic events taken in the full-blooded nor ma tive sense
that con sti tutes roles are not in the world in the nar row sense. But,
lin guis tic events in so far as they con sti tute the com plex mat -
ter-of-fac tual pic tur ing re la tion as nat u ral lin guis tic ob jects are in
the world in the nar row sense. We are re minded of the topic in TC:

My topic, there fore, can be given a pro vi sional for -
mu la tion as fol lows: Is there a sense of ‘cor re -
spond’, other than that ex pli cated by se man tic
the ory, in which em pir i cal truths cor re spond to ob -
jects or events in the world?45

Ul ti mately, al though TC vac il lates be tween the cor re late of the
prod uct of the inscribings of the per fect in scriber, namely, the in -
scrip tions, and the inscribings them selves as lin guis tic events, the
in scrip tions are in volved in a merely sec ond ary or accidental sense.

Ear lier, WS pro vided an ac count of what it means to say that
events are de riv a tive ob jects and there fore, talk about events can be
elim i nated by means of Reichenbachean trans for ma tions (con tex -
tual def i ni tions) in fa vor of talk about chang ing things. How do the
trans for ma tions work on a lin guis tic event? For ex am ple, 
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Jones says ‘fa’.

Re call that WS in tro duced a trans for ma tion schema:

                  + is tak ing place            Vs
S’s V-ing   * took place            /   Ved
         . will take place             Will V

The trans for ma tion schema, how ever, does not ap ply to the fol low -
ing ep i sode ex pres sion:

Jones say ing that fa

which would re duce to,

Jones says that fa

be cause it is not one of the ap pro pri ate forms:

        + is tak ing place        
…            * took place     
     . will take place    

These forms will re duce, for ex am ple, 

Jones say ing that fa took place

to

Jones said that fa

but will go no fur ther.
Since events are de riv a tive ob jects, the ex pec ta tion would be

that state ments about the lin guis tic event of Jones say ing that fa are
eliminable in fa vor of state ments about Jones which, given the un -
der ly ing on tol ogy, seems bi zarre.       

The the ory of mean ing ex ac er bates the prob lem be cause in ad -
di tion to peo ple languaging, lin guis tic events, as we have just seen,
oc cur in the pic tur ing re la tion

… pic tures 01

yet not only does the lin guis tic event of Jones say ing ‘fa’ fail to fit
the rec ipe for elim i na tion via con tex tual trans for ma tions, it con -
tains an el e ment that is, as WS says in the lec tures, that-ed. While
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Reichenbach’s trans for ma tions will take us from an event-ar gu -
ment to a thing-ar gu ment, the trans for ma tion it self is a wholistic
trans for ma tion which, for our pur poses, means that that-ed item is
ineliminable.46 To this point, the the ory pro vides no rec ipe for
trans form ing em pir i cal de scrip tive ex pres sions re fer ring to events
into ex pres sions for lan guage-us ers. 

In deed, one searches in vain for a way of han dling,

...is an event

be cause, for Sellars 1957, there is no need for an Ab stract En ti -
ties-type treat ment, events are in the ob ject lan guage, afer all.
What, then, are we to make of 

Jones’ V-ing is an event,

which, as a de riv a tive ob ject, is sup posed to be re duc ible to a state -
ment that men tions only Jones? Reichenbach’s trans forms were n’t
de signed to deal with cat e go riz ing state ments. But where do we
turn, then, when we leave the nec es sary ab strac tion of in scrip tions
and look for cash in terms inscribings and ut ter ings?

The up shot is that the rec ipe for treat ing lin guis tic events, pre -
sented in WS 1957, does not work in the pic tur ing re la tion. As a re -
sult, the trans for ma tions, the con tex tual def i ni tions, in short, all the 
ma chin ery as so ci ated with state ments that have mean ing in the pri -
mary sense which are also events does not co here with the treat ment 
of pic tur ing. It is as if Sellars, hav ing been hyp no tized by the treat -
ment of the de riv a tive ob jects—in scrip tions and ut ter ances, for ex -
am ple—fo cused on what he him self re garded as an ab strac tion. The 
cor re spond ing lin guis tic events, which, as the pri mary bear ers of
mean ing should have been the pri mary tar get of the dis cus sion, re -
main unanalyzable by the avail able transformations.   
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Events Redux: Sellars 1969

By the late 60s, WS had grown in creas ingly dis sat is fied with
the 1957 anal y sis of events—a dis sat is fac tion that first finds ex -
pres sion in MCP.47 That it both ered him is ev i dent in these lec tures
when, many years later, he still re gards the early treat ment of
events as a sig nif i cant mis take. By the early 70s, there were ques -
tions about the on tol ogy of events.48 As a re sult of WS’s dis sat is -
fac tion, the on tol ogy of events is brought in line with the treat ment
of ab stract en ti ties gen er ally. Still, WS proved to be fairly co quett -
ish about the way the 1957 treat ment of mean ing should be re for -
mu lated now that he had taken the pri mary bear ers of mean ing out
of the world in the nar row sense.49 Since it seemed to me that the re -
for mu la tion of the event anal y sis and the the ory of mean ing were
on a col li sion course, it led to some fairly per sis tent badg er ing. My
ex as per a tion amused WS but one day, he pointed out the gen eral di -
rec tion that a so lu tion would take. The story goes like this.

In Sellars 1957, events are in the world in the nar row sense,

Caesar’s cross ing the Rubicon

is an other way of say ing,
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47 Meta phys ics and the Con cept of a Per son, see foot note 6, p. 230.
48 Jack Nor man was work ing on events, WS re fers to his work much later in

FMPP (Foun da tions for a Meta phys ics of Pure Pro cess, 7, p. 64) yet Jack’s
treat ment meshes with the 1957 anal y sis. Jack worked with Barry Ham il ton on 
the on tol ogy of events, Ham il ton got me in ter ested. To say that I was com -
pletely baf fled by the di rec tion of WS’s think ing at the time would be an un der -
state ment.  With Ham il ton lead ing the way, He and I worked through Sellars’
the ory of mean ing and tried to un ravel its re la tion ship to the event anal y sis.
Al though Barry could put the prob lem into a sen tence, it was dif fi cult for me to 
get WS to re spond: the path al ways seemed to be pro tected by chal lenges that
WS wanted met be fore I could frame the prob lem. Note that Chrucky's event2
is not a ex actly what WS has in mind for “event” in the Peircean ideal frame -
work in which events are  pro cesses. For one thing, Broad's phenomenological
ap proach to de riv ing events2 does not work for WS. WS uses Prit chard’s strat -
egy—as he men tions in the lec tures—we eas ily mis take cer tain ex pe ri ences
for events. In deed, part of the prob lem with the rel a tiv is tic in ter pre ta tion of
time and events rests on just this sort of con fu sion.The on tol ogy Broad wants
is com pletely wrong as it brings events and time into the ground floor. Sim i -
larly, WS in tro duces events in the fine-grained sense as part of our reg u la tive
ideal—not as Chrucky im plies, as part of the thing-kind frame work.

49 In ad di tion, lin guis tic events started to play a more prom i nent role as he
pushed the VB model of men tal events.



Caesar crossed the Rubicon.

Thus, char ac ter iza tions of events, as de riv a tive ob jects, can be re -
placed by state ments men tion ing only the “chang ing things” par tic -
i pat ing in those events. Lin guis tic events, on the other hand,
con sid ered in mat ter-of-fac tual terms and stand ing in com plex mat -
ter-of-fac tual re la tions to ob jects in the world so as to con sti tute a
dy namic pic ture are ob jects in the world. If the for mer gives us
“events” in the Pickwickean sense, surely the lat ter gives us events
in the Cheshire cat sense. 

Sellars 1969, in con front ing these is sues, puts events in the
world in the broad sense and tells us that the pair above in volve 
“truth.”

Thus the next thing to note is that the con cept of
truth is the head of a fam ily of what might be called
alethic con cepts: ex em pli fi ca tion, ex is tence, stand -
ing in (a re la tion), (an event’s) tak ing place, (a state
of af fairs) ob tain ing, be ing in (a state), and many
oth ers.50

Thus,
There clearly are such things as events; and the
events in which a per son par tic i pates do con sti tute a
se ries. But if we look at one such event, say, the
event of Caesar cross ing the Rubicon it be comes ap -
par ent that what can be said by re fer ring to the event
in which Caesar par tic i pated can also be put with out 
such ref er ence. Thus, in stead of say ing, 

the event of Caesar cross ing the Rubicon took place

we can sim ply say,

               Caesar crossed the Rubicon. 

In deed, it is clear that in or di nary dis course
event-talk is in some sense de riv a tive from sub -
stance-talk.51
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50 NAO (Nat u ral ism and On tol ogy), 100.
51 MCP (Meta phys ics and the Con cept of a Per son), 226; AAE (Ac tions and
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While WS wants to hold the line on the “de riv a tive” sta tus of
event-talk, the con cept of “de riv a tive” un der goes a meta mor pho -
sis:

28. Turn ing now to the on to log i cal im pli ca tions of the
above anal y sis, the next point to be no ticed and stressed
is that ac cord ing to it events are not ob jects, save in that
very broad sense in which any thing that can be talked
about is an ob ject. Thus the only ob jects proper in volved
in Soc ra tes’ run ning are Soc ra tes him self… talk about
events is a way of talk ing about things chang ing. Thus
there are no events in ad di tion to chang ing things and
per sons.
73. In other words we must take into ac count the fact that
ac cord ing to that anal y sis, ‘run ning’ as an event sortal is
a metalinguistic nominalization of ‘to run’, as ‘be ing red’ 
is a metalinguistic nominalization of ‘is red’… while, of
course, there are events, there re ally are no events, for
events are not ba sic items—at oms—in the fur ni ture of
the man i fest im age. This claim was sup ported by two
lines of thought: (a) we can al ways re treat from state -
ments which in volve event lo cu tions, and which os ten si -
bly make a com mit ment to a do main of events as ob jects
in the world, thus

A run ning by Soc ra tes took place
to state ments which do not, thus

Soc ra tes ran.
(b) Since (a), by it self, is com pat i ble with the claim that it 
is events, rather than things, which are pri mary, the dom i -
nant con sid er ation was, ac cord ing to our anal y sis, that

event lo cu tions be long one step up the se man tic lad der

and re fer to lin guis tic or con cep tual items, rather than to

items in the world.52

As he puts it in the lec ture “Per spec tives 1986,” lec ture II,
So what we have then is the sen tence
    Soc ra tes runs
and we also have the event sen tence
    a run ning by Soc ra tes took place.
The lat ter is what I want to fo cus at ten tion on be -
cause what you can say in a sim ple sub ject pred i cate
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sen tence like ‘Soc ra tes runs’, we can also say by
means of the lo cu tion, 

a run ning by Soc ra tes took place.
Now ‘tak ing place’, it should be clear, is a cousin of
‘ex em pli fies’. The last time I was char ac ter iz ing ex -
em pli fi ca tion as equiv a lent to “true of,” for ex am ple

a ex em pli fies tri an gu larity
is a higher or der se man ti cal state ment to the ef fect
that a cer tain ab stract en tity namely tri an gu larity, is
true of a. I called ‘ex em pli fies’ an alethic ex pres -
sion, re fer ring to the word ‘true’ and what I want to
sug gest now is that when we say that

a run ning by Soc ra tes took place
what we are re ally do ing is say ing 
   that he runs is/was/will be true of Soc ra tes.

Thus ‘tak ing place’ is an alethic ex pres sion.
The ear lier trans for ma tion schema from TWO is re placed:

The ge neric form of events, sen tences, and, hence,
of ac tion sen tences is:
        +took place
S’s V-ing *is tak ing place
        .will take place 
I have pro posed that this ge neric form be re con -
structed as:
      +was true 
That S Vs  *is true 
         .will be true53

Thus, for Sellars 1969, 
Soc ra tes’ run ning too place

has, the form
That Soc ra tes runs was true

which is per spic u ously an a lyzed as
The CSoc ra tes runsC was true

and tells us that state ments of that type were once cor rectly
assertible. The trans for ma tion of event-talk turns out to be a spe cial 
case of the truth move. 
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Events, for Sellars 1957 con flated a metalinguistic state ment
with the state ment that it is about. While in the ear lier the ory it was
events in the world in the nar row sense that were de riv a tive ob jects
and de pend ent on sub stances, it is now event-talk that gives us de -
riv a tive sortal ex pres sions ap ply ing to items that are in the world in
the broad sense. In deed, events are a spe cies of prop o si tion. Yet,
prop o si tions are a type of lin guis tic event! As WS re marks,

The prop o si tion that-p…would rather be an event-
or ac tion-type which ‘in volves’, in a man ner by no
means easy to an a lyze, the prop o si tion that-p…54

And, ac cord ing to the the ory of mean ing, the pri mary use of
dot-quoted ex pres sions is the clas si fi ca tion of lin guis tic events:

Thus what we are re ally clas si fy ing are lin guis tic
ac tiv i ties…when all the proper moves have been
made,

Jones said that snow is white
be comes
    Jones •snow is white•ed.55

We can form con trived verbs that serve as the ba sis for the prop o si -
tional ex pres sions:

Thus, in 
Jones says that it is rain ing

the “it is rain ing” is be ing used to form the name of a
lin guis tic type of which, if the state ment is true,
some Jonesean ver bal be hav ior is a to ken. Oth er -
wise put, some Jonesean ver bal be hav ior is an •it is
rain ing•.56

So, 
to •it rains•

will be the avail able verb that ap plies to items that are in the world
in a broad sense. 

The prob lem is that pic tur ing re quires ob jects in the world in
the nar row sense so lin guis tic events could not en ter into the pic tur -
ing re la tion ex cept when con sid ered in mat ter-of-fac tual terms (as
nat u ral lin guis tic ob jects). The ex cep tion works for Sellars 1957
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be cause events could be so con strued. But it does n’t work for
Sellars 1969.

The event
    Caesar cross ing the Rubicon

is an a lyzed by the dot-quoted ex pres sion,
the •Caesar crossed the Rubicon•

which is to be un der stood in terms of the lin guis tic role and gov ern -
ing norms of the phrase that is il lus trated. Events have been moved
up the lad der away from pic tur ing and, if we were to take the ap -
proach given above from the lec ture Per spec tives 1986 Lecture II,
the ex pres sions in volve “a higher or der se man ti cal state ment to the
ef fect that cer tain ab stract en ti ties namely [an event], is true of
[Caesar].” Events are no lon ger in the world in the nar row sense nor
are they “de riv a tive ob jects.” In deed, they are not “ob jects” at all
ex cept in the sense in which they are treated as “for mal uni ver sals”
or used “in sec ond in ten tion.”57

The Truth Move

Al though Sellars pro vides clues as to the res o lu tion of the ten -
sion be tween the 1957 treat ment of events and the 1969 treat ment,
the ba sic in sight is con tained in the “truth move” as he calls it in the
lec ture “Con cep tual Change 1969” and also in the lec ture “What
Re ally Ex ists 1969.”58 WS com ments,

38. How does ‘that-fa’ func tion in ‘Jones says
that-fa’ (where ‘says’ is used in the sense of
‘thinks-out-loud’)? To an swer this ques tion, we
must ask a prior ques tion:
How does “ ‘fa’ ” func tion in “Jones says ‘fa”’?
The an swer is that “ ‘fa’ ” func tions as an ad ver bial
mod i fier of the verb ‘says.’ Lan guage can be writ -
ten, spo ken, ges tic u lated, etc., and ‘says’ serves to
pin down the mo dal ity of a languaging to ut ter ance.
If speech were the only mo dal ity, or if we ab stract
from a dif fer ence of mo dal ity, we could re place

32
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Jones says ‘fa’
by
Jones ‘fa’s,
i.e., use the ex pres sion-cum-quotes as a verb.
Roughly, to ‘fa’ would be first to ‘f’ and then to ‘a.’
39. It is be cause there is a range of ver bal ac tiv i ties
in volv ing the ut ter ing of  ‘fa’, e.g., as sert ing, re -
peat ing, etc., that we give it the sta tus of an ad verb
and hence, in ef fect, re quire that even in the case of
sheer think ing-out-loud there be a verb which it
mod i fies.59

Con sider, then, the lin guis tic event of
Jones’ •Snow is white•ing

that pic tures the snow. To do this job is must be an ob ject in the
world, and, un der the anal y sis, the ex pres sion be comes,

the •Jones •Snow is white•s• 
Com pare, 

that x Vs is true of Jones 
which re duces to

•Jones •Snow is white•s•s

re fer ring to sen tences con sist ing of the con trived verbs that we con -
structed ear lier. 

Or, mak ing the alethic char ac ter clear,60

(The event of) Jones V-ing took place

has, in the first place, the form

That Jones Vs was true

and, made more fully ex plicit, has the form

The •Jones Vs• was true.

and car ries us, via the truth move, to

•Jones •Vs•s• •snow is white•s/Vs61
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“Which tells us, in first ap prox i ma tion,” WS says, “that ex pres -
sions con sist ing of a •V•s ap pro pri ately con cat e nated with an
•Jones• are true62 and, by Wittgenstein’s in sight, the ex pres sion
applies to 

•Jones•s

hav ing a cer tain char ac ter. “I am in deed com mit ted to the fol low -
ing,” WS writes, “•a•s [•Jones•s] are STs…” but “not mere STs but
PROPSs.”63 Granted, WS goes on to say, the in stances of
•Jones•V•s•s are ob ject, they are “not ob jects which, con sid ered as
a lin guis tic role play ers, are mere sin gu lar terms.”64 But, since

•Jones•s are sin gu lar terms,

the ma te rial mode equiv a lent of which is

Jones is an ob ject

in deed, a ba sic ob ject, then the anal y sis re veals the sense in which 

(The event of) Jones •snow is white•ing

is Jones (as a lan guage user). Lin guis tic events are lan guage us ers
and, in the pri mary sense, it is per sons (the ul ti mate ob jects so to
speak, the par tic u lars named by BSTs) as lan guage us ers that pic -
ture the world:

the pri mary mode of be ing of “ex pres sions” is peo -
ple speak ing…Thus what we are re ally clas si fy ing
are lin guis tic ac tiv i ties.65

Thus, for Sellars 1969, for rea sons sim i lar to those given for the ex -
is tence of states of af fairs, 

There re ally are events

is true but, in the fi nal anal y sis, 

There re ally are no events in the world (in the nar row
sense)
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312.
64 Sellars-Rosenberg, 301. Com pare SM, 105.
65 MP, 237; CC, 24; MFC, 429; NO, 75§48; Rosenberg-Sellars, 316.



which is the ma te rial mode for mu la tion of the re al iza tion that the
sin gu lar terms which os ten si bly name events turn out, in the for mal
mode, to be metalinguistic  pred i cates.66

“On the re vised the ory of events,” I asked WS, “if
lin guis tic events aren’t in the world in the nar row
sense, how can they pic ture?” He re plied, “Events
don’t pic ture, peo ple do!”

And that is the end of the story with which we be gan. Whereas tri an -
gu larity is an easy move up the se man tic lad der be cause it ar rives at
the fa mil iar form of be ing tri an gu lar, there’s no run-ity, run-ness or 
run-hood that stands above run so, in stead, we lean on run ning that
man ages to dis guise its metalinguistic or conceptualistic ped i gree.
If we aren’t on our guard, events tend to es cape into the world in the
narrow sense.

Time

Time is in trou ble. Of course, there re ally is no time but it is not
merely that. For, just as Sellars 1969 re vis ited events, the treat ment
of time in Sellars 1957 must be re vis ited. As one can an tic i pate,
Sellars 1957 takes time to be de riv a tive as he con strued events to
be.67While he re jects the view that con cepts per tain ing to time are
ex plic itly de fin able in terms of re la tions be tween events (and,
there fore, not de riv a tive en ti ties in his tech ni cal sense), he de fends
the no tion that time is the coun ter part of em pir i cally as cer tain able
re la tion ships between events. WS poses the problem, 

“But,” it will be said, “even grant ing that some thing like the
po si tion you have been sketch ing can stand the gaff, you have
not yet shown how met ri cal re la tions be tween em pir i cally as -
cer tain able ep i sodes can be de riv a tive from nonrelational tem -
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po ral facts con cern ing things. For, as you your self have
in sisted, if things are the only ba sic in di vid u als, then all re la -
tional tem po ral facts per tain ing to ep i sodes must rest on
nonrelational tem po ral facts pertaining to things.”68

WS’s first view is con sis tent with this early treat ment of time
be cause events are in the world in a nar row sense. So what hap pens
when, as Sellars 1969 avers, there aren’t even any ep i sodes in the
world in the nar row sense upon which to hang tem po ral facts? What 
of time then?

Chang ing Things: Sellars 1949

An is sue has been wait ing in the wings since the start: why
isn’t talk about “chang ing things” smug gling in the con cept of an
event? For the his tor i cally sen si tive phi los o pher, the an swer to that
ques tion is bound up with a peri pa tetic slo gan fa mously rid i culed
by Des cartes: motus est actus entis in potentia, quatenus est in
potentia.69 And of ten finds ex pres sion in WS’ claim that men tal
“acts” are not “ac tions” (events).70 

The treat ment of events in TWO takes place within the
explanatory frame work of kinds of things.  A good idea of what WS
has in mind emerges in APM.71:

It is es pe cially sig nif i cant to the his to rian of phi los -
o phy that the thing-na ture frame work, though his -
tor i cally prior to and more “nat u ral” than the
event-law frame work which was to dom i nate sci -
ence from the sev en teenth cen tury on, could be cor -
rectly an a lyzed only by a phi los o pher who has a
clear con cep tion of a law of na ture…the lan guage of 
things and prop er ties, states and cir cum stances,
where it is ap pro pri ate, sums up what we know.72
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69 Mo tion is the act of be ing in po tency, in as much as this is in po tency.
70 In case one won ders why WS wor ries so lit tle about de ter min ism, the an swer is 

rooted in his ra tio nal re con struc tion of talk about “men tal events” which, once
defanged, be come “ac tu al i ties” which “take place” but aren’t events. And, of
course, for him, since there are no events in the nar row sense, a de ter min ism
that rests on re la tions be tween par tic u lars can’t get off the ground.

71 APM (Ar is to te lian Phi los o phies of Mind), 1949; re printed in KPKT (Kant and
Pre-Kantian Themes: Lec tures by Wilfrid Sellars), (Ridgeview, 2002).

72 APM , n 22  .4.



Now, he notes, that al though the elab o ra tion of con cepts within the
thing-na ture frame work may be roughly hewn com mon sense, it is
an ex plan a tory frame work:

It fol lows from what we have been say ing that con -
cepts of kinds of things are the ways in which com -
mon sense crys tal lizes its ex pe ri ence of the world,
and that this crys tal li za tion con tains the com -
mon-sense grasp of nat u ral laws, crude and in com -
plete though this grasp may be. To the phi los o pher it 
is an in ter est ing and im por tant fact that com mon
sense thus for mu lates its un der stand ing of the world 
or der in terms of a frame work which, when cor -
rectly an a lyzed, is seen to be log i cally more com pli -
cated than that of a func tional cor re la tion of
events…I con clude, then, that the con cept of the na -
ture of a thing, in so far as it is a co her ent one, can be
an a lyzed in terms of the con cept of dove tail ing set
of dispositional prop er ties which spec ify both the
states by which it has re sponded to its his tor i cal cir -
cum stances, and the states by which it would have
re sponded to other cir cum stances.73

How then, do the dis po si tions get called into play? WS re marks,
Pro cess must not only de pend on, it must also some -
how be de rived from fac tors which are in trin si cally
im mune from change or be com ing… Now, things or 
sub stances change; but it does not even make sense
(ex cept met a phor i cally) to say that the na tures or
forms of things change. Thus, change is im pos si ble
un less there is more to things than their forms.

In the thing-na ture frame work the spe cific cor re la tion of states and
cir cum stances, the on to log i cal fruit ful ness, the over flow, arises
from the pow ers, the po ten ti al i ties of things which are the “more”
to which WS re fers.74
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dispositional prop er ties and the con cept of the na ture of a thing in An Ex am i -
na tion of McTaggart's Phi los o phy (1933), Vol I. pp. 142-151, 264-278. See
also chap. X of his The Mind  Its Place in Na ture.



Mo tion in the thing-na ture frame work is de fined by el e ments
com mon to all cat e go ries of be ing. There are two such el e ments:
po tency and act. As the Ar is to te lian—the pro gen i tor of the
thing-na ture frame work—sees it,  mo tion is not a purely pas sive
po tency; for there can be rest in what is sim ply pos si bil ity. A house,
prior to be ing built, can re main in def i nitely in the state of mere pos -
si bil ity. Mo tion is not per fect act, ei ther; for once the house is built
it re mains in per ma nent act and all the mo tion has ceased. Mo tion,
then, is not purely a po tency nor purely an act, and yet we can de fine 
it only through po tency and act. Hence it must nec es sar ily be an ad -
mix ture of act and po tency, it must par tic i pate both in act and in po -
tency.75 As Aquinas summarizes it:

We must re al ize, then, that some thing may be in act
only, some thing may be in po tency only, and some -
thing may be mid way be tween pure po tency and
per fect act. What is only in po tency is not yet be ing
moved; what is al ready in per fect act is not be ing
moved but has al ready been moved.76 

Hence a thing that is be ing moved is some thing that is in be tween
pure po tency and act, some thing that is partly in po tency and partly
in act. 

The slo gan, which Des cartes scorns, rests on the ex plan a tory
ma chin ery pe cu liar to the thing-kind frame work of com mon
sense—a frame work dom i nated by the bi o log i cal met a phors of
growth and de cay ( “met a phors” to us). Chang ing things are things
in mo tion. Things move be cause of the dove tail ing set of
dispositional prop er ties.77 Ac tu al i ties are not acts or events, WS is
fond of ac cus ing his tor i cally chal lenged determinists of con fus ing
“men tal ac tu al i ties” with “men tal events.” Our con cept of an event
is not frame work neu tral and does not have a place in the ba sic
thing-kind frame work. 
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that rab bit-hole can just as eas ily be found in C.D. Broad who, by the way,
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and po ten ti al ity to some thing more ba sic—but that is a dis cus sion for an other
oc ca sion.



The dis cus sion of time be gins with state ments about chang ing
things:

It is time, there fore, that we faced the fact that if we
are go ing to take things as our only prim i tive log i cal
in di vid u als, we must find a nonrelational way of
talk ing about chang ing things by the use of tensed
verbs which pro vides a log i cal ba sis for state ments
about top o log i cal and met ri cal re la tions be tween
events when it is trans lated into the de rived frame -
work of ep i sodes and events which we have been
con cerned to an a lyze.78

It helps to draw a dis tinc tion be tween talk about ‘event’ in a
course-grained sense and ‘event’ in a fine-grained sense. In the
Sellars of TWO, the dis tinc tion be tween the Man i fest Im age and the 
Sci en tific Im age had not yet crys tal lized. As a re sult, it is easy to
con fuse cases which would later be split neatly be tween the two. A
prob lem ex ac er bated by the fact that many of the in ter est ing cases
in volve the fail ure to dis tin guish be tween cases in which one is
mov ing on from an im age and cases in which one is aban don ing an
im age.79 If one reads the ref er enced sec tions of C.D. Broad through
Sellarsian eyes tuned to the char ac ter and dif fer ences be tween con -
cep tual frame works, one co mes up with a rea son able ap prox i ma -
tion of what WS has in mind by ‘event’ in the coarse-grained sense
of the thing-kind frame work. The gen eral dis tinc tion be tween a
course-grained ex plan a tory frame work and the “fine-grained” ex -
plan a tory frame work per sists through out WS’ works.80

How ever, where C.D. Broad finds facts and events as ul ti -
mate on to log i cal cat e go ries,81 WS takes se ri ously the idea of an
event as mo tion in the clas si cal sense de scribed above and there fore
talk about events is of ten re placed by talk about ac tu al ity and po -
ten ti al ity. The con cept of an event, we might say, evolves with WS’
the ory of events and moves from be ing a mem ber of the “mo tion”
fam ily (where it is “in the world” in the nar row sense as a chang ing
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CC (Con cep tual Change).
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thing) to be ing a mem ber of a con cep tual cat e gory of items “in the
world” in the broad sense un til its fi nal trans po si tion into the ul ti -
mate reg u la tive (Peircean) sci en tific frame work as pure pro cess.
Not, mind you, the pro cesses of C.D. Broad un less Broad has first
been squeezed through the Man i fest Im age cum Sci en tific im age
rep er toire of categorial dis tinc tions.82 

The emerg ing Ar is to te lian thing-kind frame work that in cludes
events (as chang ing things) in a merely coarse-grained sense can -
not even sup port de ter min ism—it would be in co her ent.83 The ac tu -
al ity-po ten ti al ity dis tinc tion, by which Ar is totle el o quently solved
the Heraclitean prob lem of change, underwrites event-talk.

Time: Sellars 1957

Re turn ing now to the prob lem of time—now that we have some
idea of the coarse-grained (and frame work rel a tive) con cept of an
event—what is the sta tus of time in the com mon sense world? Since 
it is a ques tion that WS sets out to an swer in TWO, one ex pects an
an swer to be forth com ing.84 Since Time is bound up with events,
one would ex pect that as with events, Time finds a place in the com -
mon sense world in a coarse-grained sense:

What is of some what greater in ter est, how ever, is
that our anal y sis throws light on the sense in which
‘there are’ tem po ral re la tions at all. For while there
clearly are tem po ral re la tions be tween events, the
lat ter (we have ar gued) have a de riv a tive sta tus in
the sense that state ments about events are, in prin ci -
ple, trans lat able into state ments about change able
things. If we put this some what mis lead ingly by
say ing that ‘ul ti mately’ or ‘in the last anal y sis’ there
are no such things as events, we must also say that
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82 A dif fer ence which should be ap par ent when read ing, say, C.D. Broad, 142.
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does n’t ar rive on the scene un til af ter the Cartesians. If one in vokes a re la tion
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for his dis cus sion. For a dis cus sion of ep i sodes as ac tu al i ties, see, for ex am ple, 
Sellars-Aune Cor re spon dence; SM (Sci ence and Meta phys ics), 31, 70-71,
156-157; FD (Fa tal ism and De ter min ism), 153; ME (The Meta phys ics of Epis -
te mol ogy), 3; MP (Meta phys ics and the Con cept of a Per son) §45.
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‘ul ti mately’ or ‘in the last anal y sis’  there are no
such things as tem po ral re la tions.85

Events: Sellars 1969

But, we must ask, “By drag ging events, in the nar row sense, out 
of the world by the scruff of their meta phys i cal necks, and putt ing
them in the world in the broad sense, have n’t we done the same to
time? Af ter all, if events aren’t ob jects, there is noth ing for there to
be tem po ral re la tions be tween.” Given the dis cus sion above, we
can feel com fort able with the on to log i cal im pli ca tions:

Turn ing now to the on to log i cal im pli ca tions of the
above anal y sis, the next point to be no ticed and
stressed is that ac cord ing to it events are not ob jects, 
save in that very broad sense in which any thing that
can be talked about is an ob ject. Thus the only ob -
jects proper in volved in Soc ra tes’ run ning are Soc -
ra tes him self, and such other unproblematic ob jects
as sand and gravel.86

And, in deed, on the new the ory of events, al though events aren’t
ob jects in the world in the nar row sense, we have a means of  talk ing 
about them:

With a qual i fi ca tion to be con sid ered in the next sec -
tion, talk about events is a way of talk ing about
things chang ing. Thus there are no events in ad di -
tion to chang ing things and per sons.

And since this is so, it would seem that tem po ral re la tions must fol -
low their relata up the meta phys i cal lad der and out of the world in
the nar row sense. In deed, WS fol lows up with the re mark:

An other, but closely re lated, on to log i cal point:
There are no tem po ral re la tions.87

Nor, for that mat ter are there in stants,
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In stan ta neous C#ings are to be con strued not as
build ing blocks in the world, but rather as entia
rationis [lin guis tic/conceptualistic en ti ties] tai -
lored to fit the entia rationis which are in stants.88

Later we will have to con sider how WS in cor po rates Prichard’s rea -
sons for chal leng ing the view that time, events or mo tion can be
prof it ably char ac ter ized as perceivables. For now, let’s con tinue
with the pres ent line of thought. Al though the words WS uses dif fer
slightly, the idea re mains the same: events are in the world in the
broad sense—the no tion of entia rationis al lows him to touch bases
with the philosophia perennis in a way that he finds es sen tial. But,
whereas in Sellars 1957, the tem po ral re la tions were not in the
world in the nar row sense be cause there were no events in the nar -
row sense, Sellars 1969 takes a dif fer ent strat egy: C#ings don’t re -
ally have du ra tion be cause there aren’t any in the req ui site sense
and there are no tem po ral re la tions be cause, aside from the fact that
their os ten si ble relata are gone, tem po ral ex pres sions are not re la -
tional. In FMPP, they are “con nec tives” which is as it should be: on
the later view of events, events are sen tences, not sin gu lar terms:
the material mode

that S Vs is an event
is an a lyzed by

the •S Vs• is an event sen tence (EPROP),
con nec tives, as WS goes on to point out, are needed to “con nect”
them. Al though,

The•the •S Vs•• is a ST, 
and, thus, an ob ject, in the ma te rial mode, it is not an item that can
stand in tem po ral “re la tions,” it is a kind. 

WS was, at the time, un able to give an ad e quate for mal iza tion
of event-talk, so he never dis cusses fur ther the “con nec tives” in the
ap pro pri ate sense ex cept to point out some of the logic re quired  of
them:

In the pas sage re ferred to in [TWO and NO], note 5
above, I char ac ter ized the above ex pres sions as
‘tem po ral con nec tives’ to em pha size that like the
log i cal con nec tives they are not re la tion words. I
now think it better to con strue them as ad verbs, and
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await an ad e quate the ory of ad ver bial mod i fi ers for
fur ther il lu mi na tion.89

So what are we to make of the ear lier claim, 
I have ar gued else where that tense—in that broad
sense which in cludes both tensed verbs and such in -
di ca tor words as ‘now’—is an ir re duc ible fea ture of
tem po ral dis course. In other words, the tem po ral as -
pects of the world can not be cap tured by dis course
from which all ‘tensedness’ has been elim i nated. I
shall not reargue this the sis which, af ter all, is
widely held, on the pres ent oc ca sion. I shall sim ply
take it to be an es sen tial part of the larger story I am
try ing to tell.

Ear lier, we came to grips with the sense in which events are in the
world in the broad sense and, in our dis cus sion of mo tion in the
thing-kind frame work, we have pointed out a sense in which
“events” are in a coarse-grained way, in the world in a nar row sense
(as chang ing things). Can we do the same for time? Sellars re marks, 

…there is the idea that time has the sta tus of a
quasi-the o ret i cal en tity the ul ti mate par tic u lars of
which are mo ments. Ac cord ing to the lat ter in ter -
pre ta tion, met ri cal re la tion ships be tween pe ri ods
and mo ments of time would be ‘ide al ized’ coun ter -
parts of em pir i cally as cer tain able met ri cal re la tion -
ships be tween ep i sodes per tain ing to ev ery day
…things.90

In the lec tures, WS ad dresses the sense in which time is in tro -
duced as a met ri cal frame work rather than as part of the con tent of
the world. So, how then, is time bound up with “state ments con -
cern ing em pir i cally as cer tain able met ri cal re la tions be tween ep i -
sodes [in the coarse-sense] per tain ing to things of ev ery day life?”91
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The use of tensed state ments is a ba sic fea ture of the thing-kind
frame work and, even if one could pry it loose from the frame work
of time, 

tensed dis course with these [tem po ral] con nec tives, 
but with out the frame work of time, would con sti tute 
a most prim i tive pic ture of the world.92

WS ar gues for the ineliminability of tensed dis course and the ul ti -
mate in co her ence of those who ar gue for “time less facts” the
detensed lan guage of which con sti tutes the neu tral foun da tion for
these more ba sic items.93 

Leav ing aside the dis man tling of pro po nents of a ba sic
detensed lan guage (con tained in the text), it is n’t dif fi cult to see
what WS has in mind by the claim,

This makes it dou bly im por tant to see that ep i -
sode-ex pres sions are grounded in tensed state ments 
about things, where these state ments, since they are
not sin gu lar terms, must be that-ed (in ef fect,
quoted) to serve as the sub ject of state ments to the
ef fect that some thing phys i cally im plies some thing
else.94

And in deed, on the the ory of events for Sellars 1969, re call that in
the anal y sis of events, events are prop o si tions, and so, are a sub cat -
e gory of PROP, e.g., EPROP.95

Jones putt ing the lit mus pa per in acid is an event,
not an ob ject

which is an a lyzed in the ma te rial mode as
That Jones put the lit mus pa per in acid is an event,
not an ob ject

and be comes, in for mal mode, 

44

92 TWO, 552.
93 TWO, 531-532. The “ir re duc ible el e ment of tensed dis course about things

which is at the heart of our world pic ture,” 577. That there is a place for the
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The •Jones put the lit mus pa per  in acid• is an
EPROP, not a ST.96

Co in ci den tally, on the fine-grained anal y sis in the later the ory of
events, as WS says in TWO, ‘The •Jones put the lit mus pa per  in
acid•’ is not a sin gu lar term once it has been suit ably “that-ed” and
causal state ments are metalinguistic in char ac ter. 

Turn ing to time in the coarse-grained sense, WS of fers the fol -
low ing, 

The temp ta tion to think of the con tin uum of events top o log i -
cally con ceived apart from spe cific met rics as the ba sic re al ity
which in cludes these met rics as spe cific pat terns of top o log i cal 
re la tion ship is a mislocation of the fact that met ri cal dis course
about events is rooted in premetrical tensed dis course in which
we talk about do ing this or that while (be fore, af ter) other

things do this or that in our im me di ate prac ti cal en vi ron ment.97

Leav ing aside the is sue of events in the broad sense that con sti tute
the top o log i cally or dered con tin uum, let’s ex am ine how they might 
be said to be “rooted in premetrical tensed discourse.”

Time Again

What we’ve got so far cre ates a ten sion be tween Time as a re la -
tion be tween events which are not in the world in the nar row
sense—in which case there re ally are no tem po ral re la tions—and
Time as a re la tion be tween events in the broad sense—in which
case there are tem po ral re la tions. And we need to point to WS’s
view about fea tures of the Man i fest Im age that help make sense of
these claims. In other words, we need to see what he is get ting at
when he re marks above, “tem po ral as pects of the world can not be
cap tured by dis course from which all ‘tensedness’ has been
eliminated.” 
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It is n’t nec es sary to go far be cause the rel e vant dis tinc tions can
be found in Sci ence and Meta phys ics:

Let me be gin by draw ing fa mil iar dis tinc tions. In
the first place, be tween: (a) what I shall call, for rea -
sons which will shortly emerge, ‘fine-grained’ or
‘the o ret i cal’ Space…(b) Con trast ing with this there
is what I shall call ‘coarse-grained’ or em pir i cal
Space. It, too, is an in fi nite in di vid ual, but it is an in -
di vid ual the el e ments of which are pos si bil i -
ties—roughly, pos si ble re la tions of per cep ti ble ma -
te rial things.98

…Coarse-grained (or em pir i cal) Space con sists of
pos si ble re la tions of coarse-grained ma te rial things
to one an other. Here, the re la tion of ‘oc cu py ing a
place’ is a spe cial case of that in ter est ing kind of re -
la tion which is ‘re al iz ing a pos si bil ity’.99

WS makes a great deal out of the fact that Kant’s con fu sion about
the sta tus of coarse-grained space was re flected in both his on tol -
ogy about space and his on tol ogy about time—a point that will turn
out to be cru cial later on. But, for now, it suf fices to ex plore the
coarse-grained or em pir i cal space100 that finds its way into our ev -
ery day, man i fest-frame work-phys ics. For cer tainly, coarse grained  
em pir i cal space must be in the world in the nar row sense oth er wise
“pic tur ing” would n’t ex ist nor would the Jumblies be able to say
any thing.101

C.D. Broad’s dis cus sion of McTaggart pro vides the con text
within which WS’ dis cus sion of time and the world or der takes
place. Since the ac count it self takes place within the phe nom en ol -
ogy of time, it is pos si ble to mine it for in sight with out get ting lost
in Broad’s dis tinc tions: press ing is sues of his day have been ex -
changed for prob lems of our own. Aside from that, Broad pre sup -
poses the on tol ogy of facts and events which we don’t want to
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98 SM (Sci ence and Meta phys ics), 53, ‘crude geo met ri cal’ con cepts in ME (The
Meta phys ics of Epis te mol ogy), 204.

99 SM, 54.
100 Again, the ac tu al ity-pos si bil ity re la tion ship of the thing-kind frame work hov -

ers in the back ground.
101 Sellars uses Ed ward Lears’ fic tional  “Jumblese,” the lan guage of the Jumblies 

to il lus trate his the ory of pred i ca tion, see the lec ture “Per spec tives 1986,” lec -
ture II. 



pre sup pose.102 Thus, much of what he has to say needs to be trans -
posed to a dif fer ent key. 

Coarse-Grained Time and Space

For the Kantian, Time and Space are the me di ums by which we
ex pe ri ence thing-kinds.103  Yet, how is that pos si ble if there is no
time? A clue to the an swer lies in WS’s ac cep tance of his re con -
struc tion of the Kantian ap proach ac cord ing to which time, some -
how, in some way, lives in our ex pe ri ence of the world or der.104 For
our pur poses, this will give us use ful met a phors for talking about
time. 

The some how pres ence of Time at the com mon sense level, as
WS re gards it, ap pears in tensed Eng lish in the form of Tense (5)
and as pect: a change un folds in a way (as pect) and “takes place”
yes ter day, to mor row or now (tense). In this re spect, “tense” bears a
re sem blance to the spa tial “place” by lo cat ing change rel a tive to a
view point (ei ther the speaker mo ment or a ref er ence event rel a tive
to the speaker) and “as pect” re sem bles the way pos si ble re la tions of 
ma te rial things are dis trib uted through out the change (the way
things might be “manys” or “ones”): the “shape” of a change, so to
speak. The pre ci sion of the or der ing in a change, like that in space,
can be re fined to an ex tent that de pends on only the lim its of one’s
meta phys i cal mi cro scope—ad verbs (yes ter day), com plex noun
phrases (Stardate -314063.34746888274, 3rd house on the left un -
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102 For a sus tained at tack on the con cept of “fact” see ME. 
103 I will para phrase some of the Ste ven’s Pinker’s Google lec ture on his own

work. To me, his Kantian sen ti ments and joy with the func tion of verbs make
his views easy to re con struct as suit ably Sellarsian and I do so in what fol lows.
Al though Pinker puts events and time in the world, it is done in such a way that
it can be made to il lu mi nate WS’s sim ple model about coarse-grained time and
events (the world or der) with out too much vi o lence to ei ther . Since WS does -
n’t use a lin guis tic anal y sis in TWO, it makes the rel e vant dis tinc tions harder
to fol low and this is where Pinker’s ap proach shines.

104  With the sig nif i cant mod i fi ca tion that ob jects are representeds in space and
time–but more of this later, see also KPKT (Kant and Pre-Kantian Themes:
Lec tures by Wilfrid Sellars), chap ters 16-17.



der the over pass). In our coarse-grained em pir i cal space, it is
enough that change is de ter mi na ble rel a tive to a “view point.” It
need not be fixed like a dig i tal clock as long as the gen eral
flow—“com ing abouts” in time de canted into the flow things—is
ob served (there-then, here-now), the coarse-grained mea sure of
change (em pir i cal time) does n’t wait for pre ci sion, and ig nores ab -
so lute de tail (al though by pil ing on de scrip tions, it can gen er ate de -
tail like it was there-then at 42.19N 122.51W elev. 5304’ at
Stardate -314063.34746888274).105 It is as pect and not tense that
of ten plays a key role in il lus trat ing em pir i cal time much in the way
that shape plays a key role for nav i gat ing em pir i cal space. It of ten
ap pears in WS’s (and Broad’s) ex am ples
as an open-ended pres ent pro gres sive
(cross ing) or closed-ended com plete mo -
tion (ran) while the “in stan ta neous” or
“momentaneous” punctate verbs (kick,
smack) typ i cally give way to the ex plicit
ap pear ance of ‘now’. The ‘now’ as a crude 
met ri cal con cept, works like the no tion of
a point-bound ary on a sim pli fied em pir i -
cist’s ac count of a bounded line. For ex am ple,  in a black cross
drawn on a white page, one line is lim ited at the junc ture by the hor i -
zon tal line; they in ter sect at the point, the limit.106

The point here [see fig ure at the junc ture of the
cross] can be thought of as the limit of the bound ary
and it co in cides, as it were, with the limit of the
white. There is a limit there. We ac tu ally ex pe ri ence
the white as lim it ing the black and the black as lim it -
ing the white: the ex pe ri enc ing of a limit. By ‘point’
is not meant some thing like a dot that has extensity;
the point is the in ter sec tion of the lines which are
bound aries: they would be lim its. One ver ti cal line
is lim ited at the junc ture by the hor i zon tal line; they
in ter sect at a point.107
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105 WS does n’t dis cuss cases that use a ref er ence time, the per fect tenses, “The
CEO of GM will have been fired by then,” “The CEO of Mor gan Stan ley had
earned a bil lion dol lar bo nus by the crash of 2008” so let’s omit it.

106 ME, 205.
107 ME, 205.



Space car ries time along with it: if the course-grained no tion of a
line is treated as the end or bound ary of a one-di men sional rib bon
(in which, lin guis ti cally speak ing, the other fea tures are ig nored),
then “cut the end off the fish ing line leader,” makes per fectly good
sense. “Time stuff,” then, when treated as a thing-kind tak ing up
res i dence in coarse-grained space, de vel ops sim i lar “bound aries”
as when one is asked “to be gin their lec ture when Jones is fin ished.” 
For the par tic i pant in the man i fest world, time is par a sitic in the
sense that tense and as pect treat stuff and things in the thing-kind
frame work as stretch ing along di men sions with a cer tain shape (as -
pect) and some how rel a tive to the op er ant view point (tense). Lo ca -
tions in coarse-grained time, like lo ca tions in coarse-grained space
while sim pli fied (near/far), stretch neb u lously and in def i nitely
back ward and in eluc ta bly for ward from me, the speaker, or form
part of the pres ent scen ery with ad verbs keep ing an in ven tory of the 
sa lient de tails (yes ter day, a long long time ago).

Grant ing with Sellars108, that some how at the level of com -
mon sense, time is en coded in tense and as pect, tense works, in a
premetrical frame work, like prep o si tions and other spa tial terms to
lo cate rel a tive to a view point while as pect pro vides a “shape” for
changes and that the “hap pen ings in time are pack aged like the flow 
of mat ter”109, we have a rea son ably com fort able pic ture of the way
that the man i fest im age ac count of coarse-grained time and
coarse-grained space as in the world in the nar row sense are em -
bed ded in the lan guage of com mon sense. 
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108 Ste ven Pinker pro vides com men tary on verbs from which one can ex trap o late
on to log i cal con sid er ations. The sub tlety with which time-talk merges with
thing-talk can be seen in Thucydides fa mous com men tary on his to ri og ra phy,
Bk 1.22: “...as many as wish to look at the truth of what hap pened (ta
genomena), and things will hap pen (ta mellonta) once more that are likely to
be of such a kind given hu man na ture.” Note that ta genomena and ta mellonta
come to mean sim ply “the past” and “the fu ture” but “per sons” are the ini tial
ul ti mate sub jects while other things are treated as trun cated per sons, peo ples’
“do ings” and “plannings.”

109 See Ste ven Pinker’s Google lec ture on the “Stuff of Thought” be cause it is not
pos si ble to do jus tice to his sug ges tive ac count.



Ab so lute Be com ing

From this it fol lows that C.D. Broad’s no tion of “goings-on,”
“hap pen ings” and the like, his pro cesses, Sellars chooses not pry
loose from thing-kinds.110 In deed, while Sellars finds a place for
pro cesses, Broad’s ab so lute pro cesses do not be long to
phenomenological re duc tion tak ing place within the Man i fest Im -
age. If any thing for WS, Broad’s ab so lute pro cesses rep re sent the
core of the change of con cep tual frame works as we move away
from the Man i fest Im age. One can see that while Sellars 1957 lo -
cates events in the world in the nar row sense, C.D. Broad’s fla vor of  
event is not part of Sellars’ ba sic fur ni ture of the world. WS is clear
about the de riv a tive sta tus of events even if he has yet to come up
with the means for ar tic u lat ing “…is an event” in a way that works
for both the Man i fest and Sci en tific frame work. In the later the ory,
once events move one step up the se man tic lad der, their treat ment
falls un der the ap proach taken to con cep tual change in general. 

“Ab so lute Be com ing” which Broad must treat as a non-ex -
plained ex plainer, WS treats gin gerly in TWO111 be cause, as he
thought at the time, it is one of the fun da men tal forms of event ex -
pres sions in the thing-frame work where events are in the world in
the nar row sense:

While things are re ferred to by names, the fun da -
men tal form of event ex pres sions in the thing frame -
work is in di cated by the fol low ing: 

    ‘S’s be ing Φ, 

    ‘S’s be com ing Φ, 
  ‘S’s V-ing (or be ing V-ed )’ (where ‘V’ rep re -
sents an ap pro pri ate verb). 
Both ‘S’ and ‘S’s be ing V’ are sin gu lar terms, but
their sta tuses within this cat e gory are rad i cally dif -
fer ent. We have al ready had quite a bit to say about
the ‘ex is tence’ of events and, in deed, of past, pres -
ent, and fu ture events within the frame work of
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things. It is time we said some thing about the ‘ex is -
tence’ of things them selves.112

Thus, he re marks, these ex is tence state ments about things are “ir re -
duc ibly tensed as state ments about the qual i ta tive and re la tional vi -
cis si tudes of things.” Putt ing,

(135) S ; is, was, will be C Φ113

in par al lel terms that make ex plicit the ex is ten tial claim, gives us

 (135) S ; ex ists, ex isted, will ex ist C114

The ques tion, “What is the anal y sis given to these ex is tence state -
ments?” is an swered, in part, in the mon u men tal GE (Gram mar and
Ex is tence: A Pref ace to On tol ogy).

In the piv otal GE (1958), the ex am i na tion is di rected against
the then cur rent dog matic read ing of ex is ten tial claims: that, for
example,

S is a man
is to be un der stood as,

(�K) S is a K
which gives the ap pear ance of a com mit ment to the ex is tence of en -
ti ties of a higher or der. In ter est ingly, WS notes,

Even if we could take it as es tab lished that to quan -
tify over ad jec tive, com mon noun, and state -
ment-vari ables is not to as sert the ex is tence of
qual i ties, kinds or prop o si tions, we would sooner or
later have to face the fact that or di nary lan guage
does in volve the use of the sin gu lar terms and the
com mon nouns which raise the spec ter of Pla ton -
ism—and, in deed, that we do make the ex is tence
state ments which the Platonist hails as the sub -
stance of his po si tion. For we do make such state -
ments as ‘There is a qual ity (thus tri an gu larity)
which . . .’ ‘There is a class (thus, dog-kind—or the
class of white things) which. . .’ , and ‘There is a
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prop o si tion (thus, that Caesar crossed the Rubicon)
which . . .’ . These state ments, gen u inely ex is ten tial
in char ac ter, make forth right on to log i cal com mit -
ments. Or are these com mit ments, per haps, less
forth right than they seem? Can they, per haps, be ‘re -
duced’ to state ments which make no ref er ence, ex -
plicit or im plicit, to on to log i cal categories ?115

To put it some what dif fer ently, 
that Caesar crossed the Rubicon is a prop o si tion

is the ma te rial mode, or categorial coun ter part of the for mal mode,
that Caesar crossed the Rubicon is a sen tence

which WS sug gests leads the way to ex tri cat ing our selves from
Plato’s beard:

That ex is ten tial quan ti fi ca tion over pred i cate or
sentential vari ables does not as sert the ex is tence of
ab stract en ti ties. I then sug gested that if the only
con texts in volv ing ab stract sin gu lar terms of the
forms f-ness, K-kind and  that-p which could not be
re for mu lated in terms of ex pres sions of the forms ‘x
is f, x is a K’, and ‘p’ were cat e go riz ing state ments
such as ‘ f-ness is a qual ity’, ‘K-kind is a class’ , ‘p is
a prop o si tion’, then we might well hope to re lieve
platonistic anx i eties by the use of syn tac ti cal ther -
apy.116 

Aside from the gen eral treat ment of categorial state ments such as
(�K) S is a K

as
S is some thing,

GE brings us no closer to an ac count of 
…is an event

and it seems clear that the sta tus of events con tin ues to elude be -
cause there is a re luc tance to press the point. What would ac count
for the hes i ta tion?

An an swer, of sorts, sug gests it self by fol low ing the treat ment
of ex is tence state ments in TWO. 

Once we re al ize that ‘ex is tence’ is not to be con -
fused with ‘ex is ten tial’ quan ti fi ca tion, we are in a
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po si tion to note that whereas such rad i cally dif fer -
ent ex is tence state ments as
(147) Ei sen hower ex ists
and
(152) Tri an gu larity ex ists,
not to men tion
(153) Lions ex ist
and
(154) Num bers ex ist,
have in com mon the gen eral form
(155) (�x) x sat is fies the cri te ria for be ing called
(an) N,
there is a rad i cal dif fer ence be tween the first and
sec ond mem ber of each pair, a dif fer ence which
con cerns the na ture of the cri te ria. And once we re -
flect on these dif fer ences we note that what ever may 
ul ti mately be true of (152) and (154), the ex is tence
state ments con cern ing Ei sen hower and lions es sen -
tially in volve a re la tion to the per son mak ing the
state ment. For to say that Ei sen hower ex ists is to im -
ply that he be longs to a sys tem (world) which in -
cludes us as knowers (i.e., lan guage us ers). In other
words, such state ments as that Ei sen hower ex ists
have an in ti mate log i cal con nec tion with state ments 
which give ex pres sion to their own lo ca tion in the
frame work to which be longs the ref er ent of the
state ment (in this case Ei sen hower), i.e., to ken-re -
flex ive state ments. And the to ken-re flex ive state -
ments in ques tion are those which for mu late the
nexus of ob ser va tion and in fer ence in terms of
which the claim that there is some thing which sat is -
fies the cri te ria for be ing called Dwight D. Ei sen -
hower would be jus ti fied.117

WS is do ing more than deplatonizing syn tac tic ther apy, he sug gests 
that ex is tence state ments re veal some thing about the char ac ter of
our com pan ions in this world, but what sort of thing would that be?
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117 TWO, 564. Sicha gives a com pre hen sive ac count of the move that WS makes
with re spect to ex is ten tial quan ti fi ca tion, A Meta phys ics of El e men tary Math -
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We gain some in sight into the fea tures of our ob ser va tional frame -
work that are be ing re vealed:

Again,
(159) There are fu ture things
is to be un der stood as a de rived state ment which
rests on
(160) S is fu ture @/@ ‘S will ex ist’ is true
and, hence, on
(161) S will ex ist.
Here we find a cru cial dif fer ence be tween things
and events (in the thing frame work), for, as we saw,
(95) There are fu ture ep i sodes
does not rest on
(162) E will ex ist
but rather on
(163) E will take place
which is equiv a lent to a state ment of the form
(164) S will V.118

We take “‘There are ep i sodes’” to be equiv a lent to ‘Some thing is
tak ing place, or has taken place or will take place.’

In other words, as al ready men tioned, events (of the first the -
ory) have a de riv a tive sta tus in the sense that sin gu lar terms re fer -
ring to events are con tex tu ally in tro duced in terms of sen tences in -
volv ing sin gu lar terms re fer ring to things.119 From which it fol lows 
that the “com ing to be and pass ing away” in the thing frame work
does not mean the com ing to be or pass ing away of events (as Broad
or Reichenbach saw it) be cause al though events take place, events
are con tex tu ally in tro duced, not named, al though they are not, in
Sellars 1957, lin guis tic en ti ties, nei ther are they pri mary ex is -
tents.120 Broad’s puz zle ‘How can tem po ral re la tions ob tain be -
tween an item which ex ists and one which does n’t ex ist if  aRb e
(�x)(�y) xRy?,’ (i.e., in the Man i fest Im age, the relata must ex ist),
does not arise un less one con fuses ex is tence state ments with ex is -
ten tial quan ti fi ca tion and ‘...ex ists’ with ‘...takes place’.121
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The fam ily of con cepts (ear lier, later, past, pres ent, fu ture,
now, then and so on) which make up the frame work of or di nary
tem po ral dis course rests on an ir re duc ibly perspectival struc -
ture.122 But time as a mea sure of events is a mea sure of things, the
foun da tion of tem po ral dis course is rooted in premetrical tensed
dis course and nonrelational tem po ral con nec tives of talk about
things or per sons do ing this or that while, be fore, af ter, other things
or per sons do ing this or that in our perspectively im me di ate en vi -
ron ment, the rel e vant ur-con cepts per tain ing to the tem po ral:123 

it seems to me to be per fectly clear that the ba sic in -
di vid u als of this uni verse of dis course are things
and per sons–in short the ‘sub stances’ of clas si cal
phi los o phy.124

Hap pen ings in time come pre pared like the con tin ual flow of sub -
stance-stuff that gets chopped into seg ments and relabeled in the
flow of ex pe ri ence as ‘events’. The ir re duc ibly perspectival char -
ac ter ex erts its in flu ence in the rel a tively few seg ments into which
the hap pen ings in time are pack aged. Leav ing aside as pect–how
hap pen ings be gin, un fold and end–our tensed lan guage lo cates rel -
a tive to a view point in fairly coarse terms that are sen si tive to di rec -
tion (be fore, af ter) ig nore ab so lutes (much like the spa tial near/far
from me or from a ref er ence point) and col lect globs of change with
the im pre cise sign posts of tem po ral ad verbs (now, yes ter day, while) 
and the track ing con cepts (be fore and af ter, at the same time). 

Time as ex pressed in the premetrical gram mat i cal ma chin ery
of lan guage is eas ily run to gether with the metricization of a pre cise 
top o log i cal sys tem of re la tions but the lat ter is a reaxiomatization
of the frame work of chang ing-things-in-tem po ral-dis course. To be
premetrical means that miss ing is time as a con tin u ous, pre cisely
mea sur able econ omy.  Rel a tive to the ‘now’ of speak ing, changes
with out du ra tion (hit, jump, swat, kick, knock, coldcock) are as pre -
cise as nec es sary for our “be ing in the world” in the spe cious pres -
ent, but the pres ent in this sense, for those un cor rupted by
phi los o phy, is of ten no more than the du ra tion of the sta ble state be -
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fore the brain shakes it self off the pres ent bias by mov ing on to the
“What’s new?” stage:

It is of ten said that we must avoid ‘spatializing’
time. State ments to this ef fect are in vari ably con -
fused, for in so far as they im ply that we should not
think of time in met ri cal terms they are ac tu ally a
con tra dic tion. But they do con tain in sights which
ac count for their vi tal ity. These are the in sights that
chang ing things are not to be iden ti fied with their
his to ries, that time as a mea sure of events is also a
mea sure of things, and that the foun da tion of tem po -
ral dis course is the use of tensed verbs and
nonrelational tem po ral con nec tives.125

Al though not ex plic itly rec og nized as such, as pect plays a
key role in the ab sorp tion of the tem po ral into the premetrical gram -
mat i cal ma chin ery of the ra tio nally re con structed tensed lan guage
of TWO. For, not only does it ap pear through out the cor pus in the
form of ex am ples cast in the pres ent pro gres sive (cross ing the
Rubicon, S’s V-ing), but it also bears the weight of the key stone
con cept of the perspectival.126 As we have seen, the two gate keep -
ers of the tem po ral in WS’ reg i mented thing-na ture frame work are
tense and as pect. Where lan guage em ploys tense to en code the “lo -
ca tion” of a hap pen ing, so to speak, in time (Caesar crossed,
crosses, will cross the Rubicon), as pect en codes the perspectival
fea tures of our en coun ter with the world, its struc ture as
point-of-viewish.127 To make the Kantian point, knowability es -
sen tially in vokes  a perspectival re la tion ship be tween the per son
see ing and the ob ject en coun tered128 and this re la tion is en coded in
gram mar as as pect. A per son can take a swing in their in stan ta neous 
pres ent, or jog over the field, which is con tin u ous or atelic, and they
can slide into home which, for many (the “it’s not how you play the
game, it’s whether you win or lose” crowd), is the “end-point” of
the whole en ter prise. Im por tantly, as pect im plic itly ex presses the
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ence), Para graph 25; KTI (Kant’s Tran scen den tal Ide al ism), para graph 49;
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127 See IKTE, para graph 25; KTI, 49.
128 We are leav ing aside in fer en tial di men sion at this point, TTC, para graph 51.



point of view taken on a chang ing thing (from its Latin roots,
aspicere). How many mono lin gual Eng lish speak ers have been
over whelmed in learn ing a for eign lan guage that uses dif fer ent
verb forms if one is watch ing a de vel op ing, on go ing change from
the in side (so, He was cross ing the Rubicon) or, as com plete from
the out side as in he crossed the Rubicon? Per haps tense and as pect

are in de pend ent: S be comes φ can hap pen a long time ago, to day or
sooner or later (tense) no mat ter what our point of view (as pect).
As pect en codes one’s view point on some thing coming-about. In
ordinary discourse, it does duty for the philosophers’ “now.” 

The char ac ter iz ing of a hap pen ing from a cer tain point of
view di vides into “states” and “ep i sodes.”129 The lat ter are ei ther
telic or atelic (cross ing the Po to mac vs row ing around). And, from
our point of view, ep i sodes can be durative (jog ging) or
momentaneous (punch ing the time card). When the view is from
the in side, here-now be fore my eyes, as it were, the imperfective as -
pect ap pears as the pres ent pro gres sive, the pro gres sive as pect (the
De cider is de cid ing) in con trast to the com pleted or per fect as pect
(the De cider has/had de cided) when the view is from the out side,
there-then be fore my eyes, so to speak, the pri mary pic ture of the
world in the frame work of things is a tensed pic ture of which as pect
is an ir re duc ible part. In deed, to gether, they con sti tute time and the
world or der:130

The ex is tence of the world as well as of the ‘events’
which make it up is ir re duc ibly perspectival. The
struc ture of the world as a tem po ral struc ture is ir re -
duc ibly perspectival—though not, as we have seen,
‘sub jec tive’ in any pe jo ra tive sense.131

The the ory of events of Sellars 1957, is not an ti thet i cal to the
spa tial char ac ter of ex truded sub stance-stuff in the wake of the re al -
ity of a per son’s ut ter ances which in clude this, here and now: one
must be com fort able with “cut ting of the end,” “mov ing the meet -
ing time for ward” (mean ing “back ward”) or ex tend ing “too far
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129 On sev eral oc ca sion, WS di rects us to ward an anal y sis of states.
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over the bound ary” and, of course, the in eluc ta ble flow of
time-stuff. 

How ever, events as non-prop o si tional sin gu lar terms did not
ac com mo date the in tu ition that they are to be lo cated in the fab ric of 
con nec tives which op er ate on sen tences. 

In any case, there is no doubt that spa tial re la tions, the me dia
of outer sense, are cen tral to the pic tur ing re la tion. Is it not also the
case that in some sense, the use of tensed lan guage rests on the ex is -
tence of the me dium of time in outer sense? We are re minded of
Renatus132 who lo cates space and time, in some sense, among the
char ac ter is tics of re cep tiv ity as such—which is what, WS notes,
should be meant by the forms of sen si bil ity.133 In deed, that there
are such char ac ter is tics in the world in the nar row sense (as fea tures 
of com plex nonconceptual rep re sen ta tions) un der writes the abil ity
to have con cep tual rep re sen ta tions to guide minds. 

These char ac ter is tics, and the J-di men sion in par tic u lar (as
we shall shortly see), give WS’ an an swer to Kant’s awk ward prob -
lem of ac count ing for ob jec tive suc ces sion: as Weldon notes, the
prob lem of pro duc ing “a ce re bral oc cur rence which can make pos -
si ble any dis crim i na tion be tween a suc ces sion of ap pre hen sion and
an ap pre hen sion of suc ces sion.”134 Or, as WS puts it,

In the case of Time a care ful Renatus would dis tin -
guish be tween,
a con cep tual rep re sen ta tion of a bang fol low ing a whiz

and,
a con cep tual rep re sen ta tion of a bang fol low ing a con cep tual
rep re sen ta tion of a whiz…

A Renatus who has pon dered the way in which our
con cep tual rep re sen ta tions of the spa tial struc ture
of phys i cal states of af fairs are guided by ‘coun ter -
part’ fea tures of our sense im pres sions will be led to
spec u late con cern ing what it is about our
nonconceptual representings which guides the un -
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132 KSU (Kant’s Views on Sen si bil ity and Un der stand ing), 486.
133 KSU, 490.
134 T.D.Weldon, Kant’s Cri tique of Pure Rea son (Ox ford, 1944), 265. See also

Prichard’s ac count of the er ror in try ing to re solve a suc ces sion of sounds into
what we take to be suc ces sive sounds, 48.



der stand ing in its rep re sen ta tion of tem po ral re la -
tions.135

For WS, it is pos si ble to cap ture the re spect (that which guides) in
which a se quence of im pres sions be comes an im pres sion of a suc -

ces sion by in tro duc ing a highly the o ret i cal con cept: the τ-di men -

sion.136 The τ-di men sion is it self 2-di men sional, in some sense, as
WS rep re sents it. His dis agree ment with C. D. Broad on the na ture
of the temporal arises from the fact that Broad’s treat ment is
unapologetically phenomenological137 and not, I think, be cause he
thinks the t-di men sion must be im pov er ished (with fewer di men -
sions).138  

While the τ-di men sion is not part of the thing-frame work, it
does help one un der stand why WS held onto the view of how the
pri mary pic ture of the world or der re flected in the thing-frame work 
is ir re duc ibly tensed and there fore, tem po ral in the coarse-grained
premetrical sense. Let us con sider it.

The phenomenological ac count of time that Broad of fers, once
ap pro pri ated by WS, tends to strad dle the in ter face be tween the
coarse-grained premetrical Man i fest Im age and Sci en tific Im age
while Broad re gards the ac count as rig or ously phenomenological.
In other words, WS would deny Broad the fruits of his
phenomenological anal y sis and ar gue that, if any thing, it con sti -
tuted an at tempt to move on from the Man i fest Im age. Thus, Sellars
would re ject what for Broad, was a ground floor distinction, namely 
that

Spa tial ex ten sion and the oc cur rence of spa tial re la -
tions pre sup pose tem po ral du ra tion and a cer tain
de ter mi nate form of tem po ral re la tion.139

For WS, not only is time not in the world in the nar row sense (as it is
for Broad) but it is, as we have seen, nonrelational. 
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135 SM, 231.
136  FMPP, II, ¶133-137 con tains the ex pla na tion for Weldon’s prob lem.
137 “A Re ply to My Crit ics,” in The Phi los o phy of C.D.Broad, (Tu dor, NY, 1959),

p. 772.
138 While strug gling with the no tion of per sis tence, in re sponse to my ques tion,

“how does a C#-ing have di men sion?,”  WS re sponded, “sound fills a room
does n’t it?”

139  Re ply, 269.



With re spect to the spe cious pres ent, Broad mis tak enly sup -
poses, notes WS, that the or der ing in the tem po ral di men sion must
be one which “in volves an introspectable (sen sory or quasi-sen -
sory) fea ture.”140 Nat u rally, of course, Broad’s ap proach is
through-and-through phenomenological so WS’s point must be
granted. And, as much as one might want to cheer for Broad’s el o -
quent de fense of his cri tique in the Ex am i na tion, WS’s par si mo ni -
ous ac count may work given that it is em bed ded in the com plex
re la tion ship be tween frame works and very pow er ful on to log i cal
con sid er ations.141 I say “may” work sim ply be cause WS did not
have the time to elab o rate on the Carus’s lec tures claim that

In ad di tion to con tin u ing through the pe riod t1 t2 at

the τ zero point, the C#ing is con tin ued in an other
man ner. Met a phor i cally it moves to the right in the

τ-di men sion.142

The weight upon the use of “met a phor i cally” here can be seen from
the fact that it is the ex pli ca tion of the phe nom en ol ogy of this very
no tion that leads Broad to his 3-di men sional rep re sen ta tion of time. 
Could it be open for Renatus to ar gue that within the coarse-grained
premetrical dis course of chang ing things, our tensed dis course pro -
vides the seeds for some thing like what Broad re gards as
presentness? As far as con cerns the coun ter part of the Spe cious
Pres ent in the Sci en tific Im age, its length ap pears to be de pend ent
on tem po ral in ter vals that re cur in stud ies of vi sual tim ing.143 This
com plex ity may have as its Man i fest coun ter part the as pect which
makes our ex pe ri ence of the world ir re duc ibly perspectival (swung
when it was cross ing the out side cor ner). It is the perspectival id io -
syn cra sies of speak ers and think ers, which, in re la tion to dif fer ent
points of view, have the perspectival (‘sub jec tive’) char ac ter is tics
of pastness, presentness, and fu tu rity that find a home in tensed dis -
course.144 
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140  FMPP, II, §146.
141 Vol. II, Part I, of the ex am i na tion (281-288) and his Re ply, 772.
142 FMPP, II, §133.
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switch ing of a task and ask ing, met a phor i cally speak ing, “What’s new?”
144 Why, af ter all, is it the  “World Or der”? Be cause the pri mary pic ture of the

struc ture of the world is ir re duc ibly tensed and perspectival where time, in the
coarse-grained sense as a mea sure of events in the coarse-grained sense, is



As char ac ter ized be fore, the premetrically tem po ral co mes in
coarse pack ages of in def i nite time gobs. The speaker’s now or ders
the time-gobs rel a tive to it by even more open-ended way-points:
be fore-and-af ter, at-the-same-time, this-while-that. Un like the
way-points on your GPS, how ever, these show no ev i dence of a
con tin u ous, re spect ably mea sur able com mod ity. A dis crete hap -
pen ing (cross the street) con trasts with a non-dis crete or con tin u -
ous one (stroll ing around the park) with frayed edges in stead of
per fect end points (come over af ter the end of your walk). The an a -
logue would be like talk ing about space sim plistically (near to me,
far from me) rather than in terms of so phis ti cated met ri cal concepts.

Thus it ap pears that the re con structed Spe cious Pres ent, not
only yields Weldon’s se quence of representings as a rep re sen ta tion
of a se quence but also must ac count for what ever Broad has in mind
by his “presentness.” WS com plaint against Broad lies in the
phenomenological char ac ter iza tion of “de grees of presentness” but 
might there not be a deeper in sight here that ac counts for WS’s own
use of “met a phor i cally-to-the-right”? It is not hard to be per suaded
that Broad brings in the in ten sive mag ni tudes of presentness as an
an ti dote for the ex ten sive char ac ter iza tion of changing things. 

Per haps there is some thing about the in trin si cally point of
viewishness of our ego cen tric im po si tion on the world or der that
would ac count for the coarse-grained premetrical ur gency of what

is “met a phor i cally mov ing to the right” in the τ-di men sion? From
our point of view, we carve hap pen ings in the world at the joints
(whim si cally, it’s stuff that can slip away, we’re run ning out of
time) but no tenses ex ist for a greater pre ci sion than the three-way
lo ca tions: three amor phous re gions de fined rel a tive to our
perspectival ego. We have (1) the spe cious pres ent that ex ists as the
fun da men tal unit within which premetrical tem po ral dis tinc tions
are ir rel e vant rel a tive to the oc ca sion of speak ing. Swirl ing be hind
our pres ent lo ca tion, we have (2) the past stretch ing back ward in -
def i nitely and we have (3) the fu ture that goes from now un til the
Hitch hiker’s Res tau rant at the End of the Uni verse. Our ir re duc ibly 

61

also a mea sure of things. The premetrical tem po ral con nec tives or adverbials
(while, be fore, af ter) in volve state ments about things. It is the al lure of the
perspectival that may have lulled Kant into the view that Time was the me dium 
for in ner sense and, there fore, of only in ner representings. 



perspectival ex pe ri ence is em bed ded in the tense and as pect of our
tensed dis course about the world. Al though not as ro bust as the
qual i ta tive di men sion sought by Broad, it sug gest that some how
there is a coarse-grained, non-con cep tual coun ter part of what we
come to feel is the mov ing im age of eter nity even if, be yond this,
there is lit tle we can say within the re sources of the Man i fest Im age. 
In the coarse-grained sense, Time is change, but in the fine-grained
sense it is, as WS says in echoing Aristotle, the measure of change: 

I want to sug gest that time is the real num ber se ries,
the se ries of real num bers as cor re lated with cer tain
mea sur ing pro ce dures.145

Phe nom en ol ogy of Mind

In ad di tion to the on tol ogy of events, the phe nom en ol ogy of
mind makes a sur pris ing ap pear ance in several  Lec tures. One im -
me di ately won ders, “what is it do ing there?” Af ter all, one of the
more re mark able fea tures of WS’s phe nom en ol ogy has to be that he 
does not think that the real mys ter ies of the mind yield to
phenomenological anal y sis. In deed, was it not this at ti tude that in -
flu enced Rorty and the Church lands?  “But,” some one im me di ately 
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145 See “Per spec tives 1986,” Lec ture III. For an ac count of num ber in a man ner
con ge nial to WS’ pro ject, see Jeffrey Sicha’ ad mi ra bly clear ac count in A
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"Re con struc tion of the Nat u ral Num bers," p. 141, in his  Meta phys ics of Math -
e mat ics. 



re sponds, “does n’t that mean that there is no such thing as in tro -
spec tion, self-aware ness, in deed, con scious ness!? But why, then,
do peo ple per sist in hav ing such re sponses?” Like Kant’s “thing
in-itself,” for WS, one can ac tu ally say a great deal about
“introspectibles” but the re sults def i nitely won’t meet the ex pec ta -
tions of good ol’ fash ioned com mon sense. Af ter all, a new ex pla na -
tion that does n’t tell a story about why the old one worked as well as 
it did is n’t acceptable to WS so he is going to have a story to tell.

Like the wealth of Tantulus, the fruits of our men tal par tic i pa -
tion are es sen tially out of reach, that is to say, they are categorially
out of reach:

34. It is a most sig nif i cant fact, as I have pointed out
else where, that the clas si fi ca tion of thoughts, con -
strued as clas si cal men tal ep i sodes, per mits of no
such easy re treat to a non-func tional level. Roughly, 
our clas si fi ca tion of thoughts, con strued as ep i -
sodes which be long to a frame work which ex plains
the ka lei do scopic shifts of  say ings and pro pen si ties
to say, is al most purely func tional. We have only the
fog gi est no tion at what kinds of ep i sodes,
nonfunctionally de scribed, per form the rel e vant
func tions, though phi los o phers of a sci en tific ori en -
ta tion are pre pared to char ac ter ize them ge ner i cally
as neurophysiological. As a re sult, phi los o phers un -
aware of this al ter na tive strat egy have the il lu sion of 
an ultimacy of the con cep tual func tion ing of
thoughts which is re spon si ble for con tin u ing philo -
soph i cal puz zles about how men tal acts are to be fit -
ted into a nat u ral is tic pic ture of the world.146

The im plicit defanging of an in tro spec tive ap proach to anal y sis is
de liv ered with kid-gloves but con sign ing cen tu ries of sur vey ing
the men tal land scape to the “fog gi est no tion,” can not be con strued
as faint praise. As he re marks in the Carus Lec tures,

To put it bluntly, the fruits of pains tak ing the ory
con struc tion in the psy chol ogy and neuro-phys i ol -
ogy of sense per cep tion can not be an tic i pated by
screw ing up one’s men tal eye (the eye of the child
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within us) and “see ing” the very man ner-of-sens -
ing-ness of a vol ume of red.147

Doubt less, WS’s po si tion is not meant to warm the hearts of those
who have the “eye-as-a-cam era” view point or the
“mind-as-the-mir ror-of-na ture” ap proach to time and the world or -
der. In WS’ hi lar i ous at tack on all fla vors of Relationalism in the
No tre Dame Lec tures, he un der mines ev ery sup port that gives aid
and com fort to those who would “sur vey” the fur ni ture of the
mind.148 ME con sists, in large mea sure, of an equally sus tained at -
tack on ev ery ca non i cal va ri ety of ap pre hen sion un der vir tu ally ev -
ery de scrip tive met a phor that has been mo bi lized to cap ture this
im mac u late con cep tion of the mind. 

For those whose theo log i cal per sua sion de mands “events,”
“time” and “cau sal ity” to be in-the-world in the nar row sense, the
pre ced ing dis cus sion of this tri une world or der has them run ning
for the door. WS’s ap par ent as sault on our “ac cess” to our own
men tal states of fers them all the more rea son to flee.149

To see how WS de vel ops the “story” per tain ing to
phenomenological anal y sis (pre vi ously men tioned), H. A.
Prichard pro vides a good place to start. WS ex tends Prichard’s view 
to states of the self and, as he did with RWS (Roy Wood Sellars),
WS re gards his own view that sen sa tions are the o ret i cal items as an
al ter na tive to Prichard’s “en light ened” form of in tro spec tion if you
will.  Prichard sim ply does not go far enough. 

In the No tre Dame Lec tures, WS re marks that Prichard re -
sponded to charges that, some where along his meta phys i cal
journey, he has lost the world!

It goes with out say ing that the last thing to do is to
min i mize the dif fi culty. If there is any sphere in
which we seem ex empt from the pos si bil ity of er ror
it is [in ner and outer] per cep tion. How can we, it is
nat u ral to ask, make a mis take as to what we see or
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148 See the lec ture “Lan guage and Mean ing 1969.”
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ever, it does of fer a glimpse into WS’s view with out it be ing clouded by the
fears of those who have a des per ate need for the real of to day to ex ert its pres -
ence. 



feel or hear? And how is it pos si ble to do so not
merely some times but nor mally, if not al ways?150

The tongue-in-cheek tone not with stand ing, Prichard takes se ri -
ously the task of talk ing his au di ence out of their dif fi cul ties. He
puts his fin ger on the break ing-point:

The [tra di tional] anal y sis, it seems to me, is quite
mis taken, since it re solves the hav ing or ex pe ri enc -
ing a sen sa tion or, as I would rather say, the per ceiv -
ing it, into a par tic u lar way of know ing it, which, so
far as I can see, it is not.151 

That the at tempt to drive a meta phys i cal wedge be tween “ap pre -
hend ing” or “get ting-at” what is sensed and the mere hav ing an im -
pres sion, sen sory state and so on, oc cu pies cen ter stage in ME is
hardly worth re peat ing. Prichard thinks

what is or di narily called per cep tion con sists in tak -
ing, i.e., re ally mistak ing, some thing that we see or
feel for some thing else;152

a point which WS sym pa thet i cally re lates dur ing the course of the
No tre Dame Lec tures. Al though Prichard ex presses the hope that
we could work our selves out of this ha bit ual mis tak ing, he notes
with mock se ri ous ness, that no mat ter how hard we try, the sun will
al ways ap pear to rise and to set. Fur ther more, he finds the tar get of
such meta phys i cal ther apy re mark ably elu sive in the case of touch:

I con fess that I can not get far ther than say ing that
when, for ex am ple, that oc curs which we should or -
di narily call my feel ing a hard, smooth, and lumpy
ob long-shaped with my hand, I am tak ing cer tain
ex tended feel ings of a kind with which ev ery one is
fa mil iar for a hard, smooth, lumpy ob long body. It
looks, no doubt, as if on the gen eral view it ought to
be pos si ble to say more than this.153  

For Prichard, the moral of the story for which he has been ar gu ing
is, like WS ar gues in ME, that what we call see ing or feel ing a body

65
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151 Prichard, 63.
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con sists in mis tak ing some thing for a body–a po si tion that com mon 
sense re sists be cause,

first, the al most uni ver sal ten dency to take it for
granted, with out se ri ous con sid er ation, that per cep -
tion in its var i ous forms is a par tic u lar way of know -
ing some thing, with the con se quent im pli ca tion that 
no mis take is pos si ble as to the char ac ter of what we
re ally see or feel; and, sec ond, the re luc tance to ad -
mit that col ors and feel ings of touch, though de -
pend ent on us as percipients, are ex tended.154

Now WS, of course, wants to re place the en tire ed i fice of “ap pre -
hen sion” or 24-Karat ac cess to the facts but, un like the case of
fine-grained space and time which he does n’t find in the world,
phenomenological re duc tion bears fruit. That is, as he puts it in the
No tre Dame Lec tures, the con cep tual anal y sis that drills down,
roughly, to the proper sensibles, yields some thing that lies at the
non-con cep tual core of ex pe ri ence. The fact that our
phenomenological re sources have reached the end of their ex plan a -
tory tether, as Prichard sees, does not erase the fact that there is
some thing, some how pres ent in our phenomenological con fron ta -
tion with the world.155 WS spends a con sid er able amount of time in
ME dis man tling Prichard’s type of sensa, so he ob vi ously does n’t
ac cept Prichard’s com mit ment to “ob jects” and all that this in -
volves. On the other hand, as he points out dur ing the Lec tures, the
“new new ma te ri al ists” whether they know it or not, court ide al ism
with their re jec tion of sec ond ary qual i ties. To these ide al is tic ten -
den cies, WS re sponds that as a Sci en tific Re al ist, he is com mit ted to 
the ex is tence of color and, there fore, since the cur rent categorial
struc ture of Cog ni tive Sci ence can not ac com mo date the suc ces sor
of color, the philo soph i cal task is to engage in the con ver sa tion with  
scientists nec es sary to bring about a structure that can. 

So, al though Prichard hits a wall (“I con fess that I can not get
far ther...”), WS finds merit in the ap proach pro vided that one bears
in mind the fact that sen sory states are in tro duced as ex plan a tory
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items in the Man i fest Im age—a po si tion that had not oc curred to
Prichard (or Sellars’ fa ther, RWS for that mat ter).

Just what the suc ces sor of color will be re quires, as Sicha ex -
plains in his in tro duc tion to KTM (Kant’s Tran scen den tal Meta -
phys ics: Sellars’ Cassirer Lec tures and Other Es says),  the ex plo -
ra tion of the cur rent stage of the Man i fest Im age in an ef fort to
ar tic u late the char ac ter of the pro jec tion of this frame work (the rel -
e vant frame work fea tures) into the Sci en tific Im age. In case one
would be wondering, “What is the cur rent stage of the Man i fest Im -
age?” An an ec dote pro vides the an swer: Jay Rosenberg once said,
in re sponse to a ques tion about iden ti fy ing what frame work one is
in, “if you ask a kid, “what’s wa ter,” she says, “H2O.” But, if you
ask her, “what’s milk?” she says, “white stuff that co mes from a
cow.” 

Con scious ness

One fi nal theme in the Lec tures should be em pha sized. WS’s
fre quent com ments about the na ture of con scious ness are likely to
go un no ticed. Even when deal ing with the is sue of con scious ness,
ex professo, as for ex am ple, in the anal y sis of pain or in the Carus
lec tures, af ter plow ing through such a work, the stu dent is likely to
ask, “What does this have to do with con scious ness!?” In deed. Af -
ter all, in the kind of hard-nosed vari ant of Prichard’s take on in tro -
spec tion that WS de vel ops, what goes for outer sense, must go for
in ner sense. Worse yet, the fons et origo of the myth of the given has 
to be in ner sense—if Givenness is n’t rooted out at its source, he’ll
never be rid of it. Once again, as in the case of color, and like Kant’s
thing-in-it self, a great deal can be said about the na ture of con -
scious ness even if in ner-sense too, is based on a mis-tak ing.
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In the lec ture “Com mem o ra tion 1970,” WS re marks on the
two com mon uses of the word ‘con scious ness’.156 First, con sider a
spe cific ques tion, “What Is Sen sory Con scious ness?”  

On the one hand, ‘con scious ness’ is a ge neric term for the
qual i ta tive char ac ter it self of var i ous kinds of per cep tual ex pe ri -
ence. The qual i ta tive char ac ter, i.e., the contentual char ac ter, is the
qual i ta tive di men sion of the ex is ten tial con tent of a phys i cal sys -
tem.157 Al though the No tre Dame Lec tures bring out the fact that
this view more closely ap prox i mates that of RWS, we can let it
stand for the mo ment.

When we be lieve in our selves to be in an ir ri ta ble mood, the
irritation which con fronts this be lief is an el e ment of the very ir ri ta -
bil ity be lieved (as would sens ing redly in the color case). In this
sense, we par tic i pate in what is be lieved in.158 What we par tic i pate
in is part of that qual i ta tive di men sion of the con tent of our be ing.
Con scious ness as un der ly ing our “be liefs in” forms the contentual
as pect of our di rect con fron ta tion with the world, our par tic i pa tion
in it—we have be liefs about it (sec ond level be liefs) but from the
out side, so to speak. Rather, it is the sub ject of our per cep tual be lief
which, be cause it is a state of the self, is  part our selves re sponded to 
as a some how something present.159

On the other hand, when we go on to talk about our sen sa tions
and be liefs be ing in con scious ness, we use the term “con scious -
ness” in a very dif fer ent sense, a sense which per tains, not to first
level be lief but to sec ond or der (or higher) be lief.160 Con scious ness 
in this sec ond sense does not per tain to per cep tual ex pe ri ence and
does not, then, per tain to what we see of ob jects (i.e., con scious ness
as the ma te rial mode of what we see of an ob ject).  Of course, what
some find so abrad ing in Sellars is that, 

Con cepts per tain ing to men tal acts are func tional
and leave open the ques tion of their qual i ta tive or
contentual char ac ter. (This lack of spe cific
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contentual as pect is what makes us want to think of
men tal acts as “di aph a nous.”)161

Thus, be yond ge neric char ac ter iza tions of the func tional char ac ter,
it is dif fi cult to say any thing about con scious ness in the sec ond
sense—even by Prichard’s some what re laxed stan dards.

 Sellarsian Phenomenology

At this point in the dis cus sion, we stand at the thresh old of
WS’s phenomenological ap proach. Yet, in his pa pers for pro fes -
sional phi los o phers, “phe nom en ol ogy” is no tice able by its ab -
sence. As in ME and PKT, it plays a far greater role in the No tre
Dame Lec tures once one knows what to look for. To this end, it is
worth while re trac ing WS’s steps to the lec tures by echo ing the in -
for mal ap proach taken in ME and PKT. 

What one sees some thing as is what is packed into the sub ject
term of the ex pe ri ence. It is what ever is not in ques tion. When we
see some thing, we “straight off mis take it for some thing else” ac -
cord ing to Prichard, and it is this sort of “im me di acy” that WS em -
pha sizes by in vok ing Cook Wil son’s no tion of “think ing with out
ques tion”162 when a novel cir cum stance makes us erupt with a
spon ta ne ous blurt ing-out-loud (Dang! [I missed] The bus!).The
“be liev ing in” is a spe cial kind of oc cur rent be liev ing—think ing
with out ques tion. The rest, what might be called into ques tion, be -
longs in the pred i cate. We can iso late what we take for granted,
what is not up for grabs and we sep a rate that from what we can go on 
to ask about it or how it seems to us.

We want to take se ri ously the idea that the dif fer ence be tween
what is taken for granted and not up for grabs, i.e., what is be lieved
in, the sub ject term of our think ing, is not the same as what we be -
lieve about it, i.e., the way it seems: be liev ing-as (in the case of be -
liev ing in) must be dis tin guished from seem ing.

The sub ject of a per cep tual be lief, what is be lieved in, is given
by a com plex dem on stra tive, for ex am ple, this gray ish black
smooth pave ment with the jag ged fac ing edge. The com plex sub ject 
is the first or der of a per cep tual ex pe ri ence. A per cep tual ex pe ri -
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ence in which the there is an ac tual qual ity of gray ish black, i.e., it is 
not merely be lieved in. As WS might put it us ing RWS’s ter mi nol -
ogy, the ac tu al ity in volved con sti tutes our ex is ten tial con fron ta -
tion with the world, how ever, it does not con sti tute the very
some how pres ence par tic i pated in—that is non-conceputal.

When we feel a pain, the di rect re sponse in volves an ex is ten -
tial con fron ta tion of the evok ing by that which evokes, whereas
what we be lieve about it, nor mally does not.163 What we per ceive
of an ob ject—the be lieved in—the dem on stra tive, con sists of qual -
i ta tive fea tures of the im age model that are pres ent as ‘be lieved
that’ in the pred i cate.164

The categorial fea tures of oc cur rent qual i ties change as we
switch con cep tual frames. Ac cord ing to Sellars, the task of phi los o -
phy is to say what con cep tual struc tures could evolve. We don’t
have ad e quate cat e go ries for the mind-body prob lem and we do not
have a the ory that pos tu lates a dif fer ent categorial struc ture. In the
Car te sian recategorization, the pinkness of phys i cal ob jects be -
came the “pinkness” of sen sa tion not by be ing a dif fer ent qual ity
but by be ing the same con tent in a dif fer ent cat e gor i al form.165 The
his tor i cal con tro versy over the sta tus of sec ond ary qual i ties is a se -
ries of at tempts to recategorize the proper-sen si ble fea tures of ex -
pe ri ence.166 What does it now mean to say we see the very pinkness
of the pink ice cube?  It is to say that some thing, some how cu bical
and pink in phys i cal space is pres ent other than as merely be lieved
in (first or der) or as be lieved that (sec ond or der).167 As Prichard
contends,

…the moral…is that these dif fi cul ties can not be re -
moved by any thing short of al low ing that what we
call see ing or feel ing a body con sists in gen u inely
mis tak ing cer tain sensa for a body…our re luc tance
to al low this [is due to as sum ing] that per cep tion in
its var i ous forms is a par tic u lar way of know ing
some thing…and sec ond, the re luc tance to ad mit
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that colours and feel ings of touch, though de pend -
ent on us as percipients, are ex tended.168

Of course, WS’s ex tended anal y sis in cludes the char ac ter is tics
that ob jects em bed ded in a perspectival world must have—Sicha’s
anal y sis in KTM at tempts to ad um brate what they are.  Sim ply put,
the pink is some thing ac tual which is some how a por tion of pink
stuff, some how the sort of item which is suited to be part of the con -
tent of a phys i cal ob ject but it is not, in point of fact, a por tion of
phys i cal stuff.169 

On oc ca sion, WS would say that Kant’s great in sight was to see
that per cep tual in tu ition had the form

[A] is M
where [A] was the sheer re cep tive core of the ex pe ri ence (and,
there fore, non-con cep tual). In terms of the dis cus sion in ME, this
would in volve the idea that in the case of the evok ing of a spon ta ne -
ous be lief

this-cu bical-chunk-of-pink132 is M170

the com plex dem on stra tive sub ject forms a unique to geth er ness
with [A]. It would be open to the Evo lu tion ary Nat u ral ist like RWS
to ar gue that what ever ur-con cepts are in voked by the sub ject must
have been the by-prod uct of the plas tic ity of the per cep tual sys tem
em bed ded in a hos tile en vi ron ment. But WS was more in ter ested in
cases like bod ies which move in our egocentrically perspectival
world-view which could not be re duced with out re main der through
in ge nious phenomenological re duc tion and, there fore, re mained
ta bles, chairs, and boats go ing down stream. While the rem nants of
adap tive changes brought about in the Pleis to cene are sig nif i cant,
for one of a Kantian per sua sion who thinks of vi sion as a con struc -
tion pro ject, watch ing the el e va tors move, de spite saccadic sup -
pres sion, transaccaddic mem ory, and the rest of evo lu tion ary
tool box, is an ob ser va tion that is a real work of art. It’s a long way
from the big city den i zen’s watch out for red lights to George of the
Jun gle’s insula screaming ‘red things are ripe and ed ible’. WS tries
to be sensitive to both: 
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The dif fi cult thing about this the ory is that it holds
that we have a nat u ral ten dency to make a rad i cal
mis take. To ex pe ri ence sen sa tion and to take those
sen sa tions, as it were, to be fea tures of ex ter nal ma -
te rial ob jects. That is the most con ve nient way na -
ture could think of to get us to dis crim i nate be tween
ob jects. Af ter all, this mis take is a use ful mis take
be cause we would be ex pe ri enc ing ob jects in terms
of qual i ties which dis crim i nate be tween them: some 
are green, some are red, some are here, some are
there, some are cir cu lar, some are rect an gu lar. Does
it mat ter that in the course of dis crim i nat ing be -
tween ob jects, we are mak ing this ba sic mis take of
tak ing (from a philo soph i cal, not phys i cal, point of
view) our per cep tions to be ac tual con stit u ents of
the world out there? As I said, there is no rea son to
sup pose that this is im pos si ble. Let us be very care -
ful here. I said there is a rad i cal mis take in volved
and that was tak ing the sen sa tion to be at tached to a
ma te rial ob ject. But there’s a sort of aura of truth in
here be cause we also be lieve that there is a blue
book in a cer tain place. And that is true. So this is a
mix ture be tween a rad i cal mis take and a hum drum
truth; our be liefs would be a cu ri ous mix ture of an
exciting, surprising mistake and a humdrum
truth.171

WS’s treat ment of the phe nom en ol ogy of mind—con scious -
ness in the two senses ad um brated—re sem bles Kant’s treat ment of
the ding an sich in that it turns out that a great deal can be said about
such an in trin si cally in ac ces si ble item. None the less, what can be
said is n’t likely to give aid and com fort to WS’s op po nents:
givenness has been around a long time and is n’t like to go qui etly
into that good night. 

WS’s pub lic re la tions prob lem arises be cause of his sum mary
re jec tion of “in tro spec tion,” “in tu ition,” “con scious ness,” “im me -
di ate in tro spec tion” etc., as a 24-Karat aware ness of re al ity, that is,
as re veal ing any thing that would be a use ful start ing point for be lief 
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but, in ter est ingly, it does not fol low that “ex pe ri ence at its very in -
cep tion” (to use Santayana’s phrase) con sists of sen sa tions va -
cantly stared at by an un tu tored mind!172 So WS grants that
phe nom en ol ogy can take us all the way to the some how-pres ence
of. He grants that the rip en ing ac cu mu la tions from evo lu tion dur ing 
the pleis to cene emerged, through the plas tic ity of the brain, as the
“unique to geth er ness” that is ul ti mately re spon si ble for the
“of-ness” of thought:173 

Now might it not be the case that this men tal state here has both
the char ac ter of be ing a sense im pres sion of a cube of pink and
also the char ac ter, what ever it is, by vir tue of which it in tends
this cube the pink?  It would be, in terms which I will be ex plor -
ing later on, a kind of nat u ral, un learned way which ma tures
and a ref er ence, an in tend ing oc curs…but rather the sense im -
pres sion is, as I put it, the very ve hi cle of the in tend ing. (Lec -
ture II, Per ceiv ing and Per cep tion 1973)

Cog ni tive Sci ence is in the busi ness of fig ur ing out the “ma te -
rial as pect” of the “sen su ous di a lec tic” that evolved—phi los o phy
sug gests the ap pro pri ate cat e go ries. 

73

172 See Sellars’ re mark on Santayana in the lec ture “Sci en tific Rea son and Per -
cep tion 1977.”

173 In Unamuno’s use ful met a phor.



74



Language and Meaning 1969

Lec ture I 

Introduction

One of the top ics that I do hope to dis cuss is the con cept of con -
cep tual change. I want to show the philo soph i cal ap pa ra tus—and
in deed it is an ap pa ra tus—that I have set up en ables one to cope
with this prob lem in a way which is both il lu mi nat ing and rea son -
ably formalizable, that is, ca pa ble of be ing given some def i nite
technical structure.

So I will be con cerned with the prob lem of con cep tual change
and the prob lem of re al ism be cause ul ti mately when you raise the
prob lems of ontology, the prob lem of re al ism sim ply can not be
avoided

Now the two things that I un der stand that you have read would
be “To ward a The ory of Cat e go ries” pa per and “Sci en tific Re al ism
or Irenic Instrumentalism” pa per. Those two pa pers con tain a large
can vas which I want to ex pli cate. If I can, I want to smooth out some 
of the dif fi cul ties which some of you may have found in these
writings.

I’m also go ing to be dis cuss ing the se man ti cal the ory de vel -
oped in Sci ence and Metaphysics, the the ory of mean ing and truth
which we have there but ul ti mately, I want to come back to the prob -
lems of ex is tence and the re la tion of the con cepts of ex is tence to the
prob lem of re al ism and of con cep tual change. 
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We all know that phi los o phy of sci ence is re ally noth ing more
than phi los o phy which takes sci ence se ri ously and there is no such
sep a rate sub ject as phi los o phy of sci ence, sim i larly, there is sim -
ply, epis te mol ogy tak ing se ri ously not only per cep tual knowl edge
but sci en tific knowl edge, in duc tive and the o ret i cal, there is no, as it 
were meta phys ics alone, meta phys ics must in clude not only the
meta phys ics of the per cep tual world but the meta phys ics of  the sci -
en tific frame work, or sci en tific frame works: per haps a com par a -
tive meta phys ics.  And, in some sense, to as sess the way in which a
meta phys ics of the common sense frame work and the meta phys ics
of a sci en tific frame work or per haps the scientific framework might 
fit together in one coherent scheme.

Phi los o phy has taken a lin guis tic turn and phi los o phers ex plore 
the con cep tual struc ture of lan guage. We have a rough di vi sion be -
tween or di nary lan guage phi los o phers so-called, and those phi los -
o phers who con cen trate on ex traor di nary lan guage but ac tu ally
what we have here is a di vi sion in lin guis tic ter mi nol ogy be tween
philo soph i cal anal y sis or re con struc tions of ac tu ally “used,” I
won’t say “nonscientific lan guage,” but at least lan guage which
though it is very sub tle and re fined—as Austin points out—doesn’t
con tain the sub ject mat ter of so phis ti cated sci en tific the o ries.  And
then on the other hand, we have those phi los o phers of lan guage
who con cen trate on the lan guage of sci ence of ten to the bru tal ne -
glect of its nest ling re la tion ship in the framework of actual usage of
a sophisticated but still nonscientific type.

Philosophical Method

I think I might be gin by com ment ing briefly on the sort of
method that I be lieve phi los o phy must fol low be cause I’m go ing to
be il lus trat ing this and I’m quot ing here from an es say which I read
here two and a half years ago and which I have not yet pub lished but
which I hope some day to get around to pol ish ing for pub li ca tion.1 

The method is easy to char ac ter ize but dif fi cult in the ex treme
to fol low. One be gins by con struct ing sim ple mod els which are un -
der stood be cause we have con structed them, frag ments of the mul -
ti di men sional frame work which is ac tual us age and these ini tial
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mod els are in ev i ta bly over sim pli fied and largely false but the al ter -
na tive to this path with all its over sim pli fi ca tion and er ror is to
sketch the shift ing sur faces of the func tion ing frame work as a
whole and hope that in sight co mes by past ing the sketches to -
gether.2 This re cep tiv ity, how ever sen si tive, and how ever im por -
tant it may be as an el e ment in philo soph i cal method, must it self fail 
to yield un der stand ing. In much the same spirit Plato warns us that
the po ets by con cen trat ing on ap pear ances are pre cluded from un -
der stand ing the ac tions and char ac ters of men which they so con ta -
giously de pict. The real dan ger of over sim pli fied mod els is not that
they are over sim ple but the we may be sat is fied with them and fail
to com pare them with the re gions of ex pe ri ence other than those
which sug gested them and in deed the ul ti mate jus ti fi ca tion for sys -
tem build ing in phi los o phy is the fact that no model for any re gion
of dis course per cep tual, dis cur sive, prac ti cal and the o ret i cal can be
ul ti mately sat is fy ing un less its con nec tion with each of the oth ers is 
it self mod eled. To press the met a phor to its lim its, the com ple tion
of the philo soph i cal en ter prise would be a sin gle model the work -
ings of which we would un der stand 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 in ev i ta bly be a reg u la -
tive ideal and one of the themes I want to dis cuss in my con clud ing
lec ture is the role of reg u la tive ide als such as the Peircean do main
in philo soph i cal method.  

What There Is 

Now I’m go ing to be con cerned with mean ing, truth and ex is -
tence and since the fi nal cause ob vi ously co mes first, I might re -
mark briefly on what it is to worry about “what there is.”  

“What kinds of things are there?” On tol ogy is said to ask.  But
of course, On tol ogy doesn’t ask this ques tion with re spect to mat -
ter-of-fac tual or em pir i cal kinds, ontology tends to speak in terms
of cat e go ries and draw a con trast be tween cat e go ries and em pir i cal
kinds. Per haps it’s not go ing to be ob vi ous in the long-run what ex -
actly the dif fer ence is be tween a cat e gory and an em pir i cal kind, al -
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though I hope to shed some light on this ques tion.  But I want to
com ment on the very ques tion, “what kinds of things there are?”  

There’s one kind of way in which the an swer to this ques tion, as
it were, pres ents it self to us as some thing ob vi ous. Are there qual i -
ties? Of course there are qual i ties! Are their re la tions? Of course
there are re la tions! Are at their states of af fairs? Of course there are
states of af fairs! Are there “sakes”? Of course there are “sakes” be -
cause ‘sakes’ is just an other word for pur pose.  And if there aren’t
pur poses then I don’t know what there is?  So there are cer tainly
pur poses and there fore, Quine to the con trary, there are “sakes.”  

Now as I said there’s one way of ask ing this ques tion in which
the an swer is ob vi ous, “ob vi ously there are thus and so.”  But then,
there is an other kind of an swer, an other kind of way of rais ing the
ques tion which is char ac ter is tic of the phi los o pher.  He doesn’t say
“Are there qual i ties?” be cause in a sense ob vi ously there are qual i -
ties, he says, “are there re ally qual i ties?” and the prob lem is, then,
what is the dif fer ence be tween the ques tion “Are there qual i ties?”,
and “Are there re ally qual i ties?”  In one sense, it is ob vi ous that
there are qual i ties and in an other sense it isn’t ob vi ous that there are 
qual i ties.  And this dis tinc tion has some thing to do with the dis tinc -
tion be tween what is ba sic and what is in some way de riv a tive. 
What there re ally is, is what is ba sic.  Now this is a kind of pic ture
we are get ting, and as Wittgenstein em pha sized, phi los o phers work 
with pic tures, and I’m go ing to be sketch ing a pic ture today and
then gradually dismantling the picture step-by-step.  

The ques tion as to what there is, is not, for ex am ple, the ques -
tion “are their rab bits?” Are there really rab bits?  Well, yes that’s a
good ques tion philo soph i cally be cause, for ex am ple, as Quine
points out, we might say, “no there aren’t re ally rab bits, what there
re ally is, is in stances of rabbithood.”  Or, what there re ally is, is
wholes of rab bits parts.  Or what they’re re ally is, is se quences of
rab bit events.  So here you see when we ask, “are there re ally rab -
bits?” we are ask ing a “cat e gory-kind” of ques tion.  We are ask ing,
“are rab bits ba sic ob jects or are rab bits less ba sic then some thing
else?”  And roughly, one pic ture we get of “more ba sic than” is that
some thing is more ba sic than some thing else if dis course about the
one can be para phrased away in terms of dis course about the other.3
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I’m go ing to be con cerned with rab bits, in stances of
rabbithood, wholes of rab bit parts, and se quences of rab bit events,
in the course of my dis cus sion. It’s in ter est ing to note, of course,
that Quine con strues the sit u a tion as one in which en ti ties are to be
coun te nanced or not.  We re ject them, we dis count them, we turn
our faces away from them so to speak, like the Lord turn ing his face
away from some body.  Quine turns his face away from at trib utes
and states of af fairs, and on the other hand, Quine turns his coun te -
nance on classes and classes of classes. As a mat ter of fact, Quine
toys with the idea that one’s ontology might con sist of classes and
in deed of num bers… Pythagoreanism com ing once again to the
front.  

I’m go ing to be dis cuss ing whether we should con strue this sit -
u a tion as one in which we ask, “should we re ject or ac cept?” He also 
pro vides an other al ter na tive that we can “para phrase away.” I’ve
al ready in di cated that, so that we can per haps re ject at trib utes or
per haps para phrase away state ments about at trib utes. What I want
to do is to show, in a cer tain sense, that at trib utes are al ready nice
tidy en ti ties. You see one of the prob lems Quine raises—it has been
raised long be fore for Quine—is “What are the iden tity con di tions
for at trib utes?”, “what are the iden tity con di tions for states of af -
fairs?” “what are the iden tity con di tions for these ob jects which he
dis coun te nances?”  And he puts for ward the slo gan, which I think is 
very good one, “no en tity with out identity.”  

What I want to show, in a way then, is that at trib utes are al ready
tidy, as tidy as they can be ex pected to be be cause ob vi ously the
world con tains many un tidy items con cern ing which we would be
hard put to spec ify iden tity con di tions. But at least we would know
what sort of thing iden tity for such things would be, and we can see
why it’s vague or why there’s an open tex ture with the ques tion of
iden tity con cern ing them, and ul ti mately what I want to show is that 
in this sense, at trib utes and other in ten tional en ti ties are al ready
acceptable.  

Quine has been dis cuss ing prob lems con cern ing trans la tion
and ul ti mately the is sue that is in volved here is akin to Carnap’s
prob lem, a prob lem Carnap dis cusses un der the head ing of the dis -
tinc tion be tween “in ter nal” ques tions and “ex ter nal” ques tions.
Thus Quine raises the ques tion, “what does a cul ture us ing a cer tain
lan guage mean by the word ‘rab bit’?” Once again, Quine’s prob -
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lems con cern ing trans la tion are not prob lems con cern ing whether
for ex am ple  the word ‘gavagai’ means the same or has the same
sense or ref er ence as our word ‘rab bit’. There are prob lems about
how to trans late given ex pres sions of a lan guage but his prob lem
isn’t that, his prob lem is the on to log i cal one, “how can we de ter -
mine whether or not, when us ers of the for eign lan guage use the
word which they ut ter in the pres ence of rab bits, whether they have
a rabbithood ontology, a rab bit-part on tol ogy, a se quence-of-rab -
bit-event ontology, or a whole-of-rab bit-part on tol ogy?” There are
em pir i cal prob lems per tain ing to trans la tion but for Quine the cru -
cial is sue concerns the ontology of another language. 

Of course this prob lem, as he points, out arises in terms of our
own lan guage be cause we also have, in a way, the lan guage of parts, 
we can talk about rab bit parts, we can talk about rab bit events, we
can talk about in stances of rab bit-hood, in stances of rab bit, we can
talk about rab bits. For Quine, ul ti mately, the is sue co mes down to
how are we go ing to de cide whether to ac cept an ontology of rab -
bits, rab bit parts, in stances of rab bit-hood, or se quences of rab bit
events, for our selves.  And ul ti mately his an swer here is a prag -
matic one, but it also in volves Quine’s the ory of quan ti fi ca tion and
his dis tinc tion be tween objectual and substitutional quan ti fi ca -
tion.4 I want to touch on those is sues again later on be cause ac cord -
ing to Quine, on to log i cal is sues are ul ti mately to be handled in
terms of a theory of quantification. 

I think that ac cord ing to Quine, once we de cide what our
ontology is go ing to be, and do it on prag matic and log i cal grounds,
grounds per tain ing to the abil ity to set up an ad e quate the ory of
num bers, once we de ter mine our own ontology, then we would
have a rea son, at least, for trans lat ing the other fel low’s lan guage
one way or the other.  

For ex am ple if we ul ti mately plumb for an ontology of at trib -
utes and say rabbithood is more ba sic than rab bits, then we would
have rea son to sup pose that when other peo ple learn their lan guage
and build up their lan guage, they are also build ing up a lan guage
which is a rabbithood kind of lan guage, and if we de cide to have a
lan guage in which concreta like rab bits are the ba sic ob jects, then
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pre sum ably this would give us some rea son for in ter pret ing other
lan guages as sim i larly hav ing that kind of ontology.

Be cause we can dis tin guish be tween phi los o phers of the cul -
ture who can be Platonists and what are the philo soph i cal im pli ca -
tions of a given lan guage, what is the cor rect way to clar ify it and
an a lyze it and as I said, if we could come to terms about our own
ontology then pre sum ably this would give us some grounds for in -
ter pret ing the ontology of the lan guage of those who use the word
‘gavagai’.  

So I want to throw some light on this ques tion of how we de cide
what our own ontology is to be and as I said for Quine, quan ti fi ca -
tion the ory and prag matic grounds play a very key role.  

Relationalism

Let me get then down to the busi -
ness of  elab o rat ing the frame work in
terms of  which I’m go ing to ap proach
these ques tions.  The stan dard clas si -
cal way of look ing at the world, the
pe ren nial way, can be char ac ter ized
as a re la tional picture.  

A re la tional picture of the world
with re spect to cer tain ba sic cat e go -
ries.  For ex am ple, con sider the per son (fig ure 1). 

Here we find a con trast be tween two types of po si tions. I’m us -
ing this as an il lus tra tion to get the ar gu ment off the ground and I
think, how ever, it will pro vide us with a first and juicy ex am ple of a
cer tain way of pic tur ing the world.  Ac cord ing to one anal y sis, a
per son con sists of mind and a body. We have the Cartesian po si -
tion.  Which once again co mes to be play ing a very vig or ous role in
philo soph i cal ar gu ment.  Here we have a re la tional ac count, the
mind is one thing, the body is in an other and of course they in ter act
or in some way they are re lated in such a way that they are
coordinated in their behavior.  

Now ac cord ing to a dif fer ent kind of ap proach, the re la tional
ap proach, and put, R1, here (fig ure 2), ac cord ing to a dif fer ent ap -
proach, the ap proach be long ing to the Ar is to te lian tra di tion and
rep re sented to day by Strawson, we have a view ac cord ing to which
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a per son is a ba sic ob ject, it doesn’t con sist of a mind and body,
rather the mind is a per son qua ca pa ble of act ing, ca pa ble of think -
ing and en gag ing in in tel lec tual con cep tual ac tiv i ties and a body
would be a per son qua hav ing cer tain char ac ter is tics, like the abil -
ity to fall out of a win dow, the abil ity to dis place wa ter when swim -
ming and so on. The body would be a per son qua hav ing cer tain
other char ac ter -
is tics. Of course
Strawson puts
this in terms of
P-pred i cates for
the mental and
M-predicates
for material or
bodily aspects. 

Thus, here
we have a con -
trast be tween a
re la tional
picture and a
nonrelational picture. I am, of course, deeply in volved in the
mind-body prob lem and the fam ily of prob lems that it in -
volves—that ac tu ally in volve a num ber of subproblems, the
sense-body prob lem, the con cep tual-ac tiv ity-body prob lem but the
most I can hope to do in this lec ture is to make fa mil iar the strat egy I
would use in han dling it. Let’s look at some are other el e ments of
this re la tional picture in the world.5  

In the first place there are lan guages L1, L2 , …, LN, and these
lan guages are cul tural phe nom ena and they have mean ings and we
get a re la tional the ory of mean ing. The re la tional the ory of mean -
ing, clas si cally, de vel oped in con nec tion with the de vel op ment of
at trib utes. 

We had ex pres sions in the lan guage stand ing for at trib utes, A1,
A2, …, An  and so on, and dif fer ent lan guages would con tain dif fer -
ent ex pres sions for the same at trib utes. We would have a re la tion
here, R2,  a re la tion be tween lan guage and at trib utes, and of course,
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they could be called “mean ings” in this re spect, this would be the
mean ing relation. 

Then of course minds are re lated to these at trib utes and we have 
a re la tion of aware ness or ap pre hen sion, a re la tion whereby the
mind can cope with the at trib utes of the things. We have again an -
other re la tion, R3. 

Fur ther more we have, in this pic ture, an other re la tion ship, in
ad di tion to the do main of mean ings or in tel li gi bles, we also have
concreta.  Dif fer ent phi los o phers give dif fer ent ac counts of what
are concreta and that’s go ing to be a deep con cern of ours but
roughly in the first in stance concreta would be things lo cated in
space and or time. We have a the ory then of re la tion here, there is a
re la tion hold ing be tween concreta and at trib utes, call that R4 (see
fig ure 2). This is the re la tion of ex em pli fi ca tion.  So, relation!
Relation! Relation! Relation!

The do main of in tel li gi bles
be gan, as I said, es sen tially, as
the do main of at trib utes. But as
you know, over the years its in -
her ent Meinongian ten den cies
led it to in clude pos si ble in di -
vid u als, and led it to in clude
prop o si tions, first of all, and
then among prop o si tions, those
which are states of af fairs.  

Then, we have the no tion of a fact which co mes in: the do main
of facts.  And the do main of facts has tended, philo soph i cally, to
sort of hover be tween the sta tus of be ing a res i dent of this do main,
representables, and be ing a concretum, as a mat ter of fact, some
phi los o phers with re spect to concreta hold what we call “ob ject”
ontologies and oth ers what we call “fact” ontologies. So facts have
tended to hover be tween the do main intelligibilia and the do main of 
concreta (fig ure 3). The prob lem there is ob vi ously go ing to be the
problem of truth.  

Hence there is a ten dency to think of truth as a re la tion, there
has been tra di tion ally and you find this for ex am ple in Chisholm,
there has been a ten dency to take a fact ontology and to think of a
prop o si tion as true if it cor re sponds to a fact. Thus, you would have
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the cor re spon dence re la tion call that, R5 (see fig ure 2).  One takes
facts as concreta and doesn’t dis tin guish clearly be tween facts and
ob jects and then has a re la tion of cor re spon dence be tween
propositions and facts.  

And here, then, is the “Re la tional Pic ture” and what I wanted to
do is to re ally re ject all those re la tions! All of them!  Now what is it
to re ject them?  Well here I’m go ing to come up with some thing
more than just dis coun te nanc ing them, I’m go ing to at tempt to
come up with an anal y sis which ex plains ex actly why they are not
re la tions. It is go ing to coun te nance them but point out that they are
not re la tions and this is es sen tially go ing to hinge on the dif fer ence
be tween log i cal con stants and pred i cates.  

What this means is that I’m go ing to take se ri ously the sur face
gram mar of all these ex pres sions that seem to des ig nate re la tions of
these var i ous kinds here. And then I want to per suade you that they
can be ra tio nally re con structed in a way which shows them not even 
to be re la tions, not to be re la tional words at all but to have a dif fer -
ent kind of func tion. And in the cases that I am go ing to be con -
cerned with, to show them di rectly to be log i cal con stants
in clud ing, in here, the quan ti fi ers as well as the con nec tives.  Now
I’m go ing to start out with the “mean ing.”6

Meaning  

I am go ing to show that we can ac cept the mean ing state ments at 
the face value with out com mit ting our selves to a re la tional the ory
of mean ing. Now you see, what this boils down to is, for ex am ple
Quine draws a dis tinc tion—it’s nice how peo ple like di chot o mies if 
it is their own di chot omy and dis like di chot o mies that are some -
body else’s. Quine is en am ored with the di chot omy be tween the
the ory of mean ing and the the ory of de no ta tion and he re jects mean -
ing the ory and ac cepts a logic, a se man tics of de no ta tion. There is a
di chot omy then which he works with and as I said he dis coun te -
nances the an a lytic/syn thetic di chot omy and the other. I’ll have
something to say about those topics as well. 

Let me then em pha size the ba sic step I make that runs through -
out the whole ar gu ment is the ac count that I’m go ing to give of
mean ing.  As I shall ar gue, if we can get an ac count of mean ing
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which does justice to the way the word func tions, and yet doesn’t
re quire mean ing to be a re la tion, this will en able us to have the the -
ory of intentionality and of men tal acts which is not a re la tional
type and it en ables us to have a nonrelational the ory of truth and so
on.  

So the cru cial step con cerns the mean ing.  Now I need a lit tle
ma chin ery here.  The first thing I’m go ing to do is to call at ten tion to 
some things that are ob vi ous—then work from those el e ments. 
Well…things that “should” be ob vi ous be cause as you know,
what’s ob vi ous to one per son is it ei ther un in tel li gi ble or ab surd to
an other.  But now con sider for ex am ple the fol low ing state ment,
“yel low is an ad jec tive.”  Okay. Now this is a sen tence which has a
sub ject, cop ula and it has a pred i cate, it’s a sortal pred i cate. What
we have here is a verb which is sin gu lar and this sug gests that “yel -
low” here is func tion ing as a sin gu lar term.  

There’s no rea son why we shouldn’t ex cept that be cause in
some sense it is ob vi ous that “yel low” is a sin gu lar term here, but
then ev ery thing hinges on what our con cep tion of a sin gu lar term is.  
What our par a digm for be ing a sin gu lar term is.  We may have a
“name par a digm” or a “def i nite de scrip tion” par a digm, in which
case we may tend to as sim i late all sin gu lar terms to the par a digms
we have. Thus a phi los o pher who is al ready Platonistically in clined 
will tend to think of this sin gu lar term as the name of an at trib ute if
you will, or the name of a Pla tonic entity.  An en tity which is, af ter
all, a Pla tonic entity per tain ing to the Eng lish lan guage but then
Plato has a Pla tonic entity of Jus tice, there can be Pla tonic en ti ties
which con cern forms of hu man ac tiv ity and since the Eng lish lan -
guage, as a lan guage, is in tel li gi ble, there must be, for a Platonist, a
form for the “in tel li gi bil i ties” of it and the word ‘yel low’ is, in
some sense, one of in tel li gi bil i ties of  the Eng lish  lan guage. One
might have the no tion that the word ‘yel low’ is functioning as the
name of a Platonic object. 

There is an al ter na tive ob vi ously.  But one which has to be
looked at care fully.  I want to rec om mend it to you, I want to rec om -
mend an other way of look ing at it.  That is that the word ‘yel low’
here is func tion ing as short for “a yel low” or “the yel low is an ad -
jec tive.” I call this type of sin gu lar term, a “dis trib u tive sin gu lar
term” and I call it a dis trib u tive sin gu lar term be cause it en ables us
to make a re mark about all the mem bers of a cer tain group. In other
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words, this in ef fect is tan ta mount to “ ‘yel low’s are ad jec tives.” In
other words, the al ter na tive to the Pla tonic way of con stru ing this
sin gu lar term.7

The Pla tonic way of con stru ing this sin gu lar term is to make use 
of the spe cial kind of sin gu lar term which we all rec og nize to ex ist
in a lan guage. So “‘yel low’ is an ad jec tive” can be, with a min i mum
of Procrusteanizing, can be “ra tio nally re con structed,” with a min i -
mum of tor ment, into a state ment which in volves a dis trib uted sin -
gu lar term as a sub ject. Once this lit tle gnat has been swal lowed, I
think you’ll be ready for the camel. 

All right, ac cord ing to the form here, we could say then in log i -
cal terms, us ing the in clud ing sign, “yel low is an ad jec tive”: 

yel low Î ad jec tive

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

 dogs Î lions

 “dogs are in cluded in Lions.” Where this is equiv a lent, in quan ti fi -
ca tion the ory, to

��x( x Î dog ® x Î lion)

So, this would have the form for ev ery x, x is a yel low im plies x is an
ad jec tive

��x( x Î yel low ® x Î ad jec tive)

Now I should, to be more pre cise here, put “ ‘yel low’ in Eng lish is
an ad jec tive” be cause, of course, one has to have ref er ence to the
fact that ‘yel low’ is func tion ing not here sim ply as a noise but as a
word in the Eng lish-lan guage, a word which has a cer tain kind of
func tion and that brings me to my next theme.

There are sortal words like ‘lion’ and ‘dog’ which clas sify ac -
cord ing to bi o log i cal traits, traits of in ter est.  And there are words
which clas sify in terms of func tion. Fur ther more, there are words
which clas sify both with re spect to the “func tion server” and the
func tion, in other words, let me put it this way. Con sider the word
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‘pawn’ as a word in chess, some thing is a Pawn not by vir tue of its
shape or size but by vir tue of hav ing a cer tain func tion in the game
of chess.  A func tion which is ex pressed by means of the rules con -
cern ing what it is cor rect and in cor rect to do in chess.  Rules which
con sti tute chess as op posed to rules of strat e gies for win ning.  Well
‘pawn’ is a word which clearly is a sortal word, we have the func -
tion, the form “x is a pawn.”

Pawn is a clas si fier ac cord ing to func tion but it is also, to many
peo ple who have been fa mil iar with a par tic u lar kind of chess set in -
volv ing cer tain shapes, the word ‘Pawn’ would have as its cri te ria
of ap pli ca tion not only a cer tain kind of func tion ing but also a cer -
tain em pir i cal kind of shape, for ex am ple, or ma te rial.  We can
imag ine that the word ‘pawn’ can be come a clas si fier which clas si -
fies in a purely functional way and by this I mean that it makes ref -
er ence to em pir i cal char ac ter is tics only so ge ner i cally as to spec ify
what kinds of sim i lar i ties and dif fer ences and “moveabilities”
there must be in or der for some thing to serve the func tion.  You
might say the min i mal de scrip tive ge neric characterization which
is implied by the functioning.

The word pawn is a func tional clas si fier and it can be so used in
such a way that the cri te ria are,  I will call them, purely functional
be cause I will put in that phrase “purely functional” an al low ance
for the min i mal ge neric char ac ter iza tion of the kinds of sim i lar i ties
and dif fer ences there must be among the ob jects in the do main in or -
der for them to serve that kind of function.  

Ob vi ously some thing which can not be in some sense moved
couldn’t change its place, couldn’t be a pawn. Al though even here
we can, speak ing very ab stractly, we can think of all kinds of weird
games, weird ways in which a game of chess could be played and I
don’t mean that old ex am ple I use of Texas chess.8 

An ex am ple in which I use with LBJ play ing, us ing a Ca dil lac
as a piece and coun ties 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 pi ano,
use a sort of Strawsonian world to play chess in if you want to.  
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All right, now in the case of lan guage also there are clas si fier’s
with re spect to, as you might call it, the “mat ter,” in other words,
you can clas sify lin guis tic items ma te ri ally in terms of their pho -
nemes, in terms of their sound struc ture or their vi sual dis play. So
that there is such a thing as clas si fy ing lin guis tic items ac cord ing to
what is tra di tion ally called their sign de signs.  But there also are
func tional ways of classifying expressions.

And what I want to sug gest is that we un der stand mean ing state -
ments in terms of a spe cial way of form ing func tional clas si fiers. 
Con sider the ex am ple which I often use 

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and.

The first thing to note is that the word ‘and’ is per form ing a very pe -
cu liar kind of func tion here.  It’s ob vi ously not func tion ing as the
con nec tive.  As the con nec tive, the word ‘and’ be longs in such con -
texts as, “it is rain ing and the streets are get ting wet,” in other words 
you take sen tences, there are other uses of course in which the word
‘and’ oc curs as join ing pred i cates or sub jects, “Jack and Jill went
up the hill,” “This man is wise and happy.” There are many ways in
which ‘and’ oc curs but those are its nor mal func tions.  Here it is
per form ing a very spe cial kind of func tion and I want us to re view
what that function might be.

I’m sug gest ing that when we speak of the Ger man word as
mean ing “and,” we are giv ing a func tional char ac ter iza tion of it, we 
are not, as it were, de scrib ing the func tion ing of it, I’ll talk about
that a mo ment, but we are en abling the per son who hears this sen -
tence, to whom we of fer the sen tence, to fig ure it out for him self. 
He will be en abled to un der stand how the Ger man word func tions
by re hears ing his own use of this word here.  

I’m sug gest ing that we re gard the word and here as func tion ing
as a metalinguistic clas si fier.  It’s a cousin of or di nary quotes, but
or di nary quotes not only in di cate that some thing per forms a lin -
guis tic func tion, but they also con cern the ma te ri als which ac tu ally
em body that kind of func tion ing. What I want you to do is to think
of the dot-quote as like an or di nary quote ex cept that it doesn’t sim -
ply re fer to the ma te ri als, as a mat ter of fact, it is not con cerned with
the ma te ri als in the sense that any thing to which it is cor rectly ap -
pli ca ble has this kind of ma te rial here be cause it is go ing to be a
purely functional classification in the sense that I’ve men tioned be -
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fore.  So that we are go ing to have a sortal word which is spe cif i -
cally con cerned to clas sify items in lan guages, which per form the
job done in any lan guage by the ma te ri als done in side.  So that I can
say “und in Ger man means and,” “et” in a French means “and” and
so on. And these are all clas si fy ing expressions and so we would get 
the following then, 

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and

is go ing to be re con structed as

The ‘und’ (in Ger man) is an •and•

Let me just make that plu ral, so I can move right to the point that I
want to make but I’m go ing to need one more tech ni cal de vice be -
fore I go fur ther. 

‘Und’s (in Ger man) are •and•s

I had also said,

‘Et’s (in French) are •and•s

and so on.9 
Ac cord ing to this strat egy, then, the word “means” and that’s

the first and cru cial point I want to make, the word “means” is a spe -
cial ized form of the cop ula.  And there fore not a re la tional pred i cate 
word, if this anal y sis is cor rect,  mean ing is not a re la tion be cause to 
say what a word means is to clas sify it and therefore,

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and

has the form

Und (in Ger man) is a •and•

And this has the same form as 

Dog is an an i mal

In the sense that log i cally, it in volves the “in clu sion” sign. This
would have the form, there fore
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��x( x Î undG ® x Î •and•)

As I in di cated, to say what a word means is to clas sify it and this in -
volves that the word “means” is a spe cial ized form of the cop ula.

Let me press this one step fur ther, be cause not only do we speak
of “mean ing” but we have spe cial ized mean ing words in se man tics.
We dis tin guish for ex am ple be tween “stand ing for” and “de notes.”
I’m go ing to be ex pli cat ing this dis tinc tion sub se quently and re lat -
ing it to the prob lem of classes and at trib utes.  But now let’s con -
sider the following example.

I’m go ing to first of all, give a con trived ex am ple in or der to
show how this works and then I’m go ing to gen er al ize it.  I’m go ing
to compare

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and

with

‘Und’ (in Ger man) stands for andness.

Be cause when we use the ex pres sions “stands for” in stan dard se -
man tics, of the Fregean type, what we have here is some thing that
goes along with an ex pres sion here which ends in “-ity,” “-hood,”
“-ness,” or pre fixed by ‘that-’.  And I could’ve done this in terms of
con junc tion but con junc tion is a Latin ver bal noun and what we
have here is an other ab stract term, and I’m coin ing this ex pres sion
andness and I want to give an ac count of it.  

Now I want you to con sider the fol low ing par a digm show ing
again how im por tant a role dis trib uted sin gu lar terms play in
language.

Con sider for ex am ple,

The muskox is the In dian work horse.

Now here is an in ter est ing sen tence be cause it in volves two dis trib -
uted sin gu lar terms, one is the sub ject and one is the pred i cate.  I
want to sug gest that 

The muskox is the In dian work horse 

is equiv a lent to

muskoxen are In dian work horses 
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So that this sen tence in volv ing the two dis trib uted sin gu lar terms
can be re garded as a way—us ing sin gu lar terms—of say ing some -
thing which can be said in terms of a straight for ward use of the
copula.

And in deed I want, there fore, to sug gest that we have the fol -
low ing as our first for mu la tion

The ‘Und’ is the Ger man •and•

The sug ges tion I am now go ing to make is that andness is equiv a -
lent to

The •and•.

In other words I’m go ing to sug gest as my ra tio nal re con struc tion
here (we’ll see if it works) that -ity, -hood, -ness and that-, do two
things. In the first place they are quot ing de vices.10

But like my dot quotes, they are pure func tional quotes and that
means that they ab stract from lin guis tic ma te ri als.

In the sec ond place, -ity, -hood, and -ness ob vi ously form sin -
gu lar terms and what I’m sug gest ing is that the sin gu lar terms they
form are not names but are what?  Dis trib uted Sin gu lar Terms.
Platonism is built on the no tion that -ity, -hood, and -ness words if
they are taken se ri ously as sin gu lar terms must be con strued as
what? Names!  What I’m pro pos ing is that we can do justice to their
sin gu lar “termishness” with out ac cept ing them as names and of
course they don’t come to us blow ing bu gles and say, “we are
names!” They sim ply pres ent them selves to us as sin gu lar terms
and I’m sug gest ing that if we re con struct them as dis trib uted sin gu -
lar terms then we can understand their peculiar role.

Let me draw a dis tinc tion be tween two de grees of “ob jec tiv ity.”
First of all there is ob jec tiv ity in an ab so lute sense: some thing is ab -
so lutely ob jec tive if it is in de pend ent of mind.  An ide al ist nat u -
rally, would deny that there is any thing ab so lutely ob jec tive.  Let
me put it this way, let me con trast ab so lute ob jec tiv ity with what I
would call the weaker sense of “ob jec tiv ity” which I will call
publicness or intersubjectivity.  Ob vi ously in sti tu tions are ob jec -
tive but of course they are not ab so lutely ob jec tive be cause if there
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were no per sons there would be no in sti tu tions.  The ex is tence of in -
sti tu tions involves the existence of persons and of minds. 

What I want to sug gest is that words like triangularity, cir cu -
lar ity, justice and so on look as though they were ab so lutely ob jec -
tive be cause in point of fact they ob vi ously don’t re fer, at least they
don’t ap pear to re fer to our own lan guage or to any par tic u lar lan -
guage and there fore the temp ta tion is to think of them as
nonlinguistic pe riod.  And what I want to sug gest is that what gives
them their pe cu liar char ac ter is not there be ing ab so lutely ob jec tive 
but there be ing pub lic in this sense of ap ply ing to ex pres sions in a
num ber of lan guages, in deed any of a fam ily of lan guages—a fam -
ily of lan guages which contains a certain kind of function.

Ac cord ing to this anal y sis, when we say that 

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and 

we can also say 

‘Und’ (in Ger man) stands for andness.

This co mes down to, when you press the anal y sis, 

 ‘Und’ (in Ger man)  Î   •and•

Thus I’m sug gest ing, then, that to say what a word stands for is
also to clas sify it.  But we are go ing to see that “stands for” is a spe -
cial ized word, it is spe cial ized even fur ther than “means” be cause
“stands for” is in tro duced by lo gi cians to con trast with the “de -
notes.”  Where it is ap pro pri ate.  As a mat ter fact, phi los o phers tend
not to think of “und” as stand ing for any thing be cause they are so
con cerned with that con trast be tween intension and ex ten sion and
“und” doesn’t obviously have any extension.

When I say for ex am ple that 

‘Dreieckig’ (in G) stands for triangularity

Ac cord ing to this anal y sis this has the ef fect of

The ‘Dreieckig’ (in G) is •tri an gu lar•11
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And again “stands for” turns out not to be a re la tion at all, if this re -
con struc tion is cor rect. The key to the re con struc tion is to see
triangularity not as a pur ported name, but to rec og nize its char ac ter
as a sin gu lar term and to view it as a way of clas si fy ing, func tion -
ally, lin guis tic expressions. 

Ac cord ing to this ac count, then, both “means” and “stands for”
are spe cial ized forms of the cop ula. 

I said that to clas sify, to say what a word stands for, is to clas sify 
it func tion ally.  But now what is the func tion of ‘dreieckig’?  You
see one is of ten tempted to say, “I grant that the word ‘dreieckig’
has a func tion but surely its func tion is to stand for triangularity,”
and to get into a cir cle here, ob vi ously.  

Now there are two ways in which you can give an ex pla na tion.
You can ex plain to some one the func tion of a word.  For ex am ple,
sup pose, to use an anal ogy, if I were to go down to Texas where LBJ 
[Pres i dent Lyndon Baines John son] is play ing “Tess” and I might
say—as I see a Ca dil lac steam ing from County A County B—I
might say, “what’s that?”  And some body might say, “that’s a
King.”  Now you see, I’ve told you, in a sense, what its func tion is
but of course I’ve done it by giv ing you a clas si fier which clas si fies
it func tion ally. In or der to ex plain in an other sense what that is, I
would have to say, “well it is the sort of thing that can go from
county to county, one at a time and…and then go give him the rules
of Texas Chess of “LBJ Chess.”  

Again sup pose I were to ask what is the func tion of the pawn? 
Well it would be unilluminating to an swer the ques tion by say ing
the func tion of a pawn is to play the pawn role.  The func tion of the
Pawn is to play the Pawn.  What I’m sug gest ing is that to say that the 
func tion of ‘dreieckig’ is to stand for triangularity is to do the ex act
same thing, to say that is to give stone in place of bread just as if
some one were to say what is the func tion of the pawn, “Ah the func -
tion of the pawn is to play the pawn role.”  It is to play the pawn. 
There are many ways in which we have spe cial ized cop ula’s and
play ing as for ex am ple in Texas chess, Ca dil lacs play the King
“play” there is a cop ula and you can in ef fect in Texas chess, Ca dil -
lacs play the King, Ca dil lac’s play ing the King is equiv a lent to Ca -
dil lacs in Texas chess are Kings. 

The state ment that the func tion of ‘dreieckig’ is to stand for tri -
an gu lar is unilluminating in a way in which it would con trast with
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the il lu mi nat ing way of dis cuss ing the ax i om atic struc ture which
gov erns the cor rect use of the word tri an gu lar.  And I’m go ing to be
dis cuss ing us ing the ex am ple of tri an gu lar in a num ber of ways and
ul ti mately to clar ify the no tion of con cep tual change.

Let me il lus trate this point again be cause it’s a cru cial one. 
Sup pose I say that 

‘Und’ (in Ger man) stands for andness,

and then I ex plained to you that’s re ally giv ing you a clas si fi ca tion
of the Ger man word ‘und’, tell ing you that ‘und’s in Ger man are
•and•s.  And you say well that’s a func tional classification but what
func tion does the word ‘und’ in Ger man play?  Well I might say,
“well it plays the ‘and’ func tion” but that wouldn’t be very il lu mi -
nat ing un less you can re hearse your word ‘and’ and know how you
use it. In ef fect, then, what I could do more ex plic itly was to tell you
the ba sic rules in ac cor dance with which the con nec tive ‘and’ func -
tions in logic.  In other words the cash for a func tional classification 
ul ti mately con sists in lay ing down what the rules are in terms of
which one eval u ates cor rect or in cor rect us age of an item.12

One ex plains what it is for some thing to be a pawn by ex plain -
ing the rules to which pawn us ers are sub ject in play ing chess.  

I’m ar gu ing that mean ing is not a re la tion be tween lin guis tic
items and nonlinguistic items.  And I’m ar gu ing, sim i larly, that the
ob jec tiv ity of in tel li gi bles is intersubjectivity and
“interlinguisticity” and not ab so lute ob jec tiv ity. On the other hand, 
I want to in sist that some words would not mean what they do un less 
they stood in mat ter-of-fac tual re la tions to ab so lutely ob jec tive en -
ti ties in a sense. Thus, for ex am ple, un less the word ‘Soc ra tes’
stood in some mat ter-of-fac tual re la tion to a per son who lived in
Ath ens 2,000 and some years ago, un less names stood in mat -
ter-of-fac tual re la tions to ob jects, they couldn’t have the mean ing
they do.  The mean ing state ments would not be true.  But this
doesn’t mean that the word “means” stands for a re la tion.  Again,
the word ‘yel low’ wouldn’t have the mean ing it does, in other
words, it wouldn’t func tion as it does un less the word ‘yel low’
func tioned in per cep tual re sponses, what Quine calls “word-ob ject
re la tion ships”  with ob jec tive, ab so lutely ob jec tive en ti ties. This
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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 a nonrelational the ory of mean ing and of stand -
ing for.  The next move is to ap ply this to the case of the pur ported
re la tion be tween men tal acts and in tel li gi bles, at trib utes.  Let’s
com mit our selves to keep this am bi gu ity of the Cartesian scheme
[du al ism] ver sus the Strawsonian.  We would have a re la tional the -
ory again, this is R3 where we would have an at trib ute and we have a 
mind stand ing in re la tion to the at trib ute.  Now what I’m sug gest ing 
here is that we con strue men tal acts on the anal ogy of lin guis tic
items so that to say what a men tal act is about is to clas sify it. We are 
al ready, by our ac count of mean ing, com mit ted to the view that to
say what a per son says, is to clas sify it.  When you say that Jones
said that Tom is tall you are clas si fy ing Jones’ ut ter ance in a func -
tional way, when you quote what some body says, of course, you are 
not char ac ter iz ing it or clas si fy ing it in a purely functional way be -
cause when you use di rect quotes you are clas si fy ing it in terms of
the lin guis tic ma te rial of a cer tain lan guage but when you use in di -
rect dis course you are clas si fy ing it in a purely functional way.

The sug ges tion here then is that just as when you clas sify the ut -
ter ance by quotes or by in di rect dis course, you are clas si fy ing it
func tion ally so when you say what a men tal act is about, you are
clas si fy ing it in a func tional way. Thus to say Jones thought that
Tom is tall you are clas si fy ing Jones’ thought in a cer tain way. 
How? You are clas si fy ing it with re spect to how you would clas sify
the cor re spond ing ut ter ance, the ut ter ance which would ex press
that thought.  Thus we clas sify men tal acts in terms of how we
would clas sify, func tion ally, the ut ter ances that would ex press the
men tal act.  Once again we have a clas si fy ing ac count of
“aboutness” or mean ing as con trasted with a re la tional the ory of
aboutness or meaning.

One fi nal point and that is (this is a point that is elab o rated in the 
pa per on “cat e go ries”) that we have here the ba sis for a gen eral ac -
count of ab stract sin gu lar terms.13
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It is the ba sis for a gen eral ac count of ab stract sin gu lar terms be -
cause the word ‘triangularity’ oc curs not only in con texts as
‘Dreieckig’ (in Ger man) stands for triangularity but also oc curs in
the con texts, for ex am ple

a ex em pli fies triangularity.

And if we fol low through with the same theme that triangularity
equals the •tri an gu lar•, then we can see a strat egy for han dling the
sup posed re la tion of ex em pli fi ca tion.  This looks like a re la tion, it
has the sur face gram mar of a re la tion, and to see how its depth
gram mar ap pears, let’s re write it in terms of some thing that is
clearly equiv a lent to it, namely,

Tri an gu larity is true of a

To say that some thing ex em pli fies triangularity is equiv a lent to
say ing that triangularity is true of it.  This would then be come

The •tri an gu lar• is true of a

Now this is a very spe cial use of the word ‘a’.  For ex am ple if I
say “wis dom is true of Soc ra tes,” this is a very spe cial use of the
word ‘Soc ra tes’ just as in the case of

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and

We have a spe cial use of the word ‘and’.  Here I am not us ing ‘Soc -
ra tes’ as I nor mally would in a sim ple sub ject-pred i cate sen tence as
for example

Soc ra tes is wise.

I’m us ing it to make the sen tence in volv ing this con cept of truth. 
There is clearly a close re la tion ship be tween

Wis dom is true of Soc ra tes

and

That Soc ra tes is wise is true.

Ob vi ously if wis dom is true of Soc ra tes then that Soc ra tes is wise is
true and vice versa.  Now that Soc ra tes is wise is true ac cord ing to
the ac count that we have given of the func tion of the word ‘that’
would come out as
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The •Soc ra tes is wise• is true.

Now if that Soc ra tes is wise is true, is equiv a lent to an ex pres -
sion which men tions the word ‘Soc ra tes’ this is a hint to us that in
“wis dom is true of Soc ra tes,” the word ‘Soc ra tes’ is also men -
tioned.  And we have an other case here of a hid den metalinguistic
ref er ence.  And I will for the time be ing express this as

A •wise• con cat e nated with a •Soc ra tes• is true.  

In other words this is a way of mak ing it a truth state ment which
breaks up what is be ing char ac ter ized as true in two parts be cause of 
what one wants to do in the con text.  So that af ter all we can put
down this gen eral prin ci ple here a •Soc ra tes is wise•, in other
words, here we have a func tional classification which ap plies to
sen tences in any lan guage which do this “Soc ra tes is wise” job, we
can cer tainly say then, a Soc ra tes is wise is  

a •Soc ra tes• con cat e nated with a •wise• 

and the ex plo ra tion of this point would take us into an ac count of
the sub ject-pred i cate con nec tion.

If this is cor rect, then the sup posed re la tion of ex em pli fi ca tion
turns out to be a spe cial use of the con cept of truth.  And we would,
in or der, then, to see whether we can get away from a re la tional the -
ory of ex em pli fi ca tion, we have to see what we can do with the con -
cept of truth.  And if it turns out that the word true does n’t stand for
a re la tion, then by this strat egy we would have shown that ex em pli -
fies is not a re la tion and we would have boxed the com pass on the
re la tions which I built into the pic ture of the world which I char ac -
ter ize as the “pe ren nial picture.”14

Here is the ba sic ma te rial that I’m go ing to be work ing with in
the course of this ex plo ra tion of mean ing, truth, and ex is tence.

Questions and Answers 

Let me write down here,

Und (in Ger man) is a •and•
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and I char ac ter ized this as 

( �x)( x Î undG ® x Î •and•)

 [Can the con nec tive in the means ru bric be con strued as a re la tion
of some sort?] What I said was that there is no re la tion ship here
what so ever be cause this is a log i cal con nec tive and not a re la tion. 
Now if you want to call con nec tives “crypto re la tions,” you’re en ti -
tled to do so but there is a fun da men tal dif fer ence be tween log i cal
con nec tives and pred i cates in that pred i cates take re fer ring ex pres -
sions and sin gu lar terms. For ex am ple, con sider even the word im -
plies which is a pred i cate, it is a pred i cate, not a con nec tive and this
is shown by the fact that we have to say is that Soc ra tes is wise
implies that he has a mind and so on.

The •and• is a sortal word and ev ery sortal word has cri te ria of
ap pli ca tion, what are the cri te ria that any thing must sat isfy to be a
•and•? It must be an item in some lan guage or other which is un der
the con trols and do ing the job that is done in our lan guage by the ex -
pres sion that is con tained be tween the dot quotes. That’s the way
we form the dot quoted ex pres sion, in other words, its for ma tion in -
volves the use of some thing which is do ing a cer tain func tion but
this doesn’t in volve the re la tion be tween en ti ties. I use this very
com pli cated lo cu tion—this is a sortal ex pres sion which ap plies to
any thing which func tions in a way as what’s in be tween the quotes
func tions in our lan guage but that doesn’t mean this is an ab bre vi a -
tion for that, we mustn’t con strue the cri te ria for a sortal ex pres sion
as if it were a part of the definition of the sortal expression.

Lec ture II
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Introduction

Let us step back, let us con sol i date, see what we’ve done.15 I
was at tempt ing last time to get you first of all to swal low the gnat,
and at least be gin to swal low the camel. I don’t know that even the
gnat has been swal lowed. I hope that you are en ter tain ing the gnat.

I be gan you’ll re mem ber with a cer tain pic ture of thought and
the world.  A pic ture which has had and con tin ues to have, a dom i -
nat ing in flu ence on the kinds of an swers that are given to prob lems
in phi los o phy gen er ally, and to prob lems in the phi los o phy of sci -
ence.  For ex am ple, it is this pic ture of the world, and knowl edge of
the world, the pic ture of the re la tion of thought to the world which
un der lies instrumentalism.  I will be point ing that out to day.  Es sen -
tially the pic ture is one which is his tor i cally as so ci ated with the
Pla tonic tra di tion but by no means lim ited to what would gen er ally
be called the Pla tonic tra di tion be cause it’s a pic ture that can be
held with all kinds of qual i fi ca tions, all kinds of foot notes, all kinds 
of com men tary which at tempts to blunt it, which at tempts to side -
track it, but yet the pic ture is of ten operating even where the picture
is being explicitly rejected. 

For ex am ple Carnap, in his Mean ing and Necessity is in a sense
in which I’m us ing the term, a Platonist, and I’ll be bring ing this out 
as we go along.  The rea son he doesn’t call him self a “Platonist” is
be cause he as so ci ates the term Platonism with the ad di tional lit tle
pic tures which have got ten tied to the no tion of Platonism. For ex -
am ple a Platonist is not merely one who holds that there is the tri an -
gle it self, the cir cle it self, these at trib utes that are ab so lutely
ob jec tive en ti ties which would be there and ex ist and would have
there be ing even if there were no minds.  

But of course the Platonist is one who holds that the chair it self
is a chair, the ta ble it self is a ta ble and so on, the no tion be ing that
these forms are per fect par tic u lars and when Carnap de nies that he
is a Platonist, he is de ny ing that he be lieves the chairness is a chair
that’s—what it co mes down to. But of course since in any se ri ous
sense, the Pla tonic tra di tion does not have as part of its es sen tial
core self-pred i ca tion or self instantiation of at trib utes, it’s mis lead -
ing for a phi los o pher—it shows his his tor i cal ig no rance—to hold
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es sen tially Pla tonic po si tions and yet say he is not a Platonist on the
ground that he doesn’t think that triangularity is a per fect tri an gle. 
So I would use Carnap in Mean ing and Necessity as a par a digm ex -
am ple of the Platonist.

Relationalism

In this re la tional picture, re mem ber, I started first of all by
point ing out that the Cartesian tra di tion has a re la tional picture of
mind and body, mind is one ul ti mate sub ject, body is an other ul ti -
mate sub ject and the two are re lated: a mind-body re la tion ship.16 I
con trasted this with a dou ble as pect
the ory found in Strawson ac cord ing to
which mind is a per son qua hav ing cer -
tain ac tiv i ties and abil i ties, qua en gag -
ing in cer tain ac tiv i ties and hav ing
cer tain abil i ties: the body is a per son
qua hav ing cer tain other abil i ties and
car ry ing on cer tain other ac tiv i ties.

Then of course I came to the heart of the mat ter: the no tion of a
do main of es sences, in tel li gi bles, of ab stract en ti ties, as they are
called, the kind of en ti ties re ferred to by –ity, -hood, -ness and
“that-” clauses: that Tom is tall, that Soc ra tes is wise, that 2 + 2 = 4,
and so on.  And of course, then, ac cord ing to this pic ture, lan guage
gets its mean ing by stand ing in a mean ing re la tion to this do main of
en ti ties.  We have, then, a re la tional the ory of mean ing. 

Now re mem ber as I em pha sized yes ter day af ter noon, in one of
the dis cus sion sec tions, I love re la tions and I’m mean that lit er ally
and fig u ra tively.  I am not against re la tions. I’m against a re la tional
the ory of mean ing and I deny that the word ‘means’ stands for a re -
la tion.  In or der for an ex pres sion to mean some thing there must be
lots of re la tions in volved but I’m just de ny ing that the word
‘means’ it self func tions as a re la tion word.  

I’m afraid that some of you may have a got ten the im pres sion
last time that I was down re la tions.  I as sure you that this is not so. 
I’m down on a the ory of mean ing ac cord ing to which words have
mean ing by vir tue of stand ing in a mean ing re la tion to a do main of
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en ti ties called mean ings, or es sences, or in tel li gi bles, or ab stract
en ti ties.

Intentionality

We have a the ory of intentionality ac cord ing to which mind
stands in re la tions to these in tel li gi bles, these es sences, these ab -
stract en ti ties.  For a per son to be lieve that Soc ra tes is wise is for
him, as it were, to ap pre hend, or stand in a re la tion of no tic ing or
aware ness to an en tity called “that Tom is tall,” “that Soc ra tes is
wise.” Or, to be think ing of triangularity just be cause he is stand ing
in a cer tain sort of re la tion ship to that es sence.  So we have the
“aboutness” re la tion, a thought is about an en tity, in tends it, is
about it, stands in re la tion to it: where this is construed as a relation.  

Exemplification

And then of course as I pointed out in this do main there are
concreta, in the real world there, are concreta, and here are the at -
trib utes, the. –ity, -hood and –ness here and the concreta par take of,
ex em plify, instantiate, are in stances of etc. at trib utes, and we have
the “ex em pli fi ca tion” re la tion.  I’m us ing the word ‘ex em pli fi ca -
tion’ but you re mem ber all the terms that have been used here
through out his tory.  We have a re la tional the ory of at trib utes and
concreta.  The concreta stand in an ex em pli fi ca tion relation to
attributes.  

Facts and Mean ing

Then as I in di cated that “facts,” some how hover around in here,
they are of ten treated as concreta and at other times “facts” are dis -
tin guished from concreta but then in any case, we have a re la tional
the ory of truth ac cord ing to which a be lief or thought is true if it cor -
re sponds to a fact.  So we have a cor re spon dence re la tion be tween a
be lief and the fact and I’m go ing to be dis cuss ing that.  That will
break down usu ally into a prod uct  of the re la tion ship be tween a
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thought and a state of af fairs or a prop o si tion in the do main of ab -
stract en ti ties and then some kind of char ac ter of ex ist ing or ob tain -
ing or be ing the case which would make that a fact: we get var i ous
ac counts of truth in the tra di tional cor re spon dence form.

I want to of fer a rad i cally dif fer ent way of look ing at this sit u a -
tion.  One, in ef fect which is nominalistic, or if you will,
conceptualistic, I pre fer to say, but it’s very dif fer ent from the stan -
dard kind of nomi nal ism be cause it takes se ri ously the idea of there
be ing such things as triangularity and ab stract en ti ties. It re in ter -
prets their ex is tence. It re in ter prets their sta tus, it gives a dif fer ent
ac count of them and one which is in gen eral in the spirit of
Wittgenstein’s claim that the mean ing of an ex pres sion is its use. 
He uses that as a kind of slo gan and I would be pre pared to use it as a
kind of slo gan—the fun da men tal dif fer ence is that in the In ves ti ga -
tions for Wittgenstein, when Wittgenstein’s speaks of the mean ing
of the ex pres sion as its use, he has in mind a whole range of uses of
kinds that are quite un like like those I con cen trate on or stress.17 

For ex am ple he has in mind what I would call the use of lan -
guage in com mu ni ca tive roles, in flu enc ing peo ple, com mand ing
peo ple, tell ing peo ple to do things, and so on, as sert ing, mak ing
state ments.  Whereas the kind of the use that I want to con cen trate
on is what I would call se man ti cal use, the kind of use which gives
ex pres sions their mean ing and which is pre sup posed by the com -
mu ni ca tive uses of lan guage and the use of lan guage to in flu ence
peo ple, to win friends and in flu ence peo ple, that is, the Dale Car ne -
gie as pect of lan guage which Wittgenstein stresses so much and
which Austin stressed so much in his dis cus sion of how to do things
with words.

My ar gu ment last time was that mean ing is not a re la tion, and
when we say for ex am ple that

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and

we are not talk ing about a mean ing re la tion be tween the Ger man
word ‘und’ an en tity called “and” or con junc tion, and when we say
that the Ger man word ‘und’ means and we are clas si fy ing, as it
were, we are clas si fy ing it by means of a sortal ex pres sion and  an
un der lined ex pres sion (as we would or di narily represent it)
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‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and

The word “and” is func tion ing in a pe cu liar way here and I sug -
gested that we con strue that as a quot ing de vice. It forms out of the
word ‘and’ a metalinguistic ex pres sion just as any or di nary quote is 
a metalinguistic, a way of re fer ring to the lan guage. This would be a 
way of re fer ring to lan guage, it is a way of clas si fy ing lin guis tic ex -
pres sions and the dot-quoted ex pres sion is a sortal ex pres sion
which ap plies to any con crete lin guis tic oc cur rence which in any
lan guage does the kind of func tion ing which the word ‘and’ does in
our lan guage.  I call it an “il lus trat ing” use of quotes be cause it is,
what the word ‘and’, in here, is do ing is not func tion ing as the word
‘and’—its re lated—it is func tion ing how ever in a way which is re -
lated to the word ‘and’ in the fol low ing sense. That it func tions in a
way by re hears ing which, we can dis cover how other lan guages
per form that func tion, what ex pres sions in other lan guages per form 
that func tion.  

So we have here a sortal ex pres sion and I said that ‘Und’s (in
Ger man) means and has the log i cal form

‘Und’s (in Ger man) Î   •and•s

Now of course in logic we leave the ‘s’ of here and let the con text
pro vide the plu ral.  Thus for ex am ple

if this were ‘man’ and ‘an i mal’, this would be ‘men are an i -
mals’.

And that would be an a lyzed as

�x( xÎmanÉxÎan i mal)

so, 

�x( xÎ ‘und’ (in Ger man)ÉxÎ   •and•)

It is a func tional classification and fur ther more it’s a pure func -
tional classification in that in or der to be a •and• some thing doesn’t
have to look like the word ‘and’ or sound like it, it can be ‘und’ or
‘et’ in Latin and so on.  And then I gave the same ac count of the re -
lated ex pres sion “stands for” which again has the sur face gram mar
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of a re la tional word. We tend to think of “stands for” state ments as
hav ing the form 

some thing are some thing.  

I an a lyze this in such a way that 

‘Und’s (in Ger man) stands for con junc tion (or andness) 

has the form, first of all, 

The ‘und’ (in Ger man) is the •and•

And this be comes again,

‘Und’s (in Ger man) are •and•s.

Thus, that the depth gram mar of “stands for” state ments is the same
as the depth gram mar of mean ing state ments, they both serve the
func tion of clas si fy ing func tion ally the ex pres sions about which
they are talking.

This led me to a gen eral ac count of ex pres sions end ing in
–hood, -ity, and -ness or be gin ning with that.18  I said that these are
all quot ing de vices, and they look as though they were names of
nonlinguistic en ti ties, why?  Be cause what they are quot ing is, they
are per form ing a metalinguistic func tion in a way which ab stracts
from the dif fer ences be tween par tic u lar lan guages, Eng lish, French 
and so on.  And this is a mis in ter preted by the phi los o pher to mean
that they are not meant to be metalinguistic at all, but they are
metalinguistic in that they deal with a whole fam ily of lan guages
which later on I’m go ing to call a con cep tual sys tem.

In a sense Ger man, French and Eng lish and so on, are dif fer ent
ways of writ ing and speak ing the same con cep tual sys tem, the con -
cep tual sys tem be ing char ac ter ized by the se man ti cal rules con sid -
ered ab stractly, just as Texas Chess and or di nary Chess and Chess
played on all of the dif fer ent ways that we play, dif fer ent pieces, of
course, can all be re garded as a spe cial em bodi ments gov erned by
an ab stract set of rules which ap plies to them all.  A set of rules that
char ac ter izes them in very ge neric terms with re spect to their ma te -
ri als and moves.  So it is –ity, -hood and -ness and that- are quot ing
de vices.  
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‘Tri an gu larity’, al though it is a sin gu lar term and looks like a
name, in Platonism es sen tially you take it to be a name and that’s
the crux of the mat ter.  That’s why the re in ter pre ta tion of these
terms is so im por tant be cause once we see that there is an al ter na -
tive to con stru ing this as a name, then we are en abled to see that we
are not deal ing with a pe cu liar do main of ab stract ul ti mate ob jects.
When we talk about triangularity, it is to talk about con cep tual
items, lin guis tic items and I am go ing to be in clud ing in lan guage,
as I in di cated at the end of the last lec ture, in ner speech, Ockhamite
in ner speech as well as overt speech be cause I think that what we
un der stand by the word “thought” is some thing anal o gous, an in ter -
nal pro cess that is anal o gous to, in its func tion ing, in its func tional
re spects, it is anal o gous to overt lan guage. 

When we talk about triangularity we are talk ing about the tri an -
gu lar. That is the anal y sis of it,  the -ity does two jobs, first of all it
does the quot ing, makes it a metalinguistic term and it makes it,
how ever, a purely functional metalinguistic term and sec ondly the
-ity does the job of mak ing it into a sin gu lar term so that
triangularity is a dis trib uted sin gu lar term, ‘the •tri an gu lar•’ and
there fore to talk about triangularity is to talk about •tri an gu lar•s. 
To talk about triangularity is to talk about •tri an gu lar•s in ex actly
the sense in which to talk about the pawn is to talk about pawns.  

There is noth ing to the pawn over and above pawns, there is not
an en tity over and above pawns which is “the pawn,” state ments
about “the pawn” are state ments about pawns and sim i larly state -
ments about triangularity, al though they looked like they are state -
ments about an ob ject hav ing a name, they are re ally state ments
about a con cep tual items. Namely, any concretum whether it be in
the mind or in overt lan guage which is do ing the func tion ing, which 
is func tion ing in a way which, in Eng lish, the word ‘tri an gu lar’
functions.

Talk ing about triangularity is talk ing about concreta.  Talk ing
about triangularity is not talk ing about tri an gles, it is not talk ing
about tri an gu lar concreta, it’s talk ing about con cep tual or lin guis -
tic concreta.  But this is why it is nomi nal ism. Be cause ac cord ing to
it even the ref er ence of ab stract sin gu lar terms is concreta.

Now you see Quine looks at words like ‘triangularity’, ‘cir cu -
lar ity’, and so on and he con strues them as it re port ing names. 
There fore all he does is to throw them away and say we can do with -
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out them.  Now I say, “No! We don’t need to throw them away be -out them.  Now I 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 spe cial ways of re fer ring to con cep tual concreta.”  That is the
fun da men tal dif fer ence be tween my nomi nal ism and Quine’s. He
wants to re fer to concreta, al though strictly speak ing, be tween you
and me, what he loves to re fer to are classes.  I don’t, I like concreta,
I’m a real re al ist.  But for him the most con crete items there are, are
classes.19

The most con crete items there are seem to be classes and num -
bers, how ever, if Quine wants an ontology of classes and num bers
then let him have it, I re gard that as much too Platonistic.  I have an
ontology of concreta.  And yet I coun te nance triangularity be cause
for me talk ing about triangularity is talk ing about •tri an gu lar•s just
as talk ing about the pawn is talk ing about pawns.

That was the ba sic mes sage of what I was try ing to get across.

Linguistic Events

Let’s take a mo ment to re flect upon the lin guis tic ex pres sions
since I am lean ing so heavily on lan guage here.  There are lin guis tic
ex pres sions in pri mary and de riv a tive senses.  Ar is totle pointed out
of course, ex pres sions are used in fam i lies of ways.  For ex am ple
take the word ‘healthy’ to use Ar is totle’s ex am ple, the pri mary use
of the word ‘healthy’ is in con nec tion with per sons, Jones is
healthy, a per son is healthy but as Ar is totle pointed out we can
speak about med i cine as be ing healthy, we can speak about a cli -
mate as be ing healthy, we can speak of an ac tiv ity as be ing healthy. 
Well, lin guis tic ex pres sions in the pri mary sense are ac tual
use-ings of lan guage by per sons, let’s be clear about that. It is peo -
ple speak ing and peo ple, as it were, writ ing and peo ple read ing
which are the pri mary mode of be ing of lan guage.  Pieces of ink on
pa per are lin guis tic ex pres sions in the de riv a tive sense.  They are
de riv a tive be cause they are in a con ven tional and cul tural way re -
lated to the lan guage events in the pri mary sense of lin guis tic ex -
pres sions.  And if some body were to ask you, “sup pose that I was to
go out to the Sa hara Desert and their by an ac ci dent of the wind, I
see the word ‘heaven’ in scribed. Now is that a word? Is that a lin -
guis tic ex pres sion?” Well, we can imag ine a heated bull ses sion go -
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ing, some peo ple will say, “no that’s a lin guis tic ex pres sion
clearly.” “Well look at it! You can see, h-e-a-v-e-n.” You can see it
hap pen and oth ers will say, “not at all, that’s not a lin guis tic ex pres -
sion, that’s merely a ran dom happenstantial col lec tion of grains of
sand.”  The an swer is “okay it is a lin guis tic ex pres sion if you are
will ing to ex tend the mean ing of the word to in clude it.”  There is a
kind of de ci sion that is in volved here be cause ob vi ously al though is 
not in ten tion ally there as a prod uct of any com mu ni cat ing-be ing
nev er the less it is re lated to languaging in the sense that it is the sort
of thing that will bring about in stan dard con di tions a read ing of the
word ‘heaven’ and a say ing of the word ‘heaven’ and so on.

I take it that these con sid er ations are fa mil iar and ob vi ous, the
same thing ap plies of course to re cord ings as well as to printed
pages.  I want to em pha size that lin guis tic ex pres sions in the pri -
mary sense are ac tu ally pieces of liv ing hu man ver bal be hav ior. 
Where the word ‘be hav ior’ now, by the way which has been ap pall -
ingly mis han dled by psy chol o gists, is used in the orig i nal sense of
“be hav ior.”  It is not used in the sense of the mo tions or twitches,
“ver bal be hav ior,” if we use the ex pres sion at all, should be used in
the or di nary sense of the word ‘be hav ior’ as some thing peo ple do
that is es sen tially in volv ing the whole atmosphere and implications 
of personal activity.

Thought

Mean ing state ments then, are func tional classifications of lin -
guis tic ex pres sions. Now what about thought?  The first thing I
want to em pha size is that ac tual “languagings”—I’ll use that in -
stead of ver bal be hav ior be cause “be hav ior” has such bad over -
tones—mean ing ful languagings are mean ing ful in their own right. 
A languaging as such is not sim ply a pro duc tion of noises, of ut ter -
ings; it’s ut ter ings that are func tion ing in cer tain ways.  

If a per son is speak ing as one who knows the lan guage, his
speak ing is en gaged with the world, en gaged with his other ac tiv i -
ties, it forms part of the sys tem with them.20 Speak ing has mean ing
as func tion ing in these ways. It has mean ing not be cause it is the ex -
pres sion of thought al though it is the ex pres sion of thought. Speak -
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ing has mean ing be cause it func tions in the ap pro pri ate ways. To
say what a per son says in the sense of “lan guages,” is to clas sify the
languagings and if this per son here says “Tom is tall” then he is not
merely ut ter ing a noise, he is ut ter ing sounds which are func tion ing
in a cer tain way. Thus the word ‘Tom’ func tions in such a way that
it picks out an in di vid ual.

The word ‘tall’ func tions in such a way that it char ac ter izes the
in di vid ual picked out.  Now that is a very prom is sory-note-ish way
of talk ing, yet one that is in tu itively clear but philo soph i cally very
puz zling.  In any event, if we know how the words ‘Tom’ and ‘tall’
do func tion, the word ‘Tom’ func tions to pick out a concretum and
the ex pres sion ‘tall’ by  be ing placed in the same sen tence with
‘Tom’ serves to char ac ter ize the item picked out.  The dif fer ence
be tween merely ut ter ing noises and gen u ine languaging is the dif -
fer ence be tween a par rot pro duc ing noises where there is no func -
tional re la tion ship what ever be tween what he does and the world
and its con texts and its be hav ior and the way in which the same sen -
tence func tions in the case of some body who knows the lan guage
and is thinking as a user in the language.  

When we say here , let’s take Jones:

Jones said ‘Tom is tall’.

What we are do ing is clas si fy ing his ut ter ance, we are clas si fy ing it
func tion ally but fur ther more, we are clas si fy ing it with re spect to
its ma te ri als also be cause we are us ing or di nary quotes here and
thus we are im ply ing that he’s us ing Eng lish ma te ri als and that he
said something that sounds like

‘Tom is tall’

As op posed to 

‘Tom is fat’ or ‘Tom ist dick [fett]’.

On the other hand, if I said Jones said “that Tom is tall,” here we
have the “that clause” and that’s an in di ca tion that we have here a
pure func tional classification in the sense that we are not com mit -
ting our selves to the idea that he used those par tic u lar ver bal ma te -
ri als. As a mat ter of fact, if we say, “Jones said that Tom is tall” that
even per mits him to have said it in Latin, French, Ger man and so on. 
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What we are do ing how ever, in each case, is clas si fy ing his
languaging.  This is just an out growth of the ac count of mean ing
that I have given where by say ing what an ex pres sion means it is to
clas sify it.  

Ex pres sions in their pri mary role, in their pri mary sense are
per sons languaging, so that the point then car ries over to say what
“languagings” say, is to clas sify them.  And to clas sify them func -
tion ally.  To say that Jones said that Tom is tall is to tell us, con vey,
the in for ma tion that he used an ex pres sion which picks out a cer tain 
in di vid ual and that he char ac ter ized the in di vid ual as tall. A philo -
soph i cal ac count of what pred i ca tion is, and what char ac ter iz ing is,
is one of the $64,000 ques tions in phi los o phy.  

The sec ond point I want to make then is that the same holds true
of the men tal acts.  If to say what a per son says is to clas sify it, func -
tion ally, then to say what a per son thinks also is to clas sify his
think ing.  What I sug gested as a  first ap prox i ma tion, is that we clas -
sify men tal acts of  think ing with ref er ence to the way in which we
would clas sify func tion ally, what? The ut ter ance, the languaging 
that would be brought about by its be ing given overt ex pres sion.
When we say, 

Jones thought that Tom is tall 

we would be clas si fy ing the think ing. And not do ing what?  Here
again, ac cord ing to the re la tional picture21 one who thinks that Tom 
is tall, that’s be cause his men tal act of think ing is re lated to a cer tain 
en tity here that Tom is Tall.

The re la tion be ing that of in tend ing or be ing about or so on. 
I’m ar gu ing that to say what a per son thinks is not to talk about a re -
la tion be tween an act of think ing and a Pla tonic entity, it is to clas -
sify the think ing as hav ing a cer tain spe cies or es sence if you will,
be ing of a cer tain kind, it is to clas sify the men tal act in a purely
functional way.  

Just as a sort of foot note here and to give you a lit tle cash on a
prom is sory note with which I be gan, once we un der stand that talk -
ing about the intentionality of thought or aboutness of thought is a
way of func tion ally clas si fy ing the thought, then when we can to
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face the ques tion “what is it that per forms this func tions, that em -
bod ies this func tion?”, the pos si bil ity arises that this might be a
neurophysiological pro cess.  Be cause our con cepts of thought are
purely functional con cepts so that once we see that, we might be -
come more friendly to ward an iden tity the ory of the men tal and
phys i cal.  But that is still very much of a prom is sory note but I have
dis cussed this in a num ber of places.

Ac cord ing to this then, we don’t, then, need a re la tional ac count 
of think ing. That’s in cor rect be cause you see im me di ately a per son
might say, “well, surely a thought has some re la tion to the world?”
It’s very im por tant here, there fore, to re mem ber that I’ve been in -
sist ing that in the case of the mean ing, that mean ing it self is not a re -
la tion, but for cer tain ex pres sions to have the mean ing they do,
many sub tle re la tions may be in volved.  And I am go ing to be dis -
cuss ing that in a mo ment.  

All I’m say ing here is that to say what a thought is about is not
to ex press a re la tion ship be tween the act of thought and a prop o si -
tion, a state of af fairs, an at trib ute, or an ab stract en tity or any of
these kinds here. Nev er the less, it might all be true and in deed
would be true that in or der for the thought to be a thought that •Tom
is tall•, to say that this is a thought that Tom is tall, is to say that it is
a Tom-is-Tall-thought.  As it were, clas si fy ing it, we are say ing it is
Tom-is-tall-thought and in or der for it to be a Tom-is-tall-thought
there will have to be cer tain ex is ten tial, nat u ral re la tions, re la tions
in the nat u ral or der be tween the thought and Tom.

But that co mes in be cause of the spe cific func tions that are in -
volved, they are the func tions that in volve a re la tion to the world.
All I’m de ny ing is that the word “about” as when we have

Thought is about such and such

that the word “about” stands for a re la tion, that intentionality as
such is a re la tion. It is ex actly anal o gous to the point that mean ing is 
not a re la tion.  As I put it ear lier, if I say for ex am ple that Parigi (to
use an ex am ple I of fered in the pa per on cat e go ries), if I say that
Parigi in Ital ian stands for Paris, ac cord ing to my anal y sis, the
“stands for” here does not stand for a re la tion, is not a re la tion-
word.  It merely tells us that  

‘Parigi’s (in Ital ian) are •Paris•s.  
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In other words that the ex pres sion ‘Parigi’ in Ital ian does the job
that is done in our lan guage by ‘Paris’.  It doesn’t say what that job
is—to find out want that job is we have to look at what? Re hearse
our uses of this and say, “aha, Paris is the place that you go to by go -
ing across the At lan tic and vis it ing France.”22 In deed, it is the cap i -
tal of France.

The word ‘stands for’ is not a re la tional ex pres sion but in or der
for the word ‘Paris’ to have the mean ing that it does, the word
‘Paris’ must have ex is ten tial re la tions in the nat u ral or der with a
cer tain ob ject, what ob ject?  A big sprawl ing met ro pol i tan ob ject. 
If you feel that ob vi ously re la tions come in to mean ing, well, here is 
an ex am ple where re la tions do come into mean ing but they come in
via the spe cific jobs done by the specific words.

On the other hand if you con sider, 

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and

that says that 

‘und’s in Ger man are •and•s. 

When you re hearse the job of the word ‘and’ in Eng lish that doesn’t
in volve any re la tions be tween you and the ex ter nal world.  The
word ‘and’, as Wittgenstein put it, does not stand for an ob ject in the 
world.  ‘Paris’ does. The word ‘and’ doesn’t. But we can make a
“stands for” state ment or a mean ing state ment in each case. Con se -
quently, the re la tions that are in volved in mean ing come in with the
spe cific func tions done by the ex pres sions on the right-hand side of
the meaning statement.  

Re la tions to nat u ral ob jects come in here be cause the word
‘Paris’ func tions in such a way that if we fol low our nose in cer tain
di rec tions we will get to Paris.  Re la tions to the nat u ral or der don’t
come in here [in sec ond case above] be cause the word ‘and’ doesn’t
“stand for,” as we would say, a nat u ral ob ject, it is not a name of a
concretum.  It is a con nec tive and to un der stand the func tion ing of
‘and’, we have to look to the way the word ‘and’ func tions in the
prop o si tional cal cu lus for ex am ple.  To un der stand what a pawn is
we have to look to the rules of chess, to un der stand what con junc -
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tion is, we don’t study the world, we study the principles of logic,
correct inference.

Lan guage clearly has re la tions to the world by vir tue of its em -
pir i cal terms.  And thought too has an ex is ten tial re la tion to the
world by vir tue of the func tions that the em pir i cal con cepts that are
in volved in thought have. 

Conceptual Change 

To say the pawns ex ists is to say there are pawns, to say
triangularity ex ists, is to say there are •tri an gu lar•s, that is, there are 
items which are do ing the tri an gu lar job.

Once again to sum up, what is triangularity? To talk about
triangularity, is to talk about •tri an gu lar•s. They are con crete items
which func tion in a cer tain way. What is red ness? To talk about red -
ness is to talk about •red•s, con crete lin guis tic items which func tion 
in a cer tain way. Again, to talk about ne ga tion, what’s that? To talk
about ne ga tion is to talk about •not•s, items which func tion in a
certain away.  

Let us con sider iden tity cri te ria for at trib utes in these terms. 
You see, if you take se ri ously the idea that –ity, -hood, -ness and
that- ex pres sions are names, then you are go ing to as sim i late the
prob lem of iden tity con di tions for at trib utes to the prob lem of iden -
tity con di tions for concreta. You are go ing to be puz zled, but once
you un der stand that talk about at trib utes is talk ing about, is a way
of talk ing about whole batches of concreta, of lin guis tic concreta,
then we see that the following is true

F-ness = g-ness iff the rules for •f•s are the same as the rules
for •g•s.23

Since talk about at trib utes is talk about lin guis tic pieces, so to
speak, us ing that as a way of bring ing in the anal ogy with Chess
which is so help ful, and not talk about Pla tonic ob jects, iden tity
means24 same ness of func tion. It’s not iden tity in the or di nary
sense of  a=b. 
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Where we have here names of concreta or def i nite de scrip tions
of concreta.  To talk about the iden tity of at trib utes is to talk about
the same ness of func tion of lin guis tic concreta or con cep tual
concreta.  And there fore be longs in a con tin uum with sim i lar ity of
func tion, we can not only speak of same ness of func tion we can
speak of sim i lar ity of function. 

Com pare iden tity con di tions for pieces is in a game.  Sup pose
that we go to Ro ma nia.

We see peo ple sit ting around play ing a cer tain game and we no -
tice that it is played on the board that looks like a Chess board but
we no tice of course that be ing anti-mon ar chists there is no queen,
there is a piece in there but it is a good husky peas ant women.  We
call her “The Lady.”  And we study the game be cause who knows
what these Com mu nists will do with games.  Is noth ing sa cred? 
And so we talk about The Lady and in chess we know that the Queen 
moves in this way and it’s a dan ger ous piece and we watch the way
the lady func tions in this game here and, by golly, af ter awhile we
de cide that The Lady does the same kind of job that the queen does
in Chess.  

We would now say, “well af ter all the Queen does the same job
as The Lady, The Lady does the same job as the Queen.” They obey
the same rules but of course they might in deed have changed the
rules.  Hav ing all that power is too au thor i tar ian, there is anti-Sta -
lin ists move ment on we’ll say, no body should have that much
power.  We need Dem o cratic cen tral ism of some kind so we no tice
that The Lady doesn’t quite have all the pow ers that 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 sim i lar.  We could
say then that the Queen is func tion ally sim i lar to the lady or the lady 
is func tion ally sim i lar to the queen and that’s an in ter est ing point to
re flect on.  If The Lady, as Austin and Wittgenstein point out, func -
tions very, very like the Queen, we might be in clined to say, “well
af ter all, it’s the Queen.”  And if it func tions quite dif fer ently from
the Queen, we would say, “no it isn’t the Queen its just a sim i lar
piece” and that’s worth pon der ing be cause par tic u larly with re -
spect to the prob lems of con cep tual change.  Sup pose the game has
changed, just con sider when the Romanians were wa ter ing down
The Lady, well there’s a sort of con tin uum there which re lates to
how we would clas sify the piece.  As I said when the changes are

113



slight we would say, “well the lady re ally is a queen,” No tice that
ex pres sion “a queen.”And then they make a rad i cal changes and we
would say, “well the lady is no longer a queen.”  

That is go ing to re late to the ques tion “when does a mass25 ex -
pres sion change so much that we would no lon ger call it a “mass”
ex pres sion? The no tions of ve loc ity as we move from New to nian to
rel a tiv is tic me chan ics—I’m go ing to be dis cuss ing that later
on—but I want you to no tice that the lit tle gnat that I’m get ting you
to swal low here in prep a ra tion for the camel is the idea of sim i lar ity
of func tion. In other words it might well be true that very rarely do
two ex pres sions serve ex actly the same func tion. As a mat ter of fact 
as lin guis tics has of ten pointed out there is a kind a prin ci ple you
know that if two ex pres sions are do ing ex actly the same job, they
tend to di verge and take on dif fer ent jobs.  There is sort of pres sure
in lan guage for words not to be syn on y mous.  And again in very rare 
cases are there—ex cept in cases of the sci ences—di rect, easy,
trans la tions from one lan guage to an other even leav ing aside the
on to log i cal is sues raised by Quine.

I gave an ex am ple last time,

‘Leider’ (in Ger man) means alas.

But okay it’s not do ing ex actly the same job it, it needn’t do ex actly
the same job as ‘alas’ does in Eng lish.  And you can all think of ex -
am ples of ex pres sions that do sim i lar jobs, func tion in closely sim i -
lar ways but don’t func tion in ex actly the same way.  But you see
this doesn’t dis turb us.  Be cause once we see that ab stract sin gu lar
terms are clas si fy ing ex pres sions, we re al ize that prob lems of clas -
si fi ca tion are in part prag matic.  And to say that an ex pres sion
stands for triangularity, is to clas sify it. We can be tougher or more
le nient in re gard to the cri te ria that we would de mand of some thing
in or der to clas sify it as a •tri an gu lar•  (and I want to dis cuss
Euclidean and non-Euclidean geometry soon in that connection).
Al right then, 

Fness = Gness 

has the sense of  
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Fness is func tion ally iden ti cal with Gness

And we must con trast that with Fness is func tion ally sim i lar to
Gness.

And re mem ber that we are not speak ing of an iden tity of sin gle
ob jects here when we speak of Fness and Gness, that’s the im por -
tant thing.

Let’s con sider an ex am ple I used ear lier in an tic i pa tion that I
was go ing to talk about this, be cause this pro vides a neat ex am ple of 
the kind of point I want to make. Consider

‘Nicht’ in Ger man stands for notness (or ne ga tion) 

Now we take this to have the sense of

‘Nicht’ (in Ger man) is a •not•

But what are the cri te ria for be ing a not?  We have been ide al iz ing
here in the fol low ing sense, that we’ve been spec i fy ing as our cri te -
ria for be ing •not• func tion ing ex actly as the word ‘not’ does in our
lan guage.  But now sup pose that the Ger mans use the word not in
intuitionistic way26 and we use the word ‘not’ in a classical way?

We are clas si cal “notters” and they are intuitionistic “notters.”
As a re sult, their word doesn’t func tion ex actly as our word ‘not’.
What are we go ing to do? how or are we go ing to al low for that?
There is an ob vi ous sense in which the Ger man word ‘nicht’ stands
for ne ga tion but it doesn’t stand, we are tempted to say, for quite the 
same ne ga tion as our ne ga tion is. Here we tend to use the fol low ing, 
we would say

‘Nicht’ (in Ger man) stands for a ne ga tion

Now that’s an in ter est ing lo cu tion.  What we are do ing now is al -
low ing in our se man ti cal state ments for like ness of func tion as op -
posed to same ness of function.  

There are two senses in which there are spe cies of triangularity.  
Con sider for ex am ple,

Isos ce les triangularity, sca lene triangularity
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We can say that isos ce les triangularity and sca lene
triangularity are spe cies of triangularity.  Note that we are mak ing a
point about con cep tual re la tion ships here, we are not talk ing about
con tin gent re la tions, we are talk ing about con cep tual relationships.  

How does this ap pear in the for mal ism that I have de vel oped? 
What we have is

isos ce les triangularity, now this is a way of talk ing about
triangularity: the •isos ce les tri an gu lar•.

What does it mean to say that is the spe cies of triangularity?  It is to
say that

‘Isos ce les’ Î   •tri an gu lar•DIFFis

This is an ex pres sion on a kind that I’m go ing to be ex plain ing very
shortly which is a non-il lus trat ing func tional classification.  You
see the kind of func tional classification that I have been stress ing so 
far are all of the il lus trat ing kind.  They in volve the use of
dot-quotes.  But there are also func tional classifications of lan -
guage, of con cep tual struc tures which are not il lus trat ing, which
are not formed by the use of dot-quotes.  Philo soph i cally the key
ones to un der stand are the  dot-quote ones be cause in terms of them
only will we un der stand truth–which  is the core no tion of se man -
tics: a topic that I want to discuss tomorrow. 
When we say that isos ce les triangularity is a spe cies of
triangularity, we are say ing that any thing which is an •isos ce les• is
a differentia func tion ing ex pres sion con cat e nated with a •tri an gu -
lar•. The •isos ce les• here is a differentia func tion ing clas si fi ca -
tion.27 

To say that isos ce les triangularity is a spe cies of triangularity is
to say that there is a differentia func tion ing which has been con cat e -
nated with the il lus trat ing func tional classification •tri an gu lar•. 
And to say that sca lene triangularity is a spe cies of triangularity is
to say that a  •sca lene• is an other differentia, call that DIFF1, con -
cat e nated with the same ge nus func tion ing ex pres sion.  The •tri an -
gu lar• here is a ge nus func tion ing ex pres sion and “isos ce les
tri an gu lar” is a spe cies func tion ing ex pres sion fall ing un der it.
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Thus, when we speak of a spe cies of triangularity, one thing we
can mean is that we have a ge nus-spe cies re la tion ship here in the
sense that one ex pres sion, ‘•isos ce les tri an gu lar•’, con sists of two
con cat e nated il lus trat ing func tional re la tion ships, one of which is
func tion ing as a differentia and the other is func tion ing as a ge nus. 
It fol lows from this, the fact that this re la tion ship holds, that if any -
thing is an isos ce les tri an gle then it is a tri an gle.  And if any thing is
a sca lene tri an gle then it is a tri an gle.  This could be con tin gently
true and what this does is to make it clear that this is a con cep tual
truth.  In other words, in the very the mean ing—re mem ber what
mean ing is—in the very mean ing of isos ce les tri an gle is con tained
the mean ing tri an gle.

I’m go ing to be com ing back to that ex pres sion ‘DIFF’ in a mo -
ment.  Now, I want to tie this to gether with my dis cus sion of ne ga -
tion here that there is an other sense in which we can speak of
spe cies of triangularity.  And that is when we speak, for ex am ple of
Euclidean triangularity and Riemannian triangularity. Euclidean
and Riemannian triangularity are not spe cies of triangularity in the
same sense in which isos ce les and sca lene triangularity are spe cies
of triangularity.

Ob vi ously when we say that they are both spe cies of
triangularity, we have in mind a sense of triangularity which is de -
fined by a by a weaker set of pos tu lates than those of Euclidean and
Riemannian ge om e tries re spec tively.  And roughly we can speak
here of ab so lute ge om e try.28

Sup pose we have here a body of a geo met ri cal text which has
the Riemannian pos tu late and we have here a geo met ri cal text
which is Euclidean.  We find the word ‘tri an gle’ in both. The se -
man ti cal rules gov ern ing the word ‘tri an gle’ in one are dif fer ent
than the se man ti cal rules gov ern ing the word ‘tri an gle’  in the other
be cause the word ‘tri an gle’ in the one is bound up with the com mit -
ments made by Euclidean pos tu lates and the word ‘tri an gle’ in the
other is bound up with the non-Euclidean char ac ter of the
Riemannian pos tu lates. As a re sult, the word ‘tri an gle’ is not func -
tion ing in one in ex actly the same way as the word ‘tri an gle’ func -
tions in the other.  There are the things that are con cep tu ally true of
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tri an gles in one that are not conceptually true of triangles in the
other.

What we want to say in this case is that

Eu clid ian •tri an gu lar•s

and

Riemannian •tri an gu lar•s

are sortals un der the •tri an gu lara•. 
We are say ing that to clas sify an ex pres sion as do ing the

Euclidean •tri an gu lar• job is to clas sify it as do ing the job for which
the cri te ria are weaker in the sense in which ab so lute ge om e try is
weaker than Euclidean ge om e try. In other words there are sortals
un der it in the sense that the cri te ria for be ing an “ab so lute tri an gu -
lar” are in cluded in the cri te ria for be ing a Euclidean •tri an gu lar•. 
That merely means that the log i cal com mit ments in volved in be ing
a Euclidean •tri an gu lar• in clude the cri te ria for be ing a tri an gu lar
in the ab so lute geo met ri cal sense.  And the same would be true of
the cri te ria for be ing Riemannian •tri an gu lar•.

Those cri te ria in clude the cri te ria for be ing triangularity in the
sys tem of ab so lute ge om e try. 

So we have an in clu sion re la tion ship be tween cri te ria. We can
say that the •Euclidean •tri an gu lar•• and the •Riemannian •tri an gu -
lar•• are sortal’s un der the •the •tri an gu lara•• in the sense that the
cri te ria for be ing a Euclidean •tri an gu lar• and the cri te ria for be ing
a Riemannian •tri an gu lar• in clude the cri te ria for be ing a •tri an gu -
lara•.  And this is what is go ing to en able us to de fine a ge neric sense
of triangularity which is other than the ge neric sense which we have 
in the case of isosceles and scalene.

We can put this in tra di tional lan guage by say ing that Euclidean
•tri an gu lar•s and Riemannian •tri an gu lar•s are va ri et ies of
triangularity,29 are

sortal’s un der the •tri an gu lara•

This would tell us that if x is a Euclidean •tri an gu lar•, then x is a •tri -
an gu lara•, be cause if some thing does the one func tion, it does the
other but it doesn’t go the other way around.  
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If an ex pres sion has the log i cal pow ers of the word ‘tri an gu lar’
in Euclidean ge om e try, than it has the log i cal pow ers of the term
‘tri an gu lar’ in ab so lute tri an gu lar but not vice versa.  

We can put this by say ing, 

Eu clid ian •tri an gu lar •s are in cluded in  •tri an gu lara•

We have a rel a tively neat ex am ple here which gives us a use ful par -
a digm for un der stand ing what we might mean when we speak of
two kinds of ve loc ity.  There are two kinds of ve loc ity, there is New -
to nian ve loc ity and there is Einsteinian ve loc ity hav ing ob vi ously
dif fer ent ad di tion laws.  There are two ve loc i ties. What I’m do ing is 
sug gest ing that we con strue the sense in which there are two kinds
of ve loc ity with the sense in which there are two kinds of
triangularity. There is Euclidean triangularity and Reimannian
triangularity, so there is New to nian mass, New to nian length, New -
to nian ve loc ity, there is Einsteinian length, mass, ve loc ity.  Now
these are spe cies of ve loc ity but they are spe cies of ve loc ity not in
the sense in which Isos ce les triangularity and Sca lene triangularity
are spe cies of triangularity but in the sense in which  Reimannian
and Euclidean geometry are species of absolute geometry. 

Now a sim i lar point can be made about ne ga tion. When I said
that ‘nicht’ stands for a ne ga tion that means a spe cies of ne ga tion
and that means for ex am ple that we would say ‘nicht’ stands for a
spe cies of ne ga tion namely, intuitionistic ne ga tion. Intuitionistic
ne ga tion is to clas si cal ne ga tion you might say roughly as
Euclidean ge om e try is to non-Euclidean ge om e try.  The point is
that we can ex plain the dif fer ence in terms of the axiomatics of the
sys tem in which the ne ga tion func tions and from which it de rives
its pe cu liar pow ers.

Next time I will de velop this in con nec tion with a the ory of con -
cep tual change. Ob vi ously a par a digm case of con cep tual change is
the change from New to nian length to Einsteinian length and I hope
to in di cate to you that the con cep tual ap pa ra tus that I built up here
en ables us to un der stand it as be ing anal o gous to the change of a
piece in Ro ma nia from be ing a queen to being a lady. [End of Tape]
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Conceptual Change 1969

Change in Be lief

Entities

...Con cep tual or ab stract en ti ties gen er ally, what is their sta tus,
what sort of the items are they, are ab stract en ti ties ab so lutely ob -
jec tive en ti ties B la Plato or are they cul tural en ti ties in the broad
sense, are they ob jec tive in the sense in which in sti tu tions and lan -
guage games are ob jec tive?1 I have been ar gu ing that they are ob -
jec tive in the sense in which an in sti tu tion is ob jec tive. In the sense,
if you will in which a lan guage game or a form of life is ob jec tive.
There is a fun da men tal sym pa thy in what I am do ing with what
Wittgenstein was do ing al though as I in di cated, when he is talk ing
about lin guis tic functionings and so on, he has in mind a much
broader spec trum of things which I think blurs cer tain cru cial dis -
tinc tions and makes his work less in ter est ing than I think it oth er -
wise would have been.  He runs to gether un der lin guis tic
func tion ing or us age all those things which come in when one deals
with lan guage as a means of com mu ni cat ing or in flu enc ing peo ple
which I called last time the Dale Car ne gie as pect of lan guage.

I want to, in a more clas si cal style, deal with those as pects of
lan guage and con cep tual sys tems which con cern the very mean ings 
which one would be con cerned to com mu ni cate when com mu ni ca -
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tion is one’s aim in us ing lan guage as an in stru ment. I have ar gued
that languaging is pri mar ily it self think ing, it is con cep tu al iz ing
and it is not sim ply a de vice which is ex ter nally re lated to think ing.
The pri mary mode of be ing a think ing as far as we un der stand it and
seek to know what it is, is ac tu ally us ing lan guage, we  con strue
thought in the more clas si cal Cartesian-Ockhamite sense, we con -
strue it on the ba sis of lan guage so that the ac tual func tion ing use of
lan guage is our ba sis for un der stand ing what sort of thing thought
is.

I was mak ing this point about con cep tual en ti ties in gen eral but
I have been tak ing as my il lus tra tion, triangularity and point ing out
that the talk about triangularity is to talk about concreta, items
which func tion in a cer tain way and are, by the use of il lus trat ing
quotes, clas si fied as •tri an gu lar•s and so on.

•Tri an gu lar• is an il lus trat ing func tional term, it clas si fies
items ac cord ing to their func tion in a way which in volves a spe cial
use of an item which is do ing that func tion in our lan guage so that I
call this an “il lus trat ing sortal ex pres sion,” an il lus trat ing clas si fy -
ing ex pres sion. But of course there are ways of clas si fy ing items ac -
cord ing to their se man ti cal func tions which are not il lus trat ing and
the two be long in the same fam ily but they are just formed in dif fer -
ent ways. For ex am ple, •tri an gu lar• is an il lus trat ing sortal ex pres -
sion ap ply ing to any thing in any lan guage which does the job done
by the expression within it but now consider for example,

INDCON 

or “in di vid ual con stant” which is the ab bre vi a tion I use here.2  Now
INDCON is a clas si fy ing ex pres sion, it clas si fies items which do
the job in the lan guage of be ing a ba sic re fer ring ex pres sions, ac tu -
ally it is more gen eral than that but I will just use it here in this con -
text to per tain to ba sic re fer ring ex pres sions be cause ac tu ally
“in di vid ual con stant” cov ers non-ba sic re fer ring ex pres sions as
well. But the point I want to make is that we can say for ex am ple, if I
write down the word, ‘Soc ra tes’,

Soc ra tes
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 I have writ ten down a concretum, a con crete lin guis tic item, and if I 
call this item 

α 

I can say not only that

α is a •Soc ra tes•, 

but I can also say

α is an INDCON. 

Both of these are func tional classifications, when I clas sify some -
thing as a •Soc ra tes•, I am clas si fy ing it func tion ally, it is do ing the
job which we would ex pli cate in terms of a pick ing out ac tiv ity or
con nec tion be tween the word and an in di vid ual who lived 2000
years ago.3

When I clas sify it as an INDCON, I am clas si fy ing it more ge -
ner i cally. If I write the word ‘dreieckig’ in a Ger man con text, I can

call that β and I can say,

β (in Ger man) is •tri an gu lar•. 

But I can also say of β that it is a pred i cate, but no tice that we are us -
ing the word ‘pred i cate’ in a way which in di cates a cer tain kind of
func tion ing which can be per formed in any num ber of lan guages.
So I can say,

 β is a PRED 

and I am clas si fy ing it func tion ally and as a mat ter of, it is use ful,
for pur poses, to use the sym bol ‘ATT’4 for at trib ute, be cause I can
write down 

triangularity is an ATT 
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and this be comes on the re con struc tion that we are of fer ing

the  •tri an gu lar• is an ATT. 

Now be ing an at trib ute car ries with it this em pha sis on not be ing in
a par tic u lar lan guage. That is one of the func tions of -ity, -hood,
and -ness words, re mem ber it is to ab stract from par tic u lar lin guis -
tic ma te ri als. Thus the word ‘at trib ute’ car ries with it that no tion of
be ing in de pend ent of par tic u lar lan guages and the Platonists, of
course, by con stru ing triangularity as a name, con strue this as a
mat ter of be ing independence of languages period.

On this anal y sis, we can say ‘the tri an gu lar is a pred i cate’,

•tri an gu lar•s are PREDs 

or we can also say that they are at trib utes. It is use ful to use the let -
ters ‘ATT’ here sim ply to re mind us that we want to gear our re con -
struc tion into an ex pli ca tion of the use of the word ‘at trib ute’ in the
spe cial kind of con text in which you have the ab stract sin gu lar
term. We are go ing to use ATT as a func tional classification, I can
say that 

β is a •tri an gu lar•, 

I can say that it is a pred i cate but if I want, again, to main tain the
con nec tion of the anal y sis with the analyzandum then I would say 

β is an ATT. 

So we have Soc ra tes as an INDCON and as a mat ter of fact, it will
turn out that we could use the word ‘in di vid ual’ here to pre serve the
same thing. If I were de vel op ing a the ory of sub stance, I would then
go into a dis cus sion of pri mary be ing and things of that kind but
here I won’t bother and just say ‘in di vid ual’ and con cen trate on the
ex plicit con stant which car ries with it the over tone of lan guage. 

But in the case of pred i cates, in this con text, it is use ful to use
the word ATT and then what we have here is a func tional
classification of ex pres sions in any lan guage which do the pred i ca -
tive kind of job in our lan guage. Then of course there is also go ing
to be PROP, sup pose I have 

That Tom is tall is a prop o si tion. 

We could also say 
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that Tom is tall is a state of af fairs. 

When we dis cuss truth, we will talk about states of af fairs “ob tain -
ing” which is the sort of things that states of af fairs do: they ob tain
or fail to ob tain.  

Phi los o phers in the Platonic tra di tion use the word, as you
know, ‘prop o si tion’ as a ge neric no tion of which states of af fairs
are5 one va ri ety. There would be the math e mat i cal proposition 

that 2+2 = 4 is a prop o si tion 

but it would n’t be a state of af fairs. You would n’t speak about the
state of af fairs of 2+2 be ing 4.

“State of af fairs” like “at trib ute” car ries with it this aura of ab -
so lute ob jec tiv ity. We also have for ex am ple, 

that Soc ra tes is wise is a fact. 

You all know that the word ‘fact’ car ries with it a big prob lem atic
ex actly with re spect to ob jec tiv ity. Are facts ab so lutely ob jec tive or 
are facts only ob jec tive in the sense in which in sti tu tions are ob jec -
tive? I am go ing to ar gue that facts are ob jec tive only in the sense in
which cul tural en ti ties are ob jec tive, they are frame work de pend -
ent. The no tion of facts as frame work in de pend ent is a mis take.
This will turn out to be a good point around which to fas ten cer tain
kinds of issues. But now we would have, 

prop o si tion, 

fact, 

we have 

that Soc ra tes is wise is a fact 

and a fact is go ing to turn out to be a true prop o si tion. We will un -
der stand that better when we look at what true prop o si tions are.

We have lin guis tic clas si fi ca tions here, which are non-il lus -
trat ing. We can also have vari ables that take il lus trat ing func tional
sortals as their substituends. These, INDCON, ATT, PROP, FACT
and so on, these are func tional classifications and they are
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full-fledged clas si fy ing terms, they are not vari ables, they are clas -
si fy ing pred i cates in the meta lan guage.

We can in tro duce vari ables, let us use vari ables that cor re spond 
to these cat e go ries be cause we want var i ous kinds of vari ables. We
can use as a gen eral vari able that takes dot-quoted ex pres sions as its 
substitutends, the vari able S which is to be taken as short for the
word ‘sense’ be cause in ef fect what this se man tics is do ing is re -
con struct ing in a func tion al ist way, Frege’s se man ti cal the ory. It is
in ter est ing to note that Frege him self was puz zled about the sta tus
of at trib utes, prop er ties and prop o si tions and so on and he em pha -
sized, when the chips were down, their intersubjectivity, their pub -
lic ity, their ob jec tiv ity with re spect to the in di vid ual, as far as I
know he never com mit ted him self ex plic itly to the view that they
are ab so lutely ob jec tive in Plato’s sense. There is a kind of open
tex ture to Frege’s ontology when it comes to the kind of objectivity
that senses have. 

We can quan tify with S, for some S, for all S. and so on. Then
we have spe cial ized vari ables for dif fer ent cat e go ries, func tional
cat e go ries, for ex am ple we can use I as a vari able which would take
•Soc ra tes• as a substituend. In other words, this would be the vari -
able, I, ex am ples of things that could be sub sti tuted for it would be
•Soc ra tes•, •Plato• and so on. In ad di tion, ex pres sions like •the
teacher of Ar is totle•, this is a vari able than which takes as its
substituends dot-quoted ex pres sions which be long to the cat e gory
of individual constants. 

We could use α as a vari able which takes dot-quoted ex pres -
sions of the pred i cate kind as its substituends, for ex am ple •tri an gu -
lar•.6 Here is a vari able, ATT, and here is what can be sub sti tuted
for it. It could be read roughly, 

“for some α,” that could be “for some at trib ute”7 

but then of course this is in terms of this philo soph i cal ac count of 

at trib utes. And for prop o si tions we could use π, 

for some π Jones be lieves π. 
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We could have for 

for some I, Jones is think ing about I. 

As a mat ter of fact, this frame work pro vides a con text in which one
can dis cuss con texts of be lief, quan ti fy ing into be lief con texts and
so on and in Words and Ob jec tions, the Quine vol ume, you will find
a pa per of mine called “Some Prob lems About Be lief” in which I
ap ply ex actly the ap pa ra tus which I am de vel op ing here to prob -
lems of quan ti fy ing into be lief con texts.8

For ex am ple, the fol low ing would be an il lus tra tion of a quan ti -
fied state ment that could be made in volv ing quan ti fi ca tion over at -
trib utes, 

for some at trib ute, α is true of •Soc ra tes• 

and a sub sti tu tion in stance of that would be, 

wis dom, 

which would of course come out as 

wise is true of Soc ra tes

[The (α[INDCON]) is true of •Soc ra tes•]. 

That tells us wise (Soc ra tes) is true. I want to dis cuss truth later on, I 
am go ing over this point be cause I want to pick up now where I was
at the end of the last pe riod. With re spect to the iden tity con di tions
for at trib utes and prob lems there.

I pointed out that since to talk about at trib utes is to talk about
lin guis tic pieces and not about the Platonic ob jects, “iden tity” here
means same ness of func tion and be longs in a con tin uum with sim i -
lar ity of func tion. Re mem ber in that con text I dis cussed sim i lar i ties 
of func tion in the con text of chess. What we want to find then is a
place for sim i lar ity in a func tional sim i lar ity. What I then did was to 
call at ten tion to the fact that there is a very cu ri ous use that we make
of ab stract sin gu lar terms which, to my knowl edge, has never been
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given the se ri ous at ten tion that it de serves be cause I think is cru cial
to the kind of problem that we are concerned with. 

We do speak of some thing as be ing a ne ga tion. In the sense of
“a form of” or “a spe cies of” ne ga tion or, as I put it, “a form of
triangularity.” I pointed out that the or di nary clas si cal ac count here
can han dle very straight for wardly the sense in which isos ce les
triangularity and sca lene triangularity are spe cies of triangularity.
Be cause there, this becomes, 

•isos ce les tri an gu lar• is in cluded in Tri an gu larity

•isos ce les tri an gu lar• is an ATT

you could have dif fer ent con ven tions here de pend ing on what is
con ve nient... but •tri an gu lar•INDCON stands for any ex pres sion
which con sists of an at trib ute con cat e nated with a •tri an gu lar•. For
ex am ple, here we have a per fect ex am ple,9 this con sists of an at trib -
ute ex pres sion, this is an item which ap plies to any ex pres sion
which is an at trib ute ex pres sion con cat e nated with •tri an gu lar• be -
cause it con sists of an •isos ce les• con cat e nated with •tri an gu lar•.
For example if I write down 

isos ce les (tri an gu lar), 

here we have a to ken, this item here falls un der this sortal ex pres -
sion be cause this is some thing that ap plies to any ex pres sion which
con sists of  •isos ce les• con cat e nated with a •tri an gu lar• and that is
what we have here, this is an ex pres sion which con sists of •isos ce -
les• con cat e nated with •tri an gu lar•. And of course any thing which
is one of these [ATT] is also one of these be cause if it con sists of 
•isos ce les• con cat e nated with •tri an gu lar• it ob vi ously con sists of
an at trib u tive ex pres sion con cat e nated with a •tri an gu lar•. Be cause
this is just a more ge neric clas si fi ca tion than that. So when we say
that isos ce les triangularity is a spe cies of triangularity what we are
do ing is call ing at ten tion to the fact that isos ce les triangularity con -
sists of two ex pres sions both of which are at trib u tive and one which 
mod i fies the other.

We have here a more ge neric clas si fi ca tion which ap plies to
this and here we have a more spe cific clas si fi ca tion which ap plies
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to this. We can also say that sca lene triangularity is a spe cies of
triangularity and that co mes out here, we have again the same
truths. In ef fect what we are get ting here is an anal y sis of the con -
cept of sca lene triangularity in terms of its break down into two
parts one of which is ge ner i cally char ac ter ized as an at trib u tive ex -
pres sion and the other of which is the func tional sortal which ap -
plies to items which do the job of the word triangularity.

This is in gen eral how we are go ing to an a lyze a ge nus-spe cies re la -
tion ship. This is an easy case be cause here we don’t have to make
use of def i ni tions be cause the spe cies, as it were, shows its struc ture 
on the face of it. 

Con sider on the other hand, the sense in which, 

Eu clid ian triangularity is a spe cies of triangularity. 

When we took the isos ce les triangularity then when we formed the
dot-quoted ex pres sions we in cluded both of the items in the
dot-quoted ex pres sion, •isos ce les tri an gu lar•s. But here it turns out
that the word ‘Eu clid ian’ is go ing to be a mod i fier to a dot-quoted
ex pres sion, it is going to be 

Eu clid ian •tri an gu lar•s are triangulars. 

The in ter est ing thing about the word ‘tri an gu lar’ as it is used here,
is that it is serv ing the il lus trat ing func tion but it is not be ing used,
as it were, vis-B-vis the Eu clid ian sys tem. In other words, sup pose
we have Eu clid ian and Riemannian ge om e tries. Now if the word
‘tri an gu lar’ oc curs in both, then of course if we were tak ing the way 
it oc curs in here10 as spec i fy ing its func tion, the func tion we were
in ter ested in pick ing out by means of it, then only Eu clid ian
•triangulars• could be triangulars. 

The prob lem is, “what are you go ing to take as the cri te ria to
which that il lus trat ing ex pres sion is go ing to ap ply?” We can use a
more ge neric or a more spe cific set of cri te ria. If we made the ba sis
of our use of •tri an gu lar• that in or der for some thing to be a •tri an -
gu lar• it has to func tion ex actly like the word ‘tri an gu lar’ does in
the Eu clid ian sys tem, then of course only Eu clid ian uses of the
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word ‘tri an gu lar’ could be triangulars. But of course what we can
do is to re quire that in or der for some thing to be a •tri an gu lar•, it
does n’t have to func tion ex actly as the word ‘tri an gu lar’ does in Eu -
clid ian ge om e try, it need only func tion in those ways which are
com mon to an other dif fer ent ge om e try, those ways which are such
that one is com mit ted, con cep tu ally, only to a part of what one
would be com mit ted to about tri an gles with re spect to the Eu clid ian 
ge om e try if one took into account all that can be proved about
triangles. 

What we do to in di cate this, if we are wise, is to put a lit tle ‘G’
down here [on the word] that al though we are tak ing ac tual us age of
the word ‘tri an gu lar’ as our ba sis for coin ing the sortal ex pres sion,
we are us ing as our cri te ria for be ing a •tri an gu larG• not the spe cific
func tion ing that is tied to Eu clid ian or to Riemannian ge om e try but
us ing the il lus trat ing term in such a way that the cri te ria we re quire
of any thing to be a •tri an gu larG• is weaker, the weaker cri te rion is
that it only sat isfy those char ac ter is tics which are in com mon to the
func tion ing of •tri an gu lar•s  in both of these. So that we would have
roughly, Eu clid ian •tri an gu lar•s, Riemannian •tri an gu lar•s and
then we would have •tri an gu larG•s in this more ge neric sense and
this, you see, would be a Eu clid ian •tri an gu lar• and this would be a
Riemannian •tri an gu lar• but both of them would be [va ri et ies of]
tri an gu larG, they would both stand for va ri et ies of triangularity:

Eu clid ian •tri an gu lar•s and  Riemannian •tri an gu lar•s both of
them would be [va ri et ies of] tri an gu larG

thus,

Euclidean triangularity and Riemannian triangularity are va ri -
et ies of triangularity.11

So we can speak of a triangularity and I can say that Eu clid ian
triangularity is a tri an gu larity or a form of tri an gu larity or a va ri ety
of triangularity where what we are do ing is still us ing an il lus trat ing 
de vise but we are weak en ing the re quire ments that some thing has to 
sat isfy in or der to be classified.
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Change of Meaning

This is go ing to give us our frame work for deal ing with change
of mean ing. Now of course we can also do the same sort of thing
with out us ing il lus trat ing ex pres sions at all. Take the no tion of a
geo de sic for ex am ple. The no tion of a geo de sic is some thing that
cuts across geo met ri cal sys tems just as this more ge neric no tion of
triangularity cuts across geo met ri cal sys tems. ‘Geo de sic’ is not it -
self an il lus trat ing ex pres sion so we do have ways of talk ing about
con cep tual func tions in sys tems which go be yond par tic u lar sys -
tems and cut across them. We can say, for ex am ple, that in spher i cal 
ge om e try, great cir cles are geo de sics. We can say that in Euclidean
plane ge om e try, straight lines are geo de sics. There are cer tain ex -
pres sions, then that give us a way of clas si fy ing sim i lar ity of func -
tion across sys tems. It is in tu itively clear that we do this but it is not
the sort of thing that has been de vel oped into a use ful se man ti cal
form. 

We can call these meta-the o ret i cal no tions. We have here a
gen u ine way of clas si fy ing func tional classifications as sim i lar or
dis sim i lar. We can say that the func tions per formed in Euclidean
ge om e try by the word ‘tri an gu lar’ and the func tion per formed in
Riemannian ge om e try by the word ‘tri an gu lar’ are in ter est ingly
and im por tantly sim i lar and we would ex plain the sim i lar ity12 and
the dif fer ence in terms of the com mon prin ci ples and the dif fer en ti -
at ing prin ci ples that ob tain in the two cases.

Let me give an other ex am ple: in stead of ge om e try let us try ex -
am ples of si mul ta ne ity. We can say Newtonian si mul ta ne ity is a
spe cies of si mul ta ne ity. Here again the word ‘Newtonian’ co mes
out of the dot-quotes, it forms a func tional classification which is
not purely il lus trat ing: Newtonian •si mul ta neous•s. No tice that the
func tional classification con sists of two parts, ‘Eu clid ian’ and •tri -
an gu lar•s and ‘Eu clid ian’ gives us a way of clas si fy ing the func tion
in terms of its his tor i cal gen e sis and the sys tem which is associated
with that historical genesis. 

We are con cerned here to pick out the func tion, not just in terms
of some thing that does the func tion, but in terms of the kind of con -
texts in which that func tion ing oc curs and is to be un der stood. Now
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sim i larly when I speak of Newtonian si mul ta ne ity, I can say that
Newtonian si mul ta ne ity is a si mul ta ne ity re la tion ship. A ‘si mul ta -
ne ity re la tion ship’ no tice, makes use of the il lus trat ing job, ‘si mul -
ta ne ity’. We are us ing the ab stract sin gu lar term but we say that is a
si mul ta ne ity re la tion and that again means that we have a more ge -
neric no tion of si mul ta ne ity and that more ge neric no tion of si mul -
ta ne ity is some thing that would be ex plained in terms of what
pos tu lates must a re la tion ship sat isfy, what prin ci ples must it
satisfy in order to be properly called a simultaneity relationship. 

We can speak of an equal ity, there are lots of ways in which we
talk meta-the o ret i cally or meta-sys tem at i cally about con cep tual
func tions in dif fer ent sys tems. We can say, ‘in this sys tem, this is
the equal ity re la tion, in this sys tem, this is an equal ity re la tion, in
this sys tem this is a con gru ence, in this sys tem this is a con gru ence’
and so on. So these are meta-sys tem atic terms and it is im por tant to
note, as I said, that we can re fer to these sim i lar i ties of func tion 
both by means of il lus trat ing func tions and  non-il lus trat ing func -
tions. Many of the puz zles that arise here  oc cur be cause il lus trat ing
func tions are used and it is not un der stood how they are used.

Newtonian si mul ta ne ity is a spe cies of si mul ta ne ity.
Newtonian si mul ta ne ity is a si mul ta ne ity. Rel a tiv is tic si mul ta ne ity 
is a si mul ta ne ity. And we can take other ex am ples, Newtonian mass 
is a spe cies of mass. Newtonian length is a spe cies of length and so
on. 

We clas sify at trib utes in terms of their sim i lar ity and dif fer -
ences with re spect to higher-or der at trib utes and the at trib utes of at -
trib utes are ex plained with ref er ence to the prin ci ples which give
the ex pres sions which stand for them their func tion. In the case of a
geo met ri cal sys tem, the pos tu lates, the def i ni tions of a geo met ri cal
sys tem, in the case of a phys i cal the ory, in first ap prox i ma tion, the
pos tu lates and the cor re spon dence rules and as a mat ter of fact,
given the im por tance of the role of mod els here, I would em pha size
that mod els play a log i cal role in the meaningfulness of the o ret i cal
ex pres sions. We would have to say that the sim i lar i ties and dif fer -
ences of the o ret i cal at trib utes are ex plained in terms of the prin ci -
ples and the cor re spon dence rules and the model in terms of which
the functioning of the expressions is explained.

No tice that there is a neu tral frame work in terms of which, func -
tion ing can be com pared, func tions can be com pared. This neu tral
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frame work is not an observation lan guage, this is a com pletely dif -
fer ent is sue. The point is that the com par i son of sim i lar i ties and dif -
fer ences be tween func tions in dif fer ent sys tems is done by means
of syn tax, syn tac ti cal the ory. Gen eral syn tax which can be
arithmatized. So we do have an ap pa ra tus here13 that will enable
comparisons.

The cru cial is sues here con cern how sim i lar is rel e vant? In
other words, there are prob lems here about when are two func tions
sim i lar enough so that it is worth while form ing an il lus trat ing ex -
pres sion of this kind here, so that we can say that they are both
forms of, for ex am ple triangularity, or both forms of mass, or both
forms of si mul ta ne ity, or forms geo de sic. How sim i lar is rel e vant?
That of course is a prob lem that arises in con nec tion with any pro -
gram of clas si fi ca tion. There have to be cri te ria of rel e vance,
relevant degrees of similarity. 

I think it is ob vi ous that in the case of triangularity it is per fectly 
sen si ble and rea son able to clas sify the word ‘tri an gu lar’ as it oc curs 
in Euclidean ge om e try and as it oc curs and Riemannian ge om e try
to gether. To say that they are both forms of triangularity. I think it is 
ob vi ous again that is rel e vant to clas sify ‘straight line’ in Euclidean
plane ge om e try and ‘great cir cle’ in spher i cal ge om e try as forms of
geo de sic. And as I said, one would do this in terms of a care ful anal -
y sis of the sim i lar i ties and dif fer ences in the prin ci ples that held of
the terms in ques tion. Let me give a con crete ex am ple.

Sup pose we con sider Jones New ton. Jones New ton pres ents us
with a ver bal con text in the course of de vel op ing his the o ret i cal re -
marks in which the word ‘si mul ta neous’ oc curs. Here also, we have
Smith Einstein and they both use the same noise but that is not the
im por tant thing here. What can we say about them se man ti cally?

Call this one α and this one β. We can say that α is a Newtonian •si -

mul ta neous•. We can say that β is an Einsteinian •si mul ta neous•.
What this is in ef fect say ing is that

Newtonian •si mul ta neous•
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stands for Newtonian si mul ta ne ity, that is the Newtonian kind or
va ri ety or spe cies or sort or form of si mul ta ne ity. We can say that
this token, 

Einsteinian •si mul ta neous•

stands for the Einsteinian va ri ety of si mul ta ne ity and that means
that we have this ge neric no tion, we are op er at ing with this ge neric
no tion of what it is to be a si mul ta neous, roughly what are the con -
di tions that must hold with re spect to an ex pres sion such that we
can say that it stands for a si mul ta ne ity re la tion ship whether
Newtonian or Einsteinian? By vir tue of what does it stand for a si -

mul ta ne ity re la tion ship. And we can also say that α and β are both
•si mul ta neousG•s, that is, they are both ex pres sions which are do -
ing the kind of job which, as we would put it, words which stand for
a si mul ta ne ity re la tion ship do. The same things can be done with
length, mass, velocity and so on. 

Change of be lief or Change of Con cept

What we want to il lu mi nate here by means of this ap pa ra tus14

is the dis tinc tion be tween change in be lief and change of con cept.
We want to be able to dis tin guish the fol low ing two sit u a tions, first, 
Jones has changed from one be lief to a con flict ing be lief about the
same thing in the same con cep tual framework. And two, Jones has
changed from one be lief to a con flict ing be lief in a dif fer ent con -
cep tual framework. Re mem ber that to say what a state ment says is
to clas sify it. It is be cause of the “clas si fy ing” ap pa ra tus that we
now have, that we can ex press the fact that Jones has ac quired an in -
com pat i ble be lief in a new con cep tual framework in a way which
makes it look as though he had sim ply changed his be lief about the
same thing. In other words, there is a cer tain way of for mu lat ing a
change in be lief that makes it look as though it were change in be lief 
about the same thing in the same con cep tual framework when ac tu -
ally, when you study what is be ing said, it re ally is ex plic itly talk -
ing about a change of con cep tual framework. Let me work this
illustration out as follows.
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Sup pose we have 

at time T1, Jones ut ters, in scribes, or writes, ... l ... 

and 

at T2, … l ….

Now roughly Jones is Newtonian at T1 and he is go ing to be come
con verted to rel a tiv ity me chan ics. At T1 then, he is Newtonian, he
is us ing l in ac cor dance with the prin ci ples of Newtonian me chan -
ics and of course length is not a func tion of ve loc ity. At time T2,
Jones is now speak ing as a per suaded Einsteinian, rel a tiv ity, and
now he is talk ing in such a way that length is a func tion of ve loc ity.
So that there is a func tional re la tion ship be tween length and the rel -
a tive ve loc ity of the ob ject to the frame of ref er ence in terms of
which the mea sure ments are made. How are we go ing to de scribe
this?

First let us call one ‘α’ and the other ‘β’, we can say that ‘α’

stands for Newtonian length and ‘β’ stands for Einsteinian length

but they both stand for a length, α and β. ‘Length’ is an ab stract sin -
gu lar term like ‘triangularity’, here, re mem ber, and this means that
‘length’ is to be un der stood in terms of roughly, so and so long but
then 

•longG•

would have subscripted ‘G’ be cause we are deal ing with this ge -
neric no tion of what it is for some thing to do the “length” kind job
in a the ory. And al though l here and l here don’t do ex actly the same
job, they both do enough of sim i lar jobs so that they both count as
do ing a length job. We could say, that 

(1) at T1 Jones be lieves that length is in de pend ent of ve loc ity 

and you can also say that 

(2) at T2 Jones be lieves that length is a func tion of ve loc ity.15
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If we put it this way, it makes it look as though there is an en tity
called ‘length’ and that Jones first be lieves one thing about it, and
that at an other time he be lieves some thing else about it. We have
sim ply a change of be lief. Some peo ple will die in the last ditch for
the claim, “there is no change in con cep tual framework here,
‘length’ means ex actly the same thing here as it does here and all we 
have is a change of be lief about length.” Ac tu ally that would be
com pletely to mis rep re sent the situation. 

In the first place, Jones has a be lief about length, only here, as
far as we have com mit ted our selves,  in the sense that he is mak ing
state ments in volv ing the word ‘length’. He has be liefs in volv ing a
length con cept. So that what we mean re ally is that 

(1′) at T1, Jones has a be lief in volv ing a length con cept
which is not func tion ally re lated to ve loc ity. 

And 

(2′) at T2 Jones has a be lief in volv ing a length con cept which 
is func tion ally re lated to ve loc ity. 

That would be the cor rect way, in the first in stance, to de scribe this
sit u a tion. He has a be lief in volv ing a length con cept, i.e. an ex pres -
sion which stands for a length con cept in which length is in de pend -
ent of ve loc ity first, later he has a be lief in volved in a con cept of
length, which in volves an ex pres sion which stands for a length con -
cept which is de pend ent on the function of velocity.

But we can make an other state ment, be cause sup pose we now
imag ine a sit u a tion to be one in which we ask Jones at T1, 

Is length a func tion of ve loc ity?

We have to dis tin guish be tween a be lief in volv ing a length con cept
and a be lief about a length con cept. Those are two things that have
to be dis tin guish here. Now we are get ting Jones to ex press a be lief
about the length con cepts. So we ask Jones, “is length a func tion of
ve loc ity?” He would say, “No. Length, as I con ceive it, is not a
func tion of ve loc ity.” That is to say, “the length con cept in my
highly con firmed the ory is not a function of velocity.” 

No tice that this is a higher or der be lief, he is mak ing an au to -
bio graph i cal state ment, or think ing about his com mu nity of sci en -
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tists, he says, “No. Our length con cept is not a func tion of ve loc ity,
does not in volve a func tional re la tion ship to ve loc ity.” At time T2

we ask him the same ques tion, “is length a func tion of ve loc ity?”
He now says, “Yes, my length con cept is a func tion of ve loc ity.”16

He  would now con tinue, “the length con cept in my new the ory is a
func tion of ve loc ity.” What has he changed his be lief about? He has 
changed his be lief about which spe cies of length ge ner i cally con -
strued be longs in the best avail able the ory. In other words, he now
has a be lief which in volves a ge neric no tion of a length at trib ute,
and he has changed his be lief con cern ing which va ri ety of length at -
trib ute be longs in the best avail able the ory and he now holds that
the rel a tiv is tic spe cies of length con cept is the one that be longs in
the best avail able the ory.

How do we de ter mine whether or not two con cepts are both
length con cepts? We all
know in gen eral how to do
this. As I in di cated, if we
work with an ini tial break -
down of the struc ture of the
the ory into de duc tive sys -
tem, cor re spon dence rules
and model, then we would
say that one of the cru cial
fea tures that make both ‘l’ as 
used by Jones at T1 and ‘l’ as
used by Jones at T2, one of
the things that makes them
both stand for length con -
cepts is there ul ti mate re la -
tion ship to op er a tions of
us ing clocks and me ters. In
other words, there we can
say as an ini tial way of mak -
ing the point, that one of the cru cial things is the fact that both
Newtonian length and rel a tiv ity length tie up with cer tain op er a -
tional pro ce dures in the observation frame work. I think this is an
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Fig ure 1. (a) is a be lief in the prop o si tion M1

that ob tains in F1, (b) is a be lief in the prop o si -
tion M2 that does not ob tain in ?. R is the re la -
tion be tween the Mi and what makes them true
or false.
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an swer that takes one a good long part of the way, but of course it
raises all the fa mil iar puz zles which I am sure you have been ar gu -
ing about con cern ing the va lid ity of this whole carv ing up of the o -
ret i cal ex pla na tion.

I ar gue that it is be cause the word ‘length’ can be used in two
ways, intra-epistemically and ge ner i cally. Both times as an il lus -
trat ing word built on ‘long’. It is be cause of this that it looks as
though in de scrib ing the sit u a tion, we can sim ply say that Jones be -
lieves that length is in de pend ent of ve loc ity on the one hand and
Jones be lieves that length is a func tion of ve loc ity on the other and
make it look as though there were no change of frame work at all.
But as I said, if we look at this more closely, we can see that this way 
of talk ing in volves the dis tinc tion be tween the cri te ria for be ing a
length re la tion ship in gen eral and then the spe cific ways in which
some thing can be a length ex pres sion, an expression that stands for
length.

I hate to take up a whole new topic but I re ally have to move
on.17 

Prob lems Per tain ing to Truth

I want to go want to dis cuss some prob lems per tain ing to truth.
There fore, at least, I’ll con tinue the task of box ing the com pass
with re spect this re la tional picture that I pre sented to you. The clas -
si cal cor re spon dence the ory holds that a sen tence is true, that the
be lief it ex presses is true and then the be lief is true if the be lief cor -
re spond ing to a fact. So that we tend to get this kind of pic ture (see
fig ure 1) .

Here is a per son, here is a be lief that Tom is tall, there is go ing to 
be a fact that Tom is tall, the be lief that Tom is tall would be true be -
cause it ac cords with or cor re sponds to the fact. A fact which is ex -
pressed by the same that-clause. As Moore points out that is a very
im por tant fea ture of the cor re spon dence that seems to be in volved
here. Of course ac cord ing to the clas si cal cor re spon dence the ory of
truth, facts are ab so lutely ob jec tive. They are not frame work de -
pend ent. Re mem ber, I raised the ques tion about the dif fer ence be -

138 Truth

17 Con cep tual Change track 11 (#12). 



tween facts and concreta and pointed out that re al ists are of ten torn
be tween a fact ontology and an ob ject on tol ogy. Ac cord ing to the
re la tional model, which is lurking here, it breaks down as follows. 

We have the re la tion of the be lief to a state of af fairs or prop o si -
tion. Now a be lief in a state of af fairs or a prop o si tion will be true  if
the state of af fairs ob tains, and the state of af fairs is the case. So we
get a pic ture from this point of view of there be ing prop o si tions
which have the char ac ter of be ing the case which we will rep re sent
by M1 here and an other prop o si tion, M2, which does n’t. And a be -
lief, a,  would be true if it were a be lief in a prop o si tion, M1, which is 
the case, F1, and a be lief would be false, b, if it were a be lief in a
prop o si tion, M2, which is n’t the case, rep re sented by “?”.18

Prop o si tions or states of af fairs would again be con strued as, in
the Platonic tra di tion, be ing ab so lutely ob jec tive as I said,  Carnap
is a stan dard case in point. You will re mem ber in “Mean ing and
Necessity” when Carnap is talk ing about prop o si tions, he says he
means by prop o si tion things which are ac tu ally in na ture and they
are ob jec tive and they are in deed ab so lutely ob jec tive and they are
such that they ei ther are the case or are not the case19  We then have
the cor re spon dence re la tion, R, that we started out with, break ing
up into re ally, an iden tity be tween the ob ject of be lief and the fact,
F1, be cause the fact would be a prop o si tion which ob tains or is the
case. The prop o si tion here is a state of af fairs. You get a beau ti ful
for mu la tion of this po si tion in Chisholm’s lit tle book The ory of
Knowledge.20 But in the lat ter part of the book, Chisholm is dis -
cuss ing truth and this is ex actly the the ory of truth that he gives. Ac -
cord ing to him, there are states of af fairs, some of them ex ist or
ob tain or are the case, oth ers are not, and a be lief is true if its ob ject
is a state of af fairs which is the case or ob tains or ex ists. Chisholm
does n’t give us an anal y sis, re ally, of men tal acts of be liev ing but
he does give us an ob jec tive ontology of states of af fairs and there -
fore facts be cause facts are states of af fairs which have this char ac -
ter of ex ist ing or ob tain ing.
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The puz zling thing about this view and it must’ve hit al most ev -
ery body at some time or other, is that there is a fas ci nat ing sim i lar -
ity be tween the way in which a state of af fairs is the case and a
prop o si tion is true. They have very sim i lar struc tures. As Carnap
him self ad mits, ob tain ing or is the case is what he calls truth in what 
he calls the ex tra-lin guis tic or ab so lute sense. In other words, he
says there is an ab so lute no tion of truth which is not rel a tive to lan -
guages. It is equiv a lent to be ing the case or ob tain ing and then for
him, a be lief would be true if its ob ject is a prop o si tion which has
this char ac ter of be ing ab so lutely true. No where does the Platonic
po si tion come out more viv idly and more committedly than in
Carnap in Mean ing and Necessity. It is fas ci nat ing that Carnap de -
nies that he is a Platonist. The only way that we can ac count for this
is, again, the weird no tion that Carnap has, not know ing much his -
tory of phi los o phy, that to be a Platonist is to be lieve that the ideal
bed is a bed. And that you can sleep on it if you can only get there…
So Carnap is a par a digm of a Platonist.

You can see that the strat egy that I have been im ply ing here is
go ing to re quire quite a re in ter pre ta tion of all this. Be cause states of 
af fairs and prop o si tions are, re mem ber, ac cord ing to the anal y sis
that I have been of fer ing, lin guis tic and in deed con cep tual items.
They are rel a tive, there fore, to the frame work in which they ex ist.
And for Carnap, facts and states of af fairs are ab so lutely ob jec tive,
for me the facts and states of af fairs are ob jec tive only in the sense
in which at trib utes and so on are ob jec tive, they are intersubjective
or in Wittgensteinian terms, they are ways of clas si fy ing role play -
ers in our lan guage game, or “form of life.”

For Carnap, we must dis tin guish be tween a par tic u lar lan guage
and this do main of prop o si tions which are in de pend ent of lan -
guage. Thus, if we want to say, for example,

that snow is white (in Eng lish) is true, 

we would have to say, for Carnap,

‘snow is white’ (in Eng lish) stands for that snow is white 

and 

that snow is white is the case or 
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that snow is white is true (in this nonlinguistic sense).21

Of course on in ter pre ta tion that I have of fered of the that-clause 
here, it is not func tion ing as the name of an ab so lutely ob jec tive en -
tity,  B la Carnap or Plato or Rus sell in his Platonic pe riod, what this
says is 

snow is white (in Eng lish) are •snow is white•s 

and 

•snow is white•s are true. 

What does this mean? It means •snow is white•s are se man ti cally
assertable. That is, cor rectly assertable in ac cor dance with the se -
man ti cal rules of the frame work.

This does n’t mean that the frame work by it self au tho rizes it,
be cause the rules in volve rules per tain ing to observation and so on
as well as just in ter nal prin ci ples. The point is that the assertability,
the cor rect assertability is not a mat ter of po lite ness or tact or any of
the other kinds of “pro pri ety” that come into lan guage. It is a cor -
rect ness which con cerns the mean ing rules of the ex pres sions in -
volved.

I have put this by say ing that the pred i cate true is a pred i cate
which says, in ef fect, you can de-quote, you can re move the quotes
and just as sert the thing that is in the quotes. And I’ve been in ter -
ested to know that Quine is now com ing around to the po si tion that
‘true’ func tions es sen tially as a de-quoting de vice. This means then 
that if I say 

snow is white is true 

that means 

that snow is white is se man ti cally assertable, 

this is a li cense, the state ment is a li cense to go down and write the
sen tence ‘snow is white’. 

In other words, you have an il lus trat ing quote here, so what you
do is just to write down what you have here in be tween the quotes.
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And that is what the pred i cate ‘true’ says that you can do. So that a
true state ment in its ba sic func tion is an au tho ri za tion of in scrib ing
or stat ing that which is con tained within the quotes. Of course, in
or di nary lan guage this would be 

that snow is white is true 

and re mem ber, again, ac cord ing to my anal y sis that is a func tional
quot ing. The cru cial thing about it is that it is an il lus trat ing de vice
and that is why truth is such a ba sic fea ture of dis course be cause at
that level where you use the il lus trat ing de vice, you know ex actly
what to as sert when you’re told that something is true. 

The Truth Move

The truth move is a cru cial move. I call it the “truth move,” the
move from 

snow is white is true 

to 

snow is white. 

It is a spe cial kind of move. It is not a prem ise, be cause in in fer -
ence you fol low an au tho ri za tion which is not self-con tained, it’s
not it self con tained when you put down what you put down when
you are do ing the in fer ence.22  For ex am ple suppose I have 

All men are mor tal, 

Soc ra tes is a man 

there fore, Soc ra tes is mor tal. 

Of course, the prin ci ple which au tho rizes this se quence—the prin -
ci ple is the prin ci ple of the syl lo gism—is not writ ten here, that is
some thing which, as it were, we can for mu late out side and use as a
cri te ria for the cor rect ness of that. But no tice that when you go from 
here [first part of the truth move] to here [sec ond part of the truth
move], what you do here [in the sec ond part] is au tho rized by what
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you have there [in the first part]. So that  is why this is not an in fer -
ence. That is why I call it a truth move. And as I said you can eas ily
call it a kind de-quoting move. The truth move takes us from the
level where we are talk ing about a sen tence to one in which we are
us ing it. 

The meaning of truth and truth condition

It is very im por tant to dis tin guish be tween the mean ing of truth
and truth con di tions. This is a clas si cal dis tinc tion and al most ev -
ery body ac cepts it in one form or an other, the mean ing of truth and
the cri te ria of truth, the mean ing of truth and truth con di tions. It is
char ac ter is tic of mod ern se man ti cal the ory to give a re cur sive ac -
count of truth con di tions. A typ i cal ex am ple of this would be, us ing
cor ner quotes, what I am do ing is by pass ing the il lus trat ing as pect
but then I want you to think of this as a way of pick ing out any par -
tic u lar illustrating use of quotes that you want to. 

I will use the let ter ‘P’ or ‘Q’. You can re gard this as cov er ing
the fol low ing dot-quote: •Tom is tall or Tom won’t make the team•
or any other “al ter na tion.” We can say of this that...I have been hint -
ing here that we are go ing at some stage or other, we are go ing to
have to put in a rel a tiv ity to con cep tual struc tures. If there is no rel -
a tiv ity to con cep tual struc ture put in, we im ply that it is the con cep -
tual struc ture that we ac tu ally use. We can also, how ever, talk about 
other con cep tual struc tures but let us put in, CSO,  our conceptual
structure, 

 •Tom is tall or Tom won’t and make the team•  is true if and
only if jPk (in CSO) is true or jQk (in CSO) is true.23 

In other words, we ex plain that truth con di tions for a dis junc tive
state ment in terms of the truth value of the el e ments of which the
dis junc tive state ment con sists. And we can say 

P & Q  is true if and only if P (in CSO) is true and Q (in
CSO) is true 

and we would have [drop ping the cor ner quotes for simplicity] 

143

23 The brack ets will be omit ted be low but bear in mind the gen er al ity in volved.
The ma chin ery here is in cor po rated into Sci ence and Metaphysics, chap ter 5.



~P (in CSO) is true if and only if P (in CSO) is not true. 

We can also give24 a re cur sive ac count of the truth con di tions
for quan ti fied state ments and I want to touch on that next time. But
in gen eral this is a re quire ment that is laid down on any the ory of
truth, any spec i fi ca tion of truth con di tions must re sult in the fol -
low ing prin ci ple about the system 

that p (in CSO) is true if and only if p.

The two key prob lems that re main with re spect to truth are the
prob lem of spec i fy ing truth con di tions for ba sic sen tences, be cause 
you see, if you have a re cur sive ac count of truth con di tions, you are
ex plain ing the truth con di tions of more and more com pli cated ex -
pres sions in terms of sim pler ex pres sions. Here is a par a digm of it,
you are ex plain ing the truth con di tions of al ter na tion in terms of
truth con di tions of the el e ments but then this is go ing to take you to
a ground floor of the ba sic sen tences and the prob lem is how do you
spec ify truth con di tions for the ba sic sen tences?

Roughly ba sic sen tences would be state ments which are not
unpackable in terms of quan ti fi ca tion and log i cal con nec tives and a 
sort of crude par a digm would be ‘Tom is tall’ and take the stan dard
pat tern where you have ‘fa’ where ‘a’ is a ba sic re fer ring ex pres -
sion and ‘f’ is a ba sic un de fined pred i cate and then, given that you
can spec ify truth con di tions for these, then you could ex plain the
truth con di tions for all the more com pli cated state ments be cause
the truth con di tions are all ex plained in terms of the truth con di -
tions for ba sic ones. This is the stan dard pat tern of se man tic anal y -
sis. So the prob lem then be comes, what are the truth con di tions for
ba sic sen tences, how are they to be un der stood?

Of par tic u lar in ter est to those who are con cerned with ontology
is the ques tion, “what about the truth con di tions for quan ti fied
state ments?” And this is of great im por tance to, for ex am ple, Quine
be cause for him quan ti fi ca tion state ments are the bear ers of
ontology. Now I am go ing to stop there to day and make use of this
ma chin ery to dis cuss some of the many im por tant is sues which
remain. [End of tape.]
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Epistemology 1969

Lec ture I

Perceptual Knowledge

There is of course, a broad but tech ni cal sense in which even
per sons are things though not mere things.1 Thus in or di nary us age
to treat a per son as a thing is to treat him, in Kant’s phrase, as a
means only and it is to act in ways which ei ther dis re gard or do not
value for their own sake the traits by vir tue of which we dis tin guish
be tween a merely phys i cal ob ject and a con scious sub ject of pur -
poses and in ten tions. In this lec ture, I shall be pri mar ily con cerned
with our per cep tual knowl edge of ma te rial things turn ing my at ten -
tion in the fol low ing lec ture to our knowl edge of those things
which, how ever phys i cal they may be, have in ad di tion, the and fea -
tures by vir tue of which they are per sons.

Be fore I zero in on my top, some re marks are in or der on the
broad if tech ni cal sense in which both ma te rial things and per sons
are things. Epis te mol ogy can not be sev ered from on tol ogy as with a 
knife and it is nec es sary to give some ac count of the ba sic cat e go -
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ries that I shall be us ing in or der to pro vide a frame work to help you
in ter pret what, af ter all, is but a frag ment of a larger story.

The ideal aim of phi los o phy is to make one re flec tively at home
in the full com plex ity of the mul ti di men sional con cep tual sys tem in 
terms of which we suf fer, think and act. I say “re flec tively” be cause 
there is a sense in which by the sheer fact of  liv ing our lives how -
ever un sat is fac tory they may be, we are at home in this com plex ity.
It is not un til we have eaten the ap ple with which the ser pent phi los -
o pher tempts us that we be gin to stum ble on the fa mil iar and to feel
that cu ri ous sense of alien ation which some think to be pe cu liar to
the con tem po rary scene. This alien ation or strange ness, this stum -
bling all over our own un der stand ing, can only be re solved by
press ing on and eat ing the ap ple to the core. For af ter the first bite
there is no re turn to in no cence. There are many an o dynes but only
one cure. We may phi los o phize well or ill but we must
philosophize. 

Philosophical Method

The method is easy to char ac ter ize but dif fi cult in the ex treme
to fol low. We be gin by con struct ing sim ple mod els which we un -
der stand be cause we have con structed them of frag ments of this
mul ti di men sional frame work. These ini tial mod els are in ev i ta bly
over sim ple and largely false. But the al ter na tive to this road of
over sim pli fi ca tion and er ror is to at tempt to de pict the shift ing sur -
faces of com plex ity and by do ing so to fail to un der stand, as ac cord -
ing to Plato, the po ets by con cern ing them selves with ap pear ances
failed to un der stand the ac tions and char ac ter of man which was
their very sub ject mat ter. The real dan ger of over sim pli fied mod els 
is not that they are over sim ple, but that we may be sat is fied with
them. And fail to com pare them with re gions of ex pe ri ence other
than those which sug gested them. And in deed the ul ti mate jus ti fi -
ca tion for sys tem build ing in phi los o phy is the fact that no model
for any re gion of dis course: per cep tual, dis cur sive, prac ti cal can be
ul ti mately sat is fy ing un less its con nec tion with each of the oth ers is 
it self mod eled.2 To push the met a phor to its lim its, the com ple tion
of the philo soph i cal en ter prise would be a sin gle model the work ing 
of which again we un der stand be cause we have con structed it
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which would re pro duce the full com plex ity of the frame work in
which we were once unreflectively at home.

The re gion within the en com pass ing frame work with which I
shall be con cerned is that of “merely” phys i cal things…and our
knowl edge of them. This knowl edge is in the first in stance, per cep -
tual. Or it is better to say at the per cep tual level. For there is a wide -
spread mis con cep tion, no lon ger as prev a lent as it used to be,
ac cord ing to which per cep tion in what is of ten called the strict or
ba sic sense of the term, yields a knowl edge of sin gu lar truths which
pre sup poses no knowl edge of gen eral truths. Ac cord ing to this mis -
con cep tion all knowl edge of gen eral truths at the per cep tual level is 
in duc tively grounded the in deliverances of per cep tion. 

Now I have no ob jec tion in prin ci ple to draw ing a dis tinc tion
be tween that which we per ceive in the strict sense and that which
we per ceive in a loose sense of the term for ac cord ing to the very
meth od ol ogy I have sketched above, one is en ti tled to reg i ment dis -
course by con struct ing sim ple mod els. But any such dis tinc tion
must in Plato’s words carve re al ity at the joints. And as I hope to
show, no way of val idly mak ing this dis tinc tion sup ports the idea
that there is a level of per cep tual knowl edge of sin gu lar truths
which pre sup poses no knowl edge of gen eral truths about ma te rial
things and our per cep tion of them.

In short knowl edge at the per cep tual level es sen tially in volves
both knowl edge of sin gu lar mat ters of fact and of gen eral truths nei -
ther is pos si ble with out the other. But enough by way of an tic i pa -
tion and meth od ol ogy, the prom ised sketch of ba sic cat e go ries
re mains to be drawn. I shall be mak ing use of them in all three lec -
tures and while they will not loom too large this eve ning, it will be
use ful to get them out into the open so that ques tions can be asked
about them from the be gin ning.

Ma te rial Things

What is a merely ma te rial thing? It is in the first in stance an in -
di vid ual. As is of course a per son. But what is an in di vid ual? Ques -
tions of this on to log i cal kind arouse a strong temp ta tion to say that
here we are at that level of dis course at which things must be shown
rather than said and the temp ta tion is not with out in sight. How ever
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as is il lus trated by Wittgenstein’s own work, there are things which
can be said which aid the show ing. And per haps the most use ful
thing to say is that the lin guis tic cor re lates of in di vid u als are sin gu -
lar terms.

Is ev ery thing an in di vid ual? The above re marks would sug gest
not. Since not ev ery lin guis tic ex pres sion is a sin gu lar term. It
would there fore be wise to have a broader cat e gory in re serve for
which we might use word ‘en tity’. Ac cord ingly, we coun te nance
the pos si bil ity that not all en ti ties are in di vid u als. One might go on
to ask the ques tion is ev ery thing an en tity? Surely, ev ery term has a
con trast, ev ery pred i cate has a con trast. Are there non-en ti ties? Oc -
ca sion ally it seem so and I think that there are but to give a the ory of
non-en ti ties would take us to the wid est reaches of on tol ogy. And I
shall not at tempt to do that this eve ning. I keep that in re serve. So at
least we coun te nance the pos si bil ity that not all en ti ties are
individuals.

Now some in di vid u als are, in an im por tant sense, re duc ible.
We feel com fort able about say ing that they con sist of sim pler in di -
vid u als which are there parts. One is tempted there fore to in tro duce
the idea of a ba sic in di vid ual as one that has no in di vid u als for
parts. 

Are there any in di vid u als in this sense?3 Why might not in di -
vid u als have parts and these again have parts and so on ad in fi ni -
tum. Like the fa mous fleas which have fleas to bite’em. If one
thinks of math e mat i cal lines as in di vid u als, do these not have parts
which are lines which have parts? But in the first place a math e mat i -
cal line is a set of points and while it has sub sets which have sub sets
and so on ad in fi ni tum, it is doubt ful whether sets are prop erly con -
strued as in di vid u als and in any case, there re mained the points
which if they can be con strued as in di vid u als, serve as parts which
them selves have no parts, and would there fore seem to be
candidates for basic individuals. 

But I men tioned this only to re mind you of the du bi ous anal ogy
which meta phy si cians have of ten drawn be tween phys i cal ob jects
and math e mat i cal en ti ties. For my pres ent pur poses I shall sim ply
lay it down that phys i cal ob jects do have ul ti mate parts. This dogma 
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will shortly be come more pal at able, I hope. When I ex plain what I
have in mind by the term “phys i cal ob ject.” 

To this I must add though it is scarcely nec es sary to do so with
this au di ence, that it is of vi tal im por tance to dis tin guish be tween
ac tual and po ten tial parts. Thus an ob ject, O, which has no ac tual
parts may be di vis i ble and when di vided would be su per seded or in
one sense of the term, be come, two in di vid u als: O1 and O2. These
new in di vid u als may well be quite dif fer ent from the orig i nal in di -
vid ual and the com pos ite which con sists of them may be quite dif -
fer ent from the orig i nal un di vided in di vid ual. To use a clas si cal
ex am ple, a liv ing thing di vided may be come a non liv ing com pos -
ite. I hint at top ics which I shall ex plore in my second lecture.

Individuals

I have dis tin guished be tween ba sic in di vid u als and re duc ible
in di vid u als. I think of the con cept of a ba sic in di vid ual is a good
can di date for an ex pli ca tion of the tra di tional con cept of sub stance. 
But my ac count of re duc ible in di vid u als has been much too re stric -
tive. For I have taken as my par a digm of a re duc ible in di vid ual, an
in di vid ual con sist ing of ac tual parts, pre sum ably spa tial. This ac -
count must be rem e died. In the first place, we must al low for tem po -
ral parts. By this I do not mean that ev ery phys i cal ob ject, for
ex am ple, whether spa tially com pos ite or not has tem po ral parts.
For at least as I am us ing the term “phys i cal ob ject” this is false. I
sim ply want to al low for such cases as that for ex am ple of a reg i -
ment which at dif fer ent times has dif fer ent sol diers as its parts.
Some phi los o phers think of you and me for ex am ple or Jones, as
con sist ing of Jones stages, there is Jones at T1, Jones at T2 and he,
there fore, is a tem po ral com pos ite in a very meta phys i cal sense.
But I am not at the moment countenancing temporal parts in that
sense.

In the sec ond place, not ev ery re duc ible in di vid ual is in any or -
di nary sense a whole of parts. Thus the av er age man is a re duc ible
in di vid ual, in the sense that state ments about the av er age man can
be para phrased in a way which re places ref er ence to the av er age
man by a gen eral ref er ence to par tic u lar men. Again, to use a re ally
stan dard ex am ple, the pres ent king of France is a re duc ible in di vid -
ual in that sen tences in volv ing ref er ence to the pres ent king of
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France can, in Russellian terms, be para phrased in ways which re fer 
not to the pres ent king of France but to again, with out press ing the
lim its of anal y sis, par tic u lar men. Again, the el e phant as in for ex -
am ple ‘the el e phant has a long mem ory,’ the el e phant is a re duc ible
in di vid ual. It is a sin gu lar term ‘the el e phant is’ I mean what is a sin -
gu lar term but some thing that is fol lowed by the word is, I will
qualify that in a moment.

The el e phant is a re duc ible in di vid ual in that state ments about
the el e phant can be para phrased in a way which re places ref er ence
to the el e phant by a gen eral ref er ence to par tic u lar el e phants.4 It is
in this sense also that con junc tive in di vid u als are, per haps, re duc -
ible. Thus al though sur face gram mar ob scures the fact, con sider
this sen tence

Jack and Jill and Tommy are or con sti tute a fam ily.

The ex pres sion ‘Jack and Jill and Tommy’ func tions as a sin gu lar
term for the con junc tive in di vid ual “Jack and Jill and Tommy”
which the state ment char ac ter izes as a fam ily. This ex am ple should
be care fully dis tin guished from ‘Jack and Jill and Tommy are hu -
man’ which is short for a con junc tion of three sen tences shar ing the
same pred i cate. State ments about con junc tive in di vid u als may be
paraphraseable by a con junc tion of state ments but not of this
simple form.

I have in di cated that con junc tive in di vid u als may be re duc ible.
For it turns out that un likely al though it may seem, they pose one of
the cen tral prob lems in the meta phys ics of per sons and of sen tient
things gen er ally. For to say that con junc tive in di vid u als are re duc -
ible is to say that state ments about them can be para phrased in  ways 
which re fer only to their con stit u ents or their conjuncts. For ex am -
ple, to take the ex am ple I gave, ‘Jack and Jill and Tommy are a fam -
ily’ roughly ‘is a fam ily’ it should be, can be para phrased by a
con junc tion of state ments which do not have con junc tive sub jects.
For ex am ple ‘Jack is male’, ‘Jack is adult’, ‘Jack is mar ried to Jill’,
‘Jill gave birth to Tommy’, etc.. 

Now when it is said that some wholes have at trib utes which do
not con sist in their parts hav ing such and such qual i ties and stand -
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ing in such and such re la tions, it is in ef fect be ing de nied that all
con junc tive in di vid u als are reducible. 

It might be thought that by speak ing of wholes and parts rather
than of con junc tive in di vid u als and their conjuncts, I have changed
the sub ject but this is not the case. For a whole or com pos ite is sim -
ply a con junc tive in di vid ual, the el e ments of which are pre sup -
posed to sat isfy cer tain qual i ties and re la tional con di tions. Thus a
reg i ment is a con junc tive in di vid ual which con sists of sol diers
which stand in cer tain re la tions to one an other which con sti tute a
mil i tary peck ing or der. But more of this later, this is a prob lem of
emer gence, roughly, that’s a tech ni cal for mu la tion of a very clas sic
is sue in on tol ogy. I am go ing to be dis cuss ing that next time.

Given some such dis tinc tions be tween ba sic in di vid u als or sub -
stances and re duc ible in di vid u als, what shall we in clude in the for -
mer cat e gory, what are our ba sic in di vid u als? For the most part, I
shall com mit my self as I go along but I shall be gin by lay ing down
that some phys i cal ob jects are ba sic in di vid u als. As are such
quasi-phys i cal ob jects as noises and flashes, for ex am ple flashes of
light ning. More par a dox i cally I shall also stip u late that per sons are
basic individuals.

What of sci en tific ob jects? The in di vid u als pos tu lated by mi -
cro-phys i cal the ory? Since I am usu ally clas si fied as a Sci en tific
Re al ist, it might be thought that in stip u lat ing above that some
phys i cal ob jects are ba sic in di vid u als, I was tac itly tak ing these ba -
sic in di vid u als to be mi cro-phys i cal par ti cles. If so, the above claim 
that per sons are ba sic in di vid u als must have been a puz zler. For are
not mi cro-phys i cal par ti cles ac tual parts of per sons? At least if
persons are not to be equated with Cartesian minds? 

The Man i fest Im age

The an swer is that al though I am in deed a Sci en tific Re al ist and
think that the do main of ba sic in di vid u als con sists of the ba sic in di -
vid u als which sci en tific the ory will in the long run (in which we are
all dead) find it nec es sary to pos tu late, I also re gard the con cep tual
frame work in terms of which man ex pe ri enced him self and the
world be fore the dawn of the rev o lu tion in phys ics is a co her ent del -
i cately ar tic u lated whole which it is nec es sary to un der stand be fore
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one can be in a po si tion to de ter mine the pre cise sense in which it or
a part of it is re place able by the world pic ture pre sented by
theoretical science.5  

Thus, for meth od olog i cal rea sons I shall, to bor row Husserl’s
use ful term, bracket the the o ret i cal pic ture of the world and con -
cern my self with ex pli cat ing what I have called else where the man i -
fest im age roughly that common sense con cep tion of the world
where the phrase “common sense” in di cates a frame work of cat e go -
ries, a way of con ceiv ing man and the world rather than a col lec tion
of un ed u cated be liefs. I use the word  ‘common sense’ in the tra di -
tion of G.E. Moore and the Scottish Realists. 

In this common sense pic ture of the world,  phys i cal ob jects
have per cep ti ble qual i ties, roughly the proper sensibles and com -
mon sensibles of Ar is totle, and these qual i ties are to use a fa mil iar
tech ni cal term “oc cur rent” qual i ties as con trasted with
dispositional or causal prop er ties or pro pen si ties and the like.6

Now a dispositional prop erty can be ex pli cated by an “if then”  thus
wa ter sol u bil ity, to be wa ter-sol u ble is to be such that if put in wa -
ter, then it dis solves. Dispositional prop er ties are iffy prop er ties,
they can be ex pli cated in terms of hy po thet i cal con di tion als.  No -
tice other ex am ples would be the prop erty of be ing mag ne tized, to
be mag ne tized is to be un der stood in terms of the “if then” per tain -
ing to fil ings, for ex am ple, rush ing to wards it.  No tice that an oc cur -
rent prop er ties is n’t just one that oc curs to an ob ject for be ing
mag ne tized is a prop erty that oc curs to soft iron when placed in a
he lix and you can run the cur rent through the he lix and it is mag ne -
tized, not mag ne tized, you can change it with in fi nite ra pid ity and
of course this means then that we are deal ing with a con cep tual
point about the na ture of a po si tional prop erty and not sheerly with
the no tion of what oc curs and what does n’t oc cur. An oc cur rent
property then is one that is not explicated by a hypothetical.  

The Pink Ice Cube
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Thus con sider my fa vor ite ex am ple of the pink ice cube.  Many
are tempted to iden tify its pinkness—and I want you lit er ally to vi -
su al ize in front of your self a pink ice cube—as a mat ter of fact that
will be rel e vant through out the rest of the lec ture so if you can hold
it in your imag i na tion, you will have an in tu itive grasp of what I’m
try ing to say.  Many phi los o phers are tempted to iden tify the
pinkness of the pink ice cube with a causal prop erty, a dispositional
prop erty: the prop erty of caus ing nor mal ob serv ers in stan dard con -
di tions to have sen sa tions of pink or per haps sen sa tions of a pink ish
cube or, a pink cube.  Now there may be a place for such a move
some where when the sci en tific rev o lu tion is taken ac cu rately into
ac count.  But it is a revisionary pro posal and is in my opin ion a
sheer mis take to think of it as a cor rect anal y sis of common sense, of
common sense no tions of color.  The common sense no tion which
func tions in our ba sic per cep tual ex pe ri ences.  Dif fer ent con cep -
tual strata can and in deed do co ex ist in our or di nary ex pe ri ence of
the world but this co ex is tence, peace ful though it is, at least un til
philo soph i cal is sues are pressed, must not be con fused with com -
pat i bil ity in any deeper sense.  Com pare the peace ful co ex is tence
which even Mao’s China has recently accepted as a guideline in
international affairs.

Occurrent Properties

Only a the ory in tox i cated phi los o pher could look at a pink ice
cube in day light and sup pose that to see it to be pink is to see it you
have “the power to cause nor mal ob serv ers to have sen sa tions of
pink when they look at it in day light.”  And it is at least as ab surd if
not quite the same ab sur dity to sup pose that to see it to be pink is to
see it to look pink to nor mal ob serv ers in day light.  Even though it is 
a con cep tual truth that pink things look pink to nor mal ob serv ers in
stan dard con di tions which will, un til we be come dwell ers in mod -
ern caves, in clude day light.7  

It should be noted that if phys i cal ob jects are gen u ine in di vid u -
als they can scarcely have only pow ers.  Pro pen si ties, causal prop -
er ties, dispositional prop er ties and the like, sol u bil ity,
magnetizability, elas tic ity, the the power to turn lit mus pa per red
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etc., they must have some non-dispositional or oc cur rent at trib utes.  
Nor as White head re minds us, will it do to limit these oc cur rent at -
trib utes to such pri mary qual i ties as shape and size for to use an Ar -
is to te lian turn of phrase, geo met ri cal qual i ties are for mal qual i ties
or struc tural and pre sup pose a con tent or a mat ter  thus color. 
Things which have pri mary qual i ties with out con tent qual i ties
would have in White heads phrase vac u ous ac tu al ity.  Now that
White head found the con tent to con sists in feel ing rather than color
is a symptom of the revisionary character of his metaphysics.  

Let me pro pose then as my par a digm of a phys i cal ob ject a pink
ice cube.  It is col ored, smooth, trans par ently pink and cu bi cle in
ad di tion to these oc cur rent at trib utes, it has many causal prop er ties.  
It can make a splash in milk, for ex am ple.  Let us bring  into the pic -
ture now, a per son who sees it.  

In the man i fest im age, the common sense world, a per son is a
ba sic in di vid ual.  It is clear that I re gard Ar is totle as the phi los o pher 
of the man i fest im age and Strawson as his con tem po rary dis ci ple. 
That which dis tin guishes man from merely ma te rial things and
from brutes is his abil ity to think.  But the word ‘think’ is used in a
num ber of dis tin guish able but re lated senses.  Thus for ex am ple,
the word think has a dispositional sense in which it is closely re -
lated to be lieve.  What does he think about the war in Viet nam, what
does he be lieve about the war in Viet nam.  A per son can be asleep
and have be liefs about Viet nam.  Many peo ple I think... think ing is
of ten on the other hand a de lib er ate ac tion as if think ing about a
prob lem.  Again there is the sense of thought in which thoughts just
oc cur to one, it just oc curred to me that... we say.  Some times we
might say for no rea son.  The im por tance of all this is that whereas
we of ten con trast per cep tion with think ing, there is nev er the less a
proper sense in which per cep tion es sen tially is or in volves a think -
ing.  It does n’t in volve rea son ing, in fer ring, pon der ing but it in -
volves think ing.  Hav ing a thought, hav ing the thought occurr to
one, roughly see ing this to be a pink ice cube involves a thinking
this to be a pink ice cube.  

I pro pose that we take very se ri ously the view that a thought in
the broad sense, in the sense in which thoughts can oc cur to us, as
the oc cur rence in the mind of sen tences.  Sen tences in the lan guage
of in ner speech.  Or as I shall call it mentalese.  Think ing is as Peirce 
was one of the, not the first, but cer tainly one of the great phi los o -
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phers to in sist, think ing is a sym bolic pro cess and I am ask ing you
to take that se ri ously.

Thought and Lan guage

I am go ing to be dis cuss ing this theme next time when I talk
about per sons and thought, to day I want sim ply to say, to lay down
cer tain ba sic fea tures of men tal ac tiv ity be cause I need them for my
dis cuss ing of per cep tion.  Think ing must not be con fused with  ver -
bal im ag ery.  Think ing, our thought oc curs with much greater reach 
than any im ag ery we might have.  So we must not even think of ver -
bal im ag ery as the ve hi cle of think ing.  As a mat ter of fact, I think it
is clear once we avoid cer tain temp ta tions, that think ing can even
oc cur  sub con sciously and in a lit eral sense think ing is oc cur ring
but again I shall be dis cuss ing that next time.8  I want you to think of 
thought as lan guage, a spe cial kind of lan guage, the oc cur rence of
sen tence events or as Peirce would call them to kens, of this lan -
guage, in the mind.  Lan guage in the or di nary sense of overt lin guis -
tic be hav ior, ex presses mean ings it is clear.  I mean lan guage is not
merely noises, lan guage, lin guis tic ep i sodes have mean ing.  In the
case of  men tal lan guage, we are tempted to say that men tal lan -
guage or in ner speech in this tech ni cal sense in which I am us ing the
term, does n’t have a mean ing but some how is its very mean ing,
roughly if you are think ing that two plus two equals four, this is to
to ken the mentalese sen tence two plus two equals four and this
does n’t sim ply mean that two plus two equals four, it some how is
this very mean ing it self.  So that whereas or di nary lan guage we are
tempted to say, has a mean ing.  We want to say that the lan guage of
thought some how is its mean ings.  This is all met a phor and let me
in di cate that in my next lec ture I shall be giv ing an ac count of these
rather par a dox i cal state ments which pre serves them but places
them in a con text which de prives them of their perhaps somewhat
paradoxical and certainly, rather archaic air.

I said a mo ment ago that see ing this to be pink or to be a pink ice
cube in volves a think ing, a think ing in my ex am ple, this to be a pink 
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ice cube.  In the above terms this means that see ing this to be a pink
ice cube in volves a tokening of some thing like the mentalese sen -
tence, this over there is a pink ice cube.  Again this is not a mat ter of
ver bal im ag ery.  Yet this can scarcely be all for as we are in clined to
ex pos tu late surely there is all the dif fer ence in the world be tween
see ing some thing to be a pink ice cube and merely think ing or hav -
ing the thought oc cur to one that some thing is a pink ice cube. 
Imag i na tion is a spe cial case, I am not talk ing about imag in ing, I am 
talk ing about  sim ply think ing that some thing in the cor ner is a pink
ice cube. Imag ine your self think ing that in the cor ner is a pink ice
cube and you are not imag in ing it at all.  Surely there is all the dif -
fer ence in the world be tween merely think ing some thing is a pink
ice cube and see ing that some thing is a pink ice cube, or even imag -
in ing because imagining is like perception.  

Now how are we to un der stand this dif fer ence be tween see ing a
pink ice cube and see ing that there is a pink ice cube in that cor ner,
and merely think ing that there is a pink ice cube in the cor ner.  Even
though we grant, as I stip u lated, that the see ing there is a pink ice
cube in front of one in volves the thought be cause it in volves the
grasp ing of truth.  It in volves some thing that is prop o si tional in
char ac ter, some thing that is or has the struc ture of a pred i ca tion.  So
what is the dif fer ence be tween see ing some thing to be the case and
think ing some thing to be the case?  That is my problem.

Seeing and Thinking

Even if we add to the above that per cep tion  in volves a causal
di men sion which it surely does, and that given our abil ity to think
of some thing as a pink ice cube and given that we are not blind and
given that the cir cum stances are pro pi tious, day light, un ob structed
view and so on, the pink ice cube is in a rel e vant sense of the phrase,
the cause of the thought oc cur ring to us that over there is a pink ice
cube surely per cep tion does in volve this causal di men sion, it in -
volves the thought and it in volves the cause.  Still surely this is not
enough.  We have n’t cap tured yet the dis tinc tive fea ture of see ing,
how it dif fers from think ing, even be ing caused to think some thing,
even be ing caused to think some thing by the thing it self.9
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Con sider an other ex am ple, I see that there is a red book in the
cor ner.  This time since the book is not trans par ent, I do not see the
other side of the book yet clearly I think of it in the sense that in
think ing of the book I think of it as hav ing an op po site side, if a
book did n’t have an op po site side, it would be pretty cheap.  Thus
we are tempted to say most of the book is pres ent to us as merely
thought of.  I see the book and yet I don’t see the other side.  So it
would seem that in see ing the book most of the book is some thing
that I am merely think ing of.  Fur ther more, I am in the cir cum -
stances caused to think of the op po site side as red given my set,
given what I have in the way of a con cep tual ap pa ra tus, I look over
there and as it were the book brings from the thought “the book is
red” and that in cludes the other side.  So I am caused to think it, yet
there is a dif fer ence be tween the other side and the fac ing side.  Is it
merely that the fac ing sur face is per haps the proper cause of the
whole ex pe ri ence, af ter all the back of the book does n’t sneak
around and cause, the whole causal in flu ence is com ing from the
front of the book.  So that in so far as I am think ing of the fac ing side
as red, my think ing cor re sponds to the proper cause, is this what
makes the see ing of the fac ing sur face more than a mere think ing of
the fac ing sur face as con trasted with the fact that I merely think of
the other side?  Surely not.

Per haps what we should do is to rec og nize that the prop o si -
tional act, the think ing, the in ter nal oc cur rence of the sen tence,
“there is a red book over there” or “a book over there which is read
on the fac ing sur face” is of a unique kind.  It is a vi sual think ing. 
Now this could be meant in two ways, it could be claimed that the
prop o si tional act, the think ing, in volves a unique con cept, per haps
a per cep tual op er a tor, some thing cor re spond ing in the thought to
the “be hold”, “be hold there is a red book over there,” “be hold there
is a pink ice cube over there,” of or di nary speech.  Or per haps “hark
the sound of a bell,” per haps there is a spe cial “hark” as it were that
goes on in our thought when we hear some thing.  That would be in -
ter pret ing unique ness of the ex pe ri ence which does in volve the
prop o si tional el e ment a think ing el e ment in terms of a spe cial
thought but surely even if we grant that thoughts in volved in per -
cep tion have a spe cial con tent and I think they do, it is dif fi cult to
see how the ad di tion of an other con cep tual item could ac count for
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the dif fer ence be tween see ing and think ing.  We just add an other
thought.  Now the second alternative is more interesting.

It is that over and above its prop o si tional char ac ter as the oc cur -
rence of a men tal sen tence, of a men tal sym bol, the think ing has an
ad di tional char ac ter by vir tue of which it a see ing as con trasted
with a mere think ing.  It has an ad di tional char ac ter by vir tue of
which it is a see ing.  As you can see, this is a move that is not in cor -
rect but it is sim ply clas si fy ing the prob lem rather than an swer ing
it.  This is the ap proach taken by Gustav Berg man in his re cent con -
ver sion to re al ism.  And if we sup pose this ad di tional char ac ter to
be that of be ing a see ing, it runs into the ob jec tion that the same dif -
fer ence be tween a per cep tual ex pe ri ence and a mere think ing is
found where the ex pe ri ence is not a see ing.  For ex am ple sup pose
that I had the ex pe ri ence of, which I would for mu late by say ing “I
see a red book over there” when there is no red book over there  be -
cause I am hav ing a hal lu ci na tion.  Well the word ‘see’ as we or di -
narily use it, cer tainly im plies truth.  You can’t see what is n’t so and 
there fore it is mis lead ing to use the word “see” even if it did n’t do
much any way.  But we can over come this ob jec tion by the fol low -
ing move, which is ac tu ally the one that Berg man makes, we can re -
fer to the char ac ter of the think ing as that of be ing an os ten si ble
see ing, an ap pear ing or a look ing to be the case.  We now in tro duce
the words “ap pear,” and “seems,” and “os ten si ble see ing,” in other
words, we re move this truth claim which is contained in the
meaning of the word ‘see’.10 

An os ten si ble see ing is an ex pe ri ence which would be a see ing
if it were veridical, in other words we of ten have ex pe ri ences  which 
we would un hes i tat ingly be will ing ad mit were seeings if they were
true but they are just hal lu ci na tory or they are misperceptions.  So
an os ten si ble see ing is an ex pe ri ence that would be a see ing if it
were true.  Just as an os ten si ble mem ory is a mem ory ex pe ri ence
that would be a mem ory if it were true.  Be cause when you say you
re mem ber some thing, you again im ply truth, you can’t re mem ber
what is n’t so.  You will with draw the claim to have re mem bered
some thing if you found out that it was n’t true.  So I am go ing to in -
tro duce the word “os ten si ble” see ing to re fer to an ex pe ri ence
which would be a see ing if it were true.  And I will also use the
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words “look ing to be the case,” “ap pear ing to be the case,” as equiv -
a lent to it.  Thus since our prob lem con cerns that which dis tin -
guishes both see ing and os ten si ble see ing alike from mere
thinkings, it amounts to the prob lem, what dis tin guishes os ten si ble
seeings or lookings from mere thinkings?  And to an swer the char -
ac ter of be ing an os ten si ble see ing is scarcely il lu mi nat ing.  Can’t
we say some thing more than that the dif fer ence be tween an os ten si -
ble see ing and a mere think ing is, well it is the char ac ter of be ing an
os ten si ble see ing?  I hope that we can say something more.  But as I
said, in Bergman’s position, that’s it.

On the other hand Berg man’s an swer is on the right track in so
far as it rec og nizes that the char ac ter of be ing an os ten si ble see ing
or look ing or ap pear ing is a char ac ter which be longs to ex pe ri ences
which do es sen tially in volve this think ing or prop o si tional core. 
This tokening, this sym bolic ep i sode, this tokening of a men tal sen -
tence.  On the other hand, by as crib ing the char ac ter of be ing and
ap pear ing or a look ing or an os ten si ble see ing to the prop o si tional
com po nent alone, as though it were an in trin sic char ac ter of it, we
feel that this is mis guided be cause surely the prop o si tional item it -
self is a look ing or ap pear ing only in the de riv a tive sense that it is
the prop o si tional or “thought” com po nent of a to tal ex pe ri ence, a
to tal ex pe ri ence in volv ing more, surely, than the think ing.  And it is 
mis lead ing to ex press this dif fer ence be tween a seem ing and a
merely think ing in terms of an in trin sic char ac ter of a thought.  On
the other hand, it is equally mis taken to as cribe the char ac ter of be -
ing an os ten si ble see ing or of “ap pear ing to be the case” to a
non-con cep tual, a non-think ing com po nent be cause what is a seem -
ing or os ten si ble see ing is the whole ex pe ri ence.  And we should not 
as cribe the char ac ter of be ing an ap pear ing or a seem ing to ei ther
part alone.  And what I want to do is to zero in on what I shall be call -
ing the non-prop o si tional component of perceptual experience.

It is im por tant to see that such words as “ap pear,” and “seem,”
and “os ten si bly see,” re fer to the whole ex pe ri ence be cause they all
re quire a prop o si tional com ple tion.  Words like “he os ten si bly
saw,” “it ap peared to him,” “it looked to him.”  For ex am ple, “Jones
os ten si bly saw that there was a red book in this cor ner.”  No tice that
“that there was a red book in the cor ner” has this prop o si tional char -
ac ter.  Or it looks to Jones that there is a red book in the cor ner. 
Again the prop o si tional struc ture is in volved there.  So it is quite
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clear that we can not re fer to a non-thought as pect of per cep tion by
means of words like “seem” and “ap pear” and “look.”

Thus if there is a non-prop o si tional com po nent, it would be in -
cor rect to re fer to it by such words as “looks,” “ap pears,” “os ten si -
bly sees,” un less they are given a new and tech ni cal us age.11  And
one who does so would first have to make clear that there is a
non-prop o si tional com po nent, a non-think ing com po nent and give
some ac count of what it is. 

Roderick Chis holm in his var i ous for mu la tions of his views on
the sen si ble ap pear ances of things seems to me to race over these
dis tinc tions.  The phenomenological ap peal is made but since the
lan guage of looks, seems, ap pears, os ten si bly sees, thinks he sees,
is used to char ac ter ize the dis crim i nated items, the im pli ca tion that
they are prop o si tional states is never ex plic itly dis counted.  In other 
words, Chis holm no tices that there is the non-prop o si tional core of
per cep tual ex pe ri ence but he per mits him self to use the words like
“ap pears,” “looks,” “seems,” and “thinks he sees,” in that con text
and never ex plic itly rec og nizes the non-prop o si tional char ac ter of
this es sen tial com po nent for which we are search ing.  Al though it is
clear that he thinks of his “looks” and “ap pears” as non-con cep tual
states but by fail ing to make an ex plicit dis tinc tion be tween the
appearings which are prop o si tional states and the appearings in his
tech ni cal sense, which he sur rep ti tiously in tro duces, the lat ter ac -
quire an un earned non-prob lem atic char ac ter be cause it is clear
that there is the prop o si tional fea ture of ex pe ri ence and by mak ing
this quick move, by talk ing about the non-prop o si tional el e ment in
words which he bor rows from talk ing about the whole ex pe ri ence,
he makes this non-prop o si tional com po nent, non-prob lem atic in a
way in which, as I see it, is es sen tially prob lem atic.  In other words
I’m go ing to ar gue that the phe nom en ol ogy does not give us the
kind of thing that Chisholm is talking about when he talks about
sensible appearances or sensing. 

I think it’s clear that phenomenologically speak ing there is a
non-prop o si tional com po nent to per cep tion.  But I also think that in 
the ab sence of what amounts to a rel a tively so phis ti cated the ory
con struc tion, it can only be char ac ter ized in a way which raises
more prob lems than it solves.  Chis holm cor rectly sees that the pri -
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mary use of “ap pears” is non-com par a tive.  For in the com par a tive
use we say, for ex am ple, this ap pears as white ob jects ap pear in
such and such con di tions, that is a com par a tive state ment.  And
while the whole sen tence com pares one ap pear ing with an other not
ev ery sen tence in volv ing the word ‘ap pears’ is com par a tive.  And
cer tainly there are some con texts in which we sim ply say, “this ap -
pears white,” “this ap pears rect an gu lar,” “this ap pears straight.” 
He is ab so lutely right about this but on the other hand, of course,
one can grant this with out grant ing that the ap pear ing in this sense,
is the non-prop o si tional el e ment which Chisholm is attempting to
clarify.

Somehow Presence of Pink

I ar gued in “Em pir i cism and the Phi los o phy of Mind” that the
non-prop o si tional el e ment in per cep tion which is com mon to
seeings and os ten si ble seeings is pri mar ily iden ti fied sim ply as
that.  In other words, it is that which is com mon which dis tin guishes 
them from mere thinkings.  But if we ex pli cate that now, we find a
clue.  So far we are lit tle better off  than if we sim ply said that it is
look ing to us that there is an ob ject over  there which is red and tri -
an gu lar on the fac ing side dif fers from merely think ing that there is
an ob ject which is red and tri an gu lar on the fac ing side by be ing a
think ing which is a look ing.  But we can say more.  For
phenomenologically speak ing, the fea ture con sists in the fact—and 
now here I bring out the prob lem—this is what phe nom en ol ogy
gives us: some thing in some way red and tri an gu lar is pres ent to the
per son, to the perceiver other than be ing merely thought of.  This
ex pli cates it but it does it in a way which is fruit ful as I will at tempt
to show.  This is more fruit ful than sim ply say ing well look ing dif -
fers from think ing in that it is a look ing.  You see that is a blind al -
ley.12 

 Now the in def i nite ness of this de scrip tion is dis con cert ing:
some thing in some way red and tri an gu lar is in some way pres ent to
the perceiver.  The in def i nite ness is dis con cert ing and makes it
clear that the con cept is a prob lem atic one in the sense of pos ing
prob lems.  But then I have ar gued in a num ber of places that the
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common sense pic ture of the world in spite of its del i cate co her ence
is such as to pose prob lems which it lacks the re sources to re solve.
On the other hand the above ac count of the non-prop o si tional core
is def i nite in its re jec tion, in its neg a tive as pect: the mode of
presence is not that of being thought of.  

A Scho las tic might say that in per cep tion and os ten si ble per -
cep tion the rel e vant proper and com mon sensibles have be -
ing-for-sense as well as be ing for thought.  Thus when I see or
os ten si bly see there to be a pink ice cube over there, a pink cube has
not only be ing for thought but also be ing for sense.  The some how
pres ence of the pink cube can be called sens ing and re mem ber the
prob lem atic na ture then of sens ing be cause that is just a word now
for this some how pres ence of the pink cube which is other than
merely be ing thought of.  But un til the in def i nite “somehows” are
cashed by an ar tic u lated the ory the con cept of be ing for sense is al -
most as much a la bel as op posed to a so lu tion as char ac ter iz ing or
as crib ing to the prop o si tional el e ment the ad di tional char ac ter of
be ing an os ten si ble seeing or looking, is a label rather than a
solution.  

What are the bound ary con di tions that such a the ory, now I am
say ing that the an swer is to be given here not by phe nom en ol ogy
but by the ory con struc tion where my model for the ory con struc tion
is like that of in tro duc ing mi cro-phys i cal items, mol e cules for ex -
am ple in the ki netic the ory of gases. We are go ing be yond that
which is as it were phenomenologically de tect able and we are con -
struct ing a the ory to ex plain some thing and we want to un der stand,
you see, what there is to see ing more than think ing.  What are the
bound ary con di tions such a the ory of the de scrip tive core of
perceptual experience must satisfy? 

If we are to work within the frame work of the common sense
world, the man i fest im age, we must stip u late that the proper and
com mon sensibles in volved are to be con strued in the their pri mary
sense as qual i ties of phys i cal ob jects.  This how ever per mits us to
in tro duce now, new the o ret i cal senses of per cep tual pred i cates.  In
other words, once we take the stance of the ory con struc tion, we can
in tro duce new pred i cates which are re lated to the ba sic pred i cates
of phys i cal things like color and shape as the o ret i cal pred i cates are
re lated to the kind of things that we can ob serve, for ex am ple, take
the word  “mass” in ki netic the ory, this term is only anal o gous, it
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func tions anal o gously to the words like weight or words which per -
tain to the things that we can ob serve and han dle and mea sure in our
common sense world.  We are go ing to en rich our con cep tual struc -
ture, we are not sim ply go ing to find things, we are go ing to de velop 
a struc ture and we can use anal o gies then in our the ory con struc -
tion.  So we now are per mit ted to in tro duce these the o ret i cal pred i -
cates which are going to apply to items which are not strictly
speaking physical.  

In the sec ond place, what we want are char ac ter is tics which ac -
tu ally char ac ter ize the de scrip tive core.  In other words, we want to
find out what is true of that fea ture of ex pe ri ence by vir tue of which
we are ac tu ally see ing or os ten si bly see ing some thing as op posed to 
merely think ing of it.  There fore we must of avoid met a phors which
carry with them the im pli ca tions of “be ing for thought” or “in ten -
tional be ing,” “thought of” ex is tence, or “intentional inexistence.”  

For if the pink and  cu bi cle item in volved in the hal lu ci nat ing of
a pink ice cube it self had merely thought of ex is tence, then we
would be no nearer a so lu tion to our orig i nal prob lem.13  We want
some thing that has be ing other than merely “thought of” be ing. 
And that is the dan ger in the Scho las tic term “be ing for sense” that
it does n’t clearly dis crim i nate, it does n’t sat isfy the de mand for an
ac tual char ac ter of the de scrip tive core.  It is too anal o gous to
“being for thought.”  

Sensing and Sensa

Of course there is a fa mil iar ap proach here: clas si cal sense da -
tum the ory.  Now clas si cal sense da tum the ory was in large part a
phenomenological the ory, you know the sense data, you did n’t
have to pos tu late them, you did n’t have to in tro duce them as el e -
ments in and ex plan a tory the ory, sense data were what you re ally
got hold of and then of course we had all the prob lems about how do
you know that there is any thing but sense data.  And you got into the 
puz zles of clas si cal phenomenalism.  But there is a form of clas si cal 
sense da tum the ory which is avail able ac cord ing to which sense
data are pos tu lated in or der too un der stand this “some thing more”
to per cep tion than the sim ple think ing.  And there fore we will not
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call them “sense data” be cause that word “da tum” car ries with it
this no tion of a phenomenological given, we will simply call them
“sensa.”

Ac cord ing to sensum the ory, when we per ceive or os ten si bly
per ceive an ob ject, there are pres ent to us in a way which is not a
mat ter of knowl edge but a mat ter of sheer sens ing items which have 
char ac ter is tics anal o gous to the qual i ties of phys i cal things.  For
ex am ple in the case of the pink ice cube, there would be the pink ice
cube, here is a per son and then there would be the causal im pact of
the pink ice cube and there would be an item which is not in phys i cal 
space but in what was
called “sen sory space”
which would be a pink
item in a met a phor i cal
or anal o gous sense of
pink, it would n’t be lit -
er ally pink be cause
pink is a char ac ter is tic
of ma te rial things to
which we are re lated to
by the re la tion of sense, there would be a per son sens ing this and
even when there was n’t a pink ice cube, we were hal lu ci nat ing,
there would still be this item which was pres ent to us, which we
were sens ing.  This is an ac cept able ver sion for our pres ent pur -
poses of the so-called sense datum theory.

These sensa as I said would not be in phys i cal space and yet
they would have in their own way spa tial char ac ter is tics and they
would have, this would be pink, and this would be pink in a way
which was a the o ret i cal coun ter part of pinkness as a fea ture of ice
cubes and pink tea.  This means that ac cord ing to this the ory even
when we are hal lu ci nat ing a pink ice cube, there is pres ent to us an
item which is a pink cube but it is not lit er ally a phys i cal thing and it
is not in the same way pink that the phys i cal thing is pink.  The the -
ory would go on, it is be cause of the oc cur rence of these sensa that
our ex pe ri ences are indiscriminatable be tween the case in which we 
are ac tu ally see ing some thing and the case where we are seem ing to
see some thing or merely os ten si bly see ing some thing.  Again the
im por tant thing to note is that if we de velop this the ory, it might
seem odd to say that the pink and the cubicity of this item here is a
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mere the o ret i cal char ac ter be cause we are in clined to say that when
we ex pe ri ence an ob ject, when we see it or os ten si bly see it, the
non-prop o si tional fea ture is some thing that is not  the o ret i cal but it
is somehow genuine and real.

I am go ing to be ar gu ing that there is a gen u ine bite to this ob -
jec tion be cause it is go ing to turn out that when we fi nally come to
terms with the sci en tific ac count of the world, we are go ing to have
to hold that the pri mary mode of be ing of the sense qual i ties is in
some thing like sensa.14  But this is not the way we con cep tu al ize the 
world, we have to dis tin guish with Ar is totle be tween the or der in
which we come to con ceive of things and the cat e go ries in terms of
which we come to think of things and the cat e go ries in terms of
which we come to un der stand things when we come to get an ad e -
quate un der stand ing of them.  Al though these items which I am
call ing sensa are the o ret i cal, nev er the less it may turn out that they
are real be cause when I use the word “the o ret i cal” it is a meth od -
olog i cal no tion, it’s an ac count of how we ar rive at a con cept and
it’s no way im pugn ing the con cept to say that it is a the o ret i cal con -
cept, it may merely by vir tue of be ing a good theoretical concept be
that which reveals reality as it is.  

But now the next thing to see is that our op tions are not re -
stricted some thing like clas si cal sense da tum the ory where you
have a sens ing and a sensum.  Be cause clas si cal sense da tum the ory
con strues sens ing as a re la tion be tween a per son and these spe cial
items which are in di vid u als. No tice that this is a pink cube which
one is sens ing or in the case of the book, a red rect an gle and so on. 
One stands in a sens ing re la tion to these in di vid u als.  And there is
some thing very puz zling about this sens ing re la tion ship be cause it
looks as though all the in ter est ing fea tures were in what is sensed
and not in the sens ing, the sens ing were indiscriminitable.  Once we 
see that we are work ing with a the ory, as op posed to
phenomenological de scrip tion, we see that the field is more open
and we can consider other alternatives.
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Process

Thus our op tions are not re stricted to some thing like a clas si cal
sensum the ory purged of its phenomenological char ac ter.  Sensum
the ory con strues sens ing as a re la tion be tween a per son and an item
which is pink and a cu bi cle.  But once we have re al ized that what is
in volved are the o ret i cal coun ter parts of the per cep ti ble char ac ter is -
tics of things, the proper and com mon sensibles, we see that the way 
is open to con strue sens ing not on the act-ob ject model but on a
quite dif fer ent model which is his tor i cally very in ter est ing.  Thus
in stead of say ing that the non-prop o si tional pres ence of a pink cube 
in the os ten si ble see ing is a mat ter of a re la tion of sens ing be tween a 
per son and an in di vid ual which in the de riv a tive sense in di cated is a 
pink cube, we can take the quite dif fer ent tact of con stru ing the ob -
ject of sens ing a pink cube as a man ner of sensing.  

Thus sens ing a pink cube in sensum the ory will now be trans -
formed in this new the ory into sens ing, and this is gram mat i cally a
howler but I am deal ing with depth gram mar af ter all,
a-pink-cubely.  Now that is im por tant be cause you are all fa mil iar
with the kind of the ory that I am go ing to be crit i ciz ing in a mo ment.  
This would be a cousin of what is known as the ad ver bial the ory of
sens ing held by, for ex am ple, Roderick Chis holm and it goes back
to be Sto ics.  It would dif fer, how ever, in two im por tant re spects. 
The usual ad ver bial the ory would an a lyze our ex am ple in terms of
sens ing pinkly.  Thus Chis holm speaks of sens ing bluely.  Pink as a
fea ture of the non-prop o si tional con tent of the os ten si ble see ing of
a pink ice cube would be in ter preted as a man ner of sens ing.  But re -
mem ber what was to be ex plained was the fact that an os ten si ble
see ing pres ents us in some way not just with “pinkness” but with a
pink cube!  That is some thing pink and cu bi cle.  Thus to do the job,
the ad ver bial the ory would have to con strue not pink but a pink item
as the rel e vant ad verb or man ner.  But this is not all, tak ing the pre -
vi ous point fully into ac count, the ad verb would have to be a-
pink-cube.15
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Manners of Sensing

In the ad ver bial the ory of sens ing, sens ing a pink cubely is
sens ing in any way which is nor mally brought about by the phys i cal 
pres ence to the senses of a pink and a cu bi cle phys i cal ob ject but
which can be brought about in ab nor mal cir cum stances by ob jects
which are nei ther pink nor cu bi cle.16  Again the ex am ple of the
straight stick in wa ter, the way of sens ing that  brings about is a way
which is nor mally brought about by bent items but in  the ab nor mal
cir cum stances the way of sens ing a bent-cylinderly is ac tu ally be -
ing brought about by a straight cy lin dri cal ob ject.  And in the case
of hal lu ci na tion of course, where the way of sens ing is brought
about by the causes of hal lu ci na tion.  

The man ners of sens ing as I in di cated are anal o gous the o ret i cal
con cepts which are in tro duced by anal ogy with the char ac ter is tics
of phys i cal ob jects.  They  form fam i lies of re sem bling and dif fer -
ences like col ors, the ways of sens ing which are sens ing bluely, to
use Chis holm’s kind of ex am ple, the ways of sens ing here re sem ble
one an other in ways in which col ors re sem ble one an other, they
form a fam ily in the same way, and the same with shapes.  Sens ing a
red rectanglely dif fers from sens ing a red circlely in a way anal o -
gous to that in which a cir cle dif fers from a rect an gle.  In my next
lec ture, I shall ex plore the im pli ca tions of the sci en tific ex plo sion
for the es sen tially Ar is to te lian pic ture of things and per sons which
I have been ex plor ing this eve ning.  And in par tic u lar I shall be con -
cerned with what ul ti mately is to be made of the sta tus of these man -
ners of the sens ing which in the Ar is to te lian pic ture of the world are 
unique ways in which the sen si ble prop er ties of ob jects are pres ent
in perceivers.17
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Question and Answers

Conceptual Possibilities

I would18 draw a very care ful dis tinc tion be tween sketch ing a
pro gram matic the ory, sketch ing a schema of a the ory, sketch ing the 
log i cal space of what is needed, from ac tu ally work ing out the de -
tails of such a the ory which of course must be a sci en tific job.  In
other words, I re gard, fol low ing Schlick, phi los o phy as the ef fort to 
un der stand the con cep tu ally pos si ble.  There are cer tain places in
our con cep tion of the world where we are as it were con strained,
and peo ple who limit them selves to re hears ing the struc ture of what 
al ready is thought, are cap tured within a kind of net.  I re gard phi -
los o phy as one fea ture of that ef fort to ex pand a sense of con cep tual
pos si bil ity.  Who does phi los o phy? Any body can do phi los o phy,
his to ri ans do the phi los o phy of his tory.19  I must n’t be un der stood
as mean ing that the phi los o phy pro fes sional does a cer tain kind of
job, I mean merely that of ten there is a place for a con cep tual break -
through where an en rich ment of al ter na tives is needed.  Now who
does it?  Of ten phi los o phers have per mit ted them selves, when they
are work ing with cer tain prob lems, to be lim ited in un nec es sary
ways, this is par tic u larly true in the phi los o phy of mind.  The early
rev o lu tion in sci ence was in me chan ics.  The point I was mak ing in
Sci ence and Meta phys ics was that there are some places in the phi -
los o phy of mind where one should be will ing to make a sim i lar
sche matic break through even though, ul ti mately the cash has to be
sci en tific cash.  It is not a mat ter of who does it, it is a mat ter of a cer -
tain job need ing to be done.  Ul ti mately, I am a Sci en tific Re al ist. 
The world is, as Peirce said,  in the long run what science will say
that it is.20

That was the spirit in which I wrote that pas sage. It did n’t mean
that phi los o phy as a pro fes sional en ter prise has some how a priv i -
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leged ac cess to pos tu la tion. It meant merely that phi los o phers must
be ware of be ing trapped in a lim ited con cep tual frame work and be -
ing too dif fi dent about at tempt ing to see pos si bil i ties for
enrichment.

Explanation

My point is that it is quite clear that at cer tain places in the the -
ory of per cep tion, we come up against, what I call, prob lem at i cal
sit u a tions which are in trin si cally prob lem at i cal. This is gen er ally
true in the common sense pic ture. There are cer tain places where,
when you re ally re flect on it, it is clear that you have a frame work
which en ables you to act and live and earn your liv ing but it does n’t
en able you to un der stand. We can have a gen eral con cep tion as to
what sort of thing would pro vide an an swer to these ques tions. Ul ti -
mately, what has to be pro vided is a con crete, de ter mi nate the ory
which has the char ac ter is tic fea tures of a sat is fac tory ex plan a tory
the ory. This does n’t mean that we can’t see the gen eral pat tern of
what is needed and that is what I was ar gu ing in Sci ence and Meta -
phys ics. 

Extending Explanations

Any sci ence has a feel ing for what sort of thing will sat isfy the
de mands for a so lu tion. For ex am ple, in logic we lay down ad e -
quacy re quire ments for a so lu tion of such and such a prob lem be -
fore we solve it. What would con sti tute a so lu tion? We can have a
sense of what would be a sat is fac tory so lu tion be fore we have it. I
am point ing out that his tor i cally phi los o phers have been tempted to 
stay within a frame work which, how ever prob lem atic it is, is the fa -
mil iar one. I am in di cat ing in par tic u lar in the prob lem of per cep -
tion, we have a clas sic ex am ple of a sit u a tion where some thing is
needed to re solve puz zles that ac tu ally ex ist.21 I am warn ing that
the phi los o pher should not sim ply say, “well, let’s wait un til psy -
chol o gists do it.” This pre sup poses that the job of the phi los o pher is 
sim ply to be the owl of Mi nerva and I want to sug gest that phi los o -
phers should be con cerned to call at ten tion to prob lem atic sit u a -
tions and to pos si bil i ties for re solv ing them wher ever they exist and 
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not simply be the owl of Minerva that takes flight after science has
retired.

Science and Philosophy

For me, phi los o phy is the crown ing not only of sci ence but of
course, of eth ics and all the di men sions of ex pe ri ence. Phi los o phy
is, in its clas si cal sense, the at tempt... I at tempted to state in so many 
words what I thought the aim of phi los o phy was, it is sim ply the at -
tempt to know one’s way around in the world in all of its di men -
sions. I re gard the pro fes sional sep a ra tion of phi los o phers from
other ar eas as an un happy for tu itous ac ci dent. It did n’t used to be
true and I am sure that some day, it will not be true. I think that right
now the pro fes sional di vi sions lead to a fal si fi ca tion of the re la tion -
ship. I think that the true his to rian is one like Collingwood, who
writes the his tory of Brit ain and writes about what it is to write the
his tory of Brit ain! One who thinks about what it is to have ev i dence
for a his tor i cal ar gu ment. For me, phi los o phy is just the crown ing
of all in tel lec tual en ter prise! Phi los o phy is the per fec tion of all
these enterprises and if that isn’t a classical notion, I don’t know
what is.

Basic Individuals

The fun da men tal dif fer ence here [as far as con cerns ba sic and
re duc ible in di vid u als] is be tween pure math e mat ics and what is
crudely called, ap plied math e mat ics or ap plied con cep tual
schemes. In the case of pure de duc tive sys tems, we can find al ter na -
tive axiomatizations which have the same to tal force. Putt ing it
crudely, the same body of “the o rems” (in clud ing ax i oms) can be
cut up in dif fer ent ways. The in ter est ing thing, how ever, about the
phys i cal or nat u ral or der is that here we have, in a way, a “brute fact
el e ment” which we at tempt to cap ture by means of in duc tion and
the ory con struc tion. So that we don’t have the same kind of free -
dom that we do, roughly, in the con struc tion of pure math e mat i cal
sys tems. I would ar gue that the ba sic in di vid u als of the phys i cal or -
der are the items which the laws of na ture, in their sim plest form
(and here we get the prob lem of what is sim plic ity) re quire us to
hold to be the ba sic in di vid u als. Where this is not a mat ter of free
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con struc tion but a mat ter of the meth od olog i cal restrictions of
induction and theory construction.22 

I am talk ing about the pur pose of nat u ral sci ence (for the ory
con struc tion) which is not in that same sense an al ter na tive pur pose
which for ex am ple, we can look at a build ing from an ar chi tec tural
point of view, we can look at it from a de mo li tion ex pert point of
view and so on. But in the case of na ture we look at it from the stand -
point of the meth od ol ogy of sci ence. Again you see, you have to re -
mem ber that in con sid er ing ba sic ver sus nonbasic in pure
math e mat ics we have to con sider not only the con cepts in volved
but the prop o si tions in volved. There fore it is dan ger ous to sim ply
look at it in terms of the ob jects, as it were. What I tried to do was to
in di cate a dis tinc tion, an ab stract dis tinc tion, be tween re duc ible
and non-re duc ible in di vid u als. But I would like to em pha size that
what is go ing to count as a re duc ible in di vid ual has to be so not only
in vir tue of con sid er ations of whole and part and so on, but in terms
of the ac tual nomological struc ture of the sys tem. Roughly, one of
the cri te ria of an ad e quate con cep tual sci en tific sys tem is sim plic -
ity and even if we could reaxiomatize, sup pose we had ideal phys -
ics, even if axiomatized in dif fer ent ways tak ing dif fer ent items as
ba sic, there would be pre sum ably, and here we get into some of the
more touchy is sues in phi los o phy of sci ence, a way which would be
the sim plest way. What the con cept of sim plic ity amounts to, I am
not pre pared to say any thing about it.

In phys ics my con cep tion would be that in prin ci ple there is dis -
tin guish able a pic ture of the world which is non-ar bi trary and
which can be sin gled out from its al ter na tives. This is, as I said, a
moot point and I am aware that is a moot point.

The Philosophical Enterprise

Phi los o phy is not a con junc tive en ter prise. It is not a to geth er -
ness of seeings, it is a see ing of to geth er ness, bring ing out the
intentionality of the word. The his to rian who is a philo soph i cal his -
to rian is one who re flected on the meth od ol ogy of his tory and has a
feel ing for the way his tory ties in with so ci ol ogy, an thro pol ogy and
so on. But of course the philo soph i cal his to rian is still lim ited in his
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ho ri zons. Now ide ally phi los o phy is the sort of thing which can be
done only col lec tively. Peirce spoke of the sci en tific com mu nity, I
think we should speak, I wish we could speak, of the philo soph i cal
com mu nity.23 There were times when a phi los o pher could be a
philo soph i cal com mu nity all to him self so to speak. But those days
are gone for ever and if there is go ing to be a philo soph i cal com mu -
nity, it has to be a com mu nity of many and the frag men ta tion of phi -
los o phy, which has been so char ac ter is tic of re cent de cades, we are
be gin ning to over come, there is more com mu ni ca tion now I de tect
then there was but phi los o phy can ex ist only in this col lec tive en ter -
prise not in any ar bi trary, or ar ti fi cial sense of col lec tive, like col -
lec tive writ ing used to be in the ro man tic days of early So viet
com mu nism, but it has to be a gen u inely group en ter prise in which
there is com mu ni ca tion. To some ex tent phi los o phers suf fer from a
lack of dis ci pline which is char ac ter is tic of sci ence and chem is try.
Any one who does chem is try, knows the sta tus of his prob lem, he
knows the lit er a ture, any one who does math e mat ics or logic knows
the lit er a ture, and so on. In phi los o phy there is no such sense of re -
spon si bil ity, that is one rea son why it tends to be so ephem eral.
How long will it be fore, if ever, this is changed so that there is a gen -
u ine sense of com mu ni ca tion, a sense of car ry ing on a di a logue in
phi los o phy, I don’t know. But it seems to me that this is the
message.

The Object of Philosophy

The phi los o pher ob vi ously has to be look ing at some spe cific
in tel lec tual en ter prise in or der to phi los o phize oth er wise he is doo -
dling. The phi los o pher might be study ing be ing as be ing but if he
does n’t study be ing as be ing in the con text of study ing be ing as ex -
ten sion, be ing as color, be ing as con science and so on, he ain’t
study ing be ing as being, he is studying noises.

Scientific Realism

When I talk about “in prin ci ple sci ence,” I am not talk ing about
any his tor i cal stages. What I am do ing re ally is ex pli cat ing our con -
cept of re al ity, that is what Peirce was do ing, when Peirce spoke
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about what the sci en tific com mu nity in the long run would agree
upon, and I don’t agree with all his for mu la tions, but I am in di cat -
ing the spirit of it, he was say ing that this is what we mean by what
is. So that he is not mak ing a his tor i cal pre dic tion, he is not say ing
some time, some where, somewhen, the sci en tific com mu nity will
shake hands and say, “Broth ers that’s it.” He was ex pli cat ing what
we meant by be ing real. And that is all we can do, and this makes no
his tor i cal pre dic tion what ever about the fu ture. Sci en tists might al -
ways be an ex cited camp of peo ple who are hurl ing in vec tives at
one an other, Co pen ha gen, anti-Co pen ha gen, and so on. There are
of course many axiomatizations of New to nian me chan ics which are 
math e mat i cally equiv a lent. The in ter est ing prob lem co mes when
we at tempt to cor re late these ab stract de duc tive sys tems with op er -
a tional, ex per i men tal data. So again we must dis tin guish be tween
the al ter na tive axiomatize-abil ity of pure de duc tive sys tems from
the prob lem at hand, namely, is it in prin ci ple the case that sci ence
has as its telos one pic ture of the world. My an swer to that ques tion
is, “yes.” That does not in volve pre dic tion.24 You have to dis tin -
guish be tween con cep tual prob lems and his tor i cal prob lems. Af ter
all putt ing it in his tor i cal terms, the idea that reality is determinate
is just another way of saying that science, in principle, would agree
on a picture of it.

Changing Frameworks

The war rant [for the philo soph i cal ap proach] is hav ing good
rea sons for the hy poth e sis one puts for ward. If one has good rea -
sons for them, then ipso facto, one has rea sons to sup pose that
neurophysiology, for ex am ple, would bear them out. Ob vi ously to
have good rea sons for a sche matic hy poth e sis is, ipso facto, to have
good rea son for sup pos ing that some de tailed sci en tific ac count
will be given of it. These are two ways of saying the same thing.

For the mo ment I can draw again on the per cep tion is sue and
here I drew the anal ogy be tween my sketch of what would be ad e -
quacy cri te ria for a so lu tion of the per cep tion prob lem, and the case
in math e mat i cal logic or se man tics for a the ory of truth. Carnap, for
ex am ple, in se man tics laid down ad e quacy cri te ria for an ac count of 
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truth. Now I have re garded this as in ef fect, lay ing down a schema
for a the ory, and then of course Carnap pro ceeds to give his ver sion
of a the ory which will sat isfy these ad e quacy cri te ria. As I said if I
am right in think ing that the prob lems posed by the phe nom en ol ogy 
of per cep tion re quire a cer tain kind of so lu tion. In other words, we
spoke here of the some how pres ence, of items which are some how
pink and red, cu bi cle to the perceiver. Now you see that is a schema, 
in other words as I see it, a the ory has to fill in the “some how”. What 
I at tempted to do was to in di cate how the “some how” could be filled 
in but even then, I think that the most the phi los o pher can hope to do 
is to be more and more de ter mi nately sche matic, but if he is on the
right track at all, the ul ti mate cash has to be found in the kind of de -
ter mi nate the ory which an ad e quate neurophysiology of per cep tion 
would give. I am go ing to discuss that next time. I do have
something to say about that specific issue.

I will also be dis cuss ing think ing, and the con cept of the
intentionality of thought. I want to make the same point there: that it 
is im por tant not to keep re hears ing the struc ture of intentionality
but we have to see if there are any ways we can un der stand it. And I
would try to show that there are prob lem atic fea tures of
intentionality which de mand a tran scen dence of tra di tional ac -
counts. Just as there are prob lem atic fea tures of per cep tion which
de mand a tran scen dence of the phenomenological ap proach.25
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Lec ture II

Reply to Firth

I might fol low through on one of the themes from my dis cus sion 
on Mon day eve ning by com ment ing on a pa per by Prof. Firth called
“Co her ence, Cer tainty and Epistemic Pri or ity.”26 In a way it is at -
tack ing the type of view to which I am friendly al though I don’t ex -
actly rec og nize it in the for mu la tion that he gives. 

One of the use ful ways of em pha siz ing some of the points that I
was mak ing the last time is to dis cuss an ar gu ment of Roderick Firth 
to show that it makes good sense to sup pose that phys i cal red ness,
the red ness of phys i cal ob jects, can be de fined in terms of looks red.

It should be clear that on the anal y sis that I gave last time any
such at tempt is doomed to fail ure from the start if “looks” is taken in 
its or di nary sense. For as I was em pha siz ing, looks or os ten si bly
sees or it ap pears to one that and all of these lo ca tions ap ply to the
ex pe ri ences which con tain the thought “such and such a phys i cal
ob ject is red.” Thus it seems to Jones that there is a red ob ject in
front of him con tains a ref er ence to a thought on John’s part that
there is a red ob ject in front of him. And thus it would be a tru ism
that in this ba sic sense of looks, the or di nary sense of looks, the con -
cept of be ing red is log i cally prior to that of looks red.27 

Thus if Firth’s at tempt is to get off the ground, he must be say -
ing that the non-prop o si tional el e ment, the non-con cep tual el e -
ment, the “non-think ing” el e ment in per cep tual ex pe ri ence for
which the term “looks” is bor rowed is it self red in a well-de fined
sense which is other than phys i cal red ness and which does not pre -
sup pose phys i cal red ness. But as I ar gued last time, the only
well-de fined sense of red other than phys i cal red ness which we
found is that of a the o ret i cal na ture which is built on anal ogy with
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phys i cal red ness and hence would not be log i cally in de pend ent of
it, it would pre sup pose it.

How ever given Firth’s sup pos edly well-de fined or clear sense
of looks red he must be ar gu ing that “a cer tain ob ject, O, looks red
to me or red and tri an gu lar to me,” must have the sense of “ob ject O
is the cause of a red and tri an gu lar el e ment in my per cep tual ex pe ri -
ence” and he must be ar gu ing that there looks to be a red and tri an -
gu lar ob ject has the sense of there is a red and tri an gu lar el e ment in
my per cep tual ex pe ri ence in a well-de fined sense of red and
triangular. 

It should be clear that on the view that I am de fend ing one is not
in a po si tion to per ceive any thing, one is not at the level of per cep -
tual knowl edge, one that is not in the po si tion of be ing able to see
that some thing is the case un less one has a whole sys tem of con -
cepts which form the, as I put it last time, the mentalese lan guage of
phys i cal ob jects in space and time which have per cep ti ble qual i -
ties.28

Firth, fol low ing C.I. Lewis, ar gues that what ever the em pir i cal
facts of lan guage learn ing, there is avail able a do main of con cepts
per tain ing to the sen si ble qual i ties which is log i cally in de pend ent
of con cepts per tain ing to phys i cal ob jects. And in the spirit of tra di -
tional em pir i cism he finds the source of these con cepts to be, what I
have called the non-per cep tual core of the per cep tual ex pe ri ence of 
physical objects. Thus he writes: 

if a phi los o pher main tains that the Ap ple is red can be an a lyzed
as mean ing the Ap ple would look red un der such and such
phys i cal con di tions, he is as sum ing that looks red is log i cally
prior to is red, i.e., that is at least log i cally pos si ble to have the
con cept looks red be fore we ac quire the con cept is red but if29

the ap pear ance the ory of mean ing of con cepts is cor rect and we 
can not fully un der stand looks red un less we pos sess the con -
trast ing con cept is red, (no tice he should have said ‘is seen to
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be red’ rather than ‘is red’ be cause “looks” is con trasted with
“is seen to be,”) then it would seem that it is not log i cally pos si -
ble to have the con cept looks red be fore we have the con cept is
red. This par a dox might even lead us to won der in deed whether 
the con cep tual in de pend ence of looks and is, is enough to un -
der mine Lewis’ ba sic as sump tion that we can make ex pres sive
judg ments, for ex am ple, I seem to see a door knob, it looks as if
I am see ing some thing red, with out at the same time as sert ing
or at least im ply ing (I would day) some thing about the na ture
of ob jec tive re al ity. It is these ob jec tive judg ments ac cord ing
to Lewis that en able us to es cape the co her ence the ory of jus ti -

fi ca tion and if it should turn out that these judg ments all
make some co vert ref er ence to phys i cal ob jects then 
de pend ing of course on the kind of co vert reference
it might no longer be possible to make the
epistemological distinction that Lewis requires. 

Now I do in point of fact hold some thing like a co her ence the -
ory of jus ti fi ca tion. But I am just con cerned now to pin point what I
re gard as a very bad ar gu ment which Firth goes on to give for his
po si tion. Firth fol low ing Lewis, note that Firth is con fus ing the
proper sense of looks in which it con trasts with is seen to be with a
con trived sense in which it merely means some thing like causes a
red item in my ex pe ri ence. But al though this is his key mis take, it is
worth not ing that the sec ond step in his ar gu ment is a howler. Thus
he writes and here I quote 

it is a ge netic fact but a fact with philo soph i cal im pli ca tions
that when a child first be gins to use the word ‘red’ with any
con sis tency, he ap plies it to the things that look red to him
whether these things are as we should say re ally red or whether
they are merely made to ap pear red by ab nor mal con di tions of
ob ser va tion. Thus the child calls white things red when he sees
them through red class. In fact at this stage, the child says ‘red’
in just those cir cum stances in which we as adults would truth -
fully say looks red to me now. So that it would not be un rea son -
able to as sert that the child is us ing the word red to ex press a
prim i tive form of the concept looks red.” 

The ab sur dity of this ar gu ment can be brought out by the fol -
low ing par al lel: “In fact, just at this stage of his de vel op ment the
child says ‘red’ in those cir cum stances in which we as adults could
truth fully say elec tro mag netic waves of wave lengths lambda are
strik ing his ret ina, so that it would not be un rea son able to as sert that 
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the child is us ing ‘red’ to ex press a prim i tive form of the con cept
elec tro mag netic waves of wave length lambda strik ing a ret ina.”

Per sons: The Man i fest Im age

I want to turn to the main topic of the eve ning which is per sons
as  in volved in the struc ture of knowl edge and I am go ing to be con -
cerned with some ba sic fea tures of per sons in the man i fest image. 

In my first lec ture I was ex plor ing the na ture of our philo soph i -
cal knowl edge of such el e men tary facts as that there is a pink ice
cube in front of me or that there is a red book on the shelf. I em pha -
sized that I was brack et ing, that is sus pend ing com mit ment to, the
struc ture of con cepts in volved in mi cro-phys i cal the ory and con -
sid er ing per cep tion as it might have been con sid ered by an epis te -
mol o gist who lived in the days when atomic the ory was but a gleam
in the Democritean eye. In short, the model with which I was work -
ing was es sen tially an Ar is to te lian one al though I was not con -
cerned with problems of historical exegesis. 

I was em pha siz ing that in this model, ma te rial things are col -
ored in a sense which is not to be ex pli cated in terms of a hy po thet i -
cal ref er ence to sen sa tions of color, I asked you to con sider the case
of the pink ice cube30 and I pointed out how im plau si ble it is to sug -
gest that to see it to be pink is “to see it to have the power to cause
nor mal ob serv ers in stan dard con di tions to have sen sa tions of pink
or to sense pinkly.” In deed I ar gued that the idea that when peo ple
see pink ice cubes, or seem to see pink ice cubes, or hal lu ci nate pink 
ice cubes, they are hav ing sen sa tions of pink is a the o ret i cal ex pla -
na tion of how peo ple can have these ex pe ri ences when no pink
trans par ent ma te rial ob ject is be fore their eyes. I con cluded by sug -
gest ing that the most sat is fac tory form of this the o ret i cal ac count is
that sens ing a pink ice cube is a state of the per son which is nor -
mally brought about by the pres ence of a pink cu bi cle trans par ent
ma te rial thing be fore their eyes in day light but which can be
brought about in ab nor mal cir cum stances by for ex am ple, a gray
ob ject il lu mi nated by a pink light or by a pink rhomboidal ob ject
viewed through a dis tort ing me dium, or a hal lu ci na tion by for ex -
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am ple a prob ing of a cer tain re gion of the brain with an electrode, or 
by taking a hallucinogenic drug after much talk of pink ice cubes. 

I dis tin guished be tween the prop o si tional and the non-prop o si -
tional con tent of the vi sual ex pe ri ence and I char ac ter ized the for -
mer as a think ing that some thing is the case where think ing was
con strued as the oc cur rence in the mind of sen tences in mentalese
or to use the tra di tional term, in ner speech. I said rel a tively lit tle
about mentalese save to em pha size the pos i tive anal ogy be tween it
and overt ver bal be hav ior. I con cen trated on the non-prop o si tional
as pect of vi sual ex pe ri ence. And was con cerned to show that un less
sup ple mented by the ory con struc tion, the phe nom en ol ogy of per -
cep tion takes us no fur ther than the idea that some how, some thing
which is in some sense pink and cu bical is pres ent to the perceiver
other than by merely being thought of.

Perceptual Response

This eve ning I want to ex plore what hap pens to the pink ice
cube and our per cep tion of it when we face up to the im pli ca tions of
the sci en tific rev o lu tion. But be fore pick ing up this theme, I want to 
ex plore the topic of the think ing as in ner speech or mentalese and
lay the ground work for a dis cus sion of the im pli ca tions of the sci en -
tific rev o lu tion for the nature of thought. 

Un less one takes a purely in stru men tal view of sci en tific ob -
jects both both sens ing and think ing must be cor rectly lo cated in a
con text of neurophysiological ac tiv ity. The tra di tional mind-body
prob lem has two di men sions which have of ten been run to gether, or 
at least not care fully dis tin guished. First what is the re la tion of sen -
sa tions to phys i cal states of the body and sec ondly what is the re la -
tion of con cep tual states, thinkings, in ner speech, to the physical
states of the body. 

It should not be as sumed that these two di men sions of the
mind-body prob lem ad mit of the same so lu tion. I urged that we take 
se ri ously the idea that thoughts are mentalese sen tence events and
that mentalese has a strong pos i tive anal ogy with overt lin guis tic
be hav ior, for ex am ple say ing things in Eng lish. Just how is this
anal ogy to be understood? 

To be gin with we must sim plify our model by ab stract ing from
those fea tures of lan guage by vir tue of which it is an in stru ment for
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in flu enc ing peo ple. And for most peo ple of course, this is the most
im por tant part of the lan guage. As John Aus tin has em pha sized, we
can do things with words, we can in form or mis in form, we can com -
mu ni cate our be liefs, we can make prom ises and so on. Illo cu tion -
ary and perlocutionary acts to use Aus tin’s term are ac tions. Like
all ac tions they are some times de lib er ate, some times un in tended,
some times thought less. I am go ing to ab stract from these fea tures
of lin guis tic be hav ior. I am not how ever go ing to ab stract from lin -
guis tic ac tions al to gether for in the model I shall pro pose, to think is 
to use lan guage and since, as I in di cated last time, some thought
pro cesses are ac tions—they are the sort of thing that can be done
de lib er ately—for ex am ple one can de cide to do them like think ing
about a prob lem, we must have a place in our model for some lin -
guis tic ac tion but I want you now to view lan guage not so much as a
means of act ing, of do ing things, but as a means of thinking.31 

Roughly, I am go ing to be ex clud ing those lin guis tic ac tions
which are other ori ented and in volve lan guage as a means of com -
mu ni cat ing with, and mak ing com mit ments to and in flu enc ing our
fel low man. Now the sim pli fied model that I pro pose to work with
can be called “ver bal be hav ior ism.” This is again a sim pli fied
model and I em pha sized last time, that in the phi los o phy we con -
struct sim ple mod els which we un der stand be cause we have con -
structed them and they are mod els ap ply ing to some area of
dis course. The dan ger is to be fas ci nated by a nicely work ing model 
and to try re gard it as ev ery where ap pli ca ble. The cor rect method in
phi los o phy is to con struct a model then look back at the area of dis -
course which you are mod el ing and no tice that you have n’t cap -
tured some fea tures of it, come back to your model and work with it
again, re shape it, re-ar tic u lated and look back, it is a con stant di a -
logue be tween the model and what you are attempting to model.

We must not be afraid to over sim plify, we must sim ply avoid
be ing fas ci nated by the nice ness of our over sim pli fi ca tions. I am
go ing to de velop a view that I’ll call “ver bal be hav ior ism” which is
not an ad e quate view but which is the be gin ning of an ad e quate
view and what more could one want.
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Per cep tual Re sponse

This view that I’m go ing to call “ver bal be hav ior ism” is not in -
tended as an ad e quate ac count of think ing, it is over sim ple. But I
be lieve that it will prove a use ful tool which will help us un der stand
some of the fea tures of think ing and of our own aware ness of our -
selves as think ing which have been a source of puz zle ment since the 
very dawn phi los o phy. In other words, it will I think throw some
light on the kind of puz zles that tra di tion ally ex ist about thought
and our self-knowl edge with re spect to our selves as think ing be -
ings. Fur ther more it is over sim pli fied in a num ber of other ways
be cause there are all kinds of think ing, there is the think ing which is 
log i cal think ing, there is a think ing which is em pir i cal think ing
about the ob jects around us, that kind of think ing which is writ ing
po etry, there is that kind of think ing which is writ ing mu sic.32 and
so on. So there are all kinds of think ing and I am go ing to be as it
were con cen trat ing on a very sim ple, re stricted re gion of thought
be cause my feel ing is that if we can un der stand at least to some ex -
tent some re stricted area, we have a means of get ting a grip on the
whole area pro vided we are will ing, hon estly and can didly to ex -
pand our model in terms of the prob lems posed by the ar eas of
thought that we are deal ing with. I have no il lu sions about the
model I am pro pos ing, it is an over sim pli fied model.

Now ac cord ing to this model, think ing that-p where this means
hav ing the thought oc cur to one that-p—it sud denly oc curred to me
that he was an en emy, it sud denly oc curred to me that the au to mo -
bile is run ning out of gas—bear that no tion in mind: “it sud denly
oc cur ring to one that” and this is a sense of think ing which I want to
put at the cen ter of the stage. Ac cord ing to ver bal be hav ior ism this
over sim pli fied model that I am pro pos ing, hav ing the thought oc -
curred to one that-p has as its ba sic mean ing, say ing p, lit er ally,
yakking, talk ing, say ing out loud, “I just missed the bus!” in other
words hav ing the thought oc cur to you, ac cord ing to ver bal be hav -
ior ism, is in this pri mary sense some thing like say ing out loud
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“Gee, I just missed the bus!” You are not de cid ing to say it, you are
not us ing it as a means or an in stru ment, it is as I like to say think ing
out loud “Gee, I just missed the bus.” Now I want you to take that as
the ba sic mean ing of think ing, hav ing the thought oc cur to one that
some thing.33 Take it at its face value, don’t start con struct ing a the -
ory about it, sim ply rec og nize that some body might just say out
loud, “Gee, I missed the bus!” And this is just a can did, straight for -
ward saying something.

Thinking that-p

Ac cord ing to ver bal be hav ior ism, this is the pri mary sense of
the ex pres sion “hav ing the thought oc cur to one that I just missed
the bus!”34 The sec ond ary sense is go ing to be the fol low ing, that in
which it is a mat ter of a short term prox i mate dis po si tion to say, “I
just missed the bus.” In other words the full-blooded sense in which
the thought oc curs to one “I just missed the bus” is sim ply think ing
out loud, “I just missed the bus” but of course we of ten think with -
out say ing any thing. And this is where the prob lems be gin to come
in be cause what is it to think with out say ing any thing, ac cord ing to
this ap proach? The con cept that I in tro duced there is that of a short
term prox i mate dis po si tion to say out loud, or to say, “I just missed
the bus” ex am ple. For ex am ple there is the bus, it is just pull ing
away, there you are. Now one time you might say, “I just missed the
bus.” But the next time you might just stay there and with a per -
plexed look on your face and you don’t say any thing. But the point
is that some how you may be short-cir cuit ing say ing, you may be re -
strain ing a say ing. It is as though you were all ready to say “I missed 
the bus” but you cut it off, so to speak. And so you have a pro pen sity
to say it and that pro pen sity, how ever, is coun ter bal anced by other
pro pen si ties be cause we are very com pli cated be ings and one
propensity that we have may be overruled or overpowered by
another. 

I want you to think of there be ing an ep i sode there which is a
mat ter of your hav ing on the tip of your tongue so to speak, “I just
missed the bus” but you don’t ac tu ally say it. You are in such a
frame of mind as we say, that if you were in a can did think ing out
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loud frame of mind, you would have said it. And that can be even tu -
ally clipped as an ep i sode be cause you are caught up in life and your 
think ing goes on other tracks. 

Disposition and Propensity

This gives you a feel ing for what I mean by a short term and a
prox i mate dis po si tion. It is a prox i mate dis po si tion be cause it is as
it were on the tip of your town and all it re quires is a kind of “let -
ting-goish” kind of at ti tude for it to come out. Now ac cord ing to
ver bal be hav ior ist, most of the think ing ep i sodes that we are in -
volved in are of this kind. They are ep i sodic, they are short term,
and they are on the tip of the tongue so to speak but they don’t get
out. It is very im por tant to re al ize in this con text that dis po si tions
and pro pen si ties can be vanishingly short in their du ra tion. As a
mat ter of fact, last time I con sid ered a piece of soft iron in a he lix
through which an elec tric cur rent is passed, there it is all wired up,
press mag ne tized, un pressed, not mag ne tized, back and forth
quick! quick! quick!, what you have there is how ever, if we leave
mi cro-phys i cal the ory aside—a point to which I want to re -
turn—what we have is that first the soft iron has the pro pen sity to
at tract iron fil ings, to have iron fil ings cling to it. So there it is and
the iron fil ings cling and then you’d take your fin ger off the switch
and they don’t cling, they cling, and they don’t cling and so on. 

We can say of the iron that it first of all has the pro pen sity to at -
tract and then it lacks it, then it gains it, then it lacks it, you see this
is why it is very im por tant to dis tin guish be tween what I call an oc -
cur rent prop erty and a mere oc cur rence, even a dispositional pro -
pen sity can oc cur to some thing. And we can imag ine some kind of
stuff that might be sol u ble one mo ment and then you’d change the
con text and it is not sol u ble, then it be comes sol u ble, then not sol u -
ble. It is quite clear that iffy prop er ties can be very short term. And
ac cord ing to ver bal be hav ior ist, think ing if it is n’t an ac tual think -
ing out loud, is a pro pen sity to think out loud which can be as short
termed as you wish. So that the ver bal be hav ior ist says that we
don’t need to pos tu late any the o ret i cal states of unobservable
thoughts, all we need to rec og nize is that peo ple can think out loud
and they can have the pro pen sity to think out loud and that these
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would ac count for all the rapid oc cur rences of thoughts which we
would want to talk about.35

No tice that I am treat ing that-clauses as quot ing ex pres sions
thus for ex am ple the thought that 2+2 = 4 oc curred to Jones be -
comes, ac cord ing to the ver bal be hav ior ist, Jones said or had a
short-term pro pen sity to say, ‘2+2 = 4’.36

There are ba sic prob lems here per tain ing to the fact that in a
sense, the same thought can be for mu lated in dif fer ent lan guages
and this can in deed, this does in deed pose se ri ous prob lems in the
phi los o phy of mind. I am go ing how ever, to make the sim pli fy ing
as sump tion that we can dis cuss the fun da men tal is sues in phi los o -
phy of mind for our pur poses by ne glect ing the fact of the mul ti plic -
ity of dif fer ent lan guages. Now I have dis cussed these is sues
per tain ing to trans la tion in many dif fer ent places and it is a rich
topic in its own right. But the kind of is sue I want to dis cuss does not 
hinge on this be cause it turns out that the treat ment of trans la tion is
per fectly com pat i ble with the distinctions that I will be drawing.

I shall be us ing the thought oc curred to Jones that 2+2 = 4 as
equiv a lent to Jones said or had a short term prox i mate dis po si tion
to say ‘2+2= 4’. Now pick ing up some of the themes from the above
dis cus sion of lin guis tic ac tion, it is es sen tial to note that just as
think ing that-p in the sense of hav ing the thought oc cur to one
that-p, that this is not a men tal per for mance, some thing that one
does or could do vol un tarily, so in the ver bal be hav ior ist model,
say ing-p is not to be con strued as an illo cu tion ary act. It is not an ac -
tion in the con duct sense. It is an act only in the Ar is to te lian sense of 
ac tu al ity. If a per son says out loud, ‘I just missed the bus’, this is an
ac tual oc cur rence but it is not an ac tion in the sense that it is some -
thing he vol un tarily chooses to do. It is some thing that is gen er ated
by his to tal frame of mind and by the cir cum stances in which he is
but it is not some thing that he has de cided to do. We can de cide to
say things but I am go ing to so to use the word “say” that say ing is
not the sort of  thing that one de cides to do any more than think ing is
some thing that one de cides to do ex cept in that spe cial sense in
which think ing about rel a tiv ity the ory is some thing one can de cide
to do. In that sense of think ing, one can de cide to do it. But there is a
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sense of think ing, the ba sic sense, in which is not some thing that
one de cides to do any more than one de cides to see a chair. Af ter all
I can de cide to look at a chair but if I’m look ing in the ap pro pri ate
way, I don’t de cide to think “there is a chair there.” It is something
that occurs without my deciding to do it.

Ac cord ing to the ver bal be hav ior ist say ing-p is not to be con -
strued as, in Aus tin’s sense, an illo cu tion ary act. It is to be con -
strued as I have else where put it, as a can didly think ing out loud
that-p and it is not to be con fused with as sert ing to some one that-p,
tell ing some one that-p, or any of the other ver bal per for mances so
lov ingly col lected by Aus tin and his fol low ers. Of course in any or -
di nary sense of the term, say ing-p is a per for mance and there fore let 
me warn you that as I am us ing the phrase “say ing-p,” it is a
technical usage.

I could use other tech ni cal terms like ‘tokening’ or ‘ut ter ing’
but I think ‘say ing’ will be the most help ful and the one that car ries
with it the most sug ges tive over tones. I am us ing the ex pres sion “S
says that-p” in a con trived sense in which these op tions are closed
and the ut ter ance spe cif i cally con strued as a can did think ing out
loud in the sense of it oc cur ring to one out loud, as it were, that one
has missed the bus.

Now we can imag ine a child to learn a ru di men tary lan guage in
terms of which he can per ceive and draw in fer ences and act. In do -
ing so the child be gins by ut ter ing noises which sound like words.
He ut ters noises which sound like sen tences and he ends by ut ter ing
noises which are words and by ut ter ing noises which are sen tences.
We might use quoted ex pres sions to de scribe what he is do ing in
both stages.37 We might say, “he ut tered ‘daddy’” or “he ut tered
‘where is the dolly?’”. But in the ear lier stages when we are deal ing
with a child who is just fum bling to ward the use of lan guage, we are
clas si fy ing his ut ter ances as sounds re ally and only by cour tesy and
hope of ten, and an tic i pa tion, are we clas si fy ing them as words and
sen tences. It is only when the child has got the hang of how the
sounds func tion in lan guage that he can be prop erly char ac ter ized
as say ing ‘this is a book’, or ‘it is not rain ing’, or ‘light ning so
shortly thun der’, or ‘you’ve spanked me and so you don’t love me’. 
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Functional Classification

What I am em pha siz ing here is to say what a per son says, is to
give a func tional clas si fi ca tion of his ut ter ances. You are not con -
cerned with them merely as noises or sounds. You are giv ing a func -
tional clas si fi ca tion when you use quo ta tion marks. The ver bal
be hav ior ist model agrees with Wittgenstein: the mean ing of the ut -
ter ance is its use. The trou ble is that for Wittgenstein, the no tion of
“use” blended to gether and blurred to gether the dif fer ent kinds of
lin guis tic ac tiv ity which I was dis cuss ing be fore. In other words,
when Wittgenstein says that the mean ing of an ex pres sion is its use,
the kind of use that he has in mind in cludes such things as mak ing
prom ises, giv ing com mands, com mu ni cat ing some thing to some -
one, tell ing some one some thing and so on. Whereas I have built a
lim ited model in which that kind of use is go ing to be not of the com -
mu ni ca tion and in flu enc ing kind but simply, as I put it, of the
thinking out loud kind.

So let us con sider the func tional re la tion ships which are in -
volved in lan guage hav ing mean ing in this very re stricted model.
Some of the func tional re la tion ship are purely intralinguistic or as
they are of ten called, syn tac ti cal, they are con nected with log i cal
re la tion ships, for ex am ple there are the func tional re la tion ships
that are il lus trated by syl lo gis tic rea son ing. For ex am ple: all men
are mor tal, Soc ra tes is a man, so Soc ra tes is mor tal. Here we have a
func tional re la tion ship be tween ex pres sions which con cerns the in -
ter nal struc ture of lan guage, it is a mat ter of the in ter nal struc ture of
lan guage that  this a con se quen tial pat tern of sen tences. And of
course, as we know, part of the very mean ing of words like “all” and 
“some” and “not” and “and” and “or” is a mat ter of these func tional
re la tion ships. These are called the syntactical or the “logical”
functional relationships in language. 

Other func tional fea tures of lan guage con cern lan guage as a re -
sponse to phys i cal ob jects. Thus for ex am ple can didly say ing or
hav ing the thought oc cur to one, “Lo! this ta ble is red” or “Lo! this
ta ble is brown.” One of the func tions of lan guage is con nected with
its re la tion ship to the world in per cep tion as we have been dis cuss -
ing it. We can call this the func tion of lan guage in which it func -
tions as a re sponse to ob jects in per cep tion. Still oth ers con cern the
con nec tion of prac ti cal think ing with be hav ior, for ex am ple, in its
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sim plest form we would have such con nec tions as that be tween say -
ing, ‘I shall raise my hand’ and rais ing ones hand. Sup pose some -
one knows how to say, ‘I shall now raise my hand’,‘I shall now raise 
my hand’,‘I shall now raise my hand’. He of ten says, ‘I shall now
raise my hand’ or ‘raise my leg’ but he never does any thing. We
would say some how or other that kid has’nt quite caught on to the
mean ing of the phrase, he does n’t un der stand how this sen tence
works. You can’t re ally mean “I shall now raise my hand” un less
you have some pro pen sity to raise your hand or un less you are ly -
ing, and ly ing is a very so phis ti cated thing. A child has to learn to
tell the truth first. I don’t know whether it is a bless ing or not but at
least it shows that there is a pe riod, at least, in the ory in which truth
oc curs. I would then say that in or der for a child to have learned the
mean ing of such a sen tence as ‘I shall now raise my hand’ other
things be ing equal, there must be a pro pen sity to raise his hand. So
there are var i ous kinds of func tional re la tion ships be tween lan -
guage and per cep tion, lan guage and ac tion, and lan guage and ar -
gu ment. And those are the three dimensions that I want to
particularly call your attention to.

All of these di men sions of func tion ing, can oc cur38 not only at
the level where one is think ing out loud about the world but also at
the level where one is the think ing about lan guage it self, be cause
one can not only use lan guage to talk about things, one can use lan -
guage to talk about lan guage. All these dis tinc tions, in prin ci ple,
are re flected at the higher level where one is con cerned with lan -
guage. Now this is par tic u larly im por tant for the phi los o phy of
mind. Thus when we char ac ter ize a per son’s ut ter ance by us ing a
quo ta tion, we are im ply ing that the ut ter ance that the per son makes
is an in stance of a cer tain spe cific way of func tion ing. Con sider for
ex am ple the fol low ing: it would be ab surd to say, ‘Tom said’, as
con trasted with merely ut tered a noise, ‘it is not rain ing’. But Tom
has no pro pen sity what so ever to avoid say ing that it is rain ing and
not rain ing. You see that would be just as silly as to say, Tom just
said ‘I shall now raise my hand’ but he has no propensity whatever
to raise his hand.
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In other words when we ac tu ally char ac ter ize what some one
says by quot ing, we are im ply ing that the ut ter ance in ques tion is
sat is fac to rily func tion ing in a cer tain way which we could de scribe. 
Thus to char ac ter ize a per son’s ut ter ance by quot ing sen tences con -
tain ing log i cal words is to im ply that the cor re spond ing sounds like
“and,” “or,” “not,” “all,” “some,” func tion prop erly in his lan guage
be hav ior. Again I am char ac ter iz ing the ver bal be hav ior ist po si -
tion. And we are im ply ing that the uni for mi ties char ac ter is tic of
these ways of func tion ing are pres ent in his say ings and in his
proximate propensities to say things. 

The func tion ing which gives the ut ter ances of one who has
learned the lan guage their mean ing can ex ist merely at the level of
uni for mi ties. As in the fledg lings speaker who is be ing trained by
his par ents. Those who train him think about these functionings,
they are wor ried about his ut ter ances, they are wor ried about
whether they are go ing to func tion prop erly and they are us ing
sticks and car rots to en sure that his ut ter ances oc cur in the right
kinds of pat terns, and in the right kinds of con texts. So that the par -
ents in teach ing have not only to think about the world but they also
have to think about lan guage. The child does not start out by think -
ing about lan guage, he starts out by try ing it out and be ing en cour -
aged or dis cour aged from do ing what he does in the way of
speak ing. The trainer op er ates not only at the level of the trainee
think ing thoughts about things but also at the higher level which is
think ing thoughts about the functionings by vir tue of which the
first level lan guage has the mean ing that it does. In tra di tional
terms, the trainer knows the rules which gov ern the cor rect func -
tion ing of lan guage. The lan guage learner be gins by con form ing to
the rules with out grasp ing them him self. Only sub se quently does
the lan guage learner be come a full-fledged mem ber of the lin guis -
tic com mu nity who thinks thoughts, the o ret i cal and prac ti cal, not
only about nonlinguistic items such as ta bles, chairs and so on but
also about lin guis tic items. That is, from the point of view of our
sim ple ver bal be hav ior ist model, about first level thoughts. He has
then de vel oped from be ing the ob ject of train ing and crit i cism by
oth ers, to the stage at which he can train and crit i cize other lan -
guage us ers and even him self. In deed the lan guage learner has now
reached the point at which he can for mu late new and so phis ti cated
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stan dards in terms of which to reshape his own language and
develop new modes of thought.

Ac cord ing to ver bal be hav ior ism, think ing is pri mar ily say ing,
sec ond arily it is hav ing prox i mate pro pen si ties to say and of
course, think ing about thought is think ing about lan guage with all
these rel e vant dis tinc tions be ing prop erly put into place. No tice
that on the ver bal be hav ior ist model, we can dis tin guish clearly be -
tween the func tional role of ut ter ances and the pho nemes, the
noises, the sounds, the sheer ma te ri als as it were of the lan guage
which em body these func tions. Like the word ‘or’ em bod ies a cer -
tain func tion but the word ‘or’ as a cer tain sound, that noise must be
care fully dis tin guished from the word as func tion ing in a cer tain
way, and it is mean ing ful not be cause39 of the sound ob vi ously but
be cause of its func tion which I in di cated a while ago in terms of the
way in which the logical words function in patterns of argument.

Now no tice that we are work ing with a very tough-minded ac -
count of thought. Think ing is us ing lan guage, that is what it is.
There is noth ing more to it than us ing lan guage. I want you to ac -
cept this as an ini tial model be cause as I have all ready in di cated, it
is very over sim pli fied but by work ing with this model, you will
learn a lot about prob lems of mean ing and mind. 

It is the most sig nif i cant fact that the clas si cal con cep tion of
thought as in ner speech or mentalese draws no such clear dis tinc -
tion be tween the con cep tual func tions of mentalese sym bols and
the ma te ri als which serve as the ve hi cle of these func tions. In other
words, it does n’t draw a dis tinc tion par al lel ing that be tween the
sound “or” and the func tion of the word “or," be tween the sound
“not” and the func tion of the word “not,” be tween the sound “red”
and the func tion of the word “red.” On the other hand if the anal ogy
be tween think ing, clas si cally con ceived, and overt lin guis tic be -
hav ior is to be a rea son ably pos i tive one, the idea that there must be
in ner lin guis tic ve hi cles or ma te ri als would seem to be a rea son able
one. So we want to press this idea of the anal ogy be tween thought
and lan guage and we be gin to feel a sort of gap in our or di nary clas -
si cal no tion of think ing. What is the ma te rial ve hi cle of the func -
tion ing which in ner speech must have if it is to be anal o gous to
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overt speech where we clearly can draw a distinction between the
sign vehicle, the phonemes and the function.

It is of ten thought that im ag ery is the ve hi cle of mentalese but
there just does n’t seem to be enough im ag ery to go around and
many peo ple are very poor at im ag ery but very good at think ing. So
it is quite clear that the idea of imageless thought is by no means in -
co her ent. We are left with the ques tion, ‘what might be the ve hi cle
of inner speech?’

To our ver bal be hav ior ist model there are two fa mil iar ob jec -
tions which must be given some at ten tion. In the first place, ‘surely’ 
it will be said, ‘think ing that-p is n’t just say ing that-p, even can -
didly say ing that-p as you have char ac ter ized it, for can didly say ing 
that-p in volves know ing the mean ing of what one says and surely
this is no mat ter of pro duc ing sounds’. Know ing the mean ing of
what one says. An swer: there is all the dif fer ence in the world be -
tween par rot ing words and think ing out loud in terms of words. But
the dif fer ence is not that the lat ter in volves a non-lin guis tic “know -
ing the mean ing” of what one ut ters, rather it is that the ut ter ances
one makes co here with each other and with the con text in which
they oc cur in a way which is ab sent in mere par rot ing. Here is the
par rot, “yak, yak, yak,” the earth could be quak ing, and the sky
could be fall ing and so on and the par rot says, “Polly wants a
cracker.” There is no con nec tion what ever be tween what the par rot
ut ters and any thing else, even what he has ut tered be fore. There fore 
the no tion of par rot ing is the no tion of merely ut ter ing noises
whereas the im por tant thing about mean ing ful speech is its co her -
ence with its con text and with the ac tions one per forms and with
other things that one has said. Fur ther more, the rel e vant sense of
know ing the mean ing of the words is a form of what Ryle has called
“know ing how.” For ex am ple, know ing how to ride a bi cy cle,
know ing how to swim, know ing how to talk, know ing how to use
lan guage is like know ing how to ride a bi cy cle or know ing how to
swim. And that must be care fully dis tin guished from know ing the
mean ing of words in the sense of be ing able to talk about them as a
lex i cog ra pher might. For ex am ple by de fin ing them. Mas tery of the 
lan guage in volves the lat ter as well as the for mer. You only mas ter
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a lan guage when you are able40 to talk about your skills as well as
ex er cise them but the pri mary mean ing of know ing the meaning of
what one says is simply being able to function linguistically in a
coherent way which is relevant to the context.

In deed the art of the lex i cog ra pher is also a form of “know how” 
but at a dif fer ent level, it is at the level of meta-lan guage, lan guage
about lan guage as op posed to the level of the ob ject lan guage. A
sec ond ob jec tion, ‘surely’ it will be ob jected, ‘we are of ten think -
ing when we are not say ing any thing, our thoughts suc ceed one an -
other with light ning ra pid ity, how can this be rec on ciled with the
ver bal be hav ior ist model?’ But of course I have al ready laid the
ground work for an an swer to this. It must be re mem bered, again,
that pro pen si ties can change and shift as rap idly as the sands. A
third ob jec tion. Think ing does not seem to oc cur in words. We are
of ten con scious that we are think ing, for ex am ple about a cer tain
prob lem with out any words go ing through our minds. An swer.
Only a very na ive per son would think of the flammability of gas o -
line, it used to be called the in flam ma bil ity when I was young, to be
a hid den in ner flame, as though, here is a match, it is not overtly in
the flame but there is a hid den flame in it which be comes ap par ent
when you scratch it. But of course only a very na ive per son would
think of the flammability of gas o line or the flammability of a match
as a mat ter of a hid den flame, an in ner flame or would think of the
pro pen sity of an elec tron to jump from one or bit to an other as a kind 
of hid den jump ing as though a jump ing were go ing on in the elec -
tron be fore it re ally jumped. There fore, causal prop er ties, pro pen -
si ties or dis po si tions should not be pic tured as though they were
la tent in the sense of hid den (and that is what the word ‘la tent’
means) ac tu al i ties. Thus the ver bal be hav ior ist could point out that
the short-term pro pen sity to say, “damn I missed the bus!” should
not be con strued as a hid den or in ner say ing “I missed the bus.”
Thus the ver bal be hav ior ist be lieves him self in the po si tion to ac -
count for the clas si cal con cep tion of thoughts as analogous to
linguistic activity but it nevertheless involves no actual
occurrences of words in the mind.
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Classical Theory

He sees the clas si cal the ory as an at tempt to blend into one co -
her ent pic ture, items be long ing to rad i cally dif fer ent cat e go ries.
The cat e go ries of act, like ac tu ally be ing in flamed, and the cat e -
gory of pro pen sity, hav ing the pro pen sity to be in flame. Above all
the ver bal be hav ior ist model makes it clear how we know about
thoughts. For in their pri mary mode of be ing thoughts are pub licly
ob serv able ep i sodes of peo ple say ing things. There is noth ing puz -
zling about them, peo ple say things. The pri mary mode of be ing of
thought is some thing that we are all fa mil iar with, this is one of the
rad i cal vir tues of ver bal be hav ior ism. There is noth ing prob lem atic
about thoughts in their pri mary mode of be ing be cause they are peo -
ple say ing things can didly out loud. Of course in their sec ond ary
mode of be ing, ac cord ing to the ver bal be hav ior ist, thoughts are
pro pen si ties to say things out loud. And pro pen si ties can be known
in the way in which for ex am ple, the pro pen sity of salt to dis solve in 
wa ter can be known. We can know that salt has the pro pen sity to
dis solve in wa ter be cause it is a piece of salt and we know by in duc -
tion that salt has this pro pen sity. We have ob served salt dis solve in
wa ter. So the pri mary mode of be ing of thought is think ing out loud. 
This is anal o gous to salt ac tu ally dis solv ing. Here is some salt ac tu -
ally dis solv ing, here is some body ac tu ally think ing out loud. And
the sec ond ary mode of be ing of thought is as pro pen si ties to think
out loud and we can know about them in the same way in which we
know about salt as hav ing the pro pen sity to dis solve.41 Thus we can
know what we think in the primary sense by literally hearing
ourselves think.

But it will be ob jected, we know the pro pen si ties of phys i cal
ob jects by in duc tion. We know for ex am ple that acid turns lit mus
pa per red by ob serv ing this hap pen in a num ber of cases and draw -
ing a gen eral con clu sion from these ob ser va tions. Thus we can be
said to in fer that an ob ject is sol u ble from the fact that it is salt. But
surely we have non-in fer en tial knowl edge of our own thoughts. To
this the an swer is that part of the pro cess of learn ing to use a lan -
guage is learn ing to make au to bio graph i cal state ments and not just
au to bio graph i cal state ments in gen eral but au to bio graph i cal state -
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ments about what one is think ing. Non-in fer en tial knowl edge on
the ver bal be hav ior ist model is a mat ter of re li ably re spond ing to,
for ex am ple, phys i cal ob jects, in stan dard con di tions with the ap -
pro pri ate sen tence. In other words to know non-in fer en tially that
this ta ble is rect an gu lar is to re spond in stan dard con di tions with
the sen tence, and in the case of the ver bal be hav ior ist model with
the ac tual say ing, ‘this ta ble is rect an gu lar’. And by learn ing the
lan guage of per cep tion, 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-in fer en tial knowl edge, this is the
model of what it is to think some thing re li ably with out in fer ring it
be the case from any thing else. See ing some thing to be the case is,
as I il lus trated, ac cord ing to the ver bal be hav ior ist, be ing led to
think out loud, “lo! Here is a rect an gu lar ta ble,” by the ta ble it self.
And you ac quire that abil ity, how? By learn ing the lan guage. That
is why it is re li able, this is go ing to be a point I want to dis cuss later
where I want to dis cuss knowl edge as re li able be lief. And now it
turns out, you see that the ver bal be hav ior ist can say that part of the
train ing of a child in the use of a lan guage is to learn to re spond to its 
own pro pen si ties to say things out loud by such a thing as, ‘I was
just about to say’, or ‘it was on the tip of my tongue to say it’. In
other words, peo ple can be trained to re spond not only to ta bles but
to them selves. Why not? And why can’t ones au to bio graph i cal
state ment, ‘it was on the tip of my time to say 2+2= 4’, be a re li able
re sponse to the oc cur rence of that very pro pen sity it self. How does
the par ent know that the child has that pro pen sity? By watch ing
him, by see ing the cir cum stances that he is in, and by usu ally, very
rea son ably in fer ring that’s what the child was about to say. We can
look at peo ple, and we can watch them and we can see the cir cum -
stances they are in and we can say, ‘by golly he is just about to say’
or ‘it is on the tip of his tongue to say some thing’ and if we can do
that, then we can train them to do what? To re spond to that sit u a tion
that they are in when it is on the tip of their tongue to say some thing
by say ing, ‘Ah ha! You were just on the point of say ing this were n’t
you?’ And the child nods and a little more reinforcement of the
successful kind has occurred.
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We have a sim ple model of what think ing is which I am call ing
“ver bal be hav ior ism.” Re mem ber ver bal be hav ior ism as I am de -
scrib ing it here is a the ory about the man i fest im age, it is a the ory in
which peo ple are Ar is to te lian sub stances or ba sic in di vid u als, it has 
noth ing to do with at om ism or hard-core any thing, it is sim ply a ba -
sic idea that the fun da men tal con cepts that we have of things con -
cern what is pub licly ac ces si ble, what we can be taught about by
peo ple be cause they can see when we are con fronted by it. I want
you to re mem ber that the ver bal be hav ior ism as I am de vel op ing it
here is a so phis ti cated philo soph i cal the ory which has very lit tle to
do with what is or di narily called ‘be hav ior ism’. That is why I call it
ver bal be hav ior ism sim ply to em pha size that it is a mat ter of ac tu -
ally say ing, can didly, “I just missed the bus!” This is be hav ior not
in the sense in which the be hav ior ists use the term, but in the sense
in which we or di narily42 use it.

The im por tant thing about of the word ‘be hav ior’ as we or di -
narily use it is that be hav ior is not just a mat ter of a frog flick ing a
piece of acid away from it self, it is a mat ter of a per son act ing and
re spond ing and do ing things. So the orig i nal mean ing of the word
‘be hav ior’ is a very rich one and I want to ap peal to its orig i nal roots 
mean ing and I am not ap peal ing to its tech ni cal use by
psychologists.

As al ready noted, ac cord ing to the ver bal be hav ior ist we hear
our selves say as for ex am ple, ‘I just missed the bus’, and when we
hear our selves say this we are lit er ally hear ing our selves think. We
would be think ing, for ex am ple, “the thought has just oc curred to
me that I missed my bus,” and I in di cated how this thought that has
just oc curred to me could be a learned re sponse to an ac tual pro pen -
sity to say, ‘I just missed the bus’. 

I have sketched this po si tion on ver bal be hav ior ism and I want
you to no tice that there are del i cate is sues which I have left to slum -
ber. I in tro duced ver bal be hav ior ism as a sim ple model and while
I’ve been pol ish ing and de fend ing it, it has been with the aim of
tran scend ing it. I be lieve that it cor rectly rep re sents a ba sic stra tum
in our con cep tion of what think ing is but it is only a part of the
larger pic ture to which I shall now turn.
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The Larger Pic ture 

In the case of dis po si tions and pro pen si ties of ma te rial things,
we dis tin guish be tween the pro pen si ties and dis po si tions them -
selves, which are de fin able in terms of test con di tions and em pir i -
cally as cer tain able re sults. And the ex pla na tion of these
pro pen si ties and dis po si tions which the o ret i cal phys ics has made
avail able. In other words, in the case of sol u bil ity, for ex am ple, we
said that the no tion of sol u bil ity is an “iffy” no tion, it is the no tion
of a hy po thet i cal, it is a no tion of “if this were put in wa ter, then it
would dis solve.”  Here we have a no tion which is de fined in terms
of ob serv able fea tures of the ob ject. You can not ob serve sol u bil ity
but you can de fine the no tion of sol u bil ity in terms of what is ob -
serv able, namely, putt ing it in wa ter and dis solv ing. The same is
true with other dispositional char ac ter is tics like be ing mag ne tized
and so on. Here we dis tin guish be tween the dis po si tion and the the -
o ret i cal ex pla na tion of it which is given and the case of mag ne tized
soft iron is par tic u larly help ful in this con nec tion be cause here we
cor re late in phys i cal the ory the pos ses sion and the aban don ing or
the los ing of the dis po si tion with a steady stream of ac tual phys i cal
pro cesses at the mi cro-phys i cal level. So that there are con stant ac -
tual pro cesses go ing on which ac com pany the ac quir ing and los ing
of this pro pen sity. As I said, in the phys i cal ex pla na tion we dis tin -
guish be tween the pro pen si ties and the ex pla na tion in terms of the -
ory as to the ac quir ing and los ing of them. And we can sim i larly
give an ex pla na tion in terms of mi cro-phys ics of what it is for a salt
to be sol u ble, we can give an ac tual ac count of the pro cesses in -
volved in some thing be ing dis solved. And we can explain, in terms
of theory, why salt does that 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 re peated oc cur rence and dis ap pear ance of
the iffy prop erty which is for ex am ple the prop erty of be ing such
that if iron fil ings are pres ent, then they cling to it, is from a the o ret -
i cal point of view of microphysics ac com pa nied by ac tual phys i cal
pro cesses which are in duced by the cur rent. And which are re placed 
by other of phys i cal pro cesses when the current is turned off.
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Models and Theories

I want to sug gest now that we can re gard clas si cal the o ries of
men tal acts con strued as pure occurrents or non-iffy events, as con -
trasted with the ver bal be hav ior ist ac count of them as short term
pro pen si ties, as the o ries in a sense which is anal o gous to mi -
cro-phys i o log i cal the ory.43 In other words, I am sug gest ing now
that just as we sup ple ment our pic ture of iron be ing mag ne tized by a 
the ory of pure oc cur rences which ex plain the ex is tence of the pro -
pen si ties so we can re gard the clas si cal Car te sian-Ar is to te lian no -
tion of thought as pure occurrents as a the o ret i cal ex pla na tion of
how it co mes that these short-term pro pen si ties to say, to think out
loud, ap pear and dis ap pear, oc cur and fol low one an other with a ra -
pid ity that they do. In other words I want to sug gest that our
common sense con cep tion of thought pro cesses is a kind of
common sense the ory which is de signed to ex plain the pro pen si ties
to think out loud and the way in which they oc cur, much as mi -
cro-phys i cal the ory is a sys tem de signed to explain the powers and
propensities which we know things to have at the perceptual level.

Thus the the ory of in ner speech or mentalese would con strue
these pos tu lated thought ep i sodes or oc cur rences as items which
have a strong pos i tive anal ogy with the thinkings-out-loud to
which the ver bal be hav ior ist has called at ten tion, and rightly so.
Be cause just as we rightly call at ten tion to sol u bil ity and then give a 
the o ret i cal ex pla na tion of it, so in that case of think ing, the ver bal
be hav ior ist is right in call ing at ten tion to can did think ing out loud
but we are also right in think ing that some thing must lie be hind
these pro pen si ties just as in the case of magnetizability and sol u bil -
ity, we feel that some sub struc ture must un der lie the ex is tence of
these pro pen si ties. I think this is the most fruit ful way of looking at
classical theories of mental activity.

By the way it is in ter est ing to note that when we re fer to the
thoughts which are oc cur ring in a per son’s mind, we find it quite
nat u ral to quote them even though they are not overt say ing. On the
other hand of course the neg a tive anal ogy should not be ne glected.
Men tal events, thoughts, are not thought of as waggings of an in ner
tongue. Nor, as we have seen, are mentalese events to be con strued
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as ver bal im ages. I am not go ing to elab o rate the clas si cal the ory of
think ing. Be cause this is done beau ti fully by clas si cal phi los o phy.
The point I am in ter ested in is mak ing a point about the the ory,
rather than in it. Be cause I am con cerned with the con cep tual sta tus
of all these ideas we have about our selves as per sons. I want to con -
cern my self par tic u larly with the prin ci ples of knowl edge that are
in volved, and it is go ing to turn out that some of the prin ci ples that
are pos tu lated by other phi los o phers will fall naturally out of the
framework that I have been developing.

Per haps the most im por tant point is that when the the ory of
thoughts, that what the the ory of thoughts pos tu lates in the way of
new en ti ties are pro cesses and acts rather than in di vid u als. Re mem -
ber in my first lec ture I fo cused at ten tion on the no tion of an in di -
vid ual, that which is re ferred to by a sin gu lar term and I talked about 
ba sic in di vid u als, and I said that in the man i fest im age, ma te rial ob -
jects are some of them and per sons are ba sic in di vid u als or in the
clas si cal sense of the term sub stances. Now no tice that the kind of
the ory that we are talk ing about here is pos tu lat ing not new things
but new pro cesses. In this sense the the ory we have been con sid er -
ing re mains within the man i fest im age be cause it does not pos tu late
new things. Per sons re main the ba sic in di vid u als of the sys tem, we
have sim ply en larged our con cep tion of what per sons do as com -
pared with the ver bal be hav ior ist model with which we be gan. Ob -
vi ously peo ple do think out loud, peo ple do have pro pen si ties to
think out loud, all we have done is said that in ad di tion there oc cur
these pro cesses which are ac tual oc cur rent pro cesses and not
dispositions and which explain the shifting propensities of people
to say what they say.

In ad di tion to say ings and short-term pro pen si ties to say we
now con ceive per sons to be char ac ter ized by purely oc cur rent ep i -
sodes of think ing in this an a log i cally in tro duced sense. We might
be tempted to re fer to them as in ner ep i sodes but the spa tial met a -
phor is mis lead ing. They are pri mar ily in the per son as states of the
per son. To be sure they are not per cep ti ble but nei ther is sol u bil ity
and yet sol u bil ity is a state of a piece of salt. It is only when we come 
to think that some par tic u lar part of the body, for ex am ple the heart
or the brain, is the lo cus of these ac tiv i ties that the term “in ner”
gains any richer mean ing. This is what be gins to hap pen when the
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sci en tific rev o lu tion makes its impact on our conception of the
world. 

I in tro duced the man i fest im age of man in the world as es sen -
tially an im age which has been purged of all the sci en tific ob jects
pos tu lated by phys i cal sci ence. The ba sic in di vid u als it coun te -
nances are cer tain ma te rial things, liv ing things other than per sons,
about which I have had lit tle to say, and per sons. The at trib utes that
the man i fest im age as cribes to ma te rial things in volve in the first in -
stance the proper and com mon sensibles, color, shape etc., etc.. But
it also al lows, in this uni verse of dis course, at trib utes which are de -
fin able in terms of them as I in di cated sol u bil ity is de fin able in
terms of per cep ti ble qualities.44

Dis po si tions45 and pro pen si ties per tain ing to the per cep ti ble
traits of in di vid u als were taken into ac count. In par tic u lar, the shift -
ing short-term pro pen si ties to say things which ac cord ing to the
ver bal be hav ior ist are thinkings in a sec ond ary sense of the term.
But no tice that this aus tere con cep tion of the per son has been en -
riched in two im por tant ways with out in tro duc ing new in di vid u als.
Thus in the first lec ture, sensings were in tro duced as el e ments of a
the ory de signed to ex plain, for ex am ple, how it could seem to a per -
son that there was a pink ice cube in front of him when in point of
fact there is none. In both the veridical per cep tion and in the per cep -
tual ex pe ri ence which would be veridical if there were such an ob -
ject in front of one, the per son senses a pink cubely or in more
familiar terms, has a sensation of a pink cube.

To day we be gan our ac count of think ing with the ver bal be hav -
ior ist model but pro ceeded to de velop an ac count of men tal acts
which con strues mentalese ep i sodes which we were talk ing about
as el e ments in a the ory de signed to ex plain the oc cur rence of these
shift ing pro pen si ties and dis po si tions. This en riched con cep tion of
man in the world which in cludes the sensings and mentalese
thinkings but no new in di vid u als other than com mon sense ma te rial 
things, liv ing things other than per sons and per sons, is what I have
called the man i fest im age in the es say call “Phi los o phy and the Sci -
en tific Im age of Man.” Now the next step in my ar gu ment is go ing
to be to ex plore the im pact of the sci en tific rev o lu tion and then to
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ex plore the epistemological prin ci ples that are in volved in per cep -
tual knowl edge and sci en tific knowl edge in terms of the framework
that I have constructed.

Questions and Answers

I think there is a pri mary role for the man i fest im age.46 The very 
lov ing care with which I have been pol ish ing the man i fest im age
shows that I feel that it has a most im por tant place in our un der -
stand ing of the world and that I don’t think that we are in a po si tion
to re place it yet. I think that sci ence is still rel a tively in its in fancy
so I don’t feel that we should scrap it. Feyerabend seems to me to be
will ing to...he is like a Rus sian peas ant rid ing over the snows in a
sleigh throw ing the chil dren off to the wolves, he is throw ing the
man i fest im age way bit by bit. I think that the man i fest im age is a
co her ent whole which we can be gin to see be yond but which we
can not throw away, with out throw ing away some thing very pre -
cious, in the sense that we don’t quite know what we would be los -
ing if we threw it away. So I cer tainly dif fer rad i cally in my at ti tude
to wards the man i fest im age from Feyerabend. I do think it is pri -
mary, my con cep tion here is that it is pri mary in a meth od olog i cal
way, this is what we have to work with and un til we have a co her ent
frame work which will do better the same kind of job which it does,
well we’d better un der stand it. I want to make it clear that I re ally do 
care about the man i fest im age. I think that one of the pri mary things
that a good phi los o phy must do is to un der stand it. I am in full sym -
pa thy with peo ple like Strawson and the or di nary lan guage phi los o -
phers, the only places I dis agree with them is where I think they are
giving an incorrect account of the ordinary scene.47

What place is there for phi los o phy with re spect to the sci en tific
im age? There is in the first place, phi los o phy as phi los o phy of sci -
ence. In other words an un der stand ing of what it is that makes a sci -
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en tific ar gu ment a good ar gu ment, what dif fer ent kinds of
ex pla na tion there are, fur ther more, one of the jobs of phi los o phy
here is, clearly, to un der stand ex actly the way in which sci en tific
con cep tions are an chored in ob serv able sit u a tions which are part of
the manifest image. 

It is, as sur edly, false [that the man i fest im age can be jet ti -
soned]. I think that hu man be ings are al ways go ing to think and
know that they think. The prob lem is not that we are go ing to throw
away thought, but that we may have a more de tailed un der stand ing
of that ma te rial which does form the func tions which is think ing. In
other words, I un der stand think ing to be fun da men tally a func tional
no tion, gov erned by correctnesses and rules and va lid ity, the most
that the sci en tific im age can do here is to give us some no tion, in Ar -
is totle sense, of the ma te rial cause of think ing but the for mal cause
of think ing is surely a func tion and this is a func tion which ex ists
now and which we think of well now, we un der stand it well. I think
that what sci ence can add here is triv ial. For me, to say that thought
is neurophysiological is like say ing Eng lish con tains noises like
“and,” “or,” “but,” and so on. The ac tual func tion of think ing is to
be found in the rules that gov ern in fer ences and the rules that gov -
ern the con cep tual struc tures of lan guage in terms of which...which
are of ten ex tremely com pli cated, which of course, I have been
forced to over sim plify, in or der to make some ba sic philo soph i cal
points. But we have an ad e quate no tion of what think ing is in its for -
mal cause, the most the sci ence can do, if I can use this ter mi nol ogy, 
is to give us the ma te rial cause and as I said that is re ally quite un ex -
cit ing as far as I’m con cerned and that is why I think that as far as
hu man liv ing and the per son is con cerned, the man i fest im age con -
tains the formal truth and that science is going to give us an account
of the material substructure.

What I wanted to do was to purge the phrase ‘ver bal be hav ior -
ism’ of cer tain pe jo ra tive over tones that it might have. We all have
a model of be hav ior ist psy chol ogy in which that word ‘be hav ior’ is
used roughly as equiv a lent to twitches and to sheer mo tion and
what I wanted to do was to call at ten tion to the fact that when a per -
son as it were things out loud, “I just missed the bus,” this is ver bal
be hav ior but it is not to be thought of sim ply as mo tions, it is to be
thought of as be hav ior in what I would call the or di nary sense of the
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word. Apart from that it is true in deed that I am in tro duc ing ver bal
be hav ior ism as a sim pli fied model to throw light on “thought” in
the clas si cal sense and that was my purpose.

The model has ex plan a tory power be cause what I want to em -
pha size is that think ing out loud, as I call it, is think ing. Even apart
from any ref er ence to clas si cal thought ep i sodes. We al ready un -
der stand what think ing is when we un der stand what it is for some -
one to mean ing fully say, “I missed the bus.” So the clas si cal
con cep tion of thought does have ex plan a tory power, it is only if one 
thinks that think ing by its very na ture must be the clas si cal sort of
thing that one thinks of ver bal be hav ior as sim ply be ing an outer
cloth ing, so to speak, of inner thought.

The most I have ever said [with re spect to mov ing on from the
man i fest im age] is that in its de scrip tive as pects the sci en tific im -
age could in prin ci ple re place the contentual as pects of the man i fest 
im age. And this is the same point I was mak ing, from the stand point
of the for mal cause we are not go ing to re place the no tion of think -
ing, all we are go ing to do is have a better un der stand ing as to what
spe cif i cally it is that is doing those functions.

At the level of sen sa tions, as I in di cated to day, it is very im por -
tant not to sup pose that sen sa tion and thought are go ing to be han -
dled in the same way be cause I think that think ing is to be
un der stood in terms of some thing like lin guis tic func tion whereas I
think that sen sa tion is quite a dif fer ent sort of thing and it is, in a
way, a con tent that is go ing to re main in the world pic ture re gard -
less. I want spe cif i cally to dis cuss this be cause I want to ar gue that
in the last anal y sis, as the sci en tific pic ture of the world be gins to
take shape, it will turn out that the lo cus of color and sound and so
on, in the in ter est ing sense of these terms, is not in the phys i cal
world, but in our selves. 

It is not just [that the sci en tific im age is ] go ing to throw a light
on it be cause I think it lit er ally would in volve a replaceability in the
ma te rial as pects. I think that putt ing it in Kantian lan guage that I
like on oc ca sion to use, the world of common sense solid col ored
ob jects is a phe nom e nal world in Kant’s sense of the term, it is an
ap pear ance of sci en tific re al ity.48 Kant’s ding an sich in my view
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be come the sci en tific ob jects of the o ret i cal sci ence. Us ing that met -
a phor what we have is sci ence as giv ing us in sight into that which it
is which ap pears to us in the con cep tual frame work which we learn
as an i mals strug gling our way up from the pri mor dial ooze to use in
act ing and suf fer ing and think ing. Let me em pha size that I have had 
rel a tively lit tle, ex cept by im pli ca tion, to say about val ues, and
stan dards and norms and ob li ga tions and that sort of thing be cause,
putt ing it very crudely, I am talk ing here about the “is” of the world
and my whole the ory of eth ics has n’t been touched on at all and of
course eth ics is not the same thing as sci ence. When I talk about the
in prin ci ple replaceability of the man i fest im age by the sci en tific
im age, I do so with re spect to the con tent of the world, it’s ma te rial
and not with re spect to those forms which con cern the nor ma tive,
the oblig a tory, the cor rect, the in cor rect, the valu able, the good, the
evil and so on. I hope to say some thing about that but I do in Sci ence
and Meta phys ics, I dis cussed this at length in the last chap ter where
it be comes clear that my fun da men tal eth i cal out look is Kantian.49

In other words, I think that Kant is es sen tially right, not only in
many of the things that he said in a theory of knowledge but also in
ethics.50 

[With re spect to cog ni tion in an i mals] Leibnitz dis tin guished
be tween rea son and the con sec u tive ness which apes rea son and of
course the Car te sian drew a dis tinc tion in prin ci ple be tween ra tio -
nal be ings which had minds and an i mals. Of course there are many
in ter est ing things that are in volved in the Car te sian pe riod in this
re spect but what the Cartesians also ap pre ci ated was that be ings
which did n’t con cep tu al ize could nev er the less be well or dered in
their re la tion to their en vi ron ment and this is true of all lev els of an -
i mal life. It is quite clear that we are tempted to use the lan guage of
intentionality, the lan guage of think ing with re spect to an i mals and
I think we are also tempted to use the lan guage of lan guage with re -
spect to cer tain fea tures of an i mal be hav ior but I think that these are
an a log i cal ex ten sions of our ba sic no tion be cause we tend to use
hu man be ings as mod els for our talk about non-hu man be ings and
we of ten for get that any such met a phor limps, uses a cane or a
crutch, walks on three legs.
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I my self would be very re luc tant to say that an i mals, how ever
ar tic u lated they are in their be hav ior and well adapted they are in
their be hav ior, I would be very re luc tant to say that they think
thoughts in the sense in which hu man be ings think thoughts. But
again, I would want to say, take an ex am ple, when chim pan zees are
brought up in a fam ily with chil dren, it is a well known fact that up
to a cer tain pe riod of time, they ac quire the same skills and they do
roughly the same kind of things, they get the same kinds of ad just -
ments, they are re mark ably sub tle in their ad ap ta tion to their en vi -
ron ment but af ter a cer tain point the chim pan zee just stays where he 
is and the child goes on to learn a lan guage. For me it is a good il lus -
tra tion of the fun da men tal dif fer ence there is be tween think ing and
“think ing” be tween rec og niz ing and “rec og niz ing.” For ex am ple
you can train a white rat, if you have two doors and a plat form and a
tri an gle on one hand a cir cle on the other, and you can vary the fig -
ure and you can make them look more and more like each other and
you can train an i mals to dis crim i nate in the fol low ing sense, that
they would jump at one door rather than an other. For ex am ple, if
they jumped at the tri an gle and you don’t want them to do that, you
lock it and they bump their nose as they hit it, so the an i mal learns to
dis crim i nate be tween the tri an gle and the cir cle. One is tempted to
say that the an i mal has the con cept of tri an gle be cause it has this
discriminative be hav ior, I think this is sim ply a mis take. One does -
n’t have the con cept of a tri an gle un less one is able to draw in fer -
ences about tri an gles and un less one has the kind of struc ture that is
in volved in lan guage. All I’m do ing here at the mo ment is be ing
dog matic, all I am at tempt ing to do is to in di cate that I am aware that 
there is a great deal that needs to be said about that and I have writ -
ten to some ex tent about it but I don’t think I can do any more here
than to in di cate where I stand on the sub ject. So I would say that
bees have a “language” not that they have a language.

You must re mem ber [that I am not look ing for ev i dence for ver -
bal be hav ior ism ], the po si tion that I adopted is not that of ver bal be -
hav ior ism. What I did was sim ply give an ac count of the clas si cal
the ory of thought which you are ex pound ing which re lates it to an
ob ser va tion base. Ver bal be hav ior ism is bound up with meth od -
olog i cal is sues in phi los o phy but the point is that there is such a
thing as can did speech, think ing out loud, there are such things as
pro pen si ties, the prob lem is not are there such things be cause there
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clearly are, the ques tion is, “is there any thing more?” The “more” is 
not some thing that is given to us, the “more” is some thing that in the 
his tory of man, he has learned to con ceive of in terms of a the ory to
ex plain the ob vi ous fact that peo ple do think out loud and they do
have pro pen si ties to think out loud. So I would say that our abil ity
to think of the clas si cal the ory of thought is some thing that has a
long his tory in the hu man at tempt to un der stand him self and this is
a story which I told in “Em pir i cism and the Phi los o phy of Mind” of
the myth of Jones, the the o rist who works out the the ory of thoughts 
and teaches it to his fel low man and teaches them to re spond to their
own thoughts and then dis ap pears with out a trace. And here we are,
that is a myth a kind of philo soph i cal par a ble which is de signed to
ex plain how con cepts per tain ing to the unobservables could be
grounded in con cepts per tain ing to the observables which is the
gen eral theme of both my talk on Monday and my talk tonight.

[As far as con cerns the re la tion be tween the for mal and ma te rial 
dis cussed ear lier], I would have said that in the Ar is to te lian tra di -
tion, and here I speak dif fi dently, what were in ter change able were
for mal and fi nal, not for mal and ma te rial...All I was ar gu ing was
that what per forms the ma te rial func tion in the man i fest im age
might be per formed by some other ma te rial in the sci en tific im age.
It was n’t a ques tion of re plac ing for mal by fi nal or ma te rial by for -
mal or for mal by ma te rial, it was a ques tion of a re in ter pre ta tion of
the ma te rial con tent of the world. The for mal com po nents of the
man i fest im age—that re mains. The for mal fea tures of the man i fest
im age which are the im por tant fea tures, fea tures that con cerned the
nor ma tive, the evaluative, the mat ter of per sonal in ten tion and so
on, these are go ing to re main in the sci en tific im age. What is go ing
to change is the contentual aspect.51 
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Lec ture III

Principles

I wish I were dis cuss ing to night the full scope of the con cept of
prin ci ples.52 I have nib bled at it in a num ber of es says and I ac tu ally
have some ideas, I think, on the sub ject but I am con cerned to night
pri mar ily with prin ci ples in so far as they re late to the top ics that I
have been dis cuss ing. Three lec tures some times ap pears in ad vance 
as an end less pe riod of time but as one pro ceeds, the time be gins to
evap o rate and one knows that phi los o phy is long and lec tures are
brief. So if I can throw some light on prin ci ples as they con cern
knowl edge of the types that I have been con sid er ing, I will have
achieved my purpose.
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Practical Reasoning

I want to be gin with a topic which is of course thor oughly fa mil -
iar to all of you, the topic of knowl edge as jus ti fied true be lief. This
is thought to be the clas si cal con cep tion of knowl edge, there are
other con cep tions but there seems to be a gen eral agree ment these
days sparked by Edmund Gettier’s pa per in which he at tacked what
he called the “clas si cal the ory of knowl edge,” that knowl edge is
jus ti fied true be lief. Of course, the fun da men tal theme in this def i -
ni tion is that first of all, knowl edge is a mode of be lief. Austinians
and Griceans grum ble here, par tic u larly Austinians be cause, af ter
all, to say that some thing is some thing you be lieve is to im ply that
you don’t know it. If you say I be lieve it is 10 miles to down town
South Bend, you im ply that you don’t know it so how can knowl -
edge be a form of be lief when to say of some thing that it is a be lief is 
to deny that it is a case of knowl edge. But of course, it is de nied by
im pli ca tion, and the kind of im pli ca tion in volved is a pe cu liar one
be cause, as G.E. Moore was one of the first to sense, the word “im -
ply” is used in a num ber of dif fer ent senses and is reg i mented only
with the lop ping off of the limbs by lo gi cians. This means that once
we take into ac count the va ri ety of senses of im pli ca tion here, that it 
re mains well possible that knowledge is a form of belief.53

To know is to be lieve be cause this kind of im pli ca tion can be
dis missed as a prag matic im pli ca tion as it is of ten called. This
would mean of course that in the frame work that I have de vel oped,
that knowl edge is a form of think ing, to know that some thing is the
case is a form of think ing that some thing is the case. Of course a
form of think ing that some thing is the case, a spe cies of think ing
that some thing is the case, the no tion of form here is not used in its
or di nary sense, it is used in its tech ni cal sense and we will see what
co mes of it. You might put it this way, that knowl edge is think ing
that some thing is the case where we have to add ad di tional qual i fi -
ca tions or char ac ter iza tions. I shall as sume that this is true al though 
I shall be con sid er ing very shortly a position radically opposed to
it.

Knowl edge then is jus ti fied true think ing that some thing is the
case. It is true be cause you can’t know what is n’t so, this is one of
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the fa vor ite and most use ful slo gans I know in phi los o phy, you
can’t know what is n’t so and that brings out, of course, that knowl -
edge, to call some thing knowl edge im plies that the think ing in -
volved is true. If you claim to know some thing and dis cover that
what you claim to know was n’t the case, you would with draw— if
you played ac cord ing to the rules—the claim that you know it. Fur -
ther more knowl edge is jus ti fied, so we have these three themes, (1)
knowl edge is think ing that some thing is the case, (2) knowl edge is
true think ing that some thing is the case and, (3) knowl edge is jus ti -
fied think ing that some thing is the case and this is called the clas si -
cal the ory of knowl edge.

It is cer tainly true that we can be jus ti fied in be liev ing some -
thing when we are not ap pro pri ately said to know it, so this won’t
do just as it stands, we of ten be lieve things that we are jus ti fied in
be liev ing and yet we would feel very un com fort able if we were
asked whether we know it. So I sub mit that there is a ten sion here be -
tween knowl edge and merely jus ti fied true be lief. What is it to be
jus ti fied in think ing some thing? Well, it is to have good rea sons for
think ing it, good rea sons for be liev ing it as op posed to its con tra -
dic tory. How good? Ad e quate? Con clu sive? Ad e quate for what?
Aus tin is well known for sug gest ing that, “I know that-p” is a
performative as he called it. In the strict sense as it is of ten pointed
out, an ex plicit performative is some thing like “I prom ise.” If you
say to some body, “I prom ise to meet you down town,” you have
com mit ted your self merely by ut ter ing that for mula, that very word
it self, ‘I prom ise’. You have committed yourself to doing the action 
in question.

So that merely by vir tue of say ing “I prom ise” you have by vir -
tue of an in sti tu tion so to speak, in the Eng lish lan guage, prom ised.
To say “I prom ise” is to prom ise given that in sti tu tion. What we call 
the in sti tu tion of The Prom ise. But, it is n’t true that to say I know
that-p is ipso facto to know that-p. Know ing would be too easy
then. So if know ing is a performative, it must not be a performative
in this pri mary sense. But Austinians, in clud ing Urmson, sug gest
that when you say I know, you are in the first place, pre sum ably,
say ing that you think that some thing is the case with the qual i fi ca -
tions that I in tro duced at the be gin ning and fur ther more you are im -
ply ing that you have ad e quate rea sons to give a guar an tee, to give
your word, to give your war rant, to stand be hind it, you com mit
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your self. In other words when you say “you know” you are per -
form ing, you are mak ing a performative state ment, in the sense that
you are say ing some thing which is as it were, in cludes some thing
like, I guar an tee,  you have my word for it that it is so.54 If this were
the case then, to know that some thing is the case, would be to think
it was the case, to be cor rect in the think ing it is the case, and to be 
im ply ing that you have grounds such that you could stand, you
could put your self, as it were, on the line with respect to the truth of
it.

If this were the case, then we would have some idea as to what
was meant by good rea sons. Be cause it would be clear that good
rea sons would be a con text rel a tive no tion, rea sons that might good
enough to tell some body, “I knew it,” or “I know it” in one con text
might not when some thing else was at stake, so to speak, be good
enough. In some cir cum stances, where small things are at stake,
you might have good rea sons and they might be ad e quate to jus tify
say ing ‘I know’, in other words, for you to as it were put your self
be hind the state ment. But if the cir cum stances were dif fer ent, and
more hinged on it these rea sons might not be good enough. Be cause
of this con text de pend ence of this Austinian el e ment which I think
is in deed pres ent in the no tion of knowl edge, I am go ing to ba si cally 
drop the word ‘know’ be cause I think we have enough of a prob lem
on our hands in at tempt ing to un der stand what is meant by good
rea sons. And once we have seen that the ad e quacy or con clu sive -
ness of rea sons is rel a tive to a con text then, since we are not go ing
to be dis cuss ing all the kinds of con texts in which this is sue might
arise, we might as well turn our at ten tion merely to the no tion of
what it is to be a good rea son for a be lief.

No tice by the way, that we tend to, we don’t find the word “I
know” oc cur ring in, as it were, sim ple think ing out loud or in think -
ing to one’s self. Re mem ber there is such a thing such as talk ing to
one self but when I have been talk ing about in ner speech, I cer tainly
have n’t had in mind talk ing to one self as when one scolds one self,
“you should n’t have done that,” “you should n’t have said that,”
“what a fool you were,” that kind of talk ing to one self is not the sort
of thing that I had in mind when I talked about in ner speech and of
course that is not the sort of thing that Ockham had in mind when he
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talked about think ing in one’s heart or say ing in one’s heart. We
must dis tin guish very care fully be tween think ing proper and talk -
ing to one self in the imag i na tion. We can talk to other peo ple in
imag i na tion, so I am not say ing that the word ‘I know’ does n’t oc -
cur in in ner di a logue in that way, but what I want to in di cate is that
the fact that it does n’t oc cur other than in these kind of di a logue-ish
con texts is ground for again think ing that “I know” is a kind of
prac ti cal word, a performative ori ented to ward other peo ple,
which I think is es sen tially true. In other words, I am sug gest ing
that “know ing” is n’t in the or di nary sense of the phrase, a kind of
think ing. It is be liev ing which is con tex tu ally ad e quate to jus tify, “I 
guar an tee,” and which is fur ther more spec i fied as true. That would
be roughly the account of knowledge that I would give.

Reasonableness

Now we have to dis tin guish the rea son able ness of be liev ing a
prop o si tion from the rea son able ness of act ing on a prop o si tion. In -
clud ing such ac tion as giv ing a guar an tee for it. The con cept of act -
ing on a prop o si tion is clear only in sim ple cases. Be cause there,
act ing on a prop o si tion con sists in us ing the prop o si tion as a prem -
ise in one’s prac ti cal rea son ing, for ex am ple “I shall go down town
if it rains, it is rain ing! So I will go down town.” In other words there 
the prop o si tion, the be lief if you will, that it is rain ing, is oc cur ring
in the prac ti cal con texts where one is de cid ing what to do. Now that
is a sim ple case in which one acts on a prop o si tion. But all of the in -
ter est ing cases that phi los o phers are wor ried about, are more com -
pli cated and dif fi cult to an a lyze. For ex am ple we of ten act where
there is no be lief in volved ex cept  for a prac ti cal one.55 For ex am -
ple, sup pose that I come to a fork in the road and one way goes to In -
di a nap o lis and the other way goes to Dayton Ohio and I am lost and
I don’t know where I am. Well I might very well go on one of the
roads, and ra tio nally go on one of the roads but I needn’t in any
sense believe that the road I am going on is the one that is going to
take me to my destination.

I am go ing to be talk ing then about the rea son able ness of be -
liev ing a prop o si tion and not the rea son able ness of act ing on a  op -
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po si tion. Al though ul ti mately, the re la tion of be lief to ac tion is, I
think, an es sen tial part of the no tion of be lief. That would be an is -
sue that would take me far be yond any thing that I could hope to
touch upon this eve ning. So I am go ing to con cen trate on the con -
cept of hav ing good rea sons for think ing or believing that
something is case.

The gen eral pat tern of jus ti fy ing be lief in terms of good rea sons 
is in fer en tial, crudely, we have a prem ise P and the con clu sion is
go ing to be ‘so I have good rea sons all things con sid ered for
believing P’. 

P
.                         
.    What goes in here?
.  
So, I have good rea sons (all things con sid ered) for be liev ing P.

In other words we have here, the ab stract form of a cer tain pat tern of 
ar gu ment, a cer tain prem ise and the con clu sion is go ing to be, so I
have good rea son all things con sid ered, for be liev ing Q. We want to
see what sort of thing might go in here, and what might be the prin -
ci ple of such an ar gu ment be cause ev ery good ar gu ment has a prem -
ise, a con clu sion and it has some kind of prin ci ple which takes you
from one to the other.

Now re flec tion on clas si cal the o ries of knowl edge and there -
fore clas si cal the o ries of hav ing good rea sons for be liev ing some -
thing, lead to this kind of pat tern, we can fill in the first part by
some thing more complicated: 

I have good rea son all things con sid ered for be liev ing P, 

so, I have good rea sons all things con sid ered for be liev ing Q.

Well you look at that and say right away there must be some thing 
more to it than that, surely there must be a sup pressed prem ise, what 
might it be? And of course one can di date that puts it self im me di -
ately for ward is, 

P log i cally im plies Q 

And now we have what looks like a good ar gu ment, I am not say ing
it is a fully ex plicit ar gu ment but it be gins to grab us. In other words, 
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I have good rea sons, all things con sid ered for be liev ing P, P log i -
cally im plies Q, so I have good rea sons all things con sid ered for be -
liev ing Q. If the na ture of ar gu ment is made still more ex plicit, it is
seen to in volve the prin ci ple that:

log i cal im pli ca tion trans mits rea son able ness. 

And you can see what I mean by this, the prem ise says, we have
good rea sons for P, the con clu -
sion says we have good rea sons
for be liev ing Q and of course the
prem ise that P log i cally im plies
Q, en ti tles us to say, well if you
have good rea sons for P, then
you have good rea sons for Q. If
one thing en tails an other, if you
have good rea sons for the one,
then you have good rea sons for
the other.

In this case we can say that
we have de riv a tive good rea -
sons, all things con sid ered, for
be liev ing Q. We say, tra di tion -
ally, that the rea son able ness for
be liev ing Q is in fer en tial. Now no tice that the above is an over sim -
pli fi ca tion be cause sup pose I have in de pend ent rea sons for be liev -
ing that Q is false, in other words sup pose I have rea sons for
be liev ing not Q. Well I might start out here with, I have good rea -
sons for be liev ing P, all things con sid ered, P log i cally im plies Q
and be sail ing along say ing, so I have good rea sons for be liev ing Q
and sud denly it strikes me that I have good rea sons for be liev ing not 
Q.56 So what we have to note then is that if P im plies Q and it is also
true that not Q im plies not P so we have to take into ac count the fact
that we might hurl our selves along in this ar gu ment and run into the
fact that we have good rea sons for be liev ing that Q is false and then
we have to re ally re-es ti mate the whole sit u a tion and we might well
de cide that we don’t have all good rea sons, all things con sid ered,
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for be liev ing P be cause we might de cide that all things con sid ered,
we have rea sons for be liev ing not Q and there fore decide that we
have good reasons, all things considered, for believing not P.

Now this is some thing which is straight for ward, I am how ever
go ing to ab stract from that type of con sid er ation be cause it raises
no points of cen tral philo soph i cal in ter est to us and I am go ing to
sup pose that we have no in de pend ent rea sons with re spect to Q. So
that then if we have no in de pend ent rea sons for be liev ing that Q is
false, then you see in this sit u a tion here if we do have good rea sons
all things con sid ered for be liev ing P and P log i cally im plies Q, then
we would have, it would seem, good rea sons, all things considered,
for believing Q.

I have been con sid er ing the case where one prop o si tion P log i -
cally im plies an other Q. And said, with the above qual i fi ca tion, that 
log i cal im pli ca tion trans mits rea son able ness. Now we can also take 
into ac count with trep i da tion, with fear and trem bling to use
Kierkegaard’s phrase, proba bil is tic im pli ca tion what ever that is.
Thus we might have, it is rea son able all things con sid ered or I have
good rea sons all things con sid ered to be lieve that P, P
probabilistically im plies Q to a high de gree, in other words if P is
true than in all prob a bil ity Q is true, so I have good reasons all
things considered for believing Q.

Proba bil is tic jus ti fi ca tion of be liefs ac cord ing to this lat ter pat -
tern might pre sum ably be ex em pli fied by in duc tive ar gu ments
where we have good rea sons for be liev ing cer tain ev i dence to be the 
case, we have pre sum ably some prin ci ples of in duc tion which take
us from the ev i dence to the con clu sion, we have the con clu sion that
we have good rea son all things con sid ered for ac cept ing a gen er al -
iza tion, a law of na ture or law-like state ment. Or in an other case of
such proba bil is tic jus ti fi ca tion, might be that in which we jus tify
the o ries, again we would have em pir i cal gen er al iza tions which we
have good rea sons to be lieve, we pre sum ably have some the o ries,
we hope, some prin ci ples, in terms of which we can eval u ate how
the o ries stand with re spect to the ev i dence we have for them and
then as our con clu sion, we would be able to say, there fore, we have
good rea son for ac cept ing the theory, for believing the theory, for
the believing that the theory is true. 

But I am not con cerned with these cases be cause ob vi ously the
kind of ques tion I’m ze ro ing in on is the kind of ques tion which I am 
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sure was dis cussed by pro fes sor Firth, namely what about go ing
this way rather than go ing that way, it has been pointed out since
time im me mo rial that it is most im plau si ble to sup pose that all
epistemic jus ti fi ca tion is in fer en tial. At least ac cord ing to this pat -
tern, surely it is said, there must be be liefs which we are jus ti fied in
hold ing on grounds other than that they can be cor rectly in ferred in -
duc tively or de duc tively from other be liefs which we are jus ti fied
in hold ing. In tra di tional terms, if there is to be in fer en tial knowl -
edge surely there must be non-in fer en tial knowl edge, that is, in our
terms, be liefs the “rea son able ness” of which, the “au thor ity” of
which, the “right ness” of which is not es tab lished with ref er ence to
the rea son able ness of beliefs which logically, or probabilistically
imply them.

We are in the re gion of what has been called the self-ev i dent, the 
ev i dent, in deed the self-cer ti fy ing, in tu itive knowl edge. It is part
and par cel of what has come to be called the foun da tional pic ture of
hu man knowl edge.57 You are all fa mil iar, I am sure, with the foun -
da tional pic ture of hu man knowl edge. It looks like this, ob vi ously.
Here is the foun da tion, now on the foun da tion are other be liefs
which are jus ti fied in terms of prin ci ples re lat ing them to the foun -
da tion and there could be many sto ries go ing up, for ex am ple ac -
cord ing to do some ver sions of this foun da tional pic ture, the
foun da tion, now by the way I am go ing to be con cerned not with
pure math e mat ics but with our em pir i cal knowl edge of mat ter of
fact, ac cord ing to one pic ture this foun da tion con sists of let’s say
sense data and our knowl edge of what is going on in our own mind
at the present moment. 

In the Car te sian po si tion for ex am ple, the self-ev i dent as far as
par tic u lar mat ters of fact, con cerns what is go ing on in my mind at
the pres ent mo ment, my sensings, my feel ings, my emo tions, my
think ing and so on, these would be the foun da tion but of course a
per son could hold the foun da tional pic ture here and put at the bot -
tom, let’s say, phys i cal ob jects and per sons and put at the higher
level the o ries about phys i cal ob jects and per sons and per haps
higher or der the o ries and so on. I am not con cerned this eve ning to

213

57 Epis te mol ogy V, track 5 (#6). 



be la bor the points that I was mak ing in the first lec ture when I was
at tack ing the givenness of the sen sory, givenness of sens ing, I am
con cerned now with the ab stract pat tern of jus ti fi ca tion that is in -
volved here. I am go ing to be dis cuss ing this no tion of the self-ev i -
dent as be ing the foun da tion and of the oth ers of course as be ing
re lated to it by “epistemic prin ci ples,” or prin ci ples of jus ti fi ca tion. 
Nat u rally, the prin ci ples that would take us from the self-ev i dent to
other lev els would be per haps de duc tive prin ci ples or in duc tive
prin ci ples or per haps these other prin ci ples. And usu ally it is seen
fairly quickly that other prin ci ples are in volved. For a lu cid dis cus -
sion of some of the prob lems in this area, Roderick Chis holm’s
book on the ory of knowl edge, the third chap ter, called “the in di -
rectly ev i dent” is an at tempt to pres ent some prin ci ples which are
needed in ad di tion to in duc tive and de duc tive logic. But what I
want to do this eve ning is to dis cuss, in the first place, the no tion of
the self-evident.

That which takes one, ac cord ing to this foun da tional pic ture,
from the level of self-ev i dence or in tu itive knowl edge to the higher
lev els would be the prin ci ples of
logic de duc tive and in duc tive and
per haps cer tain ad di tional   prin ci -
ples which are sui generis. They
would all have the char ac ter that
they will trans mit au thor i ta tive ness
or jus ti fi ca tion or rea son able ness
from lower lev els higher level. Let
us re flect now on the foun da tional
level of knowl edge in this pic ture. It
is a level of be liefs which are rea son -
able in some sense, which have
epistemic au thor ity in some sense,
which have epistemic cor rect ness or 
good ness, down right good ness in
some sense, but which are not rea -
son able or au thor i ta tive or cor rect or 
good by vir tue of the fact that they are be liefs and prop o si tions
which are im plied by other prop o si tions which it is rea son able to
be lieve. Let us la bel them, for the mo ment, non-in fer en tially rea -
son able be liefs. Be cause I am as sum ing for the mo ment that noth -
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ing can be called knowl edge, which is some thing that we have, as it
were, that we can be lieve as ra tio nal be ings, un less it has some kind
of claim on us, some kind of, as I said, au thor i ta tive ness, some kind
of cor rect ness. How could there be such be liefs? when you think
about it…and of course phi los o phers have puz zled about it.58 As a
mat ter of fact it is the cen tral puz zle in the the ory of knowl edge.
How could there be such be liefs which some how have au thor ity to a 
ra tio nal be ing and yet are not in fer en tially au thor i ta tive? It is puz -
zling be cause the con cept of a rea son seems so clearly tied to that of
an in fer ence or an ar gu ment that the con cept of non-in fer en tial rea -
son able ness seems to be al most a con tra dic tion in terms. “Surely,”
we are in clined to say “for a be lieve to be rea son able one must have
a rea son for hold ing it, for a be lief to ap peal to us as a ra tio nal be ing, 
we must have a rea son for hold ing it, or for a be lief to have au thor ity 
for us as a ra tio nal be ing, we must have a rea son for hold ing it.” And 
surely we are in clined to say that this rea son must be some thing
other than the be lief. Some thing other than the be lief which is its
rea son. This is one arrow that is driven into us in our philosophical
torment.

How might a self-jus ti fy ing, self-rea son able, self-cer ti fy ing
be lief be con strued? Can we make any sense of it? Let us try to make 
some sense of it. One pos si ble sug ges tion mod i fied from Chis -
holm’s the ory of knowl edge is to the ef fect that the form of the jus ti -
fi ca tion of such be liefs is, the form of the rea son able ness of such
beliefs is, 

what jus ti fies me in claim ing that my be lief that-P is rea son -
able, has au thor ity for me as a ra tio nal be ing, is sim ply the
fact that-P. 

Or to spell that out a bit, 

what jus ti fies me in claim ing that my be lief that a is F where
a is an in di vid ual and F is a cer tain at trib ute,” for ex am ple
that I am un happy, is sim ply “the fact that I am un happy, that 
a is F. 

That is Chis holm’s for mula.
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Now this is puz zling. Be cause if we look at other cases of jus ti -
fi ca tion, we find ar gu ments, we find in fer ences, we find
reasonings. Thus, this might seem to point to reasonings of the
form “it is a fact that a is F, so, it is rea son able to be lieve that a is F.”
And then we might won der what in the world prin ci ple would au -
tho rize that rea son ing? We seem to be back to in fer ence again. This
ob vi ously can’t be cor rect for in or der for any such ar gu ment to do
the job, the prem ise would have to have au thor ity, that is it would
have to be some thing which is rea son able to be lieve, and this would 
re quire us to mod ify it to be -
come, “it is rea son able to be -
lieve that it is a fact that a is F,
so, it is rea son able to be lieve
that a is F.” Of course, since it is 
a fact that a is F is a more com -
pli cated ver sion, in an im por -
tant sense how ever of
“com pli cated,” of a is F, this
would sim ply tell us that it is
rea son able to be lieve that a is F, 
so, it is rea son able to be lieve
that a is F and that would be
quite an illuminating.59 

As I said this is an aside be -
cause now co mes the heart of
the mat ter, here is the move that
is ac tu ally made at this stage. We would wipe this out. Again, this is
just build ing up, tight en ing the screw a bit. Be cause what we find is
that most phi los o phers who have taken the line ex pressed here are
clearly com mit ted to the po si tion that there is a level of cog ni tion
more ba sic than be liev ing, this more ba sic level would be a
sub-con cep tual level where “sub” of course, is far from be ing a pe -
jo ra tive prep o si tion, there would be a sub-con cep tual level of
aware ness of cer tain facts. In our terms this would be a level of cog -
ni tion more ba sic than thinkings or sen tence events in mentalese.
More ba sic in fact than any sym bolic ac tiv ity. It would be a real
know ing as op posed a sym bolic know ing or be liev ing. It would be a 
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level of cog ni tion un me di ated by con cepts, in deed the very source
of con cepts, in some such way as de scribed by tra di tional ab strac -
tion ist the o ries, we would ab stract our con cepts, in deed, from our
knowl edge of such facts, our non-con cep tual knowl edge of such
facts. It would be, in tra di tional terms, a di rect ap pre hen sion of
facts, the di rect presence of facts to the mind. 

Now  sche mat i cally this would give us the fol low ing (see fig -
ure): this is what we find in many phi los o phies, it is a fact which I
ap pre hend di rectly or which is pres ent to my mind di rectly that a is
F so, it is rea son able to be lieve, where be liev ing now is this dif fer -
ent level of cog ni tion, the sym bolic level, it is rea son able to be lieve
that a is F. What we would have here is a sub-con cep tual, sub-be lief 
level, a sub-think ing level of knowl edge and that would give us our
war rant for the belief.

This is I think a rec og nized and fa mil iar clas si cal po si tion
which is as alive to day as it ever was. I have called it in an es say
with which some of you are fa mil iar, the myth of the given. Be cause
this ap pa ra tus raises two se ri ous prob lem. One, what sort of en ti ties 
are facts? Do they be long to the real or der? Or do they be long to the
con cep tual or der? That fact is roughly a syn onym for truth, you can
in ter change them, it is a fact that-, it is a truth that-, and that ‘true’
seems clearly to be a pred i cate of con cep tual items, judg ments,
state ments, whether in overt speech or in mentalistic speech,
should give us pause for thought. And of course I am im ply ing here, 
that my own po si tion is that facts be long to the con cep tual or der as
true thoughts.

Sec ondly, more than this, how is di rect ap pre hen sion to be un -
der stood? If the ap pre hending  is dis tin guish able from the ap pre -
hended, might not ap pre hen sion oc cur with out any fact be ing
ap pre hended?60 If so, an ap pre hend ing that-p might not be an ap -
pre hend ing of the fact that-p. Now let me spell that out, of course,
‘ap pre hend’ like ‘see’ is in its or di nary sense an achieve ment word.
But surely, as in the case of ‘see’ there is a place for os ten si ble ap -
pre hend ing. We talked about os ten si ble see ing why not os ten si ble
ap pre hend ing that-p? That is, a seem ing to ap pre hend? Where
“seem ing to ap pre hend” does n’t im ply an achieve ment but im plies,
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that ac tiv ity which if it were suc cess ful, would be an achieve ment
and would be the ap pre hend ing of a fact. Hit ting in base ball im plies
that some thing is hit. Swing ing does not. Look at him swing. To hit
is to swing suc cess fully. To ap pre hend, surely, is to os ten si bly ap -
pre hend but suc cess fully. Many who use the met a phor of see ing,
and ev ery body from Plato on down has used it, in epistemic con -
texts over look the fact that “see ing” is a term for a suc cess ful con -
cep tual ac tiv ity which con trasts with “seem ing to see” or look ing or 
ap pear ing as I put it in my first lec ture. And that no sim ple met a phor 
like touch ing, which im plies an ob ject touched can do it jus tice.
The dis tinc tion be tween see ing and merely seem ing to see in volves
cri te ria. To rely on the vague met a phor of ap pre hend ing or the pres -
ence of the fact, is to ob scure the rel e vance of cri te ria for dis tin -
guish ing be tween know ing and seem ing to know which ul ti mately
de fine what it means to speak of knowl edge as cor rect or
well-founded as well as sim ply be ing a think ing that some thing is
the case. What I want to sug gest, then, is that if this is the case, to
know that we have ap pre hended a fact, we would have to know that
the cri te ria which dis tin guish ap pre hend ing from seem ing to ap pre -
hend or os ten si bly ap pre hend ing were sat is fied. Oth er wise as far as
I can see, ap pre hend ing would be like sweat ing with con vic tion and 
as A.J. Ayer once pointed out, a person can sweat with conviction
and be totally wrong.

In short, I sus pect that the no tion of a non-con cep tual di rect ap -
pre hen sion of a fact pro vides a merely ver bal so lu tion to our prob -
lem. The re gress is stopped by an ad hoc re gress stop per and it is not 
the first time in phi los o phy that this sort of thing has been done.
What is the al ter na tive? Now I am go ing to stick my own neck out.
This is es sen tially the po si tion that I de vel oped in “Em pir i cism and
the Phi los o phy of Mind” and which still rec om mends it self to me. I
gave three lec tures at the Uni ver sity of Lon don, 13 years ago, on
epis te mol ogy, I was in vited to give them and I gave three lec tures
on epis te mol ogy and I called them “Em pir i cism and the Phi los o phy 
of Mind or the Myth of the Given.” And I read them over when I ac -
cepted the in vi ta tion to give these lec tures and I was ask ing my self,
do I still be lieve all that? And it is as ton ish ing you know, I must be
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very in flex i ble, I per haps don’t give well with the years but I still
think that I was es sen tially right. What is the alternative?61

The key to our prob lem is pro vided by the ver bal be hav ior ist
model which I de vel oped last time. I re minded you that it was a sim -
ple, rad i cally over sim pli fied model but it pro vides us, I be lieve,
with the out line of a strat egy for get ting out of the clas si cal lab y -
rinth. I am at tack ing the foundationalist pic ture in a sense be cause
as I said in “Em pir i cism and the Phi los o phy of Mind,” I do think
that knowl edge fits to gether in many dif fer ent ways and there is
such a thing as ob ser va tion and it is re lated in a unique way to
knowl edge which is not ob ser va tion but I want to say that they all
re quire the other, it is a co her ence, if you will, I know that pro fes sor
Firth would be un com fort able with this phrase, it is in a way a co -
her ence the ory of jus ti fi ca tion which I de fend. This used to be a
very dirty word but I don’t think it is quite as dirty as it used to be.

Con sider the ver bal be hav ior ist ac count of vi sual per cep tion.
Re mem ber that ac cord ing to it the pri mary sense of “the thought oc -
curred to Jones that snow is white” is “Jones said snow is white.”
Where the verb ‘to say’ you re mem ber was used in a pu ri fied sense,
it was stripped of some of its or di nary im pli ca tions. It was con -
strued as roughly equiv a lent to, “to ut ter words can didly as one who 
knows the lan guage,” as one who knows how to use the words in the
sense of “know how.” And in par tic u lar, purged of the illo cu tion ary 
and perlocutionary forces which Aus tin and Grice find so cen tral to
their the ory of mean ing. I also char ac ter ized such say ings as
thinkings out loud and I asked you to imag ine some body who with -
out “to do” is sim ply think ing out loud as I am sure you of ten find
your self do ing and as most of us who lec ture are con stantly aware
of do ing be cause when we lec ture, I’m sure at least for most of us,
we are of ten star tled to find out what we said and in a way phi los o -
phers often find out what they think by hearing themselves think.

This is cer tainly in ac cor dance with the ver bal be hav ior ist pat -
tern. Ac cord ingly, the ver bal be hav ior ist as I de scribed him, in tro -
duced also, in or der to ac count for those cases where one thinks
qui etly or si lently, a sec ond ary sense of “the thought oc curred to
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Jones that snow is white,” in which it re fers to a short term prox i -
mate dis po si tion to think out loud that snow is white. 

I want to com ment briefly on pro fes sor McMullin’s ex pos tu la -
tion that surely one can lie in bed hav ing thoughts oc cur to one with -
out hav ing any pro pen si ties to say any thing. I should have re plied
or re plied more com pletely to him on Wednes day by point ing out
that it is only if “pro pen sity to say” is taken in the richer sense of
pro pen sity to say some thing to some one that this is clearly pos si -
ble. The ver bal be hav ior ist con strues ly ing in bed si lently think ing
and know ing that one thinks as know ing what one would be say ing,
i.e., think ing out loud if one were in a think ing-out-loud frame of
mind. And this is by no means an im plau si ble view and of course it
must be re mem bered that, know ing what one would be say ing does
not in volve a kind of oc cur rence of ver bal im ag ery be cause I was
em pha siz ing that our think ing and our self-knowl edge ex tends far
be yond any mat ter of purely lin guis tic im ag ery. In any case what I
want to do is to re mind you of the ver bal be hav ior ist’s po si tion
which I said is a useful initial model for approaching problems in
theory of knowledge.

In ap proach ing the prob lem of non-in fer en tial knowl edge as it
ap pears in the ver bal be hav ior ist model, I am go ing to con cen trate
on the pri mary sense of hav ing a thought oc cur to one that-p. In
other words, I am go ing to con cen trate on think ing out loud be cause 
ac cord ing to the ver bal be hav ior ist think ing  pri mar ily is think ing
out loud.62 For ex am ple con sider, “Jones sees there to be a red ap ple 
in front of him.” This would con tain as its con cep tual core, in this
pri mary sense, Jones thinks out loud, “here is a red ap ple.” Now to
say that this vi sual think ing that some thing is the case is
epistemically jus ti fied or rea son able or has au thor ity is clearly not
to say that Jones has in ferred from cer tain pre mises, which he has
good rea son to be lieve, that there is a red ap ple in front of him. In
the case of per cep tion, re mem ber, the key fact is that Jones, by vir -
tue of learn ing the lan guage at his mother’s knee, has learned, has
ac quired the abil ity to re spond to the world with ap pro pri ate sen -
tences. ‘Here is a red ap ple’, ‘here is a pen cil’, ‘here is my dolly’
and so on. This re sponse as pect is the key. Per cep tion is not in fer -
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ring, it is re spond ing but that re spond ing has au thor ity and I want to 
examine that authority.

Warrant

The au thor ity of the think ing out loud ac crues to it in quite a dif -
fer ent way from that of in fer ence. It can be traced to the fact that
Jones has learned how to use the rel e vant words in per cep tual sit u a -
tions. And by learn ing how to use, I mean learn to re spond in rel e -
vant ways, in ways which are parts of the lin guis tic…of the way of
life as Wittgenstein puts it, of the lan guage com mu nity. Thus, when 
a per son can didly says in re sponse to vi sual stim u la tion, “here is a
red ap ple,” 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
there is a red ap ple in front of him. I said “likely to be true” be cause
we all know of var i ous ways in which things can go wrong. For ex -
am ple sup pose he is in front of a mir ror, sup pose the ap ple is a piece
of wax, the il lu mi na tion is ab nor mal and the ob ject is pur ple or
there is noth ing in front of him but he has taken LSD and peo ple
have been pound ing his ears about red ap ples. Now if we were not to 
be there but were to over hear him, we know of him as some body
who knows how to use Eng lish, we know of him as a can did per son
who does not spend his time ly ing, if we over hear him and if we
have rea son to be lieve that none of these coun ter vail ing sit u a tions
ob tain, we would be jus ti fied in rea son ing as fol lows, “Jones has
thought out loud, “here is a red ap ple,” no coun ter vail ing con di -
tions ob tain, so there is good rea son to be lieve that there is a red ap -
ple in front of him. The sheer reflection on what it is to learn the
language tells us this. 

Note that al though this is an in fer en tial jus ti fi ca tion of the be -
lief that there is a red ap ple in front of Jones, it is a spe cial kind of in -
fer ence, it has the form, the thought that-p oc curs to Jones in a
cer tain con text, that is the per cep tual con text in which he is re -
spond ing and in which cir cum stances are stan dard. So, it is rea son -
able to be lieve that-p, now it is a spe cial kind of in fer ence. I called it 
in my pa per “Phenomenalism” trans-level in fer ence for rea sons
which will emerge. No tice that the same prop o si tion that-p, for ex -
am ple, that there is a red ap ple in front of Jones, is men tioned in
both the prem ise and con clu sion. Prem ise: Jones has thought out
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loud “here is a red ap ple,” no coun ter vail ing con di tions ob tain so
there is good rea son to be lieve there is a red ap ple in front of him.
The same prop o si tional con tent oc curs in the prem ise and in the
con clu sion. But the first men tion con cerns the fact of its oc cur rence 
at a par tic u lar mo ment, as a prop o si tional event  in a con text to
which ba sic fea tures of lan guage learn ing are rel e vant, from this
prem ise, the in fer ence is drawn that the prop o si tion in question is
one which is reasonable to believe.63

We looked at the above ex am ple from the stand point of an ex -
ter nal ob server. Let us now look at it from the stand point of Jones
him self. As we saw last time to be fully a mas ter of his lan guage,
Jones must know these same facts about what is in volved in learn -
ing to use per cep tual sen tences in per cep tual con texts. Thus he too
must know that other specifiable things be ing equal, the fact that a
per son says, re sponds re mem ber, “here is a red ap ple” to a sit u a tion
is good rea son to be lieve that this is in deed the case. Now this is not
to say that there are no cases in which we would not know what to
say, for ex am ple, there is an openendedness to the kind of things
that can up set the ap ple cart, for ex am ple we know about ab nor mal
light ing con di tions, we know about the way in which mir rors can
func tion, we know about the way in which dis tort ing glasses can
func tion, we know about the way in which drugs can func tion, but
we might not know that if you stick an elec trode in a per son’s brain,
he might have an hal lu ci na tion of a red ap ple in front of him. So
when I say other specifiable things be ing equal, I want to leave a lit -
tle openendedness in there to in di cate that there are slips be tween
the cup and lip in the case of knowl edge—which is something that
we all knew to begin with.

Thus Jones too can rea son as fol lows: I just thought out loud
“here is a red ap ple,” the con di tions are okay, no coun ter vail ing
con di tions, so there is good rea son to be lieve that there is a red ap -
ple in front of me. He might look, see the red ap ple and shut his eyes
you see. Now he says, “I just thought out loud, here is a red ap ple,
there are no coun ter vail ing con di tions so there is good rea son to be -
lieve that there is a red ap ple in front of.” Of course, the con clu sion
of this ar gu ment is not the think ing in volved in his orig i nal ex pe ri -
ence. Like all jus ti fi ca tion ar gu ments, it is a higher or der think ing,
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we are think ing about think ing, we are eval u at ing think ing, we are
look ing at its cri te ria. Jones does not orig i nally in fer that there is a
red ap ple there, it was pulled out of him by na ture. It was, so to
speak, pulled out of him by the red apple.

Now how ever he is in fer ring from the char ac ter and con text of
his ex pe ri ence that it is veridical and that there is good rea son to be -
lieve that there is in deed a red ap ple in front of him. No tice that al -
though the jus ti fi ca tion of the be lief that there is a red ap ple in front
of him is an in fer en tial jus ti fi ca tion, it has the pe cu liar char ac ter
that its es sen tial prem ise as serts the oc cur rence of the very same be -
lief in a spe cific con text, as I said, as wrung from him. It is this fact
which gives the ap pear ance that such be liefs are self jus ti fy ing and
hence gives the jus ti fi ca tion the ap pear ance of be ing non-in fer en -
tial. It is, as I see it, pre cisely this mis in ter pre ta tion of this unique
pat tern of jus ti fi ca tion in first per son ex am ples which leads Chis -
holm, for ex am ple, to for mu late his prin ci ples of self-ev i dence.
Thus if he were to agree with us that the per cep tion of phys i cal ob -
jects rather than the sens ing of sense data is a pri mary form of
non-in fer en tial knowl edge, his ac count of non-in fer en tial rea son -
able ness adapted to this ex am ple would be: the fact that there is a
red ap ple in front of me is a good rea son for be liev ing that there is a
red ap ple in front of me. The com plex way in which the same prop o -
si tion co mes in twice, is here stripped down to a prin ci ple which, as
I said al though a clas si cal one, is one which I can only re gard as a
purely ver bal so lu tion to the prob lem of knowl edge.64

Questions & Answers

What65 I was say ing was that Jones’ jus ti fi ca tion for his be lief
that there is a red ap ple in front of him is in fer en tial, it is a spe cial
kind of in fer ence which does not re quire that his orig i nal ex pe ri -
ence be an in fer ence rather than a per cep tion.66As I said his ini tial
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ex pe ri ence is, he is look ing at the ob ject and he is re spond ing in the
way in which he has learned to use lan guage by the sen tence, “here
is a red ap ple.” That is a re sponse and by vir tue of the way in which
he learned the lan guage, putt ing it crudely, that is a re li able re -
sponse, that is a cor rect re sponse, that is the way chil dren are taught
to re spond. So that the thought, the be lief that there is a red ap ple in
front of him ini tially oc curs at a ba sic level where it is a re sponse, it
is a re sponse event, a par tic u lar tokening of the sen tence, “here is a
red ap ple.” But now the ques tion co mes to him, as he shuts his eyes,
am I jus ti fied in be liev ing that there is a red ap ple in front of me?
My point was that here he can rea son, “I just said out loud, I just
thought out loud, ‘here is a red ap ple’ in stan dard con di tions, so in
all prob a bil ity given the facts about my self as a user of the Eng lish
lan guage, it is likely, it is prob a ble, it is rea son able to be lieve, that
there is a red ap ple in front of me.” So I was dis tin guish ing be tween
two ways in which one and the same prop o si tion can be in volved in
the ex pe ri ence. The orig i nal per cep tual way and the other is the jus -
ti fi ca tion way, and that was the point of my ar gu ment. In other
words, his original experience was not inferential, he didn’t make
an inference.

I am ar gu ing, in ef fect, that all jus ti fi ca tion is in fer en tial. In
other words, the pat tern of the ar gu ment as I gave it was, “I just
thought out loud, ‘here is a red ap ple’, the con di tions are stan dard
and I am awake, I have n’t taken hal lu ci no gens, there are no elec -
trodes prob ing my brain, there are no mir rors in front of me, so,
there is good rea son to be lieve that there is a red ap ple in front of
me.” You see that is an in fer ence that in volves the same prop o si tion 
as the orig i nal one and, in my opin ion, this is what gives rise to the
il lu sion that these be liefs are self-jus ti fy ing. Now no tice, this is
some thing that I take to be ob vi ous but I want to rub it in, and that is
that this jus ti fi ca tion has em pir i cal pre mises. The im por tant thing
is that it is a dif fer ent kind of in fer ence than the stan dard “same
level in fer ence,” now it is an in fer ence that in volves the fact that a
cer tain event, a cer tain be lief event has oc curred in a cer tain con -
text. But it is still has pre mises and it’s prin ci ple rests on a prin ci ple
about lan guage learn ing and about the na ture of lan guage. So in ef -
fect I am agree ing with Dewey and Peirce, that justification always
occurs within the context of beliefs about the world. 
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All I am em pha siz ing is that jus ti fi ca tion some times has that
very spe cial pat tern which in volves the oc cur rence of the thought in 
a spe cial con text, in this case—I could have also dealt with the case
of mem ory, be cause we have os ten si ble mem ory, but I take the case
of per cep tion to be a par a digm case of non-in fer en tial knowl edge,
non-in fer en tial jus ti fi able be lief. What I wanted to do was to bring
out the spe cific char ac ter of the pat tern of jus ti fi ca tion which as I
con cluded by point ing out, in volves the same prop o si tion in two
dif fer ent ways which gives the ap pear ance, which gen er ates the ap -
pear ance that it is a mat ter of a be lief au then ti cat ing it self and also
which gives rise to the ap pear ance that there is a jus ti fi ca tion which
is not in fer en tial be cause how can you sim ply in fer  the same thing
from the same thing? That is the rea son why the Chis holm prin ci ple
in ef fect de nies that any in fer ence is in volved and sim ply leaves it
as an un ex plained prin ci ple that the fact that there is a red ap ple in
front of me is a good rea son, with out any in fer ence or any thing else, 
it just sim ply is a good rea son it self for be liev ing that there is a red
Ap ple in front of me. I dis en tan gled ear lier one of the other strands
in this type of the ory which in volves this no tion of the sub-con cep -
tual ap pre hen sion or di rect pres ence of the fact.67 What I am do ing
this eve ning is the round ing off of this gen eral at tack, that once
again I have been mak ing, on givenness. 

At the con clu sion, as I said, the view I am rec om mend ing is
what I think is in the spirit of Peirce when Peirce was de ny ing that
there is any in tu itive knowl edge. But I am never quite clear on what
Peirce means by this and so, al though I like to in voke his name, if
you were to ask me to find spe cific pas sages in which Peirce would
spell it out in this par tic u lar way, I would be un able to do that. I
think the same is true of Dewey, Dewey also em pha sizes that any
par tic u lar pat tern of cog ni tive jus ti fi ca tion oc curs in the con text of
other be liefs which are not them selves ques tioned at the time. I
think this is true. What I wanted to em pha size sim ply was the dif fer -
ent pat tern of jus ti fi ca tion that co mes in for the case of what we call
perceptual or non-inferential knowledge.

[Take the case in which Jones is can didly think ing out loud,
“here is a red ap ple.”] Jones is not mak ing in au to bio graph i cal
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state ments, he is say ing, “here is a red ap ple,” so he is not mak ing a
state ment about him self, he is mak ing a state ment about “in front of
him” and to the fact that the “in front of him” con tains a red ap ple.
This state ment, in deed, is a think ing that some thing is the case and
if you are pre pared to use the word ‘be lief’ in the cur rent sense as
Chis holm puts it, then this is a be liev ing out loud, it is a be lief event, 
a think ing out loud that there is a red ap ple in front of him. It is it self
then, ac cord ing to the ver bal be hav ior ist model, a believing out
loud.

In the be gin ning of my es say,  I was dis cuss ing not so much
knowl edge be cause that in volved the no tion of ad e quately good
rea son and per haps of con clu sively good rea sons and I was go ing to
con cen trate on the no tion of good rea sons. I also in di cated that I
was ab stract ing from the dis cus sions of math e mat i cal prop o si tions
and log i cal prop o si tions. The im pli ca tion that I was giv ing here was 
that at least in the case of per cep tual knowl edge, of per cep tual be -
liefs, our good rea sons are never mat ters of cer tainty, as I said it is
likely that there is a red ap ple in front of Jones, I think how ever that
if one were ap ply ing this model to cases of self-knowl edge, there
would be fewer slips. What I pointed out was that in the case of per -
cep tion, we are able to in di cate ways in which per cep tion can go
wrong. I gave you a list of ways in which per cep tion can go wrong,
there is a mir ror here, or there is distorting glass, or the illumination
is abnormal etc.. 

Con sider the case, which I was dis cuss ing last time, of
self-knowl edge of what one is think ing. Well in this sim ple ver bal
be hav ior ist model, think ing in its pri mary sense is think ing out loud 
and one sim ply hears one self think out loud but here, we can think
of very few ways in which this can go wrong. I might ac tu ally have
gone par a lyzed and I might hear a re cord ing of my voice, my voice
might sud denly boom out “here is a red ap ple!, and it might be right
over to [ the side ] and I might for the mo ment think that I was think -
ing out loud that there was a red ap ple.68 Here is a case where some -
thing can go wrong so that in the case of self-knowl edge at that
level, there could be a seem ing, and merely seem ing to hear one self
think but then one would have to dis cuss the case of self-knowl edge 
with re spect to what I call the pro pen si ties, the short term pro pen si -

226

68 Epis te mol ogy VI, track 3 (#4).



ties to think some thing. Here again I would be dis cuss ing the is sue
in terms of what is in in volved in learn ing the lan guage game as it is
trans mit ted from one gen er a tion to an other. Now when it co mes to
cer tainty how ever, we get closer and closer to cer tainty, you might
say, as we come to the case of self-knowl edge. Per haps we come
clos est to the case of cer tainty when we are deal ing with math e mat -
ics. Be cause here, the kinds of mis takes that can oc cur are the kind
of mis take where one is tempted to say, we mis-speak our selves,
where we make slips. So I have not been dis cuss ing cer tainty but I
would in di cate there a sort of schema for going on to discuss it.

This pat tern of ar gu ment [the trans-level in fer ence] is avail able
and must be avail able in the first per son case as well. But of ten,
when it co mes to jus tify our be liefs we do then go on to draw in fer -
ences from the ac tual con tent of our be liefs, like if there is a red Ap -
ple in front of me, then I’ll feel it if I reach out. I was n’t con cerned
how ever with the in fer en tial ways by which we jus tify our per cep -
tual be liefs, I was say ing that there was this ba sic way in which
merely by vir tue of learn ing how to think, in this case to think out
loud, our re ports are re li able be cause we learn them in ac cor dance
with the cor rect pat tern of the use of the lan guage. I am not say ing
that this is a com plete ac count of how we jus tify any be lief. I am
merely call ing at ten tion to the fact that it is that di men sion of a way
of jus ti fy ing our be lief which has been built, in the clas si cal the ory,
into the the ory of self ev i dence, that is all.69 

What I do want to do sim ply is to in di cate that al though our
common sense frame work is a sys tem atic sys tem of con cepts and
there fore in a broad sense of the term a the ory, I pre fer to use the
word “the ory” not for a co her ent sys tem of con cepts but meth od -
olog i cally for that kind of sys tem of con cepts which is ex plic itly
con structed and co or di nated with the kind of con cepts that we or di -
narily use in re spond ing to ob jects. So I re gard it as ba sic that there
is a fun da men tal meth od olog i cal dis tinc tion be tween ob ser va tion
state ments and the o ret i cal state ments but I re gard this as a meth od -
olog i cal dis tinc tion and I think most of the terms that we use in ob -
ser va tion state ments go far be yond the kinds of thing that
tra di tional em pir i cism stressed, namely, let us say, red and rect an -
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gu lar items here-now, that kind of thing. That is why I use the ex -
am ple of an Ap ple be cause ob vi ously the no tion of an ap ple is not in 
the or di nary sense of the term a the ory-bound con cept but it is cer -
tainly a con cept that belongs to a whole system of classifications
and involves a lot of principles. 

The sec ond point I would make is this: that of ten spe cial train -
ing en ables peo ple to use as ob ser va tion state ments, state ments
which orig i nally were clearly the o ret i cal in the meth od olog i cal
sense. For ex am ple, a good clin i cal psy chol o gist who has learned to 
work with pa tients and has ab sorbed a good the ory, if there is one,
of a cer tain mode of psy cho log i cal dis tur bance, say, schizo phre nia, 
may be able to look at a group of peo ple who are brought into the
clinic and spot, just by look ing, who is a schizo phrenic for ex am ple. 
Now here is a case where the lan guage of a the ory has been ab -
sorbed into one’s re sponse, so that one uses it not by in fer ence but
di rectly in per cep tion as when one sees a red ap ple. Let me make it
clear then that I think that state ments which orig i nally are part of a
the ory can be come re sponse state ments, and this is part of what
Paul Feyerabend has in mind by his prag matic the ory of ob ser va -
tion. I think there is much in what he says there that I re gard as ex -
treme and car ry ing it too far but I think in the core of what he has in
mind, I would agree with him. As I said, I dis agree with his use of
the word ‘theory’ because I think it blurs lots of things together. 

The third point I would want to make, again, is that I was n’t
speak ing about all the ways in which an ob ser va tion state ments can
be jus ti fied be cause many of the ways in which they are jus ti fied are 
straight for ward pat terns of in fer ence, in duc tive, and from other
facts. I was sim ply in di cat ing that there is one im por tant el e ment in
the jus ti fi ca tion of ob ser va tion state ments which is the one that has
cap tured the imag i na tion of the tra di tional phi los o phers and which
they have rei fied into this no tion of the self-ev i dence of a fact in de -
pend ent of any con text and that is what I am crit i ciz ing. In other
words, I am not sure that there is any is sue here. I want to make clear 
that I was giv ing an ac count of only one di men sion in the jus ti fi ca -
tion of ob ser va tion state ments but it is the one that has fas ci nated
clas si cal philosophers of perception.70 
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As I in di cated, in the spe cific pat tern of jus ti fi ca tion I was pre sent -
ing what is in volved is, if you will, a the ory of how lan guage gets its
mean ing and its use and is learned. For this rea son I called it, us ing
the term de lib er ately, be cause it is of ten used as a term of abuse,
that is why I char ac ter ized my view as a co her ence the ory of jus ti fi -
ca tion. But the ba sic fea ture which dif fer en ti ates my co her ence the -
ory of jus ti fi ca tion is that it brings in this trans-level di men sion of
jus ti fi ca tion where one goes from the oc cur rence of a be lief to the
jus ti fi ca tion of that same be lief. The sense in which in “Em pir i cism
and the Phi los o phy of Mind,” I say some au thor ity ac crues from to -
kens to types, that is the point I was mak ing in “Em pir i cism and the
Phi los o phy of Mind,”  in sec tion 8 which is called “does em pir i cal
knowl edge have a foun da tion?” I talk about the cred i bil ity of prop -
o si tions and I speak about dif fer ent modes of ac quir ing cred i bil ity
and I said that there is a kind of cred i bil ity which flows from to kens
to types, in other words from prop o si tional oc cur rences to the cred -
i bil ity of the prop o si tions. That is what is char ac ter is tic of this par -
tic u lar di men sion of jus ti fi ca tion that I was an a lyz ing this eve ning.
As I say, I am con vinced that it is this pe cu liar form of the ac qui si -
tion of cred i bil ity by prop o si tions which has been reified into the
classical theory of self-evidence.

[How does one deal with Car te sian “cogito, ergo sum”?] I think
that the Car te sian cogito is a many splendored thing, I think there
are many themes that are in volved here, some of which I have been
talk ing about in my lec tures but let me put it this way. There is one
in ter est ing fea ture of the cogito that has not al ways been ap pre ci -
ated and that is it re quires an un der stand ing of the mean ing of the
words ‘sum’, ex ist, I think that Kant was right when he said that
“ex is tence” is not a pred i cate but re ally Kant did not say that “ex is -
tence” is not a pred i cate, he said that it is not a real pred i cate. In
other words, he agreed that “ex is tence” is a pred i cate, this is not al -
ways re al ized, Kant thinks, “of course ex is tence is a pred i cate,” but
it is a spe cial kind of pred i cate, it is re ally a sec ond level pred i cate, a 
pred i cate of con cepts. To say that God ex ists is to say that the con -
cept of God ap plies to some thing. Let us as sume that that is true, I
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think it is true. Sup pose that ex is tence is in that sense a pred i cate
and to say of some thing that it ex ists is to say that the rel e vant con -
cept ap plies to some thing. What would the state ment “I do not ex -
ist” be like? You pon der it and you will see. It would be “my
con cept of my self has no ap pli ca tion, my con cept of my self has no
ap pli ca tion,” is that a co her ent state ment? It is not a co her ent state -
ment be cause it takes away with one hand what gives with the other. 
Whose con cept of my self? My con cept of my self! Des cartes saw
that there was a con cep tual in co her ence in the prop o si tion “I do not
ex ist.” What I would do is to put the fin ger right there, that it is in co -
her ent be cause by an a lyz ing out into, “my con cept of me does not
have ap pli ca tion, it pre sup poses some thing that is de nied.” So okay 
“cogito ergo sum” is a knowl edge claim, it is a con cep tual truth but
it is a very spe cial kind of con cep tual truth be cause as Des cartes
said, in or der to for mu late the prop o si tion, you have to re fer to
your self and so that, in or der to say “cogito ergo sum,”  you have to
say my concept of myself does not have application.

What I want to say is that the con cep tual struc ture we use has
dif fer ent di men sions and in one di men sion one can be prior and in
an other di men sion an other can be prior. Thus there is one sense in
which, sin gu lar per cep tual state ments or ob ser va tion state ments
are prior to gen er al iza tions, we sup port gen er al iza tions by ap peal
to sin gu lar ob ser va tion state ments. But on the other hand, there is a
sense in which sin gu lar per cep tual state ments pre sup pose a knowl -
edge of the very frame work of per cep tion and so this is what I ar -
gued, again in “Em pir i cism and the Philosophy of Mind,” at the end 
of section 8:

If I re ject the frame work of tra di tional em pir i cism,
it is not be cause I want to say that em pir i cal knowl -
edge has no foun da tion. For to put it this way is to
sug gest that it is re ally em pir i cal knowl edge
so-called, and to put in a box with ru mors and
hoaxes. There is clearly some point to the pic ture of
hu man knowl edge as rest ing on a level of prop o si -
tions—ob ser va tion re ports—which do not rest on
other prop o si tions in the same way as other prop o si -
tions rests on them. On the other hand I do wish to
in sist that the met a phor of ‘foun da tion’ is mis lead -
ing in that it keeps us from see ing that if there is a
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log i cal di men sion in which other em pir i cal prop o si -
tions rest on ob ser va tion re ports, there is an other
log i cal di men sion in which the lat ter rest on the for -
mer.(EPM, sec tion 8.)

 As I said, I think that this is es sen tially prag matic and Peircean in
its gen eral line as con trasted with the em pir i cism of, let us say,
Locke.71 

.
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What Really Exists 1969

In tro duc tion

Flower in the Crannied Wall

Phi los o phy is noth ing if not sys tem atic and a sys tem is the to tal -
ity. I’m afraid there fore that I have to take the “flower in the
crannied wall” ap proach here.  By giv ing sam ples and strat e gies, I
have been at tempt ing to in di cate the char ac ter of the sys tem atic ap -
proach which I would take to philo soph i cal is sues as tak ing sci ence
se ri ously be cause, as I said, Phi los o phy of Sci ence is es sen tially
phi los o phy tak ing sci ence se ri ously.  Now last time I was dis cuss -
ing truth and I want to pick up themes that I in tro duced.  You re -
mem ber I dis tin guish be tween the mean ing of truth and truth
con di tions and char ac ter ize the mean ing of truth as se man tic
assertability and con nected this to the il lus trat ing use of quotes, the 
state ment ‘that snow is white is true’ be comes on the anal y sis that I
have been of fer ing of ‘that snow is white’, here we have one of
these sin gu lar terms ‘that snow is white’, that has been taken to
name an abstract object, but this becomes,

The •snow is white• is se man ti cally assertable

Here we have the dot-quoted ex pres sion. This means 

•snow is white•s are se man ti cally assertable.

And that in ef fect is an au tho ri za tion to as sert that snow is white.  In
other words to in scribe it, to ken it, which amounts to writ ing it
with out quotes or dequoting it and so as I said as a kind of slo gan
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you can say that the truth move is a dequoting move and the quotes
in ques tion are the func tional, pure func tional quotes, we have been 
talk ing about.

I pointed out that truth con di tions as dis tinct from the mean ing
of truth are spec i fied re cur sively, roughly we spec ify what the truth
of ba sic sen tences is, the truth con di tions for ba sic sen tences is,
then you spec ify the truth of nonbasic sen tences in terms of them.
And I il lus trated this  by, let’s say, given that P and Q are ba sic sen -
tences, then “P or Q” would have as its truth condition 

P or Q is se man ti cally assertable if and only if P is se man ti -
cally assertable or Q is se man ti cally assertable.

Roughly what we have done is to spec ify the truth con di tions for a
mo lec u lar state ment here in terms of the con stit u ent state ments that
make it up, and we would go on and spec ify truth con di tions for
more log i cally com pli cated kinds of state ments and in par tic u lar
one would go on to spec ify truth con di tions for quan ti fied state -
ments.  But now I want to work to day to ward the topic of truth con -
di tions for ba sic state ments be cause this is where we come
face-to-face again with the prob lem which has al ready been dis -
cussed ear lier of how do con crete, ex is ten tial, hon est to good ness
fac tual re la tions get into the con cep tual struc ture.  What kind of
fac tual re la tions ex ist be tween a con cep tual struc ture and the
world.  Be cause you re mem ber I’ve been char ac ter iz ing a whole
fam ily of pseudo-re la tions, say ing, “stands-for” looks like a
relation but isn’t, and so on.

Truth and Ex is tence

But be fore I do that I want to dis cuss briefly ex em pli fi ca tion
and ex is tence.1 What we have, to take an il lus tra tion, to bring  Soc -
ra tes in on the final day,

That Soc ra tes is wise is true
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be comes,

The •Soc ra tes is wise• is se man ti cally assertable

And that be comes

•Soc ra tes is wise•s are se man ti cally assertable

and then to as sert it, is to con form with this per mis sion, this au tho ri -
za tion.

Truth is not a re la tion, truth as we have seen is not to be un der -
stood as a re la tion nor is it to be un der stood as an at trib ute, ex cept in 
the sense in which the char ac ter of be ing se man ti cally assertable is
an at trib ute.  And in deed it is per fectly le git i mate to say that the
char ac ter of be ing se man ti cally assertable is an at trib ute so in that
sense we can say it is an at trib ute but it is not an at trib ute not of a
Platonic entity, it is an at trib ute of ob -
jects which are concreta.  And of course
it is al most an Irish bull of course to say
that be ing se man ti cally assertable is a
char ac ter of concreta be cause of course
this merely, as it were, au tho rizes one to
write them, so it’s a per mis sion, it’s a
nor ma tive state ment, if you will, the sub -
ject mat ter of which are lin guis tic
concreta.  The sub ject mat ter of this
state ment here is concreta to which this 
•Soc ra tes is wise • would apply.

Now I want to dis cuss ex em pli fi ca tion be cause, re mem ber, ac -
cord ing to the clas si cal pic ture that we be gan with, for ex am ple,
here is triangularity and this is an ab so lutely ob jec tive en tity and if
there is a tri an gu lar ob ject in the world for ex am ple, a,  [in fig ure 1],
well that is tri an gu lar be cause it stands in a cer tain re la tion to
triangularity. 

So we get the clas si cal pic ture that the re la tion of ex em pli fi ca -
tion be tween the concretum, let’s call this a, and our meta phys i cal
pic ture here would be, here is the concretum a, here is the es sence,
here is the at trib ute of triangularity and there is the re la tion ship or
tie of ex em pli fi ca tion which holds or ties them to gether.  And so,
this is the re la tional the ory of ex em pli fi ca tion. What I ob vi ously
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am go ing to do and al ready did
in di cate ear lier is to hold that
this pic ture is false.  It is a mis -
lead ing pic ture at least.  Be cause
by treat ing ex em pli fi ca tion as a
re la tion be tween an ob jec tive
en tity and concreta, we are buy -
ing in on that whole pic ture
which was fraught with
pseudo-re la tions and the core
one to get hold of the course be -
ing the pseudo-re la tional char -
ac ter of means.  

Con sider then 

Soc ra tes ex em pli fies (or ‘par tic i pates in’ or any of the other
terms that we use here) wis dom

This looks like a re la tional state ment (fig ure 2), in the pic ture we
would have Soc ra tes, wis dom and a tie of “ex em pli fi ca tion” be -
tween them.

On the anal y sis that I have of fered, this be comes (first of all we turn
around and take the con verse)

The •wis dom• is ex em pli fied by Soc ra tes 

and this be comes (since this is an ab stract sin gu lar term)

The •wise• is true of Soc ra tes.

This is a very spe cial use of the words ‘Soc ra tes’ as the con text
in di cates. The fact that we have the pred i cate “true of,” you see
what I’m do ing is an a lyz ing ex em pli fi ca tion in terms of truth and to
say that the •wise• is true of Soc ra tes is to say that the sen tence
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forms  by con cat e nat ing a •wise• and a •Soc ra tes• in the for mal ism
of Principia Mathematica, this would be 

•wise (Soc ra tes)• 

ab stract ing from tense.

You know2 Principia Mathematica does n’t give one a very ad -
e quate ac count of the syn tax of in ter est ing state ments of any em pir -
i cal kind but this would be the Pmese reg i men ta tion of “Soc ra tes is
wise” and what this co mes down to is that 

•wise (Soc ra tes)•s are true

So that to say that the wise true of Soc ra tes is to say that the sen tence 
ap pro pri ately con cat e nated and ac tu ally in volv ing the cop ula
would in volve an in stance to which  •wise• ap plies and to which
•Soc ra tes• ap plies. I un der lined [ital i cized] them here to show that
this is re ally a co vertly quoted ex pres sion and we re duce ex em pli fi -
ca tion to truth.  To say that Soc ra tes ex em pli fies wis dom is to say
that the sen tence that you get by putt ing to gether  Soc ra tes and a
wis dom is true. So we get a nonrelational ac count of ex em pli fi ca -
tion and fur ther more in stead of ex em pli fi ca tion be ing in the world,
it ex ists in dis course as the se man tic assertability of a certain
conceptual item.

Ex is tence

Now what about ex is tence?  Ex is tence is, of course, a pred i cate.  
And it is a pred i cate be cause the word ‘ex ists’ is not cap tured by the
ex is ten tial quan ti fier.  If I want to say there are cows, I could say, 

(∃x)(x is a cow) 
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and that is per fectly all right, to say that there are cows is not to say,
‘cows ex ist’. I mean this is a  bar ba rism to say that cows ex ist.  The
cor rect state ment is there are cows and this is in deed cap tured by
the ex is ten tial quan ti fier.  Now “ex ists” by con trast to the so-called
ex is ten tial quan ti fier—this should be called the “some” quan ti -
fier— “ex ists” is ac tu ally a predicate.  We can say,

Soc ra tes ex ists.

And this (“ex ists”) is a pred i cate, what is the sub ject? Well as you
might sus pect,  ac cord ing to the anal y sis I am go ing to of fer, this is
es sen tially a Kantian anal y sis. You see, Kant did n’t say that “ex is -
tence” is n’t a pred i cate, he said that ex is tence is n’t a real pred i cate. 
What he did say was that ex is tence re ally is a pred i cate of con cepts,
a higher-or der pred i cate. This is a Kantian view and I think it is es -
sen tially cor rect.  When you say that Soc ra tes ex ists, you are not
talk ing about Soc ra tes as when you say, “Soc ra tes is wise,” when
you say “Soc ra tes is wise,” then you are us ing the word ‘Soc ra tes’
in first intention and you are pred i cat ing wis dom of him so that Soc -
ra tes is wise is a first-or der state ment whereas Soc ra tes ex ists is a
sec ond-or der state ment where you’re us ing the word ‘Soc ra tes’ in
sec ond intention and you say, roughly, 

the •Soc ra tes•…

Now what are you say ing on it?  You can’t sim ply put down the
word ‘ex ists’ here as we have seen here: char ac ter is ti cally when
you go from one of these ba sic se man ti cal cat e gory words to its ex -
po si tion in terms of the il lus trat ing quot ing de vice, you have to
change the pred i cate.  Thus, we are go ing to get a dif fer ent pred i -
cate in this case, which is suited to the mak ing ex plicit the quot ing
char ac ter of the word ‘Soc ra tes’  as it is oc cur ring in this con text. 
And it’s go ing to turn out to be the fol low ing, now let me give you
the anal y sis and then come back to it. The anal y sis is go ing to look
like the fol low ing: 

when I say that Soc ra tes ex ists, I mean that some thing is true of
Soc ra tes.  To ex ist is to have truths per tain ing to the item: for the
item to ex ist is for there to be truths per tain ing to it. 

There fore, I am go ing to put down 

a ex ists 
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and I’m go ing to put that as

For some at trib ute the at trib ute is true of a.3

And of course4 that would be tell ing us that there is an at trib ute such 
that, and “PRECON” re mem ber is a vari able rang ing over
dot-quoted ex pres sions, it is tell ing us there is a pred i cate which is
true of a and that is tell ing us that a con cat e na tion of that pred i cate
with a is true.

There is a pred i cate such that that pred i cate con cat e nated with a
is true.

The first thing to note is that the pred i cate in ques tion has to be a 
gen u ine first-or der pred i cate.  It has to be a pred i cate that ap plies to
concreta.  Be cause when we say that a ex ists, we are talk ing about a
cer tain concretum, we are say ing of a cer tain concretum that it ex -
ists.  And there fore if this is to be an a lyzed in terms of there be ing a
pred i cate which is true of it, the pred i cate has to be ap pro pri ate to
the concretum.  It would be a mat ter-of-fac tual pred i cate.  Like tall
or short or large or small or any other em pir i cal pred i cate.  That
means of course that you could n’t use pred i cates which are on a sec -
ond or der, like you could n’t use the word ‘ex ists’ as a pred i cate
here, you might think that you get into par a doxes if you of fer this
anal y sis be cause it looks like as though you are say ing if ‘ex ists’ is
a pred i cate, then there would be a pred i cate such as ex ists which is
true of it  and there fore, we would then get non ex is tence be cause
ob vi ously if ex is tence is a pred i cate then non ex is tence is the pred i -
cate, so non ex is tence would be a pred i cate so that if a does n’t ex ist,
then it does n’t ex ist. There are all kinds of ap par ent par a doxes that
lurk in this area but the im por tant thing to re mem ber is that the only
kind of pred i cate that we are talk ing about is that it is a first-or der
pred i cates.  There is a first-or der pred i cate which is true of a: ex am -
ples of that would be as I 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

there is an α such that α(a) ir true or,  α con cat e nated with a is false. 
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It is im por tant to do that al though it is not nec es sary be cause we
have in cluded that pos si bil ity in there be cause if there is a pred i cate
that is true of it then there’s also one that is false of,  namely the ne -
ga tion of that pred i cate. The im por tance of this is that it brings out
the fact that there is a third al ter na tive be cause “some-state ments”
are nei ther true nor false so that when we say that an ob ject ex ists,
we are rul ing out that  no state ments about it are either true or false. 

Take for ex am ple Santa Claus. Santa Claus does not ex ist.  The
rea son for this is that there is no at trib ute, 

it is not the case that there is an at trib ute such that the at trib -
ute con cat e nated with Santa Claus is true or are α con cat e -
nated with Santa Claus is false, ~α(a) .  

Sup pose you con sider the sen tence 

Santa Claus lives at the North Pole

or,

Santa Claus it is jolly.  

These are not lit er ally true or false, they are true or false only un der
a cer tain ru bric, what we call the “fic tional ru bric” in other words
they are true in a de riv a tive sense of true: i.e., that given the fic -
tional ru bric then these sen tences are priv i leged as op posed to their
contra dic to ries. That is there’s a cer tain story about Santa Claus in
which these state ments be long and their de nial do not be long. Thus, 
state ments to the ef fect that Santa Claus lives at the North
Pole—these state ments are true in the Pick wick ian sense, they are
not true a pri mary sense. This is the point.  “Santa Claus lives in the
north” is nei ther true nor false in the pri mary sense of true. In this
re spect “Santa Claus” dif fers from “Soc ra tes.”5

I have ab stracted here from the tense dif fer ence be tween ex ists,
did ex ist, and will ex ist.  In phi los o phy you know we tend to say
Soc ra tes ex ists and we use that as an ex am ple, we tend to use the
word ‘ex ists’ as short for a disjunction, ei ther ex isted or is ex ist ing
or will ex ist and that’s the way it is to be con strued here be cause oth -
er wise we can give a more elab o rate anal y sis in terms of which we
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take ac count of the dif fer ence be tween ex isted, ex ists, and will ex -
ist. I’m ab stract ing from that and giv ing you what is the heart of the
mat ter as far as this frame work is con cerned.  There fore, to say that
an ob ject ex ists is to say that some 1st level pred i cate is true of it.

You can see what I’m go ing to end up by say ing if I get to it to -
day, I’ll say it now just in case I don’t get to it. When we ask what
re ally ex ists, then we want to say that what re ally ex ists is that of
which pred i cates in an ideal con cep tual frame work would be true. 
We are go ing to de fine re al ity and truth and ex is tence and so on, in
terms of  what re ally is true and what re ally ex ists—they are go ing
to be un der stood in terms of an ideal suc ces sor frame work to the
frame work that we ac tu ally now use.  That’s the sort of theme that I
want to con clude with but I’m say ing it now so that you un der stand
the rel e vance of what I am do ing here, why I am tak ing time out to
dis cuss truth and existence and exemplification.

Observation

I want to dis cuss observation and observation frame works. 
First of all let me in di cate my gen eral agree ment with Feyerabend,
that a pred i cate is an observation pred i cate not be cause it la bels an
ob ject of a cer tain kind but be cause it is a re li able re sponse to con -
crete ob jects in sit u a tions.  “Re li able re sponse” this co mes in with
the way (a) we learn lan guage to be gin with and (b) the way we are
con tin u ally learn ing new words as we prog ress through life.  When
a child learns its first vo cab u lary, it is learn ing to re spond to ob jects
in the world.  It is ac quir ing re sponses to ob jects and when it is call -
ing them red, char ac ter iz ing them in terms of pred i cates and in
terms of sen tences in volv ing pred i cates of that kind.  And it is re li -
able in a very straight for ward sense that if you brought up your
child and trained it, and it is over in the cor ner, be hind a screen or
just go ing around the screen there and you hear it say “Mommy!
here is the cat,” or “Here is some thing white,” or “some thing
black,” and if you have rea son to be lieve that he is not pull ing your
leg etc. etc., there are al ways lit tle con tex tu ally rel e vant con sid er -
ations that have to be taken into ac count, but given all that, all these
nec es sary qual i fi ca tions that have to be added, the fact re mains that
you are en ti tled to in fer from the oc cur rence of that ut ter ance, that
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there a is a cat there, that there is some thing red, there is some thing
black there.  In other words it’s a ba sic fea ture of observation sen -
tences that their oc cur rence cet eris pa ri bus—and ‘cet eris pa ri bus’
is one of the most im por tant words phi los o phers can learn. Their
oc cur rence is an in di ca tion of their truth.

The child starts by learn ing a cer tain vo cab u lary but then as we
go on through life we ac quire new re sponse pat terns in us ing words. 
As you know, for ex am ple, a clin i cal psy chol o gist can use, in re -
spond ing to peo ple, very the ory laden words like ‘schiz oid’ and 
etc., the whole vo cab u lary of clin i cal psy chol ogy is one which a di -
ag nos ti cian can use in re spond ing6 re li ably that is to say if these in -
volved are good, which is in some cases, highly ques tion able, but
cer tainly we would have here an ex am ple of a term that is func tion -
ing as an observation term in the vo cab u lary of a clin i cal psy chol o -
gist, the di ag nos ti cian.  And this of course is ob vi ously con nected
with the fa mil iar point that if we chal lenged the clin i cal psy chol o -
gist with re spect to the term that he is us ing as an observation term,
then, you see he will re treat to a level of observation lan guage
which is less the ory laden. He will now start talk ing about the
symp toms that he sees, as a mat ter of fact, as you know there are
many cases in which peo ple can use terms as observation terms in
which, when  you chal lenge, they can’t re ally for mu late for you
what the cri te ria are which in some sense they are ap ply ing: in ter -
est ing prob lems are in volved there. The point is that in the case of
the clin i cal psy chol o gist, he may re treat to observation pred i cates
which are less the ory laden and call our at ten tion to  how the per son
is look ing, how they are be hav ing and so on. And in di cated that in
his the ory those are sound grounds for as crib ing to the per son the 
the o ret i cal pred i cate in ques tion which he had pre vi ously been
using as an observation predicate. 

We can relativize the no tion of observation frame work and it is
quite clear that there are sort of Chi nese boxes here and the real is -
sue here does n’t con cern this sort of triv ial fact which ev ery body
ac knowl edges, the real is sue is, “is there not only re treat from one
frame work to an other but is there a frame work which is the ul ti mate 
re treat?” Sense da tum the o rists hold that there is a kind of ul ti mate

242

6 What Re ally Ex ists, track 5 (#6)



frame work to which one can re treat so that the clin i cal psy chol o gist 
might first of all, might re spond to the per son with a theoretical
term and then he might re spond to the per son and in di cate he was
do ing so with words which are less the o ret i cal and which con cern
the symp toms that he de tects.  Fi nally he might come down to
words which are in a more ob vi ous sense per cep tual words, words
in, Ar is to te lian ter mi nol ogy, which per tain to the proper and com -
mon sen si ble char ac ter is tics. It is nor mally thought that here in the
Ar is to te lian frame work of proper and com mon sensibles, we do
have a ba sic frame work to which re treat fi nally co mes and where
re treat stops and that is the no tion of an ab so lute observation
frame work—some thing like the Ar is to te lian frame work of proper
and com mon sen si ble, and I think there’s a lot to this.

Now be fore I go into that theme, how ever, let me re mind you
that the word “the ory” is a tricky term.  Just be cause a per son uses
the word “the ory,” it does n’t fol low that he is the fol low ing some
par tic u lar par a digm for us ing the term. In the phi los o phy of sci ence
over the past two and a half  de cades, the ten dency has been to use
the word the ory in such a way that a par a digm case of the the ory
would be mo lec u lar the ory or ki netic the ory. Here a the ory is not
only an ex plan a tory framework but it is an ex plan a tory framework
which has an ex ter nal sub ject-mat ter as I called it in the Irenic
Instrumentalism pa per.  For ex am ple it has an ex ter nal sub ject mat -
ter, namely the gases, the ki netic the ory of gases.  It would have the
ex ter nal sub ject mat ter of gases as we per ceive them and work with
them op er a tion ally in lab o ra tory sit u a tions and it would have an in -
ter nal sub ject mat ter which would be mol e cules.  So here we can
draw a dis tinc tion be tween—a rea son able and prag matic dis tinc -
tion—the ex ter nal and the in ter nal sub ject mat ter of a the ory. We
can say what the the ory is of,  it is a the ory of gases and it is a the ory
which in tro duces mol e cules to ex plain gases. Mol e cules are the in -
ter nal sub ject mat ter of the the ory be cause the the ory it self is for -
mu lated in terms of mol e cules.  As I said, I think this is a rea son able
and use ful dis tinc tion. 

In the case of some the o ries how ever, there is no ex ter nal sub -
ject mat ter, and what do I mean by this?7
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The word ‘the ory’ is of ten used in such a way that the the ory is
sim ply an ex plan a tory framework and what I want to sug gest is that
the common sense frame work or the ba sic frame work to the ex tent
that we can speak of the ba sic frame work, as a first ap prox i ma tion,
is a frame work which is an ex plan a tory framework and has a con -
cep tual co her ence of a kind that makes pos si ble ex pla na tions but
what it ex plains are not some thing that is for mu lated  ex ter nally to
the frame work. You might say that the common sense frame work is
a frame work in terms of which we ex plain the very things in terms
of which the frame work talks about, we ex plain cases of hap pen -
ings and pro cesses, the oc cur rence of pro cesses of the kind which
the frame work it self for mu lates. So that in the case of a, you might
say, some thing you would like to call an observation frame work,
we don’t draw a dis tinc tion be tween the in ter nal and ex ter nal sub -
ject mat ter. Call it sub ject mat ter ex ter nal, let’s say gases, and sub -
ject mat ter in ter nal, mol e cules.  I think there is good
meth od olog i cal rea son for Nagel’s in sis tence on the dis tinc tion be -
tween the the ory and the bridge laws or the cor re spon dence rules
and the observation frame work. I want to com ment on why I think
that this is meth od olog i cally a sound thing to do but I also want to
em pha size that this does n’t hold of ev ery ex plan a tory framework.
It holds only of the o ries where new ob jects, new en ti ties are be ing
pos tu lated in or der to ex plain the be hav ior of an area with which we
are al ready ac quainted. You might say this is the an te ced ent frame -
work and we are in tro duc ing new en ti ties in a the ory to ex plain the
pro cesses that we can al ready de scribe in an antecedent framework.

Whereas the ba sic frame work, if there is one, or the rel a tively
ba sic frame work, is an ex plan a tory framework but it has purely in -
ter nal sub ject mat ter like phys i cal ob jects.  The com mon sense
observational frame work is a frame work con cern ing phys i cal ob -
jects and phys i cal pro cesses and so on and as I said then it is an ex -
plan a tory framework which ex plains events and pro cesses of the
kind which it talks about as an ex ter nal frame work.  So in this case
we have a dis tinc tion be tween an in ter nal and ex ter nal frame work,
a meth od olog i cally dif fer ent kind of case from the kind of case in
what we are tempted to call the ba sic observation frame work.  I
think it is worth not ing that the con cept of observation it self be -
longs in an ex plan a tory frame work, putt ing it crudely, the con cept
of observation it self is a the o ret i cal con cept and over  the his tory of
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sci ence, we get changes in the con cept of what observation is and
this is one thing that is strongly in flu enced the philo soph i cal the ory
be cause in ef fect, changes in in ter pre ta tions of what observations
are led from Ar is totle’s the ory of per cep tion to the kind of Humean
the ory or Berkeleyean the ory of per cep tion which ended in such a
blind al ley.

And I want to com ment briefly on that be cause I think that some 
of the mis takes that are made there are made by the
Instrumentalists.  

I want to put my fin ger on what goes wrong in Instrumentalism.  

Sense Impressions

Sooner or later any body who phi los o phizes about sense per cep -
tion is go ing to in tro duce sense im pres sions or sensations or…other 
terms are used here.  This is not to say that all phi los o phers do by
any means but it cer tainly has been one very strong strand and I
think it’s a le git i mate one.  Sense im pres sions are cor rectly in tro -
duced into a the ory of observation, of per cep tual observation but
sense im pres sions are mis con strued if they are con strued as the pri -
mary ob jects of per cep tion as was done by Berkeley, Hume and
Locke, for that mat ter.8

They are not what we pri mar ily know in per cep tion as a mat ter
of fact, I would ar gue that sense im pres sions are them selves the o -
ret i cal, they a part of the the o ret i cal ex pla na tion of what per cep tion 
con sist in, of what it in volves. As a mat ter of fact, I would ar gue that 
far from sense im pres sions be ing the pri mary ob jects of knowl -
edge, they are not even ob jects of knowl edge ex cept for the highly
the o ret i cal pur pose of ex plain ing the phe nom ena of per cep tion,
per cep tual er ror, and per cep tual il lu sion.  The sec ond point I want
to make is that not only are sense im pres sions not the pri mary ob -
jects of knowl edge and per cep tion but sense im pres sions are not
cog ni tive them selves, they are not knowings, sense im pres sions are
nei ther cor ri gi ble nor in cor ri gi ble, be cause they don’t make any, as
Kant pointed out, claims con cern ing what is the case. Sense im pres -
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sions are not cog ni tive, they are not knowings, they are nei ther cor -
ri gi ble nor in cor ri gi ble, be cause they don’t make any truth claim at
all.  It is im por tant to re al ize then that per cep tion in volves two
modes of con scious ness, and the word “con scious ness” is one of
these words that has am bi gu ities in a way which can gen er ate won -
der ful philo soph i cal mu sic.  

Per cep tion in volves, first of all, some thing we can crudely call
con cep tual con scious ness or judg ment. Ac tu ally it is a mis use of
the word “judg ment” to speak of per cep tual judg ments, there are
things that can be called per cep tual judg ment as when one es ti -
mates the height of a wall,9 be cause there some thing called “judg -
ing” goes on but it is use ful to use the word “judg ment” be cause it
car ries with it this “truth claim as pect” so to speak and, of course,
there is a truth claim as pect in per cep tual con scious ness.  And this
is the con cep tual el e ment in per cep tion and if we were putt ing it in
terms of our Car te sian ac count, we would say that per cep tion in -
volves a be liev ing, a tak ing their some thing to be the case, a
propositional truth claim. For example, 

there is a red and tri an gu lar ob ject over there 

that would be the con tent of that truth claim.  We could call it a be -
liev ing but the word “be liev ing” is, again, a word that is used very
cav a lierly by phi los o phers. Of ten be liev ings are ar rived at by an -
swer ing ques tions and so on, we have to dis tin guish how ever be -
tween per cep tion which can oc cur with out any ques tion be ing
raised. One can just, as it were, see that there’s a lecturn on the ta ble
with out hav ing asked one self any ques tions and that is why I think
it is of ten use ful to use the word tak ing and so that phi los o phers
from H. H. Price on down have used the word tak ing in stead of “be -
liev ing” be cause the word “be liev ing”  tends to carry with it too in -
tel lec tu al ized a view of what per cep tion is like, so we can speak of a
per cep tual tak ing but the point is that the tak ing is a prop o si tional
tak ing, it is a tak ing that makes a truth claim.

But on the other hand per cep tion is not sim ply mak ing a truth
claim.  One can as it were with ones eyes shut, one could think there
is a red and tri an gu lar ob ject over there and it’s quite clear that it
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would not be a per cep tual tak ing.  Now I am not go ing to at tempt in
this con text here to an a lyze how these two el e ments that I am de -
scrib ing fit to gether, they do blend to gether in a very in ter est ing
way in the per cep tual ex pe ri ence. But in ad di tion to the con cep tual
tak ing which we can rep re sent by means of the tokening of a men tal

sen tence, •there is a red and tri an gu -

lar ob ject over there•, there will be
the non-con cep tual item, the sen -
sory, the state which is anal o gous to
feel ing. We speak of this as the
sense im pres sion, we can speak of it
as the vi sual sensation and so on and
this would be for ex am ple a10

Sense im pres sion of a red tri an -
gle.  

It is it self not a con cep tual state
but it is es sen tially in volved in ex -
pe ri ence be cause it is that sentiency
as pect of the ex pe ri ence which
keeps it from be ing a purely judg -
men tal, a purely con cep tual, a purely think ing kind of state, per cep -
tion is n’t sim ply think ing that some thing is the case, it is think ing
some thing is the case which is brought about, pro voked and ac com -
pa nied by and blended with a cer tain sen tient state and it is that sen -
tient state that we call “sense im pres sion.”  Now the in ter est ing
thing about the sense im pres sion and the tak ing—here we have the
tak ing and here we have a sense im pres sion—and the in ter est ing
thing is that in the ex am ple that I have given and other ex am ples
that we can eas ily con struct, we use the same kind of tech nique for
clas si fy ing.  We clas sify it by means of a use of phys i cal ob ject
taught, talk of per cep tual qual i ties, ‘red’ and ‘tri an gu lar’ for ex am -
ple, so that we use the word ‘red’ and ‘tri an gu lar’, we use these
words in clas si fy ing the conceptual state and we also use them in
classifying the sensory state.  
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When we use them in clas si fy ing the con cep tual state, of
course, we are us ing them in sec ond intention, we are us ing them in
ef fect by dot-quot ing them, •red• and •tri an gu lar•, be cause what we
have here is a tak ing which is of the kind which would be ex pressed
in lan guage by a sentential ut ter ance which in volves a •red• and
•tri an gu lar•.  When we are us ing the words red and tri an gu lar in
clas si fy ing the tak ing, we use them in the way I’ve been an a lyz ing
in terms of clas si fy ing them func tion ally as a lin guis tic item per -
form ing a cer tain func tion. When we use these words in clas si fy ing
a sense im pres sion, we are not do ing the same thing, we are us ing
them to clas sify the sense im pres sion but we are not us ing them in
sec ond intention, we are us ing them in an ex tended or and an a log i -
cal sense.  

What do I mean by this? Well, I mean roughly a sense im pres -
sion of a red tri an gle is a sense im pres sion of the kind that is nor -
mally brought about by look ing at red and tri an gu lar ob jects in
stan dard con di tions and fur ther more which re sem bles and dif fers
from other sense im pres sions in ways which cor re spond to the ways 
in which red and tri an gu lar ob jects re sem ble and dif fer ob jects of
other col ors and ob jects of other shapes.  So that we are re ally in tro -
duc ing the phrase here “of a red tri an gle” to clas sify the sense im -
pres sions and in do ing so we are ac tu ally form ing then a
classi fi ca tory ex pres sion which clas si fies the sense im pres sion as
of a cer tain kind.

Thus, in this con text here we are re ally get ting a the o ret i -
cal…we are us ing phys i cal ob ject talk as a model for con struct ing a
the ory as to what goes on in side of peo ple when they are see ing that
there is a red and tri an gu lar ob ject over there.  So here is a clas si fi -
ca tion and the im port of the clas si fi ca tion is that the state is of the
kind which is nor mally brought about by red and tri an gu lar phys i -
cal ob jects, and it is of a kind which dif fers sys tem at i cally from
other sense im pres sions in a way which cor re sponds to the way in
which col ored ob jects, ob jects of dif fer ent col ors dif fer from one
an other and re sem ble one an other and ob jects of dif fer ent shapes
re sem ble and dif fer from one an other.  We, as it were, con struct, us -
ing a cer tain model, a the ory space which has a log i cal struc ture
anal o gous 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 in ter est ing to note then that in the per cep tual ex pe ri ence,
there are two items each of which is clas si fied by mak ing a very
spe cial use of phys i cal ob ject talk, talk about phys i cal ob jects and
their qual i ties.  Ob vi ously this in tro duces pos si bil i ties of philo -
soph i cal con fu sion, in the first
place you see, one no tices that
one uses11 the words red and
tri an gu lar in clas si fy ing both
of them and might think that
one does so in the same way,
one ei ther tends as sim i late the
tak ing to the sense im pres sion
or the sense im pres sion to the
tak ing and this has been char -
ac ter is ti cally true of phi los o -
phies of per cep tion, this kind
of con fu sion is en demic in the -
o ries of per cep tion.

And in the sec ond place,
since the “truth claim el e -
ment” is an es sen tial part, one
may think of sense im pres -
sions as mak ing a truth claim!
If you run these two to gether,
you will get ul ti mately what I re fer to in “Sci en tific Realism and
Irenic Instrumentalism” as a kind of bas tard con cept of some thing
which is both pre-sym bolic, pre-con cep tual and yet makes the truth
claim. You get the no tion of sense im pres sion as be ing a kind of ba -
sic gen u ine knowl edge which is more ba sic than any sym bol ism or
any lan guage or any sym bolic sys tem.  And this is what I call the
Myth of the Given, the idea that there is a cer tain stra tum of ex pe ri -
ence which is some how mak ing a truth claim and which is some how 
more ba sic than any ac quired con cep tual sys tem.

Let me bring in an other theme which I think is an other mis take
which is made, which is made and ul ti mately re sults in
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Instrumentalism.  Sup pose that we take the Platonic view se ri ously
ac cord ing to it when a per son sees that an ob ject is red and tri an gu -
lar, here’s the object 

What ac tu ally is in volved of course is that the ob ject which is
red and tri an gu lar ex em pli fies or stands in the ex em pli fi ca tion or
the par tak ing or instantiation re la tion to red ness and triangularity. 
So ac cord ing to the Platonistic kind of model, when you are see ing
that an ob ject is red and tri an gu lar, you are ap pre hend ing, you are
see ing, vi su ally ap pre hend ing a fact, a fact which in volves two con -
stit u ents, a concretum—the ob ject which is red and tri an gu -
lar—and two abstracta, namely red ness and triangularity. Thus,
when you see that some thing is red and tri an gu lar, you are stand ing
in a di rect re la tion ship of vi sual ap pre hen sion of which dif fer ent
ac counts can be given but the struc ture re mains the same and that is
the im por tant thing, you are stand ing in an ex is ten tial re la tion to
two ob jects namely red ness and triangularity which you are see -
ing.12

And the im por tant point is that you are exi sten tially re lated to
them. When you are ap pre hend ing the facts, that in volves ap pre -
hend ing these ob jects and they are vi su ally ap pre hended you ac tu -
ally, vi su ally ap pre hend red ness and you vi su ally at ap pre hend
triangularity.

At this stage the Instrumentalist says to him self, you can not vi -
su ally ap pre hend the o ret i cal at trib utes, you can not per ceive the o -
ret i cal at trib utes, you can per ceive red ness and triangularity, the
proper and commonsensible at trib utes and this means that the o ret i -
cal at trib utes have a sec ond-class sta tus, vis-B-vis knowl edge.  The
fas ci nat ing thing here is that the in stru men tal ist if he is so phis ti -
cated, ac cepts the lin guis tic func tion ac count of the sense in which
the o ret i cal pred i cates stand for at trib utes.  In other words, I de velop 
an ac count ac cord ing to which stand ing for an at trib ute is a mat ter
of per form ing a lin guis tic func tion.13  

The Instrumentalist is happy about that when it co mes to the o -
ret i cal pred i cates, “yes,” he would say, “to say that a cer tain the o -
ret i cal pred i cate stands for a cer tain the o ret i cal at trib ute is re ally

250

12 See ME for a dis cus sion of the his tory of facts.
13 What Re ally Ex ists, track 10 (#11).



not to talk about its re la tion to an en tity but sim ply to clas sify its
func tion ing.”  To say that a cer tain the o ret i cal word “means,”
“stands for” mol e cule or stands for the at trib ute of be ing a mol e -
cule, for the in stru men tal ist means merely that the ex pres sion does
the “mol e cule” kind of job.  So that he would say, “OK ‘molekhl’,
in Ger man, stands for the prop erty of be ing a mol e cule,” he would
say fine but all that means is that ‘molekhl’ in Ger man trans lates
into “mol e cule” in our lan guage and does the job in Ger man which
is done by our word “mol e cule.” If  you look at a so phis ti cated
Instrumentalist you will find he says the mean ing of a the o ret i cal
term is its func tion ing in the de duc tive sys tem.

In this way, to say of the the o ret i cal term that it stands for an at -
trib ute, to say it stands for a cer tain at trib ute is sim ply clas sify it in
terms of its func tion. I’m not say ing that any Instrumentalist has ac -
tu ally come out and de vel oped a nice neat tidy the ory of lin guis tic
func tions and so on but if you talk with them and read what they say, 
it’s quite clear that to the ex tent that they are will ing to talk about
the o ret i cal at trib utes at all, the ac count they would give of them is
es sen tially the kind of ac count that I have been giv ing of what is to
stand for an at trib ute.

To say that ‘molekhl’ in Ger man stands for the at trib ute of be -
ing a mol e cule, they would say that sim ply is to clas sify ‘molekhl’
in Ger man as a word that does the job that, in our lan guage, is done
by “mol e cule.”  So that we have a kind “stand ing for” that is a clas -
si fy ing func tion, stand ing for, a func tional classification stand ing
for.  And then what do they do? “Aha,” they say, when it co mes to
red ness and triangularity there we have real stand ing-for.  Be cause 
re ally to stand for at trib ute is to do what? It is to la bel it you see. In
other words, the word ‘red’ stands for red ness be cause it la bels it,
here is red ness as an en tity an ob jec tive en tity and ‘red’ is its la bel.
We ap pre hend red ness and we give it a la bel and the la bel stands for
red ness be cause it is the la bel of it and be cause we can ap pre hended
what it is the la bel of.  Now, on the other hand, when it co mes to the -
o ret i cal ex pres sions, when you say that they stand for an at trib ute
that re ally is just a way of clas si fy ing it.  Of course on my view, to
say what any pred i cates stands for is to clas sify it.  This no tion of
cer tain pred i cates la bel ing ob jects, at trib utes as Platonic ob jects
you see, that is the core of Instrumentalism.  Be cause that is what
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they take as first-class and a then ev ery thing else is sec ond-class
with re spect to it.

The im por tant thing about words like ‘red’ and ‘tri an gu lar’ is
that in ad di tion to in fer en tial functionings, like we can in fer from ‘x 
is red’ to ‘x is not green’, you know pred i cates come in kind of fam i -
lies, as Carnap pointed out.  In ad di tion to intra-lin guis tic func tions
which con cern in fer ence pat terns in which pred i cates func tion,
words like red and tri an gu lar and other observation words have a
dif fer ent kind of func tion which I re ferred to at the be gin ning of this 
dis cus sion of observation, namely, the re sponse func tion, the
word-ob ject kind of func tion.14

In the case of both the o ret i cal and observational pred i cates, for 
those pred i cates to stand for an at trib ute is for it to func tion in a cer -
tain way.  The point is that what we rec og nize as observation words
do func tion as a re sponse, as in put.  Now the clas si cal view would
be, as I’ve in di cated, that the o ret i cal words don’t do this kind of
thing.  Of course the an swer is, “why can’t they?”  And once you get 
away from the clas si cal pic ture which draws an ab so lute dis tinc tion 
be tween observation pred i cates which are gen u inely pred i cates and 
gen u inely stand for at trib utes and pred i cates which merely stand
for at trib utes in the sense of hav ing a func tion, which the an
Instrumentalist worked out but which other phi los o phers have also
done in one way or an other, with out see ing that it is re ally the core
of Instrumentalism. It oc curs to us of course that there is no rea son
why one can not ac quire the abil ity to re spond to en vi ron men tal
situations by means of expressions in a theory.  

You see ev ery body grants that this hap pens be cause a per son
does n’t look at Wil son cloud cham ber and say, “aha! A path is
form ing here so such and such a kind of par ti cle is prob a bly go ing
through,” no he just looks at it and re sponds to it right away with the 
ap pro pri ate phys i cal de scrip tion, the ap pro pri ate the o ret i cal ac -
count of what’s go ing on there, just as, you  re mem ber, the clin i cal
psy chol o gist about whom I was talk ing ear lier, re sponds to his pa -
tient di rectly with a with a clin i cal clas si fi ca tion which is highly
the o ret i cal.  So we can do it.  And the point is then that if we mean
by an observation pred i cate one that does re li ably play the re sponse 
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role, by “re li ably” mean ing that it’s very occurrence is a symp tom
of its truth, then there’s no rea son why the o ret i cal state ments can’t
per form this kind of the job.  But once we get away from this kind of
a pic ture then, we re al ize that the o ret i cal pred i cates could have
first-class sta tus.

In ef fect what Feyerabend does is to say not only that the o ret i -
cal pred i cates can have this first-class sta tus, but that it’s meth od -
olog i cal sound to give them this first-class sta tus whole heart edly
and scrap old ones, you see.  Ac cord ing to Feyerabend,  the min ute
we have a the ory that ex plains a cer tain do main, we should throw
away our old ac count of that do main and then re spond to it in terms
of the new con cep tual frame work.  But there are two sep a rate ques -
tions here, one is, “Can the o ret i cal pred i cates ac quire a re port ing
role?” and the sec ond is “Should we aban don old frame works as
soon as we get in a new one?”

In some cases where the the o ries are par tial, there’s no harm in
do ing so.  And what they are do ing is re plac ing an other the ory, the
closer we get, how ever to the common sense frame work, the more
cau tious we have to be be cause the way we per ceive the world is a
fas cina tingly sub tle mix ture of our selves and the world.  Putt ing it
crudely, the world as we can con cretely per ceive it with all its col -
ors and sounds and tastes and so on is a fas ci nat ing mix ture of
ourselves and the world.  

Now we have a pretty good the o ret i cal struc ture for deal ing
with the phys i cal as pects of ob jects and of phys i cal as pects of per -
sons but where sci ence is still on the bound aries of in ves ti ga tion15

is in neurophysiology and per cep tion. I mean this is the next big
break through, if this is to be bro ken through, this where all the ac -
tion is now that mo lec u lar bi ol ogy has been pretty well…big break -
throughs have been made there, now it has be come stan dard sci ence 
now, the big minds now are mov ing en masse into
neurophysiology.  Now as I said one of the $64,000 ques tions in
neurophysiology con cerns the sta tus of sensation, sen sory con -
scious ness, the re la tion of sentiency to neurophysiological pro -
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cesses.  We hardly even have a glim mer yet at as to what kind of
cat e go ries are ap pro pri ate for understanding this relationship.  

Un til we do, we should be very leery about drop ping color talk
and talk in terms of sen si ble qual i ties be cause if we re ferred to ob -
jects sim ply in terms of their pri mary qual i ties so to speak…in
Lockean lan guage…then we are dis card ing from our lan guage the
very ba sis in terms of which we talk about sentiency be cause we
talk about sentiency how?  In terms of the sen si ble qual i ties of
phys i cal ob jects.  So as I said there is a kind of in ter est ing mix ture
here at the common sense level, part of  which will be thrown out,
you see, if you sim ply talk about ob ject in terms of their phys i cal2 to 
char ac ter is tics, their char ac ter is tics which are talked about in
microphysical the ory.  So this is one place where I would urge that
it would be folly to drop the or di nary use of words for per cep ti ble
qual i ties in our observation lan guage. I think there fore that this is
the ba sic rea son I give in the Sci en tific Realism pa per for keep ing a
meth od olog i cal dis tinc tion be tween the per cep tual level of phys i -
cal ob jects with their per cep ti ble char ac ter is tics and the frame work
of the ory.

I think it is use ful, it is meth od olog i cally use ful, to use this tech -
nique of, as it were, keep ing an observation frame work at arm’s
length, as it were, from our the ory, the meth od olog i cal rea son is
that this is a very rich frame work and if you sim ply threw away at
adopted this other one, you would be throw ing away some thing that 
re ally for mu lated, that posed prob lems, be cause the prob lems per -
tain ing to, as I said, sentiency ul ti mately arise from prob lems per -
tain ing to the re la tion of perceivers to the phys i cal ob jects that they
look at, see, feel, taste and so on.  

But my rea son for ac cept ing this meth od olog i cally, on the other 
hand, goes along with the rec og ni tion that in the last anal y sis, a the -
ory is go ing to be cor rect and in prin ci ple, there will be a the ory
which does give an ac count of how sentiency is re lated to the
perceiver and to neurophysiological pro cesses, we don’t have it
yet.  But so un til we have it, I think we should keep the do main of
the ory at arm’s length. Of course this is a gen eral philo soph i cal
point I’m mak ing here be cause ob vi ously there is no rea son to keep
peo ple from us ing the o ret i cally laden lan guage in observation.  I
mean as I said there’s no rea son why cli ni cians shouldn’t use their
the ory in re spond ing per cep tu ally to their pa tients or why phys i -
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cists shouldn’t look at bub ble cham bers or look at Wil son Cham -
bers and so on and re spond to them with the the o ret i cal state ments,
the point is how ever that ac cord ing to Feyerabend, they should not
only do that but they should lit er ally throw away, the other.  I want
to sug gest that for prag matic rea sons, you should use parts of the
the ory in observation by as a gen eral meth od olog i cal ap proach, do
that only for prac ti cal rea sons and keep a fairly tidy dis tinc tion, in
terms of a the ory of per cep tion, keep a very fairly tidy dis tinc tion
be tween the observation frame work and the frame work of the ory.
That was the ar gu ment, in deed, of the Sci en tific Realism paper.

16

Fi nally. I was talk ing yes ter day about the sim i lar ity of con cep -
tual frame works, one con cep tual frame work can con tain items
which func tion sim i larly to con cepts in an other con cep tual frame -
work.  Fur ther more, one con cep tual frame work can be a suc ces sor
frame work to an other as for ex am ple Rel a tiv ity me chan ics is the
suc ces sor frame work to Newtonian me chan ics.  

Char ac ter is tic of the suc ces sor frame work is that it ex plains
why the pre ced ing frame work is in cor rect, it ex plains why it leads
to false observations, observations that are not con firmed. Fur ther -
more, a good suc ces sor the ory not only ex plains the flaws of its pre -
de ces sor but it also ex plains why it works as well is it did.  And that
will be be cause, usu ally, it con tains suc ces sor con cepts, con cepts
which func tion in ter est ingly like concepts in the older theory.  

We can form the reg u la tive ideal of a frame work which is a suc -
ces sor frame work to the frame work that we have now but, for ex -
am ple, which does have a more ad e quate neurophysiology in it,
which does solve prob lems posed by neurophysiological
observations and ex per i ments.  We can form the idea of a frame -
work which stands to ours as one which ex plains why ours works as
well as it does and which ex plains its short com ings.  Now this reg u -
la tive ideal, I call the Peircean Frame work from Charles Saunders
Peirce, and af ter de vel op ing the idea of this reg u la tive idea,  I had
com pared our con cep tual sys tem, CSours, and this con cep tual sys -
tem, CSp, and saw that this was Charles Sanders Peirce. And it was
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pure ac ci dent and I’m glad it worked out that way but we can imag -
ine the con cep tual sys tem which stands to ours as a  suc ces sor, and
which ex plains why ours works as well it does, ex plains its short -
com ings and of course a con cep tual frame work which, to say that it
is a reg u la tive ideal is to say that no ques tions arise which it can’t
cope with.  Now of course this is al ways log i cally pos si ble that
more and more ques tion should arise but we have the reg u la tive
ideal as one which so to speak ar rives at a kind of sta bil ity so that
there are no ques tions which can be gen er ated, which it can not re -
solve.  I in di cated, and this is go ing to be my con clud ing re mark, 
that this reg u la tive ideal de fines what we mean by the phrase “what
re ally ex ists” and de fines what we mean by “re ally true.”  To say of
a state ment in our frame work that it is re ally true is roughly to say
that its suc ces sor in the ideal frame work would be se man ti cally
assertable in ac cor dance with the rules of that frame work.  

Well as I said four lec tures is in one sense a long pe riod of time
and then in an other it is a very short pe riod of time. I’ve at tempted
to ex plain my strat e gies and fun da men tally I’ve at tempted to ex -
plain what I was up two in the two pa pers which you were asked to
read:  The “The ory of Categories” pa per from “Ex pe ri ence an The -
ory” (ed ited by L. Fos ter and J. W. Swanson; Umass Press, 1970)
and the “Sci en tific Realism or Irenic Instrumentalism” which is
pub lished in my book Philo soph i cal Per spec tives.  I’ve tried in a
way, par tic u larly to day, to clar ify some of the rather terse things
that are said in the Sci en tific Realism paper.
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Commemoration 1970

Phys i cal Realism

This pa per 1 can be called “An Ex am i na tion of the Dou -
ble-Knowl edge Ap proach to the Mind-Body Prob lem.” It seems
only yes ter day that I was writ ing an es say for  an other sym po sium
on the liv ing phi los o phy of  Sellars. But yes ter day can be a long
time ago, when the liv ing phi los o pher is Roy Wood Sellars and a
glance at the printed page re minds me that it was, in fact, six teen
years ago that I wrote a es say on Phys i cal Realism for the num ber of 
Phi los o phy and Phenomenological Re search de voted to his phi los -
o phy. Re-read ing it the other day, I was struck by its flaws and in -
epti tudes as one al ways is with ideas which have es caped into the
real world. I was al most moved to wish that I could do it over again.
In a sense I have that op por tu nity. But al though one can step into the 
same river twice, the river is never the same. When I wrote that es -
say, re al ism was al most as con tro ver sial a sub ject as it had been in
the early years of the cen tury, when the ide al is tic es tab lish ment
was un der at tack by what must have seemed to be a rev o lu tion ary
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youn ger gen er a tion. To day the positivistic phenomenalism of the
pe riod which brack eted WWII is al most as dead as the sys tems of
Bradley, Bosanquet and their Amer i can coun ter parts, Creighton
and Royce. In deed, it is deader, for now that phi los o phy has gone
“back to Kant” for the second time, can a Hegelian ‘trip’ be far
behind?

The point I want to make is that Re al ism is very much the dom i -
nant epistemological stand point to day cer tainly as con trasted with
Phenomenalism and Ide al ism. How ‘crit i cal’ this re al ism is, is less
clear. One might com plain that it is un aware of its his tor i cal an te -
ced ents, and ask how phi los o phy can be truly crit i cal if it lacks the
per spec tive which, his to ri ans as sure us, is es sen tial if one is to
avoid mak ing old mis takes anew. There are, how ever, en cour ag ing
signs that the his tory of phi los o phy, even Amer i can phi los o phy, is
be gin ning to re-as sume its right ful place in the philo soph i cal en ter -
prise. How ever that may be,  the pri mary rea son for doubt ing that
much con tem po rary re al ism is truly ‘crit i cal’ is its largely non con -
tro ver sial sta tus. It dom i nates by de fault. We are all re al ists largely
because Phenomenalism and Idealism have come to seem absurd. 

Now how ever in ter est ing the task of un fold ing the im plicit, as a
dis cus sion of con tem po rary re al ism would be, it calls for a pat tern
of ar gu ment (ci ta tion, ex e ge sis, and con jec ture) which be longs in
the li brary rather than in the con fer ence room. I shall there fore
leave con tem po rary re al ism to its dog matic slum bers, and turn my
at ten tion to an is sue which is as alive to day as it was when my fa ther 
be gan to wres tle with it in the early years of the cen tury. And spe cif -
i cally to a po si tion which is still en thu si as ti cally af firmed by some
and is ve he mently de nied by oth ers as re al ism was first in the early
de cades of the cen tury and then, again, un der the guise of 
anti-phenomenalism, when I was writing my contribution to  the
previous symposium.

I am re fer ring, of course, to the mind-body prob lem, and in par -
tic u lar to what might be called the con scious ness-body prob lem.
For,  as my fa ther has re peat edly em pha sized, these are by no means  
the same, how ever in ti mately re lated they may be. One of the  most
strik ing fea tures of the con tem po rary philo soph i cal scene  is the
con tro versy over what is called the ‘ iden tity the ory’ of  ‘the men -
tal’  and ‘the phys i cal,’ as well as the re sur gence of the de bate be -
tween  Cartesians and anti-Cartesians, in be tween ma te ri al ists and 
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anti-ma te ri al ists. Meta phys ics is in deed back with a ven -
geance—as well it might be after so many years of abuse.

Now my fa ther (’RWS’ I shall call him) has been both will ing 
and not will ing to clas sify him self as a ma te ri al ist. For any such
blan ket term cov ers a spec trum of views rang ing  from the so phis ti -
cated to the ab surd. Nor is the phrase ‘iden tity  the ory’ as per spic u -
ous as one might wish. What is iden ti cal  with what? Sometimes the
claim seems to be that minds  as en dur ing sub stan tives are iden ti cal
with cer tain en dur ing  phys i cal en ti ties which are, for ex am ple, liv -
ing hu man  bod ies; sometimes that men tal hap pen ings or events are
iden ti cal with  cer tain phys i cal events of which the body is the
subject. In  either case puzzles abound.

In his 1938 pa per “An An a lyt i cal Ap proach to the Mind  Body
Prob lem” which for mu lates the re sults of more than  a quar ter of a
cen tury of brood ing on this topic, and is, in many  re spects, the best
state ment of his po si tion, RWS points out  that while his ap proach is 
“mo nis tic,” this term “does not get  one very far. It does not re ally
throw light upon the po si tion  taken to hunt around for some syn on -
y mous terms such as ‘iden tity’ or ‘unity’. . . .” “There is,” he con tin -
ues, “no sub sti tute . . . for the anal y sis of the terms in volved, and
this .. .  must rest upon deeper in sights in sci ence, and upon ac com -
pa ny ing clar i fi ca tions in epis te mol ogy and ontology.” 

Per haps an Oxbridge-type anal y sis of com mon sense or or di -
nary lan guage might yield the re sult that one and the same log i cal
sub ject has both men tal and phys i cal at trib utes. But  only in a con -
trived sense of the term could anal y sis,  thus con strued, coun te -
nance the state ment that ‘hu man minds’  are iden ti cal with ‘hu man
bod ies.’ It’s cer tainly ab surd.  It is worth no tic ing, there fore, that in
char ac ter iz ing his ap proach to the mind-body  prob lem, my fa ther
ex plic itly re jects the sim plis tic for mula: The  hu man mind is
identical with the human body.

He does how ever find it help ful to speak of the body as 
“minded,”  which sug gests that we be gin by think ing of minds  as
items which be long to the  gen eral cat e gory of phys i cal ob jects, but
have in ad di tion the  dis tinc tive fea ture of  be ing minded, i. e. hav -
ing men tal at trib utes. Ac cord ing to this pic ture, one and the same
item would be both a phys i cal ob ject  (qua hav ing cer tain at trib utes) 
and a mind (qua cer tain other  at trib utes). But al though we can
glimpse a Strawsonian struc ture in his ini tial de scrip tion of  “the
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gen eral char ac ter of  [his] ap proach to the mind body prob lem,”  he
soon makes  it clear that his con cep tion of ‘anal y sis’ in cludes a mo -
bi liz ing  of all rel e vant sources of knowl edge, in this case all rel e -
vant  sources of knowl edge about bod ies and minds. For RWS has 
al ways been an un abashed sci en tific re al ist. In deed we find  one of
the early uses of this term in his first book  Crit i cal Realism, pub -
lished in 1916. Thus he has no hes i ta tion in iden ti fy ing the phys i cal
ob ject which, as hav ing cer tain at trib utes, is a mind, with its coun -
ter part in the con cep tual frame work of phys i cal the ory. To be sure,
he no where ag o nizes over the sense in which com mon sense ob jects 
can be iden ti fied with sys tems of sci en tific ob jects. The sit u a tion, is 
rather, that once he had re jects Ide al ism, Phenomenalism, and In -
spec tion al Re al ism, he sees no reason to reject the claim of science
to give us evermore adequate accounts of what the physical world is 
like.

A mind, then, (and mind must not, of course, be equated with
con scious ness) is a phys i cal sys tem qua hav ing cer tain at trib utes
(abil i ties, ca pac i ties, pro pen si ties, etc.) which are ap pro pri ately
char ac ter ized as ‘men tal.’ But which are these? Be fore ap proach -
ing this ques tion, how ever, let us note that RWS picks out a cer tain
sub-sys tem within the phys i cal sys tem which is a hu man or gan ism
as con ceived by the o ret i cal sci ence, namely the brain, and char ac -
ter izes it—not im plau si bly—as the pri mary lo cus of men tal at trib -
utes and events. To bal ance this, how ever, he re peat edly
em pha sizes that it is the or gan ism as a whole which is the ba sic unit
of pur pos ive be hav ior. Yet, the brain plays a key role in or ga niz ing
and con trol ling this be hav ior, and once this role is un der stood, and
with all due re spect to the or gan ism as a whole, it is not mis lead ing
to con strue this sub-sys tem as the pri mary sub ject of men tal at trib -
utes. Again this is no anal y sis, you might say, of the ini tial con cep -
tual frame work, this is, again, a sense of ‘anal y sis’ which is not to
be identified with an explication of antecedently given bounded
and tidy conceptual structures.

From this point of view,  the mind is the brain (as con ceived by
the o ret i cal sci ence) qua, hav ing at trib utes ap pro pri ately clas si fied
as ‘men tal,’ but again we ask, which at trib utes are these? Here we
must take a closer look at the con cep tion of sci ence which is built
into this ac count. That the sci en tific pic ture in terms of which he re -
solves the mind-body prob lem is an ide al ized pic ture, a far rang ing
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ex trap o la tion from the sci en tific re sults of his day is clear. What is
more im por tant is his con trast be tween the pic ture pro vided by
those sci ences which are  ‘ex ter nally’ ori ented, i.e. based upon per -
cep tion (with or with out the use of in stru ments)—and sci ence
which con sists in the disciplined use of introspective techniques.

Thus it is time that we took into ac count his em pha sis on the
‘dou ble knowl edge’ char ac ter 2 of his so lu tion. Ac tu ally, the phrase
‘mul ti ple knowl edge’ would be a more ap pro pri ate la bel, for he re -
peat edly dis tin guishes be tween dif fer ent lev els of knowl edge both
with re spect to the phys i cal world and with re spect to self-knowl -
edge. It is only by be ing clear about the na ture, reach, and va lid ity
of these var i ous lev els of knowl edge that, as he sees it, we can avoid 
the pit falls which sur round the mind-body prob lem; and he re gards
the key role played by his the ory of knowl edge in his res o lu tion of
tra di tional puz zles about the re la tion of the men tal to the phys i cal
as a striking confirmation of its adequacy and truth.

I have al ready called at ten tion to his dis tinc tion be tween the
per cep tual and the sci en tific lev els of our knowl edge of the ex ter nal 
world, and to the man ner in which his crit i cal re al ism with re spect
to per cep tual knowl edge makes pos si ble his whole hearted com mit -
ment to sci en tific re al ism. It is now im por tant to note his dis tinc tion 
be tween three lev els of knowledge concerning the mental:

first, the in tu itive or inspectional knowl edge of men tal states
and ac tiv i ties.

Sec ond, the in tro spec tive knowl edge of the dispositions, pro -
pen si ties, and traits of the en dur ing self, based upon this in tu -
itive or inspectional knowledge.

And third, the knowl edge of the men tal states, ac tiv i ties, pro -
pen si ties, etc., which can be con structed by a behavioristic or 
phys i o log i cal psy chol ogy meth od olog i cally ori ented along
the lines of animal psychology.

The first cat e gory in cludes our di rect, non-inferential knowl -
edge of our sensations, feel ings, thoughts, and acts of will. The par -
a digm case seems to be that of feel ing and sensation, which are
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ex pe ri enced as hav ing qual i ta tive char ac ter. The same he im plies is
true of con cep tual ac tiv i ties “. . . feel ing, know ing, will ing are qual -
i ta tively given events,”  “Think ing as we ex pe ri ence it is qual i ta -
tive.” But while it is clear that our di rect knowl edge of our
con cep tual ac tiv i ties of ten in volves an aware ness of sensations and
feel ings, it is not clear that this is al ways the case, let alone that con -
cep tual ac tiv ity as such (as con trasted with its concomitants) is
known as qual i ta tive, cer tainly we might not speak of the con cep -
tual ac tiv ity as ex pe ri enced un less el e ments of feel ing and
sensation were pres ent. How ever this may be, the fun da men tal
strat egy does not re quire the qual i ta tive givenness of con cep tual
ac tiv ity as such. And in deed, his dis cus sion con cen trates on
sensation and feeling.

Be fore start ing to this ar gu ment, there fore, it should be noted
that RWS dis tin guishes be tween feel ings and sensations on the one
hand, and our aware ness of feel ings and sensations, on the other;
thus be tween a feel ing of pain and the aware ness of the feel ing. The
lat ter is an  ‘apperceptive’ ac tiv ity, pre sum ably con cep tual in char -
ac ter, which is dis tin guish able from, though in ti mately re lated to,
the feel ing of pain it self. This apperceptive aware ness dif fers from
ex ter nal per cep tion in that it is not me di ated by an item other than
the feel ing it self. Whereas in vi sion, for ex am ple, the per cep tion in -
volves, in ad di tion to the ob ject per ceived, a me di at ing item, i. e.,
the vi sual sensation. This dis tinc tion be tween the sen sory state and
apperceptive aware ness of the state is clearly im plied by the fol low -
ing pas sage in which a cor re spond ing distinction is drawn between
their physiological correlates:

A sense da tum [by which he means a sensation, re -
ally, he is not com mit ted to the view that sense data
are par tic u lars in the Moore-Rus sell sense] would
have as its cor re late a struc tured elec tro-chem i cal
pro cess in the vi sual cen ter; the ex pe ri ence of be ing
aware of the sense da tum would have for its cor re -
late the compresence of apperceptive pro cesses
with the vi sual cor re late. (PPR, p. 441.)

But the dis tinc tion be tween “men tal el e ments” and the
apperception of “men tal el e ments,” and hence the pos si bil ity of
unapperceived “men tal el e ments,” can also be found in Crit i cal
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Realism. Our apperceptive knowl edge of our sensations and feel -
ings, then, is not only di rect in the sense in which per cep tion is di -
rect, but also un like the lat ter, un me di ated. On the other hand, our
in tro spec tive knowl edge of our abil i ties, pro pen si ties, at ti tudes,
and traits of char ac ter is me di ated by our di rect ex pe ri ence of our
sensations, feel ings, and thoughts. Here, how ever, the me di a tion,
un like that in volved in per cep tion, seems to be, in fer en tial al though 
there need be no re flec tive ac tiv ity such as is usu ally con noted by
the term ‘in fer ence’. In such knowl edge of en dur ing though short
term traits of the self, the me di at ing states, known by in spec tion 3

are, so to speak, sam ples of the very traits known. In know ing our -
selves to be iras ci ble, for ex am ple, the feel ings of an ger which
might me di ate this knowl edge are—in a suit able sense—el e ments
of the iras ci bil ity known. To use an ex pres sion which con stantly re -
curs in RWS’s writ ings: in such knowl edge, we ‘par tic i pate’ in the
ob ject known. And if, as he ar gues, feel ings and sensations are
states of a phys i cal sys tem, in such knowl edge, we par tic i pate in the 
very be ing of a phys i cal sys tem. You might say, a Car te sian could
agree that in his sense we par tic i pate in the be ing of some thing, i.e.,
Car te sian minds. What he wants to em pha size, of course, is that in
this case, since we are phys i cal sys tems, since our sensations are
states of a phys i cal sys tem, in this sense then, we par tic i pate in the
very be ing of a phys i cal sys tem. It is this the sis which underlies the
challenging statement “Careful introspection should disclose the
mode of working of the brain.” (PPR, 410)

To be con trasted with the in tro spec tive knowl edge of mind
which is based on the in spec tion of feel ings, sensations, and
thoughts, is the knowl edge which can in prin ci ple be gained by
“phys i o log i cal psy chol ogy,” i. e., by a psy chol ogy based on ex ter -
nal per cep tion. Thus, he writes,

. . . choice, pref er ence, and rea son ing must have an -
a logues in the cat e go ries of phys i ol ogy. Oth er wise,
du al ism must needs ap pear. It is the nat u ral ist’s be -
lief that an ad e quate em pir i cism will rec og nize the
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va lid ity of such cat e go ries to hu man be hav ior, and will seek to
give them a phys i o log i cal ex pres sion. .. . I take it that there
must be a ba sic categorial par al lel ism be tween ex ter nal knowl -
edge of the organism and self-knowledge. (AA, p. 473.)

We thus find a dis tinc tion be tween two fam i lies of con cepts per -
tain ing to mind and be hav ior: (a) the fam ily in volved in in tro spec -
tive knowl edge; (b) the fam ily con structed by behavioristic or
phys i o log i cal psy chol ogy. The next move does not take us by
surprise. 

Why mul ti ply en ti ties, if the brain and the self have
anal o gous abil i ties, and if epis te mol ogy in di cates
two kinds of knowl edge hav ing in all like li hood the
same ul ti mate ob jec tives” why not iden tify them?
“Thus is it not pos si ble that these two fam i lies of
con cepts give knowl edge of the same at trib utes of
the phys i cal sys tem which is the minded body with
which we began?

If we are to an swer ‘yes’ we must be care ful to re mem ber that the
sec ond fam ily of con cepts is, at least as far as the neurophysiology
(or cen tral state) the ory of be hav ior pat terns is con cerned, scarcely
more than a prom is sory note. If the fact that this prom is sory note
con flicts with none of the rules and reg u la tions of the bank ing sys -
tem (i. e. with nei ther the meth ods nor the re sults of the epistemic
en ter prise as con strued by Crit i cal Realism), and is en dorsed by a
go ing con cern which, ac cord ing to all in di ca tions, will come up
with the nec es sary cash, makes pos si ble at least a par tial ex pli ca -
tion of the iden tity the sis. I say ‘par tial’ be cause it is a no to ri ously
dif fi cult prob lem to ex plain what it means to say that two sys tems of 
con cepts of dif fer ent or i gins can give knowl edge of the same at trib -
utes. Yet I think that we have some in tu itive un der stand ing of what
is meant, for the moment, at least, I shall rely on that.

But the above is not quite the move made by RWS. For his claim 
that in prin ci ple phys i o log i cal psy chol ogy can give knowl edge of
the same at trib utes of the com plex phys i cal sys tems which are per -
sons, as does dis ci plined in tro spec tion, is tem pered by the claim,
that sci ence based on sense per cep tion has a built-in lim i ta tion
which re stricts its scope to struc tural at trib utes of phys i cal sys -
tems. Thus, to fit his views, the above for mu la tion must be mod i -
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fied to read as fol lows: The phys i cal sys tems, which are the minded
bod ies of ev ery day life re ally are have two kinds 4 of at trib utes: at -
trib utes per tain ing to qual i ta tive con tent, and at trib utes per tain ing
to struc ture. The con cepts of in tro spec tive psy chol ogy give knowl -
edge of both kinds of at trib utes, whereas the con cepts of even an
ideal phys i o log i cal psy chol ogy would give knowl edge only of the
lat ter or structural kind.

. . . For the phys i ol o gist, the Ce re bral pat terns con -
sti tute the only mind he can deal with. (PPR, p. 431.)

The fact that this struc tural knowl edge would be finer-grained, and, 
in a sense, more ad e quate than the struc tural knowl edge given by
the con cepts of in tro spec tive psy chol ogy, would give it greater
power as an in stru ment for ex pla na tion and pre dic tion, but it would
nev er the less be es sen tially in com plete in a way in which in tro spec -
tive psychology is not.

Thus we are re peat edly told that ‘ex ter nal’ knowl edge, knowl -
edge based on sense per cep tion, de ci phers pat terns and struc ture,
but can not reach to the qual i ta tive con tent of phys i cal sys tems.
Particularly, as we saw, phys i ol ogy is lim ited to “ce re bral pat -
terns.” It must be “en larged ” or “sup ple mented.” He agrees with
Whitehead, in the Phi los o phy of Phys i cal Realism (page 412) that
ex is tence can not be “vac u ous.” Or, as he else where puts it, “. . . be -
ing must have con tent.” “And the ex ter nal knowl edge of per cep tu -
ally based sci ence can not reach to the content.”

On the other hand, he re jects Whitehead’s equa tion of ‘qual i ta -
tive con tent’ with ‘feel ing.’ Feel ing, sensations, and, it would
seem, thoughts are just spe cial cases of con tent, cases which are as -
so ci ated with the com plex neurophysiological struc tures which are
in volved in the per cep tual re sponses and pur pos ive be hav ior of liv -
ing or gan isms. It makes lit tle sense to sup pose that feel ing ex ists at
the level of iso lated mi cro-phys i cal par ti cles. The lat ter must have
con tent, to be sure, but what ex plan a tory pur pose does it serve to
pos tu late that this con tent has the specific character of feeling?
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Thus only in aware ness of feel ings, sensations, and the like, do
we en coun ter qual i ta tive con tent. But this is not all, as we have
seen, for not only is this the only place where we en coun ter it, it is
the only source of de ter mi nate con cepts of con tent. Thus, al though
we know (some how) that ev ery be ing must have a qual i ta tive con -
tent of some de ter mi nate na ture, we have no way of know ing what
this de ter mi nate con tent might be save in the case of be ings suf fi -
ciently like our selves for there to be some point to reasoning by
analogy.

Now if the term ‘con scious ness’ is used as a col lec tive term for
such items as sensations, feel ings, etc., we can say that in con -
scious ness we find the qual i ta tive di men sion of the be ing of a phys -
i cal sys tem. Sometimes, how ever, the term ‘con scious ness’ is used
for this qual i ta tive di men sion it self, as when RWS writes,

Con scious ness is a qual i ta tive di men sion of the ex -
is ten tial con tent of a highly evolved phys i cal sys -
tem. (PPR, p. 424.)

To be sure, we also find pat tern or struc ture in feel ings and
sensation. But whereas the pat tern or struc ture can also ex ist in the
ob jects of per cep tion, so that we can say that our knowl edge of pat -
tern is, in a sense, participative (PPR, p. 431), our knowl edge of
con tent is participative in the ex tended sense only with re spect to
‘be ings akin to our selves.’ And even here, he brings into ac count
the prob lem of the in verted spec trum so that al though we can know
ge ner i cally what the con tent might be, we don’t know that we have
ex actly the same con tent in similar circumstances.

Fur ther more, even with re spect to our selves our knowl edge of
con tent is not ex haus tive.

We can par tic i pate in na ture only where our or gan -
ism is con cerned, and here only to the ex tent that
neu ral events are ac tu ally con scious events. (PPR,
p. 413.)

Our feel ings and sensations are ir re duc ible states of a com plex
neurophysiological sys tem, and do not con sist (as Durant Drake
seems to have thought) of the qual i ta tive con tent of the el e ments of
the sys tem. Here the con cept of emergence shows its rel e vance. At
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the be gin ning of the An a lyt i cal Ap proach to the Mind-Body Prob -
lem 5 RWS gives as the full ti tle of this so lu tion, the “dou ble-knowl -
edge and emergence so lu tion of the mind-body prob lem.” Thus,
ac cord ing to evo lu tion ary nat u ral ism, phys i cal sys tems of cer tain
struc tures have prop er ties which are not found in less com plex sys -
tems, prop er ties which do not re quire the pos tu la tion of con trol ling
psychoids or entelechies.

Now, in part this means that cer tain com plex sys tems ex hibit
uni for mi ties as sys tems in their be hav ior, and in their in ter ac tions
with other sys tems, which uni for mi ties are ‘novel’ in the sense that
they are not found at sim pler lev els of com plex ity. We can speak
here of  “lev els of cau sal ity.” Ex am ples would be the be hav iors
char ac ter is tic of RNA and DNA in suitable media.

Yet there is a deeper and more puz zling sense in which we can
speak of emergence. For al though the causal prop er ties char ac ter is -
tic of RNA and DNA are as so ci ated with a com plex bio chem i cal
struc ture, nev er the less it seems proper to say that the fun da men tal
con cepts in terms of which these sys tems are de fined do not go be -
yond those nec es sary to de fine less com plex bio chem i cal struc -
tures. When, how ever, we come to sen tient or gan isms, it seems that
we must at trib ute to them prop er ties (e. g., feel ing pain, be ing tick -
lish) which are not de fin able in terms of the ba sic con cepts of a bio -
chem i cal the ory nec es sary and sufficient to describe less complex
structures.

Now here, of course, we must be care ful to avoid cer tain ter mi -
no log i cal hang-ups. For if we count as a bio chem i cal con cept any
con cept nec es sary to the sci en tific de scrip tion of some bio chem i cal 
sys tem or other—some sys tem of bio chem i cal ob jects—then we
could per fectly well say, and in deed would be re quired to say that
‘feels pain’ is a ‘bio chem i cal’ con cept be cause it is at trib ut able to a
bio chem i cal sys tem. The fact would re main, nev er the less, that it
would be a bio chem i cal con cept which was not de fin able in terms
of those which are nec es sary and suf fi cient for the de scrip tion of
less com plex bio chem i cal systems of which sentiency can
reasonably be denied.
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This gives us a new sense in which we can speak of an emer gent
prop erty. ‘Feels pain’ would be an emer gent in the sense that it  not
only does not char ac ter ize less com plex sys tems (be cause this is
true also of, say, the causal prop er ties of RNA and DNA), but it is
fur ther more not de fin able in terms of prop er ties which char ac ter ize 
less complex systems.

The same con sid er ations which led us to say that ‘feels pain’
might be ap pro pri ately called a bio chem i cal prop erty, a prop erty of
bio chem i cal sys tems, would count in fa vor of char ac ter iz ing it as a
phys i cal prop erty. For un less we so re strict the term ‘phys i cal’ so
that a prop erty does not count as phys i cal un less it can be de fined in
terms of the prop er ties of in or ganic phys i cal sys tems, there is no
rea son why such a prop erty of a phys i cal sys tem such as sentiency,
for ex am ple, feel ing pain, should not be called a phys i cal prop erty?
It is this ex tended use of the term ‘phys i cal’ which makes pos si ble
the idea that con scious ness and, in deed, men tal states gen er ally, are 
phys i cal. The iden tity the sis in volves an en rich ment of our con cept
of the phys i cal—not, as is of ten thought, an im pov er ish ment of the
con cept of the men tal. It is the frame work of evo lu tion ary nat u ral -
ism, then, which is mo bi lized by the claim that “con scious ness is a
qualitative dimension of the existential content of a highly evolved
physical system.”

Now there are many dif fi cul ties to be over come in flesh ing out
this in ter pre ta tion of con scious ness. I am, how ever, con vinced that
it is fun da men tally cor rect. Yet I have some res er va tions about the
com pat i bil ity of this on to log i cal the sis with the lim i ta tions placed
upon it by RWS upon ex ter nal sci ence in his spe cific form of the
double-knowledge approach.

My un eas i ness is re lated to the tra di tional chal lenge: is not ma -
te ri al ism com mit ted to epiphenomenalism?

But be fore press ing this is sue, let me first raise some pre lim i -
nary ques tions. It will be re mem bered that RWS speaks of his po si -
tion as in “the fam ily line of the dou ble-as pect and iden tity
tra di tion.” 6(AA, p. 463.)Thus the ques tion arises: Is a sensation an
event ? Or is it an as pect of an event, but not it self an event? It is not
im me di ately clear how these ques tions are to be an swered. When he 
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speaks of con scious ness, he tends to say that  “con scious ness is not
a phys i cal event, but a fea ture of a phys i cal event.” (PPR, p. 424)
On the other hand, he does on oc ca sion speak of sensations as
events, and when he writes that

. . . the con tent of per cep tion [is] a qual i ta tive event
in trin sic to [a brain event]. (PPR, p. 420.)

he sug gests that sensations are events which are in some sense el e -
ments of brain events. He also writes :

Sensa [i.e., sensations] are qual i ta tive events per -
me at ing and one with mind-brain events. (PPR, p.
432.)

In any case, it is clear that he re jects the view, char ac ter is tic of par -
al lel ism and interactionism, that brain events and sensations are
events nei ther of which is a part of the other. I sus pect that when it is
de nied that con scious ness is an event, the term  is be ing used not as
a col lec tive term for sensations, feel ings, and the like, but as a ge -
neric term for the qual i ta tive char ac ter of the var i ous kinds of
sensations and feelings.

Now if sensations are events, why should they not be causes?
To be sure, as he points out, they are not causes in the sense in which 
‘things’ or ‘sub stances’ are causes. But, then, even when a sub -
stance is a cause, it is so by vir tue of par tic i pat ing in an event. The
cow causes a wreck by get ting on the track when the train is com ing. 
But per haps when RWS is tempted to deny that sensations are
events and per haps to say that they are fea tures of phys i cal events,
he is tell ing us that our pre-sci en tific con cept of a sensation is in -
deed that of an event but an event which we con ceive of sim ply in
terms of its hav ing a cer tain sen si ble color for ex am ple and shape as
a qual i ta tive fea ture. If so, a sensation would be an event, but one
which, if spec u la tive neurophysiology is taken into ac count, is seen 
to be in com pletely spec i fied, i. e., spec i fied in terms of only one of
its as pects—the other as pect be ing that which con cerns its elec tro
chem i cal, say, prop er ties. Now I take it that some thing like this is
the view he wishes to de fend. Ac cord ing to it, then, a vi sual sen sa -
tion is an event, and hence a pos si ble cause. But to spec ify its causal 
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role, one would have to bring into the pic ture its ‘struc tural’ aspect
as an electro-chemical’ event in the visual center.

In these terms, my un eas i ness can be put as fol lows: What are
we to make of the fol low ing pas sages?

It is my con sid ered. opin ion that phys i cal sci ence,
that is, sci ence which de ci phers na ture in terms of
the re ve la tory ca pac ity of sense data, must ig nore
con scious ness al to gether. (PPR, p. 421.)

or again,

. . . Does con scious ness have a causal sig nif i cance?
That is the ul ti mate prob lem which, I think, peo ple
have in mind ... My an swer has al ways been that
[no tice be fore he had said that it was his con sid ered
opin ion but now he says ‘has al ways been that’] it
can have no causal sig nif i cance for sci ence, sci ence
is al ways deal ing with the brain-mind and its states
as phys i cal events. Con scious ness is not an in de -
pend ent event, but a fea ture of a phys i cal event.
(PPR, p. 424.)

He also says that con scious ness is not a “fact” for an i mal psy chol -
ogy but this might be taken to mean, to day, it is not a fact and that
would leave open the pos si bil ity that it might some day be a fact.
But these other pas sages are much more a mat ter of prin ci ple.

To take the sec ond pas sage first. Con sider the fol low ing par al -
lel claim: The shape in volved in a phys i cal event can have no causal 
sig nif i cance, for the shape is not a phys i cal event, but a fea ture of a
phys i cal event.

Surely, how ever, the shape in volved in a phys i cal event can
have causal sig nif i cance (i. e., make a dif fer ence to the ef fect, it can
be re ferred to in a char ac ter iza tion of the cau sal ity in volved), even
though the shape is not a phys i cal event but a fea ture of a phys i cal
event. Why, then, could not con scious ness have causal sig nif i -
cance? And if it does have causal sig nif i cance (i. e., makes a dif fer -
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ence to the be hav ior of a phys i cal sys tem), 7 why could not this
sig nif i cance–and this is the point I want to make–be cap tured by a
suf fi ciently sub tle the ory of neurophysiological struc tures? RWS
might re ply that neurophysiological the ory can pos tu late struc ture,
but not qual ity. But why not? Why could not con cepts of sen si ble
red ness, etc., be in tro duced into a the ory of the func tion ing of the
vi sual cor tex as con cepts of cer tain qual i ta tive con tent which per -
form spe cific roles in the econ omy of the vi sual sys tem cen ters, and
in the discriminative responses of the organism which they make
possible?

No tice that af ter ex press ing his “con sid ered opin ion” that
“phys i cal sci ence . .. must ig nore con scious ness al to gether” he
goes on to write, “. . . all it can say is that the con tent of be ing must
be such as to have the struc ture and be hav ior de ci phered.”(PPR, p.
421) But is this not to ad mit that the qual i ta tive di men sion of the
brain state can be spe cif i cally char ac ter ized in terms of its ex plan a -
tory role in the the ory of the func tion ing of the sen sory cen ters of
the cor tex? How ever can even struc tural ‘or re la tional’ at trib utes
be char ac ter ized by phys i cal the ory? Of course, there is a place for
skep ti cism re gard ing the prac ti cal achievability of a the ory which
finds a place for con cepts which would be the coun ter parts of the
color con cepts of in tro spec tive psy chol ogy. But this prac ti cal skep -
ti cism must not be con fused with the im pos si bil ity in prin ci ple of
such a theory.

In his 1922 pa per on “The Dou ble-Knowl edge Ap proach to the
Mind-Body Prob lem,” This prac ti cal skep ti cism about the reach of
ex ter nal sci ence find ex pres sion in the fol low ing passage:

My the sis is that men tal op er a tions are op er a tions of 
the brain .. . I doubt that ner vous anat omy and phys i -
ol ogy can throw much light on these del i cate op er a -
tions. I would say that it was more a mat ter of
bio chem is try. And while I af firm a cor re spon dence
be tween the change of in ter ven ing ce re bral pat terns
and the men tal op er a tions, I doubt that our knowl -
edge will ever be penetrative enough to trace it out.
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That is, of course, the sort of prac ti cal skep ti cism. He con tin ues,
how ever, by ex press ing skep ti cism in prin ci ple with re spect to ex -
ter nal sci ence.

Valid as sci en tific knowl edge is, it can never be
iden ti cal with par tic i pa tion . . . what I have called
the “con tent of be ing” eludes phys i cal sci ence, for
its knowl edge is never an intuition.

Now one can agree that it’s knowl edge is never an in tu ition but still
grant the qual i ta tive con tent of be ing doesn’t es cape it be cause it
may come in, in the the o ret i cal di men sion. Once again, how ever,
the ma te rial for cor rect ing this skep ti cism is pro vided. Thus in the
con clud ing para graph of the “Dou ble Knowl edge Ap proach to the
Mind-Body prob lem,” (Ar is to te lian Society, 1922) he writes :

A psy chi cal con tent is used by the apperceptive and
con trol ling ce re bral sys tem as a warn ing and as a
guid ing sign. And this is pos si ble be cause these
quales can be brought within the pur view of the ac -
tive sys tem ... in brief, the guid ance which we are
aware of in con scious ness is, at the [very] same
time, the guid ance of the ce re bral sys tem of which
con scious ness is the qual i ta tive di men sion. Here
and here alone we par tic i pate in the process of real
causality.

He adds, 

Be cause the ce re bral back ground is hid den, this par -
tic i pa tion is but par tial. 

Yet, surely, if the qual i ta tive di men sion makes, as in di cated, a
dif fer ence to be hav ior, the dif fer ence can, in prin ci ple, be cap tured
by a suf fi ciently sen si tive sci en tific in ves ti ga tion, and the qual i ta -
tive di men sion con ceived as one that makes just this dif fer ence. To
con ceive of the qual i ta tive di men sion in this way is not, of course,
to con ceive it ad e quately, if our cri te rion of ad e quacy for a con cept
of a sen sory qual ity is that it func tion in in tu itive knowl edge. But
could not such the o ret i cal con cepts, as el e ments in a so phis ti cated
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the ory, yield in their own way, the way of the ory, knowl edge of a
qual i ta tive di men sion of which we also have in tu itive knowl edge
by con cepts formed at the in tro spec tive level of knowl edge? In this
case, the two modes of knowl edge would have 8 the same reach; and
the idea that one must be sup ple mented in its reach by the other,
aban doned. The dif fer ence be tween the theoretical and the intuitive 
modes of knowledge would, of course, remain.
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Perceiving and Perception 1973

Husserl’s Frame work

The Metaphysics of Perception

Ide al ism with re spect to per cep tual or phys i cal ob jects main -
tains the the sis that their pri mary be ing is in be ing per ceived or in
terms of a clas si cal phrase, their esse est percipi  to gether with the
fact that they would be per ceived if cer tain con di tions were re al ized 
and other kinds of ad di tional qual i fi ca tions. But the pri mary mode
of be ing of phys i cal ob jects—ac cord ing to ide al ism—con sists in
their be ing per ceived.  Now what I’m con cerned with is the ques -
tion, “What might this mean?” and “Is there a good rea son to ac cept
it?”, not nec es sar ily a con clu sive rea son to ac cept it but is there a
good rea son to ac cept.  Is it a po si tion which is de fen si ble and one
which springs clearly and dis tinctly to the eyes once one sees what
the is sues are. In or der to de velop ide al ism with re spect to phys i cal
ob jects and, to de velop an ap proach to it, I want to pres ent cer tain
rather fa mil iar frame work cat e go ries in terms of which the prob lem
can be dis cussed.  This frame work is go ing to be very fa mil iar to
some of you and less fa mil iar to oth ers.  But I think that in or der to
make the points that I am pri mar ily con cerned to make, I need to lay
in front of you a com mon frame work so that we can then carry on a

dis cus sion to gether.

The frame work that I want to pres ent is es sen tially
that of Husserl  but I’m not go ing to pres ent it in the spirit
of Husserl ex e ge sis be cause af ter all the frame work that
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Husserl de vel oped was it self well rooted in the philo -
soph i cal tra di tion and be longed to the pe ren nial tra di tion
in philosophy.  

I want to start by dis cuss ing intentional acts. The
intentional acts that I’m con cerned with can be also called 
thoughts, thoughts in an oc cur rent sense, thoughts as ep i -
sodes, thoughts–not as ac tions but as ac tu al i ties. A thought
would be an energeia, as op posed to a dunamis, in the Ar -
is to te lian tra di tion. It is an 
oc cur rent and I want you
to think of it then in the
clas si cal, al most Car te -
sian sense, of a mind and a
men tal act, fig ure 1.  An
act which is in some sense
a pure act. I like to take as
my ex am ple of a pure act,
a feel ing of pain, a twinge
you see, there is noth ing
“iffy” about a twinge, a
twinge doesn’t con sist in

it be ing the case that if some thing were to hap pen then
some thing else would hap pen, a pain is there in all its star -
tling, light ning-like bril liancy all at once, so to speak.1 I
want you to think of a men tal act in these terms.  I am go ing on in my
sec ond lec ture to be ex am in ing crit i cally the frame work of Husserl
and in a way, trans pos ing it into a some what dif fer ent key, but for
my pur poses this eve ning I’m go ing to be more orthodox than the
orthodox, you might say. 

What we have here, then, is the no tion of a thought of

some thing and a thought can be of many kinds of things. It 
can be of a phys i cal ob jects, a thought can of or  about a
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math e mat i cal ob ject, about a per son, about an ac tion, an
event and so on.  And what we are re flect ing on to start
with is what it is for a thought to be about some ob ject or
other. We will de velop a frame work, a fa mil iar frame -
work, in terms of which an an swer has been given to this
kind of question.

Con sider for ex am ple one model that we might use.
Grant ing that there are thoughts, men tal events which
have “aboutness,” we
might use the re la tional
model. In fig ure 2, for ex -
am ple is Pres i dent Nixon
and we might then think
that a thought might be
about Pres i dent Nixon by
vir tue of some re la tion ship
be tween the act and the
pres i dent.  

We might think for ex -
am ple of the beau ti ful
weather to night, well here
is beau ti ful weather to -
night–look ing at very ab stractly– and here is some body
think ing about the beau ti ful weather to night. There might 
be a re la tion be tween the thought, the act, and the beau ti -
ful weather.  Of course as you know, since the time of
Plato, there is the clas si cal puz zle of how can we con strue
think ing on the re la tional model, how can we con strue
aboutness on our re la tional model, in the case of non ex is -
tent ob jects.  Thus, for ex am ple to take the clas sic case,
here’s in fig ure 3 is a thought about Peg a sus and the
thought reaches out there des per ately like that Ca na dian
Mounty but there is no Peg a sus to be got ten you see, and it 
seems to be a ba sic prin ci ple about re la tions that a re la tion 
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can not ex ist un less the terms ex ist. It does n’t mean that
they have to be si mul ta -
neously, we have to take
into ac count a broader
sense of “ex ist” in terms of
which some thing ex ists if it
did ex ist, does ex ist, or will
ex ist.  So in the sense in
which we are us ing the
term, Soc ra tes ex ists in the
sense that he did ex ist, does
ex ist or will ex ist.  The sim -
plest an swer, then, that was

hit upon to this prob lem was to pro vide a spe cial ob ject
for those thoughts which cause trou ble, we have a spe cial
kind of ob ject and we have, for ex am ple, an ob ject which
is the Peg a sus idea, fig ure 4. 

We would have an ob ject which is the Peg a sus idea.
The thought can be re lated to the Peg a sus idea, it can have
that as its ob ject be cause a thought surely has to be about
some thing. If there hap pens
to be no Peg a sus that
merely means that there’s
noth ing which re al izes
that idea, noth ing which
cor re sponds to it is in
some spe cial sense of
“cor re spond,” noth ing
which stands as its tran -
scen den tal ob ject. We
might start in tro duc ing a
term, we have the no tion
of an im ma nent ob ject, an
im ma nent ob ject and a
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tran scen dent ob ject and the idea would be that in the case
of some thoughts there is both an im ma nent ob ject and a
tran scen dent ob ject. Here, fig ure 5, would be Mr. Nixon
as an im ma nent ob ject by vir tue of the fact that this mind
is think ing of it and cor re spond ing to that there would be
the ac tual Nixon. In case Peg a sus there would be the Peg -
a sus idea, Peg a sus hav ing ex is tence in some sense in the
thought and a met a phor that was used here was as you
know, that of con tent.  And so we would have the Peg a sus
idea ex ist ing as the con tent of the thought and some thing
cor re spond ing to it in the case of, let’s sup pose some body
thinks that it is bad weather, they are think ing about the
bad weather to night but there is no such thing to night as
the bad weather to night but there would still be that im -
ma nent ob ject which was the bad-weather-to night idea so 
to speak and the thought there fore could have an object.
So a move was made to provide the hapless thoughts with
objects.

Now this clearly is a very 
crude move be cause re flec -
tion tells us right away that
two peo ple can think about
Peg a sus. Two peo ple can
think about the bad weather
to night, and so we tend then
to get a dif fer ent pic ture
com ing in which is the one
that I am go ing to be work ing 
with.  There would be a do -
main which is pub lic, it is
ob jec tive in this sense of be -
ing intersubjective and this
is the key no tion the
phenomenological tra di tion, 
the no tion of
intersubjectivity. We are not
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go ing to com mit our selves to the ul ti mate on to log i cal sta tus or re al -
ity of these ob ject, we are sim ply go ing to call them “intendables.”
Or they can be can be called “thinkables” or “ conceivables” but I’m 
a call them “intendables” be cause to night I’m go ing to be con -
cerned with a very spe cial sub class of intendables and there fore do
not need to dis cuss the struc ture of this realm of intendables, or as
they might also be called “intentional objects.”  

But the im por tant thing about them is that they are pub lic as I
said.  Here for ex am ple would be the Peg a sus in ten tion, Peg a sus
qua intendable, qua in ten tional ob ject, fig ure 6 (a). Here would be
(c) an act of think ing about Peg a sus and then we could have a re la -

tion of in tend ing or call the re la tion some kind of nexus or tie or
what ever. Some thing or other that binds this think ing to lets say, to
the Peg a sus idea, the Peg a sus in ten tion and so on. Here is some -
body else. If  this is Jones, this is Mr. Smith on the right here can
also have an act of thought which in tends that par tic u lar in ten tion.
And in the case of the good weather to night, here is an act of thought 
which in tends that and in this case here we have it re al ized in the
world, we have the no tion of that which re al izes. So in stead of a
sim ple cor re spon dence be tween an idea in the mind and re al ity,
what re ally ex ists, we have a re la tion ship of re al iz ing. And, for ex -
am ple, if this is the Nixon idea, there would be that in the do main of
“re al iz ers” that which re al izes this in ten tional ob ject. So that we
have a sys tem which al lows for intersubjectivity of in ten tional ob -
jects and then a kind of “ob jec tiv ity” as op posed to mere sub jec tiv -
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ity and yet with holds the ques tion as to what their ul ti mate sta tus is
and fur ther more, en ables us to con sider “in ten tions” in ab strac tion
from whether or not they are re al ized. This turns out to be a crucial
feature of the idealistic problem as seen, for example, by Husserl.

There are all kinds of intendables here and, as I said, I am go ing
to be con cerned in the course of these lec tures with the gen eral
prob lem of the sta tus of in ten tions and intendables, in ten tional ob -
jects or in gen eral of intentionality. 

This is the gen eral frame work that I am go ing to be op er at ing
with and I want to ap ply it spe cif i cally to the case of per cep tion. But 
be fore I take up the spe cific case of per cep tion. I want to put a lit tle
more com men tary on this model here. I have spo ken of a men tal act
and this act is, as I said, not an ac tion for which one is re spon si -
ble—one can be re spon si ble for thoughts but all one is re spon si ble
for is think ing about a prob lem: that is some thing one can “set out”
to do, an ac tion is some thing that you can set out to do. Sometimes
thoughts just oc cur to you and one of the im por tant things about
per cep tual thoughts is that they oc cur to you willy-nilly even
though you pre pare your self for them, when they come, they come
by vir tue of the fact that you are there with your eyes open and your
powers of vision. 

A men tal act will be of a cer tain kind. It will be a hop ing, a wish -
ing, a de sir ing…once can run through a whole list of kinds of men -
tal acts; this is a tra di tional view that we have dif fer ent kinds of
men tal acts which, in some sense, could have the same con tent. I am 
go ing to be ex plor ing this idea later on as to whether you could have 
two men tal acts which dif fered in kind but in some sense lit er ally
had the same con tent but I am go ing to as sume that this is true. Now
the sec ond idea about a men tal act is that it has a spe cific char ac ter.
It might be, let’s say, a wish ing, and the spe cific char ac ter is go ing
to be that fea ture of the act by vir tue of which it picks out a cer tain
intentional ob ject. So that the men tal act our pick out the intentional 
ob ject “Nixon” by vir tue of hav ing a cer tain spe cific char ac ter, if it
had a dif fer ent char ac ter it would pick out some other intendable.
As you vary the spe cific char ac ter of the act, you vary what the act
intends. 

What can we say about this char ac ter? Ac tu ally, there is not
much we can say about it ex cept to say that it is that char ac ter by vir -
tue of which it has some cer tain intentional ob ject. It is a kind of
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unilluminating way but that seems to be about all that we can say
and I will ex plain why that is in my dis cus sion of intentionality in
gen eral in the next lec ture. But I want to men tion this spe cific char -
ac ter to call at ten tion to the fact, par tic u larly, that if you are think -
ing, for ex am ple, of a tri an gle, there must be some char ac ter of the
act by vir tue of which it in tends a tri an gu lar and yet, ob vi ously, that
char ac ter is not go ing to be that of be ing tri an gu lar be cause, pre -
sum ably, the last thing that a men tal act could be is tri an gu lar or to
have a shape or to be spatial. 

So much for the gen eral frame work. I want to turn now 
to the gen eral prob lem of per cep tion and then to zero in on 
what I re gard as cer tain key is sues per tain ing to the role of 
intentionality in per cep tion.

As I pointed out be fore, we of ten use the word “think -
ing” to cover a whole range of items from prob lem-solv -

ing, ques tion ing-an swer ing, to sim ply think ing of
some thing with out think ing of any thing par tic u lar about
it, be liev ing, it also cov ers tak ing for granted–the kind
that cover the fol low ing: sup pos ing for ex am ple that you
were walk ing down the street and some body 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 side walk and pon der the ev i dence: this ev i dence
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points to its be ing Jones, that ev i dence counts against
it...prob a bly it is my friend Jones. I will go up to him and
say “hello!” That is not, of course, what we do. What we
do is we rush up, we take for granted that it is Jones, and
we slap him on the back and of course it in vari ably turns
out to be Smith.  Now that is an ex am ple of think ing, mind 
you, the word “think ing” can stretched in such a way that
we can say that in that par tic u lar con text, in this frame -
work, a cer tain  men tal act oc curred which how ever was
of a spe cial kind if you will, a tak ing some thing to be the
case, a think ing with out ques tion, as H.A. Prichard put it,
that some thing is the case.  Thus we can dis tin guish be -
tween, in the case vi sion, be tween ob serv ing, and see ing. 
Ob serv ing is an ac tiv ity which is we per formed care fully,
care lessly and so on but “ob serv ing” is putt ing your self in 
a po si tion to see and, our prob lem is not with ob serv ing
but what it is to see, what is the role of intentionality in see -

ing?
For ex am ple, one might find in the case of a per son who is con -

fronted by a book (fig ure 7). Here’s the book, and ob vi ously his
eyes are open and, he’s tuned in, he’s in ter ested, alert, he is re cep -
tive. We might then think of this book as in some sense gen er at ing

the judg ment, the judg ment that there is a book over there.

There would be a men tal act that in tends the
intendable “there be ing a book over there.”  And it would
have the char ac ter by vir tue of which this in tends that. 
And we might also say that this is ac com pa nied by some
sen sory phe nom ena, sensations, vi sual sensations or
sense im pres sions but we might think of the think ing in -
volved in per cep tion as es sen tially be ing of this form
here, “there is a book over there,” “there is a book on the
ta ble” and so on.  This is, I think, a very dan ger ous and
mis lead ing model and I hope to show you what  more ef -
fec tive mod els can be used to replace it.  

283



Sees

But now I want to con cen trate on now are go ing to be
thoughts of the kind, cases where a per son, let’s say
Jones, sees a book.  I’m not go ing to be con cerned with
see ing that a book is over there. I am go ing to be con -
cerned with the no tion of see ing a book and ask in what
way is intentionality in volved here.

First of all, as we or di narily us the ex pres sion, “Jones
sees a book,” we do not com mit our selves to the idea that
he sees it as a book.  I mean it makes per fectly good sense
to say that Jones saw the bush but took it to be a bear, he
saw the bush but not as a bush, what I’m con cerned with is 
see ing some thing as some thing be cause here is where we
be gin to zero in on the spe cific role of intentionality. 
Let’s con cern our selves with “Jones sees a book” where it 
is un der stood that he sees it as a book.  Now see ing a book
as a book is a no tion that is highly en dowed with over -
tones of suc cess, af ter all, one could have a hal lu ci na tion
of the book as a book, a misperception of the book as a
book, so I’m not em pha siz ing the suc cess as pect here but
what I’m em pha siz ing this vi sual ex pe ri ence of a book as
a book, ab stract ing for the time be ing from the ques tion as 
to whether or not there re ally is a book there or in what
sense there is a book there.

Let’s be gin by re treat ing a bit. I called at ten tion to the
fact that I was re ject ing this kind of intentionality, there
be ing a book over there, and was go ing back to an
intentionality which would be rep re sented in lan guage by 
a sub stan tive ex pres sion such as “a book.” I’m in ter ested
in the case, also of where we have a demonstrative el e ment
in other words, the char ac ter is tic fea ture we have in
“there be ing a book over there,” in lo gi cian’s ex pres sion,
a kind of ex is ten tial op er a tor here and so on. I want a good 
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heart warm ing demonstrative. I want a case where if
Jones were to ver bal ize he would say, “that is mine!” We
want to have an intentionality which we rep re sent as “that 
is mine!” I’m in ter ested in the “that” and the “this” be -
cause I want a men tal act which would be the sort that is
the ap pro pri ately ex pressed by a demonstrative ex pres -
sion.  And one might then say that what we had here in the
case of see ing, lead ing aside for the mo ment the sen sory
el e ment, and con cen trat ing on the intentional as pect, that
we would have the no tion of an in tend ing. An in tend ing
which sim ply picked out the intendable which we can rep -
re sent by the word ‘this’.  

One in ter est ing fea ture of the do main of intendables is 
that some of them are com pletely unproblematic in the
sense that they are the same for all cir cum stances, the
same for all per sons.  Like one can in tend math e mat i cal
truth that 2+2=4, but there are other intendables like “I.”
One can think about one self, one can at tend one self, one
can pick one self out in thought. Here is an in tend ing
which is an in tend ing of one self. This is an in ter est ing
intendable be cause it re ally rep re sents fam ily of
intendables, as Hegel pointed out, demonstratives are, in
a cer tain sense, uni ver sals. Hegel did n’t quite know how
to cope with it but he did point out this very in ter est ing
fea ture of this type of con cep tual ob ject, this ob ject of
thought.  I just note then that I’m cog ni zant of this spe cial
kind of mul ti plic ity that is in volved, which is rep re sented
sim ply by a sin gle dot here but you have to un der stand
that it is con text de pend ent.  Ob vi ously then what one is
in tend ing by a thought of “this” is go ing to be a func tion
of the cir cum stances and what one is in tend ing by the
thought ‘I’ is ob vi ously go ing to be a function of the fact
that it is oneself that one is intending.  
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Now I am not con cerned so much with the ‘I’ but with ‘this’. 
So here it is: ‘this’.  It might be thought that in per cep tion,
one has a cer tain phys i o log i cal state brought about by
phys i o log i cal dis tur bances and so on, and with in ter me di -
ate pro cesses which we will look at, then there oc curs an
act of in tend ing the intendable “this”  in an ap pro pri ate
con text and then, the rest of the act goes on sim ply to

judge some thing about it, to pred i cates some thing of it.
So this would in tend, this is mine, or this is a book, or this
is the ob ject that I lost yes ter day and so on.  There is temp -
ta tion to look at the intention in volved in the per cep tual
sit u a tion in terms of a demonstrative el e ment that, as it
were, picked out a cer tain ob ject and the rest of the
thought goes on to predicate something of the object.

It seems to me clear that what is seen in per cep tion is
not a bear this or that which is sim ply judged to be of a cer -
tain char ac ter. As I in di cated be fore, what is seen is some -
thing that is grasped by means of a demonstrative phrase. 
For ex am ple this-red-book.  Here, (in fig ure 8) would be the 

demonstrative, the men tal act qua pick ing out this intendable,
this-red-book, and then sup pos ing there to be a red book
there, we can fill out the di a gram as fol low, in point of fact 
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in front of me we’ll sup pose it is a red book and so then I
am led to in tend this-red-book. This intention is re al ized
here, where sche mat i cally, we would have some thing
which re al izes that intention and then we might go on to
pred i cate, in the thought, some thing of this red book,
some thing which is also re al ized in, as it were, the do main 
of transcendant ob jects, of what re ally is. And not what is
simply there as an object of thought.

Now I think this is the first step in the cor rect ac count
of per cep tion, the first step. No tice that this ac count gives
flesh and blood to the idea that when we are per ceiv ing
this red book, imag ine your self in that po si tion, or con -
sider Jones too who is per ceiv ing this red book.  The idea
is that it is per ceived as a red book be cause the thought in -
tends it as not just this but as this-red-book, so that we
have here the ob ject be ing in tended as a red book, this is
in the very con tent, ((a) fig ure 8), of the intention.  That is
the ba sic frame work that I have set up, this is the point of
de par ture for the key points that I wish to make in the
course of this lecture.

Phenomenological Re duc tion

The next step is to gen u flect in the di rec tion of
phenomenological re duc tion.  Or, putt ing it dif fer ently,
to work our way back to the com mon and proper sensibles 
and things of that kind.  In other words, af ter all, when one 
sees a book, sees a red book, he sees the book.  In this case, 
fig ure 8, the per son is see ing the book, and he sees a book,
not part of a book. Well let me put it this way, he doesn’t
only see part of the book, he sees a book. Now ob vi ously
he does not  see all of this book, none of you are see ing all
of this book, so that there is a lot of this book that you
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don’t see.  And yet you see a book and not just a part of the
book.  Now fur ther more, no tice that you see that the book
is white.  Not only do you see that the book is white but it
is im por tant to note that in a cer tain sense you see its white -

ness.
And as I was em pha siz ing a mo ment ago, there is

much of this book that you not see. You do see its white -
ness or more ac cu rately, you see the white ness of the back 
cover.  Now this is some thing that is up for anal y sis of
course but there is a sense in which you see the white ness
of the back in which you don’t see much of the book, as a
mat ter of fact if you re flect on it you don’t see the bookness

of the book, and this is a point that Ar is totle made and that
you’re all fa mil iar and I’m just mo bi liz ing it here, I am
pull ing agree ment out of you so that we can get on with
the work of  “sup pos ing it to be so, what are you going to
do with it?”  

Now we brought the dis tinc tion, with Ar is totle, 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 it is a book but we don’t see its bookness, be cause this 
bookness is a highly func tional no tion which is n’t the sort 
of thing when you come right down to it that can be seen. 
You are all fa mil iar with the fact for ex am ple that you can
see some body strike out on a low curve.  Well what of the
strike out do you see?

Do you see its “strike out-icy”? There is a cer tain sense
in which be ing a strike out, the char ac ter of it, is a highly
func tional no tion in volv ing the rules of base ball etc., etc..  
So I think we can have a plau si ble dis tinc tion here be -
tween what we see of the book and nev er the less grant that
we do see the book and there fore that one can see the book 
as a red book with out see ing many as pects of it.  Cer tain
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fea tures of it are per cep ti ble in what I’m calling a hard
sense.  

At this point, I want to make use of a well-worn ex am -
ple, which I have found very use ful and which will an en -
able me to make, I think, some in ter est ing points.

The pink cube

I’m go ing to take my old ex am ple of a pink ice cube. 
An old friend.  Now this pink ice cube which I have been
pre serv ing and have been car ry ing around here .  Most ob -
jects are opaque. You can’t see through them. The im por -
tant thing about this pink ice cube is that it is dis play ing
it self, its whole in ner be ing to you, there it is! Its hid ing
noth ing from you and I would and I would claim that it is
lit er ally hid ing noth ing from you.  And that is very im por -
tant. I want you to think now in terms of what I call the
man i fest image, namely the world as it is in terms of per -
cep tion, in per cep tual terms.  I want you to  think of color,
not in terms of the cat e gory of sub stance and qual ity, I
want you to think of color in Presocratic terms, back be fore 
all those mis takes were made, it is a very fash ion able
thing to go back to the pre-Socratics. Let’s go back to the
Presocratics for a mo ment and let’s go re ally back to them,
be cause they were al ready cor rupted, you have to get
back to the pre-presocratics, be fore you are quite ready to
tune in on the con cep tion of the world that we have here. 

I want you to think of the ob jects around you as three-di men -
sional solid con glom er a tions of color, they are made of color, I
want you think of color as the very stuff of which they. This is not
the nor mal way of think ing about ob jects, we think of them in lots
of funny ways but we don’t think of them as made of color, of color
as ac tu ally be ing a stuff. The nice thing about this pink ice cube is
that if you take the ex am ple se ri ously you be gin to think of pink as a

The pink cube 289



stuff.  It’s a cu bi cle chunk, if you will, of pink.  Of course,
as so ci ated with this cu bi cle chunk of pink, are many
causal prop er ties.  But I’m not in ter ested in those causal
prop er ties right now be cause some how or other the causal 
prop er ties are not strictly speak ing per ceived.  So that if
we look now for our ob ject of per cep tion proper, it looks
as though a par a digm case is go ing to be a cu bical chunk
of pink, and let it be so.  
Okay, work with that any way.  It is not a chunk of earth or

air or fire or wa ter, by golly it’s a cu bi cle chunk of pink! 
Now from this stand point then, a ba sic per cep tion

would have, the act of in tend ing, would have as its
intentional ob ject some thing that rep re sents
this-cube-of-pink. And you can see al ready that it would
be mis lead ing sim ply to call it “a pink cube” be cause as
we or di narily use the words ‘pink book’ it merely means 
pink at the sur face. There fore it is im por tant to use
cube-of-pink. If oc ca sion ally I lapse into call ing it a pink
cube, re mem ber I re ally want to “say cube-of-pink.”  So
then we have the act of in tend ing this-cube-of-pink, and
then we might go on to say this cube-of-pink is mine, we
might have an other word, we might think, the to tal
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 fo cus ing at ten tion on now is this
demonstrative intention here which is the intentional ob -
ject of this ba sic per cep tual act and I want you to take this
then as a model for a ba sic per cep tual act.  It pro vides us
with the sub jects of per cep tual judg ment where the sub -
jects of per cep tual judg ment are no mere thises but are al -
ready this-suches–to use the Ar is to te lian ter mi nol ogy. A
cube-of-pink is a this-such in a way al ready and it is
some thing which is in tended as be ing of a cer tain sort,
namely a cube of pink. 

I’ve been fo cus ing at ten tion on what I’ve been call ing
the thought in volved in the per cep tual ex pe ri ence.  What I 
want to do now is to go from a dif fer ent di rec tion and get a 
col li sion, sketch out a col li sion course and pose a
problem.  

Thus far I have been speak ing of the per cep tion as in volv ing an
in tend ing which con sti tutes be ing aware, think ing of some thing as
this-cube-of-pink, and there fore as a cube and as pink, as made of
pink.  And of course, pink cubes ac tu ally ex ist and there is in the
phys i cal world some thing which re al izes that intention in that con -
text.  So here would be a case where one per ceives some thing, one is 
in tend ing some thing which in point of fact ex ists, I’m ask ing us to
as sume for the time be ing that there ac tu ally are such things as the
pink cubes which our pre-presocratics think there are.  So that there
re ally is some thing that is pink in the aes thet i cally in ter est ing
sense, and cu bical in the literal sense of sculptures.  

There is an other line of thought that co mes in here ac -
cord ing to which, it starts with a prem ise that af ter all, this 
cube of pink can look gray in ab nor mal cir cum stances.
And it in cer tain ab nor mal cir cum stances it would look
gray if we change the elim i na tion so we have some thing
out here which ac tu ally its pink and in nor mal cir cum -
stances it is ex pe ri enced as pink but it can look to be of an -
other color, a cube of gray, it can look to be other than
cu bi cle, it can look to have a trap e zoidal kind of shape.
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The ar gu ment now is a fa mil iar one.  It is the ar gu ment tra -
di tion ally of fered for sense data, it is the so-called sense
da tum in fer ence.  But now I’m as sum ing that we are not
taken in by the act-ob ject
struc ture here, sense im -
pres sion of a pink cube, and
I am go ing to as sume that
what we can ar gue to is for
the oc cur rence in a state of
the perceiver in nor mal con -
di tions–this is a pink
cube–in nor mal con di tions
will be a sense im pres sion
of a pink cube. We have the
sense im pres sion of a cube
of pink, so that the sense im -
pres sion of a cube of pink is
a sort of state of a per son
which is brought about in
stan dard con di tions by a pink cube and in ab nor mal cir -
cum stances by, per haps, a cube of ice on which a pink
light is be ing played etc.. We have a sort of stan dard the -
ory ex cept that we are treat ing sense im pres sions in terms
of an unanalyzed ex pres sion, sense im pres sion of a cube
of pink, we are ex plain ing it as a kind of state of the
perceiver which is brought about in different
circumstances by different kinds of processes.

The first thing to note is, this is clear from the whole
func tion of the sense da tum in fer ence, which is now a
sense im pres sion in fer ence, that the point of a sense im -
pres sion is to be some thing real... It is not to be some thing
merely in tend ing a state of af fairs or an ob ject, it is to be
some thing that ac tu ally ex ists as a state of a per son and it
is in some sense a cube of pink. But it is not a phys i cal
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cube of pink. It is al most a cat e gory mis take to say it, but
some how it is a state of a per son that is some how re ally
pink and cu bical. As I said that is a par a dox and I’m go ing
to leave it at that. What I want to do is dis cuss the way in
which the sense im pres sion and the intention might func -
tion to gether.  I’m go ing along with the sense da tum in fer -
ence to the ex tent that I’m now bring ing in a sense
im pres sion of a pink cube and I’m say ing that the sense
im pres sion is brought in to be some thing that is some how
gen u inely pink and cu bi cle with out ex plain ing how it can
be that and still be a state of a per son.  And in deed a state
of the mind. Here in the fig ure 10 is a state of the mind
which is in some par a dox i cal sense gen u inely–by ‘gen u -
inely’ I mean in the sense that it be longs to the real or der,
it be longs not to the do main of intentions or ob jects that
might or might not ex ist, ob jects that ex ist as in tended,
but it be longs to the real or der. So we have a con trast here
be tween the in tend ing of this cube a pink and the sense
im pres sion of a cube of pink.  What the o ries can we hold
here?  How are they re lated?  Well, the first the ory says ,
“well, they’re ob vi ously very in ti mately re lated and they
are in ti mately re lated be cause of the fol low ing fea tures. 
In the first place, the sense im pres sion of the pink cube is
what, giv ing your per cep tual set, trig gers 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 per cep tual set, the sense im pres sion can be said
to be the cause, in that cir cum stance, of the in tend ing.” 
Here’s the in tend ing, the men tal act. We can speak of a
causal re la tion ship here. The first an swer is, “well, that
there is at least the causal re la tion, (a), be tween the sense
impression and the intending of this cube of pink.” 

Then there is a sec ond re la tion and that is that we de -
scribe both the in tend ing and the sense im pres sion by us -
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ing the phrase, cube of pink.  We may be us ing them in a
dif fer ent ways but it is im por tant to note that both the in -
tend ing and the sense im pres sion are de scribed by the use
of the phrase cube of pink. One is a think ing of a cube of
pink and we de scribe its char ac ter is tics in vir tue of what it 
in tends, it is in tend ing of this cube of pink and we de -
scribe the other, by call ing it a sense im pres sion of a cube
of pink and we ex plain that by say ing that it is a kind of
non-intentional state that is brought about in stan dard
con di tions by cubes of pink.  And then of course, the ob vi -
ous fea ture that the two go along to gether, they co-oc cur,
we have the causal re la tion ship, there’s a kind of co-oc -
cur rence re la tion ship and we have the notion of parallel
descriptions.

Now here  is an in ter est ing an swer which I want to
throw up for your re flec tion.  Some thing which is in some
way re ally cu bical and pink.  And it is also go ing to be, to
bor row a phrase from Durant Drake, the ve hi cle of
intentionality, in the sense that this is go ing to be also that
which in tends the intentional ob ject this-cube-of-pink.
So that this item here is go ing to have two char ac ters, one
by vir tue of which it func tions as a real state of the in di -
vid ual and does n’t have intentionality and an other by
which it serves to in tend, a kind of nat u ral state which in -
tends, by na ture, this cube of pink.  Some phi los o phers have em -
pha sized the “intentionality as pect” and sep a rated it from the
“sense im pres sion as pect.”  Other phi los o phers have stressed the
sense im pres sion as pect and lost sight of the intentionality.  Now
might it not be the case that this men tal state here has both the char -
ac ter of be ing a sense im pres sion of a cube of pink and also the char -
ac ter, what ever it is, by vir tue of which it in tends this cube the
paint?  It would be, in terms which I will be ex plor ing later on, a
kind of nat u ral, un learned way which ma tures and a ref er ence, an
in tend ing oc curs. No tice that the sense im pres sion of a pink cube
seems to be well-suited for be ing the bearer of intentionality.  I
mean what could be more ap pro pri ate to serve as the bearer of what -
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ever char ac ter it is by vir tue of which a men tal act in tends this cube
of pink than the sense im pres sion of a cube of pink.  So the sec ond
an swer is that in per cep tion, the sense im pres sion is n’t merely
some thing ac com pa nies an in tend ing, as it does ac cord ing to the o -
ries ac cord ing to which you have sense im pres sions and they are ac -
com pa nied by judg ments, per cep tual thoughts and so on but rather
the sense im pres sion is, as I put it, the very ve hi cle of the in tend ing. 
Nev er the less its char ac ter as in tend ing this cube of pink is go ing to
be dif fer ent from its char ac ter as be ing a sense im pres sion of a cube
of pink.  Now as you can see it’s rather dif fi cult avoid, as it were,
col laps ing those two as pects into one, and I think that it is one rea -
son why phi los o phers have tended to col lapse this in ter est ing oc -
cur rence, col laps ing it ei ther into the intention or col laps ing it into
the sense im pres sion. I want to urge that we re gard the sense im -
pres sion as pect of that event and the intending aspect of that event
as distinct.  But as intimately related. more intimately related than
they were according to the first position.  

On the first al ter na tive in which we had both the sense im pres -
sion and a sep a rate men tal act which was the in tend ing, then we
could say that when a per son has this team work ing there, then that
is a sit u a tion in which it looks to that per son as though there were a
pink cube, a cube of pink in front of him.  In other words, we only
judge that some thing looks to be the case if a prob lem arises about
it, we are be ing cau tious. We can say, then, that whether or not there 
is a pink cube, or whether or not he is see ing it, we can at least say
that if he has a sense im pres sion and in tends this cube of pink, then
this is a sit u a tion which we can also de scribed by say ing, “it looks
to this per son as though there is a cube of pink in front of him.”  On
the sec ond view of course, it would be the oc cur rence of the one
event with its two as pects which would be that by vir tue of which it
looks to a per son as though there is a cube of pink in front of him.

Now that we have that sit u a tion set up, let’s bring an other as -
pect of the prob lem which is go ing to turn out to be, at least in
Husserl’s mind, cru cial.  Let’s go back to our pre-PreSocratic mo -
ments.  They are fleet ing but let’s go back to them.

If we take se ri ously the idea that in re rum natura there are cubes 
of pink in the lit eral sense, cu bi cle chunks of pink stuff, so to speak,
in re al ity they are non-perspectival.  In other words, if there are
pink cubes in the world,  just as there are cubes of ice in the world, as 
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be ing in the world, they are non-perspectival. Let us write down
here  that if there is some thing which re al izes this intention, then it
is a non-perspectival ob ject, an ob ject lo cated in phys i cal space, we
will suppose.

The in ter est ing thing of course, is that these ob jects al ways
pres ent them selves to us perspectivally.  An ob ject is al ways, as it
were…we see this pink cube over there and we can see that blue
cube ad join ing it, and we can see this pink cube edge wise, or we see
it cornerwise.  We al ways see it somewise.  The cube in it self is no -
wise or anywise, so to speak.  The dis tinc tion does n’t re ally ap ply
do it.  

On the other hand, when it co mes to the sense im pres sion, we
think of the sense im pres sion as be ing es sen tially perspectival. 
This does n’t mean that we think of it as be ing two-di men sional. 
Many phi los o phers made the mis take of sup pos ing that if it was
perspectival, you draw on per spec tive the ory like in paint ing, and
you think of the sense im pres sion as be ing like a cross sec tion of the
stim u la tion com ing from the ob ject at a cer tain plane as the plane of
pic ture and so on. But the point is that some thing can be
perspectivally with out be ing two-di men sional. This is a sense im -
pres sion of a cube of pink but it is a sense im pres sion of a cube of
pink from a point of view.  There is thus an es sen tial
point-of-viewishness about sense im pres sions and there is n’t a
point-of-viewishness about the phys i cal objects. 

Con sider now the intention this-cube-of-pink. Now in deed,
this cube of pink could be said to be edge wise or this cube of pink
fac ing with a flat sur face, in other words with a fac ing sur face.  The
cube of pink is in tended–I have n’t at tempted even to give a com -
plete ac count of what might be in tended by such a per cep tual
intention, but it is go ing to in volve this no tion of the ob ject be ing
pre sented edge wise or with the fac ing sur face or cornerwise and so
on.  But nev er the less, al though the intentional ob ject is this cube of
pink edge wise let’s say, nev er the less it is the intention of a cube and 
that must be borne in mind.  Now it is easy to think that the intention
is perspectival be cause we con strue the sense im pres sion as
perspectival be cause we want to ac count for the way things look,
how they look dif fer ently in dif fer ent per spec tives.  But I think
there is an im por tant sense in which what we in tend in per cep tion is
not perspectival but is in tended sim ply as ei ther fac ing or edge wise
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or so on.  But it is still a cube of pink which one is in tend ing, and that 
must n’t be left out of the picture.

Ide al ism

I want to come to the theme of ide al ism per tain ing to these
intentional ob jects.  The first thing I want to ex plore is the lim i ta -
tion of what we might call our ba sic per cep tual intentions. These
intentions in clude, as I said, the intention that 2+ 2 = 4, they in clude
log i cal intentions, there’s an intention “and”, “not”, “all”, “some”,
and we can bring in forms of thought, Kant’s forms of thoughts, we
can look at intention in a more con tem po rary sense and what we
want to ask is now is “Does a per cep tual intention, an in tend ing, in
this ba sic sense, pick out  any thing with log i cal con tent?” It is tied

in very closely with a ba sic prob lems in the his tory of phi los o phy.
Parmenides, for ex am ple you re mem ber, ar gued that there is no

notness in the world. That notness is some thing that ex ists purely in
the intentional or der, their is noth ing in the world which re al izes
“not” in a way which for ex am ple this ob ject here is re al iz ing this
cube of pink, or re al iz ing the intentional ob ject Nixon qua rep re -
sent able.  But I’m not con cerned yet with that prob lem, what I’m
con cerned with is this: is there such a thing as an in tend ing which is
con junc tive?  Con sider for ex am ple, I’m look ing at a pink cube, a
cube of pink next to a cube of blue: here is a cube of pink next to a
cube of blue.  Now can we sup pose that when I in tend that sit u a tion,
or have that the rel e vant intention, it might be for ex am ple, this
cube of pink and that cube of blue.  It would in volve that there be a
con junc tive el e ment in the intention, fig ure 11.  We could also raise
par al lel ques tions about the other log i cal con nec tives. One is con -
fronted by a kind of di lemma here, ap par ently, if we deny that and
func tions here as an intendable at the ba sic per cep tual level, than
we seem to break up per cep tual intentions into an atomistic group
which some how never merges to gether into a unity of
apperception. Nev er the less I think we have to bite the bul let and

say that “and” does not oc cur in ba sic per cep tual intentions.  
How can we do that? We can do it by draw ing a dis tinc tion be -

tween log i cal re la tions and what we might call real re la tions, we
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can give a real re la tional struc ture there, but we can’t get what
seems to be to many peo ple a kind of lim it ing case, namely the pure
and con nec tion we—that we can’t get.  We can get for ex am ple, this 
cube of pink ad join ing that cube of blue.  And this intention would
be ac tu ally re al ized here, this intention would be re al ized in this
cube of pink ad join ing that cube the blue.  So that this then would be 
the an swer, that would be ap pro pri ate to the ques tion.  This means
that we can have com plex intentions and that these com plex

intentions can be re al ized.  
The ques tion of ide al ism is this: “Ac cord ing to you, ba sic per -

cep tual intentions are of this char ac ter and one goes on to make
pred i ca tions of them, are these intentions ever re al ized?”  Are there
in point of fact in the real world, any such thing as cubes of pink? 
Let alone cubes pink ad join ing of blue?  The gen eral prob lem of
ide al ism can be for mu lated by ask ing just how much of the sort of
things that we in tend here is to be found in the real or der, in the or -
der of ac tual first-class ex is tence as op posed to the intentional ex is -
tence which these items have as they are intendables or think ables? 
The Parmenidean theme, which I re ferred to a mo ment ago,  is that

the real or der con tains no log i cal el e ments.

The Parmenidean Prob lem

And that’s a very se ri ous, and re ally sweep ing claim.
Parmenides made it re ally work with “not” and so you saw some of
the puz zles one gets into there but if you add to this all the other log -
i cal con nec tives, you do get into what seems to be an im pos si ble,
ab surd po si tion be cause this would mean that most of what we in -
tend about the world is n’t re al ized in the world.  For ex am ple, if
there is no notness in the world then pre sum ably there is no if-then
in the world, then what does it mean to say that a pink cube could
have a causal prop erty be cause a causal prop erty is some thing that
you can not ex pli cate ex cept by us ing the log i cal no tions like
if-then, that’s the Parmenidean prob lem and the Parmenidean
prob lem is in deed a se ri ous one. I’m not con cerned with prob lems
of that mag ni tude at the mo ment, I am con cerned only with, “are

there cubes of pink?”
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What are the an swers?  One an swer is, “yes!”  “Yes of course,
af ter all the world must have con tent. You can not have struc ture
with out con tent and what is more con tentee than pink be cause it’s is 
by vir tue of a con trast be tween pink and green for ex am ple that we
get shape. Shape in volves the con trast of color and if color ba si -
cally ex ists as con tent, and we want con tent in the world, then
surely color has a prima fa cie claim if any thing does to be ing con -
tent or at least the im por tant part of  the con tent of the world as we
per ceive it, and other fea tures be ing sound, and we can dis cuss
those sep a rately.  So one an swer is “yes” there are such things as
cubes of pink be cause we need the world to have con tent. Then

there is an other an swer and the an swer is “no!”
Husserl an swered, “no” be cause he thought that color by its

very na ture was perspectival and that to sup pose that the real world
is es sen tially perspectival is to make a real world that is some thing
ex tremely puz zling. So his an swer would be that there are no cubes
of pink.  Now I think that I have in di cated why I think that his  rea -
son was a bad rea son but that is cer tainly one of the rea sons that led
Husserl to sup pose that there re ally are no such things as cubes of

pink.
Then there is an other an swer which joins with the sec ond one

and the an swer is, “no.”  We can’t un der stand how color sol ids
could play any causal role in the world, only the very crud est kind
of the ory could be de vel oped which would we use the color of an
ob ject to ex plain how ob jects could in ter act with each other, we
don’t seem to have to men tion there color in or der to ex plain what
bil liard balls do.  Nor are they used to ex plain how we come to ex pe -
ri ence color when con fronted by them, a the ory of per cep tion does -
n’t seem to re quire that there re ally be color there.  And one of the
old max ims of phi los o phy is Occam’s ra zor and that is if it does n’t
do a job, then out with it.  And the idea that there re ally is color there 
does n’t seem to do a job.  Be cause color looks epiphenomenal or

caus ally ir rel e vant.  The di a lec tic goes on.  

First of all two more points and then a con clu sion.
Sup pose we are go ing be sci en tific re al ists and say, “well af ter

all, what re ally is there is not what’s do ing the causal work, it is
elec trons, pho tons, pos i tron, pho tons in par tic u lar.  Those are the
work horses of the world and then the sci en tific re al ists might say
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well, they’re merely seems to be a pink
cube there. Or he might be gen er ous
and say, “let there be a pink cube there
too.” But the im por tant thing to see is
that if you take se ri ously the idea that
pink ap pears to us and stuff, it is a mis -
take to think of pink as qual ity and sub -
stance.  It is a stuff.  And so it would be
a mis take for the sci en tific re al ist to say 
the pink is sim ply a qual ity of the struc -
ture of atomic par ti cles.  Be cause pink
does n’t pres ent it self to us in that guise
at all.  It is not that sort of thing.  So the
sci en tific re al ist will ei ther say that
there is no such thing as the pink cube
in which case he is tak ing an ide al is tic stance with re spect to pink
cubes, or he is go ing to have to say, “well, in one and the same place
there are two in ter est ingly dif fer ent ob jects.  There is a com pli cated 
struc ture of sci en tific ob ject and there is a cube of pink.  And that
some how the par ti cles “swim” through the pink so to speak, and are
never per ceived. So we have a sys tem of im per cep ti ble ob ject there, 
and a kind of sea of pink in which they move and which they do not

disturb. 
 If we re ject per cep tual re al ism and if we leave in abey ance the

ques tion of sci en tific re al ism, then what are we go ing to say about
the sta tus of per ceived ob jects?  We will have to say that they are a
co her ent sys tem of ac tual and avail able intentional ob jects of the
form, for ex am ple, this cube of pink
ad join ing that cube of blue. The po si -
tion we are go ing to get is a form of
ide al ism. It is go ing to hold that esse
of cubes of pink is be ing as an ob ject
intention, but un re al ized.  Af ter all
this do main of the intentional ob ject
in cludes all log i cally pos si ble com bi -
na tions of cubes of pink etc., etc.. 
And so we are go ing to have to pick
out some and say that they con sti tute
the world and which are we go ing to
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pick out?  In ter est ingly enough we are go ing to pick out that sys tem
which would con sti tute re al ized intentional ob jects if re al ism were
true. We have al ready de cided that it is n’t.  In other words, here is a
priv i leged sys tem of per cep tual intentions and that priv i leged sys -
tem of per cep tual intentions is what there is in the way of the per -
cep tual world as I said, ab stract ing from sci en tific re al ism. We
de fine it as that sub set of the log i cally pos si ble per cep tual
intentions which would be re al ized if realism with respect to

perceptual objects were true.
That’s very much like Berkeley’s po si tion with the ex cep tion

that Berkeley does not draw a clear dis tinc tion be tween the sense
im pres sion-as pect of ba sic per cep tual ex pe ri ences, and the per cep -
tual in tend ing-as pect of them.  And so Berkeley tends then to think
of the sta tus of the phys i cal world as be ing a sys tem of sense im -
pres sions in clud ing all of them, in clud ing even the wild ones. 
Where as ac cord ing to the view that I’ve been de vel op ing here, the
ac tual world does n’t ex ist re ally, it is tran scen den tally ideal in
Kant’s sense but we can de fine it as that sys tem of intentions which
would be re al ized if re al ism were true.  Which of course it can’t be. 
Now that is some thing like Berkeley’s po si tion how ever be cause
what did Berkeley hold?  Berkeley held that phys i cal ob jects con -
sist of pat terns of sense im pres sions.  And who causes these sense
im pres sions for Berkeley?  Well Berkeley’s God causes these sense 
im pres sions.  Which sense im pres sions does Berkeley’s God cause
us to have?  Well the an swer is ob vi ously, God causes us to have
those sense im pres sions we would have if, per im pos si ble,  ma te rial
ob jects, i.e. the Lockean-Car te sian kind of ob jects could ex ist and

were tran scen den tally real. Which of course they can’t.
This is, then, at the pres ent stage, the kind of al ter na tive to

which we are led. One al ter na tive is to de fine the sta tus of phys i cal
ob jects in terms of a sub set of ba sic per cep tual representings, those
that would be true if re al ism were true or to take the Berkeleyean
stance or to de fend the the sis of re al ism and hold that cubes of pink
are re ally out there.  And here we have three al ter na tives.  I want to
ex plore, next time, the gen eral sta tus of intentions to see if they en -
able us to un der stand this prob lem better and to find some way out
of this, as it were di lemma, and in deed the gen eral di lemma which is 

posed by the Parmenidean chal lenge.
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Scientific Reason and Perception 1977

The Phenomenological Stance

Scientific Realism

I have a topic to day which is in a cer tain sense open-ended.  I am 
con cerned with a fam ily of top ics which I am car ry ing on a di a logue 
with my self about be cause I am  try ing to clar ify my own ideas. 
Liv ing in iso la tion,  I have dis cov ered that re flec tion in iso la tion is -
n’t re ally a di a logue. You need to be in the world in the form of
other minds to come in and im pinge upon what you say oth er wise
you find al most ev ery thing becoming plausible. 

Un less you have a trust wor thy group of col leagues who can
help you whit tle out what can be ne glected for a time, un less you
have such as sis tance, you find your self over whelmed by the sheer
vast ness of the lit er a ture or sim ply by the fact that af ter a time it all
seems so plau si ble.  Ev ery body is right it seems but you know that
can’t be true.  As a mat ter of fact, in phi los o phy it’s usu ally better to
work with the fun da men tal prin ci ple that ev ery body is wrong with
the ex cep tion of course of the person in question.

Now what I want to do is to re view some themes which are rea -
son ably straight for ward and fa mil iar from the the ory of per cep tion.  
And then I want to re view, in the light of this sche matic ac count of
what is in volved in per cep tion, cer tain prob lems per tain ing to Sci -
en tific Realism.  Of course let me say right at the be gin ning that no
philo soph i cal term is self-ex plan a tory.  No mat ter how self-ex plan -
a tory it may seem to you.  When one speaks of “Sci en tific Realism”
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what does this mean?  Well?  It means roughly that one ex cepts the
on to log i cal first-classhood, first-classness of sci en tific ob jects,
pho tons, black holes, elec tro mag netic waves, what ever.  You say
they re ally exist in a non-Pickwickean sense.

But of course you al ways have to add…you know, they might
turn out to be dif fer ent in cer tain re spects from what we con ceive
them to be: “of course there are pho tons but…of course there are
elec tro mag netic waves but…of course there’s Phlogiston but…”.
Sci en tific Realism, af ter all,  has a long his tory. Phlogiston? Of
course! There is  Phlogiston! But of course, there is n’t Phlogiston
or is there? That’s the in ter est ing thing, when one is a Sci en tific
Realist one does n’t com mit one self to sci en tific ob jects as ob jects
in any neat sense of “ob ject.”  I mean what is an ob ject? Ev ery thing
is an ob ject I sup pose.  You see the in ter est ing thing is, and I did n’t
dis cover this un til I ac tu ally started, my cu ri os ity was whet ted,
what in the world is Phlogiston? So I went back to some books on
chem is try in the pre-Lavoisier pe riod.  And of course, “My what
good sense a lot of it made!”

So the im por tant thing is that there’s a cer tain sense in which, if
you think of the Cheshire cat and the smile, re mem ber the smile
con tin ued af ter the cat had dis ap peared? That’s quite a feat, of
course, but in a cer tain sense Phlogiston is still there, it lived on in
Lavoisier chem is try. Thus, a sci en tific re al ist can sup pose that sci -
en tific ob jects re ally ex ist while yet while yet say ing that the way in 
which they are go ing to con tinue to be con ceived may in volve quite
rev o lu tion ary changes be cause some of the ex plan a tory power that
ob jects in one the ory may have, may be car ried out in the ex plan a -
tory de vices of a suc ces sor the ory with out any neat one-to-one
map ping of ob jects.  I want, there fore, to make it clear that when I
say that I am a Sci en tific Realist, I am not some how en dors ing sci -
ence as of 1977 as get ting at the truth but it’s get ting there.  I am a
Sci en tific Realist in the sense that  I think the sci en tific en ter prise
has at its fi nal cause, to use a fa mil iar term, the con struc tion of a
way of rep re sent ing the world which is more ad e quate than what we 
have now.  And we have the reg u la tive fi nal cause, and that’s what
fi nal causes al ways were, no acorn ever re ally be came an ideal ex -
em pli fi ca tion, 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 no tion of sci en tific method as hav ing a cer tain
ideal which de fines what re ally ex ists, I think this is a sound one. 
And I think that in this sense, I am a Sci en tific Realist.  But of
course a Sci en tific Realist also rec og nizes that there are other di -
men sions of dis course than phys ics or the other sci ences.  There is
nor ma tive dis course, for tu nately. I will pay my re spects to nor ma -
tive dis course today and then move on.

I have writ ten about per cep tual top ics on a num ber of oc ca -
sions.  Usu ally in con texts in which I am ex plor ing a great many is -
sues, be cause I take a kind of ho lis tic view of phi los o phy, not only a 
kind of di a logue or col lo quium but also a cu ri ous kind of di a logue
in the sense that ev ery thing is at stake some how all at once, one of
the big prob lems of phi los o phy is, “where to be gin?”, phi los o phy is 
like a string on a ball of twine, you pull on it and it be gins to un wind
and soon ev ery topic you can think of has made its ap pear ance.  So I
usu ally dis cussed top ics per tain ing to per cep tion in con texts in
which I was talk ing about al most ev ery thing else and that, of
course, as you know—per haps some of you by ex pe ri ence, that is
why my work is so elu sive, be cause it is so ho lis tic, so much a
beginingless struc ture which, of course once we re ally get into
it…It may be a cu ri ous form of mind wash ing, so to speak, but once
you get into, you are at home, the prob lem is to get into it.  To day I
will prob a bly do the same thing, at least I am go ing to take my point
of departure from explicit discussions of themes from perception.  

Husserl

The first kind of con sid er ation, and the pri mary kind of con sid -
er ation I want to ad vance is phenomenological, I’m go ing to talk
like a phenomenologist of a cer tain variety.

Of course it used to be the case that it was clear what
phenomenology was, that is what Husserl did. I don’t know what
phenomenology is to day, it is many things, it’s all things to all men,
so I can say that I’m go ing to take a phenomenological stance but I
don’t mean that I’m go ing to take a di rectly sort of Hussurelian 
kind of ac count.  But those of you who are fa mil iar with Husserl
will prob a bly find some lit tle gaps in which you can in sert a chal -
lenge or a question.

Scientific RealismHusserl 305



From the stand point of con cep tual anal y sis which is re ally just
an other term for phenomenology, from the stand point of
phenomenology, the pri mary da tum to be ap proached in deal ing
with per cep tion…and of course one deals with vi sual per cep -
tion—I make no apol o gies for this be cause that is what phi los o -
phers have al ways done and then of course, in a lit tle ap pen dix or in
the third chap ter some where, you will find some para graphs on
touch, on taste, hear ing and so on.  But vi sion, vi sion has been the
par a digm so I am going to talk about vision.

Let’s con sider the case when we are talk ing about a brick.  This
time I brought a brick but I have a pink ice cube lurk ing in there
which I will bring out in a mo ment.  But for the mo ment con sider
this stodgy, stolid clumsy, oaf ish red brick.  The first point I want to
make, phenomenologically speak ing, is that we have to dis tin guish
be tween the ob ject seen, the brick, and at what we see of the ob ject. 
Now of course there are many dis tinc tions that have to be drawn but
this is an ob vi ous dis tinc tion.  We don’t see the bot tom of the ob -
ject, we don’t see an inch in side the ob ject, we see part of the sur -
face of the brick.  So we see the brick and of the brick we see a
cer tain part. Now the word ‘part’ is a word that stretches across cat -
e go ries in deed.  I’m not go ing to de fine, I’m not go ing to go into the
kind of ontology to day that con cerns uni ver sals, par tic u lars, at trib -
utes, sub stances, wholes and parts.  Of course in some sense the sur -
face of the brick is a part of the brick, it is a con stit u ent, if you will,
of the brick.  And fur ther more we see the sur face of the brick from a
cer tain point of view, vi sual per cep tion is ob vi ously
point-of-viewish. The fact was rec og nized and ac knowl edged long
be fore it was built into a the ory of per spec tives which con cerned a
technical problem for the painter and the architect.

Now I want you to think of the sur face of the brick as a par tic u -
lar.  In other words, the sur face, al though it does n’t clas sify it self
ob vi ously in any neat way from the stand point of on to log i cal clas -
si fi ca tion, but it does n’t seem to be a uni ver sal, or an at trib ute.  So I
would just think of it as a par tic u lar.  There is a cer tain sense in
which I am go ing to bring in some thing to con trast with the sur face
of the brick.  We see of the brick, its sur face, not all of it but part of
it, part of the fac ing sur face from a point of view. It is cus tom ary to
dis tin guish be tween see ing a phys i cal ob ject, for ex am ple, the
brick, and see ing that the ob ject is a brick.  It is cus tom ary to dis tin -
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guish be tween see ing ob jects and see ing that the ob ject is such and
so.  In other words as it might be put, in terms of the nice tag, we see
ob jects and we also see facts about the ob jects.  We see cer tain vi su -
ally ac ces si ble facts about the ob ject.  The word ‘fact’ sug gest ing
truth in some sense, we see, we may be wrong so we have to use the
word ‘fact’, we might use the word state of af fairs, this is a term that
seems to be up for grabs these days.  So I’ll just speak of see -
ing-that, and let you de cide whether we are see ing states of af fairs
con cern ing the brick or whether we see facts or pos si ble facts, and
in any case there is the dif fer ence between seeing a brick and seeing
that the object there is a brick.

We can see the fac ing sur face of the brick, we can see that the
ob ject over there has a red fac ing sur face.1  Tak ing into ac count this
dis tinc tion be tween what we see, for ex am ple, the brick and what
we see of what we see, then we can add a dis tinc tion be tween see ing
of a phys i cal ob ject it’s fac ing sur face, and see ing that the fac ing
sur face of the phys i cal ob ject is, for ex am ple, red and rect an gu lar. 
Sche mat i cally, we have the fa mil iar dis tinc tion be tween 

see ing an ob ject 

and 

see ing that ob ject is Φ, 

the ob ject can be a brick or a sur face of a brick and then we would
have 

see ing that the ob ject is red and rect an gu lar 

or 

that it is a brick. 

These dis tinc tions are re flected in tra di tional ac counts of the men -
tal ac tiv ity in volved in vi sual per cep tion.

I shall limit my re marks to those ac counts which speak of 

per cep tual tak ings 
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and make a few re marks about some in ter est ing fea tures of what it is 
to vi su ally take some thing to be the case.  I want to use the word tak -
ing in such a sense that it is a spe cial case of “be liev ing.”  I mean
usu ally this is put in very psychologistic ter mi nol ogy as fol lows for 
ex am ple, when some of our be liefs arise in a ques tion ing frame of
mind, we are won der ing whether or what or why, so we are try ing to
an swer ques tions. Some of our be liefs arise in the at tempt to an swer 
ques tions.  It is sometimes said that the per cep tual tak ing dif fers
from such men tal states be cause it arises in a non-ques tion ing
frame of mind, one sim ply—the clas sic ex am ple I al ways used
when ever I am in tro duc ing this theme in courses on per cep tion the -
ory is, some body like your friend Jones is walk ing down the street
in front of you and about the same height, walks about the same
way, dresses about the same style, has a “Jonesish” kind of a ges talt, 
and here you are, you sit down on the curb stone and say, “looks like
my friend Jones, walks in the same way as my friend Jones. I won -
der if it is my friend Jones?  Prob a bly is my friend Jones,” and you
go up and slap them on the back and it turns out to be Smith.

The al ter na tive of course is what ac tu ally hap pens, some body
up there, as we say,  pres ents the Jonesian ap pear ance, is slapped on 
the back with out all this in tel lec tual
in ter rog a tory, in duc tive ma chin ery
oc cur ring.  So sometimes the per -
cep tual tak ing is de scribed in terms
of a kind of un re flec tive be lief, or
sometimes peo ple speak of spon ta -
ne ous be lief, or a think ing with out
ques tion that, to use Cook Wil son’s
ter mi nol ogy.  Well I’m go ing to
give a dif fer ent ac count and it is less 
psychologistic but in volves a lit tle
philosophy of mind, before we
really come to it.

I’m go ing to take for granted
that there are such things as a oc cur rent be liefs.  There ob vi ously
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are be liefs which ex ist as dispositional or in a po ten tial way.2  Jones
is asleep there, does he be lieve that the earth is flat? Well we can go
wake him up and ask him.  But right now it is still true of him that he
be lieves that the earth is flat.  If we were to wake him up and ask him 
the ques tion and do it in the way which did n’t in volve some screws
and so on, we are per mis sive, we are happy, he says that the earth is
flat, he is ob vi ously speak ing can didly and to the point.  

This means of course that there is the say ing ‘the earth is flat’
and I shall as sume as part of our phi los o phy of mind that this say -
ing, this can did ut ter ance is the man i fes ta tion, caus ally, the man i -
fes ta tion of a pro cess ini ti ated by be liev ing as a men tal act. Here,
fig ure 1, would be the be liev ing as a men tal act and of course a men -
tal act is not a men tal ac tion, Gilbert Ryle had thought that he had
re futed the no tion that there are vo li tions be cause he said that if ac -
tions are caused by vo li tions, well…since vo li tions are an act and
there fore caused by a vo li tion, you have Gilbert’s fa mous re gress,
his re gress for the ref u ta tion that there are vo li tions.  But of course
as you all know, the word “act” here means ac tu al ity, it’s to be con -
trasted with the no tion of a power, pro pen sity, disposition and that
whole fam ily of en ti ties which are un der care ful philo soph i cal
scru tiny.  Now sup pos ing fur ther more that a be liev ing is in some
sense a ba sic kind of men tal ac tu al ity.  It has log i cal form, var i ous
kinds of log i cal form and I’m go ing to be in ter ested in the log i cal
form that these be liev ings can have…

When we come to pon der about be liev ings as  men tal acts and
con trast them with their ver bal and other overt man i fes ta tions,
when we think about them, we tend to con strue be liev ings on the
model of lan guage.  Phi los o phers to day would be at a loss what to
say about a thought un less they started out  first of all by giv ing you
a struc tural, lin guis tic ac count of log i cal form, gram mat i cal form,
depth struc ture, sur face struc ture, and then they might say that go -
ing on in side, of course, there are these men tal acts which find ex -
pres sion in these gram mat i cal struc tures.  I’m not go ing to go into
that I’m just go ing to point out that in one way or an other, since the
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time of Kant, we have con ceived of men tal acts of the con cep tual
kind.  Be cause, af ter all, the words “men tal act” can also be used for
such things as pain, they are ac tu al i ties, pain can be even more bru -
tal in its ac tu al ity, you might say, than a mere intellectual belief.

So the word ‘act’ here does n’t con note act ing.  So here (fig ure
1) is a be liev ing and it is ex pressed in lan guage.  I am say ing that the
per cep tual tak ings are a va ri ety of be liev ing or they are an as pect
the be liev ing.  I want you to think then of these oc cur rent be liev -
ings, these men tal acts which are believings as hav ing some thing
like gram mat i cal form and it is very im por tant that we un der stand
that al though we get our in tel lec tual bear ings with re spect to men tal 
acts of the con cep tual kind by con sid er ing gram mat i cal struc tures,
sub ject-pred i cate struc tures, ad ver bial struc tures, and so on, nev er -
the less we should bear in mind af ter all that where we en ter into our
un der stand ing of the sub ject may not be the place where we are go -
ing to end be cause we have to take into ac count that man is a lan -
guage us ing an i mal but he is an an i mal too and that animals in some
sense can do something like conceptualize.

Of course we don’t re ally have of good the ory about an i mals
yet.  The ini tial move ment in ex per i men tal psy chol ogy you know
was the  behavioristic move ment and it was di rected to wards an i -
mal psy chol ogy. For a time they thought they had a lock on it but a
good sim ple S-R re in force ment learn ing the ory is no lon ger the
lock on the psy chol ogy that it had.  And it’s nice to know that there
is a kind of free think ing in psy chol ogy just as there is be gin ning to
de velop a kind of free think ing in logic once again, af ter a pe riod of, 
you might say, uni for mity or or tho doxy.  Unorthodoxies are ev ery -
where and for the phi los o pher that is an en cour ag ing sign be cause
that means somebody is going to listen to them.  

This oc cur rent be liev ing, this is a men tal act, and its ap pro pri -
ate ex pres sion is a tokening of a sen tence. I’m go ing to be deal ing
with the sub ject-pred i cate sen tences but I may throw in some re la -
tional sen tences in a broad sense, we can treat them as sub ject-pred -
i cate sen tences.  What in ter ests me most now are sen tences that
have a demonstrative in them like ‘this’.

What I want to sug gest is that if some body can didly, if Jones
can didly says that is a brick or this is a brick or the sur face of this
brick is red, the demonstrative as pect, of his ut ter ance re flects a
kind of demonstrative el e ment in the men tal act.   This may be a puz -
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zling no tion at first sight but I want you to take very se ri ously the
idea that a be lief can con tain a dem on stra tive el e ment a ‘this’, a
“this el e ment.”  Not the ver bal sym bol, these men tal acts are non -
ver bal, they are not ver bal im ages al though they may be ac com pa -
nied by the ver bal im ag ery.  Tak ing does not oc cur in words.  It may
be closely re lated to, close by and near to words but it’s good to get
away, as far as you can from the idea that  there are words in this
men tal act, a dem on stra tive el e ment and it some how has to be
some thing like the word ‘this’ oc cur ring in the men tal im age.  I
want merely go ing to sug gest that when the per son can didly said

‘this is Φ’, that the be liev ing that
it candidly expresses has a
demonstrative component.

Com plex
Demonstratives

Phi los o phers of mind I think
have much to say much, much to
puz zle about it about this
demonstrative com po nent but I
see no rea son at the mo ment to
rule it out of hand.  So I sup pose
that cor re spond ing to can did

demonstrative ut ter ances, there are thoughts which have a
demonstrative com po nent.  Roughly, this (fig ure 2) would have as

its text you might say ‘this is Φ’, it would be that kind of a thought, a 

this-is-Φ-thought and it would be ac com pa nied by this-is-Φ-ut ter -
ance.

Think of there be ing a demonstrative el e ments in cer tain
thoughts or be liefs, oc cur rent be liefs, and of course it is an in ter est -
ing and im por tant fact that when we talk about per cep tion, we are
con stantly us ing demonstratives, this is a book, that is the chair,
this is etc.. The next thing I want to call at ten tion to is that we use
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com plex demonstrative phrases like “this red brick is Φ,” for ex am -
ple, “larger than that.”  ‘This-red- brick’, is a com plex
demonstrative phrase.  

Many phi los o phers who dis tin guish very care fully be tween the
ver bal ex pres sion of thoughts and the thoughts them selves, the
men tal acts, tend to think you know that af ter all, ‘this-red-book’
well that’s kind of lin guis tic short hand for say ing “this is a book

and it is red and it is Φ.”
Thus, one would re gard  the struc ture un der ly ing this nice sim -

ple sen tence ‘the red brick is Φ’ and one would find a more com pli -
cated struc ture. They tend to think of the thought as hav ing all that
ex plic itly in it.  So in mentalese, putt ing it crudely, we would be

think ing ‘this is a book, it is red and it is Φ’.  But I want you to take
se ri ously the idea that be liefs can have com plex demonstrative sub -
jects just as much as a sen tence in overt speech can have a com plex
demonstrative subject.

Let’s not buy into the idea that thought some how has an an a lyz -
ing ma chine so that the be liev ings are al ways spelled out whereas
lan guage is a suit case kind of phe nom e non, with all kinds of things
packed in.  So then I want you to think of this be liev ing ex pressed

by ‘this-red-brick is Φ’ as hav ing a com plex demonstrative com po -
nent which is its log i cal sub ject so to speak, this-red-brick, and we
would find some ap pro pri ate way of clas si fy ing, to have a spe cies
(so to speak) of this act, the be liev ing, and I want you to think of this 
men tal act as hav ing as its sub ject a com plex demonstrative
component.

This-red-brick is heavy…is mine…is larger than that one, we
dis tin guish be tween a com plex demonstrative which gives the sub -
ject and what we go on to pred i cate of it: this-red-brick is go ing to
be used to re build the li brary or some thing like that.  Now what I
want to em pha size then is that we should n’t think of thisness as
some thing which oc curs very of ten by it self.  It usu ally goes along
with the phrases like ‘red brick,’ ‘this red brick,’ peo ple of ten tend
to look at the word ‘this’, you know they study it, they look at it,
they re hearse it,  and they think of thisness.  They pon der about the
re la tion of thisness to form and mat ter and to the world and to space
and time, thisness, thisness.  Well what I want you to worry about
rather is this-red-bookness so to speak be cause I think ac tu ally that
in per cep tion, with very few ex cep tions, we are hav ing per cep tual
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thoughts which do have this kind of com plex form as their sub ject. 
They have a com plex demonstrative as their sub ject.  Now the ob vi -
ous point is that if we take this se ri ously, we can give an ac count
that is not psychologistic in the way in which I gave be fore of per -
cep tual tak ing, what we take in per cep tion is, so to speak what is in
the demonstrative phrase. When I, as it were, think while look ing
over there,  this-red-brick and then go on to say some thing about it,
what I am tak ing is a red-brick and the fact that I’m tak ing it, is a
mat ter of be ing as it were, the very form of the per cep tual thought.  I
have n’t of course by any means ex hausted the topic yet, but I want
to sug gest that we can dis tin guish be tween a tak ing that and one
might say re ally, one can take it that some thing is the case, I’m not
de ny ing that, but what I want sug gest is that the  in ter est ing sense of
per cep tual tak ing is that in which perception gives us, or presents
us with subject matters to think about.

‘This red brick,’ well what about it? What we take is what is, as
it were, packed into what is in the com plex demonstrative phrase.
That is a sug ges tion that I want to of fer and I want to sug gest that
what we see some thing as, is a mat ter of the com plex demonstrative
phrase.  In other words, to see some thing as a brick is to have a per -
cep tual thought oc cur ring to one and what the per cep tual thought
is, that is ex actly what I’m con cerned with, which vo cal izes in its
very sub ject, not only a demonstrative but some con cepts such as
the con cept of be ing red, be ing a red brick. This is what is taken and
to see some thing as in volves, to see some thing as a red brick, what -
ever else it in volves—it does in volve some thing else— it does in -
volve this demonstrative com plex.  Now of course we can see
some thing as some thing and yet be mis taken.  To use
Reichenbach’s fa vor ite ex am ple of there be ing a bush in front of the 
tent where one is camp ing.  When we’re ner vous you know, one’s
per cep tual set is a bit har ried and one looks out of the tent and one
sees the bush but takes it to be a bear, or sees it as a bear.  In other
words what oc curs in the camper’s mind is a demonstrative ex pres -
sion this-black-bear is threat en ing me I better move and so on.  This 
black bear. Of course there is no black bear there but he has seen
some thing as a black bear and I sug gest that this no tion of a com -
plex demonstrative which is in volved in the per cep tual sit u a tion
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clar i fies in a not purely psychologistic sort of way, a cer tain el e -
ment of what we call a per cep tual taking.

Now I am go ing to say then that for our pres ent pur poses,  vi sual 
tak ings sim ply  are the com plex demonstrative con stit u ents of per -
cep tual be liefs.  I’m will ing to work with this for a while and see
where it leads and the ex plic itly pred i ca tive con stit u ent of the be -
lief is not part of what is taken but what is be lieved about what is
taken.  The model for tak ing then would be in a way some thing like
pre sup po si tion in Strawson’s sense.  Strawson is talking about
language.  

The con cept of the oc cur rent be lief can be ex tended to cover
this sense of tak ing by dis tin guish ing be tween be liev ing that and
be liev ing in. You see, I said that tak ings are a spe cies of  be liev ings
but we nor mally take as our model of be liev ing, be liev ing that
some thing is such and so, be liev ing that the Earth is round, a be liev -
ing that-x will…,  be liev ing that, be liev ing that! I want you to em -
pha size the be liev ing in as it were, when I look at that ta ble over
there where that red brick is and I’m in the proper per cep tual set,
there oc curs a be liev ing in a red brick and I may be lieve that the red
brick is use ful, I might rush over and throw it at some body if I were
in a John Deweyean or a Heideggerian  frame of mind. But I’m not
of course, but any way I be lieve in it, you see and I think we can say
that per cep tual tak ings are be liev ings in, they are per cep tual be liev -
ings in things. 

What we see some thing as is what we be lieve in when we are
see ing it. The same thing is true of the sur face.  For ex am ple we can
see some thing as the sur face of a brick, this-is-the-sur -
face-of-a-red-brick.  So our demonstratives don’t nec es sar ily just
hit nice solid sub stances but they dem on strate, as it were, vi sual
per cep tion which we might call, vi su ally pro voked  given that I
have a cer tain set-up…I’m into bricks (fig ure 2).  I’m into bricks
and I have a cer tain per cep tual set and noth ing else is in ter rupt ing
me and I be lieve in a red brick and I’m think ing the thought
this-red-brick, and then what about it?  

Granted that there is a be liev ing in, is there some thing more?  Is
this per cep tual tak ing to be un der stood sim ply in terms of a be liev -
ing in some thing which is caus ally evoked by vi sual stim u la -
tion—as Quine would say—my op ti cal sur faces have been vi su ally
stim u lated.  So ob vi ously the ques tion is, “is see ing an ob ject as a
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red brick fac ing him edge wise” sim ply a mat ter of be liev ing in a red
brick fac ing him edge wise where this be liev ing in a red brick is vi -
sual in the sense that his hav ing this be lief is, given his men tal set,
brought about by the ac tion of that object on his “visual apparatus.”

Be fore tack ling this ques tion, we have to re fine our dis tinc tion,
be tween the ob ject seen and what we see of the ob ject.  For what we
see of the ob ject in cludes not just such items as sur faces and cer tain
other fea tures I’m go ing to be in tro duc ing but it in cludes cer tain
other items which be long to a dif fer ent ontological category.

Con sider for ex am ple now, I open my brief case and there is the
pink ice cube.  There it is. Now it is pink, ob vi ously it is pink.  It is
trans par ent, that is the im por tant thing about it, you can see right
through it.  The brick is opaque and when you con cen trate on its
sur face, you see of the brick its fac ing sur face or part of its fac ing
sur face.  In the case of the ice cube, it is trans par ent, you see in a cer -
tain sense right through it, you see all of it in a cer tain sense.  All of
it?  Ah ha! It’s ice! Now what does its be ing made of ice con sist in? 
You see I see it as a cube of pink ice.  I would say that my thought
would run, ‘this cube of pink ice is use ful for cool ing tea’ and so on.  
And why is it use ful for cool ing tea?  Now that per tains to iciness. 
And what is it to be ice?  It is to have cer tain causal pow ers, pro pen -
si ties, dispositions, in other words, a phys i cal ob ject-kind and sub -
stance-kind are to be un der stood in terms of the kind of prop erty
that would find its lin guis tic ex pres sion if it were un packed…well
first of all if it were n’t un packed, in words end ing in ‘-able’, for ex -
am ple, ‘sol u ble’ and if we were to un pack it we  would use ‘if-then’, 
we would use hy po thet i cal, sub junc tive con di tion als, con -
trary-to-fact con di tion als, all of these are what con sti tutes the ice, it 
is be cause it has cer tain causal prop er ties that it is ice.  And when
we see it as a cube of pink ice we are see ing it as some thing that has
cer tain causal pow ers.  Much of what we take, come to think about
it, in visual perception, involves these causal properties.  

Let me ask the ob vi ous ques tion, let’s go back to the brick, “do
we see the brick?” “can we see the whole brick?” No. We don’t see
the side of it, we don’t see the mid dle of it, we see the sur face of it. 
Now let me ask a ques tion, “do we see the pink ice cube?”  Do we
see its  pinkness?  Well of course we sup pos edly see pinkness un til
phi los o phers get us worried.
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Do we see its iciness?  Do we see its char ac ter as ice?  We see its
char ac ter as pink, for the mo ment, at least we sup pose, but do we
see its char ac ter as made of ice?  And I want to sug gest that to ask
this ques tion is to an swer, in a sense, with Hume, ‘no’.  We may
con ceive of it as ice, we may clas sify it as ice, we may in ter pret it as
ice, we may con strue it as made of ice, as hav ing the causal prop er -
ties but do we see of the cube its iciness?  Do we see the causal prop -
er ties? Do we see of the cube the causal prop er ties in volved in be ing 
made of ice? Re mem ber we do see it as made of ice, so I am ask ing a
dif fer ent ques tion, I’m say ing, granted that we see it as a cube of
ice, do we see its iciness?  It’s very ic i ness and of course I want to
sug gest that the an swer is “no.”  And in a cer tain sense this is a
familiar answer.

It is the kind of an swer that any one brought up in the Kantian
tra di tion would be pre pared to use, say. Hume him self of course
would have said it too, let’s be more Kantian than Humean.  Hume
was a skep tic you might say and I’m not ar gu ing in a skep ti cal frame 
of mind by any means here.  I am pick ing up the theme from Kant. 
We con cep tu al ize it in terms of cer tain causal prop er ties though we
don’t see of the ob ject those causal properties.  

Now this then raises the next ques tion.  It looks as though in
some sense, we see of the pink ice cube its very pinkness, you know
there it is, the pink is smil ing up at us.  It is not hid den, you see in
Heidegger’s sense it is open, there is the pink.  There is its cubeicity.  
Where is its cau sal ity?  Well we know it has these causal prop er ties
but they don’t smile up at us in quite the same way.  Thus in some
way which we have n’t yet an a lyzed, the pinkness plays a dif fer ent
role in our per cep tion, in our per cep tual ex pe ri ence, than the
iciness as I said. Putt ing it crudely—and one does n’t know how to
put these things ex cept crudely—we see of the ice cube its very
pinkness but we don’t see its very iciness.  

Now what does this mean?  This means, again, grop ing and us -
ing tran scen den tal lan guage be cause one has to, be fore one gets
down to earth, it is some how a cube of pink, some how, some thing
which is pink and cu bi cle is pres ent in that ex pe ri ence other than as
be lieved in.  You might say the ice is be lieved in, it is merely be -
lieved in.  But the pink, by golly! that is pres ent in a way which is
other than merely be lieved in.  And this seems to be
phenomenologically true.  I don’t know that any body…per haps we
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would re ally go to the mat on that, but at least I’m pro pos ing that the 
pinkness of that cube of ice is some how pres ent in ex pe ri ence other
than as be lieved in.  Al though what is be lieved in as a whole is a
cube of pink ice, there is a fea ture which is a  cube of pink, we can
sort of look at that as a con stit u ent of what is be lieved in, some how
the cube of pink is n’t merely be lieved in, whereas the ice is merely
believed in, perhaps with good reason.

Now of course I say some how the very pinkness is pres ent in the 
ex pe ri ence other than as be lieved in and of course at this stage one
might sus pect that we just look at the pink very care fully and look
for a lit tle tag on it whereby it would ex plain how it is caught up in
this scene, ‘What are you do ing here Pink?’  ‘How are you in volved
in the ex pe ri ence?’

Phe nom en ol ogy to proto-the ory

Here I am over here and there is the pink over there and there is
the ice over there, ‘how is it that you are so in ti mate and the ice is so
cool?’  The pink does n’t de -
clare its sta tus and what I
called the “myth of the
given” is the idea that items
sort of cat e go rized them -
selves, de clare their sta tus.
What we do have is a the ory. 
Here’s the point where the -
ory, you might say, where
the ory takes over from
phenomenology.  In other
words, as you know, one
stan dard move, and the one
I’m go ing to make is too in -
tro duce vi sual sen sa tions. 
And to say that pink is pres -
ent in the ex pe ri ence by vir -
tue of the ex is tence in the perceiver of a sen sa tion of a pink cube
(fig ure 3). And that is a the ory, this is not some thing that sim ply
trans mits it self to us as a bit of on to log i cal in sight. And here it
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should be re mem bered that per cep tion is, so to speak, given us not
to clar ify meta phys i cal is sues, the mind-body prob lem. It was
given us so that we can run away from foxes, so that we could ma -
neu ver.  Just as pain, why do we feel pain?  There are lots of in ter est -
ing philo soph i cal ques tions about pain but the fun da men tal thing to 
re mem ber is that there is a hot stove there and if you put your hand
on it you are go ing to get your hand off that stove very quickly so
that the pain ex pe ri ence, ob vi ously, it’s tied up with get ting hands
off of hot stoves.  You have to look at per cep tion in its con ti nu ity
with the fact that we have to get around, es cape wolves, get be tween 
trees and get our hands off of hot stoves very quickly without
asking any questions.

So what we have then is a the ory which we can, and here we
might you might even be will ing to say, it is a kind of proto-the ory
which is al most built into the wir ing di a gram, if we want use that
met a phor, of hu man be ings and it is part of our an i mal her i tage, so
to speak.  I was speak ing ear lier about our tak ing lan guage as a
model for con cep tual acts but I said we must not for get that our con -
cep tual acts have a long his tory which is not tied in such an ob vi ous
way to any thing that can be called lan guage and here we run into
prob lems about which ac tu ally very lit tle is known.  It is sim ply a
good warn ing to say, per haps there’s a kind of proto-the ory which
is un der stood by anal ogy with this nice ap pa ra tus that I’ve been
putt ing up here.  And which can oc cur at a much cruder level with
simpler structures.

So I am go ing to sup pose now with out tell ing any lon ger story
that here is a cube of ice, fig ure 3, and we’ll sup pose a veridical case 
of per cep tion, and we are all fa mil iar with the causal pro cesses that
oc cur in nor mal con di tions, here’s the eye, and some where in the
sen sory ap pa ra tus, this is part of the the ory re mem ber, in the vi sual
cen ter there oc curs some thing we can call a sen sa tion of a cube of
pink.

And then we have the be liev ing, the be liev ing which is

This-cube-of-pink-ice 

and so on. The be liev ing can be very rich and it usu ally is but here
we have some thing that we can merely de scribe in terms of the
proper sensibles. We don’t have a sen sa tion of ice, you can have a
sen sa tion as of “ice fall ing down your back” you see. You can speak
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of a sen sa tion of pain or blue or sweet or sour but you don’t speak of
sen sa tions of ice ex cept in the sense of “caused by.”

Here we are de scrib ing the very sen sa tion it self and the phrase
of a cube of pink is a classi fi ca tory phrase, a sub jec tive gen i tive
which is the gen i tive of clas si fi ca tion. So roughly if we were mak -
ing it ex plicit, we would say, of-a-cube-of-pink kind of sen sa tion. 
Now the prob lem is, what is the re la tion be tween the be liev ing
which is con cep tual and it in volves thisness and thatness and ice,
and what you can do with it, all kinds of prop o si tional con tent and
so on, and the sen sa tion?  Well of course, one pos si ble an swer is,
and it is the one that I want to pro pose to you, that when we look at
the phrase, ‘this cube of pink ice’, we see some thing which we un -
der stand to be as it were gram mat i cally com plex.  But what is the
ref er ent of the word ‘this’ which is func tion ing there, can we de -
velop a the ory as to, so to speak, the fo cus,  of the demonstrative
element here?  

What I want to sug gest is that in stead of think ing of the sen sa -
tion as sim ply some thing that causes the be lief, which is a view
which is very tempt ing, in other words, of course see ing a pink ice
cube is n’t merely be liev ing in a pink ice cube, I have a “sen sory” ex -
pe ri ence, you have to have a sen sa tion, but then you might think
that the sen sa tion some how just causes the be lief.  I want to sug gest
in stead that if we re flect on this sit u a tion, a better the ory is that the
core of the demonstrative el e ment is the dem on stra tion, so to
speak, of the sen sa tion.3

In other words, the ref er ent of the demonstrative at its core, if
we look at it, and rec og nize that af ter all it does have a com plex
struc ture, that it is roughly the sen sa tion it self  that we are dem on -
strat ing.  Now of course this does n’t mean that we are aware that
what we are dem on strat ing, so to speak, is some thing which is oc -
cur ring in our selves as a sen sory pro cess.  The con cep tu al iza tion is
in terms of ice, and a cube of pink ice and so on but I want to sug gest
that in stead out of the sen sa tion be ing sim ply a causal fac tor in
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bring ing about a be lief of a cer tain kind, a be lief in the cube of pink
ice that from its depth gram mar, if I might put it that way, to speak
out of a pure spec u la tive gram mar of thought, that the this com po -
nent is really picking out the sensation.  

As I said, that does n’t mean that we are aware of it as a sen sa -
tions be cause things don’t clas sify them selves in that way.  As a
mat ter of fact, if life were so de signed that hu man be ings and an i -
mals as it were, were con stantly con fronted with the fact that they
were hav ing sen sa tions, you see, you know they would get so busy,
raise so many ques tions, that they would never get started in es cap -
ing or in get ting their tea cooled.  In other words, the cru cial point is
that one can hold that the ref er ent of the demonstrative, of the core
demonstrative el e ment in the be lief, is the sen sa tion but that it is not 
rec og nized, cognized, clas si fied as such.  

The idea that there are sen sa tions, you re mem ber, is a the ory de -
signed to ex plain some thing that we can get at
phenomenologically, but it is a the ory which can be held in cruder
or in more so phis ti cated forms, but at least it is a theory.

What does this mean? If we take se ri ously the idea that what is
be lieved in, is a cube of pink ice, we find that what is be lieved in, is
some thing phys i cal.  The sen sa tion is, in point of fact, and in a
broad sense of this term, men tal, but “men tal” is a cat e gory and
“phys i cal” is a cat e gory and these are both el e ments in a very com -
pli cated the ory about the world and our selves and our place in it.  A
com pli cated the ory which can be held in cruder or more so phis ti -
cated forms but a the ory in deed.  What is it for some thing to be
phys i cal?  What is it to be in phys i cal space?  Is it to have cer tain
causal pow ers, to in ter act with other ob jects?  You can’t ex plain
what you mean by phys i cal space with out draw ing upon no tions
per tain ing to causal prop er ties and in ter ac tions and so on.  Mere ge -
om e try by it self, so to speak, con sid ered as an uninterpreted sys tem
can have many in ter pre ta tions.  And this sen sa tion of a cube of pink
can have geo met ri cal char ac ter is tics in a lim ited sense with out be -
ing phys i cal.  Whether it’s phys i cal or not, there we get to the
mind-body prob lem and I’m not go ing to start with that but I want to 
still say that sensations can be talked about in geometrical terms.

The point is that this sen sa tion of is mis-taken; to use H. A.
Pritchard’s phrase, the sen sa tion is mis taken for part of the sur face
of a phys i cal thing.  In other words, the tak ing, when we take this
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cube of pink, can be a mis-tak ing.  Be cause it takes the “this,” which 
is in point of fact in the perceiver, to be some thing out there in phys -
i cal space.  Thus there can be mis-tak ings.

Of course, H. A. Prichard who put for ward a the ory of this kind
that be longs in this gen eral cat e gory was scoffed at be cause that was 
a time of Common sense phi los o phy.  You know when com mon
sense could do no wrong!  G. E. Moore re futed Bradley on the un re -
al ity of time by say ing ob vi ously I had my break fast this morn ing
there fore time ex ists.  So the idea that per cep tion could in volve not
only tak ings but mis-tak ing struck peo ple as re ally ab surd.  Now I
want to say it is true.

We take and the tak ing con sists in the fact that the ref er ent of
the demonstrative is in point fact is a sen sa tion, we take what in
point of fact are sen sory states of our selves to be fea tures of phys i -
cal ob ject.  Now let’s sup pose that is true.

We have a com plex the ory of the world in which we think of the
world as hav ing sen si ble pinkness and as our the ory gets more so -
phis ti cated, by the time of the 17th cen tury, sen sory pinkness had
sort of left the ice and its esse est percipi, it ex ists only in sen sory
states. Now it is al most com mon sense to sup pose that the pink that
we ex pe ri ence is some how in us.  Al though if you are re ally asked
to give an ac count of how it is in us we don’t know how to be gin,
phys i ol o gists would n’t know how to be gin ei ther, phys i ol o gists
worry about this now, as they well should.  The point I want to make 
is then that if in point fact in vi sual per cep tion, the demonstrative
ref er ence is to what is in point of fact sen sory states of our selves
then that means that phys i cal ob jects—and re mem ber how lit tle of
the phys i cal ob ject even phenomenologically we saw—that leaves
the place open for scientific objects. 

In other words, if in a cer tain sense right from the be gin ning,
what we are do ing when we per ceive so-called ob jects in space is
us ing a proto-the ory of phys ics so to speak, of what phys i cal ob -
jects are and what  phys i cal space is, then we can un der stand how
when we moved from this proto-the ory which is al most part of our
an i mal her i tage to so phis ti cated the o ries about elec tro-elec tro mag -
netic vi bra tions or pho tons or Phlogiston, or what ever, then in a
cer tain sense, there’s a kind of con ti nu ity.  And what I want to em -
pha size then is that in a cer tain sense we have been Sci en tific
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Realists for mil len nia.  Be cause all of us, we have been re spond ing
to our sen sory states by con cep tual acts, how ever crudely, which
involve a theory of physical objects.

And that is why it is very im por tant to re mem ber what we see of
the brick.  Do we see all the brick? Do we see the other side?…that
leaves a lot open if you see the fac ing sur face and what you see is re -
ally a sen sory state of the self, what we have re ally in our, us ing a
Kantian phrase now, in our cat e go ri za tion, our categorial re sponses 
to our sen sory states, what we have in point of fact is a se quence of
more and more ad e quate the o ries be gin ning with a kind of
proto-the ory which is al most part of our an i mal her i tage.  So Sci en -
tific Realism is not a philo soph i cal the sis which in volves a rad i cal
break be tween so-called real ex pe ri ence and the ory, you see there
you are think ing of the ory as some thing that is con structed by
means of de vel op ing a the ory. What I want to sug gest is that the so -
phis ti cated “de vel op ing” of the o ries by means of rea son ing and so
on, is sim ply a con tin u a tion of some thing which is, to use
Santayana’s phrase, a mat ter of An i mal Faith.4

Questions and answers

We don’t see phys i cal ob jects?

No. You have to speak in two tones of voice you know.  Phi los o -
phers are dis tin guished by the fact that they are able to say, “of
course there are ta bles,” “of course there are chairs,” “of course
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4 George Santayana, Scep ti cism and An i mal Faith (1923), the plas tic ity of mind 
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we take an i mal faith as prin ci ples of in ter pre ta tion (189), an i mal faith could be 
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a masked am bush” be comes WS’s “evok ing of re sponse.” How ever,
Santayana does not take the proper sensibles, color, for ex am ple, to be pri mor -
dial but finds the more prim i tive el e ments in ex pe ri ence of good and bad, near
and far, com ing and go ing, fast and slow, just now and very soon. In other
words, what char ac ter izes the ul ti mate “point-of-viewishness” of ex pe ri ence,
a here and a there, a now and a then, my self in the midst of na ture. Santayana
did not have the an a lyt i cal re sources that al low us to get far in de cid ing what
his non-con cep tual core looks like but his re marks are sug ges tive—as WS ap -
pears to have thought (not to men tion funny too).



there are ice cubes,” “of course there are pink ice cubes,” and then
speak ing in a slightly dif fer ent tone of voice they say, “there re ally
are no pink ice cubes.” So the phi los o pher gives him self away when 
he talks in that new tone of voice.  Now, of course we see bricks
but…what we are go ing to do now is give an ac count ac cord ing to
which the sense in which we see the brick is not what we would have 
ex pected from the kind of sim ple the ory of per cep tion with which
one starts out be fore one is cor rupted by philosophy.

Prichard was asked that ques tion, I re mem ber. “You mean to
say that we don’t re ally see chairs and ta bles and so on?”  And
Pritchard would say, “No! Of course we see them.” But the kind of
the ory we have about what goes on when we see them, is usu ally a
very over-sim pli fied the ory which mislocates var i ous items. Af ter
all as I said, we take our vi sual sensations to be fea tures of phys i cal
things. It is n’t be cause the fea tures that we ex pe ri ence have a lit tle
la bel on them say ing “we be long in phys i cal space.” No, we have to
have some kind of the ory.  The point is that we can start out with a
very naVve the ory which is a use ful the ory.  Re mem ber the old story
about the cen ti pede who one day turns phi los o pher so to speak,  and
asks “How do I walk? How do I walk?” and then from then on it was
down hill.  Well you see it may be that what I’m call ing a sort of
proto-the ory which has then evolved into more so phis ti cated forms
un der the head ing of naVve re al ism, it may be a kind of proto-the ory
which is some thing which we nat u rally make use of but which
would be an in cor rect ac count of what is go ing on.  Now the im por -
tant thing to no tice is that I speak here of a mistaking but no tice that
I have been very care ful to say that the “mistaking as pect” sim ply
con cerns the, let’s say, the red rect an gle.  That ac tu ally is a red rect -
an gu lar sensation.  But the rest of it need n’t be mis taken at all.  So
there is the brick. All this so phis ti cated the ory does is to say that
there is one ba sic cat e gory mis take that is built into our per cep tual
re sponses to the world and apart from that there are bricks and
chairs and ta bles and we see them and this is just a lit tle philo soph i -
cal de vel op ment, the ‘Ah ha!’. But the theory we have about what
goes on when we see things is not correct.

What I am say ing is that it would be mis lead ing to say we don’t
see the brick.  In other words, here we get into Gricean con ver sa -
tional implicature, if I say I don’t see the book, I don’t see the chair,
I don’t see the ta ble, well that im plies Gee! you’re in a mess.  But
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you see be cause as I pointed out, this com plex demonstrative
phrase in volves the no tion of ice, this cube with pink ice and many
of the con cepts that are in volved in that be liev ing-in ac tu ally ap ply
to what is there.  There is just one lit tle con cep tual as pect that does -
n’t cor rectly ap ply to what is there, namely the pink.  And that cu ri -
ously enough you see ac cord ing to this so phis ti cated the ory, I call it 
so phis ti cated, be cause I be lieve it, there is a sen sory state which in
point of fact is be ing miscategorized as some thing out there in
phys i cal space as a fea ture of the ice, as a fea ture of the brick and so
on.  So you might say it is 99 and 44/100 per cent pure in the case of
hon est-to-good ness vi sual sit u a tions but there is that  .56% of
useful error.

I mean er ror can be use ful.  Per haps the pain is re ally in your
c-fi bers, some peo ple think it is, some peo ple have more so phis ti -
cated the o ries than that.  I think there are some very in ter est ing the -
o ries about pain that are be ing de vel oped so that it is too naVve even
from the stand point of phys i ol ogy to speak neatly of c-fi bers be ing
stim u lated, and pain is sim ply the stim u la tion or cer tain state of the
c-fi bers but where do we in stinc tively, so to speak, be lieve that the
pain is?  Is there a pain in the tooth? You know the old leg end about
phan tom pain, some body had his leg cut off and is told it still con -
tin ues to itch, he has a pain in his toe and yet he has no toe?  So it
may be that there are cer tain kinds of proto-be liefs which most of
the time are very use ful.  But vi sion goes wrong lots of time be cause 
there are all kinds of strange phe nom ena that can oc cur:  hal lu ci na -
tions, misperceptions of var i ous kinds.  But we can al ways pretty
well ex cept when smart psy chol o gist gives us his ap pa ra tus, we can
usu ally tell when cer tain cir cum stances are funny, we can’t wipe
out com pletely that in stinc tive be lief.  But as Kant saw, be lief can
ex ist as it were si mul ta neously at a kind of un re flec tive level, at a
kind of spon ta ne ous level, at, to use Santayana’s term, a more an i -
mal is tic level [proto-be lief], and yet a con trary be lief can ex ist as it
were at the level of the o riz ing, ques tion ing-an swer ing, de vel op ing
a com plete pic ture of the world and so on.  So that there is a cer tain
sense in which even some body who is ab so lutely con vinced by
iden tity the ory that the pain he feels is in his c-fi bers, he goes to the
dentist and the dentist says, “Where does it hurt?”…That’s my
answer to the question.
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What I am say ing is, shall we say, con tin u ous with what I said in 
“Em pir i cism and Phi los o phy of Mind” but slightly more com plex. I 
dis tin guished be tween our al most an i mal is tic proto-be liefs and our 
the ory con structed be liefs [which are char ac ter ized by the same
phrase].

There can be a be lief in the so phis ti cated the ory frame work like 
“this vi sual sensation”...I end “Em pir i cism and the Phi los o phy of
Mind” by dis cuss ing ex actly this point. Namely, that when phi los o -
phers in tro duce sensations and de velop ways of talk ing about them
or in tro duce sense data or what ever, they are re ally in tro duc ing a
the ory and teach ing them selves to use it in re spond ing to the very
thing which they nor mally re spond to by phys i cal ob ject the ory,
proto- or not.  Ac tu ally there is proto-phys i cal ob ject the ory,  we
can think in sub tle terms or we can think in terms of the proto-the -
ory which helps us get around through the maze of ex is tence.  Why
can’t there be dif fer ent lev els of con cep tu al iz ing?  You see that is all 
con sis tent with what I ar gued in “Em pir i cism and the Phi los o phy of 
Mind.”  My prob lem there was the prob lem of how we con strue
what I call in ner ep i sodes at all, what is our model for the con cep -
tual at all and I said our in tro duc tion to the idea of con cep tual ep i -
sodes is fun da men tally through con sid er ing lan guage.  But then
you see I in di cate that al though that is our en ter ing wedge into hav -
ing a theory about con cep tual ep i sodes we should n’t sup pose that
all, that ev ery thing which de serves to be called some thing like a
con cep tual episode is the sort of thing that is expressed in a
sophisticated syntactically complex language. 

Now I don’t have any thing more re ally help ful to say here be -
cause as I said, for a long time the the ory of an i mal be hav ior  was a
mat ter of treat ing them as  homunculi.  You say roughly a rat is like
a hu man be ing ex cept it’s an aw ful lot dumber, my these an i mals
are dumb!  But the model ba si cally was you start out by think ing of
them as anal o gous to hu man be ings then you start putt ing qual i fi ca -
tions on, com men tary on, but of course ... and so. When an i mal psy -
chol ogy be gan work ing with rats go ing through mazes, they
de vel oped idea of chained sys tems of stim u lus-re sponse and so on,
it looked like ev ery thing was go ing fine. I gather that as I said the
field is more open now and fur ther more one of the cru cial prob lems
in psy chol ogy is ex actly per cep tion and the sort of thing that I am
talk ing about here ul ti mately has to be cashed out in terms of some
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gen u ine psy cho log i cal ac count of what pain is and how pain fits
into cau sal ity.  You see the temp ta tion of phys i ol o gist has al ways
been to be epiphenomenalists ...“we’re not con cerned you know, 
with im ages, sen sa tions, tick les, itches, we are con cerned with the
old  wir ing di a gram, the old  hard ware!”  And you will find that a lot
of phys i ol o gists are now get ting to worry about what there is in, you 
might say, the  soft ware or softheadedness, be cause ob vi ously in
some way, the hard ware in volved in feel ing pain has to in clude in
some way a hook up with what we ex pe ri ence as pain.  And this is
the task, one of the ba sic jobs that phi los o phy has to do is to raise
ques tions, to open up con cep tual pos si bil i ties and that is cer tainly
one of the themes that I stressed in both in “Em pir i cism and Phi los -
o phy of Mind” and Sci ence and Metaphysics,  that phi los o phers
should not re gard them selves as merely owls of Mi nerva who come
back in the night af ter the day is done.  They should also be her alds
of the dawn.  Per haps the owls of Mi nerva where con sid ered by
clas si cal Greeks as her alds of the dawn as well as owls of the night?
But, any way, they stayed out all night…his tor i cally that’s the way
it works, con cep tual pos si bil i ties were opened up with re spect to
space and time by phi los o phers, of course there used to be an in ti -
mate con nec tion be tween phi los o phy and sci ence, then they be gan
to bicker and that fell apart, philosophers were over here and
scientists were over there.  Now I belong to that group that feels that 
this was a disaster.
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Perspectives 1986

Lec ture I

Predication and Time

 
My aim this eve ning is to de velop an ac count of the re la tion be -

tween lan guage and thought and the world and I am go ing to be con -
cerned pri mar ily with what are of ten called ba sic sen tences or
atomic sen tences and to de velop some thing in the tra di tion of what
used to be called the “pic ture the ory” of lan guage. But that is
merely an his tor i cal aside be cause I aim to give you a gen eral tun ing 
in to what I am go ing to do.1

I am go ing to be con cerned, how ever, with ba sic is sues of on tol -
ogy, the no tion of an ob ject, the no tion of non-ob jects as items that
can be re ferred to and in gen eral an ac count of the mean ing and
truth of atomic sen tences. Then I am go ing to ap ply this on tol ogy to
fun da men tal is sues in the on tol ogy of time and in par tic u lar to the
re la tional the ory of time which I hope to show is based on what
Ryle has called a “cat e gory mis take.” But that is mu sic of the fu ture
as far as this eve ning is con cerned be cause I want to de velop the
frame work in which I can make what I re gard as tell ing crit i cisms of 
relational theories of time.
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I want to start by con sid er ing a clas si cal prob lem with which
you are all fa mil iar and which touches on the is sues that I have just
been re fer ring to in many places. I said that I am go ing to be con -
cerned with the re la tion of atomic state ments to the world and by
“atomic” here  I mean, noth ing re ally in it self ex cit ing, namely, un -
quan ti fied sen tences and thoughts and the ex pres sions which make
them up, pred i cate ex pres sions and ob ject ex pres sions or nam ing
ex pres sions and I want to dis cuss a clas si cal is sue per tain ing to ex -
em pli fi ca tion be cause the clas si cal the ory of pred i ca tion starts out
by con sid er ing an atomic sen tence such as ‘fa’ like say ing, “the ob -
ject is red” in PMese, the lan guage of Principia Mathematica, and I
want to bring out a schema here of some of the cen tral pre sup po si -
tions and fea tures of this stan dard the ory. For ex am ple we have here 
a sen tence con sist ing of the pred i cate f and the name a, and the
name a re fers to an ob ject in some fairly in tu itive sense of this term
al though the term is of ten used as though it were, as if the scho las -
tics had never writ ten in terms of its dis tinc tions be tween ob jects,
cat e go ries, transcendentals, these are all grist to our mill here. The
the ory of time that I am go ing to de velop next time is re ally a
neo-Heraclitean, shades of Heraclitus, on tol ogy and in or der to for -
mu late that we need a contrast background so I will be contrasting
the Heraclitean Outlook with other outlooks.

What we have than is the name a, pick ing out an ob ject which
be longs to the class of f-things.2  And then f is sup posed to stand for
f-ness, which is the prop erty of be ing-f, the char ac ter of be ing-f, the
at trib ute of be ing-f, how ever you pre fer to put it. So that it would be
f-ness and the state ment fa is true just in case the ob ject a ex em pli -
fies f-ness. So here we get a pack age which gives the struc ture of the 
stan dard or clas si cal the ory of pred i ca tion. This is very stark but it
can be held, as you know, in a wide va ri ety of ways so the de tail is
ev ery thing and I will try to put in as much relevant detail as I can.

The clas si cal the ory tends to con strue both f and a as names, a is
the name of a par tic u lar be long ing to the class of f-things and f plays 
a dou ble role, on the one hand  it plays the role of a pred i cate, the
pred i cate of a, and it also stands for a cer tain ob ject, an ab stract ob -
ject, as I said the prop erty of be ing-f. So f faces two ways, it faces to -
ward the do main of par tic u lars and also faces to ward the do main of
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ab stract ob jects sup pos ing there are in some sense to be such, and in 
some sense of course there is. But it turns out ac cord ing to the anal -
y sis that I am go ing to of fer that it is quite an unusual object.

So in ef fect fa is equiv a lent to f-ness(a) be cause here (stand ing
alone) we give it a pred i ca tive em pha sis and here we look at it as a
con cat e na tion of two names, the name of a par tic u lar and the name
of an ab stract ob ject. Now look ing at it from the stand point of its
func tion ing as a name, we have the idea that we ex press that a ex -
em pli fies f-ness, we ex press a re la tion be tween a and f-ness by con -
cat e nat ing the two names. We con cat e nate f-ness and a and by so
do ing we ex press the re la tion of ex em pli fi ca tion. This is the fun da -
men tal theme of the pic ture the ory of mean ing and lan guage,
namely that we ex press that items are re lated by re lat ing the re fer -
ring ex pres sions that re fer to these items. We say that a ex em pli fies
f-ness by con cat e nat ing, i.e. re lat ing, the names a and f-ness. This
was a theme that en tered into phi los o phy in the 1920s and has been
with us in one way or an other ever since and in one way or an other it
is the core, as you know, of Wittgenstein’s ini tial work, the
Tractatus Logico Philosophicus. 

So that the re la tion of the par tic u lar to the uni ver sal it ex em pli -
fies, is ex pressed by a re la tion be tween to kens of the names of these
en ti ties, that an f-ness to ken is R1 to an a to ken ex presses that a ex -
em pli fies f-ness. Now that is a very neat the ory of how ex em pli fi ca -
tion gets ex pressed. I have given an ex am ple of a thing with a
par tic u lar char ac ter but I can also ap ply this to re la tional pred i ca -
tion, for ex am ple sup pose that a is next b and the pred i cate is ‘next
to’ or ‘is next to’ and there are two names here, namely, ‘a’ and  ‘b’ ,
so that we would ex press that a hand b jointly ex em plify next to by3

Con cat e nat ing next to a, b, we would have next to(a,b) as the coun -
ter part of ‘fa‘. In this case the to kens of the names of a and b are
jointly con cat e nated with the to ken of be ing joined to or be ing next
to ex presses that a and b jointly ex em plify next-to-ness where the
re la tion in ques tion is a mode of con cat e na tion which of course is a
fun da men tal and es sen tial syn tac ti cal cat e gory and syn tax is as you
know, at the bot tom of the foundation of semantics. And I will be
assessing their relationship as we move on.
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It is no news that a the ory of pred i ca tion is no sooner for mu -
lated than it gen er ates puz zles but the puz zles which are ini tially
gen er ated sim ply con cern the wide va ri ety of pred i ca tions which I
will be look ing at to some ex tent par tic u larly in con text of time and
change. For ex am ple we have ad jec ti val predication as in 

a is red, 

we have sortal pred i ca tion as in 

Leo is a lion, 

we have verb pred i ca tion as in 

Soc ra tes runs 

and that is go ing to be our cen tral fo cus next time and it be comes
clear that al though I am os ten si bly deal ing with a sin gle topic,
many of the cen tral is sues in meta phys ics are lurk ing in the un der -
brush as they al ways do. Af ter all the prob lem of pred i ca tion is but
one form of the many puz zles which orig i nally fell un der the head -
ing of the One and Many. In the old days, sem i nars in meta phys ics
al most in ev i ta bly would be gin with the topic the One and the Many.
And this has a ven er a ble tra di tion and there is a lot of good sense to
it but it is only when you see how the one breaks up into many it self
that you re al ize how in dic a tive, how elu sive the topic of the One
and the Many is and it seems to have fallen out of use in
contemporary metaphysics.

It would be use ful for our pur poses as a means of in tro duc ing
some more ter mi nol ogy and what would we do with out ter mi nol -
ogy? To con sider a case of a lin guis tic one as con trasted with a lin -
guis tic many. Thus we are all fa mil iar with Peirce and the
dis tinc tion be tween words as types, for ex am ple, the word and and
words as to kens which would be cases of the word and on this page
for ex am ple. And it might seem that the re la tion be tween a type and
a to ken is an other ex am ple of a uni ver sal and its in stances, we
might speak of the word and type as a uni ver sal namely ‘and’-hood, 
‘and’-ness, to in di cate that we have a lin guis tic uni ver sal here and
to speak of the many cases of and as be ing in stances of ‘and’-ness. 

So that the re la tion of type and to ken would ap pear to be just a
spe cial case of ex em pli fi ca tion just as this black board is black, it
ex em pli fies black ness so the in stances of the word and would have
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in com mon that they all ex em plify the uni ver sal ‘and’-ness.4 How -
ever, once we try to carry this through we run into prob lems.  Thus
we can say not only that a cer tain to ken t is an ‘and’, thus if I have
the word ‘and’ writ ten over the, call that to ken t, I can I can say t is
an ‘and’. This would seem to be in tel lec tu ally sat is fy ing and true.
No tice that I can also say that a to ken is a con junc tion so I have writ -
ten down there not only a to ken of the word and what I have writ ten
down the to ken of a con junc tion, and  is equiv a lent to t is a con junc -
tion be cause ‘and’s in gen eral are con junc tions in their stan dard use 
so I can say, “t is a con junc tion” and prop erly so called ‘and’s are
con junc tions. Now this gives us two intimately related readings of
‘and’ is a conjunction. 

Ac cord ing to the first “‘and’”is in ter preted along the lines, in
our first dis cus sion, as a name. “‘And’” is the name of a word,
namely the word and, the word type. In this case the state ment

‘and’ is a con junc tion

be comes, to make it ex plicit,

‘and’-hood is a con junc tion.

Just as I can say, for ex am ple, ‘red’ is a color word. And so when I
say “‘and’-ness is a con junc tion”, this pred i cates, os ten si bly, be ing
a con junc tion of the ob ject in ques tion, namely, a lin guis tic uni ver -
sal ‘and’-ness. And by so do ing en tails that the items which ex em -
plify it are con junc tions, when I said, “‘and’ is a con junc tion”, I am
say ing some thing of the types word and that is a con junc tion and
there fore that it’s tokens are conjunctions.

Now ac cord ing to the sec ond line of thought, how ever, ‘and’ is
in ter preted not as the name of an ob ject, ‘and’-ness or ‘and’-hood,
in ac cor dance with the schema

a is f en tails a ex em pli fies f-ness

but rather as what I call a dis trib uted sin gu lar term, now this is a key
theme in the on tol ogy I am go ing to be de vel op ing so it is im por tant
that we catch hold it in terms of the sim ple ex am ples with which we
be gin. Now dis trib u tive sin gu lar terms are sin gu lar terms, that is,
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there is a symp tom is that they are fol lowed by ‘is’ in the sin gu lar
which makes a sin gu lar term, and it is dis trib u tive be cause it makes
a gen eral state ment and the ex am ple that I have used from the be -
gin ning and have found no rea son or grounds in the po lem ics which
my writ ing immediately stimulated to reject it.

Con sider the state ment

the lion is tawny

when I say the lion is tawny, I am not mak ing a state ment about
lionhood or lion-ness but I am mak ing a gen eral state ment when I
say, ‘the lion is tawny’ be cause this has the force of

stan dard or nor mal lions are tawny,

that is, lions that have n’t been painted or sub ject to vi o lence mod i fi -
ca tion of their diet and so on. When I say, “the lion is tawny”, I am
mak ing so to speak, a state ment about the lion in sti tu tion, Lang ford
(in co op er a tion with C.I.Lewis in Sym bolic Logic) called the in sti -
tu tional ‘the’ but I think that is not too help ful of a term. Any way
when I say, “the lion”, I am com mit ted to the idea that stan dard or
nor mal lines are tawny, that is of a cer tain brown ish, yel low color.5

And so what is the sub ject of pred i ca tion here? It is the lion and that
is, in deed, an ens rationalis, but cer tainly not to be iden ti fied with,
as I said, lionhood or leoninity or what ever you pre fer as the name
of the ab stract sortal char ac ter is tic. In the case with which we are
con cerned, the relevant grammatical transformation is

stan dard ‘and’s are con junc tions en tails the (an) ‘and’ is a
con junc tion.

So I say the

‘and’ is a con junc tion = stan dard ‘and’s are con junc tions

let us look back at our stan dard the ory of pred i ca tion and see how
some of this ter mi nol ogy can be ap plied.

The (what I call) stan dard the ory of pred i ca tion has a lot of truth 
in it. The pla tonic tra di tion has the es sen tial struc ture of the truth
but to use Em ily Dickinson’s in valu able met a phor, tells it “slant.”
The trou ble with Pla ton ism is that it tells the truth slant. And by so
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do ing car ries with it pos si ble er ror. Now what I want to show in part
by con struct ing a philo soph i cal lex i con, is that the na tives of our
‘jun gle’—to use Quine’s term—came far closer than is usu ally
thought to an on tol ogy which sat is fies the ad e quacy con di tions of a
philo soph i cal clar i fi ca tion. Let’s look again at the theory.

Ac cord ing to it, the state ment

fa

pred i cates, and I am at last us ing the term ‘pred i ca tion’, f , for ex am -
ple, be ing red, by con cat e nat ing a to ken of the word f with a to ken of 
the word a. How does the state ment ‘fa’  bring f-ness to bear on a?
Be cause, we are told, f stands for f-ness. This pres ents us with the
fol low ing pic ture, pred i ca tive ex pres sions, sche mat i cally, f, be ing
red or ad joins, are cor re lated with sin gu lar terms. We have this gen -
eral cor re la tion be tween pred i cates and abstract singular terms, for
example,

f   with   f-ness, be ing-f

R  with   R-hood, be ing-R

etc.,

there are sev eral ways in which we can for mu late the ab stract sin gu -
lar term which cor re sponds to a pred i cate. The sim plest and most
gen er ally avail able one is sim ply to use the lo cu tion “be ing-f” so
that in stead of say ing, “f-ness”‘ we can say, ”be ing-f,” in stead of
“R-hood”, we can say, “be ing R2” where we are talk ing about a re la -
tion. Now no tice that the the ory com mits it self to two types of se -
man ti cal state ments with re spect to these ex pres sions. On the one
hand we are told that

 ‘f’  stands for f-ness

on the other that

 ‘f’  is the name of f-ness

and the key theme here is that of name. Be cause as we will see the
meta phys i cal or on to log i cal cat e gory of ob ject is closely tied with
the no tion of naming. 
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To make things more in ter est ing, the the ory adds, that in the
state ment

 fa 

what we have re ally is a name of f-ness func tion ing as a pred i cate so
that f is re garded as f-ness func tion ing as a pred i cate and that is why
you get two ex pres sions, f and f-ness. These are equiv a lent ac cord -
ing to the stan dard the ory but they ex press a dual func tion ing of  ‘f’
as I put it, one point ing up6 to wards the do main of ab stract ob jects,
uni ver sals, and the other point ing down to the class of f-things. So f
faces two ways, it faces to wards f-ness and it faces to wards f-things
and in some sense it is ob vi ously true but whether it is philo soph i -
cally il lu mi nat ing or not that is the crucial issue.

How all this is to be un der stood is cru cial to the eval u a tion of
the the ory. For while the con cept of the name tra di tion ally car ries
with it the idea that its nominatum is an ob ject, it is by no means
clear that the context

— stands for …

re quires that what it stood for be an ob ject.
One is tempted to say that any thing is an ob ject, a temp ta tion

which is re in forced by the fact that ‘things are ob jects’ looks like a
tau tol ogy. But the bar est ac quain tance with Scho las tic thought
should re mind one that the tran scen den tal ‘any thing’ should not be
con fused with a com pound ex pres sion ‘any thing’. In other words
the word ‘thing’ is not a proper part of the word ‘any thing’ and it
take it so is to be misled.

The pe ren nial tra di tion con tains the log i cal space for dis tin -
guish ing among items which fall un der the tran scen den tal ‘any -
thing’ be tween those anythings which are ob jects and those which
are not. How such a dis tinc tion might be drawn will turn out to be
the heart of our prob lem. It is not ap par ent to start with but it turns
out that way.

Now the con text

such and such stands for so-and-so
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be longs to the fam ily of se man ti cal con texts. To say what an ex -
pres sion stands for is a way of say ing what it means. To fix our
ideas, there fore, let us put aside the tidy ac counts which con tem po -
rary se man ti cal the o rists, with their set-the o ret i cal so phis ti ca tion,
give of se man ti cal re la tions so-called and do some first hand re flec -
tion on mean ing. Oth er wise we may find that we come to the prob -
lem of the on tol ogy of predication with dirty hands.

Af ter all, any state ment has an equiv a lent in set the o ret i cal
terms. Thus, to take a triv ial ex am ple,

there are two ap ples on this ta ble

is nec es sar ily equiv a lent to

the set of ap ples on this ta ble has two mem bers

but it is no more syn on y mous with the lat ter than

snow is white

is syn on y mous with

it is true that snow is white.

‘Snow is white’ and ‘it is true that snow is white’ are strongly in deed 
log i cally equiv a lent but they are not syn on y mous. Now I am ob vi -
ously boldly strik ing out into the mine field which Quine has la -
beled but this can’t be avoided. I re frained from more ex otic
ex am ples in which sen tences are mapped into state ments about pos -
si ble worlds. The reader can find ex am ples in any text book on
Montague grammar.

How the va ri ety of ways in which ‘p’ can be nec es sar ily equiv a -
lent to ‘q’ with out be ing syn on y mous with it is to botanized is a
prob lem on which the pe ren nial tra di tion is still work ing un der
watch ful eyes. But then it has al ways been the Quines and the
Hobbeses who keep the philo soph i cal en ter prise hon est and force
com fort able met a phors to as sume criticizable form. With these so -
ber ing thoughts, back to our problem.

Con sider the mean ing state ments, an other old chest nut of mine,

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and.
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Ob vi ously true, what does it say? It does n’t say what  it is  or di -
narily thought to say. Os ten si bly, ‘und’ means and , has the form
‘xRy’ and as serts that two items, a Ger man word and the item and — 
what ever that is—stand in a cer tain se man ti cal re la tion7 ‘und’ in
Ger man stands in a cer tain re la tion, the mean ing re la tion to and. It
is, how ever, re ceived wis dom that this is a mis con struc tion of the
state ment, one which gives a false pic ture. So 10 peo ple will tell us
that mean ing is not a re la tion and that al though it appears that the
sentence

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and

looks like a re la tional state ment, it re ally is n’t so and work ing
through the ar gu ment there is use ful for our pur poses.

Now it might be thought that the best way to ex plain why mean -
ing is not a re la tion is to tell us what mean ing is. But this is not what
is done. The sub ject is changed. We are told fas ci nat ing things
about lan guage as a sys tem of tools, as a form of life, as a means of
com mu ni ca tion, as a me dium in which speech acts are per formed
and a lin guis tic com mu nity is en abled to carry out its com mu nal
tasks. Much of what is said in this con nec tion is both true and im -
por tant, but it does not, at least di rectly, clar ify clas si cal prob lems
of meaning and reference.

To do so we must take a lon ger look at the state ment. To be gin
with, it is ob vi ous that the word ‘and’ at the right in

‘Und’ in Ger man means and 

is not func tion ing in its nor mal way. It is not serv ing as a sentential
con nec tive which is the nor mal way of func tion ing of the word
‘and’.

Now the most fa mil iar way in which a word which is not in the
or di nary sense am big u ous can play a rad i cally dif fer ent role is by
be ing used in ma te rial im po si tion, as the scho las tics put it—that is,
in ef fect, by be ing placed in quo ta tion marks. It might there fore be
ar gued that our mean ing state ment, gram mat i cally regimented, has
the form

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means ‘and’
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where the quoted ‘and’ is the name of the Eng lish word.
But since it is ob vi ous that the Ger man word ‘und’ does not

mean the Eng lish word ‘and’, this sug ges tion some be comes the
idea that the orig i nal state ment has the more com plex course of

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means the same as the Eng lish word
‘and’.

But while of course this is true, it is by no means syn on y mous with
the orig i nal.

Thus it be comes clear when we re flect that whereas the orig i nal
state ment tells us, and is de signed to tell us what ‘und’ means, it
informs us, it gives us the mean ing, ‘Und’ (in Ger man) means
‘and’, the new for mu la tion re quires ad di tional for mu la tions to do
so.

Thus as I say that

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means the same as ‘et’ (in French)

I gave you the mean ing of the word ‘und’ only if, in ef fect, I add or it 
is pre sup pose that, ‘et’ in French means and, and this brings us back
full cir cle.

To break out of this cy cle, the first step is to ask the ques tion,
“how is the Ger man word ‘und’ func tion ing in the orig i nal state -
ment?” The an swer should by now be ob vi ous. Like the Eng lish
word ‘and’ in the statement

‘and’ is a con junc tion

it is func tion ing as a dis trib u tive sin gu lar term, and is equiv a lent to

(stan dard or nor mal) ‘und’s (in Ger man) mean and. 

And while this does not im me di ately clar ify our prob lem, it
does sug gest that if the ‘x’ of our pu ta tive re la tional state ment,

xRy

‘und’ means ‘and’

is not to be a name, per haps the same is true of the ‘y’.
In other words we start loos en ing things out.
To make a long story short, I pro pose the fol low ing:
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the ‘and’ of the orig i nal state ment (‘Und’ (in Ger man) means
and) is to be con strued as a meta-lin guis tic sortal like ‘•and•’
which I used in my in tro duc tion of dot-quotes where the
dot-quotes are in deed quo ta tion marks thus pre serv ing the in -
sight that it is be ing used in ma te rial im po si tion but with spe cial
cri te ria.8 

Any quot ing de vice car ries with it cri te ria for its ap pli ca bil ity and
rel e vance. We take into ac count the flex i bil ity of quo ta tion. Thus
while the stan dard use of quo ta tion marks tends to be tied to the sign 
de signs of the quoted ex pres sions, by ‘sign de sign’ I mean roughly
the “look” or “shape” or the sound in case of au di tory speech. Yet
the quo ta tion does not rig idly tie the force of the quo ta tion to the
sign de signs for au di tory to kens are in cluded in the scope of ‘red’.
So that redd in Eng lish is cov ered by the quoted ex pres sion ‘red’.
Yet there is an intra-lin guis tic lim i ta tion, the lim i ta tion to one lan -
guage for Eng lish redds but not Ger man rots are included in the
scope of ‘red’. 

Thus in the case of or di nary quotes, the rel e vant pat terns, the
rel e vant de signs are taken as func tion ing in a cer tain lan guage. This 
makes it pos si ble to dis tin guish be tween two di men sions of the cri -
te ria for be ing a ‘red’. The sign de sign di men sion and the di men -
sion in which it is con sid ered as func tion ing in a spe cific man ner in
the Eng lish lan guage. It is a fa mil iar fact that in dif fer ent func tional
sys tems, em pir i cally dif fer ent ob jects can play sim i lar roles. Game
events can in an im por tant sense be to kens of the same game, even
though they are em bod ied in dif fer ent ma te ri als and mo tions. The
ex am ple that I al ways used is that of chess and Texas chess or Tess
where Texas chess is played with Rolls-Royces, Ca dil lacs, Volks -
wag ens and with coun ties as their board whereas you are all fa mil -
iar with the stan dard chess game and yet we can see that there can be 
a struc tural sim i lar ity be tween Tess and chess al though the ma te ri -
als used are rad i cally dif fer ent. It is but a step up from these con sid -
er ations to sug gest that quo ta tion can play and inter-lin guis tic role.
Thus whereas or di nary quo ta tion can tran scend the spe cific sign
de signs in cluded be tween them, but not the lan guage to which they
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belong, we can conceive of a form of quotation, q-quotation,
quotation in which

qredq

where the “q-quotes” are func tion ing like quo ta tion marks, ap plies
to to kens in any lan guage which played a role in that lan guage
which is played by the de sign red in the lan guage in which the quo -
ta tion is made. The lan guage with which we are con cerned in
dot-quot ing (my q-quo ta tion) is our back ground lan guage, that is,
stan dard Eng lish and it spells out how mean ing al ways co mes back
to our own used back ground lan guage.

At the be gin ning of the pre ced ing para graph I pro posed that the
‘and’ of our orig i nal mean ing state ments that is

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means ‘and’

be con strued as a metalinguistic sortal, and in deed as oc cur ring in a
spe cific form of quo ta tion which I rep re sented by the use of
dot-quotes. This gives us an anal y sis, if you will or a ra tio nal re con -
struc tion to some de gree, of the orig i nal statement

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means •and•

Where we are clas si fy ing

‘und’s in Ger man

in terms of our back ground word and. But the re con struc tion of one
of the terms in a prob lem atic con text typ i cally has re per cus sions for 
all the others.

Con sider for ex am ple the fa mil iar re con struc tion of

some men are mor tal

as

there are mor tal men.
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Which is the stan dard treat ment of ‘some men are mor tal’.9 One
might say that to do this is to re con struct ‘some’ as ‘there are’. But
clearly the en tire sen tence has been in volved and has to be re cast.

 In the pres ent case the change of the ‘and’ of

‘Und’ (in Ger man) means and

into  •and•  also re quires cor re spond ing changes in the rest of the
sen tence. What these changes might be is readily de ter mined by re -

flect ing that if  •and• is a quoted ex pres sion, the ba sic form of sen -
tences in volv ing it is

[to ken] is a  •and• 

be cause it clas si fies to kens. Since we have al ready in ter preted the
“‘und’” as a dis trib uted sin gu lar term which trans forms into a ref er -
ence to ‘und’s, we move smoothly from the orig i nal statement to

an ‘und’ (in Ger man) is an  •and•   

we are clas si fy ing and we have than, flesh ing it out,

(stan dard) ‘und’s (in Ger man) are  •and•s

that is they do the job in Ger man which is done in our priv i leged, as
it were, back ground lan guage by the word and.

The re sult gives us a straight for ward ex pla na tion of why mean -
ing is not a re la tion. Now that is a nice bit of cash to get out of the
credit for at bot tom means is a spe cial ized form of the cop ula, ‘is’,
the cop ula is not a re la tion word. And that is a mi nor but very im por -
tant point where our clas si fi ca tion of ex pres sions be comes philo -
soph i cally im por tant.

Of course it is the re cal ci trant, and there are al ways the re cal ci -
trant, the re cal ci trant we have al ways with us, can ar gue that the
cop ula ‘is’ stands for the re la tion of ex em pli fi ca tion,

a  is red

is then con strued as

a ex em pli fies red ness
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and ‘is’ is in ter preted as be ing ra tio nally re con structed by “ex em -
pli fies.” But un der ly ing this is the idea that ex em pli fi ca tion is a re -
la tion and I will be ar gu ing very shortly that ex em pli fi ca tion— and
we are re ally get ting into meta phys ics—is not a relation.

So then, at least tem po rarily we have cash for the the sis, we
have an ex pla na tion of the idea that mean ing is not a re la tion
because

‘und’ (in Ger man) means and

we have, in the mean ing state ment, the ‘is’ of clas si fi ca tion.

‘und’s (in Ger man) are  •and•.

‘und’s (in Ger man) are the items that do the job done in our back -
ground lan guage by ‘and’.

Clearly to say that mean ing is not a re la tion, that is that the word 
‘means’ does not stand for a re la tion, is not to say that mean ing does 
not in volve re la tions, even es sen tially.

Thus it should be ob vi ous that ‘und’ in Ger man would not mean
what it does if

p und q

in Ger man did not stand in the same con se quence to

nicht (nicht-p oder nicht-q)

as do

p and q

to

(not-p or not-q)

in Eng lish.
Thus to say that mean ing is not a re la tion is com pat i ble with the

idea that for an ex pres sion to have a spe cific mean ing, it must stand
in spe cific re la tions.

All I’m say ing than is that I am giv ing you an ac count of why
mean ing is not a re la tion, I am not say ing that mean ing does n’t in -
volve re la tions.
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Nor would ‘Sokrates’ in Ger man mean Soc ra tes un less the Ger -
man word ‘Sokrates’ stood in cer tain so cio log i cal, psy cho log i cal
and his tor i cal re la tions to Plato’s snubnosed men tor.

Nor in deed would ‘rot’s in Ger man be •red•s un less they be -
longed with ‘gelb’s, ‘blau’s, etc. in a fam ily of com pet ing pred i -
cates and un less ‘das is rot’s10 were proper per cep tual re sponses to
red ob ject in stan dard con di tions.

It should also be clear that in this re con struc tion ‘same ness of
mean ing’ is sim ply the extremum of sim i lar ity of mean ing. If to say
what an ex pres sion means is to clas sify it, the rel e vant philo soph i -
cal point is that clas si fi ca tion re quires cri te ria, and that the cri te ria
for clas si fi ca tion un der a sortal are typ i cally flex i ble. In one classi -
fi ca tory con text a spade may be a spade, in an other a spade may be a
shovel de pend ing on the con text and the purposes of classification.

Thus in a given con text

this ‘nicht’ is a •not• 

will be true or false de pend ing on whether the cri te ria for be ing a 

•not•  in clude or do not in clude the con se quence re la tions in volved 
in the prin ci ple of ex cluded middle.

At this stage the reader who has been strug gling to re main in the 
di a logue is likely to say, “all this is in ter est ing and per haps im por -
tant but what does it have to do with pred i ca tion?” The an swer is
that what we had been do ing is largely to the ex plore fea tures of our
di a gram and the prop o si tions in terms of which the clas si cal the ory
of pred i ca tion was ini tially in tro duced. We have been gain ing our
bear ings.

In deed a re view of the ar gu ment to date re minds us that the
above dis cus sion of mean ing was ini ti ated by an at tempt to grasp
the im pli ca tions of the con text “stands for.”

Does it, we ask, im ply that what it stood for is an ob ject? Is
stand ing for a re la tion be tween one ob ject and an other? A word and
a thing?

We be gan by point ing out that an item can be a some thing with -
out be ing in any or di nary sense a thing or ob ject. But this sim ply
con fronts us with the task of draw ing an il lu mi nat ing dis tinc tion
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be tween the somethings in terms of any thing which are and
somethings which are not ob jects. So far the only cash we have for
this dis tinc tion is that ob jects have names whereas the terms which
re fer to non-ob jects may be sin gu lar terms which are not names.

And the sole al ter na tive which it opens up would be for there to
be rea sons to sup pose that the lat ter is a schema, not for names, but
for dis trib u tive sin gu lar term. This would strike at the very heart of
the the ory, though the ex act im port of this fact would re main to be
evaluated.

I come now to a cru cial point which will dom i nate the re main -
der of the dis cus sion. Al though the prop o si tion was not ad vanced in 
so many or the the ory is com mit ted, as you will all im me di ately see, 
to the idea that if

a  is red

rather than

a is green

is true, there must be some thing in the world, in the ex tra lin guis tic
do main which ac counts for this fact. There is some thing about a
which in some sense ac counts for a be ing-red be ing-true and a  be -
ing-green be ing-false.

What is this some thing? At this point, and I am sure that any -
body who has got ten into an ar gu ment about uni ver sals will rec og -
nize this theme, what is this some thing in the world that ac counts
for the truth of “a  is red” and the fal sity of “a is green”? Well, the
first move is usu ally to say, “it is red ness.” The prop erty of be -
ing-red, a has the prop erty of be ing-red or red ness and not the prop -
erty of be ing-green or green ness. But of course the mere putt ing of
red ness into the ex tra lin guis tic do main does n’t sat isfy the
argument. For the truth of

b is green

would put green ness there as well.
Thus the some thing turns out to be the fact that a ex em pli fies

red ness. And that’s what peo ple will say, the fact that a ex em pli fies
red ness is that which makes a true that a is red and false that a is
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green. So the the ory11 pres ents us with two con texts in which the
os ten si ble name ‘red ness’ oc curs. First of all

a ex em pli fies red ness

and sec ondly

‘red ness’ stands for red ness.

These are both os ten si bly re la tional con texts of the form ‘xRy’.
Now I may seem to have it in for re la tions but, be lieve me, there

are re la tions, I am not say ing there are no re la tions. I am say ing that
re la tions have pro lif er ated in phi los o phy and re la tional in ter pre ta -
tions have been given of items which should n’t have been given a
re la tional in ter pre ta tion and this is go ing to cul mi nate in my ar gu -
ment that tem po ral re la tions are not re la tions. It is mis lead ing,
philo soph i cally, to think of tem po ral re la tions as re la tions and that
is what I am going to be discussing next time.

Now ref er ence to ex em pli fi ca tion re minds us of the fact to
which at ten tion was called ear lier that the the ory of pred i ca tion is
also a the ory of the truth con di tions of state ments of the form ‘fa’.
Does this sug gest any ad di tional in tu itive prin ci ples which might
help with our grap pling with the diagram?
One raw can di date might con nect ‘a ex em pli fies red ness’ with

‘red’ is true of a.

This is the move that Quine makes, he takes true of to be a ba sic se -
man ti cal no tion and re ally takes it to be a ba sic one. So if a phi los o -
pher un der Quine’s in flu ence might well say

a ex em pli fies red ness

has the same gen eral force as

‘red’ is true of a.

What does this mean? Clearly the lat ter has the form

‘red’ (in Eng lish) is true of a
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and must we now say that this is be cause ‘red’ in Eng lish stands for
red ness and  a ex em pli fies red ness that ‘red’ in Eng lish is true of a?

Might we not in ter pret these close con nec tions be tween ‘red’ is
true of a, the word red is true of a and a red ness is true of a in terms
of the idea that ‘red ness’ is a dis trib uted sin gu lar term

‘the ‘red’’

so that

red ness is true of a

would parse as

stan dard ‘red’s are true of a

and hence hope fully as sen tences which con sist of the pred i cate
‘red’ con cat e nated with an in di vid ual con stant are true just in case
the con stant is  ‘a’ . In other words if the con stant is  ‘a’  then the
sen tence con sist ing of the pred i cate red con cat e nated with it would
be true.

But now to make a long story short why not take ex actly the
same tact with the ex cep tion that we in ter pret red ness not as

the ‘red’

but rather as

the •red• 

mo bi liz ing an old friend, af ter all red ness can scarcely be iden ti fied
with the Eng lish pred i cate ‘red’—the prop erty of be ing-red is
scarcely pa ro chial to our lan guage com mu nity— it is con cep tu ally
pos si ble to iden tify it with a roll which is play in Eng lish by ‘red’, in 
French by ‘rouge’ and in an in ter est ingly dif fer ent lan guage by
(what ever) ‘....’ where ‘red’, ‘rouge’, ‘....’ are all bear ing in mind
the flex i bil ity of quo ta tions based on similarity of role.

If we make this move how ever we con front the fact that

‘red’ in Eng lish stands for red ness

and this now threat ens to be come

‘red’ in Eng lish stands for the  •red• 

345



and hence given our pre vi ous state ments in re spect to mean ing con -
texts to

‘red’s in Eng lish are  •red•s

and this would re quire that

‘rot’ in Ger man means red

and

‘rot’ in Ger man stands for red ness

would have the same depth gram mar, namely

rot’s in Ger man are  •red•s.

But is this ab surd? Of these two se man ti cal con texts, the for mer 
is that which is used to ex plain the mean ing of a term.12

When I say to you

‘und’ in Ger man means and

I am ex plain ing the mean ing of the Ger man word ‘und’. And this
has the vir tue, then, that in the state ment

‘und’ means and

the very word in Eng lish fol lows the word ‘means’ and is the very
word we would re hearse in or der to un der stand how ‘rot’ in Ger man 
func tions.

But mean ing also re lates to truth. In ad di tion to the con text

‘Schnee is weiss’ (in Ger man) mean snow is white  

which is used to ex plain the mean ing of  ‘Schnee is weiss’ we have

‘Schnee is weiss’ stands for that snow is white 

which dove tails with the pred i ca tion of truth

that snow is white is true.

Con sider also the pair

‘dreieckig’ (in Ger man) means tri an gu lar
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‘dreieckig’ (in Ger man) stands for tri an gu larity  

the lat ter in volves a sin gu lar term ‘tri an gu larity’, by vir tue of
which it dove tails with

a ex em pli fies tri an gu larity

and is equiv a lent

tri an gu larity is true of a.

Thus it would not be with out rea son that

‘dreieckig’s (in Ger man) our •tri an gu lar•s

trans forms into both

‘dreieckig’ (in Ger man) means tri an gu lar

for its ex pla na tion, and

‘dreieckig’ (in Ger man) stands for tri an gu larity 

giv ing a truth con di tion.
At this point the ar gu ment might seem to have es tab lished at

most that whereas ac cord ing to the stan dard the ory  the something
in ad di tion to a re quired by the truth of

red a

is a nominatum, and hence, in a straight for ward sense, an ob ject, a
struc tur ally sim i lar the sis how ever, can be con structed in terms of
which ‘f-ness‘ is not a name but, as you can ex pect, a dis trib u tive
sin gu lar term.

Now if we re duce the ex pres sion ‘dis trib u tive ob ject’ in such a
way that

the K is a dis trib u tive ob ject

is a ma te rial mode of speech for

‘The K’ is a dis trib u tive sin gu lar term

we might put this by say ing that the above sug ges tion has amounted 
to the claim that a form of “mod er ate re al ism” can be con structed
which is struc tur ally sim i lar to the the ory with which we be gan in
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which we have the term fness now con strued not as a name of an ab -
stract ob ject but as a dis trib u tive sin gu lar term. Such a re al ism
would be “mod er ate” in that the res in ques tion, fness, would be a
dis trib u tive ob ject—this by the way is highly rel e vant to the prob -
lem of the na ture of math e mat i cal ob jects, they turn out to be dis -
trib u tive ob jects and not objects in the standard classical sense.

But of course the sug ges tion thus far con structed is much more
rad i cal, fness  has been in ter preted not as an ex tra-lin guis tic dis trib -
u tive ob ject like the lion, where we have the equivalence 

the lion is

lions nor mally are 

or,

the tri an gle is 

tri an gles nor mally are

but rather as a lin guis tic dis trib u tive ob ject, for ex am ple

the •red• is 

that is

•red•s nor mally are pred i cates 

for ex am ple or,

the ‘und’ is 

‘und’s nor mally are con junc tions

and this it might be said—point ing to the fam ily re sem blance be -
tween thought and lan guage—would take us far from mod er ate re -
al ism to a con cep tu al ism with all the puz zles that this en tails. To
bring mat ters to a head, if to be a

•red• 

is to do some thing in some lan guage or other done in our back -
ground lan guage by ‘red’ then what is this job by vir tue of what is it
a pred i ca tive job?

At this point the stan dard the ory can be ex pected to con cede
that I con cepts in tro duced by its crit ics are use ful... that’s very in -
ter est ing, yes... and im por tant but ar gue that what is called for is a

348 Phenomenology



far more care ful dis tinc tion be tween the psy cho log i cal13 and the
log i cal di men sions of pred i ca tion. In do ing so it would claim that

the ex is tence of the lin guis tic dis trib u tive ob ject, the  •red•, is
com pat i ble with the ex is tence of the nonlinguistic ob ject red ness,
and sug gest that it is al to gether pre ma ture to iden tify the prop erty

of be ing-red with the dis trib u tive lin guis tic ob ject, the  •red• 
which is the dis trib u tive sin gu lar term which im plies to any ex pres -
sion in any language which does the job of our background word
‘red’.

The idea that there is a lin guis tic “ob ject” in the neigh bor hood
of the pred i cate ‘red’ it sug ges tive but surely much hon est toil
would have to be done to es tab lish that this “ob ject” is a plau si ble
can di date to be that in the world by vir tue of a re la tion to which a is
red.

This toil be gins ap pro pri ately with Bertrand Rus sell. We must
cope with his ar gu ment for pla tonic re al ism in his clas sic The Prob -
lems of Phi los o phy on which we all, I take it, cut our teeth.

His ar gu ment be gins by point ing out that to make a ba sic state -
ment, more is nec es sary and the names of par tic u lars. It is ob vi ous
that a list of names such as, 

Cassio, Desdemona and so on

sim ply raises the ques tion “well what about them?”14

Rus sell draws the con se quence that to make a state ment, a sen -
tence must in clude an item which is not the name of a par tic u lar,
thus

Cassio loves Desdemona

or, in the nonrelational case

tri an gu lar a.

It is, of course, ob vi ous that it would be a mis take to equate
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item which is not the name of a par tic u lar

with

item which is the name of a non-par tic u lar

un for tu nately, Rus sell makes ex actly this mis take. Since lan guage
in cludes many items which os ten si bly fall in the lat ter cat e gory, os -
ten si bly names of non-par tic u lars, and since they pair up nicely in
ac cor dance with the pattern of

f                   be ing f

tri an gu lar     be gin tri an gu lar (tri an gu larity)

next to          next-to-ness, be ing-next-to 

and so on, and the temp ta tion to in ter pret the dis tinc tive role in
state ments of non-names of par tic u lars in terms of the dis tinc tive
char ac ter of be ing a name of a non-par tic u lar, an ab stract sin gu lar
term, be comes at trac tive. It is this line of thought which, if Rus sell
is our guide, un der lies to construal of

 fa 

as hav ing the form

f-ness a

re mem ber I de voted some dis cus sion in the be gin ning to the two
ways in which f is fac ing, one as stand ing for fness and an other as
de not ing f-things and Rus sell is moved by his ar gu ment into re in -
forc ing this fea ture of the clas si cal the ory of pred i ca tion.

Next time I will be gin with the spe cific dis cus sion of pred i ca -
tion as grow ing out of Rus sell’s at tempt to un der stand pred i ca tion
in The Prob lems of Phi los o phy. 

I will con tinue with the search for ba sic on tol ogy and the the ory 
of time in the next lec ture.15 
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Lec ture II

Pred i ca tion
I have been in tro duc ing the topic of pred i ca tion which has been

hov er ing over the pre sen ta tion. I be lieve in tak ing a run ning jump at 
a topic pound ing it as firmly as pos si ble and en cas ing it in con sid er -
ations and then let ting the su per struc ture fol low. So I ended with a
ref er ence to Bertrand Rus sell on the topic of pred i ca tion. Bertrand
Rus sell, you re mem ber, in his Prob lems of Phi los o phy ar gued that a 
state ment is not sim ply a list of re fer ring ex pres sions, a point that is
ob vi ous to us now but which, when Rus sell was writ ing had not
been clearly de vel oped. As I put it, if we had a list of names, say

Tom, Dick, Harry, McTaggart, Pres i dent Rea gan

what we have is a list and our temp ta tion is to ask, “what about
them?” Rus sell ar gued that there must be at least an ex pres sion in
the sen tence which is not a name or a re fer ring ex pres sion and, or as
he put it, an ex pres sion which does n’t re fer to or name par tic u lars.
But he, at that time true a fa tal con clu sion and in ferred that there
must be an ex pres sion which is the name of a non-par tic u lar. We
moved from

not the name of a par tic u lar

to

is the name of a non-par tic u lar.

And of course there are all kinds of ab stract sin gu lar terms avail -
able and a vir tual rit ual for in tro duc ing ab stract sin gu lar terms from 
pred i cates. So that we have

tri an gu lar   tri an gu larity

red              red ness

and we also have the or di nary lan guage de vices

-ity, -hood, and -ness   

and

be ing φ
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so that there was a whole gal axy of ex pres sions avail able for keep -
ing state ments from be ing sim ply a list of names. So he looked at
the sen tence

Desdemona loves Cassio

and he said, “aha! You’ve got ‘loves’ there and that is not the name
of a par tic u lar.” So he started con stru ing it as re fer ring to an ab -
stract ob ject namely,

lov ing.

So he de vel oped in his book a the ory of Pla tonic uni ver sals in a very 
clas sic for mu la tion.

In the course of his de vel op ment, Rus sell came to see that a sen -
tence could con sist of names and one could con strue lov ing as a
name of, to him, the uni ver sal

loving-hood, or lov ing-ness

and so he had in a sen tence con sist ing of

lov ing16

and then,

lov ing Desdemona, Cassio.

And he said, “here we make a state ment by us ing three names.” He
told us that you must re mem ber that these three words them selves
are re lated here. So he grad u ally de vel oped  a the sis that we can ex -
press the re la tion ship be tween three ob jects by plac ing the names
of these ob jects or to kens of them in a re la tion, so it is by a re la tion
of names that we ex press a re la tion of ob jects, in this case, ex em pli -
fi ca tion. So that we would ex press that Desdemona and Cassio
stand in this re la tion by sim ply a re la tion of names in this way, by
con cat e nat ing the re la tion word with the pair of ob ject ex pres sions
and so he in tro duced a theme which I want to high light at the be gin -
ning of this pe riod.

The idea that it is by re lat ing the ex pres sions of items that we
ex press a re la tion be tween the items, that idea be came the es sen tial
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fea ture of the pic to rial, as I put it, the ory of lan guage. And it came
to its flower in Wittgenstein’s Tractatus. 

Once you see that you can ex press a re la tion by re lat ing the
names, you no tice fairly soon that the same move can be made down 
a level where you are not talk ing about the re la tion or sup posed re -
la tion of ex em pli fi ca tion, you can make use of sim ply or di nary re -
la tions. For example,

 a is next to b

here I have the re la tional ex pres sion ‘is next to’ and I have the
names of two ob jects but as Wittgenstein saw, we can also ex press it 
by sim ply writ ing  ‘a’  and  ‘b’  like this

ab

by as it were, just by re lat ing the names  ‘a’  and  ‘b’ . This leads to
the idea that since these are syn on y mous ac cord ing to our con ven -
tions then what we have here is a re la tion be tween the names  ‘a’
and  ‘b’. It is a con trived re la tion be cause it in volves the ex pres sion
‘is next to’ but the ex pres sion is func tion ing in a unique kind of
way, as I put it is an aux il iary ex pres sion and what it does is to bring
about that the words  ‘a’  and  ‘b’  have a ‘is next to’ be tween them.
So ‘is next to here’ is func tion ing as an in stance of a sign de sign so
that if we have a “sign de sign quote” an “as ter isk” quote, we could
then have

a case of *is next to* be tween  ‘a’  and  ‘b’  

so they stand in the dyadic re la tion of hav ing an *is next to* be -
tween them. This en ables us to see of these two sen tences can have
the same syn tac ti cal form, they are both con ven tional dyadic re la -
tions be tween  ‘a’  and  ‘b’ . In one case there is the dyadic re la tion
of be ing catty-cor ner, to the left of, and here we have that in place of 
hav ing a *is next to* be tween them. So these can have the same syn -
tac ti cal form in a deeper sense than what ap pears on the sur face.
Wittgenstein de vel oped the theme that we ex press the dyadic fact
by mak ing a dyadic re la tion ex ist be tween the names of the el e -
ments. In or der to see that these two have the same syn tac ti cal form, 
we have to look at it in those terms. This starts out as an idea but it
soon be gins to take over and it did take over al though Wittgenstein
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never re ally ap pre ci ated what he was do ing be cause Wittgenstein
of ten talks as though they were ab stract ob jects. But the fun da men -
tal in sight that he had was fol low ing on Rus sell, you can ex press re -
la tions by re lat ing the names.17 

I have asked my read ers to imag ine a lan guage called Jumblese
which is the lan guage which is spo ken on the is lands which Ed ward
Lear pro nounced this quote about namely “Far and few, far and
few, Are the lands where the Jumblies live” and Jumblese is the lan -
guage. Any way, in Jumblese you don’t use any aux il iary ex pres -
sions, you ex press a re la tional state ment with out the use of
aux il iary ex pres sions sim ply in re lat ing the names, so here is an
expression in Jumblese

Jumblese     ⇒          ab

Eng lish PMese   ⇒   next-to(a,b)

in a sub ject-pred i cate lan guage we have the use of aux il iary ex pres -
sions like ‘is next to’. But as I said in the pure form of the the ory ‘is
next to’ per forms the sole func tion of bring ing it about that there is a 
dyadic re la tion be tween  ‘a’  and  ‘b’  when, ‘next to’ is sim ply a
bring ing it about that  ‘a’  and  ‘b’  have re la tion, an ‘is next to’ be -
tween them. Ac cord ing to the Jumblies phi los o phers, they thought
that the role of pred i cates in a lan guage with pred i cates is sim ply to
be, as it were, in stru ments for mak ing a re la tion pos si ble. The se -
man ti cal role of ‘is next to’ is that of pro vid ing ma te rial for de fin ing 
the re la tion of ‘has and is next to’ be tween them. And then we get
the rad i cal the sis that pred i ca tion is sim ply the use of aux il iary
sym bols and there fore in a way, pred i ca tive words, are not per form -
ing any thing like the func tion of other words.  ‘a’  re fers to a,  ‘b’
re fers to b but the ‘is next to’ sim ply is the ma te rial for a re la tion be -
tween those names. So pred i cates, ac cord ing to this ap proach to
pred i ca tion which I de fend by the way, are merely aux il iary sym -
bols and in no deeper sense do they have mean ing.

This throws new light on the ar gu ment that I was of fer ing last
time. Con sider for ex am ple, the word

red 

354

17 Per spec tives II, track 2 (#3).



and the Ger man word

rot.

I said that

‘rot’s in Ger man are  •red•s.

And that as we saw sim ply tells us that ‘rot’s in Ger man do the job
done in our lan guage by the word ‘red’ and what is the job of the
word ‘red’?—it is to be an aux il iary sym bol. To say that it stands for 
red ness, again, is sim ply to say that

‘rot’s in Ger man do the job done in our lan guage by the pred -
i cate red. 

And that job is purely an aux il iary one but in this case where we
don’t have a re la tion con sider

 fa 

the syn tac ti cal form of this is not what you might think, on the clas -
si cal the ory the ‘fa‘ is thought of as in volv ing  two ex pres sions each 
of which has an in de pend ent se man ti cal tie with re al i ties. So that 
‘a’  stands for a par tic u lar, it is the name of a par tic u lar, and  ‘f’
stands for fness an ab stract ob ject and it would of course de note red
things. So we get an ad di tional way of com ing to see that the clas si -
cal the ory had a false par a digm of  ‘f’  and  ‘a’  each hav ing a dif fer -
ent  tie with re al ity. Of course ac cord ing to Jumblese what  ‘f’  does
here is to give the to ken of a, the char ac ter of be ing pre ceded by an 
‘f’. So here we have again

*f*a, 

we have here18 an *f* and  ‘a’  is con cat e nated it.  So the use of the
pred i cate is sim ply that of an aux il iary sym bol which gives a a cer -
tain char ac ter, the char ac ter of be ing pre ceded by an  ‘f’ , just as we
have here,  ‘a’  and  ‘b’  hav ing a, say, “catty-cor ner” be tween them,

ab

so here in the sim pler state ment form, 
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 fa 

we have  ‘a’  as hav ing the char ac ter of be ing pre ceded by an   ‘f’. 
And in Jumblese, we would n’t use an aux il iary sym bol like  ‘f’ ,

we can sim ply use a wavy A to say that a is f. We at trib ute char ac -
ters to ob jects by bring ing it about that the names of the ob jects
have cer tain char ac ters and this char ac ter is con ven tional so we

could use a wavy A  to say that a is red, or we can use a block A, we
could use any de vice for giv ing ‘a’ a dis tinc tive char ac ter in or der
to say that a is red. So in a sub ject-pred i cate lan guage like Eng lish
we say, “a is red” and in Jumblese we sim ply say,  A , a form ei ther
ver bally or in writ ing an  ‘a’  with a dis tinc tive char ac ter, ei ther in
writ ing us ing a   A , or in  speech I might say, ‘A!’ and so on,19

I want you to take this view se ri ously be cause it an ar gu ment
against Pla ton ism you have a pro tean op po nent, Plato is like Pro -
teus and there is no such thing as a sim ple ref u ta tion of Plato to
show that he is wrong, you do so by con struct ing an other frame -
work which is not pla tonic in which you can say ev ery thing you
want to say and that Plato would say and that is what I am try ing to
do here.

That is the the ory of pred i ca tion and ac cord ing to the the ory of
pred i ca tion fness is an il lu sion, fness is sim ply the way of re fer ring
to a lin guis tic de vice whereby one brings it about that the names
have a cer tain prop erty. For ex am ple next-to-ness is a way of re fer -
ring to a func tion that the ex pres sion ‘next to’ does  in bring ing it
about that two names have an ‘is next to’ between them. And

 fa 

is a way to talk of fness,  fness tells us that  ‘f’ s do the job of bring ing 
it about that the name, for ex am ple,  ‘a’  has a cer tain char ac ter, the
char ac ter of be ing pre ceded by an ‘f’. 

Now you can see that this is a rad i cal, should I say, de mean ing
of ab stract sin gu lar terms. They are not names of ob jects, they are
simply ways of ex press ing how the pres ence of the pred i cate is do -
ing its job of char ac ter iz ing a re fer ring ex pres sion which oc curs in
an ap pro pri ate re la tion con cat e nated to it.
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You re mem ber that many phi los o phers to day want to an a lyze
the no tion of events in terms of some kind of pair ing of ab stract en -
tity and a par tic u lar which is called an event, so that the stan dard
view of events to day would be that events are ob jects and that, what
we have in pred i ca tion of events in volves the sort of clas si cal the -
ory of pred i ca tion which I have been attempting to undercut.

Time

Let me get into time. We are about ready to dive into it. Let’s
start out by look ing at some event lo cu tions. Con sider the clas si -
cal20 ex am ple

Soc ra tes runs

here we have a sen tence of the form

Soc ra tes + Verb

We have the tie be tween pro cess state ments and verbs which is es -
sen tial to it and verbs are a form pred i ca tion. So what we have then
is the sen tence

Soc ra tes runs

and we also have the event sen tence

a run ning by Soc ra tes took place.

The lat ter is what I want to fo cus at ten tion on be cause what you can
say in a sim ple sub ject pred i cate sen tence like ‘Soc ra tes runs’, we
can also say by means of the locution, 

a run ning by Soc ra tes took place.

Now ‘tak ing place’ here, it should be clear, is a cousin of ex em -
pli fies. The last time I was char ac ter iz ing ex em pli fi ca tion as equiv -
a lent to “true of”, for example

a ex em pli fies tri an gu larity

is a higher or der se man ti cal state ment to the ef fect that a cer tain ab -
stract en tity namely, tri an gu larity, is true of a. I called ‘ex em pli -
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fies’ (or ‘ex em pli fi ca tion’) an alethic ex pres sion, re fer ring to the
word ‘true’ and what I want to sug gest now is that when we say that

a run ning by Soc ra tes took place

what we are re ally do ing is say ing

                 is          
that he runs     was                  true of Soc ra tes.
            will be  

Thus ‘tak ing place’ is an alethic ex pres sion.
Other ex am ples of alethic pred i cates per tain ing to events are

‘per form’, and ‘par tic i pated in’ they look re la tional. But here are
two more ex am ples of items that look re la tional but are not. Thus

Soc ra tes per formed a run ning

be comes

that he runs was true of Soc ra tes,

that is

x runs was true

if you put Soc ra tes for x.
We have an other ex am ple,

Jones par tic i pated in a rob bery

and that parses out, ac cord ing to this frame work, into

that he and oth ers jointly robbed a third-party was true of
Jones.

We can say 

that Jones par tic i pated in a rob bery 

in volves the no tion of truth. I will be sum ming up some views about 
truth next time.

I want to call at ten tion to the equiv a lence be tween

Soc ra tes ran

and
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a run ning by Soc ra tes took place

and ar gu ing that

a run ning by Soc ra tes took place

is like an ex em pli fi ca tion state ment and hence the two state ments
are re lated as

a is tri an gu lar

and

a ex em pli fies tri an gu larity.

They are log i cally equiv a lent but not syn on y mous. Just as 

snow is white is true 

is log i cally equiv a lent to 

snow is white 

but is not syn on y mous with it.
I want to turn im me di ately to the char ac ter of time and to make

the ba sic point that I want to make this eve ning. With qual i fi ca tions
that are to be dis cussed later, talk about events is a way of talk ing
about things chang ing. Thus there are no events in ad di tion to
chang ing things or  per sons. As I in di cated, the closely re lated on to -
log i cal point, there are no tem po ral re la tions. The key to this point
is the fact that re la tion words are pred i cates and are com pleted into
atomic sen tences by sin gu lar terms, like ‘a is next to be’.21 

Pred i cates can be con strued, as you know, as open sen tences
but not ev ery open sen tence is a pred i cate, ob vi ously ex am ples are

if […] or […] 

if […] then […]

so that log i cal con nec tives are not re la tion words but again the
word re la tion is some times used in a, what we might call “su per fi -
cial” gram mat i cal sense and we need an on to log i cal ac count of re la -
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tions. Con sider for ex am ple cer tain ex pres sions which are al ways
taken to stand for relations, namely,

be fore

dur ing

af ter

while

as in 

Soc ra tes ran be fore he dined.

Or to use the ex am ple which I orig i nally used to make this point,

Nero fid dled while Rome burned.22

And the cru cial point here, which stands out very clearly in this lat -
ter ex am ple, we have ex pres sions which flank the ‘while’ which are
not sin gu lar terms but sen tences. And the char ac ter is tic fea ture of
re la tional pred i cates is that they are flanked by sin gu lar terms, for
example

a is next to b

‘next to’ is ex press ing a re la tion be tween the ob jects a and b which
are re ferred to by sin gu lar terms whereas in the sen tence

Nero fid dled while Rome burned

what flanks the “while” is two sen tences and that as I said, it should
be clear that sen tences are not re fer ring ex pres sions. Now al most
ev ery state ment that you can make is go ing to be come con tro ver sial 
and there are died in the wool Fregeans who will in sist that sen -
tences are sin gu lar terms. But again I am go ing to be work ing with
this view that re la tional sen tences in ad di tion to the re la tion ex pres -
sion in volve re fer ring ex pres sions and that sen tences are not
referring expressions. 
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Now I am cer tainly very sym pa thetic with what Frege was do -
ing and there fore that we can do cer tain things by clas si fy ing to -
gether names and sen tences which you can’t do oth er wise but that
does n’t mean that from an on to log i cal stand point he was right. Sen -
tences are not names and I will sim ply as sume that with out ar gu ing
the point fur ther.

Con sider the words

be fore

dur ing 

af ter 

while 

in “Time and The World Or der” I char ac ter ize these words as tem -
po ral con nec tives  to em pha size that like the log i cal con nec tives
they are not re la tion words. I now think it better to con strue them as
ad verbs, and await an ad e quate the ory of ad ver bial mod i fi ers for
fur ther il lu mi na tion.23 By ad verb I mean an ex pres sion which went
con cat e nated with the verb trans forms it into another verb so that
we might have

Jones ran quickly

you have the verb ‘ran’ mod i fied by the ad verb ‘quickly’ and the
con joint pair is a new verb, ‘ran quickly’, so ‘to run quickly’ is the
verb built out of ‘run’ and the ad verb ‘quickly’. 

Now one of the most mis lead ing fea tures of cer tain prop er ties is 
that they aid and abet the idea that these ex pres sions that I am talk -
ing about, ‘be fore’, ‘dur ing’, ‘af ter’ and so on…re in force the il lu -
sion that they are re la tion words. For ex am ple, re la tions typ i cally
have such char ac ter is tics as tran si tiv ity, asym me try, re flex ive ness, 
and the like. And there fore some of these ap ply to our ex am ples,
and it might look as though this coun te nances the idea that these
words are relation words. Consider

a is taller than b

b is taller than c
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there fore, a is taller than c

here we would say that the re la tion of “be ing taller than” is tran si -
tive and this is true. But now con sider

if p, then q

if q, then r

there fore, if p then r24

that is tran si tive but it is not a re la tion so that the mere fact that
some thing ex hibit’s tran si tiv ity does n’t guar an tee that it is a re la -
tion. Or con sider the fol low ing, which is closer to home,

S1 V-ed be fore S2 V-ed

(for ex am ple, S1 sneezed be fore S2 sneezed)

S2 V-ed be fore S3 V-ed

There fore, S1 V-ed be fore S3 V-ed

we have here an ex am ple of tran si tiv ity but still ‘be fore’ is not a re -
la tion. I’m ar gu ing, I’m build ing up the case.

All right, let’s turn our at ten tion from the sen tence

Soc ra tes ran once

to the event ex pres sion

the run ning by Soc ra tes

If we seize upon the id i om atic

the run ning by Soc ra tes was be fore the din ing by Soc ra tes

we might rea son as fol lows: 

This sen tence has the sur face form

 [sin gu lar term] was be fore [sin gu lar term] 

[re fer ring ex pres sion]  be fore  [re fer ring ex pres sion] 

there fore it is prima fa cie proper to con strue be fore in this con text as a
re la tion 
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be cause that would be dif fer ent from 

Soc ra tes ran once be fore he dined 

where we have a sen tences flank ing the ex pres sion in ques tion.25 
If  the strat egy I have been out lin ing so far is cor rect, the sur face 

gram mar is mis lead ing. The id i om atic sen tence above must be re -
placed by the more perspicuous

The run ning by Soc ra tes took place be fore the din ing by Soc -
ra tes took place.

Now we have be fore flanked by what? Sen tences. So that the flank -
ing of ‘be fore’ by sin gu lar terms was an il lu sion based on a sur face
gram mar which omit ted the es sen tial struc ture of the sub struc ture.
So, as I say, here we have

‘be fore’ flanked by sen tences rather than the sin gu lar terms:

the run ning by Soc ra tes

and

the din ing by Soc ra tes

These sin gu lar terms not only do not flank ‘be fore’, they are sur face 
trans forms of gen eral terms. And I can il lus trate this by means of
the fol low ing se quence:

the run ning by Soc ra tes was be fore the din ing by Soc ra tes

(that was the id i om atic or su per fi cial for mu la tion)

the run ning by Soc ra tes took place be fore the din ing Soc ra tes 
took place

(and then ac cord ing to our anal y sis)

that he runs was true of Soc ra tes be fore that he dines was
true of Soc ra tes

that Soc ra tes runs was true be fore that Soc ra tes dines was
true
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‘Soc ra tes runs’ was true be fore ‘Soc ra tes dines’ was true

(and then, since those are dis trib uted sin gu lar terms we un pack it as
fol lows)

•Soc ra tes runs•s were true be fore •Soc ra tes dines•s were true

So in the con clud ing for mu la tion, both sources of the orig i nal
construal of ‘be fore’ as a re la tion word dis ap pear, and its role as a
tem po ral con nec tive made manifest.

Thus even in the con text of ex plicit event ex pres sions, be fore
re mains a tem po ral con nec tive and not a re la tion. From this per -
spec tive, the re la tional ac count,  re la tional the o ries of time—taken
se ri ously as such— in volve a cat e gory mis take, as does the on tol -
ogy of events—[which are] the ‘ob jects’ in tro duced [by the re la -
tional ac count] as you know, to serve as the terms of tem po ral
‘re la tions’. What we need is a tem po ral con nec tive the ory of time.
A the ory of time that is built on these facts and I have been pre sent -
ing.

And now, let’s in tro duce some more ma te rial into the dis cus -
sion. So far we have been deal ing with event ex pres sions formed
from sen tences about chang ing things. For example

Soc ra tes runs

and then go ing to

the run ning by Soc ra tes.

We have been con stru ing ex pres sions of the form

the V-ing of S

where ‘V’ just takes any verb:

the run ning of Soc ra tes

we are con stru ing these as26 metalinguistic trans forms of sen tences
of the form

S Vs

Soc ra tes runs
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then we trans form that into a metalinguistic lo cu tion, namely,

the run ning by Soc ra tes

and

that he runs was true of Soc ra tes

Now con sider the oc cur rence in the man i fest im age frame work
of verbs which take dummy sub jects. Con sider

it rains

it thun ders

it lightnings

In the case of rain it is not dif fi cult to find an equiv a lent sen tence
which has as its sub ject an unproblematic re fer ring ex pres sion, thus

rain rained

or,

drops of wa ter fell

there we have ‘drops of wa ter’ as our sub ject. Other cases are more
dif fi cult, we might try

thun der thun dered

light ning lightninged

to get sub jects for our sen tence, for sub ject-verb, ‘thun der’ is the
sub ject, ‘thun dered’ is the verb. In ‘light ning lightninged’, ‘light -
ning’ is the sub ject, ‘lightninged’ is the verb. Ob vi ously these are
true sen tences but they are not il lu mi nat ing. Whereas we can os ten -
si bly cash out rain in terms of drops of wa ter, in these cases there
seems to be no avail able re fer ring ex pres sions which have a sense
in de pend ent of the verbs which are pred i cated of them. We might
try

a sound thun dered

or

a flash lightninged
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but these seem to raise the same prob lem all over again, and here we
are sim ply mov ing from the spe cific to the ge neric—from, for ex -
am ple, ‘thun der’ to ‘sound’. We want to un der stand such noun ex -
pres sions as

a sound

a flash

as well as sen tences such as

there was light ning

there was a clap of thun der

there was a sound.

Absolute Processes

Now in stead of ad dress ing this topic di rectly, I shall si dle into it 
by con sid er ing the ac count of the pro cesses ex pressed by these
verbs which was of fered by a phi los o pher who has thrown  as much
light as any body on prob lems per tain ing to time, I re fer of course, to 
C.D. Broad.

Broad in tro duces the con cept of what he calls ‘ab so lute
processes’—which might be called subjectless or ob ject less
events. These are pro cesses the oc cur rence of which is in the first
in stance, ex pressed by sen tences of the kind that we have just been
look ing at that is, which ei ther do not have log i cal sub jects at all or
which have dummy log i cal sub jects like ‘It’ with no antecedent.

In other words, the sen tences which give them their pri mary ex -
pres sion do not have the form

Soc ra tes runs,

i.e., 

S Vs

nor can plau si ble para phrases be found which have gen u ine log i cal
sub jects. No tice, for ex am ple, that ‘elec trons jumped across the
gap’ is not to count, in the de sired sense, as a para phrase of ‘there
was light ning’. We must dis tin guish be tween the questions:
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can all state ments which are os ten si bly about ab so lute
processes be para phrased in terms of chang ing things?

And,

granted that some are not, can the ab so lute processes to
which they re fer be ex plained in terms of chang ing things?

elec trons for ex am ple.
To give a neg a tive an swer to the first ques tion is to grant the ex -

is tence in the man i fest im age of ab so lute processes. To give an af -
fir ma tive an swer to the sec ond ques tion would seem to com mit one
to the avail abil ity in prin ci ple of the sci en tific ac count of the world
in which all pro cesses are re duced, in the sense in which ki netic the -
ory re duces heat to mo lec u lar mo tion, to pro cesses with subjects,
molecules for example.

Need less to say, to com mit one self to the lat ter idea is com pat i -
ble with hold ing that in some sense or other of “re duce,” pro cesses
with sub jects can be re duced to subjectless pro cesses. In deed, it
might be ar gued that two the o ries might have the same fac tual con -
tent—what ever this means—and yet one can have the gram mar of
chang ing things, Soc ra tes runs, the other that of ab so lute processes
like,

it lightninged.

All of these ques tions—and more—are clearly buzz ing around
our heads when we be gin to won der about the rel a tive mer its of sub -
stance ontologies and pro cess ontologies. 

In “Time and the World Or der,” be fore leap ing for ward,27 I
looked at two al ter na tive ways of talk ing about tem po ral facts, the
sub stance way and the event way. I now think that I was wrong.28 I
am go ing to as it were, apol o gize for be ing wrong be cause I was rad -
i cally wrong. I re ally mis in ter preted the sta tus of event
expressions.
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First of all we have to get a better grip on this idea of ab so lute
processes. Ab so lute pro cesses you will re mem ber, are pro cesses,
the ex pres sion of which does not in volve a re fer ring ex pres sion
once again, in the clas si cal way, as

Soc ra tes is in volved in Soc ra tes runs.

Let us con sider, fol low ing Broad, sounds. Here it is es sen tial to
dis tin guish be tween the ob ject which pro duces the sound and the
sound pro duced.

To take a well-worn ex am ple, a bell when struck by its clap per,
pro duces a fa mil iar sound. When the bell tolls, it pro duces a se -
quence of sounds. The toll ing of the bell be longs to the frame work
of events ex am ined in the pre ced ing section like 

Soc ra tes runs.

In other words we have the event of a bell toll ing but we are now
con cerned with the log i cal gram mar of the sounds pro duced.29

Let’s sub mit some anal o gies now.]
In the man i fest im age, the vol ume of pink, I want you to imag -

ine a pink ice cube, my clas si cal ex am ple, on top of that de vice over
there. There is a pink ice cube on top. Now that pink ice cube is
pink! I want you to think of it as in ter est ingly pink, not just pink in
the Lockean-Car te sian sense of nor mally pro duc ing ex pe ri ences of
pink but just PINK! 

I want you to be naive re al ist there. Some peo ple would say it is
real hard-headed re al ism other peo ple would re gard it as naive but I
want you to get into that frame of ref er ence. So there is a pink ice
cube and there is a vol ume of pink on top of that cab i net, I guess it’s
a cab i net. So there is a cu bi cle vol ume of pink on top of that cab i net
and that cu bi cle vol ume of pink is con nected with such causal prop -
erty as ice for glasses, as chill ing and solid and so on. Of course that
pink ice cube is also pink in a dispositional sense.30
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[BREAK]

Lec ture III

Time

I have been pre sent ing views as they re late to stan dard is sues in
phi los o phy. First of all I want to briefly pay at ten tion to time, what
is time? The ques tion “What is ...” as you know of ten turns out to be
a mat ter of def i ni tions... a def i ni tion in the sense of the ge nus and
differentia. But any way a def i ni tion is es sen tially an ex pla na tion
of the mean ing of the word and I want to make a few ex plan a tory re -
marks.31

Ar is totle speaks of time as the mea sure of change in things.
This is es sen tially true but it needs to be made a bit more pre cise and 
I want to sug gest that time is the real num ber se ries, the se ries of
real num bers as cor re lated with cer tain mea sur ing pro ce dures. So
that time in volves co or di na tion of num bers, num bers in the days,
years, min utes and sec onds or what ever to the world. And the key
no tion here is the no tion of a func tor to take a very sim ple case
which makes all the es sen tial points, and this time is deal ing with
space, space is a three-di men sional ar ray of real num bers as co or di -
nated with mea sure ments and con sider for ex am ple the func tor
length-in-inches. We have, then, a func tor length-in-inches (f )
followed by x, is for example, 10:

f(x)=10

So that by means of the func tor, we get a cor re la tion in the ap pli ca -
tion, a cor re la tion of the length of a cer tain ob ject with 10.32 So I
want you to think of space and time, as es sen tially num bers and that
is their on to log i cal sta tus. By it self, that is not il lu mi nat ing un til
you know some thing about the on to log i cal sta tus of num bers but at
least it is a help ful re mark be cause it gives us some thing to think of
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as a ref er ent for time, time is a do main of real num bers as cor re lated
with a measuring device, a clock example.

Well what is the sta tus of num bers? First of all I’m go ing to talk
about classes. Con sider this state ment 

Tom is a man

Fido is a dog

Leo is a lion

these are ba sic sub ject pred i cate state ments in volv ing sortal pred i -
ca tion for ex am ple ‘Tom is a man’ becomes

Tom ∈1 Man

(Let me call it  ‘∈1’  be cause I am go ing to be con trast ing it in a mo -

ment with ‘∈2’)
where ‘man’ is the sortal. Now cor re lated with ‘Tom is a man’, we
have the state ment

Tom ∈ man kind

and this be gins to strike us again as a re la tional con text, ‘Tom is a
mem ber of man kind’. Now I am go ing to rep re sent that as

Tom ∈2 man kind

and it looks as though ‘∈2’ stood for the re la tion ship of “be ing a
mem ber of”. As you can in tu itively see right now the move I am go -
ing to make that

Tom  ∈2  man kind

stands to

Tom ∈1 man

as

a ex em pli fies red ness

stands to

a is red
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and that is the ul ti mate clar i fi ca tion of the so-called class mem ber -
ship re la tion, it is just a cousin of “ex em pli fies.” It is an alethic
pred i cate.

We get the log i cal form here,

•IND∈1man• is true of •Tom• 

where you re place the metalinguistic sortal IND with  Tom  just as
we have, you’ll re mem ber,

a exemplifies red ness

has the form

•red•IND is true of •a•≡the (•red• [INDCON]) is true of •a•<>

Just as ex em pli fies is an alethic con text, so is class mem ber ship.33

Now con sider num bers. They all fall into place very neatly. For
ex am ple, sup pose I were to say that one piece of chalk is in this
room we’ll have a logistiche in ter pre ta tion, we would have

(∃x) x is a piece of chalk and  ~(∃y) such that y is dif fer ent
from x and is also a piece of chalk.

So we have given an ac count of the state ment at trib ut ing the char ac -
ter of be ing-one to a piece of chalk in this  room. Roughly, the theme 
is

one K = for (∃x) x ∈2  KIND and ~ (∃y)  y≠ x and y∈2
KIND

and that is the num ber one. The num ber one be comes a
metalinguistic sortal just as f-ness be comes a metalinguistic sortal.

And how about the num ber two? We make the ex actly par al lel
move. The num ber two, what is it? It is a metalinguistic sortal. We
say that there are, for ex am ple, two arch bish ops in Eng land, we
would say

(∃x) x =  an arch bishop and ~(∃y) y= is an arch bishop in
Eng land and y≠ x34
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so we could say that 

two = the • (∃x) (∃y) x,y ∈2  KIND•

And that is true of arch bish ops from Eng land. In other words, it is

true if we sub sti tute •Arch bishop in Eng land• for KIND, where
KIND is a non-il lus trat ing metalinguistic sortal. So there we get an
ex ten sion of this metalinguistic ap proach to the on to log i cal sta tus
of items, we get the ex ten sion to classes and to num bers. Well, there
is noth ing very sur pris ing in that ex cept that math e ma ti cians are
wor ried about what kinds of things they are talk ing about, namely
num bers. They think of them as ob jects in the clas si cal sense of ob -
jects. And what I am show ing is that num bers are, if you will, dis -
trib u tive ob jects. They are dis trib u tive con cep tual ob jects, then,
that nails their sta tus down and should re solve some of the per plex i -
ties that peo ple get into when they try to think of numbers as
objects.

Truth

The next topic that I want to dis cuss is that of truth. I have been
talk ing about the mean ing of pred i cates and the im por tance of the
con cept of truth and I want now to talk about truth. In talk ing about
truth, we ob vi ously have to pay our re spects to Tarski. Then ob vi -
ously he is do ing some thing. The ques tion is, “what ex actly is
Tarski do ing?” And no body that I know of has seen ex actly what
Tarski is do ing and there fore I am go ing to try to spell out what I see
as Tarski’s ac com plish ments.

I was check ing out of my ho tel and took one bag down, it was
heavy and I just wanted to take it down but by the time I got back to
my room, in dus tri ous peo ple had al ready been turn ing it in side out
and had taken all my pa pers—which had been care fully or -
dered—then, in ef fect, thrown them in the waste pa per bas ket. So I
had to spend half an hour with re or der ing and I have n’t com pletely
done that yet so if I hes i tate here it is be cause I am still op er at ing
with a hand i cap.35 

What is Tarski do ing? What is the formalist ap proach do ing? I
have given a the ory of mean ing ac cord ing to which mean ing is not a 
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re la tion. There is an other way of do ing this but not do ing the same
thing ex actly. For ex am ple, con sider the fol low ing formalist ac -
count of what it is to be a predicate.

In Ger man first of all, given in di vid ual con stants,36 con sider
the fol low ing for mula

x den (in Ger man) y ≡ x = ‘Sokrates’ & y = Soc ra tes.

x den (in Ger man) y ≡ x = ‘Greichenland’ & y = Greece.

x den (in Ger man) y ≡ x = ‘der Mond’ & y = the moon.

This would be a stan dard ex am ple of a list ing spec i fi ca tion of sin -
gu lar terms and their mean ing in Ger man. What you do is give a list -
ing of the ex pres sions and then a list ing of what the ex pres sions
de note. We can call this a “list ing def i ni tion.” Now the list ing def i -
ni tion is ob vi ously true but no tice that if in ter preted as a def i ni tion,
it de fines “de notes in Ger man” in terms of con junc tion,
disjunction, iden tity and the cor rect list of wed ded pairs. But it has
lit tle of sub stance to say about the wed ding cer e mony, it sim ply
gives a list of words and a list of things. We can make a par al lel
move in the case of sat is fac tion which is a key no tion in for mal se -
man tics thus af ter de fin ing “pred i cate” in Ger man by a list ing of
pred i cates and list ings INDCON in the way that I il lus trated, we can 
go on and ex plain sat is fac tion.37

We get for ex am ple

x sat is fies (in Ger man) y =df  x = a & y  = ‘rot’ & red(a)

                                      or

x =df  b & y =df ‘blau’  & blue(b) 

or…

and ob vi ously we can keep on go ing un til we have cov ered all the
cir cum stances in the lan guage and we get a list ing ac count of sat is -
fac tion.
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Again, it does n’t il lu mi nate what sat is fac tion is but it gives us
an extensional equiv a lence of the def i ni tion. These def i ni tions by
list ing put us in a po si tion to in tro duce the tech ni cal ex pres sion,
“true in Ger man” tak ing also as an ex pres sion. Then we can define
it as follows

a sen tence 

PR[INDCON] is true-in-Ger man ≡ INDCON den-in-Ger man 
         a and a sat is fies ‘rot’ 

or

                                                   ≡ INDCON den-in-Ger man 
                                           b and b sat is fies ‘blau’ 

or etc., etc., etc..
We get, then, an ac count of truth in Ger man which gives us sim -

ply a list ing of true sen tences in Ger man in ac cor dance with pre vi -
ous list ings of re fer ring ex pres sions and predicates.

Now given these list ing stip u la tions, the T-sen tences come out,
for ex am ple, it is a con se quence of those list ing def i ni tions that

‘rot a’ is true-in-Ger man ≡  red(a).

But all this pro vides lit tle or no il lu mi na tion as to how the Ger man
sen tence ‘rot(a)’ must be con nected with the world in or der to be as -
sessed as true which, af ter all, de spite all the logic that is float ing
around, is an eval u a tion, truth is an evaluative no tion, of course.

Thus given list ing def i ni tions of ‘de notes in E’ and ‘sat is fies in
E’ and the cor re spond ing def i ni tion of  ‘true in E,’ it be comes a log -
i cal truth that 

‘fa’ is true-in-Eng lish ≡  fa .

Un less we are go ing to per mit our selves to be hyp no tized by all this
rigor, it is es sen tial to re mind our selves that even if

P ≡  Q 

is log i cally true, it need not be the case that ‘p’ ex plains ‘q’. Ex -
plain ing and log i cal equiv a lence are not the same thing, of course.
Con sider, af ter all, 

2 + 2 = 4 ≡ 3 + 3 = 6
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nei ther of these ex plains the other.
What we know how ever, com ing to the prob lem of truth is clearly
the fact that a is red com bined with some ad di tional pre mises pro -
vides an ex pla na tion of the fact that 

‘a is red’ is true (in Eng lish). 

Well, what is “the rest”?
If one is hasty and care less in go ing through the “Tarski mo -

tions,” one can eas ily be de ceived into think ing that the ex pla na tion 
in ques tion is readily forth com ing. Af ter all, us ing the ap pro pri ate
def i ni tions of ‘de notes in Eng lish’, ‘sat is fied in Eng lish’, and ‘true
in Eng lish’ we un der stand why, given that a is red, it must be true, it
must be the case that ‘a is red’ is true in English. 

But an ex pla na tion of how we know that

‘a is red’ is true (in Eng lish)

need not be an ex pla na tion of why, in Eng lish, the sen tence ‘a is
red’ is true.

Clearly the is sue hinges on the cor rect in ter pre ta tion of the fact
that a true state ment is nec es sar ily a true state ment in a given lan -
guage. It would be granted on all sides that to ab stract from the fact
that a state ment be longs to a cer tain lan guage is to cut off any pos si -
bil ity of de ter min ing its truth, let alone its mean ing. But to spec ify
the lan guage to which the state ment be longs is not the same thing as 
to give a re cur sive, formalist, list ing of the ex pres sions of the lan -
guage. Nor a re cur sive list ing of “what de notes what in L,” nor, for
that mat ter, what “sat is fies-in-L” cer tain pred i cates in L. 

Thus it makes per fectly good sense to say that a cer tain ex pres -
sions be longs to a cer tain lan guage—or for that mat ter a cer tain di a -
lect or even an idio lect, even though one is not in a po si tion with out
an in ves ti ga tion to pro vide such lists. Com pare at trib ut ing a cer tain
law to a cer tain le gal cor pus. Thus even though  one lacks a sat is fac -
tory formalist or list ing ac count of what it is for ‘a ist rot’ to be a
Ger man sen tence, one can nev er the less be in a po si tion to ex plain
the truth of the state ment (made in Ger man) ‘a ist rot’ and that is
cer tainly some thing I want to do to day. But be fore do ing that I want
to make some other points that are di rectly rel e vant to this topic.

I was ex plain ing pred i ca tion last time and point ing out that
pred i cates are dis pens able sym bols. You can say ev ery thing you
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want to say with out us ing pred i cates. Thus once we ap pre ci ate the
fact that there are two equiv a lent ways of ex press ing a re la tion be -
tween ob jects us ing a non-name which stands for the re la tion for
ex am ple, next to, or us ing a re la tion be tween to kens of the names to
ex press the fact that the ob jects are related. In our Jumblies
sentence

 Ab

There we would have a sen tence in volv ing an aux il iary ex pres sion. 
I dis cuss in great de tail a mis un der stand ing of this point in my

book Nat u ral ism and On tol ogy. It might be thought that there is
some thing in the
 

 Ab

which cor re sponds to ‘next to’ but there is n’t.38 There is a func tion
that is be ing per formed by means of which ‘next to’ is used in 

a is next to b

but there is no anal ogy be tween the two func tions as I want to bring
out.

So what do the Eng lish sen tence,

a is next to b

and the Jumblese sen tence

 Ab

what do they have in com mon? In each case to kens of the names  ‘a’
and  ‘b’  are placed in a con ven tional dyadic re la tion. In the case of

 Ab

The Jumblese for mu la tion there is no use of an aux il iary sym bol.
They are sim ply placed in the re la tion of catty-cor ner, say to the left
of, a…b. In the case of  PMese Eng lish, we have  ‘a’ and  ‘b’  hav ing
an ‘is next to’ be tween them where the ‘is next to’ is sim ply func -
tion ing as an in scrip tion. It is not func tion ing se man ti cally in any
other way than to bring it about that the names  ‘a’  and  ‘b’  have a
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cer tain de sign be tween them. That is a rad i cally dif fer ent sta tus that 
pred i cates have and this is the key to the prob lem of pred i ca tion. It
dis solves the prob lem of pred i ca tion. Pred i cates are aux il iary sym -
bols. You see the clas si cal the ory of pred i ca tion thinks that when
we have a subject-predicate statement

 fa 

or any other rep re sen ta tive, we have two ex pres sions, each of
which has an in de pend ent se man ti cal tie with the world or with re -
al ity. And this is the fun da men tal mis take it makes and all the other
mis takes fol low from it. So this is a rad i cal at tack on clas si cal the o -
ries of pred i ca tion which gives a def i nite an swer to the ques tion,
“what do pred i cates do?”And it will en able us to give an account of
truth. 

I am tell ing you now dog mat i cally what I have told you and I in -
di cated that it is a rad i cal the sis with re spect to good clas si cal
issues. 

Let me bring in an other point: again a clas si cal point. Plato, in
the Phaedo, draws a dis tinc tion be tween

tall ness

the tall in us

and

tall things (tall in the thing),

this de vel oped into the Scho las tic the ory of ac ci dents. The point,
then, is that if we look at a fire truck, here is an item which ex em pli -
fies, 

fire-truck-hood

v

and the fire truck is red. Now there is a cer tain shade of red, say,
red49, and we would have

red49-ness 

which would be that shade of red, and ac cord ing to the the ory that I
am work ing with here, there is an item which is
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a red49

that is a red49 in the truck, so to speak. Other ob jects, then, can be
red49, so here would be

a red49, 

and here is an other fire truck with same color, 

p

a red49

and there would be a red49, an in stance of red49 which was the ac ci -
dent, as it were, of this (last) truck.39 And this truck has a red49 or, to 
use Ar is totle’s ex am ple, a white, this all co mes from Ar is totle’s
Cat e go ries. Here we would have a truck hav ing its red49 and here is
an other truck hav ing its red49 so we can count red49s. 

What is their prin ci ple of in di vid u a tion? Clearly, it is there be -
ing ac ci dents of a cer tain sub stance rather than an other. In other
words, we in di vid u ate these de pend ent par tic u lars, as they are of -
ten called, in terms of their sub jects.

Here is a stan dard the ory of what it is to say of a fire truck that is
red49. It is to say that in her ing in the fire truck is a red49, an ex panse
red49. And the other one is red49 for the same rea son, there is a nu -
mer i cally dif fer ent ex panse of red49 which in heres in it. 

Of course, the first move that co mes here is to ask what in the
world is ‘in her ence’? And to de velop a the ory ac cord ing to which
sub stances are pat terns or col lec tions of the fea tures. 

I am go ing to call items like a red49, I am go ing to call those ‘fea -
tures’ and if you ask a phi los o pher in this tra di tion what is it that has
the fea tures, well, one an swer that co mes out is sort of a ur
Goodmanian an swer, namely, that the sub stance is a whole of
which the fea tures are parts. So that the one red49 would be a part of
this truck, a “part” in the mereological sense, and that the other
red49 would be an el e ment or a part of the other truck. So we get to
view that things are pat tern of fea tures. This is a very rep u ta ble
view in the history of thought.
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An other view sim ply brings in a re la tion of in her ing ac cord ing
to which there is a sub stance and in her ing in it, is a red49, a cer tain
shape and other fea tures. So we might have what you might call the
col lec tion  view of sub stances and then we have the Or tho dox view
that sub stances are items which have these de pend ent par tic u lars as
ac ci dents. Let’s see what we can do here. 

The first move is to note that ac cord ing to this view there is the
sub stance sortal, truck-hood, and this would be said to be an in -
stance of truck-hood. Ac cord ing to the col lec tion view, to be a
truck is sim ply to be a whole con sist ing of fea tures like a red49, a
shape47 and so on. I take it that you are all fa mil iar with the clas si cal
ac count of ac ci dents so I will move on to use this, put it to philo -
soph i cal use.

Let’s look at Log i cal At om ism once again. Ac cord ing to it the
world con sists of at oms, not the phys i cal kind but simples, the
world con sists of sim ple ob jects. There are the sim ple ob jects and
then there are the wholes which con sist of them. So that ev ery thing
is ei ther a sim ple or a whole con sist ing of simples, that would be a
stan dard form of Log i cal At om ism. Thus, for ex am ple, a
phenomenalist would say that the ba sic simples are color patches,
noises, and things of that kind and wholes con sist ing of them such
as chairs, ta bles, lec terns and so on. That lec tern would be a whole
con sist ing of a rect an gu lar brown patch and the other patches—
pre sum ably the ones that con cerned its in sides and so on. So Log i -
cal At om ism was the view that the simples were called sensibilia,
color expenses and so on. 

And what was it40 for a whole to con sist of those parts? That
was an a lyzed, metalinguistically, as fol lows:

that you can say ev ery thing that you want to say, for ex am ple,
about a check er board by mak ing state ments about the squares
and how they are re lated and what prop er ties they have. So all
state ments could be re duced to state ments about the atoms. 

That was the stan dard view when I ap peared on the philo soph i cal
scene.

Let us sup pose for the mo ment that it is true. That is the cor rect
ac count, that talk about a com plex is in prin ci ple ex pon ible in terms 
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of talk about the parts. You can say ev ery thing you want to say, as I
il lus trated, about a check er board by talk ing about its parts and their
prop er ties. If you are at the level where you know what the at oms
are then you can make ev ery state ment about the world in terms of
the at oms in volved. This was the stan dard view and I am us ing it
now as I did last time as a point of departure. 

What would it mean for a phenomenalist to say, for ex am ple,
phys i cal ob jects con sist of sen sa tions—that was the early form of
the phenomenalist’s po si tion, Berke ley’s form. What is it to say
that a chair is a pat tern of sen sa tions? Or as Berke ley would’ve put
it, per cep tions. And the an swer would be, again, that you can say
ev ery thing about a chair that is true by means of talk ing about sen -
sa tions. The at oms are the ul ti mate sub jects of dis course and ul ti -
mately mean ing ful dis course can be re duced to state ments about
these elements. 

This gives us our first un der stand ing of what it might be to hold
a meta phys ics of pure pro cess. It would be to say that ev ery state -
ment about any ob ject can be un packed in prin ci ple into a set of
state ments about pure pro cesses. For ex am ple talk ing about the
cab i net over there, a meta phy si cian of the pure pro cess kind would
say that you can say ev ery thing you wanted to about that by talk ing
about pure pro cesses. And he would start out by say ing, for ex am -
ple, that side of the lec tern or the cab i net, that side is a rect an gu lar,
brown-ing. As I pointed out, strictly speak ing, the ad jec tive ‘rect -
an gu lar’, ac cord ing to the Heraclitean, is go ing to be trans formed
gram mat i cally into an ad verb. I would say  that it rect an gu -
larly-browns-over-there and and it does many other things too and
the to geth er ness of those many do ings over there would be the cab i -
net. So we just take the move made by the Log i cal At om ists and
cash it out in terms of pure pro cesses. Again, the claim that the cab i -
net con sists of pure pro cesses, would be the claim sim ply that you
can un pack state ments about the cab i net in terms of a compresence,
if you will, a to geth er ness of many pure pro cesses. This would be
the view corresponding to phenomenalism in simple Logical
Atomism.

We have, then, what the Heraclitean doc trine would amount to.
It would amount to the the sis that you can talk about the world ad e -
quately and com pletely sim ply by us ing ex pres sions such as “it C#s 
over there.” But, as I ob vi ously have in mind, such a lo cu tion as
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‘over-there-ness’ has to be spelled out to and so what we have to do
is, as it were, be whole hearted Heracliteans with re spect to such
things as the wall and the cor ner. So these state ments are go ing to be 
very com plex but use as your model, as I said, phenomenalism ac -
cord ing to which the world con sists of sensibilia. Be cause if you
un der stand what is meant by say ing that the world con sists of
sensibilia, and some peo ple claim to, then you41 know what’s go ing 
on here when we’re talk about the world as be ing a log i cal con -
struc tion out of pure pro cesses.

The Problem of Truth

Let me turn to the prob lem of truth. I be gan my se ries of lec tures 
by talk ing about the pic ture the ory of lan guage and what I am now
do ing is giv ing the cash of that be cause, os ten si bly, I have been pre -
par ing the way for an ac count of world sto ries and I have ar gued in a 
num ber of places that world sto ries are an es sen tial el e ment in un -
der stand ing the se man tics of or di nary lan guage which con strues
them as world-sized, if sche matic, maps.42 By a “world story” I
want you to think of ba sic sen tences which would de scribe the his -
tory of the world. It tell us in rad i cal detail the story of the world.

That is a story for an other oc ca sion which I have given in Nat u -
ral ism and On tol ogy, I have given an ac count of world sto ries. I am
go ing to be dis cuss ing a much sim pler ac count. I’m go ing to of fer
an ac count which con strues maps in the or di nary sense as lim ited or
frag men tary parts of a world story. For in or der to un der stand what
or di nary maps do, clearly, is to grasp the role of world sto ries in
their rep re sen ta tion of the functions of language. 

The first step is to con strue a map in the or di nary sense as a sys -
tem of log i cally el e men tary sen tences, a map is a sys tem of sen -
tences. We can sup pose these el e men tary sen tences to trans late into 
Eng lish, say, ac cord ing to a straight for ward trans la tion man ual.
Thus a cer tain de sign patch in a cer tain place is the maps name for
Chi cago, think of cross hatch ing, Chi cago! As it thought fully in di -
cates by plac ing the word ‘Chi cago’ be side it. Not all the maps
names, of course, need to be provided with translational cues. 
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I won’t bore you with the ob vi ous de tails of what trans lates into
what. The cru cial thing to get right is 

(a) that the map is a sys tem of sen tences 

and 

(b) that there is a pre ferred di rec tion of trans la tion. 

Just as there is a pre ferred di rec tion trans la tion of a code. A code is a 
par a site and so is a map. The dif fer ence is sig nif i cant for whereas
the items in a code trans late into whole sen tences, items in the map
trans late into both names and sen tences. And here is where the the -
ory of pred i ca tion becomes relevant.

Con sider for ex am ple,

here is Lake Mich i gan, here is Chi cago, here is Cham paign-Ur -
bana

Chi cago                   C

J

Ur bana       D

Here is a road con nect ing Cham paign-Ur bana with Chi cago, Chi -
cago and Cham paign-Ur bana also have the words but these are sim -
ply trans la tion clues. If we look at the cross hatch ing (in the pic ture)
here, we can say that this is the sen tence ‘Chi cago is large’ or ‘it has
many dis tricts’ and so on. Whereas on the other hand, Cham -
paign-Ur bana is small. Here we have the sen tence ‘Cham paign-Ur -
bana is con nected by route 79 to Chi cago’.43 We have blue here,
let’s say, and we have, ‘Mich i gan is a lake’ and so on. 

Look at the map and see it as a sys tem of sen tences and the cru -
cial thing is that it is a sys tem of sen tences. I don’t mean that it is a
thing like sen tences, it is a sys tem of sen tences. But sen tences in
what? Jumblese. You want some ex am ples of the philo soph i cal use
of Jumblese? Look at a map! A map is a Jumblese sys tem of sen -
tences or a sys tem of Jumblese sen tences. Just as in Jumblese we
say that a is red by, let’s say, us ing  a wavy A   and if we want to say
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that it is green, we use a bold faced  A and so on. We in scribe an  ‘a’ 
in a cer tain man ner, so we say that Chi cago is large or what ever by
just, as it were, draw ing the Jumblese di a lect for ‘Chi cago is large’
—a big swatch there. 

A map is a ma trix from which can be carved par tic u lar sen -
tences, for ex am ple, ‘Chi cago is a me trop o lis,’ ‘Ur bana is a city,’
‘Chi cago is north east of Ur bana,’ and so on, these are all sen tences
in or di nary Eng lish which could be carved out of their Jumblese
equiv a lents in the map. What I want to say again is that a map is not
like a sys tem of sen tences, it is a sys tem of sen tences and it is a sys -
tem of Jumblese sen tences, i.e., that does not involve predicates. 

So this is one theme which is ty ing to gether my lec ture and I’m
try ing to show you the im por tance of this no tion of Jumblese. Now
the vo cab u lary of a map is lim ited, it does not in clude log i cal con -
nec tives, quan ti fi ers, mo dal i ties. And in par tic u lar, it does not in -
clude de scrip tions. On the other hand it gen er ates de scrip tion by
vir tue of con nec tions be tween the sym bols in the map and the
full-blooded lan guage of which it is a func tion ing part. This map
here is a part of English. It is also a part of German. 

What we have then is the con nec tion of the map with a lan guage
us ing a log i cal vo cab u lary. So the map is poorer as I said it is a
Jumblese di a lect and it is a poorer di a lect. On the other hand, then
the map gen er ates de scrip tions by vir tue of con nec tions be tween
the sym bols on the map and the full-blooded lan guage of which is a
func tion ing part, these con nec tions en able the map sym bols to par -
tic i pate vi car i ously in log i cal op er a tions. Thus al though ‘the high -
way which runs 80 miles south of Chi cago in an east-west
di rec tion,’ is not the trans la tion of any sym bol on the map to one
who un der stands the map, it trips readily off the tongue.

A map is no mere list of names al though in a sense it con sists of
names just as Jumblese, in a sense, con sists of names. For ex am ple
when I say

ab

then I am us ing two names. When I say 

a is next to b

by us ing Jumblese, I say
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ab

what I have sim ply, is an ar range ment of names. The no tion of ar -
range ment is ob vi ously es sen tial to that of a map. Even in the lim it -
ing case where ev ery sym bol on the map is a name, it is also more
than a name, the map be longs to a Jumblese dialect. 

Al though in a cer tain re spect a map can be com pared to a code,
one sig nif i cant dif fer ence is that in a cer tain re spects the sym bols
on the map re sem ble that ter rain which the map rep re sents. It is im -
por tant to see there fore that the map does not rep re sent the ter rain
by vir tue of the sheer ex is tence of these sim i lar i ties. They must play 
se man ti cal roles which cen ter around the fact that they trans late
into geo graph ical sen tences. The ques tion as to which kind of sim i -
lar ity are use ful in that they en able he who runs to read a map be -
longs to a different dimension of the theory of maps. 

I pointed out a mo ment ago that the vo cab u lary of a map is ex -
tremely lim ited, lack ing for ex am ple log i cal con nec tives.44 It is
equally im por tant to note that it lacks words for ac tions. Thus al -
though a map is for use in trav el ing, there are no words for ‘to go
for ward,’ ‘to turn right,’ or ac tions, there is no ac tion vo cab u lary in
the map, al though it can be an no tated. Thus even if the map tells us
that Chi cago is north of Ur bana, it is only in the lan guage to which
we trans late the map that we get, 

go ing north east from Ur bana is go ing to Chi cago, go ing to -
ward Chi cago

or 

if I am in Ur bana and I want to get Chi cago, I should first go
north on Route 89. 

It is this fact which tells us what maps are. One does n’t have to
ac tu ally use them in or der to go to the places that they rep re sent in
or der for them to be maps. The point of be ing a map is to trans late
into sen tences which dove tail in with prac ti cal dis course in the
richer lan guage within which it is em bed ded.

Thus, 
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I am here, here is Ur bana, 

Chi cago is north east from Ur bana on Route 89, 

this is route 89, 

I will get Chi cago and sat isfy cer tain other con di tions if and
only if I go north on 89, 

I will go north on 89. 

To which might be added 

Chi cago is a large city, 

be ing in Chi cago is be ing in a large city, 

given where I am, I will be in a large city to night if and only
if I am in Chi cago, 

would that I were in a large city to night, 

would that I were in Chi cago. 

That is how maps tie in or di nary with fac tual dis course. They don’t
con tain it, but they tie in with it. And to see how they tie in with it, is
to know how to use them.

There is of course from the point of view of prac tice, a con nec -
tion be tween the sym bol for Chi cago and Chi cago. And be tween
sym bols for large cit ies and large cit ies. And there is a con nec tion
be tween the fact that large cit ies have sub urbs and the fact that the
map maker would draw in a sym bol for a sub urb near the sym bol for
large cit ies. Even if he had no di rect in for ma tion that there was such 
a sub urb.

What I want to sug gest is then, that the Tarski’s ac count of truth
has to be sup ple mented by an ac count of the truth of ba sic sen tences
and ba sic sen tences are to be con strued as el e ments in a Jumblese
map. So to un der stand truth, we have to un der stand first as you
know, the truth of atomic sen tences, ba sic sen tences and the truth45

of mo lec u lar sen tences. And as I said all we get from Tarski is the
list ing of the def i ni tions and what I am do ing is sug gest ing that
what we have is a re la tion ship be tween items in this world story, be -
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tween atomic sen tences in the world story and a con ven tional tie be -
tween them and the world. It is just as con ven tional as this sen tence
here ‘Chi cago is large’. 

What we have, then, is an ac count of the truth of atomic sen -
tences which re gards them as parts of the con ven tions of a map that
can make true state ments, this makes a true state ment ‘Chi cago is
large’—if I were to draw Cham paign-Ur bana in this way here, I
would be mak ing a false sen tence in the ba sic sense of ‘false.’ And
this is the cor rect ver sion of the cor re spon dence the ory of truth. The 
cor re spon dence the ory of truth is not given by what are called
“truth sen tences,” such as 

‘snow is white’ is true if and only if snow is white

that looks like a cor re spon dence and in the broad sense it is but is
not the cor re spon dence be tween lan guage and the world. The cor -
re spon dence be tween lan guage and the world co mes in with this
par tic u lar con nec tion which is il lus trated by maps. So this is as I see 
it, the fun da men tal truth of the pic ture the ory of lan guage which
was never re ally un der stood and has been thrown away onto the dis -
card heap and yet is a pearl, the chief who threw away the pearl, was
like the phi los o phers who threw away the pic ture the ory of lan -
guage.

Ob vi ously, as I said, maps can use dif fer ent sym bols and we
have to talk about that, when we have an ad e quate the ory of maps,
about the se lec tion prin ci ples for the el e ments of the map. But I am
mak ing now just a gen eral philo soph i cal point that a map is a sys -
tem of sen tences in Jumblese. 

One fi nal point

In my di a gram of a the ory of pred i ca tion, you re mem ber, I had
‘f-ness’ and I had the state ment ‘fa’.  I said that the pred i cate f ex -
presses f-ness, a names a cer tain ob ject and in the case that I’m
think ing, 

a is red, 

a is f. 

Thus, here would be
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f-things 

and by “things” here, I mean fea tures, in other words I don’t mean
sub stances, I mean f-par tic u lars. And this [putt ing the above into a
pic ture] tells us that

a is a mem ber of the class of f-things 

or 

a is an f-thing. 

Now ac cord ing to the clas si cal the ory, we can go on to say that 

‘f ’ stands for f-ness, 

‘a’ stands for a 

and 

a ex em pli fies f-ness. 

I have given you an ac count of all of these terms which re moves cer -
tain philo soph i cal pre sup po si tions from them but what I want you
to note is that, last time, I talked about lin guis tic rep re sen ta tives. I
pointed out that mean ing state ments are not re la tional but the state -
ment that some thing is a lin guis tic rep re sen ta tive of some thing is a
re la tional state ment. For example, I can say, 

Sokrates (in Ger man) means Soc ra tes

but I can also say, 

‘Sokrates’ (in Ger man) is the lin guis tic rep re sen ta tive46 of a
cer tain Greek Phi los o pher.

There is a psy cho-so cio log i cal-his tor i cal con nec tion be tween the
use of the word ‘Sokrates’ and a snubnosed Greek phi los o pher. It is
a mat ter-of-fac tual con nec tion which is to be, some day we hope,
for mu lated in an ad e quate causal the ory of ref er ence. But in any
event, we have to dis tin guish be tween
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Sokrates (in Ger man) means Soc ra tes, or re fers to Soc ra tes

and

the word ‘Sokrates’ is the Ger man lin guis tic rep re sen ta tive of 
a cer tain phi los o pher.

What we have there is the dis tinc tion be tween the the ory of mean -
ing on the one and a the ory of lin guis tic rep re sen ta tion which is
hardly in ex is tence even yet, it is mu sic of the fu ture al most en -
tirely—al though some in ter est ing things have been said about a
causal the ory of ref er ence but it has never been worked out with a
clear aware ness of what its task was.

At one stage in my ar gu ment, I asked rather rhe tor i cally, ‘is n’t
there some thing in the world by vir tue of which ‘a is f’ is true as op -
posed to ‘a is g’? For ex am ple, that a is red as op posed to a is green.
Is n’t there some thing in the world? This is of ten been con strued as,
“what is there in the world which ‘f’ stands for?” And then as I said,
it is f-ness, and f-ness is, in some sense, in the world, us ing the word
‘world’ in a broad sense in which it in volves Plato’s names. Now
what is there in the world cor re spond ing to the pred i cate f ? Well, I
can tell you that the an swer is very sim ple be cause, in stead of say -
ing ‘fa’, I could have said 

 A   

By us ing the no tion of lin guis tic rep re sen ta tion, I can say that in di -
vid ual con stants which are con cat e nated with an ‘f’ are lin guis tic
rep re sen ta tives of red things. So that here we have

*f*IND

is an ‘a’ con cat e nated to the left with the de sign *f*, re mem ber the
‘*’-quote was sim ply a way of quot ing the de sign with out any in -
ten tion of any thing else. 

So, in Jumblese, for ex am ple,

 A   

would be the lin guis tic rep re sen ta tive of f-things. In Eng lish,
PMese,

‘f’INDS
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are lin guis tic rep re sen ta tives of f-things. What there is in the world
cor re spond ing to pred i cates is, in this case, f-things. And there are
f-things but f-ness is not an ob ject. F-ness looks like an ob ject but
what there is in the world is ac tu ally red-things. 

And so to the ex pos tu la tion, some body might say, “Syn tac tics,
schmintactics! Our prob lem is a prob lem in se man tics, and you
have not yet an swered the ques tion raised in the ear lier para graph,
namely

what is there in the world by vir tue of which fa is true?

And what there is in the world is f-things but that is not an ob ject and 
what we have is then the word 

‘a’ is a lin guis tic rep re sen ta tive of a 

and

‘f’INDS are the lin guis tic rep re sen ta tives of red things 

and this tells us, again, that a is a red thing. So that gives us the on -
tol ogy of truth. Let me say again, we just fol low the Tarski pat tern,
only we give bread in stead of stones when it co mes to def i ni tions.
[End of Lec ture]

Questions and Answers

…Pick ing up47 sortals as part of a classi fi ca tory sys tem and
here is where the no tion of stan dard and so on. If I say, for ex am ple,
to use my il lus tra tion from the other day

man is mor tal

I am us ing a dis trib uted sin gu lar term ‘man’ but I don’t mean by that 
nec es sar ily stan dard man al though in some theo log i cal con texts, I
might dis tin guish be tween stan dard man and non-stan dard man.

The point is that the fons et origo of dis trib uted sin gu lar terms
is in a sys tem of clas si fi ca tion and def i ni tion—that is the way it de -
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vel oped. And the sys tems of clas si fi ca tion nor mally carry with
them this idea of stan dard or nor mal. There is noth ing ex cit ing here
in other words it is just that when we were wor ried about the re la -
tion be tween 

lions are tawny

and

the lion is tawny

we don’t worry about the green lions that are run in by jokesters.
Any sys tem of clas si fi ca tion will grant that there are bor der line
cases or nonstandard cases and so on. The point about dis trib uted
sin gu lar terms is that they are in tro duced to cover a cer tain in ter est -
ing cases of clas si fy ing and that when we say, ‘the lion is tawny,’ we 
are not in clud ing... for ex am ple, sup pose I say, cats are quad ru peds
and some body brings in a cat that has been op er ated on and has had
its legs re moved af ter an ac ci dent. Some body brought in to one of
Plato’s classes a feath er less chicken with a plac ard around its neck
say ing ‘Plato’s man,’ feath er less bi ped. Any way the point is, that I
say, ‘the lion is tawny’ and some body brings in a green lion, I was
re ally just talking about standard or normal lions. 

…Think of Jumblese, the point is that the whole back ground of
this was that the parts of the map are Jumblese sen tences and if I say
that a is next to b I’ve said some thing that is di rectly re lated to the
world, if I say,

ab,

I’ve done the same thing in Jumblese. It is not just an il lus tra tion, I
was able to de fend the cor re spon dence the ory of truth and I as sure
you that’s a task. I’m say ing the cor re spon dence in any in ter est ing
sense ex ists only at the level of ba sic sen tences and that what peo ple 
of ten think of as cor re spon dence in con nec tion with truth are what
Tarski calls T-sentences like 

‘snow is white’ if and only if snow is white, 

it looks like that is for mu lat ing a cor re spon dence re la tion but it is
not.
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…I am not clear why you don’t want knowl edge that a is next to
b in volves a con ven tional el e ment.48 

…I gave a re la tional the ory of time built on events. Time is a
sys tem of real num bers and there fore all I had to do was to add in an
on tol ogy for real num bers, I did n’t add it for real num bers, I just
gave it for num bers. That is all I wanted to say about it. It is what Ar -
is totle said and I am con tent to go along with the mas ter…time is
real num bers as cor re lated met ri cally with and so on by means of in -
stru ments, clocks, yard sticks. So the cru cial no tion there is that of a
func tor, length-in-inches is a functor, 

length-in-inches(x) = n 

and then I say that this equals n. ‘n’ is the length in inches so that
there is how the num bers get cor re lated with the met ri cal pro ce dure
of us ing the yard stick for ex am ple. It is not cor rect to say that time
is sim ply num bers, it is num bers as func tion ing in a cer tain way.
What I mean is that on to logi cally, the in ter est ing is sue is, “what are
num bers?” And then the sec ond in ter est ing ques tion is, “what is
mea sure ment?” And that is a nice ques tion too. The Ar is to te lian ap -
proach to time leads to those ques tions and Ar is totle knew that. 

…Jumblese is not a the ory of pred i ca tion, it’s a lan guage which
does n’t in volve any pred i cates.49

…Mi chael Loux and I had a con tro versy about this [pro vid ing
Jumblese].50There are all kinds of prob lems that arise [in pro vid ing
Jumblese] be cause af ter all my dot-quoted ex pres sion ap plied to
any ob ject in any lan guage which does a cer tain job which is done
by the ex pres sion in the quotes and so we get the prob lem of ex -

plain ing the bound aries of items which are •red•s, for ex am ple, and 
then mak ing state ments like ‘jeal ousy is the vice most de tested by
W. V. Quine,’ for ex am ple and then you want to un der stand how
‘jeal ousy’ is func tion ing there and that pres ents in ter est ing prob -
lems which Loux and I have gone back and forth on...in “Nam ing
and Say ing”, I have an ap pen dix which is part of the cor re spon -
dence with him.51 It is not fin ished so there are prob lems.
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…[Is ev ery thing a sys tem of sen tences?] Good heav ens, no!
That chair is not a sys tem of sen tences! I want you to do is to go out
and buy a Rand McNally map and look at it, your hand is a rather, at -
ten u ated, fluc tu at ing, ephem eral ex am ple and I can’t pin it down.
Just take my map, I drew a good enough map. What is your prob lem
about Chi cago? A map is used as a ma trix for gen er at ing sen tences.
…A map is a group of sen tences but it also gen er ates them be cause
it gen er ates them in Eng lish. So the map gen er ates English
sentences like 

Chi cago is a me trop o lis 

or 

Chi cago is way away from Cham paign-Ur bana, 

putt ing it crudely, the map trans lates into many sen tences in Eng -
lish. 
…[A map which did n’t de pend upon con ven tion an, ae rial map, for
ex am ple...] the re sem blance is use ful in maps but the cru cial thing
is the way in which the sym bol with the word Chi cago af ter it rep re -
sents Chi cago and that is to be done by a the ory of maps which I in -
di cated re quires a the ory of the use of maps. The con nec tion
be tween, roughly, the word Chi cago and the map or the sym bol for
Chi cago and the map and Chi cago is by de riv ing prac ti cal sen -
tences from the map, we can then get to Chi cago.52

…Re mem ber the world story says, for ex am ple, that Cesare
knocked Cassio down, there is an el e ment in the his tory of the
world but it is not mapped in the sense that there would be a map of
it, what I am do ing is show ing the interpenetration of the no tion of
sen tence and map item but I am not say ing that the world story is go -
ing to be a map in the lit eral sense. It is go ing to con sists, if you will, 
of Jumblese sen tences which are ad e quate to say ev ery thing that is
go ing on. I was an swer ing a ques tion in the in for mal pe riod, be fore
this in ter ro ga tion be gan, and was n’t able to make the point that
once you get the no tion of a Jumblese sen tence, you can see that a is
next to b is a Jumblese sen tence in a de rived sense be cause ab in
Jumblese has the same syn tac ti cal form as a is next to b. So that the
im por tant thing to see is that the same syn tac ti cal form con sists in
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the fact that both con sist of ‘a’s and ‘b’s dyadically re lated. In one
case with out the use of an aux il iary sym bol and in the other case
with the use of an aux il iary sym bol. So if you ap pre ci ate the sense in 
which non-Jumblese sen tences can have the same syn tac ti cal form
as Jumblese sen tences, you can un der stand how sen tences in or di -
nary Eng lish can map the world.

…Jumblese is not al ways con ve nient. For ex am ple I am sure
that the print ers un ion would go on strike if we adopted Jumblese
be cause print ing would be fan tas ti cally dif fi cult be cause for ev ery
new re la tion, you would have to have a dif fer ent way of re lat ing the
words for the terms. So the print ers would hate Jumblese. Jumblese
is anti-Gutenbergian in its ide ol ogy.

…I am as sum ing that my world story is writ ten in atomic sen -
tences—that’s a big as sump tion. Once you do that you run into the
gen eral prob lem, how do you parse out, or how do you spell out
higher level sen tences in terms of lower lev els sen tences and that is
a dif fi cult prob lem but it is not philo soph i cally ger mane.

…My view here is what I re gard as what Wittgenstein wanted to 
say, he did n’t say it, he wanted to say it…I’m as sum ing some thing
that we don’t have, that we have a list of ob jects, I have n’t the fog gi -
est idea what Wittgenstein would re ally list as ob jects. But I know
that in his am bi ence, the Cam bridge am bi ence, peo ple were think -
ing of red patches as ob jects. The point is that if a cow53 is a log i cal
con struc tion out of col ors and sounds and so on, then we still have
to find a way of un der stand ing that the cow can be milked and that is 
the prob lem of trans lat ing, as it were, into log i cal at om ism, ‘Jones
milked Fossey.’ It is a dif fi cult prob lem and no body ever came up
with an an swer…[What is in place of Wittgenstein’s ob -
jects?]…Ob jects. Un til I go on to de velop a more ac cu rate ac count
of the Heraclitean on tol ogy, I would just go back to log i cal at om -
ism. Be cause ba si cally at heart, I’m a log i cal at om ist but I’m not go -
ing to give you a list of ob jects.

…[We have to bring in the ‘over-there’ part.] That’s ex actly
what I said and that is dif fi cult, that is a the ory of mea sure ment.
Putt ing it crudely, you have to give a Heraclitean ac count of yard -
sticks and clocks. First of all put it in neu tral mo nism, I can see that
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that brown patch is re lated to the brown patch on the sur face of that
rail ing and that is a per cep tual fact. So we need a the ory of per cep -
tion and ap ply it be cause a the ory of per cep tion re quires a the ory of
lan guage…In the case of per cep tion and its re la tion to knowl edge,
we start out with state ments like that brown rail ing is point ing to -
ward the cab i net and this can be as cer tained by per cep tion. And
then we have mem ory, we just go through the whole the ory of
knowl edge kaboodle.

…There may not be re la tions but there are quasi-re la tions, for
ex am ple, 

Nero fid dled while Rome burned 

looks like a re la tional state ment, it has many of the prop er ties of a
re la tional state ment, it is just that from the stand point of on to log i -
cal pur ism that you say that it is not a re la tional state ment be cause,
roughly, 

re la tions hold be tween ob jects and sen tences are not names
of ob jects. 

And that is the ba sic point there.
...[C#ings] They are not ob jects, we don’t get any ob jects with ab -
so lute processes. If I say it C#s over there, ‘it’ is func tion ing as a
dummy name and there fore we would have to go to the gram mar i -
ans to find out ex actly how dummy names dif fer from names but we
can phi los o phize in our arm chairs about them. The point is that  re -
la tional state ments involve 

re fer ring ex pres sion, pred i cate, re fer ring ex pres sion 

and ‘Nero fid dles’ is not a re fer ring ex pres sion. But that takes us to
the whole se man ti cal the ory be cause Frege would say, ‘Good God!
sen tences are re fer ring ex pres sions, they re fer to truth val ues, hah.’
So there we have a long se mes ter sem i nar in Frege’s the ory of sen -
tences and I am not go ing to give that right now.[End of Tape]
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Two Images

Roundtable discussion: Wilfrid Sellars, Robert Turnbull,
William Lycan, George Pappas, Pedro Amaral. The Ohio
State University, 1977. 1

Pappas 

The man i fest and the sci en tific im age are in tro duced as a cer -
tain heu ris tic de vice. And it would seem that nei ther the Man i fest
nor the Sci en tific im age is a con cep tual framework.

Sellars 

That*s right.

Pappas 

They, in some sense, con tain a con cep tual frame work.
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Sellars 

Well , the sci en tific im age is a de scribed con cep tual frame work
but it is de scribed in terms of its sta tus in sci en tific de vel op ment. So 
that it is de scribed in terms of cer tain reg u la tive ide als as to what an
ex plan a tory framework should be…which are not made ex plicit be -
cause it is put very co her ently in terms of …let*s sup pose that sci -
ence has suc ceeded in de vel op ing an ad e quate ex plan a tory
frame work with out spell ing out ex actly what that would be. What
makes an ex plan a tory frame work ad e quate? The man i fest im age is
what shall I say…as you put it…it is a heu ris tic de vice de signed to
...I mean the orig i nal model was the dif fer ence be tween en ti ties
which, in some sense, we ex pe ri ence: see, hear, taste and so on…
and  ob jects which are pos tu lated. You see, the man i fest im age
does in tro duce or con tain ex plan a tory the o ret i cal states like sense
im pres sions  but they are not ob jects…they are states of a per son.
So I drew the des ti na tion , ba si cally, be tween per cep tual ob jects
and im per cep tibles…that was the ba sic model, and cer tainly I was
us ing it to ex plore the con trast be tween the atomistic tra di tions
which were, you know, a prom is sory note un til 18th and 19th cen -
tury, and the kind of perceptual model of objects which takes
…how shall I put it…takes color seriously.

Pappas 

Let me try and do some thing on the board. [erases the board]2 

Sellars 

I take it you must have an ul te rior mo tive for eras ing…no one
gra tu itously erases.
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Pappas 

As you know in the “Ed ding ton*s Two Ta bles” pa per, Cornman
tries to ar gue for a doc trine which he calls “Compatibilism.” And
that, in this case, he is talk ing about sen si ble qual i ties of ex ter nal
phys i cal ob jects. He wants to say that this kind of pink ice cube
pinkness is, in fact, iden ti cal to a cer tain con fig u ra tion of mi -
cro-par ti cles. He wants to say that Compatibilism is the claim that
they are. Now sup pose we look at how you will in voke the man i fest/ 
sci en tific dis tinc tion. Cornman will re ply, “my iden tity claim there
cuts across that dis tinc tion.” Now what can that mean? It can mean,
“I, Cornman, am not go ing to buy these dis tinc tions be cause there is 
some thing wrong with them,” or it can mean, “I am iden ti fy ing an
en tity which, as a mat ter of fact, be longs in that frame work [point -
ing to the Man i fest Im age cube] with some thing that, as a mat ter of
fact, be longs in that im age [point ing to the Sci en tific Im age cube].”
That lat ter doesn*t sound rea son able to me but , I don*t know. Now
sup pose you were to try to work the same rea son ing in the ma te ri al -
ism case. Take some kind of iden tify the ory there [point ing to the
Sci en tific Im age] of the Smart line. You would in voke your dis tinc -
tion be tween im ages. But sup pose some one took the Cornmanian
line and said, “ I don*t accept the destination,” and identifies the
two?

Sellars 

Well, my first re ac tion when ever peo ple talk about sensations
as brain pro cesses…I al ways ask, “well, which brain?” [as con -
strued in the MI or the SI]…Be cause that brings us back, in a way to
this [the re lo ca tion of per cep tual states of a per son in the MI in the
SI] be cause , I think that it is per fectly le git i mate to speak of
sensations as brain pro cesses but the trou ble is…which “brain”?
The brain con ceived in which state of sci ence? I would say that in
my sci en tific im age, it is per fectly cor rect to say that sensations are
brain pro cesses. But the point is that they are brain pro cesses which
in volve these sen sory pro cesses like the pink-cub ing so the no tion
of a “brain pro cess” is not un am big u ous and there fore I re gard it as
a red her ring that ob scures the real is sues be cause I am pre pared,
hold ing my view, to say that sensations are brain processes!
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Pappas 

Yes, I know. But…

Sellars

And then the iden tity be comes sim ply a mat ter of suc ces sor
con cepts…

Pappas 

...But sup pose some one were try ing to main tain the sort of iden -
tity that Cornman claims that he has with re spect to prop er ties and
microstructure where he is not talk ing about a “suc ces sor re la tion”
or a “coun ter part re la tion” [be tween paired prop er ties in the two
im ages] but he is talk ing about an iden tity re la tion in some other
sense.

Sellars 

Well, again…let me ex press my un eas i ness here be cause there
are…is clear what the Cartesians would call the fine-struc ture of
the sur faces of phys i cal ob jects which leads them to be have dif fer -
ently with re spect to light and we have the whole…and it can be -
come more so phis ti cated each time we go around…the sur face
tex ture of an ob ject by vir tue of which it de flects and ab sorbs elec -
tro-mag netic ra di a tion. Now whether one is go ing to can do that
with “pinkness” or not is an other mat ter. It [the state of the sci en -
tific ob ject ] is ob vi ously, to put it in the weak est way, cor re lated
with pinkness...but the ques tion is, what kind of iden tity state ment
is he mak ing? Is he say ing that I know that there are sensings of
pink…I mean there are sens ing pink-lys and this ob vi ously is a state 
of a per son. You see, that is the only thing that one could re ally hold
to be there so that if there is to be any thing in phys i cal space which
is to be called ‘pink’…it can*t be pink sensings be cause sensings
can*t be in phys i cal space. And so, you more or less are com mit ted
to the claim of a kind of Lockean the ory. You see, for Locke, sec -
ond ary qual i ties were pow ers of ob jects. Now, Locke  dis tin -
guished be tween the power of an ob ject to cause sensings of pink
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and the microstructure which ex plains that power…What Cornman 
is do ing is say ing that as far as the phys i cal world is con cerned, the
only can di date for pinkness would be ei ther the power to cause
sensings of pink or the microstructure which ex plains the power of
phys i cal ob jects to cause sensings of pink. But you see this [the MI]
hinges on the idea that the esse of pink is ob vi ously percipi.

Pappas

No. That is what Cornman de nies.

Sellars

Ex cuse me?…I mean…he wants to hold that there are sensings?

Pappas

He wants to hold that phys i cal ob jects re ally are col ored. He
wants to say that this very qual ity is iden ti cal with the
microstructure of the sur face.

Sellars

At  the mo ment [laugh ing] I can not even make sense of that. We 
will have to chew around it.

Pappas 

I would rather not talk about Cornman…Let*s talk about the
coun ter parts of that… [the coun ter part char ac ter is tics in the SI]

Sellars:

You see the po si tion that I am ad um brat ing? Some one might
say that it is ob vi ous that sen si ble pinkness…its esse is percipi…it
ex ists as a mode of sens ing and if there is go ing to be any mean ing
for “pink* it must be the power or microstructure—that I can un der -
stand—but for some body to say both that there is sen si ble pinkness
in phys i cal space and that it is iden ti cal with the
microstructure…this I find baffling.
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Pappas

Now, a sim i lar thing you ought to find baf fling in the mind body 
case. Let me put it this way…some one might hold…

Sellars

Let me go back to my di a gram…re mem ber I had my “Smartian
busi ness”…here is a phys i cal cor tex and then we have a phys i cal2

prop erty—which is a com pli cated struc tural prop erty of the sate of
the vi sual cor tex—and then I said there is also the char ac ter
C…which may in volve other el e ments of the brain as well…sens -
ing a pink cube. I re gard the state here [in the suc ces sor frame work]
as physial2 state of the sys tem then, “sens ing a pink cube” would be
a sen sory pred i cate of the sys tem and some body might want to say,
‘well, sens ing a pink cube is hon est to God the sort of thing that a
Berkleyean would think it is…it is re ally a state of sens ing…it is
not…some body might say that it is, gen u inely in volves, the sen si -
ble qual ity pink and yet is iden ti cal to this [ brain state]—then you
would be mak ing what I re gard as a puz zling statement that
parallels the previous one.

Pappas

You see the rea son that I think there is some thing wrong with
the par al lel is that it looks as if when he makes the one about the ex -
ter nal world phys i cal ob ject, he is cross ing the lines be tween the
man i fest and sci en tific im age, that he is strad dling them in some
way and try ing to say that they aren*t in com men su ra ble in any way
at all…that en ti ties are seem ingly pink or are re ally iden ti cal with
each other…but that does n’t seem to come up here [when look ing at 
it as two frameworks].

Amaral

Sure it does, be cause “per son” [in the SI suc ces sor frame work]
is con strued as a sys tem of phys i cal2  par ti cles and not as a person.
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Sellars 

Here would be the sens ing a pink-cubley and you are say ing,
roughly, that this is iden ti cal with this phys i cal state…and I re gard
each3 of them as ab surd…the dif fer ence would be that I can un der -
stand here [in the con fla tion of a MI per son with a sys tem of phys i -
cal2 par ti cles] a kind of suc ces sor re la tion…but what is there that
phys i cal ob jects have with re spect to [man i fest] color? Well…in
some sense…sci en tific phys i cal ob jects are the suc ces sors to man i -
fest phys i cal ob jects and what cor re sponds to the sci en tific would
be the microstructure....and I can see that this would be the suc ces -
sor con cept that is ex em pli fied by sci en tific ob jects, it would be the
microstructure. So there I can make sense of it…Now what would
be the same parallel here [in the case of sensible pink]? 

This is sens ing a pink-cubely [in the MI]. Here, in the SI,
what is the suc ces sor to that? Well, in this type of view…the
reductive ma te ri al ist would be say ing that the phys i cal2 state of the
brain is the suc ces sor of sens ing-a-pink-cubely and he would be
mak ing a cross-iden ti fi ca tion. He would say that what Sellars re -
fers to as a suc ces sor is really an identity.

Pappas

Sup pose some one were to say that. What would be so Bad about 
it?

Sellars
…?

Pappas

What is the real pay off of mak ing the dis tinc tions that you
make? Aside from a heu ris tic one?
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Sellars

Well, again…let me put it this way. It might mean, he might
mean that the ob jects in volved are iden ti cal but that the qual i ties
aren*t. You see, as I put it in the “Iden tity”4 pa per…the iden tity the -
sis is only in ter est ing if you are talk ing about the iden tity of
brain-state uni ver sals and raw-feel uni ver sals or sense im pres sion
uni ver sals. Now…the ma te ri al ist of the non-reductive kind says
that, roughly, the mind is iden ti cal with the brain as an ob ject but
the brain, as an ob ject could have dif fer ent types of pred i cates in -
clud ing these emer gent ones. So, when Cornman is iden ti fy ing, is
he iden ti fy ing attributes or objects.

Pappas

I don*t know. Sup pose it were at trib utes.

Sellars

Well, first I would like to know what it is to iden tify at trib utes
ex cept to show that two at trib utes have the same sys tem of im pli ca -
tions—that the at trib utes have the same log i cal pow ers. In the first
place that claim would be ab surd be cause microstructure has cer -
tain log i cal pow ers and pinkness has cer tain log i cal pow ers and I*ll
be damned if I can see that in any sense those are the same log i cal
pow ers! So he can*t re ally be iden ti fy ing at trib utes, there fore, he
must be “iden ti fy ing”  in that sense which I take to be a mis no mer
for suc ces sor ship when I talk about cor re spon dence rules as
candidates for definitions.

Pappas

Well, I can not speak for Cornman. 

404

4 IAMB



Sellars

I have n’t read through the book so I don*t know…as I said, I can 
make a kind of Lockean sense in which phys i cal pinkness must be
microstructure be cause sen si ble pinkness is clearly a state of a per -
son…it is a mode of sens ing and there fore any thing out here must
be sim ply a Lockean sec ond ary qual ity . But if he is go ing to say
that the at trib ute of pink is iden ti cal with the microstructure then I
sim ply balk you see…be cause it doesn*t even make sense…

Pappas

My sus pi cion is that he will use the in stance/prop erty dis tinc -
tion. What I was try ing to do was to raise the fol low ing is sue: sup -
pose some one were to say, “look, in go ing through all the dif fer ent
ma te ri al ist the o ries that we have on hand , we get a strange stance or 
pic ture of Sellars look ing down on all of them from the stand point
of a dis tinc tion be tween the Man i fest Im age and Sci en tific Im age
and hav ing com ments about all of them. Now some one who wants
to hold one of those views might well say, “ in or der to be lieve you,
you have to show us that the dis tinc tion be tween the Man i fest and
Scientific image is justified.”

Sellars

OK. Let us go back and re view the point of the dis tinc tion. In a
cer tain sense, you see, I could just de velop what I re gard as the Sci -
en tific Im age. Now why didn*t I do that? Well, for rea sons which I
said in the pa per on the “Irenic Instrumentalism,”5 I pointed out
there, you see, that the Sci en tific Im age is still some thing that we
have to get at. Now, there fore, I ar gue, we have to know what we
were and where we are…you see phys ics has had great ad vances
and al though the ba sic cat e go ries in phys ics are still up for grabs be -
cause of the puz zling char ac ter of many of the ob jects that they are
now en coun ter ing. You might say that some of the categorial fea -
tures are pretty well I straight ened out. Now, on the other hand,
when it co mes to neurophysiology, you see, we can go a long way
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with the no tions of ob jects such as neu rons or den drites and so on,
syn ap ses, elec tro chem i cal pro cesses and so on, but as any
neurophysiologist will tell you, we are re ally still at the thresh old at 
what neurophysiology will be and we can expect exciting
developments. 

And so the cru cial prob lem that I see with re spect to the Sci -
en tific Im age con cerns ex actly the re la tion ship of the men tal to the
phys i cal and there fore , since that is not as it were, there sci en tif i -
cally, means that we have to be very clear about what the do main is
that we ex pect to have a better grip on and that is why I de velop the
Man i fest Im age idea in or der that we can, sort of, un der stand that
di a lec tic that has forced sci en tist and phi los o phers alike into cer -
tain moods ul ti mately con cern ing the mind-body prob lem…my ul -
ti mate con cern was al ways the mind-body prob lem but I wanted to
get clear in my own mind about the sta tus of col ors and to take an
ex am ple, a sense im pres sions, and so that this was merely a way of
in di cat ing the do main that we have some kind of grip on and on
which we hope to get a better grip. Now, as I said, the first big event
was in the un der stand ing of the phys i cal. And I wanted to in di cate
that we are tempted to push color out of the phys i cal and into the
per son and then as I saw that the sci en tific im age tended to take over 
the per son and tends ex actly to reach to ward Reductive Ma te ri al -
ism. And I wanted to be clear in my own mind about what it was that
was get ting con stantly pushed out, pushed out, pushed out and
where it would end up. And that was the rea son…that was re ally the 
reason. 

You might put it this way, if we had the sci en tific im age
then we would phi los o phize about its con cep tual re la tion to ear lier
stages of human thought but we don*t have it and there fore we have
to be clear about where the puz zles are. I just felt that if you look at
the his tory of phi los o phy from 1600 on, one of the key puz zles has
been pri mary and sec ond ary qual i ties and I don*t know that…many
phi los o phers are very cav a lier about this and talk about sense im -
pres sion in ways which turn them into ob jects but I wanted to bring
them in, not as ob jects, but through the ad ver bial the ory and yet I
wanted to in di cate why it was so easy for phi los o phers to treat them
as ob jects. The rea son was of course, that they are mod eled on the
Man i fest Im age, they are mod eled on pink ice cubes and the vis i ble
sur faces of phys i cal ob jects. So I wanted to say that sense im pres -
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sions had ob jects as their model and that there fore, they tended to
be treated as ob jects. So that you get the sense da tum anal y sis you
see—the act–ob ject anal y sis—and I wanted, there fore, to clear the
way for re al iz ing just what it would be to have an ad e quate Sci en -
tific Im age. You might say that the phys ics part of it, peo ple don*t
worry about. Quine is pre pared to say that ba si cally it is go ing to be
a lit tle more of the same  but when it co mes to that over lap be tween
phys ics and per sons, I think that we come to a place where sci ence
still has new fron tiers and there fore we can*t re ally talk about it in
propria per sona be cause it doesn*t ex ist yet. We have got to look at
it…the only thing we can do is to get a per spec tive on it. That is the
way I see it , so that is the heuristic value of the distinction. 

And then the sec ond point is that when you take the Man i -
fest Im age as I de scribe it, you can see it ap prox i mated to in var i ous
ways by stan dard phi los o phies, you see. You can un der stand why
Berkeley says what he says, you can un der stand why G.E. Moore
says what he says, you can un der stand why Austin says what he
says. It  pro vides a way of sum ming up those phi los o phies which
don*t take sci ence se ri ously. What I am do ing in the Sci en tific Im -
age, in one way, is to throw sci ence away ex cept in so far as it re -
quires in duc tive gen er al iza tions and…with the ex cep tion of
bring ing in ex plan a tory states of the per son but with re spect to ob -
jects, throw away all ob jects ex cept those which we see, hear, taste
and smell be cause if we do that, then we get in a pure form, what
many anti-sci en tific philosophers think the world is like. 

The world is like what we see and hear and taste and then of
course they will bring in causal prop er ties—that is le git i mate—and 
I wanted to de velop all this in a pure form so that then I could get the
de vi a tions. I de vel oped the Man i fest Im age and then I can place
Moore and Berkeley and Kant and I can ex pli cate their prob lems in
terms of it. So that, as I say, is an ideal type. There is not a phi los o -
pher who ac tu ally holds all the views which are em bod ied in the
Man i fest Im age but there are a whole lot of phi los o phers who sort
of clus ter around it and then you can ex plain their de vi ance in terms
of ei ther good ar gu ments or bad ar gu ments.
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Pappas

I just have one more ques tion. Sup pose that from the stand point
of the com pleted sci en tific im age, it is go ing to be strictly speak ing, 
false, that there is lit eral pink had by any thing ex cept the sense im -
pres sion. It is go ing to be strictly speak ing false that peo ple feel
pain and so on. How is it that this re mark is not taken to im ply that
those sensations sen tences now made are false?

Sellars 

Well, in the first place I would say that “true” or “false” is all
rel a tive to a con cep tual frame work. So, it is re ally “true in a frame -
work”…this is a point sim i lar to “true in lan guage L.” What I try to
say in Sci ence and Metaphysics was that given the re sources of the
Man i fest Im age, cer tain state ments are true in the frame work and
are true be cause they pic ture in their way al though in a gross large
scale kind of way, the ob jects that they are of. 

I am talk ing here about ba sic em pir i cal truths and not log i -
cal or math e mat i cal truths. They…but again, they can also be, even
in the Man i fest Im age, false, be cause even with out go ing to the Sci -
en tific Im age…you see, I give an anal y sis of per cep tion ac cord ing
to which, in per cep tion we must dis tin guish be tween the per cep tual 
tak ing and the sens ing. The per cep tual tak ing I re gard as what is
packed into the dem on stra tive…you see this case there…at the
unreduced level it is “this brief case…this black brief case…be -
longs to me…worn out.” So that what I take is packed into the sub -
ject be cause pure dem on stra tive are ab surd so now, at the crit i cal
level, where one is talk ing in terms of phenomenology, con cen trat -
ing on what one see of the object as opposed to what the object as a
whole. 

One, of course, does not see the whole ob ject, one sees the
fac ing side. Well, what is one re ally re spond ing to? I ar gue that
what one is re ally re spond ing to is ac tu ally the sens ing but one re -
sponds to it in a way which miscat e go rizes it. In other words, sup -
pos ing I have a sensum…of a red rectangly…what I do is re spond
to this red rect an gle in phys i cal space…this phys i cal red rect an -
gle…or this phys i cal red rect an gle or phys i cal cube of pink. So, I
think that there is a fal sity in volved in our very per cep tual ex pe ri -
ence but I think it is a use ful fal sity be cause if we dis tin guish be -
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tween our sensings and won dered what their causes were, we would 
never run away from danger. 

I mean, af ter all, the point of per cep tion is not to il lu mi nate
the struc ture of the world, it is to get us around– like the point of
pain is to get our hands off of stoves. Well now, so that , as I would
put it, when one is hav ing a min i mal per cep tual ex pe ri ence but
which is not of the “looks” kind—a min i mal per cep tual tak ing, a
com mit ment con cern ing what is there is phys i cal space…one is re -
spond ing to a sens ing with ‘this red rect an gu lar ob ject’ or ‘this red
rect an gu lar sur face of an ob ject.’ So that in a cu ri ous way, what we
are re spond ing to or de not ing is the sens ing but we cat e go rize it as
something in physical space. 

So that I do think that our com mon sense ex pe ri ence in -
volves a ra dial er ror which can be ex posed philo soph i cally with out
even go ing to the Sci en tific Im age but then, as I said, this can be ex -
plained in terms of the prac ti cal func tion of ex ter nal per cep tion.
But apart from that, of course, al though it is false, it nev er the less
does give us a grip on the truth be cause cor re spond ing to this ex pe -
ri ence there will be the case of the veridical per cep tion of an ob ject
which is roughly rect an gu lar and be haves in a way which might
well be in volved in a more spe cific clas si fi ca tion of the ob ject. It
might be in volved in a veridical per cep tual tak ing, for ex am ple, it is 
not a com pletely…it might be this red rect an gu lar sur face of a
book. Well, then there is in the content of that reference, truth as
well as error.

Pappas

So the an swer to my ques tion is that the no tion of truth and fal -
sity has to be relativized to a con cep tual frame work and that when
you say that, strictly speak ing, a sen tence about pain is false, it is
that the sen tence, in the Sci en tific Im age, is false.

Sellars

Well, you see I wouldn*t…I want to say that in the Sci en tific
Im age the coun ter part state ment is true. I would say that with re -
spect to the Man i fest Im age it is true and with re spect to the per cep -
tual frame work it is true be cause its suc ces sor is true. That is the
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way I would put it. But I wanted to in di cate that even in the man i fest 
image, our per cep tions do in volve, what Pritchard calls, a mistake.

Lycan 

Feyerabend would say that an avowal like “ I am in pain” is
false but you want to say that strictly speak ing, rel a tive to the Sci en -
tific Frame work, it is false but rel a tive to the com mon sense frame -
work it is not. Now sup pose we are all so phis ti cated philo soph i cal
types and some one says that he is in pain. What frame work are we
all speak ing in? Is it true or is it false? How can we tell what we are
talking about?

Sellars

Well, putt ing it roughly, that state ment is made as a com mon
sense state ment in the Man i fest im age and with the cri te ria of com -
mon sense state ments, it is true. We can also put the philo soph i cal
com men tary on it…that what is re ally true is a much more com pli -
cated state ment which we are not in a po si tion to make yet.

Lycan

That makes good sense. How is it that we tell which frame work
one is in?

Sellars

Well, first let*s take the color case be cause I don*t think the case 
of pain is very prob lem atic. I mean it is ei ther ex tremely prob lem -
atic be cause the logic of pain talk is still not clearly un der stood but
if I can work with the case of color …how can I tell if some one re -
ally thinks that the pink ice cube is pink. Well, I would have to carry
on a di a logue with him, a philo soph i cal di a logue: do you mean that
it re flects light at 760? “No, I mean…well, dammit! You can see
right through it and it is pink all over…it is like this! And fur ther
more I don*t merely mean that it has the power to put me in a cer tain
state! I*m not talk ing about my states! I*m talk ing…” I would carry
on a lit tle di a logue you see, be cause some one might say that, af ter
all, I was us ing the word “pink” merely to mean that some thing has
the power to cause me to have cer tain ex pe ri ences. But there is no
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way of tell ing apart from go ing up and ac tu ally car ry ing on a certain 
kind of dialogue.

Lycan 

You could start the same thing with pain. The trou ble is in the
case of pain, peo ple are go ing to re sist that kind of ques tion ing.
They will say, “I don*t know…” What sort of ques tions do you ask
them?

Sellars

Well, I think phi los o phers out side their study aren*t dif fi cult to
ques tion. My gen eral view would be that the con cep tual frame work 
of na ive re al ism with re spect to color is so built into our lan guage
and the way we learn the lan guage that even the sci en tist is re ally
op er at ing in that frame work ex cept when he is ex plic itly tak ing his
the o ret i cal struc ture into ac count. Feyerabend talks as if peo ple
could dis card con cep tual frame works like cloth ing like but I don’t
think it is true.

[Here fol lows a se ries of ques tions which are in au di ble on the
tapes.]

Sellars

I think Locke might well have said the same thing, that is, I
doubt if Locke knew, as it were, that col ors aren’t out there but I
think that if you asked him, “don’t you ex pe ri ence the world as if
col ors were out there?” He would an swer, “yes.”

Pappas 

The thing that I think I was driv ing at, what I was think ing of
and maybe what Bill was think ing of was, if you think of this as bro -
ken into small stages [i.e., the pas sages of the o ries] then the ques -
tion of truth or fal sity at any given stage…you don’t want to say that 
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it is sort of true or par tially true, you don’t want any de gree of
truth…

Sellars

Yes, but what it means is that to a cer tain de gree, you have to
reg i ment. Let me il lus trate. Even when phi los o phers are con vinced
that col ors are out there, in their un re flec tive mo ments, they would
be in clined also to think that there are phys i cal par ti cles out there.
And  then you get that mix ing to gether which I was try ing to an a -
lyze and which poses dif fi cul ties in the two-ta bles prob lem. So that, 
I think that from the stand point of any, say, stage of de vel op ment,
the rules are such that it is cor rect to re spond to this both as a cube of 
pink and to re spond to it as a cu bical bunch of par ti cles so that those
would both be true with re spect to that stage of in tel lec tual de vel op -
ment but with re spect to the crit i cal stand point, you see, they would
stand on different pedestals. 

In other words, from the crit i cal stand point, just as you
would tend to pull out the pink cube and leave the par ti cles at that
stage, even if peo ple spon ta ne ously do put the color there, like Des -
cartes, they would say, “I spon ta ne ously think of the color as be ing
there but that is false.” And, now when it co mes to pain, well you
get an in ter est ing point here, of course, when we clas sify a pain as a
pain in the arm or in the fin ger, from the stand point of so phis ti cated
phi los o phy, this re ally is n’t to clas sify the pain. It is an in- the-fin -
ger kind of pain. That does n’t mean that this im plies that the pain is
phys i cally in the fin ger al though some thing is typ i cally in the fin -
ger when you have that kind of pain be cause, as you know, you can
have your arm cut off so that there is no fin ger there and yet you can
have a pain in-the- fin ger kind of pain. So, in a sense, even from the
stand point of so phis ti cated com mon sense, there are false be liefs
about pains in the fin ger be cause , like Des cartes be liev ing that
color is in the phys i cal world, so peo ple would be lieve that pain is
phys i cally lo cated there in the finger. And as I said this could
subjected to criticism. 
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Lycan 

Would this be a fair Sellarsian test for be ing in the Man i fest Im -
age, as long as we re gard pain, what ever it is, as a state of a per son,
that is, we ques tion that sta tus of the pain more than we ques tion the
sta tus of the sub ject, we are by and large in the Man i fest Im age. The
real move to ward scientificness would be to ques tion the “per son”
as the log i cal sub ject as much as we ques tion the pain. 
Sellars 

In other words, what is it that has the pain? Well, what are you?
“Well, I am a per son.” Now, if you press, “Well don’t you con sist of 
com plex phys i cal sys tems?”  If the per son is pre pared to ar gue that,
then at least at the crit i cal level he is mov ing to wards the di men sion
of al ter na tives which we were dis cuss ing this morn ing. But as long
as dis cus sion does n’t lead him al most im me di ately to say that he is
a sys tem of par ti cles that is feel ing the pain but just that “I am feel -
ing the pain” or “a per son is feel ing the pain,”  I would say that he is
still pretty much op er at ing in the man i fest image.

Pappas 

At this stage of course we would all be ready to say, “yes, yes, I
am a sys tem of par ti cles” ex cept that this would be a case of hav ing
the con cept but we are in no po si tion at all to give up the rou tine:
self ref er ence.

Sellars

Most peo ple would keep the per son with the pain and add on
this struc ture. I think that is the kind of “dou ble im age” that we have 
here. In the case of a per son, I think we started out by think ing in
Strawsonian terms, you see that is one of the aims of my Man i fest
Im age,  to get back to Strawson. So that, in a way, we think of a per -
son as a log i cal sub ject and not as a sys tem of log i cal sub jects but
then of course we could also add to this a kind of pen um bra just like
we did here (the emergentist)…
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Lycan

Giv ing up the idea of our selves as log i cal sub jects is go ing to be 
one of the hard est things to do.

Sellars 

And cer tainly that is when peo ple be gin to get aw fully un easy
be cause if one is, in some sense, a sys tem of log i cal sub jects, one
tends to feel like we feel about Hume’s phi los o phy, “what is hold -
ing me to gether?” Peo ple get very anx ious about Hume’s con cep -
tion of the self as a bun dle of im pres sions and ideas and many
peo ple get the same feel ing about view ing a per son as a bun dle of
pro cesses, positroning and a pink-cub ing and so on. And I try to
show them that as long as they func tion ally hold to gether in cer tain
ways, that is be ing a unity, that is be ing an iden tity.

Turnbull

This sort of half way house, you were talk ing about. Noth ing
pre vents us from be ing in two im ages.

Sellars

As a mat ter of fact, I am ab so lutely cer tain that a phys i cists in
some con texts, when he is play ing with his chil dren, “here is a nice
red ball,” that is, “look at that beau ti ful color!” I can per fectly well
be lieve that the same phys i cist, in an other con text, might say “this
is red” and re ally mean by it that it has cer tain phys i cal prop er ties.

Turnbull

In an other con text, dif fer ent moves would be mo bi lized.

Sellars

The man i fest image is not just com mon sense be cause com mon
sense con tains a va ri ety of dif fer ent strata, con tains a lot of old sci -
ence and so on. So the man i fest image was not in tended to be only
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what we think at the  com mon sense level. It was in tended to be an
ideal type of what phi los o phers think prop erly be longs to the com -
mon sense level as op posed to what can be added to it in stru ment
ally. You see, Strawson, I think he is very close to the Man i fest Im -
age. He wants to cap ture prob lems ap pro pri ate to the man i fest
image and its ob jects which have per cep ti ble qual i ties.

Lycan 

Al most all of Strawson’s as sump tions rest on verificationist’
prin ci ples.

Sellars

When I was writ ing, in tro duc ing the phrase, I was think ing of
G.E. Moore as one per son whose work was il lu mi nated by this con -
cept of the Man i fest Im age and of Strawson as an other. Strawson is
prob a bly the best ex am ple be cause Moore brings in all kinds of ob -
jects like sense data. Whereas, Strawson, I am never quite clear as
to what his ontology is but…he brings in sensa as ob jects…he has
his de pend ent in di vid u als so that he is not a per fect ex am ple of what 
I had in mind so that is why I made my man i fest image an ideal type
and then I put Strawson out here and Moore out here and Locke out
here… So that the man i fest image is not com mon sense. It is a way
of rep re sent ing a philo soph i cal view which is dis count ing the o ret i -
cal sci ence and tak ing the world as we ex pe ri ence it.

Pappas 

It is in ter est ing that Berkeley, who claims to be de fend ing com -
mon sense, that he was do ing what you claim to be do ing, giv ing a
philo soph i cal ac count of what com mon sense amounts to.

Sellars 

Well, the way I put this is to draw a dis tinc tion be tween phys i -
cal ob jects and ma te rial ob jects and Berkeley does not deny that
there are chairs and ta ble and trees, he de nies that they are ma te rial
ob jects be cause “ma te rial ob ject” has a cer tain the ory built into it.
So that, Berkeley him self does of fer a the ory but he does n’t think
that com mon sense has a the ory.
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Lycan

It is only be cause of God that they ex ist…would he still claim
that his view was com mon sense if he said they did n’t?

Pappas 

My own view is that he could n’t.

Sellars

Well what Berkeley was con cerned to deny was that com mon
sense has the Lockean the ory—that he would die in the last ditch
for. He does n’t want to say that com mon sense has his the ory.

Turnbull

In that ar ti cle you make it a great part to talk about model the o -
retic ex pla na tion. I think you left out the fact the com mon sense
takes a very positivistic stance to ward sci ence.

Sellars 

Well nomi nal ism gets in only at the stage…well, you see you
have to have the sense im pres sions as ex plan a tory states of the per -
son in the man i fest image be cause the phenomenalist re quires that
for his boot strap, so that he can pick him self up….My point would
be that the con cept of a sensation is an ex plan a tory con cept that is
mod eled on phys i cal ob jects and the posi tiv ist, be cause of his no -
tion of givenness, thought that there was, in point of fact, an ex plan -
a tory state or some thing which was just smil ing up and cat e go riz ing 
it self for you. So that merely by sens ing , you were sens ing some -
thing as some thing and you were sens ing it cor rectly and knew
what it was and then, that was short cir cuited by the posi tiv ist who
re garded the sense im pres sions as re port ing what they are with out
any pro cess of ex pla na tion and then of course…you see the pri mary 
mode of ex pla na tion within the man i fest image is a mat ter of gen er -
al iza tion and cor re la tion so that the posi tiv ist de clines to work with
this no tion of sense im pres sion.
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Turnbull 

Is there any fur ther de fense of the pos tu la tion of the raw feels
uni ver sals in the Sci en tific Image? 

Sellars

Well, in my view this turns out to be un ex cit ing. Be cause, they
are not sensed so that there is not a prob lem with their be ing
unobservable…but then sens ing is n’t a cog ni tive act any way. And
the core of what is, epistemologically, observation is di rect re li able
re sponse. You know, it hap pens that what we di rectly, re li ably re -
spond to at the com mon sense level, in the way we are brought up, is
to our sen sory states but one can per fectly well imag ine that in the
Sci en tific Im age peo ple are brought up to re spond in the o ret i cal
terms, as a mat ter of fact, my sensings would be highly the o ret i cal
en ti ties any way, you see, they are all in the same boat, it is just that
some of them are sen sory and some of them are not.

Turnbull 

In the mil len nium there is the pos si bil ity that one might re -
spond to en ti ties first clas si fied as purely model the o ret i cal. But of
course, your own phys i cal re al ism is closely as so ci ated with the
idea that the model the o ret i cal ap proach is or can be de fended as the 
thing that will be then.

Sellars 

You see, if you as so ci ated di rect knowl edge too closely with
the per cep tual model, then you are go ing to get into the kind of puz -
zle about the o ret i cal en ti ties ver sus non-the o ret i cal en ti ties which
many phi los o phers get into. Now, at this level here , all en ti ties are
the o ret i cal [in the sci en tific Im age]…you see…and what one is re -
spond ing to is re ally com plexes of items which are , let’s say,
pink-cubings and also electronings and a very com pli cated sys tem,
I mean that is what one is re spond ing to and one is con cep tu ally re -
spond ing in that way. So that what starts out, you might say, as a
highly the o ret i cal struc ture in the sense of be ing pos tu lated model
the o ret i cal, ends up by be ing the lan guage of di rect knowl edge.
This is of course a view which I have held…that what starts out as a
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model theoretical structure might end up being a reporting
language.

Pappas

Let me pur sue a dif fer ent line. To say that there is a red thing is,
strictly speak ing from the Sci en tific Im age, false but a coun ter part
is true. You can say also that there are ex ter nal phys i cal ob jects
where “phys i cal” has the Man i fest Im age sense is strictly speak ing,
false, but a coun ter part is true. But there are go ing to be a lot of
state ments that are go ing to be, I would think, false strictly speak -
ing, but won’t have coun ter parts in the Sci en tific Im age, for
example, “There is a table.” 

Sellars

Now why would you think that it is not go ing to have a coun ter -
part? Well, be cause from the dis cus sion this morn ing, it seemed
that the kind of coun ter part you are go ing to have will be de ter -
mined by con straints on suc ces sor con cepts that you have got to
have as you move from a frame work to a new frame work. That is
go ing to be de ter mined, in turn, by the thing that I called the logic of 
suc ces sor con cepts which has to do with those fea tures con sti tu tive
of the re place ment frame work be ing some how mir rored with suc -
ces sor con cepts. But what about those things that aren’t con sti tu -
tive, like be ing a ta ble is n’t con sti tu tive of the Man i fest Im age
whereas be ing na ively, re al is ti cally pink is. So that there would be
lots and lots of sen tence which, were they tokened in the Man i fest
Im age would be true but are strictly speak ing in the Sci en tific Im -
age are not nor are their coun ter parts.

Sellars

Well, I am un happy about that for the rea son that it is go ing to
be ir rel e vant. Namely, “ta ble” is go ing to be a func tional no tion, a
ta ble is some thing one puts dishes on and so on, that is the real, you
might say, “con cept” of ta ble al ready al lowed for rad i cally dif fer -
ent kinds of things ful fill ing the func tion of ta ble so that I would
be…

418



Pappas

…where the un pack ing of the func tion would have to bring in a
cer tain no tion that is con sti tu tive of the Man i fest Image?

Sellars 

Well, no…that we would have, roughly, the dis tinc tion be -
tween the func tion and what is per form ing the func tion and in the
man i fest image what is per form ing the func tion is roughly a col -
ored solid with cer tain prop er ties…causal prop er ties and then in
the sci en tific im age, what is per form ing that func tion is a sys tems
of microparticles.

Pappas

Yes, but that pre sup poses that the func tion in Man i fest Im age is
con sti tu tive of the im age.

Turnbull 

So what if it is?

Sellars 

Well, I think we have to look very care fully at what you are
pack ing into the word “con sti tu tive” now be cause I would have
said that many of our—this is sort of a Heideggarian-Deweyian
kind of point—many of con cepts per tain ing to ob jects are of this
kind of func tional sort. So I would want to dis tin guish be tween
func tion and con tent and what you are call ing “con sti tu tive” is
more lim ited to what I would call the con tent.

Pappas

Well, I was try ing to use it in a neu tral way, that is, let us right
down a set of sen tences which we think are true in the Man i fest Im -
age and strike out the ones or leave in the ones which, were they not
true, we would n’t have the Man i fest Im age but not so for the oth ers.
Let all the fea tures de scribed by the re main ing sen tences be the fea -
tures that are con sti tu tive of the man i fest image. Now, grant, I don’t 
know how to con struct the list and I grant that as a crude model…
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Sellars

well, take a sam pling set of state ments that are rep re sen ta tive.

Pappas

Surely, the state ment that per sons are sin gle log i cal sub jects.

Sellars 

As a mat ter of fact, that ob jects are, a pink ice cube as a solid
hunk of pink which has cer tain causal prop er ties and ice-cubes cool
tea…Now that is n’t al ready a func tional no tion but it is get ting
pretty close to it be cause. We don’t think of an ice cube as sim ply a
cu bical piece of ice, we think of it as some thing we can go to the re -
frig er a tor and get to cool drinks. So that”ice-cube” as we ac tu ally
use it, is a richer no tion than sim ply the no tion of a piece of ice. And
so it is like a ta ble, and I would want to say that, in the man i fest
image, it is true that this is a ta ble, it is true that it is brown and it is
true that this will stay on it and so on and now the ques tion is “Do
these state ments have suc ces sor state ments?” I have n’t given an ex -
am ple yet which I think does n’t have a suc ces sor state ment. What
would be an ex am ple of one which did n’t have a suc ces sor?

Pappas

Well, are you as sum ing that all func tional state ments or con -
cepts have suc ces sors?

Sellars

I see noth ing to stand in the way.

Pappas 

I don’t see any thing to mo ti vate it though. 
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Sellars 

Well, I don’t see why, once we draw a dis tinc tion be tween func -
tional con cepts and con tent con cepts, why the Sci en tific Im age
could n’t con tain func tional words.

Pappas 

Oh, of coarse, I grant that it can.

Sellars

Why could n’t it con tain the word “ta ble?”

Pappas

Cer tainly it can, I was go ing on the as sump tion that the only
suc ces sor con cepts that we must have, that we know that we are go -
ing to have to have, are go ing to be those which are the suc ces sors to 
those con cepts which are some how es sen tial to the man i fest image
and it did n’t seem to me that ta ble was essential.

Sellars

I agree with that. So that what you are ask ing is , “What are the
es sen tial fea tures of the man i fest image?” Well, that ob jects have
per cep ti ble qual i ties, and that of color and shape and that they have
causal prop er ties and…I am, at the mo ment, not clear that we…as
to where we would be likely to find one that could n’t have a suc ces -
sor con cept in the Sci en tific Im age.

Pappas 

Do you think that , “is a ta ble,” the con cept of be ing a ta ble has a
suc ces sor be cause be ing a ta ble im plies the set of char ac ter is tics,
among oth ers, that you gave and they are es sen tial to the man i fest
image?

Lycan

Which is a broad en ing of the con straints on suc ces sor con cepts, 
I think.
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Sellars 

No, I am not. As a mat ter of fact, I was agree ing with you, I was
rul ing them out then…I don’t want to rule out all func tional con -
cepts be cause I think that the con cepts per tain ing to per sons are ul -
ti mately go ing to be bound up with the whole neigh bor hood of
func tional con cepts. But any par tic u lar one, like ta ble, is dis pens -
able. To what ex tent, I mean, I would deny that all func tional con -
cepts are dis pens able...but I agree. that “ta ble” is.

Pappas

It is in ter est ing be cause then the ques tion of truth or fal sity
across frame works, which we thought we set tled by say ing “true in
man i fest image…strictly speak ing false when seen from the man
Sci en tific Im age but has a coun ter part true in the Sci en tific Im age,
that holds across the board…now I do not have any idea if that
would have any rip ples into what we were talk ing about.

Sellars

No , I don’t think it would you see, be cause in the Man i fest Im -
age, it is color in the aes thet i cally in ter est ing sense which is lo cated
in phys i cal space, out side ones body, but in the sci en tific im age, of
course, that is not true, but what is true, is , of course, that the phys i -
cal ob jects of the sci en tific frame work have cer tain causal prop er -
ties which gen er ate sensations. 

Pappas 

The man i fest image, has a diz zy ing head ache, has a stab bing
pain and all those ones that we are go ing to ut ter, all of them are go -
ing to have coun ter parts?

Sellars

Well, if I can take those as par a digms, sim ply feel ings,
sensations, emo tions and so on. They are go ing to have very com -
pli cated coun ter parts but they are go ing to have coun ter parts. I
think.
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Pappas

It fol lows from that fact that they have coun ter part in suc ces sor
con cepts that those things are cen tral to the man i fest image.

Sellars

Yes. But, again, it is not es sen tial to the Man i fest Im age that
there be A’s

Pappas

No, but the kind of cat e gory to which they be long. Is there any
way which you could say, quickly, what makes up the as sur ance
that you have that that will hold true across the mil len nium for the
men tal?

Sellars 

Well, again, let me put my ca veat out again about the word
“men tal.” I draw a dis tinc tion be tween the sen sory and the con cep -
tual.

Pappas

OK, let it be the sen sory.

Sellars 

Then, I would say that it holds across the board about the sen -
sory and I would just re peat what I said this morn ing about col ors.

Pappas 

It is so plau si ble in the case of color….

Sellars

Well, the topic of pain, I have a lot of books on it but I have
never re ally writ ten them up…I have a very com pli cated the ory of
the logic of pain which uses the model the o ret i cal ex pla na tion as an
ac count but is far more com pli cated than the color case. The color
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case is sim ple. I think the pain case and the bodily feel ing cases are,
start out , you know, with an anal ogy be tween, with vi sual per cep -
tion, you might say, as fun da men tally, the ba sis of the anal ogy and
then, as it were, I find a two-tiered kind of use of the model-the o ret -
i cal items to end up with hav ing a pain in ones hand. It seems to me
that this re quires a much more com pli cated model in or der to ac -
count for the logic of such state ments as “ I feel a pain in my hand.”
But that is a big story but I don’t want to at tempt here what I have
tried to for mu late and that some day I hope I will for mu late. I just to
know that the pain case is much more complicated. 

Turnbull [un in tel li gi ble]

Sellars 

Well, un like Berkeley, I would pre fer to say not that bright
color shades into pain but that see ing bright col ors is pain ful. I
would say that there is a le git i mate sense in which an ex tremely
bright color, that see ing an ex tremely bright color is a pain, but I
would find it…that means that it is painful. So I would dis tin guish
be tween the ad ver bial char ac ter of the see ing-the-color and the
clear est way in which we get an other ad verb com ing in here com pli -
cat ing the struc ture, you have see ing color is pain ful. So that see ing
a bright…hear ing a loud noise is pain ful. Now here we have an ad -
jec tive “pain ful” but we can have a verb here, “it hurts to hear a loud 
noise” so we can put it in a ver bal form. I would n’t want to say that
color shades into pain but that the ex pe ri ence of see ing a color can
be, in most cases, neu tral but in cer tain cases can be pain ful.

Pappas

Well, if we are con vinced that the sen sory is go ing to have
coun ter parts, then we can give the same for all of them. No tice that
we brought all this up with out ever tak ing about re duc ibil ity.

Lycan

Now it is up to the job of the phi los o phers of sci ence to tell us
what the coun ter parts are. We can, in ef fect, take “coun ter part” as
prim i tive just as “re duc ible” was taken as prim i tive.
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Pappas 

Well, I cer tainly would n’t have said that the suc ces sor con cept
and the logic of suc ces sor con cepts was some thing that was to be
given to the phi los o phers of sci ence to be worked out.

Sellars

Well, it is easy to give ex am ples but it cer tainly needs to be
worked out but…like it is easy to give ex am ples of like ness of
mean ing but then to em bed this in a the ory of mean ing is a dif fi cult
job. You can give ex am ples and say, “yes, I can see that there is a
like ness of mean ing be tween the ex clu sive sense of ‘or’ and the in -
clu sive ‘or’, i.e., they are alike in these re spects and un like in these
re spects.” We can give ex am ples and say, “Here are two mean ings
that are very sim i lar but dif fer ent and then we can take other ex am -
ples like “scar let” and “crim son” and de scribe the sim i lar i ties and
the dif fer ences here but a gen eral the ory of the sim i lar ity and dif fer -
ence of mean ing does n’t ex ist. I think my own ac count of mean ing
pro vides the frame work in which it can be given be cause mean ing
state ments are es sen tially func tional classifications and those are,
any sys tem of clas si fi ca tions com mits us to re lax ation and tight ness 
of the cri te ria so that you might say “same ness” of mean ing is of ten
just the ideal case of per form ing them in ex actly the same func tion
but that is very rarely done ex cept in very reg i mented dis course, in
math e mat ics and so on.

Pappas

There is no place then that we can go and look at what you have
said about suc ces sor re la tions ex cept in those chap ters in Sci ence
and Metaphysics?

Sellars

Well, there is the chap ter on con cep tual change. [End]
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The Myth of Jones

In No vem ber of 1973, Sellars gave the fol low ing  “Dar win ian” ver -
sion of the Myth of Jones in terms of pain. Sellars had been dis cuss ing
his ex changes with Firth and wanted to re flect on the way that a
proto-the ory gets in ter nal ized as it emerges in the ob ser va tion lan -
guage. He dis cusses states of the self and his thoughts on pain—a
topic about which he had writ ten a great deal but never pub lished. My
writ ten notes of 11/14/1973 re flect his in sis tence on lev els of lan guage 
(up and down the “se man tic lad der”) uni ver sally ig nored in dis cus -
sion on pain—a theme picked up in the com men tary “Two Im -
ages” (in cluded).  

Feeling Pain

Even if an os ten si ble see ing con sists a con cep tual and a
non-con cep tual com po nent (fig ure 1), it does n’t pres ent it self to us
as a sense im pres sion. We can un der stand why clas si cal phi los o -
phers iden ti fied cogitationes with 
sense im pres sions, i.e., Car te sian
thoughts. They needed an ob ject
of per cep tion which was char ac -
ter ized min i mally in terms of
proper sensibles. They, ran to -
gether the con cep tual and the
non-con cep tual. We will con -
sider an anal y sis of feel ing to spell out our analysis of sense
impressions. 
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Fig ure 1 Con cep tual and non-con cep -
tual el e ments in per cep tion.



We have intersubjectivity: intersubjective con texts which we are
fairly con fi dent about such as: 

Jones and Smith can touch the same thing. 

Thus, we can start out with some thing that al ready has  an
intersubjective base and in tro duce states of a perceiver as a the o ret -
i cal item to ex plain cer tain be hav ioral facts. States of a perceiver
are brought about, cet eris pa ri bus, by an ob ject thus and thus qual i -
fied with na ive re al ist prop er ties.
The Man i fest Im age (Jones) is not
in tro duc ing an ob ject by talk ing
about the state of a per son be cause
we are not pos tu lat ing new ob jects
be cause they are ad ver bial states of
perceivers—in this sense we are
not pos tu lat ing any  new ob jects.1

Per sons have states, in some sense. The cru cial step in feel ing is
(fig ure 3) that, say, Jones knows non-inferentially that his hand is
hot.

No tice that Jones hand be ing hot is intersubjective in the ob vi -
ous sense that other peo ple can feel it, i.e., feel its very heat. We can
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?
feels x

sense 
impression

Fig ure 2. What is it to feel some thing? 
The myth of Jones starts out with an
intersubjective con text.

a..
fa. .

1st order

a sensation

2nd order

Each part is a part 
of a total
mental state

•my hand 
seems to be hot•

•my hand is hot•

Fig ure 3. ‘a’ is the non-in fer en tial ‘my hand is hot’ that WS cus -
tom arily dot-quoted and called ‘1st or der’ while the level of
“seem ing” or “feel ing” was called ‘2nd order’. Both sen sa tion
and the 1st order, it emerges, are el e ments in the “seem ing”.

1 They are not sin gu lar terms. They are ad ver bial. We have things in the Man i -
fest Im age with ob jects which are not correlational  (in duc tive= light ning
thun der) and not postulational. The categorial part of the Man i fest Im age:
what sort of ob jects are in the Man i fest Im age? Ob jects in the world in the
broad and nar row sense. Ba sic ob jects are ba sic in that they are per cep ti ble, we 
have di rect knowl edge of them.



train peo ple to re spond to cer tain states of them selves (a rap idly
warm ing hand ) by ‘my hand is hot!’ In this way we can speak about
a re sponse be ing evoked by the en vi ron ment. Like a child (a
proto-the ory) that can re spond to an ger by ‘I’m an gry’. We al ready
have a crude the ory of a sense im pres sion of warmth (we use the
‘of…’ lo cu tion to char ac ter ize the sense im pres sions). So we can
ex tend the the ory since we al ready have a crude the ory of sense im -
pres sions, a crude the ory which can be ex tended to in clude a sense
im pres sion of my-hand-being-warm. 

We have a case of a sense im pres sion of one’s own hand be ing
warm or hot where it is un der stood that it is dif fer ent from a case in
which we have an im pres sion of any thing be ing hot—like a stone.
In our proto-the ory, we have a sense im pres sion of a hand be ing hot
which we might for mu late crudely as, 

a hand felt be ing hot—felt from the in side. 

The point of say ing this is that just as we have the some how char ac -
ter of be ing-a-cube-of-pink pres ent to the perceiver some how other
than just merely be ing be lieved in or thought of, so that hand be ing
hot is some how pres ent in us be yond merely be liev ing it is hot.2 So
that just as we have the some how pres ence of be ing a cube-of-pink
pres ent to the perceiver, so
we have the hand be ing hot
some how pres ent in us be -
yond merely be liev ing it is
hot. So, we need to ac count
for Jones know ing non-in -
fer en tially his hand is hot.
Thus, the no tion of feel ing is 
ex tended to this case pic tured here (in fig ure 4). 

We say “ex tended” be cause our ex pla na tion takes,

feel ing my hand is hot 
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a..
fa. .

1st order

a sensation

2nd order
•feeling my hand
 is  hot•

•my hand is hot• }

Fig ure 4. The non-in fer en tial know ing, the
feel ing ac cord ing to WS, con sists of the sen sa -
tion and the evoked tak ing here given the sub -
ject-pred i cate form ‘My hand is hot’ in stead of

2 That is, we take hot-hand on the model of the phe nom e nal char ac ter of
cube-of-pink, be ing ac tu ally pres ent in the ex pe ri ence as it is on the sense da -
tum model.



as 2nd or der in stead of its tra di tional role as 1st or der—as our di a -
gram in di cates. 
Con sider the case of 

Jones’ hand hurts.

There is a con cep tual tie be tween a hand hurt ing and cer tain pro -
pen si ties to be have: avoid ance and re lief be hav ior. It is a con cep -
tual truth that there is a causal con nec tion and we have to ex plain
the fact that there is a causal con nec tion which is dif fer ent from ex -
plain ing the causal con nec tion. The lan guage games that gov ern the 
use of ‘pain’ in volve it with certain types of behavior. 

Sup pose Jones’ hand is im pinged upon by heat—ex treme heat
(fig ure 5).

We get avoid ance be hav ior and re lief be hav ior ini tially so that
pre-the o ret i cally, the feel ings of pain is not at is sue yet. Now think
of hurt ing as a the o ret i cal state of the hand with ref er ence to which
one ex plains avoid ance and re lief be hav ior. These are cri te ria in the 
sense that it is these which we want to ex plain. There fore, we come
up with a the ory in which heat ing of the hand brings about cer tain
states which in turn cause be hav ior and, on the stan dard ac count of
the o ries, the states which we ap peal
to are unobservables. 

We tend to think of a hurt as
anal o gous to a sound or a color in a
na ive re al ist’s sense, or, in gen eral
terms, as sen si ble char ac ter is tics of
a phys i cal ob ject. What is in ter est ing is that we can con strue it on
the model of qual i ta tive fea tures even though it is not pub lic. Yet
we do con strue hurt ing as a the o ret i cal state. Hurt ing is a pos i tive
state of the hand and it can be con strued on anal ogy with the per cep -
ti ble qual i ties. We pos tu late a state of hurt ing: hurt ing is re spon si -
ble for be hav ior. This is not very in for ma tive but we note that not
only can we tell there is this state us ing the the ory by in fer ence but
Jones can be trained to re spond by ‘my hand hurts’. But, this still
does n’t lead us to be lieve hurt ing is analogous to a perceptible
quality. Let us spell it out. 

430 Introduction

Extreme heat-
getting too hot

Fig ure 5.



The hy poth e sis we work
with is that my hand hurts be -
cause it is heated. So, 

hand is hurt ing be cause it is
be com ing too hot. 

Hurt ing is brought in to ex plain the be hav ior and be com ing hot
is al ready there be cause it is pub lic. One can know non-in fer en -
tially that the hand is hot which in volves sense im pres sions of
heat.3 The the ory says the hand is hurt ing be cause it is hot. So that
one re sponds, ‘my hand hurts be cause it is hot’ which can be known
(fig ure 6):

We sup pose that there is a sense im pres sion of heat and, nat u -
rally, of be com ing too hot (get ting warm, warmer…ouch!) Of
course, just as there can be a case of os ten si ble see ing, so ones hand
can os ten si bly hurt too.4 

Just as we can have a sense
im pres sion of a cube of pink, we 
can have a sense im pres sion of a
hurt ing-hand. Con se quently,
we are led to say that ones hand
can os ten si bly hurt too so that
we can bring in the con cept of
feel ing a pain (fig ure 7).

So, we ac count for a con -
cep tual tie be tween hurt ing and
the be hav ior. Hurt ing is anal o -
gous to color. Feel ing a pain is
anal o gous to hav ing a sense im -
pres sion of color. Hurt ing is
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my hand hurts because it is hot

Fig ure 6. “Hurts” are brought in to
par al lel the role played in man i fest

Fig ure 7. ·a· is the 1st or der mis-tak ing, be -
liev ing-in, mov ing up a level to the 2nd or der 
“seem ing” · I (seem to) feel pain· that is
“frameworkly” war ranted and can be en -
dorsed by the 3rd level ‘I see it.’ In tro spec -
tion only gives “see ing to see.” We get the
break down of the 1st or der by re flec tion.

3 ME, 113ff.
4 Com pare the case of the tooth ache in ME, Ibid. The ex am ple of the “felt” pro -

gres sion from warmth or bright ness, to pain oc curs in the Ra tio nal ists and Em -
pir i cist but it was vin tage Ar is to te lian.



taken5 to be an oc cur rent char ac ter of the hand—a qual i ta tive fea -
ture which is a non-re la tional oc cur rent state which I con ceive on
anal ogy with its cause—a stab bing pain. There is a con cep tual tie
be tween that which is ex plained by the the ory and be lief and avoid -
ance be hav ior. Within our the ory, be lief and avoid ance be hav ior
are cri te ria for hurt ing where hurt ing, is an item in a the o ret i cal ex -
pla na tion, and feel ings of pain are brought in to ex plain the os ten si -
ble feel ings of pain. Our ac count ex plains why, we see, there are
ob ser va tion generalizations which people obey to the extent that
they do. 

There are two steps of the ory. Feel ings of pain are tied to pub lic
ob jects or observables be cause it is a the ory of the be hav ior of peo -
ple. We can’t have a hurt neck with out a neck but we can have a feel -
ing of a pain in the neck with out a neck since hurt ing (as op posed to
feel ing) is a state of the perceiver which is anal o gous to the color as
a qual ity of per cep ti ble things. 

We can know non-in fer en tially that a hand hurts and it hurts be -
cause it is hot. The heat evokes the be lief in us. We have non-in fer -
en tial knowl edge be cause the whole the ory, has been in ter nal ized.6

Cer tain modes of be hav ior are cri te ria for pain (hurt ing) and we are
try ing to spell that out. Wittgenstein is leery about ex pla na tion here  
be cause he wants to de scribe andnot ex plain—which is le git i mate
if we don’t min i mize the role of ex pla na tion in the Man i fest Im age.
The Com mon sense con tains in it a cer tain amount of ex pla na tion.7

Be lief and avoid ance be hav ior are pub lic and pro vide cri te ria
but the in ter nal iza tion of the the ory it self is what ul ti mately gives
rise to the non-in fer en tial knowl edge. When we come to per sons we 
tend, as Berkeley saw, to talk in terms of sub ject-verb, when we talk 
about phys i cal ob jects, on the other hand, we speak in terms of sub -
ject-stuff. Our view of per sons as hav ing quasi-parts (a per son hav -
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5 It would be mis-taken as later de scribed in the Lec tures.
6 With the help of Dar win ian de vel op ment and the lin guis tic com mu nity.
7 WS is de scrib ing the com mons sense framework but he sees that there is ex pla -

na tion in there so it too must be part of the de scrip tion. Wittgenstein thinks on
ly de scrip tion is nec es sary and ex pla na tion is not part of de scrip tion as he
points out dur ing the lec tures. 



ing a hand, or a per son handwise) al lows us to part with the ba sic
ten dency with out too much dam age.8 

Con sider.
Knowl edge is jus ti fied true be lief and when we say that there is

non-in fer en tial knowl edge, we mean a spe cial sort of be liev ing.
Not, of course, a self-pre sent ing of facts mod eled on Car te sian di -
rect knowl edge. The oc cur rent thought ‘I am an gry’ [ 1st or der, or “I 
seem to be an gry”—2nd  or der or “I am an gry!” 3rd or der—] is likely
to be true by vir tue of the way that we are taught to re spond to our
own states [frameworkly war ranted].9 But I would not be in fer ring
I was an gry. It is just the na ture of our con cep tual struc ture that it is
ex tremely likely to be true that I am. If chal lenged, I back up a level
where I can use the schema, I would say ‘Well, I be lieve that I’m an -
gry.’ And that kind of
can did be lief is ex -
tremely likely to be true. 
Frameworkly
warranted. 

I learn to use the
world ‘an ger’ when I am 
(fig ure 8). In learn ing to
use the word ‘an ger’ it
be comes ex tremely
likely that we say the word ‘an gry,’ can didly, when we are. It is a
higher level truth about 2nd be liefs that they are likely to be true.
“Pain” and “hurts” are usu ally run to gether. The am pu tee is feel -
ing a pain but there is only an in-the-left-foot-kind-of-pain but his
foot is n’t hurt ing. 
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a..
fa. .

1st order

a sensation

2nd order

I  am f•
. We can endorse the 2nd order

ϕ. .
I seem to be angry

Fig ure 8. If the 2nd or der ob tains, it is likely to be true: 
frameworkly war ranted. The 1st or der is a be liev ing in
or a tak ing about which Jones has a be lief. When we en -
dorse the 2nd or der by say ing, ‘I see an f’, we ap peal to
a sense of knowl edge that re flects the dis cus sion of

8 Thus, at trib ut ing “hurts” or “owie!” to a quasi-part like at trib ut ing “warmth”
to an ob ject. 

9 The brute mat ters of fact evoke spon ta ne ous be liefs and that is how we learn to
be lieve that we are in cer tain states and that cer tain ob jects are in front of us. In
the or di nary sense, our per cep tion is di rect  in a way de rived (his tor i cally, at
least) from the po si tion of a sense da tum the o rists like G.E. Moore who held
that there was an epistemic act of ap pre hen sion char ac ter ized by two im por -
tant fea tures.WS care fully il lus trates in what way this an ces tral re la tion oc -
curs in ME.



We must dis tin guish three things
(1) mean ing of ‘an ger’
(2) cri te ria for an ger
(3) fact that peo ple can avow an ger.

What is the re la tion of ver bal be hav ior to men tal acts?
The na ture/cri te ria dis tinc tion co mes in only at the level of the -

o ret i cal states and their re la tion to overt be hav ior. Ep i sodes are
pos tu lated to ac count for be hav ior. Even at the ver bal be hav ior
level there is “priv i leged ac cess”. That is, one has a re li able be lief
about his pro pen si ties which need not be in ferred by some one—or
in ferred at all as far as he is con cerned—al though we may have in -
fer en tial be liefs about what he is think ing (when we get into the do -
main of the log i cally pos si ble, we are in the domain of the infinite). 

Is hav ing the con cept of pain be ing able to re spond cor rectly?
Not ex actly. When I re spond cor rectly part of the func tion of con -
cepts is their role in re sponse, that is, to be re sponses to cer tain ob -
jects. There is no spe cial ap pre hend ing: there is no ap pre hend ing
which is in de pend ent of our con cep tual frame work. It is wrong to
think that we first ex pe ri ence red and then get the con cept. 
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The Dot-quote Primer 

Sellars of fers a re con struc tion of the “means ru bric” that has
since found an ex pres sion in “Inferentialism”—a term which is ap -
pro pri ate given that the re con struc tion at tempts to un der mine tra di -
tional “Relationalism.”  The In tro duc tion con tains a brief
dis cus sion of the his tor i cal im por tance of re con struct ing the means
ru bric  via the “dot-quote” anal y sis (with out which it makes lit tle
sense): pic tures must be ac com pa nied by com men tary. The ear lier
dis cus sion looks at the dot-quote anal y sis “from the in side,” so to
speak and it is now time to look at it “from the outside.”

WS dis agrees with the view that mean ing state ments of the
form

S (in L) means p 

that is, the means ru bric, are re la tional state ments that as sert a re la -
tion be tween lin guis tic and nonlinguistic items.  On WS’s view,
both terms in the mean ing re la tion must have mean ing and there -
fore must both be long to lin guis tic or der.  Mean ing state ments are
spe cial ized the o ret i cal de vices that func tion to say that one lin guis -
tic en tity is a coun ter part of an other or, as he fre quently puts it, that
two words, sen tences, or lin guis tic items have the same use or role.

How ever this should not leave us with the im pres sion that there
is a sim i lar ity be tween

‘Rot’ (in Ger man) means red

and 

‘rot’  and ‘red’ have the same use.  
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The first one men tions the word ‘red’, the lat ter does not.  The dif -
fer ences Sellars fo cuses upon rest in his view that the for mer pre -
sup poses that the speaker knows how to use the word ‘red’.  But if
“‘red’” is be ing used in the for mer then it is be ing used in a very spe -
cial way.  What is the spe cial use of   “‘red’”?  What is the dif fer ence
be tween us ing ‘red’ in the spe cial way, us ing ‘red’ in the or di nary
way and sim ply  men tion ing “‘red’”?  

To ex plore this dif fer ence, Sellars in tro duces his no tion of
dot-quotes to rep re sent a spe cial form of quo ta tion and ar gues that
mean ing state ments em body this spe cial form of quo ta tion, a form
which is anal o gous to or di nary quo ta tion but an ex ten sion of it.  Us -
ing dot-quotes to rep re sent the spe cial form of quo ta tion, Sellars
says that while the ex pres sion formed by nor mal quo ta tion ap plies
to all in stances of the quoted word, dot-quoted ex pres sions ap ply to
all words, no mat ter what their lan guage, which can play the same
role as that played by that quoted word in the “home” lan guage. 
That is to say that while or di nary quotes form ex pres sions that have
an intra-lin guis tic use, dot-quoted ex pres sions have an inter-lin -
guis tic use. Dot-quoted ex pres sions are more gen eral than or di nary
quoted ex pres sions be cause they pick out sim i lar i ties of role, and
ig nore the em pir i cal dif fer ences between the expressions which
play the role in different languages.

Thus, 

‘Rot’ (in Ger man) means red

is an a lyzed as a phrase which ac tu ally in volves a spe cial ized form
of quo ta tion,

‘Rot’ (in Ger man) means •red•.

Sellars takes the sec ond to be a way of say ing

‘Rot’s (in Ger man) are  •red •s 

so he takes the “means ru bric” to be a spe cial ized form of a cop ula,
“the sur face fea tures of which (a) in di cate that the sub ject mat ter is
lin guis tic … (b) make pos si ble such con trasts as those be tween
‘stands for,’ ‘con notes,’ ‘de notes,’  ‘re fers to,’ and ‘names’ …” 

Given the anal y sis of the means ru bric, both terms of the
“mean ing re la tion” must be long to the lin guis tic or der: mean ing
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state ments func tion as a rec ipe for al low ing us to trans late ex pres -
sions into our own lan guage. Thus, WS’s the ory marks the be gin -
ning of the trend to ward view ing meaning as translation.

The dif fer ence be tween

‘Rot’ (in Ger man) means red

and 

‘Rot’ and ‘red’ have the same use

is lo cated in the fact that ‘•red •’ prop erly ap plies to any words
which are gov erned by the same rules that gov ern ‘red’ in the

speaker’s lan guage.  If ‘ •red •’ is used cor rectly, the speaker must
know how to use ‘red’ cor rectly. Thus, ‘red’ is be ing used in a spe -
cial way in the means rubric

‘Rot’ (in Ger man) means red

be cause it is be ing used to il lus trate its nor mal use.  The spe cial use
that words have ac quired in mean ing state ments, in the means ru -
bric, is that of stand ing for their or di nary sense.  So while the means
ru bric uses ‘red’ in a spe cial way, it does re quire that the speaker
know how to use ‘red’ in the ordinary way.

In the means ru bric that we are con sid er ing, our lan guage pro -
vides the given con text and it is the lan guage of the whole state -
ment, not the lan guage of the dot-quoted ex pres sion.  So, it is
because

‘Rot’s are  •red •s

is in Eng lish that the dot-quoted ex pres sion is too.
Sellars uses his con trived form of quo ta tion, the dot-quotes, to

il lu mi nate the “mean ing” of the means ru bric.  He also uses
dot-quotes in the “ra tio nal re con struc tion” of philo soph i cal dis -
course. For ex am ple, it is in voked in his anal y sis of ab stract sin gu -
lar terms such as 

‘that snow is white.’

To use the nominalizing (quot ing) de vice ‘that’ on

Snow is white
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forms the prop o si tional phrase 

that snow is white

and turns it into a dis trib u tive sin gu lar term

the  •snow is white.•  

The re sult is a term that is ap pli ca ble to lin guis tic ex pres sions in
any lan guage which play the same role as that played by the ex pres -
sion be tween the quotes in our lan guage. ‘Snow is white’ is used to
il lus trate the lin guis tic role it nor mally plays. 

The sense of ‘the’ used in form ing a dis trib uted sin gu lar term

‘the •Snow is white •’ is called the “in sti tu tional sense”.  Thus, for
ex am ple, con sider the use of ‘the’ in the statement

The Ford is an Amer i can car.

Such state ments do not re fer to any spe cific Ford, they are state -
ments about Fords in gen eral.  Sim i larly, the sense seems to be the
same as

Ford’s are Amer i can cars.

State ments about the Ford when treated as a dis trib uted sin gu lar
term, mean the same as the cor re spond ing state ments about Fords.
Thus, ac cord ing to Sellars, we should treat this in ac cor dance with
the fol low ing equiv a lence schema for DSTs:

The K is f = All Ks are f.

Uni ver sals 

For Sellars, on to log i cal cat e go ries are to be con strued as the
high est kinds of con cep tual items and not of en ti ties in the
world—con cep tual items are not in the world in the nar row sense
but in the world in the broad sense.  The tech nique of  dot-quot ing
al lows him a rea son ably formalizable means for han dling the tra di -
tional “prob lem of uni ver sals” with out the dense for mal meth ods
found reminscent of the ear lier works in his logistice phase but still
found, oc ca sion ally in the treat ment of be lief. Since it is a tech nique 
that fa cil i tates for mal meth ods, one must not be sur prised to find
that the ter mi nol ogy re mains flex i ble. It was adapted to dif fer ent
problems and often changed to fit the topics. 
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Re turn ing now to the gen eral theme, state ments which make
use of cat e gor i cal sortals such as

Red ness is a qual ity,

are con strued as state ments in the ma te rial mode for the ex plic itly
metalinguistic syn tac ti cal state ments:

… is a qual ity.

This would find as its ex plicit re place ment

… is a monadic pred i cate.

The metalinguistic ex pres sion ‘red ness’ as in ‘red ness is a qual ity’
would be re placed by

The  •red• is a monadic pred i cate

which re duces to

 •red•s are monadic pred i cates.

And, sim i larly, the prop o si tional ex pres sion

that snow is white

is to be an a lyzed as

the  •Snow is white•.

In gen eral, the for mal mode for

… is a prop o si tion

is roughly

… is a sen tence.

So,

that  snow is white is a prop o si tion

is taken as

the  •Snow is white • is a sen tence

which re duces to

 •snow is white •s are  sen tences.
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In short, the con text

… is a prop o si tion

is an unperspicuous rep re sen ta tion of the con text

the  •… • is a sen tence.

Ob jects

In a state ment such as

Soc ra tes is an ob ject

the anal y sis would say that is

The  •Soc ra tes• is a sin gu lar term

which it re duces to

 •Soc ra tes•s are sin gu lar terms.

In this way

… is an ob ject

is, in an unperspicuous lan guage, a way of rep re sent ing

The  •…  • is a sin gu lar term.

In the case of ‘tri an gu larity’, the con text

Tri an gu larity is ob ject

would be read as

The  •the  •tri an gu lar • • is a sin gu lar term 

be cause

 •the  •tri an gu lar • •s are dis trib uted sin gu lar terms

Words like ‘tri an gu larity’ are am big u ous be cause they may mean
ei ther

The  •tri an gu lar •

or 

the  •the  •tri an gu lar • •
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de pend ing upon whether the con text per tains to uni ver sals or for -
mal uni ver sals. Sellars points out that in tra di tional philo soph i cal
con texts, it is pos si ble that both of the fol low ing are true:

Tri an gu larity is a qual ity, not an ob ject.

And,

Tri an gu larity is an ob ject, not a qual ity.

In the first in stance, it is a uni ver sal, in the sec ond it is taken as a for -
mal uni ver sal. 

The for mer is to be an a lyzed as

The  •tri an gu lar • is a monadic pred i cate, not a ST

And the lat ter is to be taken as

•The  •tri an gu lar • • is a ST, not a monadic pred i cate.

It is worth point ing out that the scho las tics fre quently op er ated
at the level of for mal uni ver sals—the nat u ral level of the philo -
soph i cal dis course in which they ex am ined the func tion of the con -
cepts them selves. They sel dom ad ver tized their move “up the
se man tic lad der” as WS would put it and this makes for some baf -
fling read ing un til one catches onto their tech nique. In ter est ingly,
when en gaged at a higher level, con cepts were char ac ter ized us ing
munus (role, of fice) or munia (of fice, func tion).1

Ob jects: Events

If events are not ba sic ob jects in the world in the nar row sense,
what are they? WS makes room for the claim that in talk ing about
events, we are com mit ted to one of two pos si bil i ties: events are ob -
jects but not prop o si tions or events are prop o si tions but not ob jects. 
Noth ing could seem more odd than the idea that events are prop o si -
tions—a point WS of ten ac knowl edges ac com pa nied by an ad mo -
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ni tion that, when rungs of the se man tic lad der mat ter, one must not
for get where one stands when doing philosophy. 

In gen eral, the for mal mode for the on to logi cally grounded

… is a prop o si tion

is roughly

… is a sen tence.

So,

that S Vs is a prop o si tion

is taken as the quot ing con text; in tro duc ing ‘Ei-sen tence’ as the
“event sen tence” spe cies of sen tence, we have, 

the  •S Vs• is an Ei-sen tence

which re duces to

 •S Vs•s are  Ei-sen tence.

In short, the con text

… is an event prop o si tion

is an unperspicuous rep re sen ta tion of the con text

the  •… • is a Ei-sen tence.

Thus, to speak of events as ob jects is to treat them as for mal uni ver -
sals (talk ing about, talk about ob jects). So,

Soc ra tes’ run ning is an ob ject, not an event

Be comes, in the for mal mode 

The  •the •Soc ra tes runs • •is a ST, not an Ei-sen tence

Whereas,

Soc ra tes’ run ning is an event, not an ob ject

Be comes
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The  •Soc ra tes runs • is an Ei-sen tence, not a ST.2 

WS, like the scho las tics, notes that of ten noth ing in the lan guage
sig nal izes moves up and down the se man tic hierarchy—one is left
at the mercy of phi los o phers who are fa mously care less or con fused 
about such things.The nominalization, ‘Soc ra tes run ning’ is am big -
u ous be cause it can be taken as an event or an ob ject. For WS,  philo -
soph i cal dis course typ i cally con fuses the two contexts:

(The) Lion is a kind

The ClionC is a com mon noun.

What about

The lion is a kind

which treats “the lion” as a whole?  ‘Kind’ in this case is the same as
‘Dis trib u tive in di vid ual’. So, it is the coun ter part of the for mal
mode, DST. 

The Cthe lionC is a DST

which re duces to 

CThe lionsC are DST’s (AE 252).
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2 On Sellars’ de vel oped view, the re la tion ship be tween the nominalization (in
the ML) ‘Soc ra tes’ run ning took place’ and (the OL) ‘Soc ra tes ran’ and be -
tween ‘that snow is white is true’ and ‘snow is white’ is that the sec ond pair is a
spe cial case of the first. The gerundive ‘Soc ra tes’ run ning’ is as sim i lated to the 
prop o si tional clause ‘that Soc ra tes runs’ and ‘takes place’ is a spe cial ized
truth-pred i cate. Thus, ‘Soc ra tes’ run ning took place’ has the form ‘that Soc ra -
tes runs was true’ which is ‘the·Soc ra tes runs· was true’, i.e., ‘·Soc ra tes runs·s
were true’ (namely, sen tences of this type were S-assertible). Events are not in
the world in the nar row sense. How ever, they are ob jects in the sense in which
‘eventhood is an ob ject’ (e.g, ·the·Soc ra tes··runs is a ST, not an event-sen -
tence, so an ob ject, whereas, ‘the·Soc ra tes runs· is an event-sen tence, not a
ST’ does not take Soc ra tes’ run ning as an ob ject.
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