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ABSTRACT
. MEANING

Léird éteveﬁs

word-meaning and sentence-meaning. - Recent Anglo-American theories

: L4
discussed and ‘;r‘iticised', and an original theory is develop

t

‘

ed.
/

This is a discussion of linguistic meaning: what it is.for a word
'tp have meaning, the meaning that it has, and t'he‘differ‘en;e between

are .

e
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INTRODUCTION

? e \

Phﬂ-osdphy', to tho§e who don't do it, 1‘§ oftenv conside\‘fec; one of
the more abstruse forms of human activity. : It is difficult to under--
stand, and when finally it does begin“ to make sense; therg's;nothing -
you can do Wi’th it. And anyway, phﬂoSOphers are the type of people
who fatl into wells and have t6 be rescued by hand maidens. |

But if one. has'this ;eac'tion to ghﬂosophy in general, on;‘s reac-
tion to the study of meaning is likely to be much stronger - it will
be th@gght tr'1at meaning sténds to pr\\ﬂosophy as theoblug Ama~zom'an frog
stands to biology, and will eh’ciet the Bounderby r:'esponse:‘é' )

Now, what I want is, Facts. Teach these boy and girls nothing
but Facts. Facts alone are wapt,ed in 11‘1’e.J

Why is a study of meaning important?
Luckily, it is not here necessary to just‘ify the doing of phil-

oséphy in general: | expect that what limited readership this thesis
Vd

has will consist wholly of people who do do philosophy, and they, no

- doubt, will have justified this pursuit in their own way. Still - why)

devote time, effort,~and lots of paper to the study ofﬂ meaning?
My reason for doing so is that I consider such a stuciy as basic
tq philosophy in general. I would go even ,fur’éher: I think that it
is a study that must be undertaken before one can even begin to do phil-

osophy. There is little.use in discussing such things as_truth, God,

~—

T
beauty, goodness, and so forth, unle\ass ane knows what 1is meant by the -

terms one is using. And I don't think there is much point in talking

gabout‘what is meant unléss one also talks about what it is for a word

1
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to mean something. So my justification for Studying meaning is that . -

it is a necessaty gre]iminary to studying: 'phﬂ&osoghy in {enera_l.

)

|
In the fo]]«t‘wmg, I will be primarily concerned with hngu1st1c

™

meamng, that is,| I will be discussing what 1t is for a word , phrase,
and sentence .to h‘rve meaning. However, it is my h0pe to deve]op a
, theory of meahing\vghich will explain not only Jinguistic meaning, but a

PN . . . . .
also what we are saying when we ascribe meaning to "people, actions,

events, or situat or{i n2 ' -

-+ 1 would Tike; from the outset to d1st1ngu1 sh between three sets of
ways in which the/ word "meaning" (or'"mean") can be used

- A. 1. "Bachelor" means "unmarried man".
(The word "bache1or“. is synonomous with the phrase
"unmarried man" )3
» 2./ "Demain" means "tomorrow". A
’ (The French word "demain" can be translated as "tomorrow". )

. "Bus" means something, "irzkwa' doesn't (in English).
("Bus" is significant, "irzkwa" isn't (in English}.)

. "S.P.Q.R." means "senatus populusque Romanus".
("S. P.Q.R." stands for fsenatus populusque Romanus".)

. "Licorice stick" means "clarinet". s
("Licorice stick“ is slang for "clarinet".)"

[ 6. "Moneylac" means "chocolate money".
; ("Moneyloc" is three-year old Joey's attempted pronunciation
of “chocolate money".)

s

7. "He won hands down" means "He had no trouble wi nm'nci".
, ("He wan hands down" is an idiomatic expression of "He
. had no trouble winning.")

© 8, "Man is a wolf" means “Man behaves like, or shares certain
. characteristics with, a wolf." 4
("Wolf" is a metaphor for "man".)
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' This list js by no meéns exp;u‘stive, but I think it a&equate]y indic-
ates the scope that ‘a thﬁeOry nJaus't have -i-f it hbpés' to be able to deal
\ /With the ma’ny;and. diverse wqys {n whicfh‘ wbrds, phrases, and sentences
may be said to have meénihg‘.“ r - ’ )
CIn the‘hext group of séntences, something nén-Hqguistic is des-
cribed as hav‘]"ng meaning. It is this use of the"word “meaning" that
I hope to shed Ih:ght gmn' by means"of a theory of linguistic meaning.

© B. ’1. Don't pébp]e's feelings mean anything to you?

I 2. Those spots mean masles .2/

3. Does 1ife have meaning? , °~ =

rd

Iat may seem odd to include the second sentence amongst the above - in-
‘,deed, all the sentences (1’ncl1ud1'ng the second)'might be thought odd.
[ think, tho“ugﬁ, tha’t my analysis of Tinguistic meani,ng_wﬂ]’show tha4t
they can all be dealt with in a strai‘gh‘t forward manner.”

I'wish to draw a sharp di stinctihon between the way the word “mean"
is used'in the first two groups of sentences and the way it is used

\ below.,

C- 1. He means to go tbmorrow'. ) '
(He intends to go tomorrow.)

2. Do you mean the sink in the kitchen?

(Are you talking about (referring to) the sink in the
kitchen?)

i
/ & “ .

In the sentences of A and B, we are talking about something either hav- -

ing meaning, Hr being-meaningful, or meaning something. In the sentences
of C, we are ta]king‘ about something that peopie do in words.

Two points need explaining. First, the distinction I am trying

'

to draw between the two different ways of using the word "mean" may be

f . . e

N
.




roughdy il‘las'trated by sayiiné that ,Jn the one hand We have.some hi‘ng
(a word ‘phrase, object etc ) ;ianifying something else, while on
the other we have, in sama sense, the mtentwns of the speaker,

P Certa1nTy, these two uses of the word "mean" are not often ex-

plicitly confused. No-one would contend, for instancé, , that while a

red light at an intersection meains "Stop!", that it actually .intends

that we stop. Nevertheless, as will be seen 1a'ter, this sort of confus-

ion is implicit in.much of the phﬂos‘ophy about the relation between
words and things. it is common to cléssify word or phrases as names,
descmptwe phrases refemmng\ expresswns, and the 1ike - and this is
an innocuous and convenient way of classifying certain thmgs peoﬁ]e
habitually do in words, provided that we don't make the mlstake of
‘thainking that words somehow manage to name, describe, or refer all by
themselvehs,. Whereas ‘wo‘rds. ay mean something, it 1is only. people
who can be said to have intentfions. ~
/ Another way of putting this would be to say that sentences, insofar
as they have something to do m’th\the 1nter1tioﬁs of the spe;ker, cannot
be said to haVe the same type of meaning as words do * This point‘wiﬂ_
be argued extensively in Chapter 4.

-.The second thing that needs»explaining is th;:' phrase "doing some-
thing in words". This is admittéd]_y an awkwarq way of putting things.
I used the plirase' for two reasons. " First, to emphasize the fact the

in the sentences of C, the type of meanTing that we are talking -about

is not that type which can be ascrib.ed to words, but is really approp-

riate only to people. And secondly, I wished to distinguish ‘between
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what I was saying and what might be sauf on the same topic in a theory
f speech acts, I do not wi sh to say that in the sentences of C people

are doing something with words, in Austin's phrase, When I said

that the typé'of meaﬁinyas talking about had to do with what p‘e_m}m ‘

did in ’wor‘ds, [ could jugt as well have said: people are ta]kiné. ’ But

L]

" since the type of meaning in question has something to do with inten-

tion, we have to' focus on the wp]e, 'no__‘g)t'he talking.

[
4

In order to talk about meaning, it'is first neceséary to specify

what should be taken to be the unit of meaning; we must decide what

sorts of things can be said to have meaning. The basic unit of linguis- 3

tic meaning is often said to be the senténce‘, words having only a der-

ivative meaning,- - .
\ It may be Justly urged that, properly speaking, what alone has
‘ meamng is a sentence...Nevertheless, it appears that the sense
in which a word or a phrase 'has a meaning' is derivative from
the sense in which a sentence 'has a meaning': to say a word
or a phrase 'has a meamng is to say that there are sentences

]

in which it occurs which 'Rave meanings': and to know the mean-*

ing which the word or phrase has, is to know the meanings of
sentences in which- it occurs.. ' .

The H'nguist Bidgomfield says much the same thing, albeit with a slightly

7 o
different slant and a bit more fdgce.

It has long Been recognized that the first and original datum
of language is the sentence,--that the individual word is the
product of a theoretical reflectitn which ought not to be taken
for granted, and further, that the grouping of derived and in-
flected words into paradigms, and the abstraction of roots,
stem affixes, or other formative processes, is again the result
of an even more refined analysis. It needs but little scien-
tific reflection to make us realize that the grammarian ought
by no means to extract such products with magic suddenness,
“live and wriggling, out of the naive speaker's ha’c.7

]

a
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‘can this be justified? .

| e ‘ ¢
Aécording_ to this view, it c'i/c;es not seem possible to talk about = = ..
< ! o ! / .
word-meaning without first knowing what the meaning of a sentence Js.
Y 1 PR - . ~ s -
I belijeve this is fundamentally incorrect., Also, T think that sentence-
[ ' . . - .

meaning is a good deal more complicated than word-meaning, and therefore

have a vested interest in wishing to discuss the Tatter fi rst«,.. How

_ Gilbert Ryle, in "Use, Usage and Meaning", distinguishes between
language, "a corpus' of teachable things“s, and’speech, L‘the,activit_y

o_g"rather the clan of activities of saying thi‘ng's..”9

"Words, construc-
tions, etc. ‘are the atoms of a i.an?guage; senéences are the units of
Speech.”]0 T am not sure‘ that Ryle's.distinction is well made, but it "’
does suggest several- intgresting things.

-

It subgests, for instgnt‘:e, that it is worthwhile distinguishing

-

betweew our actual speaking, and the way we talk about our s'peecig. I

cannot agree that sentences belong to speeéh, and waords to language,

however; it seems to me that sentences are no less the result of refined

analysis than are words.

First, most people tend to speak in jerks and starts rather than

—r

in well-formed formulae. Secondly, the word "sentence" can proﬁer]_y
only relate to what 4s actually uttered by the speaker, whereas in nor-
mp] speech we 'speak' with our eyes and our hands, etc. And thirdly,

it is importan-t to note that the grammatical sentence has a -beginning
and an.end, while in actue;l speech there are rarely beginnings and ends,
but rather pauses: why do we §§y that what occ‘urs between pause§ is a

sentence? Perhaps because what (is said is thereby put in more tractable
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"word" "is a "specimen of nonsense
s

! . 7
I ”Q -
form«for the theoretician.  * - N , o

Now, if it is as difficult to produceq;@ntenceé out of the naive

speaker's hat as it is to produée words, there seems ample justific- \
atioﬁ for beginning a'dikcussion of meaning with word-meaning. ‘wa—
ever, this»inyo]vei.two 1mmedia£e problems. first, if Qe are going

to talk” about words, we must have them to. talk about. This neéessiti ‘
ates our attempting.to isolate one wérd from another. Can we, for '
instance,;wgke one word distinct f;om another by virtue of its mean-
1qg§ Is the word "afternoon” one word or two? What 6f phrases like
"at'g]l';.“in all", and so forth, where the phrase must be regarded

as the unit of meaniné rather than the component words?

Secondly, Austin's contention that'the phrase "the meaning of a
a1 “

E

must be dealt .with. I will go
: #
this by dgstinguishiqg between the phrasé "the meaning" and the phrases

“has‘heaning“-and "is meaningful". That is: I will distinguish between

the questions: "What is the meaning of (for example) the word "rat"?",

'\?nd."What is it for a given word, say "rat", to have meanfﬁg?“
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_word "dimetrodon" means.  °

\ -
) . ’ " .
Chapter 1 '
. &4 L d
) e o .
WHAT IS A WORD? . s ,

1. . 4

If we are going to talk about what'ft_js for.a ‘word to have mean-

\

. L - . N
ing, or about the meaning of a given word, clearly we must first answer ¢
L

. N

this question. However, it should be.noted that-it'is not at.all \~ s
obvious what sort of question i$ being asked when we ask'“tht isa - -
word?" There are many'differeﬁf sorts of questions which may be asked

: ’ -
in the grammatical form "What is an 'x'?" For instance: -

- 1. What is a chair? ‘ S ‘ | \ "

2. What is a dimetrodon? - '

f} . , - -

e

3. What is.a sport? N °

s

o
-

4, What‘is a citizen?

In the first questiony we may be wondering about the conflict be-

L3

tween physics and naive realism, or trying to come to grips with Plato,

or what have yous; what we are not doing is asking for the meaning of
the word “chair". On the other hand, fhis is predise]y whaf is at issue

. . [}
in the second question - we don't, qr“d lot of us don't, know what the

LY
" N

1

In the third question, we may have in mihg various sports Tike ski-

~ing, football, and buli-fighting, and be wondering what they have in common,

whether a cemprehensive definition of the word "sport" is possiblé. (We

Eould, of course,‘also ha&e this sort of thing in mind in asking the

first question.) . :

Finally, {n the fgurth question, it seems clear that we are asking
f, '

for the role of the individual wis & vis the state to be dilated upon.

4
4
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I would maintain that this question is different from the rest in that

-

being a citizen is not, as itvwere,'an observable quality like being

green is, for instance. Neither is the word "citiZen" properly speaking

]

the name of anything in the way I mighﬁ say that the word "chair" was

the name of the thing '6n which I am siﬁting.' Citizens arevindividuals
. - T .
who stand 1n.? Bérticu]ar relation to a given state, and are only citi-)

zens when considered in this role. This point will be madg clearer when

in Cﬁapter IIT the notion 6f the standard use of a word is ﬁntroduced. /
Granted that we are nqt é1wa&s asking the same sort of question

when we Zsk "What i§ an 'x'?", it must be aeterminedeto which (if anj)

of the above questﬂons the question "What is a word?" is analogous.

Y

I hope to do *this by out11n1ng the problem.

il

\]

The problem - what are we talking about when we are talking about
words? - can be approéched in two Ways . Somg\phi1oéophers {e.g.. Russeil)

assume that langua?g,cons1sts of identifiable elements called words,

| nd then ask how it is that we ge about Tdent1fy1ng d1fferent utterances
- /

in time, any 1n~pronunp1atlon) as instances of the same word. Ot er
phi]osophers (e.q., Qﬁine) ﬁee1'that “the principles behind the printer"s

"s1'in other words, it is felt that to distinguish

use of spaces-are dim";

one word from anoher in a given sentence in the way we ordinarily do

is to adhere to an arbitrary convention - words are not distinguishable

from one another 1n the same pat way 1P which,, say, tables and chairs are.
The f1rst approach to the prob]em takes note of pronunc1at1on '\

Texan and .a’ New Yorker, a Liverpudlian, a G]asw%gian and a Dubliner are

all saﬁa to speak the same language, in the sense that they all use words

l
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of the same language. But in what sense can they all be sa1:d to be’
using the same words? They certainly don't sound like the same words,
, . \
and sound is what is important here. It is commonpl@ce to find pronun- ———
ciation varying to such an extent between some groups\ of speakers and
others *(at least in English) that speakers of the same \1anguage comp]ete—
ly fail to understand one another. Furthermoré, if we take into
consideration the different wéys in which non-native speakers of English
L. .
sometimes ,pnonoun’c'e'EngHsh words, it becomes impossible to identify in-
dividual words on the basis of pronunciation. Ru§se11 says on this point:
Some peop]e say “dawg , but we recognize that they mean "dog".

. A German is apt to say "dok"; if we hear him say "De dok vaks
hiss tail vei pleasst", we know that he has uttered an instance
of the word "dog", though an Enghshman who had made the same
noise would have been uttering an instance of the word "dock". ‘9

Russell goes on to conclude.that a word is more than jusj an "occurrence

3

in the sensible world";~ “words, spoken heard or written, differ from

other classes of bodily movements, nmses, or shapes by having 'meaning’. ul
This is not really satisfactory as it stands of course - many bodﬂy
move'ment's have meaning, even unambiguous mea_m'ng:‘ sign language, semaphore,
etc. - but it is a pointer in the right direction. MWords, if they are
to be distinguishable from one another,/must be distinguishable by vir-
tue of what they mean. It will, in fact, be argued later that it is =~ ™
impossible to talk about words without reference to meaning; so-called -
meaningless words, like "irzkwa"y, just are not words. |
Before going on to outline the second approach to the problem of
distinguishing words from each other - this second approach is reaHy

less of "an approach than a denial of the possibﬂity - I would like to

discuss a few other things Russell says on the subject of words. 1 feel




. C
that Russell makes several sericifs errors which are duplicated in other

more contempofany theories ?f meaning: The redson for concentrating
on Russell is that thése errqﬁg aretmore easily visible in'his work.

. The word "dog" for Russell {s not a single thing, but "a certain ’
class of verbal utterances, just as dog is a certain class of quadruoeds.“5 s
People "can only utter instances of the worq, noé the word itself, which

w6 It 73 dangerous to assume, says

ol ) ¢
Russell, \

remains immovably in a Platonic heaven.

. - .
that the same word can occur on different occasions, in differ-

ent sentential utterances and even in'different sentences. |
This, if we are not careful, may be just as misleading as it ‘
would be to infer that an okapi may be simultaneously in London
and New York, on the ground that "an okapi is now in London#
and "an .okapi is now in New York" may both be true.7

= This is Wrong for several reasons. First of all, it is wronélon
\ Rus§¢11's own account of words. Certainly, if words are simply verbal \
utte;éﬁces‘without meanfng (just physical occurrences in the world), they’ ' ) ‘
are non-repeatable, just as any historical event is non—repéatab1e. . }
But once one has said that words neceSsari{y have meam'ng8 - unless one

means thét‘the meaning of a particular utterance is, like the word, an in-
stance of another more permanent and Platonic meaning - one has also said

that words are repeatable, even though no giveﬁ physica1‘occurrence of it

is. ' : ‘ o z

Sgcond]y, the analogy between words and okapis does not stand up. '

Russell does not,'I think, wish to say that there are instances of okapis
in London and New York. But this is exactly where the analogy leads us:
if two different occurrences of the word "red" are both instances of it,

then it seems that two different okapis must be instances of the animal
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"okapi", which, I take it, must dwell as immov§b1y jn a Platonic heaven
as the unfoffunate word "red": '
The fact is that the analogy is a Bad)one: words are not dnique
non- repeatab]e physical occurrences. Words, the same words, are used
over and over again - but I will not argue this now as its Just1f1cat10n R
rests upon a distinction between speech and langauge which wild be made
short]y 9
Russe]] s distinction between a word and a particular instance of
it is simi]ar to the distinction sometimes made between words and tokens
of them. Quine wr1tes, for 1nstance
In Peirce' s term1no]oqy, utterances and 1nscr1pt1ons are tokens
of the sentence ar other 11ngu1st1c expression concerned; and -
this Tinguistic expression {s the type of those utterances and
incriptions. ‘10 -
Sear]e also, talks about our produc1ng tokens of words ragher than the
wards themse]ves .
It is a bit difficult to know what is meant by all this; the word
“token" is not being used in any normal sense, as in, for instancé, the
phrase "a token of his esteem", or "a spg;ayttoken". But 1 feel that the
token-type dist{nction parallels the one Russell makes. At 1ea§t it
leaves the waytbpen to ask what it“iﬁ that the type of a word has fhat
the token .of the word doesn't. If the answer to this is "Nothing", then
the distinction is, of course, no distinction at all., - ‘ ;
But if Fhere is a difference between type and token, what is it?
The only thing I can think of is that a token has a physical occurrence

and is therefore non-repeatable. But is it the tbken or the physical

occurrencewhich is non-repeatable - because if we say that it is the token,
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surely this is tantamount to saying that the tokeﬁ:is nothing but’Ehe
physical occurrence. '
N This, however, renders words indfstinguishab]e from noise; a unique
physical occurence (a single utterance) can no more have meaning than
can a single symbol in a code in which no symbols are repeated - and a

code in which no symbols are repeated is, in any case, not a code.

The notion of type must bg introduced to lend stability and coherence

'to the flow of unique and non-repeatable tokens. But this, I th?nk, 1eads

to somethin%,”incurab1y Platonic"; #the token is a token of its-.type, the

L]

latter being therefore something over and above the token.. A tjﬁe then‘
turns out to be something just.as‘mysterious as’a‘meaning; and types

were introduced, at least by Quine,qin order to avoid talk of meanings,
which he takes to be a}ways equivalent to talk about entities.

N

Sentences too are often spoken of as tokens (and to do justice to

Quine, it is with sentences that he is primarily concerned in the above

quote). Since this way of thinking is widespread [in contemporary phﬂ-~
osophy, and since what I have to say about it is relevant to what I

will have to say about words having meaning later on in this chapter, !

I intend to deal briefly with it now.
Sentences are too often thought of as sorts of prefabr% ated units
which we select as the occasion suits from the grab-bag of 1anguage; they
are thought of as somehow existing'éeparate1y from our utte~ances of them.
So Strawson writes‘in "On Referring”:
| Consider again the sentence, 'The kiné of France is wise'. It

, is easy to imagine that this sentence was uttered at various
times from, say, the beginning of the seventeenth century onwards,
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during the reigns of eachsuccessive French moharch; and easy

to imagine that it was also uttered during the subsequent

periods in which France was not a monarchy. Notice that it

~ was natural for me to speak of 'the sentence' or 'this sentence'

, being uttered at various times during this period; or, in

. other words, that it would be natural and correct to speak of
one and the same sentence being uttered on all these var1ous
occasions. 12 |

i t¥1nk that Quine has much the:same idea infmind when he speaks of

' . 13

"sentence tokens" and "eternal sentences and thgt Katz and Fodor have

i

much the same thing in mind when they say: J '

y Since a fluent speaker is able to use and understapd any sen-
tence drawn from the infinite set of senterces of ‘nis language,
nd since, at any time, he has only encountered a finite set
of sentences, it fol]ows that the speaker s knowledge of his .
language takes the form of rules whlcd project the finite set
of sentences he has fortuitously encountered to the infinite -
set of sentences of the language. 14 ‘

I Qi11 concentrate on Strawson's account, since it is for me the cléarest
of the three. |

It may indeed be natural to speak of "the sentence" or "this sentence"
in fact, that is the way my 1angua§e constrains me to spéak of any par=-
ticular sentencé I have spoken or written. But is it natural and correct

to speak of uttering one ‘and the same sentence at'different times? I

15

do not think $0, and‘l think Strawson's contention rests upon an ambig-

uity in his use of the expression "uniquely referring use". He says:
We very commonly use expressions of certain kinds to mention or
refer to some individual person or single object or particular
event qr place or process, in the course of doing what we should
describe as making a statement about that person, obJect, place,
event, or.process. 16

But cons1der now the different sorts of uniqueness that occur in
the following groups of sentences. )

A. 1. The act of marrying Margaret took place in '74.

2. The act of marryihg Margaret took place in '75.
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seen by both Joe and Bill. They did not of course see the same showing

are produced - but we can do nothing like that with sentences.

T5

B. 1. The movie Julia was seen by Joe on Tuesday.
2. The movie Julia was seen by Bill on Wednesday.
From the sentences of A, we can perhapskinfer that Margaret really got
around, but we are not likely to think that the same act, i.e., that of
marrying Margaret, took place both in 1974 and 1975. Wg‘might say that
her first husband went through more or less similar procedures in 1974

as did her second’in 1975.- but we don't want to say that the particular

event took place twice. It would be nonsense to say that one and the
same particular event took place on different occasions.

On the’gther hand, we do want to éay that one and the same movie was

of the movie,.but fhis is not what is at isstie. What is at issue is that
things Tike movies can have more thah one showing, and thing 1ike par-
ticular events cannot. )
I think it is better to view sentences as partigutar ;vents than as
units which may be Jﬁed more than o“nce.]7 We can pack a movie away in

jts can - or at least the film by means of which the images on the screen.. . _

~
'

One of the reasons Strawson wishes to be atle to talk about utter-
ing one and the same sentence on different occasions is in order to
introduce his distinction between "a sentence"” and "a use of a sventenc:e“.]8
By virtue of this distinction, he tries to show, contra Russell, that some-
one uttering the sentence "The king of France .is wise" when the‘*king of
France does not exist, is not uttering a false sentence but, in Strawson's

4 .
words, is failing to refer. But I find the distinction of dubious merit.

‘ \\Ryle has this to say about it:

\
\
\ \
\
\

\
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Words, constructions, etc. -are the atoms of a Language; sen-

tences are the Uni'ts of Speech. Words, constructions, etc.,

are what we have to learn in mastering a language; semtences

are what we, produce when we say things. Words have histories;

sentences do not, though their authors do. I must have learned

the words that I utter when I say something with them. I

need not, and, with reservations, cannot have learned the sen-
. tence that I come out with when I say something. [ am its

author, not its employer. Sentences are not things of which

[ have a stock or fund.]g

There is both something right and something Wrong about this, What
is right is that sentences cannot, generally $peaking, be talked abdut'
in terms of use. I think that there are cases in which one could be

/ ) .
.said to have used a sentence:

~

...there is the story of Dorothy Parker‘going through a swing-
door with Clare Boothe Luce who said--as one does on such
“ occasions--'Age before Beauty.' - Going ahead first, Parker said:
Pearls before swine.zo ‘
In this case, a saying has been used to a particular effect - I think it
can be legitimately gaié fhat it is not the words but the sentence which
%s being used. But if this is thought to be a'gequiﬁe case of using a
-sentence, then clear]y‘we cannot talk generally about‘our using séntences.
Where I think Ryle Qoes wréng is, as I have said above, in his dis-
tinction between 1anguage and speech, and in his assigning of words to
the former and sentencesnto the latter. The distinction betWeen language
and speech is a very important one to‘make, but although it is made by
‘many and diversé]y motivated philosophers, it is seldom made véry clearly.

Russell's "instances" and "Platonic" words, Quine's "linguistic expressions”

and "tokens" of them, Strawson's "sentences" and "uses and utterances"

* ' of them, all point to some sort of distinction which is at bottom, I think,

an attempt to distinguish between language and speech. Another instance

—
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of this would be Chomsky's distinction between speaker performance and-
speaker competence.Z] )

The difference betwgen lanquage and speech is best seén with ref-
erence to a few immediately obvious facts about language. First, it
is not available for obsegigfipn; we cannot éxamine language, we can’
Jnly exahine speech - writteﬁ or spoken - or rather, individuals speak-
ing, or what individuals have written.

Secondfy, in the English language there are over half a million
words; we would probably say of someone who was familiar with even a
tentp of these that he had aw enormous vocabluary.

' 'ThirdWy, a language includes %f{hin its compass, so to speak, all
the individual traits individual speakefs have: differences in pronun-
ciation, differences in grammatica1'structure (from one non-standard
dialect to another, for instance), and so on.

I dén't wish to fill up thé:page’with a surfeit of commonplaces;
suffice it to say that many more could be adduced.t0~substantiate what ‘
1 wish to infer from the above, viz.'that the word "language" is essen-

2 1 would 1ike

tially an explanatory term used to talk about speech.2

to'say that language stands to speech in the way that physics stands to

the physical world. When we talk about language, we are talking about

what we think about speech; our theories of speech. ”Language“ is,. in

a sense, a theoretical term, much the same as the wor? "gravity" is. .
This is both an understatement and an overstatement 9f the case.

That it is an understatement is obvious: I have spent only one paragraph

in stating something which [ think is very importaﬁt. It is an over-

statement for two reasons. -

—~

AP
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First, language cannot be said to be a theory in the way gravity

(very Toosely) is. \ e
For the purpose of ana1ysis;23 it will be useful to distihguish
three components in a theory: (1) an abstract calculus that is .
the logical skeleton of the explanatory system, and that "im-
plicitly defines" the bdsic notions of the system; (2) a set of
rules that in effect assign an empirical.content to the ab-
stract calculus by relating it to the concrete materials of
#bservation and experiment; and (3) an interpretation or model
for the abstract calculus, which supplies some flesh for the
skeletal structure in terms of more or less familiar concept-
ual or visualizable mater‘ia]s.24
1 cannot easily claim that the term "language" can be fitted into such
. - amould. It would be better to say that Tanguage is analogous to a
theory. Clearly, the terms I would like to claim are theoretical - "word",
“sentence", "meaning", "rule of language", and the like - are not implic-
itly defined, nor’ are they basic notions of any system, nor can they
really be said to constitute an abstract calculus of some sort. Brief- )
ly, is there any justification for c]aim{ng that these words are theor-
etical terms?

[ think that there is if we simply contrast theoretical terms.with
observation terms. I would like to say that the word "book" is an ob-
servation term, whereas the word “grévity" is not. In the same way, the
word "book" is an-observation term, but the word "word" is not. When we
use the word "word" we are describing speech. We are as little likely to find
a thing called a word in speech which we can empirically study as we are
to find a thing called "gravity" Turking at the centre of the earth.

This point will be made more clearly when I begin to talk about what
I have called the standard use of a word.zs‘ For the moment, I would just

1ike to say that I think that words like "language", "meaning", and so

4 " A
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forth, like the words "object" and “motion" for instance, can never be
used to name entities, but only to describe, ap§tractly, what 1is 155-3
served. It is in this sense that I have called them theoretical.

So, one cannot ﬁay, for example, 'There are objects', as one

\ might say, 'There are books'. And it is just as impossible

to say, 'There are 100 objects’.,. v
The second way in which what 1 have said is an overstatement of the

case is’ the way in which I seem to be sharply distinguishing between
language and speech. I think that there is need at the outset to Qp'

this, but it must be noted that while physics is not capable of altering

what happens in the physical world, language, on the other hand, ofteﬁ .

~does alter its subject matter, speech. For instance, we teach children

the contrary to fact conditional form "if I—were“, and correct them if

they say "if. I was" on the grounds’that the latter is ungrammatical; we
teach them proper pronunciation, spelling and sentence structure. Many
more %xamples kould be given to show_the way in which we Fa]k about

speech actually affects ou} speech. Ne@ertheTess, I think that the dis-

tinction~1 have made betweeh the two is important to bear in mind, if

. only to prevent us from looking for entities in spéech which correspond

to what I have called thearetical terms in our language.

I am now going to retufh to the main probiem of th1s dHapter which

*

is to attempt to answer the question "What is a word?". When we talk

about .speech, we traditiaonally "talk about it in terms of words, sentences,
and méaning. Some philosophers have noted,27 however, that what we call

"words" are never given in speech - what is so given is sentences. They

‘%
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then conclude that to distinguish one word from another is to adhere,
as I\said above, to an arbitrary convention.” Now, while I don't think
sentences are any more éfven'in speeéh than are wérﬂs, it is still !
true that "the princiﬁies behind the printer's use of spaces are dim."
I will, give some examples. | '

'Why is it that we say the word "afternoon" is one word rather than

two? What distinguishes it from ”after-tasté" which we call a ﬁyphen—

ated word?

2

14
Why are the phrases "after all”, "in all®, "at all", etc., written

as two words, when words 1ike "nevegtheless™, "insofar", and "inasmuch"”
are written as one? , N

Wherein lies the justification of treating "the" as a separate word,

when we call. "pre" merely a prefix? The word "the", grammatically speak-

© ing, qualifies in some sense a noun, as may “pre™: "predestination".

KA -

As well, the prefix "pre" may be separated from.the noun it qualifies:

"pre-Christian era".28

Why treat.tpepossessive form of a noun as a single word? ~While
there-is etymological justification for this, it s true that at one

H

time in English, the posses§1ve, 1f‘wr1tten out in full; would become

two words (e.g., Sejanus His Fall, by Ben anson). ﬁn any case, 'the

11
appeal to etymology for justifjcation is weak. There is often no ety-
19 * I ‘ N '\
mo?ogical justification for the\way we spell things. We continue to

spell "Virgil" with an "i", and "realise" with an ?s"; although these

. are, etymologically speaking, mistakes.

Finally, consider that the Latin'word fot "and" could either be
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written as a separate word or as "que" (almost Tike a suffix) at the

end of a word as in "Senatus popu]usque Romanus". It is interesting

~that the abbrev1ated form of this is "S.P.Q. R " and not just "S.P. R."

The commonest way to attempJ to dwstwngu1sh between one word and
another is with reference teo mean1ng. Robert Robins, in Ancient &

Mediaeval Grammatical Theory, wrifes:

Aristotle's definition of the word as equivalent in modern
terms to 'smallest meaningful unit' may stand comparison
with many ‘definitions in current standard works. One may

-7 instance Meillet's definition, 'The association of a given
meaning with a given group of sounds capable of a given
grammatical employment', and Bloomfield's definition, which
has become almost a classic one, 'Minimum free form'.29

However, all three definitions are open to the objections just listed

. .against thé possibility of the distinguishing of one word from another

being anything more than an arbitrary‘distinction. The phrase "at all"

as 'in "There's nothing at all in the fridge" operates as a unit whose

' -
meaning is no more a function of its component parts (words) than the

meaning of the word "at" is a function of its component parts (letters).

In other words, the phrase "at all" is a "smallest meaningful unit" or

a "minimum free form". None of the above definitions succeed in clear-
ly differentiating between what we would call phrases and what we would

be inclined to call words.

Ay

There are several different paths one can take at this point. One-

can abandon completely the attempt to distinguish'individual words from

one qndther; against this, ‘Edward Sapir says;

n

_But is not the word, one may object, as much of an abstraction\“

as the radical element? Is it not as arbitrarily lifted out of
the 1living sentence %s is the minimum conceptual element out of
the word?...It is true that in particular cases...it is not:

. always easy to say whether a particular element of language 1is
to be interpreted as an independent word_or as part of a larger
word.. These transitional cases, puzzling as they may be on
occasion, do not, however, materially weaken the case for the

t
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psychological validity of the word. Linguistic expe/%ence...
indjcates oyerwhelmingly that there is not the slightest dif-
ficulty bringing the word to consciousness as a psychological
reality. No more convincing test could be desired than this,

that the naive Indian...has...no serious difficulty in dic-

" tating a text te a linguistic student word by word; he tends,
‘of coygse, to run his words together as im actual speech but
if h ca]]ed to a halt and_is made to understand what is
desired, he can‘read1]y isolate. the words as such, repeating:
them as units. He regularly refuses, on the other hand, to

isolate the radical or grammatical e1ement on the ground that
it "makes no sense". -39

+ A second path to take’ might be simply-to deny that some words’
("at" "in", and so forth) mean anything at a]l, and tb c1a1m they
on]y could be sa1d to have 'roles in §§2%ences Ryle argues against this:
Mill himself allowed that some words like ‘is', 'often', 'not',
‘of', and 'the' are not names, even in his hospitable use of
'name'. ‘They cannot by themselves fun%t1on as the grammatical
subjects of sentences, Their. function; as he erronepusly des-
cribed it, is to subserve, in one way or another, the con-
struction of many-worded names. They do not ‘name extra things
) but are ancillaries to the miulti-verbal naming of things. Yet
, they certaiﬁ]y have meanings. 'And' and ‘or! have different
meanings, and 'or' and the Lat1n autt/hgve the same mean1ng .31
Finale, one -might conclude that since- sone words at Teast do not
appear to mean anything apart‘from their employment in a senFence, that“
no words can have meaning outside their emp]oyment‘in a sentence.32
I think the problem involved in distinguisﬁﬁqg between one word and
another can be quite easi1y solved by eliminating two unwarranted assump-
tions about words and_mean1ng, viz. that a11 words belong, as "it were,
to a single species and can be dealt with in the same way, and that 1f
a word is said to have meariing, then there must also be a meaning which
.it h‘aS. [ . ) : . ) . L%
411 words have meaning. ATl wdrds»have meaning simply by vir}ue
of being part of a language. That is: while we may certainly utter such

nonsensical sound as “{rzkwa", we cannot call them words - because the

o .
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way we differentiate between words and nonsensical soundéais in terms of
meaning. To put the matter another way: :if we say that'a particular
sound has no meaning, wetgre not saying that there is anything intrin-
sically meaningless ab;ut ifi. "Irzkwa" could be givén a meaning - we
could use, the word,‘éay, to nefer to the third Saturday of each month

of the year~which contained thirty-one days. It does not have meaning
because it is not part of the Eng]ish/]%ﬂguagg, although it might have

been said by someone, somewhere, and it certainly has been written sev-

eral times during the course of this thesis.
ar l .

" Mere sounds cannot be members of a-language (or units of language);

as soon as we begin to talk about speech, we have bequn to systeﬁatize
it, to make a Tanguage out of it, and our units must be words having
meaﬁing. To use some terminology I am not bariicu]ar]y fond of, I take

. it thqt the senfences*&@g:ds have m?gniq?“, "Words are units of ]Snguage",
and "For a sound to have ﬁghnjng, it must be a part of‘(i.e:, a word in)

a "language”, to all be amalytic.

. Although all words gqua words have meaning, words can be used in a

5

meaningless way. ’But‘as this is not a problem with words, but with their
employment, and as words are used only iﬁ sentences, 1 wi]l reserve a dis-
cussion of this until I begin to deal specifically with«sEntences.

* This is all very well - a bit simplistic peﬁhaps - but is it really

poss%ble to talk about the meaning of the word "of”, for instance? It
apparently has a meaning, but what is the meaning which it has? An ob-
jectibnl1ike this is not so serious as it first appears, resting-as it

does upon a confusion.

The'iﬂiom'"the meaning of the word ‘x'" is not to be taken as synon-‘
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ymous with the idiom "'x' has meaning” or "'x' is meaningfu]"L I do
not wish to say that the word "of" has a meaning, gut only that it has
meaning. -To make this clear, I would like to di%tinguisﬁ'between two
sorts of words. The digtinction is an old and familiar one - that be-
tween syncategorematic words and others - but I thipk it is an interest-
ing distinction; or, at least, I think I can make it both 1nterestjnq
and ffuitful. |

Syncategorematic words have the fo]]owing characteristics:

(1) It is appropriate to talk ‘about th;;r having meaning, but not
about the meaning that they have.

(2) They cannot be used to ta]k about anything, and Qe cannot refer
to anything with them. ‘ m

(3) Although they have me?ning, théy cannot be said torbefused
me;ningfully outside the context of a sentggce; or better, they are a
paft of a language which only has meaning when being used in a sentence.

(4) They may be either words or phrases; to call them doématical]y
one or the other 1s Fo adhere blindly to an arbitréry convention.

Cgtegorematic wﬁfdé_(wﬁich I will réfer to hgnceforth\simp]y as
words), on the other hand, have the folToQing chgracteristics:

(1) 1t is approprﬁate to talk both about their having'meaniné and
‘about the meaning which they have. ‘

\

(2) They can be used to refer to something, or to talk about it.

b (3) They have meaning both in and “out' of a sentence.

(4) One word can (almost invariably) be‘adequately distinquished
from anothér; there is no femptation to call it a’bhﬁase.

In the next chapter, I Wi]] be dealing with syncategorematic.words.
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They will be divided into what I have called "verbal gestures" (i.e.,
verbal shrugs o} eyebrow knitting); the words "although", "nevertheless",
"however", and "furthermore" are examples of these. A
Then }‘will look at the Togical words "all", "some", "the", and\“a",
egocentric particulars, and finally ﬁisce]laneous prepesitions and
ejaculations such as "on", “by" and “&es“.

There are, however, several points to be made bgfore\going on to:
the next chaptér. .words, as opposed to syncategorematic words, have

what I would Tike to call both a "general" and a "specific" meaning.

For instance, if we consider.a word Tike "horse" as simply a word, rather

than as a part of any particular sentence in which it has been used, it
certainly seems to have some sort of meaning rather than not. This mean-
ing I will term the word's general meaning - to say that a-given word has
a general meaning is to say that it may be used to ta{k about something
when used in a sentence. On thé other hand, in the context of a par-
ticular sentence, i.e., "I tended the horse", that about which .1 am talk-

ing, i.e., the particular horse, is often made‘specific. Here, the mean-

ing of the word is to a certain extent dependent upon who the speaker is,

Qherq the sentence is spoken, and so forth; this is what I am'ca1li#g the
specific meaning of the word. It goes without saying that I am not claim-
ing two sortségf meaning fé} every word, The general meaniﬁg of a given
word can be T?ienedato some sort of Broad guidelines for fhg use offthat
word; the specific‘meaning r;fers to how we are using the word now.
I do not want to go into this in depth at this-point, and I there-
fore trust that all objections may be kept under the hat until I have

dealt with the idea properly. I introduce it here for ‘'several reasons. -

a
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Firsé, it is useful in distinguishing between words and syncategoremati;

words. Syncategorematic words have neither a general nor a specific

meaning - I cannot, for 1nstance; talk about the meaning, either gen- (

eral or speqific,'which,the word fif" has; even though I say it fs mean-

1ngfu1.. I might say, 1oose1y; that thé meaning of "if" is "provided )

that", but this is only to say that on certain occas{ons - not, e.q., in "If

~you go, I'11 be angry" - "provided that” Tay be substituted for "if" in

a sentence. I cannot use the word "if" to talk about anything, and I

should not be mislead into thinking thdat because 1 may say that “the o

_ meaning of 'if' is 'provided that'" that therpﬂ%s a meaning which the

word has.33
Secondiy, the dfstinct{on between ggnera] aﬁd specific meaning is

- similar to the common distinction between‘intehtiona1 and convgntioné]

meam‘ng,34

but has more e*p]apatory power and involves fewer prob]emé—
than the latter. »

| By tying the notion of spec{fic meahingAto that of reference, the
latter can be clearly séen as only app11cab1e to sentences, or rather

*as something that speakers of a 1anéuage do only in sentences. Jhis

~for two reasﬁns. Firsf, to refer is ai@ays tb make specific or to iden-
tify ‘what onJ is-ta]king.about. And secondly, no individual word, con- |
sidered by itself - that is, outside the context of a sentence - can be
said to refer to anyfhing; nor .can speakers be said to‘be }eferring to
anything when they use a word outside the.context of a sentenFe, for the ,
simple reason that,speakers:cannot use words outside the context of a'

sentence.

Now if we consider that the specific meaning of a word is that to
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, which ?Je are referring, or that about which we are talking in a par-‘
ticular sentenc‘e,z‘5 one of the chief difficu}tiés with the notion that X
meaning is use "f readily seen, Take the word x"phﬂosbphy". 1f some-
Eme were to say, "I think philosophy is wonderful", we might ask him
in which particular sense he was using the word "philosophy". He might
Se referring to a particular subject matter, or to a method; or- to Heg- .
el, or to the ease with which jobs are secured by those with such an
acaqemicibackground, etc. Here, to ask him what he means’is the same
thing as asking him to whaf he is referring when he is using the word.

( ,Now, althdugh there are a great many things to which } may refer

when [ use the word "philosophy", there are a éneat many more to which

I cannot refer by using this word. I cannot, for instance, say that I

mean by "philosophy" eifher the music I ami]istening to or‘the rug under

my feeE; Ths:: are limits on what I can Tegitimate]y be said to mean

© - by the word. These limits, or broad guidelines for the use of the word
'_cénstitute, as 1 said above, the general meaning of that word. (Qhen I

say that I am using a givennworg in a particular way, I am’presupposiqg
a limit to the possible uses of the wo}d in question. Althodgh I cannot
know what a given word means unless I attend to the way in which it is
)gsed, neither could I ever know that a given word could not be used in
a given way solely by examining its usé. People may misusé words .

For the moment then, rather fhan sayiné that the meéning of a word
is its use in a language, and that the intené%onaW and convgntional as- |
pects of this use must be considereq in determining the word's meaning,

-~ 1 would {ike simply to reiterate that for a word to have meaning, it must

be part of a language, and that words have both a general and a specific

i
i
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meaning. The relation between what I mean by these terms and those more

familiarly gmp]oyed in contemporary theories of rﬁeam’ng will be clar-
ified in subsequent _chapter§.

Finally, this '1'dea of specific meaning indfcates how it is possible
to say that a word can (almost ijnvariably) be distinguished from another.
[f a word can be used to refer, or to talk about something - can have a
specific meaning - then it is possible to distinguish it from oi:her words
1'nasmuc’h as it is possible to distinguish between the things about which
we are fa]king. On the’ other hand, we have no good reason for writing
a syncategorematic word as a single wor'ci as opposed towriting it as two
or three separate words: the word "nevertheless" could either be taken
as a single word or as three, and the only wails of protest against such
an ambiguity would haii from the orthographer, ‘

!

To conclude: I fully agree with Austin that the question "What is
36

[

the meaning of a word?"“" is a speéimen of norisensg. ‘I¢t, is, however,
to be c1e’ar1y distinguished from the question "What is is for a word to
have meaning?" And lastly, to which of the questions (if ahy) given at
the bebinnjng of the present chapter is "Wﬁat is a word?" analogous?

T think-it is most closely analogous “to "What is a ci'tizen?“, if our

answer to this question is something like: "A citizen can only properly

‘be-so called in a democracy." That is, if we talk about a given group

of péop1e as citizens of a.democracy (neither citizens nor democracies
being observable things), thén I think the analogy to words and language
(as opposed to sound and speech) 1is strong. This is not a very jmportant

point, of course, seeing as the question was answered before it was known

¥
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what sort of a.question was ‘being asked. I oﬁly include the analogy .

here to tidy up loose ends. : .

[ . J
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Chapter 11

SYNCATEGOREMATIC WORDS

- {,,.,.
In this chapter I will be d1:scuss1‘ng various types of syncategori

ematic words. This should not be construed as an attempt to exhaﬁst-

o

ively classify them; -1 Will not even be discussing many of them i:horough]y.

My aim here is only-to justify my distinction between syncategorematic =

words and others, and to crificize some of the views that have been hq]d
N,

N

about the so called logical words because of the relation between these

and what will be said on the same subject in subsequent chapters.

Verbal Gestures

The first group of ‘words' I will look a£ [ have called verbal gest-
ures. Inc]uaed in this groupiar‘e, for instance, the following words:
"ds", "undoubtedly", "if", "ever", "surely", "but"l, "sg", "indeed", "for"
(as in "For it 1is well-known that..."), "consequently", “further", "inas-
much", and so forfch.]

It is interesting to compare such words to what grammarians have
termed “partic]es.” in Greek. Exampleé of these are: men, de, gar, ge.2
Greek Qarticles"are often thought of as untranslatable {(or as having no
real equivalents in other languages like English or French, say) - indeed
they are often 'ignored.in translation, since a rendering of them into
English, for example, is considered superfluous to adequate translation.
They are often used idiomatically and have no literal sense.: And they

are often thought of as syntactic rather than semantic um‘ts.3

Now, cbnsider the English phrases "Yes, indeed!", "Ts it ever big.",

30
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"If not for you...", "Don't even say that ! " (thi‘s last being said after

someone has in fact just said whatever he is being asked not even to say.)

Close translations of these into French would be "Bien sari™, "Qu'il est
grand'", “"Sans toi" (or ”C'est‘ a cause de toi,"} and "I1 ne faut méme
pas le dire!" | S
What is immediéte]y obvious from these examples is that often the
syncategérematic words in question are used idiomatically and have no .
literal sense; tﬁat sometime‘s they do not survive in translation; and
| fi'naHy that there is a very noticeable syntactic difference. between
the English and French versions. For the sake of the aiﬂgument, [ have
chosen what might be thought idiomatic or even colloguial examples,’ ‘
but I think that a lengthy analysis of these gesture w‘ords would show’
much the same thing,

" A gesture word indicates how a sentence is to be understood.* Some-
times, though not always, it indicates how a speaker wishes the sentence
he is speaking to be under:stood - as in "Surely no one in his right
mind could thi’nk that..." - but it may function merely as an indicator
of the relative force of one sentence with respect to another (as, for
instancr:e, does the word "but" after the dash in this sentence). I call
these words verbal gestures because they would seem to be the verbal
counterparts of certain bodily movements we ordinarily call gestures:
shrugging, raising of eyebrows, grimacing, waving of hands, etc. 'I am
not trying té establish an equivalence ‘between these words and bo&i]y

gestures - the analogy will, if not pushed too far, serve to illustrate

what I am talking about.
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' One poiﬁt before moving. 9“& It may be objected that [ have smg-
gled the word "if" in amongst the other words Tlisted at the beginning
of ‘this chapter and that it really deserves special étatus owing to its
importance in logic. But I don't see why this should be the case. Con- |
sider the following pairs of sentences: ‘(l »
A. 1. If it is snowing, I shall go home.
2. As it‘ i_s‘)snowir/\g, [ shall+go home.
B. 1. If T understand him, he is saying that... \
2. Insofar as I understand him, he is saying that...
c. 1. If hé passes the course, he will Qraduaté.
] 2. H'is graduation is conditional upon his passing the coyrse.
In none of the above pairs can the sentences be sajd to be equivalent. ‘
But‘in all cases, the sedond sentence expresses as muth of a logical re‘J—
ation as does the ﬁ'rét. If "if" is to have some sort of special status,
should not the same status be accorded "as“:, "insofar‘", and "is conditional
upan"? ' -
Fdrthermore, the word "if" figufes in many different types of gram-
matical ¢construction. Examb] es are the\so called contrary to fact con-
ditiona‘] (e.g., "If he were mo;*e serious, then he wouldn't be fai 1‘1'ng"),
in a construction where it is rep;laceable by "as" (e.g., "If Caesar was
\asjsassi‘nated, we may Jjustifiably conclude..."), in a construction where
_ it has the force of "whether”, and so on. Now although all these sen-
tences can be rendered symbolically in terms of the implication relation,
‘there seems no reason to assert that this 1bgica1 reﬁ;tion is equivalent

to the relation expressed between sentences (or clauses) in English by

the "if...then" construction, ana that therefore the word "if" is some-
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how more Togical than words 1ike "although", or "as", and the like.

© It may be assigned a special status in logic, but this does not mean it

[

has one in English.

One of‘ the important points about these (and other syncategorematic)
words is that while they' must be said to have meaning, it is inappro-
priate to ask what that meaning is which they ha\/e. f’or example, take ,
the sentence "He has not said so, yet I wish he gueed". Here I may ask
what the speaker is talking about when he says "so" - what~it is he wishes
the person to say. "1 may ask to whom he is referring, or whether by the
word "wish"” he means either desire, or long for, or dreams »Jithout hope
of rea]ization, etc. But the most I can say about the word "yet" s
that perhaps the sentence m1ght have been c1earer if the speaker had said

"but" instead. And then I am not talking about the meaning (so called)

'of the word "yet" at all, but rather about what the speaker wants to

- say, and how best that may be ea(pressed

If 1] had concluded after questmnmg the speaker that he should
have said "she" instead of "he", or "done" rather than "said", I would
no longer be talking merely about the clarity of meam’ng of his sentence.
At the very Teast [ would be tal king about the meaning of these words
and pointing out that, for instance, the word "done" does not mean the
same thing as the word "said".4 One might say that changing a verbal

gesture in a sentence affects its nuance, whereas changing a word affects

its. meaning. _ Lo

. ;

To talk about the wse of the word "yet" instead of its meaning does

not, I think, solve any problems, but rather creates them. Certainly

v

in one sense 0f the word "use", any given utterance of a word could be




——F
'

#

saidrto count as a use of it in that it somehow has to do with what
has been said. But consider the following analogy of wm:ds to tools.-
If I have a bunch of 'toolsnand am explaining their use to someone, I
might point to a hammer and say thatb it is used both to bang in and
pull out nails, .show him a scr.'ewdriver and say that it is used both to
screw in screws and to open paint cans, etc. I will basica]iy be say-
ing of each tooT: "I use this to do that." (

Now suppose, -in c]emonstrating the use of the hammer, I say: "Don't
bang the nail; the essence is speed and accuracy, not forge." I have

not shown him<the use of the hammer so much as the manner in which I

use it. I usethe hammer to bang in nails; the way I use the hammer is

by letting its weight rather than my strength do the work. I don't think
~ thata particq]ar way of banging in a nail can count as a use of the

' hammer - or at least not in the same. way that banging in nails does.

To talk about the use of a particular word is to talk about what a

given speaker is doing with that word. He may be describing something,

or ‘referring to something, or performing a speech act; the l1ist goes on.,

But can we ask what a person{is doing with a word like "yet" in a given
sentence? We might try to say thqt he is qualifying in some sense what
he is saying - but it is clear that in most cases the speaker is not ac-
tively qua]if};ing anything. Rather all that can be said (in most éé\ses)
is that a word '11'ke "yet! serves to qualify the speaker's sentence.l To
think of a1l words (i.e., both syncategorematic and categorematic) as
Twzving uses is to assume from the start that all iwords may be dea1"c with

in the same way. I think that syncategoremat%c words may only be said

to have, so to speak, functional uses.

‘




IR s S ekt CLath

Mgy o D

“r

’
1

35

I will illustrate what I mean by saying that a syncategorematic

“word has a functional use rather than a use in language by means of an

example which anticipates somewhat what will be said.on the subject 01;
]ogicaj words, Suppose that I re'guﬂar-]y use a certain bus to get to
work, If esked how I got to work ' on any given morning, I would be like-
Ty to answer: "I took the bus." Even if someone asked me if I'd taken
a cab I would normally say: "No, I took the bus.” |
Now what would be 'the conditjons under which I would say either
that I'd taken a bus or that f‘d taken some bus (or other)? Normally I
would say that I'd taken a bus if there happened to be a number of dif- |

ferent busses which I could hagve taken and I didn't t regularly catch

one rather than the other. I wou]d only say--that ['d taken some bus

“if I were, say, in a fore1gn c1ty and ignorant of the bus routes’, and

I had been told’by someone in a queue to take the same bus as him to’
get where I was gm’ng.5

What I gathér from this 1is that if I say “"the" bus rather than "a"
o @ 4

or "some" bus, it is not because I am referring to it in some unique

way; rather, it is because -I am in some way adhering to a syntactical

convention which dictates how I speak apout busses in certain situations.

One might say that I use the word "bus” to refer to busses, whereas the

way 1 talk about them has to do with where and when I talk about them.

Whether I use the word "the', or "a", or "some", I am after all talkingsabout

a certain particular.bus, and in no case is the possibility excluded th%t

t

' I can make 'qu1'te specific which bus it was that I took. I could say:

"1 took some bus or other - the 65", where my saying #some" would be quite
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ordinarily be said to use words, Furthermore, 1t is c1ear ‘that the

-the war). I

S inapprdprlate.- or that the syntact1ca1 convention I am fo110w1ng as,

“towards the distinction I wish to make between words which have func-- ’ .

"tions (and‘not uses) and words which have uses, Suppose I.say: "Although N 3'

- not to enjoy it ful?y But there is a relatioh between these'two'things,

.'36. '.

norma1 say all I knew about that part1cu1ar bus was its number and
that it took me from the train stat1on to a friend's hpuse in a’ c1ty
that I didn't Know.' [ am not using these 1ogwca1 words, a]though they

do have a function.’

It is true that I can use 1og1ca1 words 11ke "the" in cer€§1n cir--

\

cumstances. I might for 1nstance venture the op1n1on that so- and-so

was a hero in the Second WOrld War and be to]d that the person in ques-

\

t1on was in fact th@ hero of the war - here -the word is being used to - °

‘some effect. However, if th1s counts as us1ng the word “the", then we

3

cannot be sawd to use it in quite the same way as that in which we can
meanin@sz what I say as opposed o’ what I am to]d about this "hero 1s
in no sense dependent on 'the meaning' of. the~word “the” (as it would
be had I been\;o]d that tue'person in questwon was the (or a) goat 1n

a mere1§:5e1ng told that my way of ta]k1ng about s0-and-so0° _

inappropriate when talk1ng about sb-and-sa, @i o

This is not as clear as I shou]d Tike, but it does pave the way

<

it's sunny and warm out, ! must continue with my work." "Inhawe said f-

two'things:aone, that it is a lovely day, and two, thst I must'contfhue .
P .

.

and wh11e I have ndt said what this relation -is, I have 1nd1cated - th1s
time de11berate1y - what'it 1s The word “a1though“'1n the above sen-

[

tence then funct1ons to indicdte the reTat1on between the two thlngs 1

»
)
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1 do not, however, have to deliberately indicate how what I say is
~to b§ taken, and most timgsTI ép not do so. I develop a feel, as it~
were, for these gesturE‘w6¥ds 50 that eventually they become natural -
v1n the way I develop a feel for certain gestures Tike shrugging and head
wagg1ng so that eventua]]y 1t becomes natural to sometimes indicate agree-

ment or d1sagreement with a nod or shake of 'the head, to indicate un-

oo ' certawnty with a shrug of the shou]ders With this difference of course:

- ‘ - that these gestures may be said to mean something, whereas verbal ges-

tures' may not. To conclude: verbal gestures’ have functions in that they
poo : . . serve tondicate some sort of relation Between the=various thiné; which'
L . ‘ére being saﬁd, but have no use in that they cannot be used. to talk about
J ' .anythind. '
A .1’ ) There is one obvious difficulty about all-this: on the one hand, it
' is"so natiral to speak of thé use of a given .word that it would be .incon-
' ) venient and awkward to avoid the expression when referr1ng to syncat-
\2\,L/”] . goremat1c words, and o# the other hand, I can th1nk of no verb which in- "’/
\ ¥ :d1cates that thege/ﬁord do not-have functions, but rather are used func-
. ti?naZZy.‘ I shall probably therefore ;1ip into talking about the use
of syncatego?ématic words, but I don'f think this need prove misleading

\~
provided that the distinction I have made is borne in mind.

]

o

O s Eatied

o ¢

: o . \, Egocentrid Particulars g . i

Ve . -

. I include this group of words in the discussion only in order to

o —_—

* indicate the number and variety of syncategorematic words. Examples are:

"this", "that", "here", "there”, "now", "then",

N 0
i N )

i~
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I think that all the words listed as egocentric particulars can
be dealt with in the same way, and so I will concentrate on the word

"this". 6

[ cannot use "this" to refer.to anything for the simple reason
that to say "This is..." just s to be refer?ing to something. In the
same way, we cannot use the gesture of pointing to point something out -
I use my arm - because the gesture of pointing jﬁst s pointing and not
a means to achieve same.

Let me take an example to make this clearer. If I say: "The book
is in the corner", I am referring to a particular béok in the sense that

whatever I say about it will be said about 7t and not something e]se,

in other words, I make specific what it is I am talking about.

ever, I have already made it clear what 1t is I'm talking about, I may

L !

‘ refer to the book again without using the word "book". I may say: "This

is..." and be understood.
On the other hand,. I cannof use the word "this" to ‘refer to ‘something,

because by so doing, I in no s?nse make it clear what I'm talking about -

" that must already have been done, so to speak. "1 am obviously always

referring to something when I use the word "this"; it is just that I

ﬁay not succeed in making the reference. This is not dependent on .the

meaning' of the wovrd - it has no meaning, although it is meaningful - but

“on whether or not I have previously made it clear what I am talking about.

It is often the case that philosophers have only such sentences as

"This i% red", or “Thﬁé is a book", in mind when they talk about the word

"this". What I am trying to say will be much clearer 'i it is borne in
mind that such sentences aje the exceptions rather than the rule. It is
1 :

much more common to say something like "This is terribfé" or "This is

\e
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how things ought to_pe.”- %he analogy between saying TTh{s is..." and
bointing,is often Qery weak, and I think it is precisely fhis analogy
‘ wpich.gives rise to the idea that "this" has a meaning which must be
closely tied to whatever it is that is beirg pointed at.’
* One point needs to be made before moving on to a considerafﬁon of
the logical words, viz. the conspicuous absence!of the personal pronouns
from my original list of egécentric particulars.
Consider the sentence "He is in love." Nowwhile it would be per-
fectly normal to ask for the sense in which the word "Tove" is being

used, does it really make sense to ask how the word "he" §s being used?

vfouldn‘t the same th%ngs said above about "this" be equally applicable

. to "he"? MWell, it is true that we wbn‘t know who is being talked about

.

jn the above sentence unless we have already been told; but on the other
hand, neither are we comp]etely,cluelesg.‘ The word "he" is used ina vir-
tually unambiguous mannér to refer to humanbeings (and occasionally pet
-animals) of the male sex. Because"of t&is,.l don't think - although this
is admittedly'rather ironic - that the personal pronouns can be consider-
ed in the same way'as:the other egocentric particulars i have mentioned.

The most that can be said is they share some of the characteristics of
\ \ o A . \

' egocentric particulars.®

-

_ Logical WOrdg

In this séction I will be discussing the 1o§ica1 words "all", "some",
@the",\?nd "a". It will be ﬁecéssary to go into some depth'in order to-
deal with thém properly, but a1thou§h it may seem a major digression from

‘the subject at hand, I think it is warranted for the following reasons..

-
~

¥
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First, a correct interpretation of these words is important for
logic and,theféfqre relevant to a theory of meaning insofar as 1ogic-~'
icans apcept an incorrect interpretation of them "as giving a correct o

9

account of the use of such expressions in ordinary language."” Second-

1y,{much that has been written about the logical words, and against
which/I will be argdipg, has giveﬁ rise to weird and not necessarily
wonderful theories of truth and classes whiéh in turn influence theor-
ies ‘of meaning. And lastly, a great Hea] of what I have to say, es-
peciéj]y with reference to existence and eiteésion, is directly rele-

vant’to what will be discussed next chapter.

«+ "The greatest and most fundamental error - possibly because the ‘

least recognized - in the treatment of the logical words is the relation

the words they modify are supposed t0 have to the existence or otherwise

10

of the objects these last "denote"” or "refer to". For instance,

t P
Wesley Salmon, in Logic, speaking of Aristotle's four types of cate= ‘

gorical statements, || says: . : *

It is, however, essential to note an important consequence of
‘ th® use of the material implication in constructing the 4
statement: the A statement does not imply that its subject
term refers to any existent objects. "All F are " does not
assert. that there is anything of the type F"; "A11 diamonds
are gems'' does not imply that any diamonds exist, even though
.we all know they do...Terms of categorical statements are
terms that refer to classes. A given class may or may not
have members; it is perfectly meaningful to refer to classes
~ that have none.,, '

H
Salmon-gives.as an example of meaningful sentences whose terms refer to

-

c]dsées that have no members the sentence "All 19th-century astronauts

. b}
w13 I mention this in passing merely because I regard such -

sentence as devoid of meaning; this will be argued at length in Chapter 4.

- »

-
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e
‘ Further on, Salmon continues:

o \
One point needs to be made concerningboth the I and o-state-
ments. The word "some" is taken to mean "at least one." The
statement "Some diamonds are gems" is interpreted tc mean "At
Teast one diamond is a gem." In spite of the plural form of
the I and 0 statements, they are not construed as implying more
than one. , . :

In short, the word "all" does hot, and the word "some" does, imply the

existence of something corresponding to the words which they modify.
The word "a" is taken to be equivalent to either "all" or "some",
depending on the meaning of the sentence in which it occurs. In, for

jexample, "A man:is more than just a machine", it is taken to have the

force of "all"; in "A man came to dinner", it is taken to have thé force
of "some" - or "at least one". ' ‘ 1

"The" was taken by Russell to imp]y'the e*iétence of the object cor-
responding to the word it modified: "the so-and-so", for Russe11,‘cou1d
be analysed into three distinct sentences:

There is at Teast one so-and-so.
There is at most one so-and-so. 15
If anything is. a so-and-so, then it is also...

Overmuch has been written about this analysis; although [ will discuss
it later, I will attempt to be brief.
Strawson, in "On Referring", presents what I ‘consider an almost per-

fect refutation of Russell's view; but also says:
that to use such an expression as 'The king of France' at the
beginning of a sentence, was, in some sense of 'imply', to im-
ply that there was a king of France. When a man uses such an
expression, he does not assert, nor does what he says entail,
a uniquely existéntial proposition. But one of the conven-
tional functions of the definite article is to act as a signal
-that a unique reference is being made--a.signal, not a dis- -
guised assertion. When we begin a sentence with 'the such-and-
such' the use of 'the' shows, but does not state,, that we are,
or intend to be, referring to one particular individual of the
species 'such-and-such'.]6




There is, I think, qdite a’lot wrong in this paragraph: am I
really referring to one particular tower of Babel'of the §pec%és " tower
- of Babel' when I begin a sentence with 'The tower of Babel..."? But-l
- will go into this 1a£er. I quote Strawson here only to‘show that he,
just as Russell (albeit in a more palatable way %han the latter), thinks
of the word "the" as having some sort of existential import. For him,
if that to which the speaker intends to refer does not exist, then a sen-
tence beginning wfth the phrase "the such-and-such" fails to refer and
as such is neither true nor false. For Russell, a definite description
. which does not describe anything makes the sentence in which it occurs
false. I will return to this discussion of thé word “the" after having

dealt with the words "all" and "some”.

’A11 and Some

My main contention in this section will be that neither of these
words imply -~ or the qupkers’who'uée them do not imply by them - the
existenee of that which is being referred to by the word (or words) which
they modify. That is: I generally agree with the way the word "all" is |
handled in logical theory; but disagree with the treatment of the word

//"§6ﬁe“. Cénsiaer the following symbolic argument: ?

- (x)(Fx > Gx)
Ix(Fx)
~ Ax(Fx+ Gx) '
This is a valid afgument - or at least it's supposed to be. But under
the following interpretat{bn it becomes what I think is an invalid one:
A1l swans are.white.

There is at Teast one thing which is a swan.
Therefore some swans are white.
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At.the very least, common sense rebels against this inference: if

I have said that aZZ swans are white, how can I Togically infer that (only)

some are? The bracketed word "only" in the last sentence is important;
suré]y if 1 Say that some swans are white, I must mean thét only some

. are, not all. As another example, suppose that there are ten green bot~
tles on thé table: does it make sense to say that some of the bottles
are ngen? I do not think it does. |
, Anophér reason - the opposite side of the coin - for disagreeing
w%th the normal treatment the word "some" gets at the hands of the log-

. icians may be seen from the following example. If 1 say that some roses
are red; then it would seem to follow that I can infér from this that
some roses are not red. Buk 'such an inference is invalid in modern log-
ic. The sentence "Some roses are red" is of the Togical type Ix(Fx* Gx),
and the sentence "Some roses are not red" of the type Ix{Fx- ~Gx). To

" infer the latter from the former is not valid. On 'the other hand, it
certainly seems alright to do it in English.

Why then can wé not logically make the inference? One reason is that
if we translate "some" as meaning "at least one"” in a sentence such‘as |
“Some S is p", the class of those things which are S may turn out to
be a unit class. From a sentence like "There is a friend of yours in the
room", I cannot infer that there is a friend of mine who is hot in the
room, as the lonely possibility exists that I may have but a single friend.

Another reason for not allowing the 1nferencé is that it is impos-
sible to infer from the mere existence of something the‘existence or non-
existence of anything élse. I cannot infer from the fact that there exists

s

{in Paris a tower which is called the Eifel Tower the existence of a tower

-

N
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in Paris which is not so called - there may be only one tower »in Paris.
The main problem here seems to revolve ‘around the unit class, or the
c]a;s which contains only one member-. - 4

But does it ever happen in English that the term of an I o} 0 type
statement refers to a unit class? (1 shdﬁﬁd point out that I am using,
for the sake of the grgument, some rather recondite terminology; this s
to facilitate broaching the subject. Also, if what is wrong with the
notions of class, denotation, etc., insofar as a theory of meaning is
concerned, is to be clearly seen, I think it is necessary to find out
hﬁét these notions are using the 1ogician's.0wn terminology.)

I don't thing it does. We would certainly never say, for instance,
that some Charles de Gaulle were president of France. But let's try to
construct a few examp1es‘which seem on the face o% it to suppart the log-
icia&'s contention that "some" can, or does, mean "at least one". Sup-
pﬁse that T am lost in a'1abyrinth but know that there 'is a way odt: 1
ﬁight say something like: "Some road is the right one." Does this have
the 1ogjca1 form of an I statement? Certainly it does - insofar as the
sentence "One of these roads is the right one" is an I sFatement. But

this is precisely where the problem lies: in the iumping together of all

‘positive non-universal sentences under a single logical form. That is:

the sentences "John is brave", and "Some men are brave" are, on the

?

Aristotelian interpretation, of the same logical form. This is quite

" chearly a mistake, and modern logic in fact treats singular categorical

* statements as universal statements, or as a mixture of uniyersa1 and ex-

i

istential statements. Thus, "John is brave" becomes:

(x)(x is identical with John>x is brave).

)
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Similarly, "The author of Waverley is Scott" becomes: - \*\\

(x){x is identical with Scottsx wrote Waveriey) or, following >

‘Russell:

v

3x [(x wrote Waverley+ x is Scott) + (y)(y wrote Waverleyoy=x].

The sentence "éome road is the righténe" would be treateg similarly. It
will not have the form "3Ix(Fx+ Gx)" - thg logical form of the sentence
"Some men are brave" - because this would be to imply that while there
was at least one right road, there could be more than one.
» Now, if this is the treatment sinqular cateqorical statements get
at the hands of modern logic - 1>, in other words, when we know that a
term in our English sentence refers to a unit class, we feel constrained
to poinf this out symbolically - does it make sense to treat the symbolic
equivalent of "some" - "3x" - as though it could be "at least one"? It
seems rather as though we are taking with the one hand what we are giving
with the other. |

This is not really the place to go into this point in further depth;
I only here want to mention the difficulty involved in thinking that sen-
tences quantified by "some" can be~feferr1ng to a unit class. This prb-
blem - and that of thinkihg thét such sentences are only true if tﬁe
class referred to exists, which will be gone into briefly in the follow-
ing parag;aphs - can adequately be solved by the_jntroduction of a logical
connective which I have written "< ", the explanation, truth-table, and
exemp]ar% theorems of which I have detailed in‘Adbendix I.

Should the ferm of an I or 0 statement'be taken to imply the exist-
ence of that which the term ﬁeferg to? Consider the sentences "Somé witches

are good", and "We have witnessed tonight some marvels": are we implying

\

4
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that eitqer'witches are marvels exist? Again: "Some questions which
have befn asked by philosophers are meaningless." What such a sentence
often means is that what some philosophers thought were Jegitimate
questions should not be taken to count as such. In this case it seems
we can use the word "questions® fo refer to things which we don't think
are questions. " ¢

To push this idea a bit furthegéﬁi“can quite easily quantify over
something using "some" and imply itg‘non-existence at the same time py
placing the word "so-called" in front of the word which "some" modifies.
“Some so-called miracles are obvious frauds"; "Some so-called martyrs
were just opportunistic creations of the new government." While in the »
second case, I hay think that genuine martyrs do exist somewhere, in the
first [ may be saying that while I don't think that miracles exist, some
of “them" are more easily detectable ffauds than the others.

Thé obvious dodge tgo this - for instance, fﬁat x=4a so-called mir-
acle, and therefore satisfies the argument - is just that, a dodge. 1 do
not th{nk that we functionally use the word "some! to ihply the existence
%;‘anything; rather, we take ghat we are talking about to be gither non-
existent or existent. This poiht will be argued more cogently in the next
chapter. At this juncture, I just want to say tha{.I believe that the
idea that sentenceé quantified over by "some" have something to do with
existence results from a cluster of theories Baving to do with truth, .

meaning and existence, and really amounts to nothing further than a pre-

judice. T will now examine these theories.
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ordered sequence < Caesar, Gaul > is said to satisfy the open sentence
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Satisfaction and- Distribution

i 'U' \
There is a cluster of theories which has grown out of the notion

of the meaning of a word as the thing which it names: the thesis of
extensiona}ity, the doctrine of distribution, the idea of truth as sat-
jsfaction. Now, while it would not be particularly Brofifab]e to dis-
cuss éhe denotational theory of meqning, being as‘ft is in an advanced
state of decomposition, I think it is worthwhile to discuss-briefly the
theories which it implicitly gives rise to, in that they embody certain '

weaknesses not derivable from the original theory, and because such a

discussion will serve, albeit indirectly, to introduce thg notion of ‘ “
concept which will be gone into next chapter.

The following version of the notion of truth as satisfaction is

taken from Quine's Philosophy of Logic. Quine talks about "open senten-

ces" such as "x conquered y"; these may for the purposes of the present
argument be thought of as what Russell has called "propositional func-
tions". Quine then talks about “sequences of terms", or ordered sequen-

ces, referring to them as "singles, pairfi triples" and so on. Now the

"X conquered y" because the sentence resu]t%ﬁg from the substitution of

{

"Caesar” for "x" and "Gaul" for "y is a true sentence. Quine then speaks

of a sentence (open sentence) as "true when it is true for all values of
17

its free variables and thus satisfied by all sequences." ® ~The example
he gives.of a true sentence is "x=x."
The notion of sets or classes is closely related to this. "An open

sentence is said to determine a set if the sentence is true of all and
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°"L¥3éﬂe members of the set."]8 Not every ‘open. sentence:determines a

19

set, of course: "the sentence '~(xe x)' determines no set." Quine

takegithis as a good reason for not ta1ki€g about sets, i.e., as one,:
reason ambngst others, and}rep]aces talk of sets with a definition of
substitution (ogjsequences.of variables), HoweveY, he nqtion of seté
1§ really part and parcel of what Quine has called open seLtences, so it

is worthwhile briefly mentioning them here.

Rugsell, in Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, says the fol-
Towing: ‘

We shall come much nearer to a satisfactory theory if we try to
1dent1fy classes with propositional functions. Every class..

is defined by one propositional function which is true of the
members of the class and false of other th1ng\ 20

Further on he says: \
In the language of classes, if a is the class heterm1ned by @
"o is always true".is equ1va1ent to "everyth1ng is a member
of a," and "& is sometlmes true" is equivalent| to "q has mem-

bers" or (better) "a has at least one member. "21

T L L .
This accords with what he has said about the notion of existence in
" i+ s \ .
an earlier chapter: ‘ ﬁ

The notion of "existence" has several forms...but the fundament-
al form is that which is derived 1mmed1ate]y from' the notion

of "sometimes true". We say that an argument g "satisfies"

a function & if da is true; this is the same senﬁe in which
the roots of an equation are said to satisfy the equation. Now
if #r is sometimes true, we may say there are z's | for which

it is true, or we may say "arguments satisfying ¢z exist."22

We can see from the aboye how/g]ose]y tied are the various notions of
fruth: existence, extension ;hd meaning, always ;emembéring that for
Russell sentences were either true or false, or ngnsensica].

Now there are pro§1ems with this, and these problems pertain not

only to Russell's analysis but also to that of Quine. (For Quine, ‘it

J

i
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may be said that most open sentencés determine sets, and that at least
in his definition of truth in terms of satisfaction, he has made
use éf gt TEast one set, viz. the set of all séduenées.) First, univer-
. sal stateménts seem to have something to do with the instence of that
to which the subject of the universal statement refers. For if a con-
_tingently true statement23 is sometimes true because arguments (6r .
séquences) satisfying it gxist, it must be the case tﬁét all existing
arguments satisfy a true (that is: a1wasttrue) statement, and that no’
existing arguments satisfy a false (that is: contradictory) statément.‘

If it is said that a universa]lstatement can be true without imply-
ing the existence of any arguments that satisfy it (i.e., implying on]y“
‘that any esisting argument would satisfy it), and can be false without
impiying the existepce of any arguﬁents which do not satisfy ita— the
awgwardness of this last phrase should show us sémething - then equally
it cannot be sa%d that \’\ a statement involving the word "some" impiies
the existence of any arguments satisfying %t. The qot{on of* truth as
satigféction‘entai1s, I think, thatuniversal statements‘be regarded as
having some sort of existential impb?tf

I don't think this conc]usiéq would bother Quine very michy if a
gfven senfence had no existential import, it would be, as it were, immune
to revisipnz4 and Quine does not think that any statement is immune to

25 That is: for Quine every statement may prove to have a coun-

revision.
.ter-example, every statement is empirically fa1sifiéb1e. When he talks,

as in the Phifosophy of Logié, of eternal sentences, He says that we must

call them "eternal only to a partftu1ér language at a particular time.

That Quine does think of universak statements as, in some sense,

un 26 <

2
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.having éxistential import is u]timafe]y shown by'his refusal to grant’

the dﬁstinction ﬁorma]]y,made between two ‘types of universal statements -

kﬁhat‘is; betweeﬁ those sometimes c;]led ana]y@icé]]y trQe and those com- -
ﬁon]y referred to as iqductive gegeralizations. whiie'for many phil-
osoph;rs it simply makes no sense to talk about verffyiqg or falsifying’

Lcerfaih statements (i.e., those considered\anglyticaljy or logically ﬁ

true), for Quine it makes no-sense to talk about stateménts which cannot - .-

f'be verified or falsified. This being so, we may‘conc]udg that the not-

»

, ion of truth as satisfaction does indeed lead Quine to régard universaT

, 1 :
statements as haging something "to do with existence. In this regard, he

is much more consistent than‘Russei1a e v ‘ \ b
I/consiaer both statements ﬁuantified over by "all' and those guan-
tified over by "some" to be universal statements. Arguments for this
view will be found in what follows and also {more comprehensively) in
Appendix I. I do not think of universal statements (i.e., involving

either "all" or “some") as having ewistential import. However, the ar-
. ‘ " /

* guments presented thus far are quite insufficient to refute thé%éosition

either of Quine or of Russell. To do this I must introduce the notions
of .infinite classes and distribution.

The notion of 15fini£é classeé’ihaf will be presented here is ad-
mittedly not very rigorous (a}though sufficient, 1 think, to undermine

the idea of truth as satisfaction, or of regarding truth as an extension-
- . ( o

al function - in Russell's terminology - of a propositional function).

For one thifig, 1.do not wish to think of infinite sets as countable, al-

-

though so-called infinite sets which can be’p]éceq in-a one-to-one rela-

.- @ . -
tionship with the set of all integers aré normally termed "countab]e“.27

. <
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» This is, of course, why the set of all-even numbers is said to have the
same number of members {the transfinite cardinal Aleph nufl) as the set
- of alil 1ntegefs.
£or the purpeses of the present, I am f011owiﬁg Kant in thinking

28 That is: the notion of

lﬁhat a "completed infinite" is thconceivable.
infanite classes ghat will be discussed here involves nothing more than
a notion of classes which are indeterminately large. Such classes must

- be defined intensionally, as indeed infinite classes always are (i.e.,

inductively or recursively). Qu1ne def1nes sat1sfact1on mtensmnaﬂy,29
and Russef], in Introduction to Mathemat1ca1 Ph1losophy, says that 5,
. the definition which enumerates is called a definition by "ex-

tension," and the one which mentions a defining property is
. called a definition by “intension." Of these two kinds of def-
inition, the one by intension is logically more fundamenta1.30
This last indicates that Russell changed his mind between the wriﬁing of

The Principles of Mathematics and the writing of Introduction to Math- .

emat1ca1 Philosophy: in the former he says

Class may be defined ewther extens1ona1ly or' 1ntens1ona11y
That is to say, we may define the kind of object which is a
class, or the kind of concept which denotes a class: this is
the precise meaning of the opposition of extension and inten-
sion in this connection. But although the general notion can
be defined in this two-fold manner, particular classes, ex-
cept when: they happen to be finite, can only be defined in-
tensionally, i.e. as the objects def1ned by such and such con-
cept. I believe this distinction purely psycho1og1da1 "logic-

- ally, the extensional definition appears to be equally applic-

) able to infinite classes, bdt practically, if we were.to attempt.
) it, Death would cut short our laudable endeavour before it had v

attained its gbal. Logically, therefore, extension and inten-

. sion seem to be on a par., .

*

It is easy to see why Russell changed his point of view: it is log-
{caIIy impgssib]e to define gn infinite class exfénsiona]]y. To say

that‘a function "ge" is extensional, i.e., to say that "its ruth-yalue

-
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is unchanged by the substitution of a,formally equivalent functibn'

is not to say that the class defined by the propositional function in

‘question can be defined extensionally - énumeratjon‘ﬁs always impossible

L)

in an infinite class. (Enumeration should not here be construed to mean

the same as "countability"; the former means the pg;éib]e counti%g of '‘mem-

bers of a class, the latter the' possibility of putting the members of a

gléss in a one-to-one relationsﬁip with the set of integers.) It is.not
simply:that death would cut shzrt our endeavour to define an infinite
class extensio;a11y; even if we were to Tive on indefinitely - if the num-
ber of days in our lives tould be placed in-a one-to-one relationship
with the set of df] integers - wg?would st1ll not succeed én such a def-"
inition, for if we did, our set would be a finite one.

However, to say that an infinite class must be.defined intensionally
is at the same time to show the inadequacy of the idea of truth as satis-,
faction. If, f&r instance,,I define‘the Elass of men intenéiona]]y by

saying that "(x)(x is.a man>x is a rational animal)", I am saying what

- (if anything) is to count as a man: if "x" is not a rational animal,

neither is it a man. (The class of men is here considered-indeterminate-

" 1y large, and no judgment has been made either on the existence or other-

¢

wise of men.)
What sense does it make, then to say.of my statement that it is trie

if 1is satisfied by all men (of by the sequences of 'singles' all of which

are men, in Quine's words)? Nothing which is a ﬁan can fazl to sa&isfy

this statement' - this possibility is ruled out by the very definition. So

‘toysay that such a definition is,trye because it is satisified by all men

\

involves a vicious circle: I cannot even identify "x" as a man until I know




Y -

he is a rational animal. ‘It makes no more sense to look. for falsifying
instances of our definition - we could not find an irrational animal.
which was also a man, because our definition would then insist &ha£ he

was no{, in fact, a man - than it does to look for married bachelors.

This brings me to the doctrine of d%§tribution. Salmon, in Logic, -~

says:

A class is a collection of entifies. When we speak of the class,
as such, we are speaking collectively. When we speak of the

"~ members of a collection as individuals, we are speak1ng distrib-
tively. 33

In a passage quoted above, Salmon said that fhe terms in any categorical

statement referred ‘to classes. Geach, in Reference and Genefa]ity, tries
to get clear about what this means;

" "Man" regularly denotes each and every man; it refers, however, .
now to some men only, now to all men, accord1ng to context, and
“is according1y undistributed in the one sort of context d1s-
tributed 1n the other. ‘34

He then demonstrates the absurdity of the doctrine:

Even if we knew what 'referring' was, how could we say that

"some man" refers just to some man? The question at once arisess
Who can.be the man or men referred td? When I say "Some men
are P", does the-Subject-term refer to just such men as the pre-
dicate is true of? But then which men will the subject-term
refer to if a predication of this sort is false? No way suggests
itself for specifying which men from among all men would then

be referred to; so are we to say that, when "Some men are P" is
false, all men without-exception are referred to--and “men" is
thus distributed?

One might try saying.that, when "Some men are P" is false,
"some men" is an expression intended 4to refer to some men, but
,in fact fails so to refer. But if in the sentence represented
by "Some men are P" the subject-term is meant to refer to some

men, but fails to do so, then the sentence as a whole is intend- *

ed to convey a statement about some men, but fails to do so--and-
therefore does not convey a false statement about some men, which
contradicts our hypothesis. ‘35

It should be noted that the importance of - the doctrine of distribution
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traditionally has nothing to do with the realtionship between terms of
categorical sltatements ahd fhe vam‘ou’s classes or parts of classes they.
are said to refer to or d'enote, - it has nothinAg to do with denating or
refer_‘ring. [ts real importance was supposed to lie in the rules which
could be,gerllerated from it for testing the validity of syllogisms. There
is therefov:‘e no reason why modern logic should look upon the doctrine
with much favour. |

However, the similarity between it aﬁd the notion of truth as sat-
isfaction is striking. Suppose that our universe of discourse is emer-
alds. On Quine's analysis, the sentence "(x)(x is green)" is true be-
cause the open sentence "x is green" is satisfied by all sequences {in
this case ‘the sequences would be singles: emera]d], emeraldz, and so
1’or-'ch)‘.36 If we extend Quine's analysis, we might say‘that the sentence
"x s uncut™ is some:times true - some sequehces satisf); it, othyers don't.
"Ix(x is uncut)".is true i‘fl and only if "x is uncut" is sati«‘sﬁ‘ed by at

Teast one sequence (Quine is of course treating the word "some" as equi-

valent to "there is at least one"). There doesn't seem to be much dif-

‘ference betweenall this and saying that the term "emeralds" is distrib-

uted in "A11 emeralds are green" and undistributed in "Some emeralds are
uncut." At any rate, I think the problems in ‘both the doctrine of ‘dis-
tribution and the notion of truth as satisfaction are traceable to the

idea that "a class...is eésentiaﬂy to be interpreted in extension",37

against which I have argued.
Before proceeding to discuss "the" and "a", I would like both to
indicate the relevance of the fbregoing, and offer several ordinary lan-

guage arguments against the doctrine of distribution. I will also try
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to make clearer a distinction I*hav‘ei:thus far only hinted at; that 1s,
the distinction between "referring%énd “talking about". ‘

In the next chapter, I will be talking about words which not only
-have meaning but a.]so have a meaning, and I will do so in terms of con-
cepts, Which 1ést I wﬂ] 1iken to intensional definitions. The inten-
sional definition of a given word will, S0 to speak, comprise what I
‘ha\(e referred to‘ as the general meaning of that word. The question
with which [ wish to lTead off the present discussion is this: "Must a
word occurring in a sentence have a specific meaning, or is.it sometimes
possible to talk about a word's having only a general meaning in a sen-
tence?"

It will be remembered that I said that reference was énly applicable
to what a sbeaker did in a sentence, and that therefore one should not
speak of the gen'eral meaning of a word with régard to reference. This
is because a speaker can only make his meaning specific (i.e., refer) in

\ ,
general meaning of a word as that which it had outside the context of a
sentence. " However, it must now be said that words may occur in sem-
tances without necessarily having spec%ﬁc meanings.

It is clear from the foregoing discussion £hat when 1 use a word
which is modified by-a logical word (including "the" and "a'" which have

yet to be discussed), it is often the case that I am talking about

an indeterminately large class of things, and therefore cannot be said -

to be talking abgut anything specific, i.e., referring to anything, at

all. Certainly, when I say that all men are mortal, I am not referring

' «
X3
3 - t .
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to all men - neither am I referring to the ‘'class’ of men - but am

- merely specifying one of the things which "x" must be if it is to count -

asaman. If I say that some men are brave, I am not referring to
tF\ose mend and just those men who were, are and will be brave, but merely
saying that if "x" is a man, he mi ght' also be found to be brave.

But if I am not referring to anything in the above cases, what am
I doing? The answer lies 1in the distinction) between "referri ng" and
"talking ai:out“. In the first chapter, I treated these'as though they
were more or less synonotf'nous, and said that it was fundamental to the
distinction made between syncategorematic words and words that words
could be used to refer to someth‘ing, or to talk about it. I alsp said
that to refe}' to something was to make what one was talking about in some
sense speciﬁ'c.38 It can be seen now that the phrases "talking about 'x'"
and "referring to 'x'" are not synonomous - otherwise to say that I was
not referring to anything when I said that all men were mortal would be
to say that I was not talking ‘aboui: anything, which is absurd.

THe distinction between these .two phrases can be seen from ‘;he fol-

Towing.

1. The horse is in the barn.
2. The French love their food.

With regard to the first sentence, it is appropriate to ask both "What
horse are you referring to?" and "What horse are you talking about?".
éoth of these questions can be taken as rather odd ways of asking simply
"Which horse?" \ﬁth regard to the second sentence, on the other hand,
it is inappropriate to ask who is being referred to, Eut alright to ask

who is being talked about. The speaker is after all ta]king. about the




.
© T, S St eV T 2T

:
E

i

bers of that class when it is finite, or determinately large. A1though
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French, but is not in any sense making sﬁ)ecific what it is he is talk-
irg abbut. We cannot ask him which French he means, or whether he means
all those people presently Tiving in France, etc. He is just talking
bout anyone who happens .to be French, and saying, perhaps, that he thinks
it's a good bet that én§one who happ.ens to be French will be found upon
investigation to Tove his or her food. -
It is of course possible to refer to something in a sentence in which
the subject-term is modified by a logical word. This most often, as we
should expect, happens when the word is "the". But it is possible to

refer to something in a sentence quantified over by the word "all", as

~
.

will be seen from the following examples. o " N

If I have invited ten people to a party and gotten a posjtive res-
ponse from each, I could say "“All of them are coming", and could legit-
imately,bé said to be: referring to the people in quesf;ion in that they’ | '
together constitute a determinately Targe class of things. (It is the
same with "Some of.them are coming", when I know who is coming and who
is not, but am not sayina which. In both cases I can answer the ques-
tion "Who-is coming?") |

It is a mistake, however - and thisshows a fundamental inadequacy

of any attempt to develop a theory of mearring in terms of mathematicaﬁ

concepts - to suppose that we always are referring to a class or to mem-

in a given village there will inevitably be found to be a certain num-

ber of streets (no 1ess and no more than the number of streets there are,
one might say), if I say "Al1 the streets are covered in snow", I am pro-

bably treating the class of streets as one that is indeterminately large,

’
‘
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and therefore an analysis of the sentence would have to be along the

"7 lines givér{ above for “All men are mortal." 'I would not be trea_tin{;

the class of streets as indeterminatély Targe if I had, for instance,
gone round the whole village, seen all the streets, and seen Ehat each

H
was covered in snow. -

To summarize: I have argued in this section that sentences quanti-
fied over by the words "all" and "some" do not depend on the existence

/

of that which is talked about@ for' either thei/r{ truth or their meaning; ‘
I ha(ve"arguec.i against the exfensiona]ist view of truth, and derivately |
the extensionalist view of meahing; and I have suggested, by means of

the distinctic-m between referring and talking about, a way of dealing

with universal sentences that does not involve talking about extension.

In the interests of brevity and flow, I have relegated the detailed

. 3 R
arguments on somme of these subjects to Appendix I.

The and A

>

I do not want to go” deeply into the functional use of the wor‘d "a",
and this for*"two reasons. First, for many purposes, it is, or can be
thought of as, simply eqdiva]ent to either "all" or "some". The follow-

N s 1 B
ing pdirs of sentences are generally thought to be eguivalent in import.

1. A whale is a mammal.
2, A11 whales are mammals.

3. A number of them are sick.
4. Some of them are sick. (
. 4

Secondly, when it }'s not equivalent to either "all" or "some", it becomes

very difficilt to deal with. It is of no great profit to contrast it

,wit<h "the". Consider the following questions and answers.
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Who was ét the door?

1. Q.
A. A man,
2. 0.

2. Who was at the door?

A. The mailman.
I see no particularly good reason why 1 should say "“A man" in the first
case and "The mailman" in 'the second. Suppose that [ neither know .the
man of group 1, nor the mailman of group 2. Suppose further that I
have never seen the majlman before, being a fairly ltate riser: Even
thouéh [ have no reason to suppose that the same fellow delivers to my

house every day - mailmen may alternate routes - and even though, I have

s . . . /
no reason to assume that the same man has been delivering the,route on

}

‘which my house is located for the last 1ittle while - he may be’% new -

I would still not answer: "A mailman". Why not?
THe question is best answered by looking further at the wéy the

word "a" is used. Consider the differences between: )

1. A bell is ringing. We might say this if we were by a\\
chﬁ.rch and heard one of the bells ringing.

2. A plane is going by. I take this to mean that I see some
thing which 1 know to be a plane, but that I don't know what type, or
where it's going, etc. .

3. A general alarm was rung. Here, if I had said the general.

ala‘rm, it seems to me that I would have been referring to the actual

_ physical mechanism, whereas an alarm would refer rather to a state of

alarm.
4. An appointment with death. Even though none of us has more
than one, we still refer to this as an appointment.

The more one looks at the uses of the word “a", the more one is inclined

K
i
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not to search for explanations of these uses{—*ln”parti‘cu]ar cases, as -
in my example above concerning taking the bus, one can indeed indicate
the various functional uses that "a“ has. ‘Bufc in general, there doesnA't
seem to be any logic i;n\its use,. As hWittgenlstein says (albeit in a )
different context): "If I have exhausted the justifications I have
reached bed_rock, and my spade is turned.’ Then I am iﬁch’ned to say:

"This is simp]vy what 1 do."39

But if there is no general rule or set
of rules which I can establish for the use 01; "a", then it is clearly
wrong, or just pointless, to contrast it with "the", |

_ The word “the“: is equally difficult to deal with, but because so
much has been written about it, it is worth going into a little further,

especially because the word is so often taken to indicate the existence

~of something corresponding to the word it modifies.

Russel1 called phrases beginning with the word "the" definite des-

criptions, and his main claim about these is that th‘ey imply the exis-

' tence of the subject of the 'description. That is: to say that the king

of France is bald is to imply the existence of something which is the

king of france. This is the main ground upon which Str‘awsone in "On

Referring”, attacks Russell, saying that someone who uses a definite
~

description "does not assert, nor does what he says entazl, a uniquely

e;i,s‘tentia] proposition."40 Rather, a definite description acts as a
sort of "signal that a unique reference is being made."41 Yet for Straw-

son, this-signal is also, in some sense, a signal that there is a king
of France. This is so because hefegards»the phrase "the king of France"
as significant whether or not there happens to be a king of France.

There are two ways of attacking this problem: we can worry about the

P
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significance of ‘the phrase "the king of France" when there is no such

person, and we can worry about the existential implications of definite

descriptions. . Although it is jumping the gun somewhat, I will briefly

go into the problem of the signi ficance of sentences, insofar as it is
i

relevant to the "king of France" dilemma, and then discuss existence

and its relation to the word “the".

- What are Strawson's criteria for the significance of sentences?
The meaning of a sentence cannot be identified with the asser-
tion it is used, on g particular occasion, to make. For to
to talk about the meaning of an expression or sentence is not
to talk about its use on a particular occasion, but about the
rules, habits, conventions governing its correct use, on all
occasions, to refer or to assert. So the question of whether
a'sentence is significant or not has nothing whatever to do
with the question of whether the sentence, uttered om a par-
tieular occaston, is, on that occasion, beding used to mike a
true-or~false assertion or not, or of whether the expression
is, on that occasion, being-used to refer to, or mention,
anything at all 42

Against this I have argued above; sentences are not repeatable units,
and therefore no distinction is possihle between the sentence, its use,
and its utterance. 1 should simply like to say that the sentence "The
king of France is bald" is meaningless when there is no king of France.
I shall argue for this position ~1’n a few paragraphs. But Strawson is
committed to thinking that the serntence is meaningful, and therefore
must say how it can be so when France is not a moparchy. "We are not

ying that what he is saying is either false or nonsensical ";43 the

fails to ‘refer - his use of the referring expression is

i 44

"secondary"jor "3gurious".

I can see how,\irl Strawsen's terminology, a given utterance.of a

sentence could constitute a spurious use of that sentence; that would be:

E3
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and if he 'fails to refer", then his sentence is without meaning.

. the fourth musketeer, I am both talking about_d'Artagnan and saying some-
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more or, less just to say that the sentence was inappropriate given the

context. .But it is the tendehcy to regard the sentence as s,omehf)w dis-

k]

Jjoined from the speaker which allows us even to say something 1ike that.

Y
Y

For how could a speaker spurZously use a referring expression? A sen-

tence may be said to fail to refer, but how can I be said to fail ‘to

refer? Perhaps when [ refer to the king of France\,*I am making a joke,
or perhaps I am ignorant of the facts. But what if I am serious?

Consider the fOllowing example: I say "My daughter is teething" when

~ } don't ha{gppen to have 2 daughter - this seems, insofar-as the sentence

goes, a prime case of failing to refer. Now what would be someone's
immediate and unpremeditated reaction to this? Wouldn't 1't"be that I
had ﬁot made a significant remark? I would probably be asked: 'What are
you talking about?" or "What do you mean, your daughter?" - in short, I
would not be'understood.‘ [f, when pressed, I said: "My daughter - you
know, the one-I don't have - she's teething", wouldn't I be accused of
talking nonsense? Now, if what I have said is nonsense, -fhen isn't this
Jjust to say that my sentence 1s meém‘ ngless? It is not a question of

simply examining the sentence independent of any speaker and determining

_whether or not it makes sense; the speaker must be brought into the affair

45

As to the existential import of .the word '"the", Strawson says that

"it would not in gemeral be correct to say that a statement was about

46

Mr/ X or the so-and-so, unless there were such a person or thing." I

think Strawson is dead wrong in- this. When I say that d'Artagnan was

.

thing true. I do not, nor should what I say-be taken to, imply that

t
’
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d'Artagnan was a‘historical rather than é fictioh‘al character. if some-
one not familiar with Dumas takes me to be tal king\_about 'a‘Historical
character when I talk about d'Artagnan, I say that he ohas not understood
me properly. If someone tells me about d'Artagnan, thinking tha't he

is talking about a historical\ character, I say'that he is quite ]ni‘ter-,
ally talkinj.nmsense. I can talk about a filvctionalvcharacter because

I treat him qs fictional, Once Iah'ave cTa_s;fsféJ him as stich, 1 see no
reason why I cannot t§Tk about him.

Simﬂarlyﬁitﬁ‘ definite descriptions. I can use the phrase ‘“grav-
itatiéna] pull” to explain why it js that people ana things stay on the
'ground rath’er 1tt‘1an fly up into the air without in the Teast way jmply-
ing the existence of anything corresponding to my ‘phrase. I can say that
"The gravitational pull on the. moon. is less than or)'the earth", and be
talking about something, all the while knowing that the phrase "gravit-

ational pull" serves not to name, but to explain, something.

There is no ontology embedded in the syntax of natural language.

.Whethér or not there is ontology embedded in the words of natural language

will be discussed next chapter. .

‘ Thus far, I have not said anything posit%ve about the functional
us;\e of the word "the". I think that, as was the case with "a", no compre-
hensive theory_j's really poséib_]e. To indicate the difficulty involved °

in formula{cing an all .embracing theory of any of the Togical words, I have

" listed a number of ways in which. each is functionally used. .

ur
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the length of.., , an explanation
what's the point? ~  .” - this is a real feast.
the need’ for... no a need for...
the way in which... . that's a clue.... +
in the heat of the night... a shot in the dark. : N
the power and the glory... a whale is'a mammal. .
take the keys. he though for a bit...
t ifel Tower. _ he had a Took about him..
I was under the impression... e,
he had the face of a murderer..,
A1l ) . Some
all men are_mortal. ’ - - some men are brave. ’ -
all in a day's work. ... - - sometimes, somewhere.
It's all gone. L I'17 have some pie. . ‘
he does that all the time. ©, some good will come of it.
all discussion is at an end. in some way justified...
I want you all to come. ° shed some light on the matter.
all. of the men here are... ' I'11 have some of those...

RS

I think that all that can be hoped for here is a theory dealing with one
. . i J 3

of the many pogsible .functional uses of each of the logical words. This

is in fact what happens in. 10910, and what [ have done with regard ‘to

"some" in this thes1s This shou]d not be understood as a theory of all’

) ] %

the pod!ﬁb]e uses of the word in quest1o%j what has been said about "some" .

[y

is fbta]]y inappiicable to most of the functional uses listed above.

’

To take a last example of ‘the problems attendant on a general theory -
of 'thé word "the": what are we to do with the phrase "the Eifel Tower"?
There' is only one, so we can't really be said to besuniquely referring

to it by the use of the word "the" - "the" is Euperf]uous.‘ Fu?thermore,

w

f1x the former w1th a "the" and not the latter?~ I don't-think there-is

\/

" a reason; I think that Tooking for a reasohn is Justke m1stake We speak

v

the way we do - thie endeavour to explain why'somet1mes,reﬁ1ects more the

desire for eiplanation‘than\thé possibility that there might be one.

s
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Other Syncategorematic Words

‘ Ve 6

I wiTlPére ﬁ%rely mention several other groups of ;yncateQO{emat—
ic words in passingl&ithout discussing ‘them in'any detail. The po{np’
of the preceding chapter was, after all, éimp1y to demonstrate the us;—
fulness of fhe division: between syncategoremat{c‘worQS and others, and
to %&lk about those which bore in some re]evant fashion on future topics’
° . ,go be .discussed. -For -the .present purpéses, an exhaustivé 1istfis'ﬁot
required. - | . |
What oné might Tike to call the very pfofotypé‘of syncategorematic
words is the preposition.. It is often with reference to words ]1ké "of",
. "by”, "with", "from", and the like, that philosophers first begin to éet
dié}urbed by the idea that it is possibf% to talk about all words in terms
of the meaéfng thch they have. et .
‘Thekevare severé] things worth noting about prepositions.: ?inst;'
" their relative superfluity: ngn-inflected languages abound with prgpog—’
itions, inflected one§ do not. And secondly, the arbitrariness and am-

biguity of the rules govening their usage. Why shoutd "He—waé giQiﬁg it .

., me when..." be grammat1ca11y correct (as well as "He was giving 1t to me"),
ﬁ
when "He was saying it me when..." is not? But the clearest 1nd1cat1on

of this is to be gathered by examining the dif%erent uses to which pre-

positions are put in difﬂerent languages. Why do sbme,French verbs take

[ A}

7”*nd1rect object when it seems natura1 and

grrect that they shouldn't -

as they don' t of. course, in English.

The words\ "yes" and "no" are, I think, synca gOrematic However,

they have so many dlfferent sorts of funct1ona1 uses 1n English that I

will just br1ef1y give aA example which clearly supports this dﬁa1m

- AY
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If someone says: "Bill's not going to pass that course", I might.respond.

either "Yes, I think you're right" or ""No, I think he'll pull through

V alright." I don't wish to labour th1s point, but it seems to me that

the use to wh1ch I put the 'yes" and the "no" in the above answers is

to indicate the manner in wh1ch I am respond1ng to the claim about Bill's

 failing the course. 1 am, as it were, serving advance notice.

Finally, a short word about the\qonjunctions "and" and “or". Many

writers,would have included these amongst the logical words, and this
. heAAE o,

for two reasons.. First; %hey ere often used in defining the words "all"

andd'some". "All men" wougg'be said to be equ1va1ent to the set < man,

and man, and man,...man, >3 "some men" to < man, or rhan2 or man3 .man, >
I hahe ar%;ed aga1nst this extensionalist 1nterpretat1on, and hence did(ndt
see this reason as eufficienf‘fbr ineluding'them amongst the Togical words:‘

Secondly, they are the EngTish equivalents of two of the commonest

-connectives in logic, and are therefore often considered as 1ogiea]’words.

The logical words which 1 discussed, howéver were a1] words that could

be sa1d to modzfy other wordé rather than s1mp]y connecting- them So

“whilé a comprehensive study of: 1og1ca1 words, wou]d have to 1nc]ude "and" )

-
and "some", their 1nc1us1on ‘would have been irrelevant for my purposec

In. the next chapter T will be discussing the re]at1onsh1p between -

words and th1ngs, concépts, and 1anguage settings.-

.
| . . N
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: To describe this period I personally invented the word 'trendy’. (This

A}
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NI

is not the same word ‘trendy' which had been in common parlance for

)
: yonks, but an entirely new word which actuaﬂyh”means the same thing.)
{ This new word 'trendy' was pronounced with extra emphasis on thex'N:,
{ . A
: « though it was considered 'untrendy' (another of my linguistic inventions
! d‘ésigned to replace the obsolete word 'untrendy', but carrying the same
meaning) to make this slight shift of emphasis apparent and.sc no orfe
P .
; actually pronounced it this way at all and only two c]ose“fm'e_nds and
; John Lennon were aware of the profound change I had perpetrated in the
i' etymological fabric of the English language,
‘% o / ' l‘ -
i% T . Graham Chapman, A Liar's Adtobiography,
. . ' ‘ ~ Volume VI (or VII).
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-not nearly so Timited.
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Chapter III *

WORDS, CONCEPTS AND LANGUAGE SETTINGS

8

+ Words and Things

- 4
In this chapter I will be discussing words that not only havé mean- %
: ©
ing, but may also be said to have a me;r%ng - that is, can be used to 1

talk about something, or to refer to sdmething. The most pressing ques-

Is
!

tion in this regard is: "What is.the relationship between words and
.o ’
things?" Before attempting to answer this, however, it is‘necessary to
examine another question, one which is often taken to‘be synonamous with

the ﬁormer, viz. "Why do we call different things:by thE'same rame?" I

do not think that the two questions are in“any important sense similar;

~the latter is peavi1yﬁjaden with assumptions from which the'former is free.”

My immediate inteption, then is toZdetail the differences between tHeségK
two questions, and to show how the assuhptions embedded in the second
questionhavecreated many phi1osdbhica1 mistakee about the '‘nature of the
re]at1onsh1p between words and th1ngs |

Both quest1ons are traceable to the fact that’wh11e an 1nd1v1dua1 S
vocabu]ary is an extreme]y Timited th1ng, “the number of th1ngs he may
talk about, and the number of ways in wh1ch he may talk about them, is
1 Taking this as our point of departure, it seems
natura] and reasonabTe to ask our first quest1on, i.e., what the rela-. .
tionship between an 1nd1v1dua1 S vocabu]ary and that wh1ch is talked ‘about 1n
terms of it 1s But a]though it may also seem natura] to ask about the '

velationship wh1ch obtains between a part1cu1ar word and the var1ous in-

68 _
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dividual things it is said to denote, refer to, or stand for, such a ' ’

question is bristling wtth assumptions. : W '

' l ' ?irst off: if we intend that the question "Why do we call differ-
ent things by the same name?" be somehow pertinent to words in general
we are assuming one of two things. On the one hand, we may be assuming‘
that a]] words are names, and that sentences are therefore mere 11sts,

’ or, in M111 s terminology, that propositions consist of two names, the
Subject and the Pred1cate.2 Nowadays, thapks (especially) to Wittgen- ‘ 4

stein, it is not necessary to argue against such a view. }

On the other hand, e¥en if we are not assnming that‘a1] werds are
names, we are at teast assuming that what can be said about the rela-
tionship between a name and the thing(s) it names may. be affirmed gener-

“ ally of the relationshib between words and things. Russell is certainly

~guilty of such an assumption when, in An Inquiry into Meanifig and Truth,

o . he. wishes "to suggest that 'this is red' is not a subject-predicate

proposition, but is of the form 'redness is here'; that 'red' is a name,

ll3

; o ' '_not a predicate. The notion that the one-many relationship which

holds between a name and that which it names is.a characteristic featuré
. {\ 1] ‘

of all words has led some philosophers to talk of words as "signs" and

- things as "things signified”4 or to think that a beautiful object must

4

 be an “1nstance of beauty”, and so forth. There is no warrant for assum

_ing that what may perhaps be affirmed of names is at all relevant to
words which- are c1ear1y not names - Just as there is' no warrant for ass-,
,um1ng that a carefu] exam1nat1on of the behaviour of hockey players will

afford us some c]ue as to what it is swimmers and, footballers' do.

Ue— wmm“?ﬂ?*%w"’"‘

Another assumptlon 1atent in the quest1on ”Nhy do we call d1fferent

. v
£
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things by the same name?" is an ontological one, the assumption is that

since names, in order to be properly so called, must name something, that

all words must have some sort of empirical content, or somehow have to

"do with existing things. This assumption is really derivative of that

gone into in the preceding paragraph, but is of sufficient importance to
deserve special mention. L

The notion that there must be non-1inguistic entities which corres-
pond in some sense to the words we use has p]ayeh an important role in
the history of philosophy. And on the surface, the notion has piausibi]-
jty. How can we both talk about 'x' and at the same time admit that 'x'
QOes not exist? Aren't we then tafking about nothing at all, and is this
not tantamount to admitting that we are ta1k1’ng‘nc'>nsense?5

On the other hand, if we examine some of the theories that this no-
tion entails, its p]ausibi]ity begins to evaporate., One classic exam-
ple is the theory of Forms, with its reificafiqn of qualities. Consider
standing by a lake under a clear sky; the colour of each, for the sake

of the drgument, is blue. My descriptive word "blue" would seem some-

how to 1mp1y the existence of a non-linguistic quality, i.e., blue. A

“Platonic theory of forms would state that both lake and sky partook of
.an eternal and immutable Form (Blue), and that in fact the very posstbil-

ity of their similarity was dependent upon their so partaking. RusseH,-6

in order to account for the way two fhings may be compared and termed
similar, <introduces bniversa]s, which on inspeétion tu;n out to be weird
entities thét'can be two or more places at once and are both simultaneous
with and antecedent to themselves.

. Why -such theories are wrong, as well as how the léke and the sky in
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.the above example may be compared without reference to -universals, will
be shown later on. The point I wish to maké here is simply that the non-,
experienceable Form or universal is ymnecessary, and thaf we only look
for {t 1n‘thehfirst place because we feel there must be a non-Tinguistic
réality which corresponds to our word, and d?ves it sense.

The idea now absorbs us, that the ideal ‘must' be found inl
reality. Meanwhile we do not as yet see how it occurs there,
nor do we understand the nature of this "must". We think it
must be in reality; for we think we already see it there.7
It is s%mply a mistake to think that hecause we have fhe word, we must
go on 1ookipg for the thing till we find it.
This point is easier to see if we move from the considefﬁtion'of

Qn adjective Tike "blue” to words Tike: "reason", "history", "mind",

"substance", "idea",. "perception", "conscience", and so forth. Feﬁ-pe0p1e

: ' £
today would capitalize any of ti%ﬁéwords,a]though they have all, at the

‘ hands of one-philosopher or another, recejved this.distinction., For

instance, for Hume, perceptions are things.
Every distinct perception, which enters into the composition
of the mind, is a distinct existence, and is different and
distinguishable, and separahle from every other perception,
either contemporary or successive.8

Hume moves from the fact that we'perceive things in time to the assertion

that these 'perceivings' are entities, from the fact that we experience

things to the assertion that we have 'experiences'. But consider: if we

expérience terror, so to speak, even though it would be common enough to

say that we'd had a terrifying experienée; it would not be correct to say

that we'd had an experience of terror, as though it were an instance of a

s

universal, and experiences were the sorts of things one could have. Nor

would it be correct to say that there was something called "terror" which

13
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was an experienceable item in the same, leaque as; say, chairs.

‘ Perceptions are not things, and neither is history, reason, mind,
etc. Yet these words may be used as names, although they may also be
used as egplanatory or descriptive ;érms.g

I would contend, also, that even the sort of words that\we general -
ly tg:m “names" do not imp]y the existence of any sort of non-]inguistié

entity. We can, on occas1on, talk about 'x' even though it doesn't ex-

1st,.and not be talking about nothing. The reason for this w111 be

?rom each other - to assume, in other words, that both words and things

apparent further on.

To return to the quéstion "Why do we call different things by‘thé
'same name?": I think the most important, and least noticed, assumption
made is that there are, on the one hand, words, and on the other hand,
things. That is: here we hdve our linguistic entity, the.word, and
there we have our non-Tinguistic entity, the thing - and the problem 1s
to get them back together again. There is, of course,dsome obvious sense

in which things are non-linguistic entities and words are linguistic ones,

Jbut it is not good from the outset to assume how they are to be distinguished

\

Y

constitute separate realms of 'raw data' for empirical investigation.
p pﬂ

This -assumption has certain obvious and well-known consequences.

%

The only justification fof‘caliing many differemt things by/the Eame name,
as mentioned above, must be found in some non-linguistic quality of the g

things in question. In response to the question "Why do we call differ-

ent th1ngs by the same name?", then:

the ph11oprogen1t1ye invent theories of un1versals and what
_ not: some entity or other to be that of which the 'name' is
-~ the name. And in reply to them, the more cautious (the ‘nom- -
- inalists") have usually been content to reply that: the reason .

/ /
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why we call different things by the same name is simply that

the things are s¢mLZar thére is nothing identical present .
1n them. 10 ‘

0f course, to say that the things designated, or denoted (the via- )
bility of these terms as explanatory nnjj;n;\Flso depénding’upon'the val-
idity nf the above assumption) by the word in\Questfqn are similar is
simplj to fuel the realist's fire: "So long as they's&x the things are
stmilar, it will always be open to someone to say: 'Ah yes, similar in e
a certain respect: and £hat can only be exp]ained by means of universals'." 1 |
the word "thing" rather broad]y, i.e., as anything that may be'a subject, o L

: for discussion, or funcﬁionpgrammatica1iy as the subject of a sentence. -

Such an interpretation has both advantages and disadvantages. It may be

objected ¥hat the interpretation is too broad - why begin by popu]at1ng
the non- 11ngu1st1c universe w1th such thzngs as blue, gravity, and omni-
presence? Against this, I would say that it is precisely this sort of
'J ‘ 'an.onto1ogica1 neutrality I am driving éf. [ do nnt wish to begin with
a non-linguistic universe at all, heavily laden as it must' be with onto-
logical assumptions; 1 want to'get there. [ do not nknt to interpret
the phrase "talking about something" as being in any~sense equivalent’to
~) the phrase "talking about some thing". _For now, talking about chairs will

be T1ike talking about omnipresence, in that both will be accorded the same

" ontological status.]2 . ,

L

.
2

R I i

We talk about many different sorts of things: ,i o

1. The sky is blue, :

. 2. B]ue is a beautiful colour.

™~

‘3. Beauty 1s in the eye of the beholder.

In the first sentence we are talking about what appears to be a sort of

4
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3
dome which rests upon the earth, é1though we know there is no such dome,
and describing ifs colour. In the second sentence we are evaluating, or
giving our,keeTing about, the colour blue. And in the third,‘wé afe, as
it were, throwing this evaluation into perspective. In each sentence we
are taiking about something, and in each we are using the same grammatical
form. It would be possible,ltherefore, to say that we are naming some;
thing and predicating somethiqg of it - and this is fine so long as
the word "something" has no ontp]ogica] implications. But in the long
runs—it-would be less misleading to say simply that we describe, talk
about our descfiptions, evaluate, talk about our evaluations, and so forth.
The point I am trying to make here is this: I don't want to examine
ﬁhe word and deliberate as to whether or not there is some non-linguistic
entity to which it corresponds: I want to look at what we are doing when
we use words. I think it is possible to say that we standard]y, or most
commonly, use erAS in one given way. For instance, we ;tandardly use
the word "blue" to describe. We §tandard1y use the wgrd "béauty“’to
evaluate - although some people might want to argdé that we are describ- :
ing something whén‘Qe use the tgrm. In any event, we do not standara1y
usé either word to name something. As I wish to suggest further on that
the best clue as to whether or noé we should expect noh-1inguistjé entit-
ies -to exist cbrregbpnding to the particular words we use +is to ook at
the standard use of the'wordlin question, I will now look more careful]&
at this notionlof\stdﬁdard use. - , ‘ -

[y

For the purposes of brevity and clarity, I have included the follow- .

ing 1ists of words grouped together under what I consider their character-

istic orhstandard uses. I doh't think it matters greatly if anyohe disagrees ' *
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with the inc]usﬁon of this or that word in such-and-such a list; the

main point-is that it is possible to make such lists at all.

3 I

Explanatory : 'Descrigtive | ) Evaluative

power * blue beauti ful
force . : environment \ . good
attraction " democracy : true
cause ' ' -
mistake
concept
. meaning ’
distinction : ‘
thing - o Descriptive/Evatuative
Explanatory/Evaluative sneaky
] , ) murderer
bourgeoisie cowardly
Providence . palite

freedom - nymphomaniac

Again, I do not want to insist on any of the above apart from the claim
IT 0

that there are, at a general level, distinctions to be made betwéeﬁ dif-
ferént sorts of words accoeding to how they are standardly usea.

When 1 say that a given word (e:g., "power") has a standard use
which is exﬁ]dnatory in nafure, I mean that we are usually explaining,

or attempt1ng to exp1a1n something when we use the word.

The scenes of the un1verse are cont1nua11y sh1ft1ng, and, one
, object follows another in an uninterrupted succession; but

; ", the power or force which actuates the whdle machine 1s entire-
1y concealed from us and never discovers itself in any of the
sensible qualities of body. We know that, in fact, heat. is a
_constant attendant of flame; but what is the connect1on between
them we have no room so much as to conjecture or imagine. 13

Hdme, in the abdve passage, is.here arguing that the power whﬁch objects
'appear to have to affect each other is a non- observab]e quality. I am
~arguing, to the contrary, that such a term is used to explain the effect
objects have on one another, and that even to lTook for a "hidden power"

-in an object. results from a confusion of thé'explanandum and “the explanans,
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“of things-relate to theworld in the same way as do words which describe,

' language theZ:primary" or "basic" language;

) . '76
‘aﬁd the reification of an explanafory term from the latter. "Powgrﬁg
"force", "attraction", and the like, are terms used to explain things,
-dnd therefore it is just a mistake to look for a non-linguistic entity
corresponding to these words.

It would be nice at this pointato be able to say: when I standardly

use a word to name something, I am not only talking about something, but

‘also about some thing - the relationship between names and the things

they name i% the only thing after all that needs.explaining to satis-
factorily delineate the relationship between words and things. \
) 1.
This would be wrong for three reasons. First, it is clear:that words . ‘

1ike "blue", "force", and sokforth do relate meaningfully to the‘world;
\ .

in fact, it will be the main thrust of this chapter to show that names

evaluate, etc., and not the other way round, as is so often supposed. 1
;.

Secondly, such a view leads directly to such claims as‘Russell advan-
ces in An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth with regard- to what he calls the

"hierarchy of 1anguages".]4ﬂ He talks about languages (within language)

being arranged hierafchical]y, beginning at the "bottom with the object-

language", and extending “upwards 1ndefinite1y".]5 He calls the object-

16 for him it'consists of ob-

ject-words whose salient features are that they have meaning "in isolation",

"that they are "words which have been learnt without its being nece§§ary

17

to have previou?%ﬁ;learnt any other words", and that the meaning of

these words is tHe objects which they name. =

-4

a
Now, although the phrase "hierarchy of languages" (or at I would like

to say: "hierarchy of uses") may be a handy way of talking, it is d mistake

I

- | ’ 3

........
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b

to think ihqt language, itself is hidérarchically érranged. I cannot see

any reason to assume that a name 1ike~fchair" is any more primary or

_basic than a descriptive term like “b]ue“: nor can I imagine how a word

could be learnt in isclation by "Hearing it frequently pronounced in

the presénce of the object."]8 And finally, the meaning of a word can-

: [ . ' } \
not be defined extensionally, as shown in part last chapter, because

an extensiona]/definition would not enable us to identify new objects
(ones we had neveszeen before) of the species "x" as members of that
species. That is: we could not do so unless the notion of s1m11ar1ty
is roped 1n, and this is tantamount to admitting that the word in ques-
tion is in fact being defined iptensiona]1y. o

| The third thing wrong with saying that naming iﬁ some sense implies,

or is a s1'gna1]9

that there is a non-]inguiétic entity corresponding to
our linguistic. one, is fhat natural languages such as English are full
of metaphorical expressions, sometimes called dead metaphors.

Colin Turbayne, in The Myth of Metaphor bases his definition of

metaphor on Gilbert Ryle's def1n1t1on of a category- m1stake in The Con-"".

'cegt of Mind: "the presentation of the facts of one'category in the«idioms

w20 he thinks of metaphor as "sort- cross1ng”,21

the descnapt1on of one th1ng as zf it were something e]se,22 e.g., in the‘

appropr1ate to another.

sentence "Man is a wo]f",23 the intention (Turbayne says) is not to claim

that man is a species of wolf.on a par with, say, a timberwolf - it is

to make believe "that man shares the properties of wolves. 123

Turbayne goes on to say that while we still recognize a metapﬁor as

metaphorical, are "using" the metaphor, we are sort-crossing, but that it

: 425

happens that we are sometimes "used by the metaphor - this is the case




[Rp—— L R

* “sort trespass1ng", which often happens when th//métaphor goes from be-
ing a “'Itve metaphor to one -mornbund' or 'dead'",zﬁ he says: ’
—__* \ A
In this...stage of metaphor we no longer make believe that . R "
tamels’ are dogs,“that sounds are vibrations, etc. Camels

‘when/ﬁe/take a metanhorica1.expression as having a 1iteré1 senéh - and

_he ca]ls?th1s "sort- trespassxng" Citfng examples of what he terms

L are now nothing but dogg;” sounds are noth1ng but vibrations,
! d' the- human body is nbth1ng but a machine. What had before -
,/gzen models are now-takeén for the things modeled. That is, -
special .sets of 1mp]1cat1ons had been- invented for dogs, .vib-
" rations, and machines, ‘designed to explain the facts about
L1 camels, sounds, and- human bodies, in dog, vibration, and machine
» 1anguage a Conclus1ons about one were reducible to the pre-
p ‘mises about the other. But now reducibility has become reduc-
’ tionism, for camels and dachshunds are now literally d1fferentt
\\ierts of dogs. The machine metaphor ha's become“mechan1snw i ¢

‘
e

for human bodies and c1oc§york now d1ffer only 1n degree, " not -
n kmd,27 .,

. In a chapter ent1tled "V1suaf Language" in the same book, Turbayne

I

deta1]s he extent to which our descr1pt1ons of th1ngs 1nvo1ve sort- -crossing: o
o , we\ﬂant to say that ice Zooks cold, an apple looks tasty,
T . a gong Zooks noisy, a su1tcase looks heavy, and a carcass
) Looks smeily. g N

) o \ :

‘That is: adjectives that propérly pertain-only to one of. the other four

senses are'used to describe how a given thihg looks. Many examp1es could
® ¥,

*be given to demonstrate the preva]ence of this sort-crossing in both

[

ord1nary conversatwon and 11terature for 1nstan§e
-~
The effect was mag1ca1 That apprehens1ve fee]1ng left. me, to »
b& succeeded by a quiet sénse of power. I cannot put it better
than by saying that, as the fire-coursed through my veins, Wooster.
the timid fawn became in a flash Wooster the man of iron will,
» ready for anything. What Jeeves inserts in these specials of his
- 1 have-never ascertained; but their morale-building force is // >
: extraord1nary They wake the 'sTeeping tiger in a chap, MWell,
give you some ided, I remember once after a single one of them
. striking the table with c1enchegtf1st and te111ng Aunt Agatha
to stop ‘talking rot.. And I'm ndt sure it .wasn't 'bally rot'. 29
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460 This passage from_P.G. Nodehouse‘is'typically bnrsting with all )
manner of trope, but the average reader does not have to consult with
thekﬂqpal echosticha] master hefore comprehension dawns. He is per-

fectly W‘i'ﬂing to a'ccept that feelings can leave, a senee O% pozher can |

be quiet, wills -can be made of metal, and morales can be built. Now

fghile there is a seénse in which it is possible to say that such a phrase e

3 Y

s "mOra]e-bui]ding" has a tliteral meaning, I think it is important to

rémember thata morale-is not the type of thjng one thera]1y builds.

ﬂThere‘are several points to be made here. First, the application//‘,'

of. metaphor t language must not extend too far. v It wou]d be per-

R , . :
fectly normal to say~e1ther ‘ o e
1. The mora]e of the entire squad was boosted by Smith' s\And1v
idual heboics; ( ¢ . }\\\ ‘
2. The news, coming when it d1d totally deflated the moré]e of

the troups. ‘ ¢

In the f1rst sentence moraTe is 11kened to something which can. go up and

down, in the second)to a balloon These are fairly stereo-typed ways,of

talking about morale.?! « But consider" @ .

o

3NAIT through the n1ght the sporad1c gunf1re ch1pped away at.
the morale of the troups.

"4, His wit and cheer succeeded in insulating. their mora]e from
the cold realitjes of war. -

. These ways of speak1ng about mora1e .are nft usua] Land perhaps, because

of th1s more evocativeﬁiﬁ I am 1nc11ned to say that thgre is metaphor
1nvo1ved in the latter two. sentences ~while not 1n the former, or at
1east that if the fifst two sentencescannot be said to have a stralght-
forward literal meaning, that the metaphor involved has become/to stereo-

typed as to be tota]ly unambiguous in meaning. S1m11arly, while winds

4
~ . . . - ;
v

¥
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commonly b1te, gnaw wh1s 1e and how] they de;not quite so cohnmnly : '<:j.

.claw, maul, below and wh' e. - L ‘4. , d

4

So while 1t 1s imp rtant not to extend too fa this notion of meta
phor in 1anguage, itfis aTso nece&sary to recognize the r1chness of L
expression poss1b1e iy language, and the d1vers1ty of. ways- of speaking.
‘1 think that eny eoky y of mean1ng which bttempts toldefﬁne nords_e§; ‘ | R
tensionalty nust igrore this fact from the outset, because itnif were -

teken\into accoint, the theory would not stend etchance of getting off‘l . ' %
‘j‘ thebground | ‘\ |
ther p01nt worth ment1on1ng 1s that Cstrictly speak1ng, the terms
"11tera11ty" anq "metaphor1cal“ app]y to sentences, not: to words that

the use of a given word in a sentence may be either ]1tera1 of meta-

phor1ca1 but the word itself is neutral in th1s.regard Furthermore;
11tera11ty in sentenéés is a far more e1u51ve qua]1ty than extspswona]— - [
1st theoreticians of mean1ng would like to adm1t It is almost never ‘
' the case, I th1nk that sentences 1n ordinary conversat1on are so0-straight

) 2 o o

forward as to be devo1d of any "merely suggested mean1ng“ The most

¢
often discussed examp]e of Titeral meamng33 (Russe]1 s “the cat is on
the mat") is contrived ‘in its simplicity. Rather than being a good'exam-

ple of what .it is for a sentence to be literai, it seems to resu]t from

a pred1spos1t10n to regard sentences as being neat]y divided 1nto the 11t-

- eral and the metaphor1ca1, and the attempt to f1nd an examp]e of the ; t

S forme;i Be that as dt may, I think it is true that the c]ass of litéral .

sentences is so slender as to_be-uninteresting,. and the class of non-1it-

'era1'sentences so large as to be unmanageable; the supposed ‘dichotomy

4
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. ¥ o . -
between Titerality and the met—aphorica] is not, I ‘think tenable. BRI

The point I am trymg to make here 1s that 1't is the presuppos1t1on
both that words may have htera] meamngs and that there is a firm and
pat d1st1nct1on to be made between literal and metaphor1ca1 meaning that
leads to ‘extensiona‘list‘ theories o’f‘ meam’ng I have been trynng to show
not only that the terms' "literal" and "metaphomcal“ do not properly

s I . apply '@words, but, that even when they are properly apphed (i.e., to

" sehtences) the distinction they represent is of dub1ous merit. © . ‘

/

- S \ It may have been noted that in the last few pages I have ‘been using

he word "tmng" in two ways, one to-mean anythmg which can function gram-.

v ' matically as ‘the"subjec’t of, a sentence, the other to mean phjéica] ‘objects.
The only excuse for this is that it is virtually impossible to talk about

extenswnahst theor1 es of meani ng w1thout assurm ng from the outset a wor]d

3

' ’ of “things separate and d1st1nct from the 1anguage which, so-to. speak

corresponds to 1t. I will now revert to the exclusive use of "thing" to .. -

v g :

) T ¢ - ‘L
mean the former. . ! o » .

For a word to have a meaning, we must-bel able,lto uee it to talk about
somethi.ng. That is: it must have both a general and a specific meam\ing'.\34
(It‘ may hé;ve either'sort of meaningin the context pf'a sentence: in the
' sentence “Horses are quadrupeds" , I am talking about horses, but noTref-'

Lo ’ ~erring to anything; in'_the sentence "That hors‘e‘ has an awful temper', I

am both talking about and reterring to a p'articu1ar horse.35

I wish here i
\to" dea) with what I have called the "general meaning" of a word,
Although it is methodo]ogma 1y sound to examme how speakers of a

language use a given word 1in o\—de to determine what it means, [ do not

b -
Lo g Ty Y

: )
. . . . . ]
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4

- think a'straight out equivalence can be made between meaning and use.

First‘of all, for a speakeér to use a word correcﬂ'y 'presupposes that he- L

knows what it means. Secondlry, people do misuse words, :and Wwe can '_iden-
tify ihstaneee,of this 'as a misuse, or mistake. (Fot inétance, it is.
reported that a thirteen—yea'r—‘o]’d pupﬁ once said to his teacher: "The

)36

'soﬂ is fertﬂe, s1r, because it is qu of micro- orgasms. The(re- '

fore meamng cannot be equwa]ent to aH the uses ‘of a g1ven word in a.

7
!

‘ Thirdly, and most 1mp0rtant1y,\ the 'meaning is use’ theory, the way
J1‘t 1s most cdmmon]y gwen,37 is an extens1 onahs‘\t theory Tinking ‘meaning
to the mu]t1p1e utterances of a given word. On the whole, the“\"meaning
is use' theor‘y puts the cart before the horse, sure]y words must have
meaning before they are capab\e of being used by anyone?

Befor‘e going on, I would hke to say that the conc]usmns reached

eventually in this chapter are very s1mﬂar in substance to those I be-

. its of my ;;?)r]d“, which Wittgenstein.says in the Tractatus.

- Tieve wittgenste%n reached in the Philosophical 'InvestigEtions'. Although

this may seem like an odd claim after what.has just been said, I think

I can substant1ate it. In the Phﬂosobh’ica] Invéstigations,‘he ways:

43. For a large class of cases-though not in all-in which we
employ the word "meahmg" it can be defined thus: the meaning -~
of a word is its use‘in the language.

And the meamng of a name is sometimes explamed by pointing to
its bearer. *38 . <

He also says: "to imagine a language means to imagine a form of 11fe."39

('i"jis is startlingly similar.to: "The iimits of my Zanguage mean the ’l'il'h-,
40)

The first quote I take to be'mor'e or less equivalent to my sgying that -

words have meam'mj_ by virtue of being wpart of a language. The m&mng whi

1

~

ch -
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they have, s1mp11st1ca11y put, is the part they have in the language. e
By "Form of 11fe", I understand Wittgenstein to mean that a speaker's
1angua§*e defmes his world. I w111 now try to elumdate\both these
. claims. 4 | | |
+ What are we rea]'ly‘dm‘ng when we ask for the meam’nb of ~a given
~ word? 1 could say, perhaps, that we are ask1n§ for 1‘ts( standard use, |

>

or what it can bé used to talk abou't, or even for a definition. = These Lo

answers would all, I think,‘ be in some measure correct, but in anothe‘r:

sense ihey would only a:rnou'nt tO‘a reg’éafement of the qUestion. 'what 1

beh’eve we are doing when we ask for the meaning.of a "par‘tjcu]ar%wo‘rd ' ' o
' 15 pretty much the same- as what we do when we ask the standard first ques-,

tion in a game of Twenty Questwns Ms-it ammal, vegetable, or mineral?"

‘\r

We ‘are looking for some sort of categorization - asking for genus and
species, as it were. ,

However, this presupposes, that we have at our disposal a certain

P

range or scheme of geni and species at our disposal to which the new
I word maylbé\m\ade re]evant - otherwise the word's meaning will not 'pro‘-
\.A ‘ . ‘ ! r
duce a significant cognitive response in us.. So what I am in fact doing

.ot . ' »

when I ask the meaning of a word is: how does thi§ word relate to the
language which T alreddy speak,\\or. how does what I may talk about with

@:thi s word relate to my world?

[y

An example wﬂ] make th1s clearer. If asked the "r?:eaning of the word

"appoggmtur‘a", I might say: "It is a suspensa\on without preparatwn but

‘which resolves just'h'ke any suspension: Such a response would not, of

course, make matters a jot clearer to anyone not conversant with musical \/

. A
theory in general, and the theory of counterpoint in particular. If you
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had stumbled across the word in the sentence "A11 the appoggiaturas of

t", 42 even the Oxford definition would not do much good -

A}

‘time are los

- "A grace note or passing tone preﬁxed as a support to an essential
||43

note of a melody - unless you knew that an essentml note in a me]- '
ody, ié one which forms part of the chord bemg p] ayed. \
’ An appoggiatura’ 1’s1 essentially, a particular type ofmusical fri\HL
It bads the bare bones of harmony. ,Thér?efore, when Coleridgo soid "ATI
the' appoggiaturas of time are 1'os’t~", he - meant ;chat all the details neces-
s:ar_y for t’he creation,' of ‘a historical image are missing, ‘leaQing ‘a -mere
\h1stor1ca1 diagram.

What | want, then when I ask the meaning of the word "appogé1 atura",
" is to know tha't the term pertains properly to musical me]odies, and has
. to do with an-édded detailwhich, though inessential, contributes to a
more intense enjoyment of the hhole If 1 know what music is, \whalt frills

' are, and what it is to be 1nessent1a1 yet pleasing, then I will know what

an appoggﬂatura 1s A new word has been introduced to me in terms of what

T already know. On the other hand unless T know what the terms "suspen-

R R e
v
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sion' anq "resolve" mean in a musical context, and that they indicate a
musical contex‘t, my ori gi‘nﬂ defi nition is just nonsense.

Now: if the word "ﬂappog'giatura" has been explained as 1in the above
paragraph, can 1 say I know what the word means? Wouldn't I have to know
‘the ins and outs of 17th Century musical theory to- really appreciate the
meaning of the word? I think the answer to these questions must be an
unequivocal yes to the first, and an unequivocal no to the second. The

" word now certaimy means gomething to me. Even though I may not be able

to recogmze an appogg1atura when I hear one, I can still d1st1ngulsh it

. L
[ &,
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from, saj, a work by Milton (Aréogagi'tica) dr an overweight but attract-

ive person (a podgy allurer)., That is: I know, in an ordinary and non-

technical way, what [ ecannot talk about with the word; I can aiso under-

stand sentences in which the wor_d/occurs.

But: I am not in a position to distinguish an appoggiatura from a

_mordent, grace-note' or trill, which are all, essentially, particular

types of mu‘sical,’ff*iﬂs as well. So wouldn't it be appropriate for some-
one familiar with each ovf thesg ﬁusiqa] devices to say that I didn't /
really know what an appoggiatura was? No, it wouldn't. I‘can' claim to "
lknow what metre is in a poem, without being(conversan’g with etther tum-
bling fourteeners or jambs. Knowi'ng that metré pertains tc; the rhythm
of the words in a poem,Wenough.’ &

The reason for this is that meaning must be Seen in terms of lan-
éuagg in general - and language in general 1is not context-specific. 1
want to know whether an appoggiatura is a tree, or a 'star::'l.ustre‘,'for
what have you; -not whether it is 3 mordent or a gracé-note. I want to’
fix it in a certain relatiqn the other elements of my language. Now‘
while I can certainly say more gbodt it than that it is just a musical
frill, and in some contexts I wou]d‘have to, such ex(acwt—n_eu/s—s;or extensive
definition is not a condition of my knowing thel meaning of the word. 1 ‘
'may either glance at a painging or study it minutely in order to repro-

duce it, but in each case it is just this. picture, and not another one.

'At' any rate, meaning would be a very elusive thing indeed for anyone*

but the omni-erudite were a context-specific definition re§uired before
( .

the meaning of a word were understood.

'

What can we do if we 'know’ the meaning of a word that we can't do if
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wé don't? MWell, perhaps we can define it loosely, or ostensi\)e]y, define
it, or say what it is not. . I think this 1§st is the most important
thing we can do when we know the meaning of a word: in fact, I think
" that knowing the meaning of a word entails kncwing' what the word doesn‘l t
mean. If we don t know the meamng of a word, it quite literally has not
‘f become a word for us - it is not part of our ]anguage - it cou]d mean
‘ anything. I would Tike to say that 1f we know the meaning of a word,

>
we have @ concept of what it is we may talk about with that word.

'Cohcegts
Because the word "concept" has such an abundance of whoily negat'%ve
/connotations for this century's philosophers of meaning and langqage;
I should 11'ke,to begin by saying what concepts are no;c.

* They are not non- hngm st1c entities. THey are not the sort of thing
Iléan have. When I use the word "concept", although I am talking about
something, I amnot talking about, nor 1‘ntend1‘ng to talk about, some thihg.

A concept is not equivalent to meaning, nor does the concept in any
sense give meaning toi the word. Neither is a word meaningful by v@rﬁe .
of the concept.

A concept is not a picture, nor is it like a picture. Nor .is t‘he
facy tﬁat, if our imagination is of thevivid varjety, we can call to

v .
- mind a given musical strain, or picture in our mind's eye a given land-

+

. écape due to the fact that we have a concept of these things. "

[ do not wish to imply that when we speak, the occurs a stream of
concepts in our mind that somehow parallels our words.

However, the fact remains that we do use single words to apply to many

-
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things, and that words may be used to talk about some things and not

others, and T would Tlike to explain our ability to use words in this

way in terms of our having concepts.. . In other words, I will treat the

word "concept" as being explanatory in its standard( use - although I do
not- want to say that concepts: explain howwe are able to use one word to
talk al;out a larg? number of things - Jjust as when ['say that an abp]e's
falling tc')' earth is because of gr&vitétiona] pull, I am really only des-
cribir]g what has been observed to be a universal property of objects,

\

viz. that they don't float about in the air.. I am not saying gravity
pulls them down. ‘ .
- [ am using the ward “concept" because.it is a convenient tool 1in

disc’:bssing word-meaning. The p;hrase "having a concept of "x'" will be

taken to mean "being able to define 'x' in some way, or ostensively de-

fine it, or be able to say what it is not." I'might have said, with

Searle, that to know the meaning of a word is to know the rules govern-

ing both "its conditions of utterance and what the utterance counts as“,44 :

aqh 45

which he calls its "semantic rules", = especially as I think of conéepts

»as being something 1ike intensional definitions. But the notion of rules “

has, I think, as many problems as that of concepts.
First of all, when I speak, I do not consciously follow rufes, either

semantic or grammatical. Wittgenstein, in the Philosophical Invest‘igations,

says something that might be construed as an objection to this: "...to

w46

think one is obeying a rule is not to obey a rule. "When 1 obey a rule,

47

I do not choose. I obey the rule blindZy." So should I say that although

"1 don't feel or think I am obeying rules when I speak, I ngvel;the]ess am

doing so, and that it“gis\’?usiness\of philosophical analysis to discov-

N
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performance of a speech act,
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er what these rules are? Searle would, I believe, answer such.a question

in the affirmative, but I don't think that Wittgenstein's idea of Yules

48

would Tead to this sort of an assertion. Roughly speaking, his 'rules’

are like my 'conceptls': to say that somebody is following a rule is, for

Wittgenstein, merely to say that he is doing the same thir?g regularly.

He wants to talk about the fact that peop1e use words in the same way

S Y )
in terms of obeying rules, but does not want to say that rules in some
sense explain-why this is the c:ase."'9 It is worthwhile mentioning that

¢

for Wittgenstein, the expressions "following a rule" and “obeying a rule"
are somewhat paradoxical; rules are precisely a sort of thing which it
is poesib]e neifher to follow nor obey.

Howevev, if we want‘to make rules the condition of the successful
0 and the failure to follow one or more

of the relevant rules an explanation of the failure to- perform the speech

" “act, then surely we should be able to be cons"cioug, of those rules we are

said to be. following? One way of d%’st'inguishi'ng between the ways in which’
Searle and Wittgenstein use the word "rule" is as follows: in Searle,
rules can be broken; in Wittgenstein, a broken rule is no rule at all.
What 1s wrong with say1ng that "speakers of a language are engagmg
1n a rule- governed form ‘of intentional behav1or?"5] Simply that the
analogy of language to ru1e -governed act1v1t1es has disappeared; language
is now seen to be a rule-governed actmty It (15 poss1b]e, and often
fruitful, to compare 1anguage to a rule- governed act1v1ty like a game;

problems begin %o arise, however, if_observed reguIamUes, or rules, are

‘s'a_id to be constitutive of meaning. "Constitutive rules do not merely

52

regulate, they create or define new forms of behavior."™™ Hayving said .

i’

-
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this, Searle goes on to ask:
- What is the difference between making promises and, say, fish-
. ing that makes me want to say that do1ng the first in a lang-
) uage is only made possible by the existence of constitutive.
;o ’ rules concermng the elements of a language and doing the sec-
. wond requires no ana'logous set of constitutive ru]es753
But cons1de§'| what may be said of the rules (constitutive and reg-
ul étwe) of, say, chess. First, until the early Middle Ages, they did
not exist. Secondly- they were decided or agreed upom. Thirdly, they
have been consciously added to or changed. And finally, if you don't /

know what they are, you can Took them up in a book. The, analogy between

t{he rules of chess and those of language here is quite weak. - ‘ ‘
I think that while it is possible to treat language as if it were
v rule-governed activity, it is a mistélée to say that it is one ~ to
| simfﬂy assume the rules are there and set off Tooking for them. Many
- other exan{ples could bé adduced to demonstrate the dangers latent in talk-
c' . " ing about ‘'rules of language'; However, all I wish to say heré is that
ane of the main reasons Jfor b r;troducing the term “concept" (where '"rule"
could really have done, if the term were appropriately qua]i‘fied) was
to avoid having to distinguish at every turn what I am«say(ing from wt;at
Wittéenstein, or Searle, or Grice, etc. have r'ecen‘tly saiq with r‘égard
{ A to rules of 1anguage
To have a concept of something 1s, rough1y speaking, to have an.in-

f | _ tensional def1mt1on of it. I don't mean by this that one can produce

X such a definition - one does not have a concept or intensional defin-

ition in that way. I mean only that, generally épgaking, when we have

a concept of 'x', we can identify a particular 'y' as am 'x', and other-

1
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wise not. When I say that we "have an intensional definition of 'x'",

i

I an1y¢mean to- reflect the fact that we can do this. = |

Havirg a concept of 'x' does not mean that we can infallibly iden-
tify every given 'y" as either an 'x' or as somefhing else. Just because
I my not be able to decide whether a given piece of furniture is a chair
or a stool does not mean that I cannot in general tell the difference
bétween chairs and stoéls. Borderline cases are just that - cases whére

3

we are not sure.

My intensional definition does not have to be clear or exact. (This '

is really a corollary of what was said in the previous paragraph.) In

\

general, the more frequently a word is used in a language, the more exact
@ definition we must have. For instance, while it is generally enough
simply to know that a dimetrodon is a dinosaur in order to be said to
know the meaning of the word, it is not enougg to know simply that a foot
is part of the body. Our concepts of ttﬁ'ngs are, as it were, of unequal
'value - some are rich, others are meagre. . But this 1is not to say either
that the meagre ones are inadequate, or that the richj ones are exact.

1

It is worthwhile pointing out a major difference between the way I

wl

“am using the word "concept" and one of the ways it is often used 1'\n or-

dinary E;gﬁsh. In the Tatter, it would be natura} to use,the word as

it is used in: "he has no concept of the intricacies of political life",
or "he has no concept 'of how this should be played." Both these sentences
say more or less the same thing, i.e., that a given person is unfamiliar

with something either as it is or as it ought to be. The assumption is

~ that should he become familiar with politics, or with bridge, he w01:¢Zd

know how intricate}‘politic{a] /'h'fe was, or how to play a part'icu1ar hand’.

¥

e




A e S T
[

R SR >

R e R

A

b | 9

Concepts here are of something, and are tied to our knowledge of,.or
how to do,. something. b .
1ng N
. Now by an extension of this reasonably natyral use of the word; we
would not be surpriséd to hear it in a sentence like: "What is your con-

55"54

cept of how a clarinet sound or “What is it that makes all these

things we are sitting on chairs? What is your concept of a chair?" We
would not be surprised to hear sentences such as the above, lbut I think
we wou]gi expect the context in which they were spoken to be an acade}nioc
ofle. Here the point has been reached where our concepts are of objects
and sounds - they have almost become little pictures in the brain.
I am not using the word""‘concept" in this way. The‘wolrds "clarinet"
and. "chair" have meaning for us, and therefore we have a concept or inten-
sional definition of something - this, as [ said above, merely reﬂécting
the fact that we can identify a parﬁ:icu]ar thing as a chair or as a clar-
inet. But I do not want to say tha{: elither'the chairs in the r‘ooﬁ or -
;hé‘ soun\d of a clarinet has meaning for me, and I do not have concepts |
of them. Non-linguistic eljtities have- not yef been reaéhed. IK a
Byjntensiona] defim’ﬁion, I mean something of the sort: "ty i; a
‘Eigarette if and only if it is?ma'de of tobacca, is ;:_yHndrical , and you
smoke it." Thfre are three points to be made here. First, that the def-
inition i‘s o;r)en-end,ed,‘or open to either revision or having other essen-
tn"al pr;edicates added. When I first run into Turkish/ cigaivettes and dis-
covz\ar them not to be cylindrical, I would most likely say: "What a funny N
shaped cigarette”, and not "What is that?" (unless by the latter I was in

fact alluding to the peculiar shape‘ of the cigarette). That is: I would /

think it enough 1ike & 'normal' cigarette to call it one, but would notice -

\
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“its shape. My intensional 'definition of cigarettes would thereby.be .

’ . T . \\ . - . .- o 4 X
revised. T _ .

o . , vVt
As to the addition.of an essential predicate to an 1ntensional def- -

1n1t1on - as odd as this may sound - the abgve example is a part1cu1ar]y )

~ -

appropr1ate.one. Most peop]e nowadays as opposed to forty years ago,

N .
. N . i ‘9
wgll have ad&ed to the1r concept of cigaretted+ "and, very 11ke1y, they =

o

cause cancer " ,' ) N .
~ The second point to be ment1oneﬁr?s that in the aBove def1n1t1on I

have used Tots of words of wh1ch, it seems, I must also have concepts ’

Are these def1n1t10ns then - that is: all of my concepts, taken together - e {

v

going to be cirecular? Mustn't we have some 1nten516na1 def1n1t1on\fhe
N ) )

Insofar as def1n1t1ons are composed of words, the sum b f my defin-

Y

*'words of which do not need to be def1ned7

tions w111 indeed be circular in nature [ don' t think, there is, or .

- N

can be, a sort of rock-bottqm*]anguage (11ke Russe11‘s*object11anguage) . oY

the meaning of whose words is not dependent 9n the mean1ng of other words.

‘ l

We certainly do, build up our 1anguage (1.e., Tearn it), butahis does ~

not mean that the way we build it up muét be analogous toltne wayiwe build °

R ? -~ R Iy ) o / R {
a Hbﬁse - with the fo\:dat1ons ho1d1ng the who1e thing up. If I am right

in sayipg that a werd has meaning relative to a language, and that to
ask tﬁ/p

mean1ng\of a word is to ask what the word means relative to the

1anguage,55 then it is c]ear that words cannot.be learnt in isolation.

In any event, that words cannot be 1earnt in"{solation is shown by the

fact that such an 1dea’enta11s ‘the poss1ﬁﬁ11ty of a one-word language,

End this last is Just a contrad1qt10n il terms. T o /

Y]
The idea that words can be Tearnt in isolation is closely tied to

A
Il

%
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that of ostehsiYs definition. Indeed, if words cou]d be”learnt in iso-
Pl L \

i]at1on, 1t could only be by ostens1ve def1n1t1on But osterisiVe defin-

&

:%1on 1s really- part and parteﬂ of a theory of mean1ng which is exten-
sionalist in nature, and wh1ch supposes that those things denoted by the
w?rd are the meaning of the word. I cannot define anything ostens1ve1y;
I can only give an example. 1 can te1ﬁ a child: "This is a chair", but
unless I say, or he understands that I have shown h1m a chair, and that
there are other th1ngs more or-less s1m1qar which are also cha1rs, he
does not know what the word meahs. How could he ever 1dent1fy a-chair
he ha; never seen before gs a ¢hair simply on th® basis of chairs pre- '
viously viewed? .Giving an ostensive def%nitioq can help him to develop
his intensional de%inition of the word “chair", but it cannot défine it’

o

for him. ° . s
- . //

—~But, it _ma;t'?é objected, if'the totality of these intensional def-
initions is circular, and if ostensive definition is not, in fact,‘défi
inition at all, how do we learn?

gIt is precisely due to the fact that our concepts are open-ended

that we can learn. A child may very well start off thinking of a chair

"-as "that in the corner" and be confused when he runs into ancther object

bearing the same name. He will then have to adjhst his ‘notion of what
a chair is. He wil1,lif he:is 1ike most children, spend a good deal of
his early life running about with a questioning look on his face, saying

things 1ike "Chair?", “Spoon’"' "Car?", and so forth, asking for confir-

=mat1on, until he has suff1c1ent1y adjusted the def1n1t1ons of the things

in question so as a]ways to be able to 1dent1fy them. W1ttgenste1n says

~

that the meaning "of a name is sometimes exp1a1ned by pointing to its

b
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bearer. I.would rephrase this: ”Thg hearer is'a good, andLlsometw‘mes

\
¢

‘ ' Finally, when I say that the child nas ‘ad.justed his definition so
as npow to be able to.consi\steﬁt'ly identify, say, spoons as spo‘ons, I
do not mean that’there is a sort of causal relationship between defin-
ition and ability. When he grasps what a spoon is, he does not simul-
taneously grasp a formula; when I say he has an intensional définit1on of
,s‘ometh.'ing, th;it ;'s just the way I am talking about what he can now do.57

-The third point I wished tb bring out about the intensional defin-

ition of a cigarette given above’ 1'\srthe inclusion of "if and only if." o
My definition is therefore not simply abput cigarettes; it is also about
what does not count as.a cigarette, Part of my definition of a cigarette
mLfst rlelp‘ to distinguish‘it from cigars, cigarillos and cheroots. T;a
knov:: what p§rt a‘'word plays in a language is at the same time to know

t

that it doesn't play another part; to know what a word means is to know

3

what it cannot be used to mean.
&

I would, for instance, say that part of the ’meam'ng of the word "red"
is \“not yellow or blue or green or...", that it is a colo(nr', anckmt a .
sound, or taste, etc. A word which could be truly predicated ovf every-
thiln\g is an impossii:ﬂity: it would have no meaning because if it were to
have universal aﬁp]ication,_ all possibility of giving t’i;e word definition
would. Have been removed. |

This is not to say that these 1‘ntens1’onalvdef1‘nit1’ons are infinite
in Tength because of the ‘fact that what a thing is not is taken to be
parT: of the definition of that a thing Zs. This, wou']d be true were mean-

ing a thing, or were the definition a thing which was the meaning of the

y
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“—word. But this is.not the case. All that is meant is that if meaning
is Just being part of a language, then part of the meamng of a word -
must Tie in the relationship it has to other-words in the language

| The f1na1 point I wish to make concermng the intensional defin-

-, 1t1on of "c1garette" given above is the importance of the variable "x".
First, our COQCept of & cigarette is a concgpt of something which has -
the attributes in question. We have neither said that this someth‘ing is
a non-linguistic éntﬂ\:\y‘, nor, if it is, in what sense it is. Secoﬁd- .
}y, it shows how it is\possible to talk about something in particular
and something universally, as well as just genera]]y (fhis harks back
to the distinction made above between "refermng" and "talking about" ).
And th1rd1y, it sheds 11ght on the dﬂemma of proper names.

First: it is c]eaij that we want our concept of c1garette, and our
word “"cigarette" to have s;ame sort of relation to a non-linguistic entity -
what sort of relationship will be gone into shortly - and so the definition
given above is somehow 1ack'§ng.‘ I\want' to say that" it is part of the
meaning .of the word "cigarette", that it is part of our definition of

Nc;iga\ret-tes, that they are real, just as it is part of the méaning of the
word "unicorn”, and pa'rt of our definition of unicorn;, that. they are
imaginary. ) ’

Now, if our ini}ensioha] definition of something is simply reflect-
ive of the fact that we consistént]y idéntify given 'ys' as an 'x', or \
cons‘istently use ’a given word in a certain way; and the meaning of a word
is the place it has in a language, ‘then it is the notion of standard use ‘
introduced earlier which must explain this. , .

\

[ standardly use the word "cigarette" to hame something; 1 standardly
]

"




e

~ing a zoo should ask to see the unicorns, we should not commonly say

_istence a predicate?" then, is "Sometimes.

, 96

use the word "unicorn" to name a fici%ional something. If a child visit-

that he didn't know the meaning of the word "unicorn", but I think this

is precise\'ly what is the case. He would 'clear]yA havfz ranked unicorns

alongside horses, bulls, and so forth, in his mind, and therefore the

relation in which.his definition of unicaorns stood to his definitions ) e

of horses, bulls, and so forth would not be the right one. The word,

so to speak, occupies a place in his language which it shouldn't: ﬁe,

does not, .therefore, know the meaning of the word. It could equally . .

we'li‘l be said that his definition of unicorns was as yet incomplete in .

that he had not grasped the standard use of \the word,;(part Of which is

to be able to identify white horses with hor;s as fittiona1.58
whéthgr"or not existence may be thought of as a predicate is not

truly relevant"to the above; but since I have said that whether or not

something exists is part of tha meaning of a word, some minor elaboration

- is called for. If I say "Tigers exist", it is true that I have said

nothing‘whateyer about tigers. If 1 say, on'the other hand, "Tigers

exist, unicorns do not", then I have said something important-both about .
tigers and unicorns insofar as 1 have determi’ned their relation to each \*L-e
other in terms of their existence. The answer to-the question: "Is ex-

"9 And the e]ement of my

definition of cigarettes that was missing is something of the kind: “and
it exists." '

The second point I wish to discuss about the importance of the var-

; iatb(/e' 'x' in the intensipnal definition has to do with the distinction

bettween "talking about" and "referring". 1 can now explain more fully




the difference between talking about ‘something in particu]ar,' or refer-

. o o ¢ \
ring, on the one hand, and talking about something universally or gener- .-

ally on the other...
There is, 1 think, a ]argé difference between saying "GO to [the

store and get some milk" when there is only.one store one could go to,

and saying the same thing when milk may bé gotten from an number of

stores%In the first case, we are actually referring tp a particular
. store, t'he store; %n the éecor{d, I am just talking about stores in gen-
eral as being f:he sart of places where one buys milk. In the/first

case, I might just as well have said: “Go to Harper's and buy some milk",
supposing Hal;per's were the name of the only store in the vicinity; 1'n(

the second: "Go buy some milk.* In the first case, the variable is spec-

ified, n the second, it_is not... If my intensional definition of stores
- s, say, "an 'x' whjch sells milk, etc.", then‘j may either make a spec-
ific reference to a given store‘, or [ may Tleave what_.in particulér I am
’ talking about unc;ieter'm'inea. ’ ‘

. v ' )
I would like to finish-this—section—with-a discussion—of proper

names. ‘Proper names are not only interestif\g\in themseives, but will
servé to illuminate and clarify a good number of the points I havk so |
far being trying to make in this.section.

. Do proper names mean‘ssmething?‘ The question has been variously
pit and variously answer.ed. They" ha\;e been seen a:s being meaningless marks,
denoting but not connoting something, having a referen\c'e but not a sense,
having both sense_and reference, and so on. The fact that none of these. -

“answers is really satisfactory should lead us to suspeét the variations

on the question as it has been asked - and it is there, I think, that




98

the problem.Ties. For the quéstion Seems to be roughly analogous to,

"Are games fun"‘, to which the answer is e1ther "Some are, some aren't",
[

r

or "I'm not qu1te sure what you mean." .

¢

Proper names do not belong to a t1dy c]ass over which one can easﬂy

Y

g'enerahza Consider what Sorts of things have proper‘ names peop]e )

N

and pets; cities, countries, streets and sometmes houses and a]so

some ho;a'sehold articles, books, musical groups, cars, busses, and so
on. I want to bri efly look at some of the things in this last groupmg

in order to show how very diverse in nature are proper names.

'Books have proper names: for instance, Tunc, Martin Chuzzlewit,

’

Alice in Wonderland, The Basic Works of Aristoﬂe., The first, Tunc, is

Just a name: we know nothin% of the contents ‘from the‘t{it]el.« The sec:
ond is the name both of a book and of the hero of that b(;ok. Two points
are worth noting here. First, the title has something to do with the
content of the book in that we would, 'I believe, be quite surprised to
find no-one of that name in the story - we would even be inclined to .

think of "Martin Chuzzlewit" as.a_meaningless marl; in such a case. Sec-.

ondly, it makes perfect sense to say that Martin Chuzz’lewit is the.lhero'

of Martin Chuzzlewit. We can use the proper name.to refer either to the
rd . . v

book or to the hero. /

JAlice in Wonderland is both a title and a brief description of the

»
story. The questions "What's it about?" and "What's the name of that book?"

could get the 'same answer. This is not,the case for The Basic Works of

Aristotle: the book is not about but s the basic works of-Aristotle.”
(With reference to these last two, consider the piece of music by Debussy

entitled "The Girl with the Flaxen Hair"; here the title is meant to des- ‘
-~
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at Jeast - not a discursive one.) . «

-S0 even» with r’eé;ard to book fit]es, we‘seem to have moved a]r;mst
frqm’ proper names being mere’ meam’n{ﬂess marks t.o their having both
sense and reference. What other things have proper names ?

C - cars have proper names - not individual ones, but proper names none-
theless. If I-ask you wh'at sort of car you drive, you might say: "“It's
a Pdntiac", or these days more Tikely: "It's a Toyota." Other brand
names hgve ceased%to be proper nameé and are now just names: vacuum

~ cleaners and t.i ssues a‘re often simpTy referred tg as hoovers and k]eénex.
Busses have names, and often tr;ese"are numerical: "I caught the 105 to
work" 3 what wou]d *105" ‘be in this case if not a proper name?

Some celestial bodies used to have proper names but no Tonger dz
the word "sun" and "moon" are no 1onger‘proper names in English. On the
o;cher hand, 1 think that many people still treat these as though they
were proper names. Although the sun is really a star, }and the stars are
reai]y suns, and although there are countless ‘moons' orbiting Jupiter,
the way is still oben for someone to say: "No, stars are those h‘t;c'le,
twinkly thi'ngs in the night sky; the sun isn't a star!" " So although
the word "sun" is no longer ‘capitaﬁ'zed in English, there seems little.
reason to séy that the phrdase "the spn" does not contain a proper name,

. whereas "the Eifel Tower" does. | '
Very generally, itf'may be sajd that proper names have meaning -
they are part of thé 1anguage.we use to talk.about thihgs. But some are

meaningful without having a meaning - have a functional use"'h‘kg the

syncategorematic words in chapter 2 - and some may be said both to be

'

cribe what the music is ‘about',’ but the relation of title to music is - )

o
e
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"+ meaningful and to have a meam‘hg Names of peop]e’, cities,' countries,

-and so forth are used and funct1on m the same-was as do egocentr1c

_ partwu]ars For instance, if you walk into a rodm full of people o
. you don't know, and 'l say to ;lou- “Harold is tooking very down in the -’
mouth", you wﬂ'l not understand who it is T am referr1ng to. For you

to be able to understand ‘who it is I am talkmg about I must fyrst have

point§d~ out Ha‘rold to you. In the same way, you won't understand me
if I simply say: "He"g jooking ve'vry down in the mouth", unless/1 first
specify which person I'm talking about. b
On the other hand; the word "Hard}a“'is a word in the E glish lang-
uage. This can be seen by/contra§t1‘ng it with a word like
If somedne told me their name was Lemuel, I might, if impolite, respond:
"Lemuel - th{it‘s nat a name, surely?" or "No‘--one can be galled 'Lemuel':"

That js: I am questioning its existence in English as 4 word which is

functionally used to name a person. . 5

It is, however, also possible to say that some proper names can
be used to ta]k abou’t somethiﬁg (in general), or to refer to something }
(in part‘icular): for example, chain restaurants.. I can refer to ore,

or talk about but not refer to one, or talk about one in universal terms.

This'is illustrated in the following three sentences.

. Let's eat at the McDonald's (there may yet be a small vﬂlage
somewhere with but a single branch).

é. Let's\ go to 3 McDonald's; is there one nearby?

3. McDonald's is a chain of restaurants serving food which begins
with the letters M. ,

There is really no difference between the word "McDonald's" and the word
‘J

“chair" in terms of what we can do with either. It is impossible, then,

4 - L] 5

"
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to agree with Searle when he answers the question "'Why do we have

: ’
proper names at all1?'" with "Obviously, to refer to individuals, "8 ’
- Although I think that what-has been said thus far about proper '
names is correct, there is nevertheless something a bit disturbing about

saying that proper’ names have meaning. Proper names do not, after all, -

_ appear in dictionaries, they ‘are not allowed in Scrabble games, they are

just not Zike other words. 1
Yet‘ it 1‘5‘. undeniable that we use them just as.we use other words.
The only thing I can suggest on this count-is that, by and large, pro-
per names are accorded to-things which. tend to have a cultural signifi-
cance, or things that are man-m;de and - s0 to speak - arbﬁ;'arjy. On
the c-me han‘d,'hkingdoms, chain restaurants, and.’car manufacturerﬁ, we tend
noj:\to think of as permanent and essential aspects 'of the world, and on
the other, their impoFtance to us is dependent upon our culture. What
we expect to find in a diction;ry are words 1ike "horse" and "'mind" and

"difficult": words which we might find ourselves using in any imaginable

—

cultural setting. A dictianary, we might say, tries to catalogue a

.world stripped of tHe vefﬁeer of a. particular cu1tu_re'. of course, it.
doesn't succeed in doing this, nor are the things w‘e tend to think of
_as somehow not depéndihg for their exisizé;\ge or significance on a par-
ticular‘cu‘l ture quite sp .cu1turaHy indepen\dent as they might appear.
However, I don't think it is pbssib]e to an; er a quest‘ionrlike "Why do
we have broper names?" - it is .of the "Why is there samet}ﬂng rathe‘r than
nothing" variety of question - and-so the abO\}ke is merely a sdggestion.
There are a few miscellaneous points to be made about prober names

before going on. First, no proper name (even Alicel i Wonderland) is

®

ot o weas oo
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description of what it names any more than the word "chair" is a descrip-
|

tion of a chair. Se,cond1y,”there is no reason why the thing named by

61

the proper nan;e should have to exist. The idea that I cannot really

T s refer‘to A;istotle because he doesn't @xist is tied to the notion that
Aristotle mist be the meaning of tHJ;:rd "Aristotle", that a rqame, to .

mean something, must namel some thing. 1f someone thought either .that
Aristotle was swmply a product of h1stor1c&2ﬁmag1natfon (as, Homer is.
somet imes taken to be), or that Arlstoﬂe were stﬂ] alive, then [ would

- say he was confused. But if he was talking about a philosopher who 1ived
sole 2400 years ago and wrote the Poetics and the Rhetoric, I should say
he waé referring to Aristotle, even though the man in question happens
to .be dead. "When Mr. N.N. dies one says that the bearer of the name

//ch'es, not that the meam'ng dies ."62 %\

o

Thirdly, I would 1ike to.look br1ef1y at the much discussed Tully/

g .
Cicero dﬂemma. Succinctly put: we know that the sentence "Tully= Ttu"

is analytic; is the sentence "Tully=Cicero" analytic or s_ynthetic?sf’

4

Searle defines analytic statements as follows: "A statement is analytic

if z;nd only if it'is true in virtue of 1inguistic rules a]o‘ne, without

any recourse to empxmca] investigation. 64 qx}“hey do not impart information.

But the sentence "Tully =Cicero" .could and sometimes does Jmpart infor-

mation; is it therefore synthetic? |
A very simple answer to this would be: "For whom do \yog mean? I know -

that Cicero s sometimes referred tno'in English Titerature as Tu]ly. I

know that whether the name "Tully" or the name “Cicero" is used, the man

referred to is Marcus Tulljus Cicero, so I gquess the sentence is analytic -

)

T




always depends on®who's speaking and who's Tistening.
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ar me."' Thé point{js that/ého'ugh there was a time wl{en ‘I didn't know
what the word "bache]or’f' meant, nor what cthe‘ v{ord lextended" meant, now
I would say'that gh(le sentences "A bachelor is an'unmarrieg man", and
“A11 bodies are extended" are analytic; again,.for me. \

| But by virtue of what'are these ser}tence:i now analytic? Well, By
virtue of the fact that when [ am talking about baéhe-lors [ am fa]k’iné abouE‘ ‘
the same thing as when ‘I am talking about unmarried men, for instance, It/
might be said that my intensional definition of each was the same. But
thiqsﬂis not to say that I use these tem]'s“ interchangeably., I never r'e; ;
fer to Cigero as Tully; when I use the v;ord “‘béchelor", I am certa'inly
talking about an unmarried man, but I am ’galking‘abog't hif in a certain .

way ~ for me it has certain evaluative overtones.

Sentencés are not Z;y themselves either anaiytic or synthetic; it P #
65

A more compﬁcated answer to the question as to \;vhefher the sentence
“Tully=Cicero" is analytic or synthetic would drag_ in the business of
names of people having‘a” merely funétiona] use in a Tanguage:"Tully= Cicero"
would be analytic if and orﬂy if that which I knew as Cicero Tvas said to
be the same as what someone else meant by "Tully". I could. then say that }
whether someone said "Cicero" or "Tully", that he - was referring to
the same thi'ng; I would know who he was referringkto either way. The an-
alytic-synthetic distinction will be discussed further with regard to sen-
tences in the r;ext chapter. |

JA final point to be di scﬁssed with #egard to proper names is that
delineated by Russell in ”Déscriptio‘ns":

“A proposition containing a description is not identical with ~
what that proposition becomes when a name is substituted, even -
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. if the name names the same object as the de¥cription describes. °
' "Scott *is the author of Waverley" 1is.obviqusly a different
proposition from "Scott is Scott": the first is a fact in ht—
. erary h1story, the second -a trivial truiui 66

Russ/eﬂ wants to* explain how it is that while both "Scott” and "the

author of Waverley" are apphcable to one object, and only to that obJect,
.

wScott is the author of Waver*'lex" is not trivially trde. On my

ar'\a1ys'1's .of pro‘per names it is not necessary to say; with Russell, #that
‘names may be‘used as nalmes,: of that they may be used  as descriptions, or
that". definite descrip‘ti.ons are not "simple symbols", or what have you.e'7
If the proper name "Scott" has only a functional use in English - if there
is ttherefore' not g meaning which-it haé - then the question ‘as to whether
the above senten/ce is trivially true because of the meaning of its
component-parts quite simply does not arise. [ will explain this more

thorough1 y. y »

There are not very many tytges of situations where it would be ap-

~.propriate to say: "Scott is the author of Waveriey." It would be appro-

priate in the following three cases: .,
Iy I know Scott (someone has introduced us or has pointed him
out to me) but I know nothing about him, or at least I don't know that
he wrote Waverley. Even if I didn't kno} whether Waverley was a novel
or a rehgwus treatise, I would still have been told something whlch I
i could understand, viz. that Scott wrote.' |
" 2.1 know Scott .(or' of him) and I have read Waverley but don't
connect the two. 'I might say: "Who wrote Waverley?" and would -understand

“the answer "Scott".

*

3. I know Scott and 1 know Waverley but I think that Waverley
was written by-Dumas fﬂs: [ tell someone as much, and they respond:

-
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“No, Scott was the author of Waverf%z.“

H
It would not be appropr1ate to say "Stott is the author of waverlex"

in the sense that Tt would not convey any information; in the f0110w1ng

© case: - : c .2

I don't know Scott and. . ‘ b

~Thaf is: before the sentence means anythjing to me, I must know who is

“

)
being referred to when you say "Scott". Were he alive, you could perhaps
[2

- point him out to me at a literary cocktail party; as it'is, you will have

to say sdhethfng Tike: "'Don't you know Scott? He's a Eritisn poet and
novelist who lived bgtween 1771 ang 1832." " Then, if you'1iké, you éan )

&

tell me that he wrote Waverley. Otherwise your sentence, for me, is very

4

much like-your saying "This is a vase" when®I am blindfolded

This poxnt of view also serves to 111um1nate what sort of connection
exists between the proper > name and the person named. Sear1e puts the
problem so: |

.8 a ‘proper name doeé not in general spec1fy.3ny character-
1st1cs of the obJect<referred to, how then does it bring the '
reference off? How is the connect1on between nafne and object

i ever set up?;
63 |
If the proper name "Scott" has only.a functional use in English, and
therefore cannot be used to talk about something, how is it that I can’
talk about Scott with the name "Scott"? And can'I in fact refer to him?

According to what I have said about referring, it is not possible

'E;o refer’ to Scott. If I say: "I 1ike that blue shirt best", then I am

talkingcabout shirts and am referring to one in particular. I cannét

Tikewise sﬁy, when [ am talking about Scott, that I am talking about Scotts,

" and ong in particu]ar."what do I mean, then, when I say I gan talk about

d .
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Well, I can say that) he w}ote-Wéverlez, certainly; also that he

as extraordinarily pro]iffc,-and thar’one of his ﬁore famous books is

‘Ivanhoé;.. In short, I can say what t know of him.. So isn't my saying
Lo B ) T

‘that I can talk about Scott equiya]%nf to saying that I have a certain
numbér of facts at my disposal about ajcertain man? The name "Scott"
agts as a cue, or, 36 to speak, establishes a context: 1 know we are

gg king about the man who wrote Waverle ,-ett. when yousay "Scott".
R ” PN T ) .‘
IflI don't know Scott - if the name doesn't mean anything to me - I know
. t ‘! -

) . W .
not 1ngiabout hii, and therefore the name is a cue to nothing. P

. \
\,The relation in ques£ion is thereforte not between name and object,

A}

but between name and what I know ¢f the opject. That this is true is

. show by the faét that names change. b‘Fov"instancn::, the name "Mary Qowan“if

may mFan nothing to me unti;.I diéc§ve§ thét%the person in question is
the sire as the Mary SmiFhéI have &nown since boyhood. Now that I know
ary has~gotten hérseif ma;ried, the name "Mary Rowa "'wi11 operate
‘as a c#e for me if I hear it .in canversation. |
It would be difficult, if not Impossible, to sét;up a relationship
Abetween/the:;ame and the person named. This would involve, ultimately,

’ [ ’ L . . ‘ ) s
knowing all the essential characteristics of the person in question, and
{ .

’ f ]
knowing that they were essential characteristics. The person would have

’ a
“to be defined:vAristotlg/wouldfhave to be the Greek philesopper, pupil

: T )
of Plato, who wrote.the Physics, Metaphysics, and so ﬁorth, called the
"peripatetic" ph%iosopher, etc. His name would ﬁelaté to just thesé

facts, and not, for instance, to, say, the fact that he had scallops with

q ffiend to celebrate his 52nd birthday. But I’can talk about Aristotle

. ' |
A .

1

. .
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if 1 only.hippen to know that he is a philosopher. The name "Aristotle"

in this case would act as a cue that we weré\ta1king about philosophers.

————

The name “"Aristotle" would relate simply to Qhat I knew of the min, not
. \

to the man himself. T \\<\

Language, Settings
L . : A
So far, I have been talking about concepts as mere]x reflecting

" the fabt that we can identify somathing we are talking about consistently

as one thing rather than as something else. 1 have tried not to'Specifx

in any sense what this tﬁigg 1vae are talking about. T will now .try

to answer the question "What .is tqé relationship between words and things?d
I would 1ike to say that insofar as language ;gay be regarded as

systematic, so may obr use of it. As I have described our use of words

in terms 6f concepts, I would 1ike to geécribé our overall ability to

use language in terms of a conceptual network. In fact, such a network

is more or less entailed by what I have said above about the necessary -

“interconnectedness .of words and the jmpossibility of learning words in

isolation.
i

There is a very strong connection between our conceptual-network

~and our experience: the former conditions the latter. That is: the world

-

we experience, insofar as it has meaning for us, is delimited by QUr lang-
uage: When I say that the world has meaning for us, 1 mean insofar as we -
know it, insofar 8s we can talk about it. | .

Consider: if I Took around the desk at which T am working, I see
hany familiar things: paper, coffee, pens, books, and so forth. And the

point is that I see these'things as paper, co%fee, pens and books; I
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don't wonder, and indeed cannot wonder what they are. Furthermore,
when I look at that parficu]ar green-c?Vered4book, I no\longer see it

as a book but (having seen the title) as Quine's Word and Object.

What if now I turn out the 1ights and, grope about on the desk %or
samething. I find something which I can té]T is small and cylindrical,
but beyond‘that Ildoﬁ't know what it is: I can't talk about it - I don't
know what it is, or, as I should now say, it isn't meaningful to me. ‘
> ’ Now I turn the lights back on and say: "Oh, it's the 1iquid‘paper." ?e-

- fo%é,_it was just something small, cy11;dricq1, and unrécognizab]e; now
that I can gee as well as feel it, it 7s the liquid papér. ’
But suppose it had been something I'd never seen before (as, for
instance;\thé‘paper, céffee, pens and books would be to a troglodyte);

\,\} could describe the object in terms of things I was familiar witﬂ - its

| colour, shape and feel - but I wouldn't know what it was, or be able to

talk about it:¢1t would be meaqingf%ss to me, not be part of the world
for me. | B

Now, if someone should come into the room and say: "Oh,“I got you
. ‘one of thoseé have you sélved it yet?" and then apprised me of the fact .

that the unknown object was a diabolical puzzle invented by some fellow
‘called Rubib, the 'thing' would begin to make sense f6 me. And then,
if I were to see somebody intently twiddling a multi-coloured cube on

' the\bus, I should identify the object of his attention as a Rubic's Cube -
I should see it as such.oAnother way of arguing the same point is to say
that when 1 Took at something, E.g., a book, it is impossible\fo see it

as something else, e.g., a table.

I would be a mistake to think that if a thing had no name, or if I_

-
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didn'; know .its name, that it would be meaningless to me. There are many
things which I am not even concerned to name: the lever which reverses
the direction of the ribbon on my iypewriter, the small bits of‘fluff

on my sweater, the Pérts of the floor where thé urethane has worn off;
and so fortht [ am content to call these things "levers", "fluff" and
"bare spots", and not be more specific about them. BuUt I knqw what the
Tever on the typewriter does - it has meaning for me - whereas someone

x unfamiliar with typewriters might think of it as perhaps a lever, perhaps
a button, or ornament. They would try to clas$ify it in terms of what
they knew, but would no know Qhat 1t was, would not see it, as I do, as
that particular lever. N .
Russell, in An ggquiry into Meéning and.Truth, argues against the type

of view I am trying to put forward.
o«

It is surely obvious that every perceptive experience, if I
choose to notice it, affords- me either new knowledge which I
could not previously have inferred, or, at least, as -in the
case of eclipses, greater certalnty than I could have previous-
ly obtained by means of 1nferenee To this the instrumentalist
replies that any statement of the new knowledge obtained
from perception is always an interpretation based upon accept-
ed theories, and may need subsequent correction if these theories
turn out to be unsuitable. If I say, for example, "Look,
there is an eclipse of the moon", I.use my knowledge of astron-

- omy to interpret what I see. No words exist, according to
the instrumentalist, which do not embody theories or hypotheses,
and the crude fact of perception is therefore for ever ineffable.

.That there must be a pure datum is, I think, a log1ca]1y
1hrefutable consequence of the fact that perception gives rise
to new knowledge. 69 . e
I do ot want to argue specifically with what Russell is saying here;
his ideas are based upon his notion of how it is possible (and for him

necessary) for words to be learnt by ostensive definition, against which

‘I have already argued. I introduce this passage here because of the
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type of equivalence Russell sets up between. perception and knowledge.

'I do ngt mean to say that we don't experience thi?gs whiéh, as T
have said, have no meaning for us - that our language is a condition, of
the vary possibility of experience. On the contrary, I am aware of ﬁuch

‘more than just those things which have meaning for me. "It is difficult
Fo hear“the common words of our native tongue without understanding
w70

R
them. I would havebsaid well-nigh impossible, unless one has in

mind the gaﬁe of repeating a word over and over until it seems either

., comical or sengeless. ‘ﬁn the other hand, dcn': we say that a musician
hears more, o; that a painter sees more, than people who have not étuﬁied
ﬁusic or painting? It is possible, for instan;e, for a musician listen-
ing to a piece of music to give a }unning commentary on it. "This is-
‘the subject: it's 'in the soprano.: Now it's modulating to the dominant;
now the tenor has taken up the subject, and the soprano is doing ihe
countgrsubject. Those motifs will reoccur in..." Clearly, the musician
hears more; what he hears means more to him than it does to the non-
'initfate. He can look at a Bunch of staves and quavers and 'read' the
music. Furthermore, just as it js impossible (as I think) to hear the
common words of our language withoué understanding them,, it is impossible
fbr a musician to hear music without analysing it. And [the more adept

he is; the less he éna]yses, and the more he hears just/those notes

: /
which are played as just those notes which are_played.

The point is that although we do experience things that are meaning-
Jess to Us, in order to be able to talk about them at all, they must
become meaningful for us. 71n the ééme way as a néew word must be defined

: A+
for us in terms of words we already know, a new objett must be fitted,

5
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- tify and talk about.

1m

1

-

as it were, into the objects I am a]ready familiar with. Unless I'fit
an\unknqwn 'something' into what I already know - what I hav; called

the network of concepts - it cannot become some thing which 1 can iden-

\

| If 1 wish to be ab]é to go: from merely being able to say: "Look

at that star", to "No, actually that's Venus, one of the planets" I

must learn something of astronomy. "It is a mistake to talk of 'stub-

}

born irreducible fé;igf‘ New theories not™only say the appearances;
P AT :
71

they change them, and even create new oﬁes.“ I% 1 gZe a sta¥‘a§d
you see Venus, we are quite literally not seeing the samezthing: you
are seeing the light in the sky as Vehus; I am seeing any a light in
the sky. | ‘ .
But how ig it that we are not seeing the same thing? Aren't we
both pointing at the same thing? This question is based upon the assump-
tion that therg.is a 'raw' world which is not in any sense defingd by a
partjculgr/1anguage,_and'Which we can experience. But such a wof]d would

?

be meaningless to us: we could not talk about it at all. And the mom-

[

ent we begin to talk about it, we are seeing it in a particular way - gs

it were, tﬁroughlour Tanguage.

o

LN

So the moment we want to say that we are pointing at the 'same’

object in the sky, we have to stop talking, because we can't elucidate

<

what we mean by the word same", [t could only be the same object if

¢

we could get beyond language to the.thing itself..

Whether or not there is a world of raw data becomes unimportant, .
]

" inasmuch as we can't talk about it. When we point at Venus, we are only

pointing at the same thing if we are both pointind at Venus, if we see
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\\ they each have their own 1nterests, hobb1es, occupations, and so forth -

112

&

it in the same way.

It might be objected that such a notion as this seems fo render
communication imﬁossible. If what you'refer to és Venus is just'a star
for me, if that book on the shelf is’just a book to me, but to you it's
Waver1exﬁby some fellow called Scott, in short, if my concept of some-
thing differs from yours, how c&n we talk at alj?‘

Well, we a11‘grow up in similar énvﬁronme}ts, 1ive in the same cul-
ture, sHare a common language. (A11 of this taken together may be thought
of as a language settjng.) In general, our concepts are culturally de-
fined and not private to.ourselves. For I can sa&: "Waverley is a book
written by a British authpr about 175 years ago", and %n‘so doing fit
Waverley into what you a]ready.know, if you've never heard'of the book.

On the other hand, it must be realized that communication often is
difficult. While I think it is true that people who speak the same lang-
uage and live in the same culture share common concepts, or operate with-
in the frhmework of the same concéptua] network, it is also true that
@ot to mention that what we loosely call the same 'culture' is really
épt more than a hodge-podge of related cultures - so that what two
peqp]e mean by the same word may be very different. I c?nnot for instance
greet the suggestion "Let's go fishing!" with anything kut a qualified

-

enthu jasm, for the word "fishing" means no more to me than the attempt

to dray cold scaly things from a body of‘water one would much rather look
at thanlbe on - and for the most part not sﬁcceeding: For someone else,
“fishing™ might mean sinkers and .flies and whatnot.
In téh above paragraph, I might have said the word "fishing" connotes
\

\

\ -

\ . ! \
i
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this and that, rather than means thi$ and that. This did not seem ad-
visable because qf the various connotations the word "connotes" has
for a theory of meaning. It would be natural enough to say that.the
word "fishing" has a different set of connotat1ons for different peop]e,
but T think it is c}ear that the word as it is used here is very differ-
ent from the word as-it is used in the denotation-oonnotaxfon distinc-
tion. I should not like to say that either mydislike of fishing or
someone else'o enthusiasm for the sport had anything to do with the ‘mean-
ing of the term. Indeed, we bogh have to know what the word means before
we can deve]op any sort of attitude towards the activity. Yot it remains
true that I will inevitably use the word "fishing" pejoratively, whereas
others will not, making commun1cat1on less than straightforward. 72

In general, to say that a ‘given word means something d1fferent to
two different people is just to say that it has more than one use, or

plays more than one part, in a language. To gome people, for instance,

the word "collate" means “"put the pages in ordﬁr"; the phrase "collate

the information" would strike them as strange.

Finally, to the‘question: "wnot is thg relation between words and
things?" The answer to this %s just: "The question lacks sense." Things
are the creation of 1anguage§ and-the question tacitly assumes that it
is possib1é oo get beyond language to the objects themselves - but these
cannot be thought of or talked about unt11 they have been classified in
terms of what is already known, until they have a placg in a system, un-
til they ane made part of a language. The relation is not between words
and things at-all, .but between langudge and the world. Just as words have

meaning by virtue of being part of a language, and the meaning which they

b
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have is the part'theythave in a language, so things are what they are
by virtue of occupying a particular place fn the world, and that world
is, insofar as it ij(meaningfu1, or can be talked about, delineated by -
language. |

Similarly, “Nh&x&g\ygica11 many things by the same name?" is a

* {oaded question. It is equivalent to asking how it is we can identify

& group of things as specimens oﬁ one type of thing. The only answer
to this:is to say that in a particular language setting, they are all
so identified.

If the abpve is corrgct, then it is easy to explain why, e.g., we
feel 'culture shock' on going to a foreign country, why it is so difficult
to conceptualize historica] pe?iodslother than our own, why trans]atioﬁ

creates problems,73

and so forth, Different language settings produce
different orderings Sf the world, di%ferent ways of 1ook5ng at things —N
literally, different things.  What is difficult about the above-mentioned
is that we are forced to try to éee the world-through an unaccustomed
language, one other than our own. But once it is seeﬁ that there are not
just naturally divided classes of things, and that words are not tied
to things in some mysterious way, we céase to expect that other language
settings will have divided up the wor]d‘just as we havet '

| 'One question remains: how far can we step out of our language setting;
how 'objective’ can we be? I would say that insofar as we c&n learn other

v

languages and visit other places, that to a certain extent the blinkers

imposed by one's own language can be removed. But as we must always see

_the world through a particular conceptual network, it does not seem pos-

sible to achieve the objectivity that, for instance, structuralism would
/

L:4




¥

N
4
LS
¥
4
4
4
i
%

» ” v , 115

v
require, i./e., the ability to step completely ‘outside‘.languége §nd

talk objectively about what all languages did, or had in common. This
would be tantamount to our metal&nguag@ guaraﬁteeing its own objectivity. .
But we can,‘éé it were, appreciate the~partf&u1ar flavour of a giben "
historical period or piece of foreign literature. And we can also, I

think, separate'the way we look at the world given our *language setting
from the various impositions of dur collective cultura]_imaginationj ‘

That is: I can say that things like chairs, tables, and games, are qual-

jtatively different from fhings like herces, villains, and so forth. I

~ can distinguish between the purely imaginative qualities foisted upon

the world by ideologies and the like, and those aspects of the experience-
able world that are traceable solely to language. But further than that

I cannot go.
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i, "Have you lost the girl'you love?"
“That's what I'm trying to figure out. I can't make up my mind. -
It a1l depends what construction you place-on the words 'I never want . '
,to see or speak to you again in this world or the next, you miserabje
fathead.'" ‘ » ‘
' "Did she say that?" { S o '
? "Among other things." S _ ) .
I saw that the time had come to.soothe and encourage.
* "I wouldn't let that worry me, Boko." .,
He seemed surprised. : - ~
° "You wouldn't?" o ' ‘
,, . ~"No. She didn't mean it." !
¢ o
i - "Didn't mean it?"

© "0f course nots" '

8

"Just said it for something to say? Making conversation, as it were?"

1

v - P.G. Wodehouse, Joy in the Morning

1 O Mt ot 15 7
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o Speech is an act is argued for by saying tha; we cannd?‘view speech as

Chapter IV

sgNTENCEs AND MEANING

The meaning which a sentence may be said to have is of a fundament-
a]iy different nature from that which a word may be said to have - at
least, that is what I will be attempting to show iﬁ the following. I
will also be arguing in more depth cer%ain points previously mentioned:
that senfences do not come ré;dy-made for the theoretician any more than
do words; tﬁat they are'non-repeatable units; that a sentehcé‘s beiné.
meaningful does not entail its Séing either true or false. 1 shall eveﬁ— !
tuaj]yuargue that the meaning of a §entence must be thought of in terms
of three things:lthe words the spe;ker usés, what he wants to say, and ~
when (ana where) he says it. ngever, because so much has ;ecently been
wriften (e.g., by Searle, Alstofi, Austin, Grice, Strawson, to name a few)
about the idea of speech as an act, and because so much of this bears
djrectly on what I want to say about sentences, I am going to opeh this -
chapter wifh a discussion of 'speecH acts'. I shall concentrate on what

!’

Searle has to say on the §ubject.

\
DA
17

"

"Talking is-performing acts according to rules. A1T the glements .

- /
of speech act theory are to be found in- this sentence. . The view that

'a natural phenomenon, but "should regard. it as having béen_produéed by

n2 That we talk according to rh]es‘in-

a being with ce}tain intentions.
troduces (in.part) the notion of convention. The acts involved in talk- ;

ing are: uttefance, or the physical production of sounds, propogitiona[,'
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or what we refer to and what we predicate of it, illocutionary, what
we are doing in saying what we are saying (i.e., questionjng, reporf-
ing, etc.), and perlocutionary, or the "effects such acts have on the

actions, thoughts, or beliefs, etc. of hearers."% The illocutionary

act is "the minimal unit of linguiStic communication";4 that is: only

sentences have meaning, and the meaning which tffey have is the illocu-
tionary act performed in their utterance; furthermore, meaning is seen

as intimately. tied to communication. Finally, in performing an illo-

cutionary act, one performs utterance and propositional acts.

The first thing to notice is that to call speech an act is somewhat
odd in itself. 'I tend to think there is a Targe difference between
saying something and doing something - between, for instance, saying
I'm going to hit you and actually hitting you - between, so to speak,
words and deeés. We would hesitate to call the vituperative belabouring
of Socra;es by Xanthippe an act of violence, whereas her heaving an urn™
at his head would counf as such. It would be better frow thé outset to
say that speech can be fruitfully viewed as analagous to action, rather
than simply being an act, !

-
l

Secondly, we would not generally term every form of behaviour "action".
We might say: "He acted with great courage", or "His actions are scandalous";

the way we ordinari]j use the term is to signify‘that so-and-so did some-

thing out of the ordinary and to some effect. We should not normally des-

cribe’either walking or eating‘ag an act. An even if we did wish to

describe every type of movement a man did as an act, we would still bef}

¥

able to contrast his actingswith his repose: we would contrast it with

relaxing aqd sleeping, for instance. But speech is.said to be an éct -

- B -
s
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everytime we way;soﬁething, we are doing something. 'The question arises:
an act as opposed to what? It is true that when we attempt to communic-
ate we move our mouths, or shuffle our arms about with semaphore flags,

n .

or glide ’en.acro§s a page; it'is true, but not very interesting. Just

as saying that everything I do, with the excebtion of sleeping, is an

- - - /
act does not tell us much, saying that speech is an act, as opposed to

not speaking, does not tell us much. .

- That some of speech can be fruitfully viewed as analogous to action
is, I think, true; I do not, at this point, wish to question speech act
theory exc;pt‘witﬁ regard to jts purpdrted scope. It is clear that .
promising can‘be seen as an act. If someone asks me: "Areryol sure it's

alright?", and I answer: "Yes, really, I.promise", it seems to me, that

what I am doing i$ guaranteeing something, pointiné out the fa;t that T -

am guaranteeing it,”and in so doiqg (possibly) trying to set ?he‘person
at e;se." I am, as it were,'saying "yes" 511 in£aps.

But what if T had said: &What's that?", aé I would/if I -had nof
heard the\question? I don't‘fhink I'm doing anything -here other than
asking'a question,jasking for a repetition of what's been §hig. Where-
as I can say that “té promise‘is effective]y to guarantee 'something",

&

I_cannot'say that "to question is effectively to..."0 At anf¥rate, I-

' can question b} merely sayingﬂfﬂmm2[,ph"even"byﬂjust,lookingrquizzieal;l—*

dn,fhé other hand, questioning may sometimes be a speech act.” "I

question your right to this land" would seem to indolve an act. For

_ instance I would say that in'this case "to -question is (more or less) to

for@a]]y'deny something." But this is qu{té differant from the case

above when my question was "What's that?"

%

°
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The point I am trying to make here is that while sometimes what I
sdy may be analysed in terms of what I am doing when' I say it (and to '
understand fully what I say, must be), f think it is true that the great
bulk of everyday ;peech consists in Just sayingffhings.

_ +The word "don't" can admittedly be used to plead, thregtén, warn,
advise,‘commend, and so forth. But can't it, and isn't it usually, jugt
"don't"? If someone should ask: "Shall I bother fi%ishing this today?",
and 1 say "No, don't", what speech act am I committing? I think that it

is most Tikely that I am simply answgring a question. It would be too
\ ¢ ~

""strong to say that I was.advising, or expressing an opinion, or what

have you. The same sart of thing obtains when someone asks me the time.
When I say: "It's 4:15"%, am I ‘'giving information'? No, I am just giv-
ing him the time. And if I say: "Here, I'11 help you with that”, I am

not, 'angouncing my intention' to be Pe]pfu], I am just trying to be

he]pfu].s

A

[ think that it can be said genera11y that when we intend that our
words have a particular effect, that we are doing something with words,
i.e., committing a speech act, and not otherwise. Consider the follow-

ing exahp]e: I am with a friend in a semi-formal situation, and I tell

» him he's got a spot on his tie. I might say this on purpose and for, fun

~ e ———{or maliciously if he's not a particularly good friend) in order to em-

s g A T
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barra57 him, or I might simply be te1lihg him something I assumed he did
not know. He might bé embarrassed, or he might not be. Now, if I del-.
ibefately tried;to‘embarrass him, T should say that'I've committed a
speech ack. But if I didn't mean-to embarrass him;‘and‘yet he was em-
barrassga, wouldn't I say sﬁhéthing Tike: "I'm sorry, I didn't mean to

embarrass you"? I would say it was not my intention to embarrass him.’

?
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- reference to the third sentence abdve that if what someone says is per-

It is precisely with the notion 01; intention that I think speech
act theory\\is weakest. We use the word "intend" 1'(\ two djstinct ways,
as is shoyg{nﬁby Ithe following groups of sentences. ] o
1. He intended to say 'x' - 'y' just came out. (Spooner i§
reported once to have said: "Which of us has not felt in hig heart a
half-warmed 1-‘1'sh?“8 He inte‘n_ded to say, one would imagine ”ha]f-f;rmed

wish"; the other just came out.)

2. He intended that you take him metaphorically, not 11"teraHy.,

(I might say to a child: “You don't understand; I don't mean there's a

3. He intended to say 'x' - hut he didn't make himself very clear. w2

pole at the North Pole.")

(We might say this of someone who is havingl difficulty eg(pressiﬁg him- \
self wl;men we are trying to, get at-what }Qe' means. ) |

In none of the above sentences would x;le use the word dintend" to mean
that there"@as s‘omething deliberate about what the speaker did -when he

spoke., He did not consciously intend anything. It should be noted with

.y R

fectly clear (e.g., "I'm going to'the store"), it would make no sense to
ask v;:hat itlwas lhe intended to say. |
The following sentences are differept from the above in that we do
ascribe some sort of{\'cl(:.\-11'¥3erateness to the speaker. o, ’ ‘
1. He intended to tell you, but he forgot. (I.t ‘is _assurhed that
for the purposes of this example, the person at some point was requested
to tell you something, or made a me;ltal_ note to tell you something, etc.)

2. He intends to encourage You in every way possible.

In these sentences, we are indi cating that someone is doing'something for

~

.
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a reason, doing something on purpose; in the first set, we are more or

less just saying that whatever was said was not complete gibberish.

I think Searle confuses these two uses. When he says that we must
regard speech as haviné been produced by a being with intentions, he
is using the word in the way I used "intend" in the first group above.
Op the other hand, when hé says: |

*
In the performance of an illocutionary act the speaker intends

to. produce a certain effect by means of getting the hearer
; to recogniie his intention to produce that effect, and further-
: more, if he is using words literally, he intends this recog-

nition to be achieved in virtue of the fact that the rules

“for using the expressions he utters associate the expressions

with the production of that effect,9
he 1s using the word in the second sense. It is one thing to say that
something has a purpose - to give the final cause of some;hing - and
quite another to say thatiéomething is done with a purpose - to give
its efficient cause.

That Searle wants to asc¢ribe deliberateness of some sort to ail

communication by speech is, f think, clear from the foregoing quote.
I don't know how I could hope to get a hearer to recognize my, intentions
if i were not aware of them myself. But if this is the case, i.e.,
that Searle wishes to claim that whenever I say something, that I also
intend something, then I find it difficult to understand. him. 1 certaiﬁ—
ly do say soge things with a purpose in mind, but I think that in the
vast ma30r1ty of cases when [ say someth1ng, [ am not deliberate}y
trying to get someone to recognize that I am‘de]1berate1y trying to do .
something. If it were the case that I always intended something when I

said something, how could I distinguish between, say, intending to en-
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courage someone, and wmerely encouraging him.
A final point about intention that may crystallize what I have been
trying to argue thus far: it might loosely be said that when I meet
S ’

someone and/say "hello”, that it 1s‘my intention to greet him by so say-

“ing. \However, this is quite different from my actually intending to

greet someone. In the first case, we are endeavouring to explain what

it is I am doing, and in the second we are talking about my going out

of my way to greet someone, perhaps throwing a parti, or what have you.
The point is that it is a mistake to take the word "intention", which
in_most cases is part of our explanation of what we are doing, and
apply it to the speaker, i.e., that wﬁieh we are trying to exp]aiﬁ.
Perhaps the best way of throwing speeEh act theory into pepspective

is by asking what problems it is aitemptﬁng to solve. Aystin says:

It was for too long the assumption of phi]osophers.that the
business of a -'statement' can only be to 'describe' some state

of affairs, or to 'state some fact', which it must do either
truly or fa]se1y.]0

. It seems obvious that Russell was wrong in supposing sentences to be of

N

three sorts: true, false, or nonsensical. There are sentences which

are meaniﬁgfu] yet cannot properly be said to have a truth-value. Aus-
tin's preliminary examples of what he called "performative" sentences
are cases in point: "I name this ship the Queen Elizabeth" and "1 bet

121t is difficult to see how either

13

you sixpence it will rain tomorrow".
)

of these sentences could be construed as being. either true or false.

»

Austin claims that the reason such sentences are meaningful at the -

same time as not having a truth-value is that they are, in effect, ‘acts'.
) -

A performative utterance is one in which I perform an act, in which I’

\
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do someth{ng. Performative utterances are ;bntrasted with Eonstative
ones in which I simply say sbmething.]4 Th% latter group can be said
to have truth-value, the former cannot - acts are neither true nor false.
Someone‘wishingufa\ho1d on to the idea that sentences must be eithef
true, false, or nonsensical might object as follows: "The vast majority
of the sentences mentioned may be dealt with by extending the idea. of
propositional attitude. While it is true that the sentence "I think it
'‘will rain" is neither true not false, cpntaining as it does the expressed
attitude of the speaker, what 1t is that is thought, i.e., the propos-
ition "It-will rain" has truth-value. WNo doubt words 1ike_?warn”; "re-
mark", “comment", "request", and the like can be handled in similar
fashion." That is: he would try to fit speech act theory into a cate-
gory already existing in his denotational and correspondence theories of
meaning and truth.. . .
‘On the other hand, speech act Fheoristslpush in the opposite dir- S
ection - they wish to say that all éentenceg are performétive. Austin \
fe$1s that "the formula 'l state that...' is closely simi1a} to thg

15

formula 'I warn you that...'", and Searle, in his "What is a Speech

Act?", includes the word "state" at the beginning of the.list he gives

.of verbs "associated with i]]ocut%pnary acts. "1

The difficulty with
this is with the notion of truth. If the performative-constative dis-
tinction was original]y,get up, amongst o%her reasons, in order to show
how sentences could be meaningful withouf having a truth-value, and all
sentences are said to be performative in some sense, does that mean that

no sentences are to be considered in terms of truth-value?

This is not, of course, the conclusion reached by either Austin or

!
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Searle. -But it is noteworthg' that neither ‘ﬁays "truth" more than scant
atteqtion. Searle mentions it in passing:
..we characteristically use the word "true" only when a propos-
ition is already under consideration, and because a proposition
is characteristically put under consideration by the performance
of some such illocutionary act as asserting, stating, or hy-
pothesizing-—be‘cause of these two facts--calling something true
will ‘place us 1in a certain relation to that initial illocutionary
. act (a relation, for example, of agreement or endorsement and
conversely 1n the case of "not true" a relation of disagreement). 17
- Such a statement is 1likely to elicit from a correspondence theory
of truth advocate a like response: "Surely the reason the sentence 'The
sky is blue' is true is that the sky is blue; it is not a question of
whether or not we agree with this. If agreement comes into it atall,
we agree because the sky is blue." The relative merits of the 'agree-
ment' theory of “truth as opposed to the correspondence theory is not
at issue here, Neverfheless, for speech act theory to be coherent it
must be able to explain how some sentences are true while others are
false, and it must do so in more detail than is-to be found in either
Austin or Searle. . _

I propose to bypass discussion of these two theories of truth by
discussing how ¥t can be determined whether or not a sentence has truth-
value, rather than why it does. To determine whether or not a sentence
" can be regarded as e1ther true or fa1se, I suggest looking at the stand-
ard use of the operative words in the sentence. Is the speaker stating,
describing, explaining, questioning (say, questioning a statement or ex-
planation or description),. doing something with words, or what have you?

1

Looking at the standard uses of the words in question also helps to show

the relationship between those more traditional rivals, the correspondence'

! ¢
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and coherence theories of truth,
Consider the following sentences: '
. 1. Smith came to dinner yesterday.

2. Smith's face ;s red. -

3. Smith is ugly. - . ”

4. Smitﬁ's ego is rather oversized.

5. \I bet Smith will be late.
In the first sentence, I am merely saying of someone’that he did some-
thing, and specifyiné when. If in fact it was not Smith but Jone&s who
came 'to dinner,.and I wanted to conceal 1r;h1's fact, my saying that Smith
‘came to dinner would be a lie: I would be asking you to acc&pt a false
sentence as a true one. Clearly the sentence has truth-value.

In the second sentence, I am describing Smith's*face. In that the
word "red" is neither evaluative (as is "borjng"' 1'n"'The story is boring"‘)
nor explanatory (as is J'weH-cons;ructed" in "The story is well-constructed"),
I would say that this sentence too hasﬁ truth-value. On the other hand,
things are not as clear cut as t'hey were in the first example. lWe have
to look to normal light conditions, the extent to which faces are normal-
ly red, and so forth, before being dble todeterminewhether or not the;
sentence is true.

It is extremely important to note that these sentences above only
have truth-value when the structure of the English language is taken in-
to account {by "structure" I mean the 1_anguage as system, i.e., the
words of the language and their relationship to one another, as discussed
last chapter). In a language used by a people who did not regularly

.eat in the evenings, or who divdided the colour spectrum up differently

i

~.

.

~ .
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- from the way we do, these sentences would be meaningless.

In the third sentence "Smith is ugly", I am making a value judg- ,

_ pressed to say what [ meant, I might go on to describe his face as being ) ,

red, his ears as t/og,]&r'ge,/his,eyes as bulging, etc., and say that I
//.. R

found—this combination of features to be ugly. , But to say something is

ugly*is to do 4mor'é-' than describe it. It is to say what I think about it.

The way is open for others to disagree. As my opinion of something can-

-not be said to have truth value, neither can the third sentence. The

word "ugly" ils standard1y used to evaluate.
In the fourth sentence, I use the word "ego". .This being a theor-
etical term used to explain the behaviour of individuals, I cannot say

that my sentence "Smith's ego is rather oversized” has truth value either.

.Egos are not observable items - when I use the word I am standard]y\

explaining some bit of psychological behaviour, I am not describing any-
thing. The question is not whether the sentence ois true, but whether
the exp]af\ation"is a good one, And the answer to‘this will depend upon
the coherence of a parti c.ular psycho1og.1'ca1 theory and upon its ability
to explain human behavjour. |

In the fi ffih sentence, I am doing something rather than just sayﬁng

something.. The example (depending as it does on the word "bet") is esseﬁ-

tially Austin's, from the first chapter of How to Do Things with Words,

so I need not go into an explanation of why the sentence constitutes a -
speech act. It ganmnot be said to have truth-value.

The notion of standard use, as well as clarifying the relationship

between truth and meaning, also serves to put in perspective the dilemma
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introduced by Quine in his "Two Dogmas of Empiricism". Quine there

contends that there are no sentences "immune to revision" - by which

e he means that there are no sentences of whose trutk we can be absol-

utely certain. He says that any sentence's truth is dependent upon

the truth of other sentences; its truth is determined by the measure

in which it coheres to a system of already e>\<ist1‘ng true sentences.

He also claims - and these two claims ar‘e' clearly related - that there

is no sharp and firm distinction between analytic and synthetic senten- *

ces. Both the empiricist claim that there are sentences immune to »

revision 'e;nd that there are analytic sentences (d1fferent ways of put-

‘ting the same thing) rest, Quine says, upon the assumptmn that "the
, truth of a statement is so'mew analyzable into a 11‘ngu1‘st1’c component

and a factual component w18

One of the conclusions of the preceding chapter was that such a

'factual component' as Quine has in mind must be said to be determined )

: by language. With this said, it is possible to re-evaluate what Quine - -

refers to as empiricism's "two dogmas".
Are there sent‘ences which are immune ‘to revision? The .answer to this
must be a qualified yes. Insofar as (1) the language o‘f the speaker de-
termines the world which is meaningful to him, or thaf h-e can talk about,
and (2) something is meaningful, it must be mean‘ingfm in terms of what
the speaker already knows, it is clear .thatthere musf be some sentences X
which are immune to0 revision, given.the language of‘the speaker. Llang-
uage evolves and people's view of the world changes; but to suppose that .

every sentence spoken cou]d at one and the same t1me be false is to sup-

pose that the world could be compT etely meaningless to us. Some sentences

~

{2
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are immune to revision; which is quite another ‘story,
~—_
If a sentence is taken to be what a speaker says at a given time,

13 “then one ceases to worry about the sen-

and not; a repeatable unit,
- tence ‘x'( being‘true now and possib‘1y false at some later date. Never-
theless, it is always possible to say that a certain speaker said 'x'

at a certain time, and took it to be true, and that what he said is

no longer ;:aken to beAtr‘ue. Which sorts of sentences would be most
unlikely to suc‘cumb to this fate? I think, generally speaking, it would
be those sentences in which we are either naming or describing so_meth%hg,
expecially ‘1'f we are talking about th‘e most common objects of experience.
On the other hand, I don't think it is possible to say unequivocally ,
that a particular sentence 'x' is immune to rév-ision'.— Revo]utiéns in

the sciences do change not oﬁ'ly our way of Iookiing at. even these objects,

but, ‘as has been suggested above, the objects themse]ves.20

J.H. Plumb,
talking about the agrarian revolution in England in the 18th century,
when in 85 years the average weight of sheep increased from 38 to 80 1lbs.,
says: °
Robert Blakewell of Leicestershire...pioneered the way in
improved breeding of sheep and cattle. He changed English
sheep, from the resemblance of a cross between a dog and
a goat, to the plump, fleece-covered animal we know today...
With the new soil techniques it became possible to grow
wheat almost anywhere in England and everyone, including
the poor, ate white wheaten bread. "]
Someor;e desertbing the English sheep of the early 18th Century would
not come anywhere close to accurately describing those of present day
\ .
New Zealand. -
The sentences which are most open to revisior-at a later date are

those in -which we a'ttempt to explain something. I am thinking of the

Q
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types of claims one(is Tikely to find in ideo}ogies, reldgions, sciences,
nsychology, and of course philosophy. What is noteworthy is that we do
not say that a given explanation has been shov;n to be false, but dener-
ally Speaki'ng that a new explanation can account bette"r, or more complete-
ly, or ina simpler fasiﬂ'on, for the facts than the old one.

Quine's use of the word "revision" is handy in that 1'f can be used
to cover both the ca.se where I name and deséribe somethinf?rﬁ that
where I try j:o explain something; however, and also because of th?;: it
tends to muddy matters a little. wl.wen I am nami ng or describing some-
thing (that is: where what [ say can be said to have truth-value), what
[ say is seldom open to revision - if what I say is true, it will not
likely be shown false at a later date. If [ say: "Fido is a dog", I"
am quite sure that Fido will not l.ater' on tum out to have been a cat,

or that dogs and cats will be. seen to be members of the same species.

M

On the other hand, the myého1ogica1 theory fhat purported to account

for-man's behaviour in terms of deadly sins and cardihal 'virtue's is not
néar]y 50 respectab]é as. it ohce.was Cons1der the sentence "He was
motivated by Greed", a sentence which I do not consider to have truth-
value. The value of such an explanation is dependent upon the accept-
ahce of a given theory; if, for some reason, we feel that the observable
facts arenot adequa'&ely accounted for by this theory, then the sentence
"He was motivated by Greed" will not ct;unt as a viable explanation. If
someone, while admitting that theory in question was not a good one,
persisted in arguing that someone or other was in fact mot1 vated by Greed
I should not say that his sentence was false, but that it was meam'ng]essl.

ol . . B .
So when Quine talks about senténces being immune to revision, he is
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talking about at least two fhings: first, whether we can evner be

. cértain when we name or describe sc;mething that what we havé said will
always remain true; and secondly, Whether or not explanations of why
things ‘hapfnén as they do will.always remain viable. In empiricist
terms: whether on the one hand, the facts will always correspond to wpat
we have s;'aid, and on the other, whether our explanation will always be
cohe}"ent.‘ )

I th‘ink this arqument goes some way tewerds elucidating the dif-
fe}'ences bétween the ycorrespondence and\ coherence theories of truth.
While I do not wish fo say that exb]anatory sentenes have truth-value,
yet I think our aci:eptance of them must be determined by our acceptanbe
of the theory on which fhey are based, or of which they are a’ part.

They must cohere. On the othqr hand, when I name or describe somethj‘ng',
the truth of what I say depends upon whether or not the facts (as deter-
‘mined by my language, i.e., the objects and relations described) cor-
respohd, in some sense, 't<') what I say.

The discussionl above relates only to what.may be termed "synthetic"
sentences; anaiytic sentences, if such things exist, are immune to re-
vision quite simply because they are mot about the world - they are not
to be verified with reference to the world - and there is therefore no
means open to us which would permit of a revision. But the question as
to Qhether or not ana]_yti‘c sentences exist is n’ot really important: the

-

real question is whether the analytic-synthetic distinction/is in any
. ., R . ( ) .

way va]ugb]e. ) L e .

P

I don't find it particularly so: first, the distinction is essen-

tially. meant to inhicate the different ways in which we must arrive at

5
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ascertaining a given sentence's truth or falsity. If it is not the

_case that.all meaningful sentences arezeither true of false, thep it

seems pointless, whether true or not, to say thaf‘a11 sentenceﬁ are
e{ther analytic or synthetic. Secondly, a sentence may only be termed
“aﬁa]yfic" in 2 given language setting. The senténce "God is omnipot-
ent", while analytic for a Christian is not so for a pantheigt. Third-
ly, and most 1mportaqt1y, it is difficult both to see exactly which sen-

tences should be terméﬁ "ana]ytic", and the sense in which they may be

termed "true". ,

I[s the sentenéé:”"A'bachélor i;han unmarried man" ana]yéic? The
first response to this, as I suggested apove;22 should be: "Analytic
for whom?" If the word ”bachelpr" is not known to the speaker, them the
sentence cannot be ;na1ytica1]y true [for him. Forjihe sake of the argu-
ment, I will assume that the speaker has adequa{e competence in English
and knows what the word "bachelor" means. If this is the case, then
f would say that the sentence is analytically true for him. It is s0
merely beﬁause He'knows that it would make no.sense to sea:;h the
wor]d:for a married -bachelor.

It is analytic for him because the word "bachelor" and the phrase

"unmarried man" stand in the same relation to the rest of his language.

It is not a-questioﬁ23 of whether the two terms are "interchangeable

salva veritate" - that wherever one was used, the other could be; sub-
stituted for it with no change in the truth-value of the sentence - this
wqqu imply that a word's meaning C991d be  thought of extensionally and
that thé sentence had empirical content. We are not ;eferring to the

set of all possible bachelors in this sentence. I would say that we are

by
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talking generally, about bachelors, but it could be argued that all

we are doing';' is describing the use of the word "‘bache]‘or‘",' i.e., giving

<

A
o

a“rule of language’

Y

Neither is it a question of baéhe]ors being-"by definition" un-.

married men. Such an’ explanation, as Quine says, presupposes a prior

o

\relatwn of synonomy between ‘the “twp terms On the other hand 1 don’ X

thmk it is necessary to prov1de the "suff1c1ent condition of cogmtwe S

synonomy" wh1ch Quine seems to requ1re in order to caH the sentence

"

"A bache]or is an unmarnea‘ man' ana]ytm 24 . One m1ght ‘as well try to
answer the question as to why a thing is what 1t is and not another
thing. It is 1mposs1b1e to exp1a1n why . “hache1or” and "unmarried man"

{
X\tand in the,same relation to the rest of the ‘words in the English

)

language - but anyone who knows the 1anguage competent]y a]so knows o

1

that thﬁ\( do stand ?n the same relation,
~As T said above, it is rath r with regard to which sentences can
“be properly termed analytic and in what sense they may be called true °

T o 4 g
that I think there is a problem. °“The followifg sentences illustrate
. 9 '

the first point: .
° 1. "Bachelor" means "unmarried man". )
.2. It might rain. . ’ ‘.

, 3. An unmarried man is an unmarried man.

A

* 'Is the first séntence analytic or synthéti”&? Whereas it is not just

'
.

T contmgenﬂy true tha’t bachelors are unmarried men, it is contmgent]y

-true that "bache]oh" means "unmarmed man". It would make spnse to ;

consult a d1ct10nary 1f unsure as to the meamng of thé word "bache]or"

\ vo.

But sure1y it is sﬂ]y to say that of two ways in -wmch«we say basicaﬂy

*
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© ing to show that "A bachelor is an unmarried man™ is not equivalent to

134

.the same thing, one is analytic and one synthetic?

25

On one reading,”~ the second sentence could be construed as ana1yf-

ic. We could be said to be allowing both for the possibilitiés or rain

" and clemency - and this being all the possibilities there are, our sen--

I
tence. appears to be Togically true. This is perhaps a petty jab at

analyticity, but it does show the difficulties involved in attempting

a mathematically precise classification of sentences into ana]yti£ and

synthetic ones. r
Theljast sentegcé is sort of a prototypé of analyticity. AYgreat

part of Quine's argument in "Two Dogmas of Empiricism" consists in try-

this'"logica11y true" sen'fcence.26 If relations of cognitive synonomy
existed between "bachelor" and "unmarried man", then the one term could
be substituted %or the other, and hence the Tatter could be thoﬁght of
as being a$’1ogica11y true as the former.

But it is hard to see how a senteﬁce such as "An unmarried man is

! .
an unmarried man" has -any sense at all. Can we, for instance, say that

it would make no sense to s€arch the world for an unmarried man who is

married? In the sentence initially under consideration, I could quite -

conceivably know what it was both'to be a man and to be unmarried, but
\ .

not know what a bachelor was. But how could I know what it is to be

' \ * o .
married withou® knowing what it is to be married? So here it is not

\\ ¥ '

our endeavour\gsﬁch lacks sense - that of ‘searching the world - but our
f

question itself. Not only does the sentence "An unmarried man is an un-.

married man" not tell me anything, it cannot tell me anything. And if

it is argued that analytic sentences are not ‘about the world but about

\
°
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1 6ur use of language, then in this Tatter sentence I have failed to
say anything about our use of language, and have literally said nothing.27
. Finally, the conditions under which I would actually say "A bach-
elor is an unmarried man“ are quité Timited. The only situation, out-
side a philosophical context, when I would say this would be when asked’
by‘;omeone who was unfamiliar with the word "bachelor" for its meaning.
I think I caq1i§y that my sentence is very like saying: "I standard]y
use the word 'bachelor' in the same way as I‘use the phrase 'unmarried
man'." ’

-

Although 1 have ignoréd'in the preceding the type analytic sen-

tence typified by "All ‘bodies are extended", I think enough has~been
said to demonstrate the whaknesses inherent in the notion that all
sentences are either analytic or synthetic, and to show that the idea

»

of standard use is capable of illuminating a variety of phi]ospphica]
prgﬁlems. I will now go on to a discussion of sentences per se.

" As [ mentioned above, I consider gentencgs to be non-repeatable
units of speech - untike words, which ére used over and over again.
As Ryle has put\ifz I am %heir author, not their emp]oyer.%B This is
not to say that people doq't often say the same things: we repeat our-
selves,‘often to the extent that we use ghe same words; certain forms of
aétivity are so codified (i.e:, greeting someone), or lend themselves

; 50'easi1y'io stereo-typed language (e.g., sports commentating), that we
often hear the 'same' sentence over and err again; people develop char-

——

e .
acteristic mannerisms (this being&_for instance, one of Dickens's' fav-

orite and mo&t successful character-building devices); and so forth.

While it would be interesting to study the extent to which speech is

— .
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stereo-typed, the purpose here-is éimply to argue that stereo-typgd

" modes of exbréssion oughi not to be confused with the repetitibn of

sentences, as though sentences were things thet could be repeated.
Think of the absurdit; of trying to make a dictionar; of sentenées.

It is the phrase "the sentence" which misleads. But the word
"sentence" is, in the terminologyvl have been emb]oying, no less theor-
etical than the word "word". Most people do not speak in what the
grammarian would recognize as sentences. The abundance of punctuation
marks that-exist to depict the different tyﬁes of pauses we hear when
a speaker speaks (". ", ",", "-", ";", ":", the use of brackets,
parentheses and footnotes, the extra spacing between paradraphs when -

“we begin to talk about something quite new, and so forth), is a very
meagre reflection of the number and types of pauses people generally
use in everyday speech. Division between sentences is often an ar-
bitrary thing; and a}though it is help?ul to be able to talk about
what someone said in this sentence as opposed to that sentence, we
should not be misled into thinking that in so talking, we are talking
about one token of a certain type of sentence, or one utterance Sr use
of a given senten&e, etc.

If sentences are non-repe;tab1e units, then clearly we no 1ongerl

have to worry about Qhat sort of thiné "in' them is repeatable. That

“ is: the notions "proposition", "statement", "type" can be eliminated:

from a discussion of sentence meam‘ng.29

We do not need anything to
connect two different utterances of the same-sentence, because the

same sentence cannot be uttered twice. What then is sentence meaning?

‘First of all, is it approﬁriate to ask, as 1 did when I was talking :

L)
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about words, both whether a given sentence has meaning and what that

o meaning is which if has? Well, if a sentence’is what a particu]ér

‘person says at a given time about something, then there is no point.

' in‘making such a distinction. If I say "My daughter is teething"

oy

when I have no daughter, I am talking nonsense; if someone else, proper-

[

ly endowed with a daughtef who is in fact teething, says the same thing,

he will have said something which is not only meaninrgful but true. If

a sentence can only be said onEe, the difficulty does not arise about
‘%ts' being méaning]ess at one time and true at‘another. If a sentence .
has meaning, there will also be something which it means.

When we ask the meaning of a given sentence 'x', I think what we
are doing is asking: "What did 'y' mean when he said 'x'?". We are
asking what a particular person i3 talking abbut. And, loosely, what we
want to know is what the words mean, or what Fontext the words were spok-
en in, or whether the words 'go together' (whether 6r not there is a
category mistake -'e.g,, Russell's "Quadruplicity ﬂrinkg procrastina-

u30)

tion , or whether what we understand by the sentence is what the

speaker meant. That is: sentence meaning would seem to be only a matter

of word-meaning, context:of Utterance, and intention of the speaker..

Since 1 have already argued agaigst the notion of intention iﬁ
speakers ‘of a language, I should go into the use to which I am putting
the wﬁrd here. It is only appropriate to speak of the intention, of the
speaker when his ﬁean{ng (what we think he wants to say) is different

-

from what we understand his sentence to mean (for brevity's sake I will
7
just call.this sentence-meaning). When we say that so-and-so intended

to say 'x., we mean that he got his words wrong, or that his f]uency is
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not what it could be, or thqt his grammar is at fault. We do not say
that he intended to say what we' take him to mean. If someone uses a
double negative, I do not say that he intended to say something grammat-

ically correct, but didn't. In a very real sense, I ¢translate what he
31

says into what I think of as correct English®! - I would say'that he
doesn't express himself well, but I wouldn't say that he intended to
express himself in a given fashion and failed.

Again: if I understand someone complete]y, it is inappropriate to
talk about what.he intended to say.32

ft is obvious that sentence-meaning has to do both with word-mean- ‘

ing and context of utterance. With reference to the first, the sentence:
"I am going to the store" is markedly different from: "I am going to

the country." This is so simply because countries are not stores. It\'
is also fafr1y commonplace to assign context of ufterance a role in the
meaning of a sentence. But I think what has been said so far 1nﬂicates—
that T am placing a greater importance on context than is usual.’

I3

’ If 1 say: "I am going to the store", I may either be referring to

a particular store, or talking generally about going to a store. If I

am going to a neighbourhooq store, and there is only one, then I will
have been referring to a particular store - and if you know that there

is only one, you will know which store I am referring to. If I am refer-

ring to a particular neiéhbourhood store, but there are several each / 7
selling different ;;rts of things, you might ask: "What are you going/}pr;rl
buy?" If we botﬁ know the stores in question, and. I answer: “Mj]k”;/you
mighﬁ~then say: "Oh, I had hoped you weré'going towards‘thé/ibbacdonist's,

you could have picked me up some cigarettes."

« C
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Finally, if I am a vjstor in a foreign city and say: "I'm going to
the store", my host might very well ask what 1 wanted fo buy and instructl
me as to the nearest store dispensing whatever product it was I wanted:
In all of these cases, the meaning of what I say is different. I may
know what store I'm géing to, and know that you know as well; or know

- what store ILm going to, but not specify it (knowing that you are fam-
iliar with all the avai]ab}e stores); or have no particular store in
mind at all (since I don't know the particular sfores, but\simply that
stores are the type of establishment where one can buy milk) and have
you'direct mé to a store that I have never seen before.

Part of what I mean when I say that I'm going to~the store, ;nd
the only néighbourhood store is Harper's, is that I'm going to Harper's.
This can be seen by the fact that if you are familiar with’Harper‘s, know
that it is thé only store I could be going to, and know that it dﬁesn't
sell trufflies, then it would make no sense at all for you to say: "Could
you ﬁick‘me up some truffles?™ ‘

Simi]ar]y,ﬁif I am dfrected by my host to a particular store thaf

»I don't know, and I ask if there's anythirg that I can pick him up

while I'm ;here, it would make perfect sense for hiﬁ to say: "No, there's
nothing I need from there." ~ I might‘know, for instance, thét he needs
coffee, andnot know that the storesl was going to didn't sell'it. He, -
on the other hand, is éware of this. The word “"store" as we would both
use it in "I'm going to the store" would mean different tgings to "each

of us, and our sentences Qou]d not mean the same thing.

Sentence-meaning seems to be a matter of word-meaning, context of.

utterance, and, in the way I have specified above, intention of the speaker.

4
+
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_But there is something wrong w{th this: what I really mean is that
sentence-meaning can be analysed into thege components. Is there
nothing eZse’which igs sentence-meaning? I don't'thjnk there is. Once
I know what the words mean, once I know what the context is, and if
I feel that the words of the speaker express his intention (he is say-
ing what he means), then I know what the §entenée means. The meaning
of the,;enteh;e, what it means, is transparent, or obvio;s; . It seems
that sentence-meaning is just the way we talk about the combination
of elements we think are necessary to clarity of utterance.

;//// Consider the following example: if a car doesn't work, we might
say that it's out of gas, or that<}he battery's dead, or the engine
is se;zed up, or what have you. We will attempt to fix one part of

it so that the whole will go. But we would not attempt to fix 'the
car"a§ though this were something err and above its component parts

-that could be attacked directly with a blowtorch. I think sentence-
meaning is very like this. If what we say is unclear, we attempt to
clarify it with reference to word-meaning, intention, coﬁtext. We
would not think that we could somehow just. go to the Foot of the pro-
b]eﬁ and examine the 'meaning of the sentence' 1in 6rder to éorrect it,
Sentence-mganing is not, 1 think, anything apart from its component
parts; it is just a convenient way of talking about them all together,

Cer;ainly in this brief argument’there are many things concerning .
sentence meaning which remain unclear. But I think it can be said that
the difference between word-meaning aqd sentence-meaning has at least

been iindicated. First, whatés essential about word-meaning is that

:\hothing analogous can be said of sen-

"

tHe word is part.of a langua
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tences. And secondly, there is nothing which I can' say %s sentence-
meaning; what I Tike to call sentence-meaning appears to be nothing

_ other than a function of word-meaning, context, and intention.
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L CONCLUSION
I hope by Havingundertaken this analysis of linguistic meaning to

have been able to shed 1ight on what we are saying when we ascribe mean-
ing to "people, actions, events, or situations", and-to have shown also
what sorts of questions we are asking by:

1. Don't people's fee]ingg mean anything to you?, and

2. Does life have meaning?
Consider that epitome of har&hess, Paul Dombey Sr., and his relationship

with h¥s :daughter Florence in Dickens's Dombey and. Son. He was entirely

bound up in business - the most important feature his son seemed to
possess was that of being his future business partner. One might say
of Him that his 1ist of priorities began and ended with his shipping

conce}n - people's feelings were not an important consideration, he had

AN

no room for them. So if we were to ask Mr. Dombey whether or not people's

feelings meant anything to him, we could be said to mean: "is there any
relation between the way most beop]e react to sadness on the pa;t of an-
other person and the way you react to things in general", of "is thgre
any place in your emotional make-up for other people's feelings"? If we
were to abandon philosophical rigour altogether, we might even ask him
whether his world was such a cold and éa]]ous place as to exclude the
possibility of tender emotion - whether compaséionwere\uithiﬁ his reper-

toire of emotional reactions.

In other words: we would be rggarding feelings of compassion and kind-

ness as having a place in one's general emotional reaction to things, and

142

A}




i g B R TR

e

o

P

143

N

" wondering if they had such a place in Dombey's.
| In asking whether or not life has meaning, it seems that one of

the things that is being asked is whether or not there is some sort of

universal and eternal system of whose logic we are ignorant, but of

which we form a part, albeit perhaps a smallish one. We are trying to «

see our entire life placed in a much broader context.

In geﬁeral, wheﬁ we' say that peaple, or p*hces, or evénts, or whft
have you, have meaning, I think we ire always gupposing some sort of i
2 system, whether it is a.set of fond memorjes, or important dates, etc.,
and are seeing the things in question as having a place, or being a part
of);his system. They are important, or have meaning, by virtue of a
relation to other things in the system, A

I think the nofioh of system is the pivotal one. When I say: "Your
face means nothing to me", couldn't we just‘as well, and don't we often,
say: "I can't place you"? If someone says that respect means a lot to
him, could we not take this as equivalent to: "Of all the things he wants,
" respect ranks pretty highly on the list"?

‘But this is ; subject which cannot be adequately ex%lored in a con-

clusion. I am only trying to suggest that the subject of meaning need

not be confined to language, and that what can be said about linguistic

meaning can have applications elsewhere.

The scope of this thesis has been quite broad, and so I cannot hope
to have dealt completely with any of the subjects discussed. However,

it is impossible to talk abéut‘meaning without at the same time discussing




e et R
.

-,

B IR WL TN

T PPER R L

(%3

AT ~ - - . e %
T L ST, e B A g e S L

4 : ’ 144

related notions such as existence, truth and so forth, all of which
T
bear relevantly on a theory of meaning. It seemed more important to‘“

attempt a general and cohesive theory than to concentrate minutely
on any'one topic; I trust the breadth was not at ths expense of at
least minimally sufficient detail. ‘ N

-4
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APPENDIX [

If logic is to be able to deal adequately with "some", i.e. per-

mit such 1qtuitive1y valid inferences as "Some roses| are not red" from

'

"Some roses are red" and disallow such intuitively invalid inferences

as "Some men’ are mortal, from the conjunction of "Alll men are mortal"
and "There is at least ope man", it must, I think, ch nge the manner in
whiich it deals.with the word. What follows should not' be taken as an
all-embracing theory_of thg word "some"; [ have lalready given examples
qf why I don't think there can be any such theory. It should be taken
only as a proposal for-dealing with "some" in seitences’]ike "Some men
are bréve" so that our symbolic rendering of thig\does.not have to be

Ix(x is a man- x is brave). C \

{

I would Tike to suggest that sentences like "éome men are brave" be

I

regarded as a species of universal statement, and ;156 as ones which are

l

- |
essentially modal. To this gnd,II am introducing the symbol "< ", or in-

verted hook (I have called it this in order both to %ompare it with and

distinguish it ffom,Russe11's "hook" which I take to mean simply “im-

plies"); I take this symbb] to have as an English equivalent: "might imply". ,

Its truth table is as follows. N
< /P Q| PeqQ
T T F
T F T
F T T ‘
- F F T
2

145
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as- possible from the outset.
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’

"Some men are brave" becomes, with the inverted hook:

(x)(x is'a man< x is brave).

‘A number of points must be made. First I have introduced the mod-

- ality into the sign "c " rather than into the consequent. [ have not,

in other werds, said that if 'x' is a man, that 'x' might Be brave.
This is because the sentence . (or open,sentence) "x might be brave"'ie
tautologically true. This can be seen from the fact that one can infer
from it the sentence "either x is brave or x is not brave" - or petter,

one might be tempted to write a sentence so expressed as an instance of

the Law of the Excluded Middle.

Naturally, when we say in Eng]ish.tﬂat such-and-such is possibly

true ((as in "It's possible’ that he did fhat"), our sentence should not
. . 4
be taken as a tautology; we are, as it were, only weighing the odds of

such-and-such being true, and not committing ourselves one way or the

other. However, it is important here to ward off as many absurdities

¢

It will be thought odd, perhaps, that in sthe above truth-table I

[

have made "pc Q" false when both P and Q are true. The justification

‘for this-is that I consider, for instance,, that if the sentence "All §

\ :
men are mortal" is true, then it must be the case that "Some men are mor-

tal" is false - "some" is therefore taken to mean "not all". I cannot,

i

however, deal with "some" solely in terms of "not all" - that is: I can-

-not write "Some men are brave" as:

(x)(x is a man s x is brave) ’

Not only would this be a rather convoluted way of dea11ng w1th the sentence,

but also, very 1oose1y speak1ng, wherr 1 say that some men are brave, I am

[

0
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are not nearly so many of these about to instantiate.upon. This point
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. talking about -- though I' am not referring to - thésefmen who are brave,

whereas when 1 say that not all men are brave, I am talking abbut those

PR

hd N ’

who aren't. '

To make matters clearer, I offer the following as a partial detér-.

mination of the relation.of the sign"'f " to the sign "> ". 4~' "
(x)(Fxc Gx) ~(x)(Fx:{G¥); and - ' "/
: ‘(.‘X)(Y)[(FXCGX)‘D (Fy- y#x>~6y)l. , t ‘
It will be seen that with this notation the subject-term of the
type of sqgtenée under djscussizn can never refer to a uhit.class -

otherwise both the above statements would be false. I think this re-

\
4

/'fTects'what is,intuitjvely‘true: whateyer we predicate of a single ipdiJ-

" idual or thing is either true or it's not: John is either brave or he's

o

not, and can't be both brave and not brave. However, when we say that
somé men are brave, bcth "x is brave” and "x is not brave" may both be

true provided that the bravery and lack of it are predicated of differ:

¥ ..
Py

ent individuals.
This method of dealing with sentences of this type also has the ad-
vantage over the mpre normal method of, dealing with them (i.e., "There

“ ' ;.j P
is at least one..."J in that-we are not implying the existence of any-

'thing which oun term "some" either 'denotes' or 'refers to'. It does

create certain difficulties in the business of doing derivations, how-

“ever: it places certain res;fictions on our ability to instantiate upon

éxist%ntial]y quantified conjunctions fp} the simple reason that there

L I B \

. & ,
I wi)1 discuss a little further on.
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I should be pointed out that “the sign "c " is, not to be restricted
in app]ica?ign to only quantificational 1ogié - all the theorems given
below are in the sentential calculus. Consider the fol1owing§

C If Mary goes to the store, she might buy some apples.
’ 'E'IIf'you drive her, Mary will go tohe store.
o Therefore, if you drﬁVe her, Mary might buy some apples.
"The érdiﬁary senteﬁtial calculus can certainly deal with such an argument -

but only at the expense of ignoring its inherent modality. I would

~give a symbo]ic representation of'thg“akgument as follows:

*
. J ‘

PcqQ
RoP
. L Req.

I would like now to indicate some of‘the important relations "< "
has to "o ", "« ", and "v ", and to so]vez,ih rough and ready fashion,
some qf @he mere obvious prob]ems immediately encountered by it intro-
duction. I will begin by enQE%?cing‘it in “the sentential\qalculus; and

P

then 96ve on to discuss its place in quantificational Togic.

The following arguments are‘tauto]ogies:3l ' ' :

1.~Pcp |
2.0(PcQ)+ Q] > ~P
3 [PeQ) P < Q |
4. {~(PcQ)-~P] > ~Q -
5: (P<Q) > (P2™0) -
6. (P2Q) > (~QeP)

L 1.(P2Q) 5 (Pe) o

9. (PcQ) v (P=2Q)

10, [(PcQ)=(P>Q) > ~P

-

T SN .I‘i ?\ s




‘tion of implication. That is, in order to deal with a sentence like
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11. (P= Q) > ~(Pec Q)
12. (P+ Q) <« ~(Pv Q)
13, (P- Q) < (PcQ)
~14.(PvQ) 5 (~Pc~))
15. (P<Q) E(QCP)
16. [~(PcQ)-~P ] > ~Q
17, [(P<Q) = (~Q=R)] > (P>~RY
18. (Q<R) > [(R3 (Q2P)]
19, [(P<R)*(QecR)H] > [(PwQ)=R]
One point before proceeding. It may alpeady have been noted‘that
the trﬁth-fab]e for "c " is identical to that which Russell has called
the “stroke function" or the truth-function of "1'ncompat1'b1'h"ty".4 This
is purely coincidental, I think. Furthermore, the use to which.Russe11
puts the stroke function is a purely\definitionq1 one; it is the truth-
function in term% of which the truth-functions of negation, disjunction;
conjunction and imp]icatiqn are defined, On the other hand,‘thg sjgn
"c"waé ihtnéduced to deal with some anomolies resulting from the nor;
mal treatment accorded "some® in quantificational logic. As well, it
can be useful in dealing with certain types of'modality in English sen-
tences (for further discussion on modality, see Appenéix I1), enabling
the sentential calculus to more accufately represent ﬁhem symbolically.

!

- Natural derivation cannot easily accommodate "< ". This is bes

.

cause the relation of each line of a derivation to the next is a pe]a-

v

!

“pcQ", I would have to convert.it into an_equiva1ent sentence not con-

-
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1taining the truth function "<, that is, one confaining‘oné Jpr more)
of the truth functions ">", "v", or "+ “. This would be tiresome.
In order to convenience derivations, the following methodological de-
vices are suggested.
1. 4, or box;
v 2. /,or stroke;
3. _,or Tine.

~—

Rules for employment of these devices areas follows:
- 1. Box the antecedent of a conditiona1’(whether ﬁPc QJ or "P>Q")
and place, on the line immediately under it, the underlined
(" _") consequent.
2. If the conditional is of the {;pe."Pc Q", place a stroke to
‘ the left of the under]ined'conséquent;‘otherwise don‘t:
It is clear that any sequence of boxeﬁi;nd lines terminating'in an un-
stroked 1ine will’ yield an imp]icatidn relation between the term in any . *
preceding box and the last underlined consequent, afid that any sequence
terminating in a stroked line will yield a‘”possible implication” - I

don't know what else to call it - between any preceding boxed term and

the stroked line. An example of a derivation using these devices is:

1. [(P2Q) - (QeR)] > (PeR) TO BE SHOWN

2. (P:Q)-(QCRI)\ ' ASSUMPTION

3. (PcR) TO BE #SHOMN y

4. [7] | LINE 2

5. Q - LINE 2, 4 ’

6. [ q] . | LINE 2 .
7./ R o LINE 2, 6 |
£ per | o LINE 4, 7; Q.E.D. \
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.have reached a reduction ad absurdum (which can be seen from T2 or T5).
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It is often impossible to proceed once one has arrived at a stroked
line; in this case it is necessary to find an equivalent to the sentence
expressed in terms of “c<* (i.e., one expressed in terms of one or more

of "s", """, or"v")) One, for instance, is:

.
-

’ 1. P
2./ Q o
3. P>~

where the third Tine is an'inference justified by T5 (in the list of
tautologies above).5 ' - .
A problem with the inverted hook that [ will not go into is that

it is impossible, where the truth of an argument depends on the truth-

function "c " to demonstrate validity by a reductio ad absurdum at‘*gument. "

The argument: [(P<Q) «(P-~Q )] > P+ ~P, is not valid. I am not

gbing into this because it does not create any.problems in the examples

I give.

1f I can proceed by a reductio ad absurdun argument, then if both,

an unstroked and a stroked letter follow from the same boxed letter, I
8

Y 4

Before proceeding to examine the inverted hook and its place in

quantificational logic, I should mention that I will be using, in that

section, an uncommon type of reductio ad absurdum arqument; rather ALhan
showing of valid arguments that they are valid, this shows of invalid

arguments that they are indeed invalid - it is 1ike the reductio in re-
] .

verse, as it were. For instance, when confronted with an argument such
}

as: ' [(P>0) - (Q2R)] > (Po~R), [:

i3

N
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1. Assume the entire antecedent O&Wthe argument;

2. Assume the antecedent of the consequent ("P", in this casé);
3. Assume the conelusion ("~R" in this case);
4. Derive a contradiction.
Hence, by assuming the conclusion, [ derive a contradiction: the premises
do not therefore entﬁﬂ the conclusion and the argument is invalid. The
manoeuvre is not pernicious as it would be had I been trying to prove

validity, because in assum%ﬁg the conclusion, I have not assumed what I

" am trying to prove. This type of argufqent may be expressed symbolically:

For any argumept "P=Q": [(P- Q) o(P- ~P )] > (P2~)).
P>~Q of course implies ~(P>Q) . Hence if the assumpt1on of the conclus-
jon leads to a contradiction, the argument is invalid. It can be seen
that this is a type of reductio ad absurdwn by comparing it with the
following symbolic rebresentation of the reduetio which enables us to
sometimes establish the validity of arguments:

For any argument "P>Q": [(P+~Q ) > (P- ~P)] > (P>Q).

The’re are many difficulties which arise in quantificational 1ogic
¢ e

,wh1ch were not present in the sentential calculus with respect to "o ",

For example, take the argument: \

A1l men are citizens. Some citizens are women. Therefore, soﬁ\e
men are women.
Shall we symbolize this as:
(x) (Fx > Gx)
(%) (Gx.< Hx) .
/ I A\ ¥
L (x)(FxeHx) ? - k '




153

There are two things wrong with this; first, it dis an‘inva'ﬁd ar-
gument, and secondly, it is an incotrrect symbolization of the above\
English argument. It is an invalid argufrient in spite c;f the fact that:
o [(P=2Q) -'(QcR 1> (P<R)Y", but th%s is only to say that truth
~tables cannot be used 1'20 check the validity of argu;nents in quantif-
jcational logic, which 1:5 no_thing new. It is invalid because it tacit]_y:
assumes that the class of "F" (men) is coextensive with the class of
"G" (citizens). If-this were the case (i.e., (x)('FxE Gx)), tHen the
argument would be valid. It is this same assumption thatmakes the sym-
bolic argument an incorrect rendering of the English argument; a cor-
rect sym‘lgoh'zation would be the following: ~

(x)(Fx> Gx)
(y)(Gy< Hy)
(x)(y)(Fx = Hy).

The abqve is not an invalid argument so much as an incomplete one,
lacking as it does any premise to the effect that x#y, or x=y. The
symbolization, however, shows the invalidity of the Enéh‘sh argum’ent -

the latter’ is invalid insofar as it commits the fallacy of unwarranted

assumption, i.e., that x=y. That is why I use the variable "y jn the

éecond premise; it goes without ;aying that when 1 instantiate upon a

universal statement of the sort "(x)(FxcGx), I mst preserve the dis-

tinctions made between variables in the universal statement - otherwise

I would just be making a disti;mtion in order to ignore it in the instan-

tiation, that is:-making it to no purpose. \
Obviously, when using the inverted hook, we must be very careful

to notice what we are talking about; are we talking about the same group
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4

of things we previously attributed something to? Consider the fol1ou-
ing arguments:

A. Some men are brave. All those who are brave are good.
- herefore, some men are good.

B Some men are brave. Only those who are brave are good.
Therefore, some men are good.
The first argument is invalid, the second valid. A is invalid because
it mi ght be the case that all men are good; B is valid because we have
made it clear in the second premise that the class of brave things is

to be coextensive with the class of good things (it doesn't\matter to

N
N

either argument that there may be brave women), - ~
It was for reasons like this that on p. 147 above 1" i ntroduced :
"(x)(y) [(Fx< G;<) 5 ((Fy»y#=x)>~6y ) 1" as a partial determination
of the inverted hook wit}u regard to the hook, From this rather clumsy
notation it can be seen that if (x){Hx> Fx), that both 'x' ar;d 'y' may
be 'F', while neither 'x' nor ‘y' is both "H"and "G", .
It can now be seen why some of the moods of the syllogism tradition-
ally hé]d to be valid are in fact fallacious. Russell, talking. about

\%\"Darapti" says “thatt " 'A11 Mis S, all M is P, therefore some S is P,'...
S 7 '

b
\

~ Lpposing 'S' to be "rational animals" and 'P' to be "featherless bipeds"), .

\i

/ : .
fails if there "is no M."" This 1is not true; the €onclusion does not en-
tail the existence of anything any more than do the premises. Darapti

lis fallacious simply because-'S' may be coexteisive with 'P' (e.g., sup-

N

in which case thelonly correct conclusion is that "All1 S is P." It 1s
{ .

Jthe same in the case of “Bamalip™ (the AAI mood in the fourth figure),
: i \
! and with AAL in the first figure:

P -
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A1l animals are mortal.. (x) {(Gx 5 Hx)
A1l men are animals. ' (x) (Fx>6x)
Some men are mortal. (x) (FxcHx)

Whether or not men exist has nothing to do 'wit,h the invalidity of the
argument. The invalidity rests upon the fact that the conclusion en-
tailed by the‘ premises is that aZZ wmen are mortal, not merely that some
are, Below I have shown the invalidity of the argument.

1. (x) [(GxoHx ) *(Fx>Gx )> (FxcHx)] TO BE SHOWN INVALID

2, (x)(GxoHx)+ (x)(Fx> Gx) ASSUMPTTON

3. () (FxcHx) . . ~© TO BE SHOWN INVALID

4. Fxc Hx 70 BE SHOWN INVALID

5, , ~ ASSUNPTION

6../Hx ) ASSUNPTION

7. Hx o © UNIVERSAL INSTANTIATION;
. MODUS PONENS; LINES 2, 5

8. Hx+ /Hx | LINES 6, 73 Q.E.D.

In this case, the logical form in quantificational logic parallels the
form it has in the sentential calculus; in both systems is the inference
invalid. It is not surﬁrising that it does so here, since there is no
doubt about what is both 'F' and 'G', and about what is both 'G' and 'H'.
There are many problems connected with this sign that T have not
dealt with - and no doubt quite a few that I haven't even thought of.
However, I think enough\ has been said to throw what was said in Chapter 2
about the word "some" and the deficiencies in the way logic presently

treats the word into perspective.
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APPENDIX II

The subjegt of this appendix, sententig] rcaleuli, 1is not directly
relevant fo the rest of this thesis. My reason for including it is that
many of the subjects I have discussed - mbdah‘ty, the open-endedness of
concepts, the relation in which concepts stand to one another, the ana-
1yt1’c~syntl';et1'c distinction, the relation betweeﬁ true or false senten-
ces and other meaningful ones, and so forth - are to be brought up again

and will, by virtue of what is said here, be shown in a slightly differ-

ent and, I trust, more powerful, light. Although [ will be primarily ¥ {
|
{

concerned with logic, the result of the discussion will be directly rel-
evant to the relationship between 1ogic‘and language.

It is generally assumed in logic that a variable must have one of
‘two values - that it must be eijther true or false. Many things conspire
to render this assumption unquestionable: the notion of the tilde (along
with its seemingly indisputable truth-table), 'and the Law of the Excluded
Middle, one English versib’n of which is that-a sentence is either true,
or it's false, are only two of the reasons for affirming logic an intrin-
sically two-value system,

The implications this view has held for philosophy have, needless

to say, been tremendous, especially when it is coupled with the idea that

logic is a ~symBoHc representation of ordinary Tlanguage, and that what

may be expressed in ordinary language may equally well be expressed in

© _symboTlic language. The analytic-synthetic distinction rests at bottom,

I think, upon the idea that all sentences are either true or false, as -

does (more explicitly) the once popular claim that ethical statements

1
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were meam‘ngTess because they were incapable, in principle, of being -
verified. The idea that all sentences are either true or false is

traceable in turn to the assumption that logic is necessarily a two-

value system, or at least goes hand in hand with it.

After Wittgenstein and Austin, there is not, I tHink, much need to
argue extensively that there are sentencés which are meaningful but which
cannot be properly thought of as being either true or false. The con-
clusion which is often drawn from this is that logic. cannot adequately

embrace all ow'c ordinary Tanguége, that "ordinary language has no exact
ll‘l

" logic.
 While I think this is true, I also think that logic can be made to
deal mofe adequate1y with ordin:'ir'_y language. The way [ will show this
is by 'examim'ng'the sentential cafcu]us and showing that it is not an
inherently two—val‘ue_ system - that the 'ordinary sentential calculus' is
in fact a special case of a more general 'any-valued' calculus. |
If we wanted to define the ordinary sentential calculus, we might
go about it in tpe following (a]beft cumbersome) way, requiring as giveni
1. the vocabulary of the system (i.e., the sentence, letters
P, Q, R...)35 .
2. the comnectives "- ", "v",and ">! (without specifying their
truth-tables); ‘
3. the definition of a well-formed ‘for;ﬁwu]a and the definition of
a valid argument (i.e., of what.constitutes a theorem in the
system); \

4, the truth-table for the tilde;

o aar v m = L )
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5. the 'Law of Contradiction, the Law of the Excluded Middle,
and the Law of Identity;

‘6, the procedural rules:
a) (PvQ) > (~P>0Q) L
b) ~(P+ Q) > (~P v ~Q)
c) (P2Q)> ~(P: ~Q) -
7. Modus Ponens. - v
For the purposes of the preser'\t,.when I say "definé", I héve in mind
that we are already aqqu'aintea with the sentential calculus; I am not
attempting to set up a system from scratch then; I' am simply trying to
1ist its essential characteristics, those from which the others may be
derived. o ‘ I. '
This 1is clearly not the most elegant way to define the sentential
calculus; much of the above could be eliminated by simply giving the
truth-fab1e for, say, the stroke function. The reason for including all
of the above steps is as follows: fromwhat is given here, it is pos-
sible to derive the truth-tables for the three logical connectives giv-
en without employing a notion which is superﬂuc;us to the system. Now,
while in the ordinary sentential 'calculus the truth-tables fm; the Tog-
ical connectives are for the most part intuitively obvious, it must be

admitted thg »would not be similarly obvious for a ca'ré‘hws' which

employed erely two distinct values for 7ts’variables, per-

haps ten of them.

. The question that needg to be asked here is this: do the requirements

given above define only the ordinary sentential calculus, or‘couﬂd they

equally well - with certain minor modifications to be discussed shortly -

B

l
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define a sentential calculus véith; for instance, thrée values?’ It s
my belief that they both can and do. |

The main obstacles that must be cleared before it is possible to
proceed smoothly from the ordinary to many-valued sentential ca]cu]li
are the tilde and the Law of the Excluded Middle. These both seem to
point unequivocally toward the cong]usion that Togic is necessarily a
- two-value system. First the tilde.

It is commonplace "to adopt the symbol '~ ' as an abbreviation for-
it isnot the case that',"? However, 1in two-value logic, the tilde has,
in f;ct,- two distinct uses between which it fs helpful to distinguish g - ‘
for the purposes of the discyssion below. The tilde ih two-value logic
may wmean (or be an abbreviation for) either:

1. it 1§(not the case that (P), or
2. it is the ‘case that the negation of (P) is true..

In‘ two-value togic, we only have two choices - 'P' is either true or it's
not - and therefore wi'latever is not P is of neces;ity the negation of 'P'
(~P). If we consider, on the other hand, the possibility of a logic which
has more than -two values assigr{able to variables, then we quickly realize
that 'n{o_t‘P' , rather than specifying a single value, specifies n-1 val-
‘ues in an n-value ca]c(d]us, "The tilde, vas it stands, js accordingly a
useless ﬁymbo] in any calculus other j:han the ordinary one, and if we
are <o set up”an n-value calculus, replacement symbols must be f;)und to
do thé job it does in the two-vaz]ue calculus. Thus I will employ the
Isymboﬂs: "+ " and " :" below when setting up a three-value calculus to
be abbrevi.atfions.f.or "not-P in way 1" and "not-P in way 2" respectively.

It is also necessary to introduce a symbol which will be an abbreviation
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for "anything but": to this end I will use the symbof ”f" " . "Anything
but" means precisely what it says: ":» P' will be qu?Va]ent to "Pv:P".
For the non-system-specific symbo1 dflnegation I have employed the arith-
metic subtraction sign “—h. Hence the sign in twoivalue logic correspond-
ing to "-" (as in "-P) woula be "~", in thfee-value logic ":- ..

That the Law of the Excluded Middle appears to indicate 'thét logic
mLst have only two éalyes is not, I thinky the fault of the law, but rath-
er of our interpretatfon of it. An examination of the Law of Contradic-
tion, sometimes gxpressed as "A thing is what it is and not another thing",
reveals that itmdoes not bind us to a two-value system; why then should

the 1ogica11y equivalent 'Pv~P' do so? A better interpretation of the

Law of the Exluded Middle than one which is often given - "a sentence is

e -

either true, or it's fa]sé“ - is:

L

A sentence either has oné value or‘it has another.
Under this 1ntérpretation, it is clear that the law is applicable, or
has a place, in logics other than the two-value one.

One brief word before continuing. Although it must be admitted that~
the names of‘both laws under discussion are inappropriate if we are deai—
ing with a"ﬁogic of more values than two, becausé a great deal of the
terms connected with logic - truth, falisity, pegation, truth-table, etc. -
are similarly inappropriate, I have fhought it best not to attempt to
alter&any'ofothem, as this might occasion more confusion than their con-
tinuea employment. 4 ﬂ ‘

The. general forms of the Law of Contradiction .and the Law of the

YExcluded Middle will be then, according to the above:

-(P+-P), and Pv -P, respectively.
. A . '
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I give these only in passing. While a general sentential calculus is

[P

more 1nterest1ng to the phﬂosophy of log1c than is a three-value cal-
culus, it seems more 1mportant here to establish beyond question the

“V1ab1hty of a particular many-valued calculus - especially és th1$

would establish by impldcation the viability of an n-value calculus.

. One question thﬂat has thus far:-’been held in abeyancpe\ is: is ‘there
any practical ap‘plicati\o‘n of n-valued calculi tt; tanguage, or is this
merely of theoretical 1ntere§t? ~‘In orderq to.answet‘ this, I will con-.
sider the toHowing group of sentences: o |

1. Bob % a‘believer. , °
d 2. Bob is an agnostwc . !
3. Bob is an atheist. E ‘ l

" Now while it is poss1ble, in some sense to talk about each of the above
sentences in terms of theﬂr‘ truth and/or falsity, there is c]ear]y some-’

_ thing wrong in doing §0.* This can be seen from the fact that any attempt
to symbohze two ef the three sentences ab(we in the form of the Law of ’

\ the Excluded Middle fails. It is not the case, fork instante,  that Bob,

f

must be either a beh’ever or an atheist, because he may be an agnostic.
What.is impcrtant to note here.is’that it is only when %we take each sen-
_tence 2y Ltser and examine it (that 1s out of the appropm ate context
in this case the poss1b1hty of .Bob's having one of. three di stmct but

1mphc1.t*]y re]ated attitutles towards_God' s exm;ence) that we are led 4 .

into th1nk1ng that 1t is either true of false. However when we take

3

' the senternces together and examine them, we see that{,‘*they have not two,

. . " S
+ but three poss1b1e va]ues \J ;
. A fma] pomt Before settmg up a three value 1ogm As will be

- - 4
i
L \
1
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4

seen further on,~‘I think that modal logic is more easily and clearly

\ o ' dealt with by a logic havi,ng(thr‘ge values assignable to its varijables

than by the 1ntroduétio’n,‘_for %’étan;e,of the diamond sign .( 'Q\)‘invto :

ol ’.\
the ordinary sentential calculus to signify possibility. Modality is

. a complicated issue; I think both a three;vé]ue,d system and the intro-

Appendix I can help us to deal witn

my presenf purposes is really.a side issue,

reached on t}ne subject.

[

«
- 'ductign of the inverted hook in
o . \
" -, . it.” However, modality for
: ' . ' .
S . so few conclusions are
- I .

' ' T s tivesy fché‘ definition of a

Three-Value Logic o -

In’ the three-value calculus, th€ vocabulary, the lodical connec-

well-formed formula, and Modus Ponensﬁﬂ]

. , . " be the same as in 'the o{di’néky, sentential calculus. The possible values

( a given variable (sentence-

Tetter) may have will be, instead of true .

. and false, the numerical vaiues 1, 2, and 3. Following, then, the require-

ments 1isted above in our definition of a sentential calculus, we have::

- the definition of a valid argument: A valid argument-is an

value-fs 3 - this

- the truth-table

‘
. .
w ‘ )
'
o

‘ '
1

A
;L0 * .
oo ~
v 2
. . N RN
' '

argument whose value is 1 (an invalid argument is.one whose

will be -discu®ed below); °

for the tilde: ™ ) oo

P12 3 BN
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- tﬁe_Law of Contradittian (because of the possible éonfusion '
"befween the symbols 1 haJE;abOpted for “not", and the common
‘ s&mbo] for "and" ("+ "), I haverelected to use the ampersand
L as the abbreviation of "and;, ie., "&"):" (P& (P)) s
the Law of the Excluded Middle: Pvi-P s ’
“‘ -‘the Law of Identity, as it does not iﬁyolve'any sort Bf neg- \}
' ationy will be the same as’in the two-value calculus; )
- the procqu(al rules given apoyé in (6) are: 7 “
" a) PvQ > #P20 R
b)'s (P&Q) 5P vieQ -
€)(P2Q) " (P&srQ) . "
P . \ )
- The "anything but" symbol- (:» ) operates -as follows: '
2Ps P v :‘P ’ ; ', oo
v : As is the}cése in two-value logic, ié«is poésib1e'from\the'1aws énd‘-
pﬁﬁgedural ru1es’§iven to deri?égthekféllowing truth-tap1es,‘ ‘\ -
| P {111 222 333 /
o o Coo g 123123 1’2‘34,‘_ . l
Cradliesezszzs . - o T
5 o : . ¥ , . ;
| L Y ""P’L"‘\11'1,222 3.3 3 . o
g ez aesias Ty
| | ©opvalaaniiezaes;
N e o : ' Fa
‘ c P 11.1-‘22‘2'33.3&7\_"\'?" o
’ | ¢ | 123123 123" 7 T
ﬁ opsgli23nieaei v - e
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Although the following expanded truth-tables are rather long, I

include them in order to substantiate the algorithm (given after thé

tables) foy determining how many combinations of values will have a

given value for each connective.

Pl111111111222222222333333333
Q[111222333111222333111222333
R 1®3123123123123123123123123
P& Q&R|123223333223223333333333333
, &
P"1111"11111222222'222 33333333
Q|111222333111222333111.222333
R1123123123123123123123123123
PvQvRIT1 1171117111 1122122111122123
Pl111111111222222222333333333
0l1112223%3111222333 11222333
RI123123123123123123123123123
PoQoR|12311212111 211/ T 1121112121
; B . T\

’

.fB

It is important to note ‘that where thref

" brackets are, .for example: Pv (Q v R).

‘variables

' 4=

are involved, the

.
\
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The following algorithm: -
)" < (-,
b) (n - 1" - (n - 2)", |
.c)‘(n D ST R LU
d) (n-(n-1)"-(n-m"
determines how many combinations of values in anﬁ?-value calculus will

have a given value. That is, in (for example) the three-value calculus,

the number of combinations (n") having‘a value of 1 for the connective

"y will be determined by (a), the number having a value of 2 by (b),

and the number having a value of 3 by (¢}, which in this case is iden-

tical to (d).

Similarly: | | - ‘ : °
Connective: . & 2 .
Value: . | 1 2 3 1 2 3
Number of values ~ c b a ? 2 b c

determ1ned by: | : _—

Unfortunate]y I have not develaoped @ny but system-specific rules for

determ1n1ng which combinations are to have wh1ch va]ues at least the

truth-;ab]es given above (i.e., those w1th/on1y two var1ab1es) are,

with certain exceptions, intuitively: obvious. I‘shall deal br1e¥1y ]

with two cases in the implication truth-table which may give some trouble.

+ Why is it that where P has a .value of 2 and Q a value of 3 that

the argument has a vaiqe of 2?' Also, why is it that when P has a value

of 3 and Q a value of 2 that the argument has a value of 2?7 )

F1rst ‘since an invalid argument is def1ned as one whose' antece-

dent has a value of 1, and whose' consequent has 2 va]ue of 3, it is

i P
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clear that no argument whose antecedent has a value of 2 can be an
invalid argument. But, on the other hand, it cannot have a value ef

1 either, since this would indicate that a theorem cou]d have a "false"
consequent without also having a false antecedent

Before proceeding to the second case, a\word about validity and

‘inva1idity is nece§sary. Any afgument‘that has a value of 1 under all

possible assignments of values to its variables will be termed g theorem.
Any argument that has a value of 3 under a given'asgignment of values

to its variables will be thought of as a "contradiction. This term-

inology is admittedly awkward - but it is self-evident that in any

system of logic, there should be a sufficient condition for arguments
not being classed as theorems - if we are to retain some version of the

reductio ad absurdum argument in n-value calculi, there must exist

- some step in that argument which qualifies as a contradiction.. Similar- /

ly, any argnment which may have, under different assignments of values

to its variables, values of e1ther 1 or 2 will be said to have the

;va]ue of 2, and will be thought of as neither theorem nor contrad1ct1on

I realize that in this paragraph 1engauge is being placed under a great

strain - I hope, however, that this is an indication of the great force

-exerted by the language (descr1pt1ve of-logic) at my disposal, rather

than an indication of weaknesses in the argument.

’

To return to the d1scuss1on above: wherg the consequent has a

'value of 2 and the antecedent a. va]ue of 3, the argument has a va]ue ,

of 2. It is not the case, as Russell thought. that anyth1ng follows

from a false antecedent rather the argument takes on the value of the

consquent unless the consequent has the same value as-the antecedent

«

a

(<3
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In two-value Togic, this has the effect of making every argument with

a false antecedent true; in three-value logi¢ however, it would not be

appropriate to call an argument a theorem merely by virtue of its ante-

cedent's having a value of 3. Similarly with other n-value logics.

/

v

! When we talk about modal Togic, we think of a log{ca1 system where

sentences may take on one of three values: true, false, and undetermined
as to truth or falsity. The way this triad of values is dealt with

here will indicate the importance involved in the correct assignment of

" the numerical values to the different types of sentences.

What I mean is this: if we attempt fo convert the ordinary senten-
tial calculus into'a modal system, it is‘tempting to try to retain the
true-false dichotomy and somehow squeeze the third va]ug, that of pos-
stbility, "in between" them. Similarly, if.we use a three-value logic-
to deal with modality - or some types of it - we might think that we
should assign truth a value of 1, falsity a value of 3, and poésibility
a value of 2. However, this will not work. One the other hand, if we
recognize that it.is more appropriate to assign possibility the value
af 1, with its Il’contr‘adiction" impossibility (fa]sity) being assigned

the value of 3, we get the following:

If P is possible, then P is possible If 1 then 1 ]
If P is possible, then P C flthen2 . 2
I; P. is possible, then P is 1mpos§ib]e If 1 then'3 ‘ 3
If P, then P is possible . . If 2 then ] ’ 1

If P, then P - [f 2 then 2 .2
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If P, then P is impossible If 2 then 3. 2
f P is impossible, then P is possible If 3 then 1 1
If P is impossib]é, then P If 3sthen 2 2.
If P is,impossib1e, then P is impossible If 3 then 3 - 1

!

which is at least intuitively corregt. It is extreme1y’importaht to
bear in mind that an argument's having, for example, a value of 2'in
thé{above table in no sense should be taken to mean that the argument

is true. It is trueﬂthaf in two-value logic we rather loosely term
theorems either “valid" or "true" arguments; however, the terms "trﬁeﬂ
and "false" ought)properWy to be reserved for the types of values that

a variable may have in the sysiem; and the term "valid" used to refer °
to arguments which qualify\as theqrem;. In the above table then, any

argument having the value of 1 will be a theorem - it will ﬁot be the

case that such an argument is "possibly true".

i

i

One of the more interesting ;esu1ts of the possibi]ify of n-value
. calculi is the one-value calculus. It may at first blush seem an in-
tensely odd system: all we]]iformed formulae end up beﬁng theorems.
On tﬁe other Hénd, H oﬁé-va]ue calculus certainly reflects the. idea
"developed by many phi1o§&phers that there are sentences (usug]]y gsten-
sfve‘definitions) whfch cannot properly be said to have truth values be-
éause they act as "rules of language" rather than being statements of
fact. But this is merely a suggestion. . w

1In general, I think it may be said that the pos;ibility of n-value

“calculdi holds forth interesting possibilﬁties for both pﬁi]oéophical
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logic and the philosophy of language. It would, on the one hand, free

language from its none too happy ties with the traditional sentential
calculus, and on the other, hold.out some hope that symbolic logic can

deal with‘laﬁgugage more successfully than I think it has hitherto done.

1
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Introduction

)

1. Charles Dickens, Hard Times (Great Britain: T. Nelson & Sons, Ltd.),
p. 8.

Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964), p. 10. It should bg noted that Al-
ston does' not cons1der that a theory of linguistic meaning can be
applicable to people, act1ons, events, or s1tuat1ons

_ 2, William P. Alston, Philosophy of Lanquage (EngT:;pod Cliffs, N.J.:

. °

3. 1 do not think this sentence is 'analytic'. If we’ w1sh to ta]k

within the ana]ytic -synthetic framework, I think we must say that

such,a sentence is the condition of analyticity of a sentence

such as "A bachelor is an unmarried man.” .In other words, to say

that the word "bachelor" means "unmarried man" is to say that the

¢two terms are‘cognitive]y synonomous. In Chapter 4, T will try

to answer Quine's.objections on this score made in "Two Dogmas

of Empiricism" - I will try to show how the terms are cognitively

synonomous. . o
4. This examp1e comes from Colin Turbayne, The Myth of Metaphor (New

Haven and London: Yale Un1vers1ty Press, 1962), p. 14. 'What Tur-

bayne says about the omnipresence of metaphor in 1anguage will be-

come important later.

5.°This example comes from H.P. Grice, "Meaning”, in Readings in the
: Phi1osopthof Language, ed. J. Rosenberg and C. Travis (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1971), p. 436.

) 6 J.L. Austin, "The Meaning of a Word", in Philosophical Papers (Ox-

ford: Clarendon Press, 1961, rep. 1962) p. 24. Many other phil-
osophers have contended the same thing. Quine, for instance, treats
words as one word septences or as "a fragment of sentences 1earned
as wholes." (W.V. Quine, Word and Object (Cambridge, Mass.: The
M.I.T. Press, 1960, rep. 1964), p. 14). Wittgenstein says "Only
AprOpos1t1ons have sense, only-in the nexus of a proposition does

a name have meaning." ~(Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico~-
Philosophicus (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1961), #3.3. He

says much the same thing in the Philosophical Investigations, #49.

7. Leonard B]oomfﬁe]d "Sentence and Word", in A Leonara Bloomfield
Anthology, ed. C.F. Hockett (B1oom1ngton Indiana University Press,
1970), p. 61. )
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8 Gilbert Ryle, "Use, Usage and Mean1ng", in The Theory of Mean1ng,
| ed. G.H.R. Parkinson (London: Oxford Un1vers1ty Press, 1968}, p. 109.
9. Ibid, -
10. Ib1d y p. 110,
1. Aust1n, "The Meaning of a Word", op. cit., p. 23
, [
Chapter I
1. Quine, Word and Object, op. cit., p. 13. - S .
2. Bertrand Russell, An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth (Lbndon:"Georgé
Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1940, rep. 1961), pp. 24-25. ‘
3. Ibid., p. 23. ) ‘ .
4. Ibid., p. 25.
5. Ibid., p. 24. ;
6. Ibid., p. 58. o , o
‘ o N T .
7-, Ib]‘du, ppo 58-59- 1Y
8. 1 amnot here arguing this point. 1 am merely repeating what Rus- )
sell says, or at least implies, when he specifies the means by whlch .
one distinguishes between sounds and words. 13,9
9 cf p. 16 below. < : ooty
' .
10. W.V. Quine, Philosophy of Logic (Englewood“C11ffs, N.J.: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1970), pp. 13-14. . . ‘
11. J.R. Searle, Speech Acts‘(Ederidge: Cambridge University Pfess, 1969),
p. 16 and p. 7E, for instance. -« - . ‘
12. P.F. Strawsorf; "On Referring”, in Readings in the Philosophy of Lan-
guage, eds. J. Rosenberg and C. Travis (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Pren-
tice Hall, 1971), p. 179. s
Qdiﬁe, Phi]osophx,of Logic, op. cit., 1. 14,
14. Jerold «J. Katz and Jerry A. Fodor, "The Structure of a Seméntic Theory",

in Readings in the Philosophy of Language, eds. J. Rosenberg and_C.

\“\\TravaAIEnglewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1971), p. 475.

- - N ‘ -
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15, T will returq,td this in-Chapter 4.

N 3

+16. Strawson, “On Referring”, op cit. ,.;’)}75-0 £ .

3% cf. above, pp 5-6.

17. This .will be exp]ored more thoroughty in Chapter 4,
18." Strawson, "On Referr1ng“, op. c1t., p. 179.
19. Ryle; “Use tisage and Meaning", op cé;:; pe HOi

20. Thls example comes from Nigel Rees,. '"Quote...Unquote" (New‘York:
St. Martin' s)%?;s, 1979), p. 31. . L

21. For examp]e, cf. Noari Chomsky, "Methodolog1ca1 Preliminaries”, in
. Readings in the Philosophy of Lariguage, eds. J. Rosenberg and C.
Travis (Englewood C]1ff$g N.JL ‘Prent1ce Hall, 1971) p. 325.

22. cf. what is sa1d about standard use in Chapter 3 a

are not to be nstruéd %s separdte items. but simply as features
that can be isglated for purposes. ofnanalys1s This occurs in:
Ernest Nagel; The Structlre of Science (New York, Chicago, San-
_ Francisco, At1anta Harcourt Brace & World, Inc., 9961), pp. 106- .
L1070 - ‘ |
* i
24, Nhgéﬂ The Structure of Science, op. cit., p. 90.

s S

25, cf. what 1jbsa1d about standard use in Chapter 3.

‘23. Nagel “says, QTEE respect to this: "The threg_components mentioned. .

. & : y
26. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Phitosophicus, op. cit., #4.1272.
27:cf. above, pp. 5-6. , ' ' ‘

-4
]

28. There does *not seem any sure and firm yeason why this should be Writ-
ten “pre -Christian era" rather than "pre Christian-era"; in fact, I
think the 1atter more accurately reflects what we.meaqsby the phrase

29. ‘Robert H. Rob1ns Ancient & Med1aeva1 Grammatical: Theory (London
6. Bell & Sons L&d-, T9517; p. 2T. ‘

30. Edward Sapir, Language (New' York: Harcourt Brace and Co., 1921,

" rep. 1949) pp 33-3 ' , " -7 L

| v

31. G11bert Ryle, "The Theory of Mean1ng , in Ph11osophy and 0rd1nary'
Language, ed. Charies E. Caton (8rbana: Un1versrty of I11inois’

«Press, 1963), pp. 134~ 135
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~33 The examp]e is taken from A]ston Ph11osophy of Language, op. cit.
‘ p. 21 ' ) ,

34. cf. .Chaptep 4 for more dlscuss1on of this.
®
35. In ‘the next chapter, I will ma1nta1n that since use 1s tied to
. reference, or only has sense in terms of what is being talked abo
that syncategorematic words cannot proper]y be said to have uses,

," . or at least that the use they have is fundamentally different from

“what we would norma]]y describe as word use. To mark this differ- -
ence, I talk about syncategoremat1c words in terms of "funct1ona1

. ©use",

®  36.-Austin, “The Meaning of a Word”", op. c¢it., p. 23.
i ' £

hapter I1 p

7 1. There are many,such Egrds .The reéon for including Just these words.
is that I wanted to show how prevalent these words- are in our writing,s ™,
and speaking; accord1ng]y I selected a book at random - it turned ~

K

\
out to be Dicken's Martin Chuzzlewit - and Tisted in order the ges— \<>\\,
Co

ture words I found in the first four paragraphs. ¢ -

- 2. The grammar book from which tliese examples are 'drawn (A New Introduc-
tion to Greek by A.H. Chase & H. Phillips, Jr. (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard Upiversity Press, ?}?61)) gives "on the one hand", "but on the

qther hand",” “for, indeedl,)and "at least, of course" respectlvely
as English translations of’theswords. It is hard, though, to.say in
. what-respect these are translations; on ‘the one hand they certainly
" ane translations in the sense that. "book” is not a trapslation for any
of them; but, on the other hand: 1) men, which the abd%e book says is
coften not transTa&gglng}ways appears in acongfruction with de; we
 might say it synta 11y demands de sopewhere else in the construc-
tion; and 2} gur. is also, at times, a mere1y syntactic -deviee:—ei gar

© * may ‘be used with the optative to express future wishes, with the im- ¥

[

_ perfect indicative (for the present time) ‘or the aorist indicative
(for past time) to express impossible wishes

3. It is suggested to me by the Greek part1c1es th£f “yes" m1ght be thought
of as a gesture word. These 1illo word in Greek for 2yes 3 what we
i wou]d somet1mes'trans1ate as '"yes" occurs in Gréek as "panu gd", "emoge"
or "emoige" (if you subtract the ge from each of these, you get "very",
""", and "to me" respectxvely) For further br1ef d1scuss1on of th1s,
see PP. 65 66 below. . . .
' <
4. Of course, it is also natural to say the word "yet" doesn't mean the
same thing as the word "but". I think that in this case, however, it

A -, - -
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13. Ibid.

15. Bertrand Russell, "Descriptions”, in Introductjon to Mathematical Phil-

177

5. This, examp]e is admltted1y contrlved but tha{ shows to great advan—
tage ' how unusual it is to say something 1ike '}l took some bus" - or .
"I met some man“ which some writers on the ‘supject of the word "some" #
take to be a perfect]y stralghtforward En

6. Russell says: "All egocentr1c particulays can be defined in terms of -
'this‘ " In Russell, Inqu1r1;1nto Meanying and Truth, op. cit., p. 108

7 ‘This preJud1ce results, [ think, from he not1on that the mean1ng of, °
a word is.the- thlngswh1ch it names. S

8. cf: also what is said on the subJect of proper names 1@ Chdpter 3.:
9. Strawson, "On Referring”, op. cit., p

10 These words are part and parcel of the ‘thearies I will be discussing;
it would: be senseless and difficult to aba don them here. I am.using
'the word "modify'y in its grammat1ca1 sense qualifying the sense of

, 2 word or phra§e, . , .

11. 4: : "AUl-$ is Py E: “No $ is p"; I: "Some S is P"; O: "Some S‘is not P".

12. Wesley Salmon, og1c Foundat1ons of Philosophy Series,’ 2nd ed. (Eng]e-
wood C11ffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1973), p. 48. ,
\', fan

14, Ibid., p. 49.

i

osophy. (London: Gebrge Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1919), p. 177
16. Strawson, {On Referring",.op. cit., p. 184,

'17. Quine, Philosophy of Logic, op. cit., p. 38. The section from which

these examples are taken runs from p. 37 to p. 44. ~ . = 4

18. Ibid., p. 45. »

19. Ibid.

20, Russell, Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, op. &it., p. 183.

21, Ibid., p. 187.
22 Ibld s P- 164 ~

[ N '
, .

° 5

23, It-is d1ff1cu1t to avoid in this context the use of the word “state-
ment".. 1 prefer to use the word-"sentence", and will more or 1ess
cons1stent1y do so in subseqguent. chapters. . , R

v
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" 25,
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27.

" 28.

29.
30.
31.
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34,

35.

36.

. Russell, Intrggggt?on to MathematicaI‘Pﬁi1osophy, op. cit., p. 186.
3. ‘
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Whether the statement were true or faise," the point is that it wou1d
always be so: a contrad1ct1on would be immune to revision no less than -
a tautology. :

W.V. Quine, "Two Dogmas of Emp1r1c1sm”, in Readings in the Philosophy
of Language , eds. J. Rosenberg and C. Travis (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1971), p. 78. ’ ’

Quine, Philosophy of Logic, op. cit » P i4. ! . f '

A set is countable if its: members can be put in a one-to-one corres-
pondence with the set of natural numbers.- See, fdr instance, 'Roger.

" Godement, Al (Paris: Hermann, 1968; rep. Boston: Houghton Mifflin
C0‘,nd) 397'- - . i

"A set-X,is countable if it is equ1potent to N, -in other words if
there exists a bijection

“:>\\“/ " X

of "the set of natural numbers ontg the set of elements of X !
The negative definition is more 1ntu1t1ve1y obvious to someone. unfam- -

LY

/iliar with number theory "A set X is said to be finite if it has the

propertwes a) and b) of Théorem 3, and infinite. otherwise. * Similar-
ly a cardinal 2 is finite if x#=x+'l, infinite if x=x+1." Property

a) of theorem 3 is that "the 'only sét contained in X and equtpotent
to X is X itself"; b) is that "Card (X)#Card (X)+T1." Godement

1gebr s op cit., p. 95..

cf. [. Kant,.Critique of Pure Reason, translated by F. Max Mu]]er (Gar-
den City, N.J.: Anchor Books, 1966) ‘pp. 236-247.

Quine, Ph1losophy of Logic, 0p c1t > pp. 41, 42 _

Russe11, Introduction to Mathemat1ca1 Ph11osophy, op. c1t , p 12.

Bertrand Russell, The Principles of Mathemat1cs (London: George Allen
& Unwin,. 1937),.p. 69. :

'

[3

Salmon, Logic, op. cit., p. 52. : ‘{
Peter Geach, Reference and Generalfty, 2nd ed. (Ithacé. N.Y.: Cornell

Un1vers1ty Press, 1962), p. 5.
Ib1d » Pp. 6~ 7»

‘Quine's example is easier in that his open sentence is satisfied by

N

people and places, qu hese haye-namﬁj. Hence the awkwardness here.

-
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39,
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41,
42,
43
44,

25
46.
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R 2 . ' . '
Russell, Principles of Mathemitics, op. cit., p. 80.
cf. pp. 24-25.above.
Ludwig W1ttgenste1n, Philosophical Invest1@gt1ons, trans]ated by
G.E. M Anscombe (Oxford: Blackwell, 19683 #217 .
Strawspn, "On Referring", op. cit., p. 184.
Ibid. | \ |
Ibid.,'p 181. \
.\Ib1d . P 184, , |
Ibid. "Secondary", Strawson\say in a foofnote, is a better word than’
“"spurious" for what he wants to say. -It.should also be noted that
Strawson does not use the phrase "referring expression"; it is con-
venient here, however. (Strawson uses the word "expression" as short
for "an expression whﬁch has a un1que1y referring usez" cf. p. 179.)
For a fuller d1scu§s1on of this, see chapter 4. 3
Strawson, "On Refer?ing", op. cit., p. 184.
Chapter I1I ’
. cf. pp. 13-14 above. S
. ¢f. John Stuart Mitl; A §ysteﬁ of Logic (New York: Longmans, Greeﬁ,
and Co., 1898), p. 12. On the-same page he says: "The predicate is
the name denoting that which is affirmed or denied. The subject is
_ the name denoting the person or th1ng which something is affirmed or
( denxed of." .. .
5 .
. Russe]] An Inqy1ry into Meaning and Truth op. c1t y P 97.

. For example, Colin Turbayne, The Myth of Metaphor (New Haven: Yale

_ University Press, 1962), P 73 ff. <

. This is to be sharply- d1st1ngu1shed from the examp]e of "My daughter

is teething", given above on p. 62. There I was purporting to
refer to something which I admitted didn't exist - but I was talk-
ing about it as though it did. Here I am arguing that I may talk
about something which doesn't exist because what I am talking about
is not held by me to exist.

. Russell, An Inquiry 1nto Mean1ng and Truth, op. cit., p. 97.

‘;8-
. w1ttgenste1n, Philosophical Investigations, op. cit. ﬁ%

-
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. . . . N ' by - .
- 8. David'Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature (New York: The Clarendon
Press, 1978], P 259,

9. For example the\word "reason" may be used as a,name: "Reason must.
prevail over the baser appetites"; as a descr1pt1on "the age of
Reason"; and éxplanation: "he must see reason". :

* 10. Austin, “The Meaning of.a Word", op. cit., p. 3%.
. v ‘ M

11. Ibid., p. 38. ' .

12 Above I 1ikened language to theory, and words like "meaning" to
‘ theoretical terms.' Hence, there was no temptation to look fpr
entities corresponding to this-type of word. The point here is

to beg1n to regard all words ip this light, at léast provisionally,
that is, as-having as little to do with entities corresponding to
“them as the word "meaning" does. " The introduction of the notion
of standard use, and what follows from this, will provide much ¢
more cogent reasons for.not seeking entities corresponding, es-
pecially, to what I have loosely terned "théoretica1 words". ‘

13. David Hume, An Inquiry Concernlgg,Human Understand1ng,(Indianapolis,
New York: The Bobbs- Merr111 Co., Inc., 1955), p. 75. .

14.3Russe11 An Inquiry into Mean1ng and Truth, ?p, cit., P. 62.
15. Ibid., p. 63. . R g
16. Ibid. |
17.§§M:;p”6i

18. Ibid., p. 67. \

19. Strawson, "On Referring", op. cit., p. 184..
.20. Turbayne, The Myth of Metaphor, oﬁ. cit., p. 12.
21. Ibid., p. 21. | ' |
22. 1bid.,bp. 1317, o - 8
23. 1bid., Chapter.I, passim. °

, - \ . .
23. Ibid., pp. 15. He says that we make believe when we use a metaphor
on p. 17.

25. Ibid., p. 22.
26. Ibid., p. 26.
27. Ibid., pp. 25-26. . T
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29:

i

30.
e

3.

. The Oxford English Dictionary, Compact Ed1t1on (Oxford Un1ver51ty'

.
. \
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ibid., p. 132.

P.G. Nodehouse; Jeeves and ‘the Feudal Sﬁirﬁt (Coroﬁet Books, Hodder

and Stoughton, 1977), p. 12.

Turbayﬁe for instance, thinks of names of physical objects as meta-

phors insofar as they unwarranted]y Tump together our different
sensory perceptions - an apple, e.g., 1s really a-visual, tactual,
olfactory, auditory and gustatory exper1enee, it is not a s1ng1e
thing of which we have these experiences and to which we may give

a name, For Turbayne, all names are examples.of sort-trespassing.
cf. Turbayne The Myth of Metaphor, op. cit., Pp- 120-126.

The notion of stereo- typed sentences will-be discussed further in
chapter 4.

Press, 1971, rep. 1980), p. 1638, says of 11tera11ty that it is
"applied to the etymological or the relatively primary sense of

. a word, - or the sense expressed by the actual wording of a passage,
- as distinguished from any metaphorical or merely suggested meaning."”

34,
35.
36.
37.

38.
39.
40,

42.

43.

. cf, John;R. Sedrle, Expression and Meaning (New York: Cambridge

University Press, 19/9), pp.
cf. pp. 25-26, above.
¢f. pp. 55-57, above.

This examp1e comes from Rees., “Quotg...Unquote“, op. cit., p. 37.

cf. for, ‘example, ‘Alston, Philsophy of Language, op. cit., p. 33;
Ernest Gellner, Words and Things, {Pelican Books, 1968), chapter
I, passim; and especially William P. Alston, “Mean1ng and Use",

1n Readings in the Philosophy of Language, eds..J. Rosenberg and

.C. Travis (Englewood C]iffs, N.J.: Prentice-Ha]] 1971), pp. 403-419,

’

Nxttgenste1n Ph1losgph1ca1 Investwgat1ons, op. cit., #43.
Ibid., #19. '

Wittgensteiny Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, op. cit., #5.6.

This definition is a paraphrase of one in Eric Rollinson, Elementar
Harmony and Counterpoint (London: The Frederick Harris Music Co. Ltﬁ.,

1963), p. 68.

The OED, op. cit., p. 102, gives the reference to this as: Goleridge,
Table Talk, p.-289. v

v

Ibid.
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44,

45.

46

48.

50.
51.
52.
53.
- 54,
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Searle, Sgeech Acts, op. cit’., p. 49.
Ibid., p 22.

o N1ttgenste1n, Phﬂosophma] Investigations, op. cit., #202.
.47, '

Ib1d. #219.

That is: unless I have totaHy misread what is being said in Qeech
Acts. But cf. Speech Acts, pp. 54-71 on "How to promise".

and #217.

. ¢f. Wittgenstein, Phﬂosophwa] Invest1gat1ons, ‘op. cit. #224 227,

cf. Searle, Sgeech Acts, op. cit., p. 57 ff.

Ibid., p. 53. o o
Ibid., p. 33.

Ibid., p. 37. Y

£
. d/
The example was used by mttgenw]though to a dlfferent purpose,

. in Philosophical Invest1gat10ns, op. cit., #78.

55.
' 56.
57.
58.

59.

60.

61.
62.

¢f. p. 83, above,

1
L

Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, op. Cit., #43.

o
-

Ibid., #151 f. ) . .

'

I have not gone into the so-called prpblem of fictional sentences
in any depth, principally because.gn iy analysis of meaning they
don't constitute a problem, Mt sfthe emphas®s placed on the rela-
tion between meaning and existence€'which engenders the probliem of
what to do with, fictional sentences: are- they hes on the part of
the author, are they about anytm ng, etc.? ;
The eﬁample “T1gers’ exi st‘: is taken from Moore's ex?mple of "Tanje’dtigers
exist". cf. G.E. Moore, "Is Existence a Predicate?", in Logic an

Language, ed. A. Flew (Garden Citys N. Y : Anchor Books, 1965) pp.
299-3|§

John R. Searle, "Proper Names", in Readings in-the Phﬂo\s;:ph)y of
Language, eds. J. Rosenberg and C. Travis (Englewood Cliffsy N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1971), p. 2]7 v

This parallels what was said about' existence and names above.

Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, op. cit., #40.
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63.

- 64,
- 65.

66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
n.
72.

73.
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The ana’lytm -synthetic d1st1nct1on wm be dea]t with more fully
in chapter 4.

Searle, "Proper Names",, op. cit., p. 212,

cf. Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investiﬁations, op. cit., #126.and #128.
Russell, "Descmptmns“, op. cit., p 174. { .

Ib1d , pp.-173-175.

Searle, "Prpper Names", op. cit., pp. 216-217.

Russell, An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth,Aop. cit., p. 124 .

Turbayne, The Myth ofMetaphor, op. cit.; p. 83.°
Ibid., p. 66. |

On the other hand, [ think it is true that what is sometimes iden-
tified as the connotation of a term is part of the meaning of that
term. I don't think we would say that someone knew the meaning of
the word. "murderer" if they d1dn t know that the term was necessar-
ily pejorative. /

There is an excellent article by W. Haas on translation which details
this. &f. W. Haas, "The Theory of .Translation", in The Theory of
Meaning, ed. G.H.R. Parkinson (London: Oxford University Press, 1968), |

‘pp. 86-108. I am indebted to this article for many of the 1deas in

this thesis.

‘ 3
o - ) <
. .

¥ Chapter IV -

. Searle, Speech Acts, op. cit , p. 22.

John R. Searle, "What is a Speech Act?", in The Philosophy of Lidnguage,

“ed. J.R. Searle (London: Oxford University Press, T1971), p. 40.

H ? . .
. Searle, Speech Acts, op. cit., p. 25. (n the preceding page, Searle

gtves the information about the different sorts of speech acts wh1ch
is reporduced here.

Searle, "What is a Speech Act?", op. cit.’, p. 39.
) &

It would have been better to have phrased this: "I can say somethmg
Tike..."; I am not attempting an ana]ys1s of promisi ng

~

. cf.p. 121 F for more on this.

Usually, embarrassment would be.considered a per1ocut1onary effect.
But I see no reason, if to warn someone is an 111ocut1onary act, that
embarrassing someone cannot also be one.

\
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8. This example is from Rees, "Quote...Unquote", op. cit., p. 35.

9. Searle, What is a Speech Aét?";‘op. cit., p. 46.

10. J.L. Austin, How to Do Things with Words (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1965), p. 1. ‘

11. Russel1, An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, op. cit., p.' 172..

" 12. Austin, How to Do Things with Words, op. cit., p. 5.

13. Russell is committed by his theory of meaning to this c1a1m If
what a word means is the object which it denotes, then it is im-
possible for a sentence to do other than describe some state of
o affairs in the world. Hence, if meaningful, it must be either
- true of false. Once it is accepted that sentences can be meaning-
ful without being either true or false, this being tantamount to
the rejection of the denotational theory of meaning, problems
concerning sentences 1ike "The king of France is bald" do not arise.

14. This is, of course, 'the distinction made at the outset of "Performat-
" ive-Constative" by Austin. That near the end of this paper, Austin
calls the d1st1 nction in doubt ("It is already pretty evident..
that one can't issue any utterance whatever without performmg some
speech-act." J.L. Austin, "Performative-Constative", in The Philosophy
- of Language, ed. J.R. Searle {London: Oxford University Press 19713,
/p. 20) is not relevant to the argument:

-

15, ‘Austin, "Performative-Constative", op. cit., p. 20.
16. Searle, "What is a Speech Act?", op. cit., p. 39.

17. Searle, Speech Acts, op. cit., p. 153. It is worthwhile comparing
this to what Wittgenstein says in the Philosophical Investigations:
"S0 you are saying that human agreement decides what is true and
- . what is false?"--It is what human beings say that is true and false;
and they agree in the Zanguage they use. That is not agreement in
opinions but in form of life." Wittgenstein, Philosophical Invest-
igations, op. cit., #241. ‘

@ g Mine, "Two Dogmas of Empiricism", op. cit., p. 77.

\
3

19. cf. p. 135 f., below. ~
20. cf. e.q., Turbayne, The Myth of Metaphor, op. cit., p..83.

~

- 21. J.H. Plumb, England in the 18th Century (Penguin, 1950, rep 1972),
p. 83. , .

«
22. cf. pp. 102-103 above.

. 23. These examples come from Quine, "Two Dogmas of Empiricism", op. cit.
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Ibld s p. 70.
cf. Appendlx I for more on this.
Quine, "Two Dogmas of Empiricism", op. cit., p. 64.

I don't want to go into th1s in depth, as it is really a digression
from the main topic. More on the subject may be found in Appendix

IT (with reference to the possibility of a one- va’lue sententuﬂ
calculus).

’y
¢

Ryle, “Use, Usage and Meaning", op. cit., p. 110.

Propositions, statements, etc. are also sometimes introduced to ‘
account for the 'common content' of certain sentences (cf Searle,
Speech Acts, op. cit., p. 22). I don't think they are necessary

here either. What more need we say than we are referring to the

same person, or. talking about the same thing,-in each of the given
sentences supposed havmg a common proposition?

Russel1, An. Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, 0p cit., po 177

I don't mean to say that we actually translate anything - but if
we were called upon to express something which had originally been
expressed badly, we would, in attempt to express the sentence bet-
ter, be doing what I Toosely called "translation".

This is unless a sbeech act were being committed, in which case it
would be appropriate to talk about what someone intended.

APPENDIX I

"Might imply" sounds almost 1ike a contradiction in terms; it
might have been better to say "might mean", or "for all x, it
might be the case that if Fx, then Gx." I say "might imply" only
in order to compare the inverted hook°with the implication hook.

.The inverted hook is not to be confused with the identical sign used

in set theory to indicate that one set is a subset of another.

. Many of these are biconditionally true, i.e., tautologies where

the antecedent and the consequent mutually "might imply" each
other. However, I did not wish to complicate matters further
withithe introduction,of another sign.

(o)

i RN .
. RusselT, Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, op, cit., pp. 147-154,
or T 10. |
I should note that it is not strictly necessary to do thisy I'm ’

_sure a more ‘elegant way could be found.
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7. Russeﬁ, Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, op. cit., p. 164,

‘APPENDIX 11

" 1. Strawson, "On Referring", op. cit., p. 195.

2. D. Kalish and R. Montague, Logic: Techniques. of Formal Reasoning
(New York : Harcourt, Brace & World, 1964), p. 4. The same notion
of the tilde can be found, e.q., in Quine's Philosophy of Logic,
.and Straw§on's Introduction to Logical Theory.
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“sinstrumentalism, 109.

. INDEX

'analyt1c and synthet1c sentences, 50, 102ff.,

appogglatura , 83 ff .

-'bus' ('a', 'the' and some bus), 35-36.
'cigarette’ (1ntens1ona1 de%mtwn of), 91 ff.

class, 40, 47, 48, 53-54.
- -infinite, 50 ff.

' concept, 86 ff.
- intensional definition and, 89 ff.

- ordinary use of, 90, 91.
- shared, 120.

existence, 40° 42, 45, 49, 58, 63.
and meaning, 95, 96..

_and proper names, 102.
‘and 'the', 60, 62.
and things, 73.
and truth, 48, ff.

bl I TR R B B |

extensionl, 47 7., 77,

functional use, 34-38; cf. ‘'use'.

intension, 51-52, 55,

¢

intensional definition, 91.

- open-endedness of, 91, 93
- circularity, 92.

intention, .4 ff., 120 ff., 137 ff.
language and speech, 16-17, 23,

- language as 'theory', 17, 18, 19.

literal meaning, 79, 80 ff.

Togical words, chapter 3 pass‘im.

8

B §:74

and names, 78, 71, 72, 76, 77, 95.
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'y 41, 57, 58, 59. _
'al]' 40 42 ff. .
'some' 41, 42 ff, Append1x I passim.
'some' and existence, 43, 45
'some’ and unit classes, 43-45..
‘the' 41, 59 ff,

meaning

different sorts of, 1-4,
general and specific, 25-28, 55, 81,

is use, 27, 28, 33, 81, 82.

part of a language 22-23, 27.

place in a language, 95.

relation-to other words, 86, 94 ff,
senE;nce, 140 ff. P
and "things, 107 ff. ]
unit of, 5.

} JE Y NN T T SN R Y B |

'my daughter', 62, 137.

* names, chapter 3 -passim.

- and bearer, 93, 94.
- and existence, 74.

ostensive definition, 93 ffl
pronunciation, 9, 10.

proper names, 97 ff. )
- have meaning, 99. o | L

Quine, 9, 12, 14, 16;’, 47, 48, 49,.50, 51, 54.

!

refer, 26, 27, 55.

- failure to, éi-63, 81, 100. Sf
- and talk about, 55 ff., 96 ff.

C
reification, 71, 72, 75, 76.

rules, 87 ff. . | T

having as_opposed to having a, 23 24, 26, 28, 35 55.

188

Russell, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 41, 47; 48, 50 51, 60, 69, 70,

76, 107, 123.

Ryl€, 6, 15, 16, 27. C

'same‘thing‘;,l11.
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sat1sfact10n and d1str1but1on,-47 ff. \ S

" searle, 12, 8, 89,400, NS y CT
4 . [ Y - .

B, sentence . :

RN non—repeatab]e, 13, } 15, 135-3. - .. .
' : true, false, or nonsens1ca1 123, 124. ' , .

and truth, 123 ff. | 3 . o, - v / )

unit of. meaning, 5, 6, 7, 136. , . /.

use of, 15, 61-62. - . . & 7 .o

o . T T ; Y
- speech acts, 5, 88, N7 ff. . | . AR !
. ‘- and trugh, 124 ff. : ‘

b T e \ ke , . o ) . <
: standard use, 74°7%, 95.FF, 126, 127,129 . o,

»
e 0

- . Ve 0 J .
- Strawson, 13, 14, 15, 16, 41, 60, 61, 62. -y '

¥synonony, 133 Ff. v A
things, chapter 3 passirﬁ, 734 81, 173.

. . broad definition, 73.

‘this', 38.
) ~--and ‘'he‘, 39, . ‘A - ‘
truth .
- and agreeﬁnent, 125. S : .

. ! < - and coherence, 126, .131." - -,
S~ - and correspondence, 124, 131 -, )
RN / - and extensijon, 50. . .
; , - and- sat1sfact1on, 47-50, 52, 54 o

| - and sentences, 126 ff. ' Ly )

| - and speech acts, 124 £, i ; u

, | "Tully/Cicero", 102 ff, | P S
‘ ‘ type-token; &, 3, . “ ./ ' ,(' X
' use, 27-28, 33, \ K \ ‘

- and f:z(wnﬂ -use, 34-38.. N A
- is meafing, cf. meaning, ; ’ N
~_ - standard, cf. standard - ‘ .

'Wavetley', 104, o .
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d1fferent th1ngs*~same name, 68 f£. N

SR _distinction between syncategorematic words and, 24 26",
.- d1st1ngu1§p1ng on from another, 9, 10, 20 ff.-

. = have a meaning, 8 . )

- necessarily mean1ngfu1 10, 11, 13‘ o

- padt of a language, 22, 82. . ‘ ) ,

- relation to other words 83, 94 ‘ff, fl. . -

- repeatable units, 11, 12. ‘ ~

v, - and things, 72 ff. 107 ff.,.113. s
- unit of meaning, 6. - ' .
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