Meaning, Truth and Entitlement

Knowledge

Let us turn to the problem of a priori knowledge, the truths of
reason. I would like you to note that the strategy that Chisholm has
been using up until now does not really develop in the case of the
truths of reason. It ends up by being, in the first place, an attack on
the linguistic theory of a priori knowledge and a defense of syn-
thetic a priori knowledge. | want to discuss, in particular, his attack
upon what he calls linguisticism.

According to Chisholm,

Versions of ‘linguisticism’ may be obtained merely by altering
our exposition of psychologism. We may replace the refer-
ences to ways in which people
think by references to ways in
which they use language, replace

the references to what people be- _/_,/'f’““*‘"“" B

lieve by references to what they Y N

write or say, replace ‘avoiding {5 ;/:ﬁ\}—w{la
false belief” by ‘avoiding absur- ‘\\ T }> 1\ -p
dity,” and replace ‘rules of Mo ha e :3

thought’ by ‘rules of language.’ i@f et

The result could then be criticized 4 o

substantially, mutatis mutandis, " Ry (‘

as before.

Some of the wversions of

linguisticism, however, are less Figure 6.11 (a) direct apprehension,

F1, the logical truth: the impossibil-

straightforward. It is often said, ity of both P and ~P.

for example, that the sentences

formulating the truths of logic are

‘true in virtue of the rules of language’ and hence, that they are

‘true in virtue of the way in which we use words.” What could

this possibly mean?!
Many philosophers, myself included, have argued that truths of
logic are a function of the way in which we use such words as ‘all’,

I Chisholm, 82.
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‘some’, ‘not’, and so on. What Chisholm wants to do is to say that
this is not so, the truths of logic are objective in the sense of abso-
lutely objective. In terms of a diagram, figure 6.11, where P is a
truth of logic, and ~P is its contradictory, we directly apprehend the
fact, F';, that they cannot both be true. F; is absolutely objective in
the sense in which the rationalist thinks of a priori truths as being
absolutely objective: they are completely independent of language;
they have nothing to do with language; they existz. We are not inter-
ested in the contrast between subjective and inter-subjective in that
way which concerns meanings: Chisholm will not settle for an
intersubjective domain of existence. He means that they are objec-
tive in the knock-down, drag-out sense in which the rationalist
thinks of a priori truths as objective.

What I want to do, obviously, is defend a version of
linguisticism. What we need to do, therefore, is to see how he at-
tacks it. Consider his examples? of two English sentences, ‘being
red excludes being blue’ and ‘being rational and animal includes
being animal.” We have run into those phrases before: ‘being red’
and ‘being blue’ are a different coining of the abstract singular
terms “’redness’ and ‘blueness’. Hence, triangularity is the same as
being triangular. Chisholm, right from the beginning, is formulat-
ing his truths in terms of abstract singular terms. He agrees that the
truth of the sentences, ‘being red excludes being blue’ and ‘being
rational and animal includes being animal,’ in part, depends on the
way in which we use words. He makes the obvious point that itis an
historical accident that we use the word ‘blue’ to stand for a color,
for we might have used the word ‘blue’ to stand for a shape or for an

ethical characteristic. Chisholm goes on to remark,
If we used ‘being blue’ to refer to the property of being heavy,
and not to being blue, then the first sentence (provided the
other words in it had their present use) would be false instead of
true. And if we used the word ‘and’ to express the relation of
disjunction instead of conjunction, then the second sentence
(again, provided that the other words in it had their present use)
would also be false instead of true.?
I want you to underline the word ‘use’ there, you see, because that
needs to be in there. What he think is th f th r
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N lly. Chisholm is thinkine that tl | ‘blue’ is bei
used as a label. In figure 6.12, we find an entity blueness or being
blue and the use of the word ‘blue’ is simply to stand for, or be a la-
bel of, this attribute. It appears that he thinks

of use not, as we did, in terms of the way in

which the word functions in the language sys- ‘

tem; he identifies the use of the word as a label Biuss
for an abstract entity. Therefore, when he says (

that we could have used the word other than
we did, he means that we could have used it as
a label for something else. In our sense of the
word ‘use’, when we think of the way in which
the word ‘blue’ functions in the language (and
we think of every word having a distinctive
function in our sense of the word ‘use’), it is
also true that we could have given some other word that function.
We could have given some other word that function just as in chess
we could have used pieces of different shapes or different sizes than
we now do to play a certain role in the game of chess. But you see,
‘use’ for Chisholm does not mean functioning along with other
words in a linguistic activity; rather, it is a matter of using a word as
a label.

The key issue involves the notion of use and the notion of the
use being made the supposed relation of standing-for: a relation of
standing-for between a label and an abstract entity. He brings this
out very clearly, I think, in relation to another example, one that
deals with basic logical truths such as, if p and g, then p. One view is
that the words ‘if’, ‘and’, and ‘then’ have a certain use which could
have been performed by other words but, in point of fact, are per-
formed by words having that particular sound and that particular
shape. The defenders of linguisticism would say that sentences of
this kind are logically true, are a priori true, if you will, by virtue of
the function of the logical words in them and the function of those
words in that kind of pattern. Here by ‘use’, we would mean func-
tion. It would be how these words ‘if...then’, ‘and’, and ‘not’ all
function here in the game, the language game, as Wittgenstein
called it, of argument and reasoning. What does Chisholm mean by
‘use’ when he is speaking of “if...then’ as standing for implication?
According to figure 6. 13, there is an entity called implication. Sim-

blueness

Figure 6.12
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ilarly, the use of ‘and’ is to stand for conjunction. Again, use is
boiled down to this relation of standing-for.

A contrary position would be that the use of these logical words
is different from every other functioning in
anovel kind of way in the language game of
reason. Chisholm’s two examples are both
built on the idea that the basic use that words

have is to label. Now what we did is to turn it ‘if-~~7en’
anlisheadand 1o say thal the basicuse bl 729 i -ty

inrelation to other words in connection with implication
. 1 . ] ] . ] . ] and
the word is used. In addition, the idea that absolutely

1 1 E E 1 l 1 1 real

could follow up; but there is no such thing Figure 6.13 (a) The la-
]] ] : E Z _2 ] _ beling between words and
- - - abstracts.
There-
fore, his use of the word ‘use’ is crucial to
the argument.
A second point emerges here: we have to distinguish between

two levels of statements. Consider, for example, Vp~(p & ~p). This
is a general truth. Chisholm says, roughly, that whatever you put in
for p, you can say not both p and not-p. If you put ‘itis raining’ for p,
then you would have ‘not both it is raining and it is not raining’
which is a first-level statement because it does not mention sen-
tences. [tis about the world. We have to watch very carefully here. |
want to emphasize, then, that this is a first-level statement. Another
example is ‘everything is either red or not red’. Notice that it uses
the word ‘red’ and not ‘redness’. In this case we have a general truth
which uses the word ‘red’ and not the abstract singular term ‘being
red’.

There is, however, a second level on which we could say ‘every
proposition is either true or false” where ‘proposition’ now, again,
refers to something that has the form of, for example, that it is rain-
ing.* Here we make a second-level statement which involves a
proposition’s (e.g., that it is raining) being true or false and which

4 The sentence entails that it is raining is either true or false.
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involves, not ‘it is raining’, but ‘that it is raining’. It involves the
use of an abstract singular term. We could say ‘redness or not red-
ness is exemplified by everything’. This is a second-level truth. In
other words, the a priori truths we have been discussing can be for-
mulated either in a first-level or in a second-level way. I want you to
notice that Chisholm always formulates his examples in a sec-
ond-level way; and that comes out very clearly in the examples that
we have discussed. These second-level formulations involve ab-
stract terms and that is why he can so easily identify use here with
labeling. When he talks about the use of a word, he really has in
mind to take his examples from ‘blueness’. In the tradition, abstract
terms are thought to be names. There is a weighty tradition behind
it. So, as I indicated, the defender of the linguistic view concen-
trates on ‘blue’ and on ‘and’. Chisholm ultimately concentrates not
on ‘and’, but on conjunction. Though he uses the word ‘and’ here,
he could have said, for example, “the conjunction of being rational
and animal implies being animal.” It remains to show you the im-
portance of formulating the issue in terms of first-level statements,
in terms of statements which do not involve abstract singular terms.

Truth and Meaning

I have the overwhelming sense that we have opened a door and
gone into a room but have just barely gotten in there. Fortunately,
this is not an occasion in which we are supposed to solve all the
problems that are related to the theory of knowledge; we are out to
get ourselves familiar with the space of the theory of knowledge.
That is what [ am trying to do; there are many topics that [ would
like to say more about, but we do not have the space to deal with
them. [ will try to pick out things which [ regard as central, given the
framework that we have developed and the dialogue that we have
engaged in.

I was pointing out that, at the back of Chisholm’s mind, is the
idea that the fundamental use of words, the fundamental function of
words, is to label, to stand for the sort of things that we have been
calling “meanings”, or, also, the sorts of things we have been call-
ing “intelligibles”, “believables”, “thinkables” and so on. And you
recall, we gave an analysis according to which the function of
words is to be so construed that the meaning of words consists of the
complex ways in which they work together in what Wittgenstein
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called language games: in other words, functions involved in cases
in which we draw inferences, respond to objects with the correct
language and so on.

We would expect, on the sort of view that you and [ would want
to defend, that crucial to the idea of what makes a sentence true is its
correct functioning in a particular kind of context in which it is oc-
curring. Truth is roughly a matter of correct functioning, and differ-
ent sentences function differently although different kinds of
sentences are interrelated. Thus, “all men are mortal” is interest-
ingly related to “Socrates is mortal.” There are, as you have seen
earlier, patterns, explored by logic, among different kinds of sen-
tences, and therefore, from the point of view that I am defending
here, inter-relationships among their functions.

In characterizing the linguistic view, Chisholm speaks of us
and our language: ‘true solely in virtue of the rules of our lan-
guage’, or ‘true solely in virtue of the way in which we use words.’
What I attempted to do earlier was to show that we can formulate
rules which transcend the limitations of one particular language
whereas he is focusing his attention here on the contrast between
our language and the domain of entities called being red, being
blue, conjunction, disjunction, implication and so on. And he is
thinking of those as absolutely objective in a good old classical Pla-
tonic manner. He then takes words, as I said, like ‘blue,’ ‘and,’ and
so on as labeling these items. He claims that if we understand the
phrase ‘solely in virtue of” in a natural way, then the linguistic view
is obviously false.’

What is his reasoning? It, he says,
...would be to say that the only conditions that need to obtain
for the sentence to be true is that we use words in certain
ways...But let us consider what must obtain if the English sen-
tence “being red excludes being blue” is to be true. One such
condition is indicated by the following sentence which we may
call “T”:
The English sentence “Being red excludes being blue” is true
if, and only if, being red excludes being blue.°
Now he tells us that clearly the first part of T involves something
linguistic and that the final part is a necessary condition for the
truth of the English sentence mentioned in the first part. However,

he tells us that this final sentence refers to properties. It is certainly

3 Chisholm, 83.
6 Chisholm, 83.
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true that the English sentence ‘being red excludes being blue’ is

true if and only if being red excludes being blue. And ‘being red’ is

an expression for a property. Chisholm thinks of it as labeling an

entity. In figure 6.14, (a) is an entity, the prop-

erty being red, and Chisholm thinks of the Eng-

lish phrase ‘being red’ as labeling this entity,

being red. “being med’
What I want to suggest, of course, is that

being red excludes being blue is really not

about the non-linguistic; it is really an

interlinguistic sentence about language. In

other words, it says roughly: Figure 6.14 (a) The
absolutely objective
entity being red

one can correctly infer a othis is not bluee
from a ethis is rede

Here we encounter what we talked about under the heading of clas-
sifications. In other words, a statement to the effect that being red
excludes being blue does not talk about a special relationship in re-
ality, arelation of exclusion, between an entity called being red and
an entity called being blue. It is a way which we’ have in English,
parallel to other languages, of telling ourselves, without explicitly
referring to language, that certain kinds of linguistic moves are cor-
rect. One can correctly infer a othis is not bluee from ethis is rede in
any language. Or, in terms of what it is not correct to assert jointly,

one cannot correctly assert both ethis is rede and eit is bluee.

I'suggest that the talk about a property excluding a property is a way
of talking about what we can correctly do in the way of combining
sentences. It tells us that one cannot correctly combine a ethis is
rede and a eit is bluee. In contrast, Chisholm thinks of the phrase
‘being red’ as referring to something in the domain which we were
talking about in great detail when we were discussing rationalism.
The English sentence ‘being red excludes being blue’ is true in-
deed if and if only being red excludes being blue. But that does not
really explain what ‘being red excludes being blue’ does. What
kind of sentence is it? In effect, it is a rule which, among other
things, tells us that (paraphrasing now) it is correct to say “if any-

7- Leaving aside the whole apparatus of language and metalanguage and the whole notion of
hierarchies in which we talk about rules of talking.
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thing is red then it is not blue.” This is a rule which concerns any
language which includes a word functioning as our word ‘red’ does
and a word functioning as our word ‘blue’ does. [Sellars calls the
class of these types of rules, “ought-to-dos™.] We can put it this
way, one can correctly infer—and here I made it explicitly a matter
of these functions which can be formed in different languages by
different materials—a ethis is not bluee from a ethis is rede, one
cannot correctly assert both a ethis is rede and a eit is bluee. These
are all correctnesses and incorrectnesses that are formulated by
‘being red excludes being blue.’

Now, let us take the more strictly logical example and see if we
can get a better sense of what kind of mistake I think Chisholm is
making. Notice that he formulates his logical example in terms of
these very abstract words, for example, ‘being animal and rational
includes being rational’. (Note that, in ‘being rational and animal’,
the word ‘being’ is first because ‘being’ is operating over both: itis
the property of being animal and rational. This is an abstract term
formed from a conjunction.) Compare that with ‘if anything is ra-
tional and animal, then it is animal’. This is the level of language at
which we are not talking about language but we are using language,
you see. But we also find this curious level at which we are using
these abstract expressions ‘being animal and rational’, ‘being ani-
mal’. What | want to suggest is that here again we have a rule; and
it’s a rule which we can explain in terms of the way in which ‘and’
functions or an “andy” word in any language functions. Now what
the sentences tells us is that certain statements are correct and also
that it is correct to infer that something is animal if it is rational and
animal. It tells us that it is correct to infer an eit is animale from an
othis is rational and animale. (I’1l assume again that we have a spe-
cific example here to illustrate it). This statement is at a higher level
and formulates a rule which is, however, not about English only.
Chisholm relied a great deal on that point. It is indeed true that this
statement is not concerned only with English. That is a key thing
about properties, relations and the like. They are not tied to any one
language. But according to the argument that I offered, that is not
because they are not about language but because they are not spe-
cifically about our language. As I put it, they are not non-linguistic;
they are just not parochial. They are about any language in which
certain functions are performed and which, roughly, contains
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words which function as words do function in our language. If you
look at his example, your first temptation is to say, “Well, of
course, this is not about language; it’s certainly not about English.”
Chisholm agrees it’s not about English but he thinks from that he
can conclude that it is not about language. [ am arguing that itis a
way of talking about predicates and connectives.

Let me give another example. Suppose we deal with the prob-
lem of what accounts for logical truths, of what explains why cer-
tain sentences are true: for example, Tom is tall or Tom is not tall.
The linguistic philosopher wants to say what explains the truth of
that is the logical form that it has, a matter of the words ‘or’ and
‘not’ occurring as they do. Its form is really p or not-p. It would be
the general form which is the presentable. The linguistic philoso-
pher wants to say that what explains the truth of this is the way in
which ‘or’ and ‘not’ function in the logical structure of the lan-
guage. What Chisholm does is to consider the English sentence,
‘Tom is tall’ (He uses the more general kind of example, roughly,
for every P, P or not-P. But let us take this particular example be-
cause the same point can be made). The English sentence ‘Tom is
tall or Tom is not tall’ is true if and only if Tom is tall or Tom is not
tall. Indeed, this is true. And, as a matter of fact, we can say that the
English sentence ‘Tom is tall or Tom is not tall’ stands for the
proposition that Tom is tall or Tom is not tall.

That proposition is true if and only if Tom is tall or Tom is not
tall. According to our analysis, to say that the English sentence
‘Tomistall or Tomis nottall’ stands for the proposition that Tom is
tall or Tom is not tall is to classify it. It is to say that it is a sentence
which is doing the kind of job that is done in any language by an ex-
pression consisting of an expression which does the job that ‘Tom’
does, and the predicate which does the kind of job that ‘tall’ does,
built into a larger sentence by means of an expression which does
the work that ‘or’ does and so on. The stands for is, as we said, a
matter of giving a classification. In this case, the function is a very
complex one involving the functions of constituent expressions.

a!ll gg:é: ng ggllglg! Lblng lg. !AL!QQL jg L!g: i;!;;: ;!;‘1! ; '_
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; | T ; | | kes this sid .
non-linguistic matter. And therefore, what makes ‘Tom is tall or
Tom is not tall’ true is not a matter of language. Now the sad thing
here is that ‘if and only if” has nothing to do with explanation. In
other words, that Tom is tall or Tom is not tall does not explain the
truth of this. All it does it to put down a straightforward truth-condi-
tion.

The explanation of the truth is still a matter of how the logical
words function. Let me illustrate:

2+2=4 if and only if 3+3=6.

Here this whole thing is true, but you do not explain why 2+2=4 by
pointing out that 3+3=6. Hence, that ‘if and only if” merely means
that they are true together, and, as a matter of fact, you can demon-
strate that they are both true. When we correctly
say that English sentence ‘Tom is tall or Tom is
not tall’ is true if and only if Tom is tall or Tom is
not tall, we must not suppose that we are giving an
explanation. All that we are making is a perfectly A
correct claim that the left-hand side here is true if
and only if the right-hand side is true. If the one
were false, then the other would be false. The fact
that the right-hand side of such a biconditional
does not refer to language does not mean that the
explanation of the truth of a sentence does not re-
fer to language. This is a very basic mistake. Chis-
holm wants to say, “Aha! the English sentence
‘Tom is tall or Tom is not tall’ is true if and only if Tom is tall or
Tom is not tall. Since the right-hand side of the biconditional does
not refer to language, what makes the original sentence true cannot
be a matter of language”—that simply is a non-sequitur. It can still
be a matter of how the word ‘or’ functions and how the word ‘not’
functions when you put them in the context of the same basic
sentence involving ‘Tom’ and ‘tall’.

There is another example that serves to follow the point
through. Suppose that a certain object a, in figure 6.15, is triangu-
lar. Take, for instance,

Figure 6.15

‘This (i.e., @) is triangular’ is true if and only if a is triangu-
lar.
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Perfectly true, but again ‘if and only if” is not explanatory: it is not
an explanatory expression. ‘If and only if” merely means that what

of linguistic usage. You see, obviously Chisholm would say,

“Well, ‘this is triangular’ is true if and only if @ is triangular. And ‘a
is triangular’ does not refer to language; therefore, that which ex-
plains why this is true cannot be a matter of language, can’t be a
matter of correctnesses, or incorrectnesses referring to language.”
Thatis anon-sequitur. That ‘this is triangular’ is true ifand only if a
is triangular is non-controversial, about as non-controversial as
you can get. What it is giving us is not an explanation. The explana-
tion appeals to such things as that it is correct to speak of this sort of
thing in English by the word ‘triangular’, in French by another
word, and it is correct to use the word ‘this’ when you are looking at
something and are in an expressing-your-perception frame of mind.

Actually, then, there is a basic flaw running throughout his
whole account: namely, that he is assuming that these simple
truth-condition sentences are explanatory sentences. Thus the ar-
gument is what occurs on the right-hand side of the ‘if and only if’
does not refer to language, and therefore you cannot explain why
something is true with reference to correct use of language. How-
ever, Chisholm’s conclusion follows if ‘if and only if” means is ex-
plained by but it does not mean that; therefore, as I said, the
argument is based on a mistake. It is a very plausible argument and
many people are taken in by it. But philosophical mistakes linger on
because of their plausibility. If it were not plausible, it would have
been scotched a long time ago.

As we see, what explains the truth of sentences is a matter of
correctnesses and incorrectnesses with respect to language. Some
of these correctnesses and incorrectnesses are purely inter-linguis-
tic; they involve how it is correct to put sentences together. The
purely logical examples are straightforward cases of that. They
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concern what we call “consistency”: when you are putting sen-
tences together in the right way, when they should not be asserted in
one breadth (for example “Tom is tall and Tom is not tall”’). How-
ever, some correctnesses are correctnesses which concern how we
respond to the world. If I respond to a green book by saying “thisisa
red book,” given the way in which we, in point of fact, use those
sounds, that would be an incorrect response. Therefore, some
correctnesses and incorrectnesses concerning language also
involve non-linguistic items.

In this we have to be careful, as I emphasized, about levels.
There is the object language level, and then there would be higher
levels, levels where you talk about what is incompatible with what.
But, once one gets down to the nitty gritty and looks at the object
language truths, then he finds Chisholm’s fundamental mistake,
blurred by the mixture of moving from one level to another.

Thoughts

I want to finish with the theme of verbal behaviorism because
this is where we can really put forth the al-
ternative to the Cartesian strategy. At the
end of the earlier discussion of verbal be-
haviorism, I pointed out that people can
learn to respond correctly to their own pro-
pensities. Children can be brought, as [ put
it, to respond correctly to their propensi-
ties to hit out, as in the case of anger. They
can learn to say “I am angry.”  want to em-
phasize some of the very important points
that arise in this account.

Consider figure 6.16 in which we find .
an angry person. Here is, P;, the propen- pz;gs?tryetgslfy(?)m?ig;
sity to strike out—roughly, anger. It is R, theresponse tie. P1, the
epitomized by the propensity to damage ggg::;f“y to strike out
somebody; when you are angry at some-
body you have a propensity to injure, dam-
age, hurt them, in some way or other, either very politely, or in a
straightforward small-child kind of way. We will take anger to be
the propensity. Suppose that the person has been trained.® This

8.
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does not mean that the child is apprehending or being aware of the
propensity to hit out (that is the way the Cartesian would construe
what we are saying here). It means merely that he has the propen-
sity, P,, to respond to the propensity P; either by saying “I am an-
gry” or by simply having the propensity to say it and suppressing it
because he has been brought up so that he does not babble his
thoughts.

The propensity, P,, is amatter of aresponse tie, R, whichisare-
sult of parental training which involves, first of all, teaching the
child, Jones, how to say that he is angry. When he gets into the logi-
cal space of anger, he does not even need to know that he is angry;
the parent can so bring it about that he says, “I am angry.” [The par-
ents follow the type of rule that Sellars characterizes as an
“ought-to-be”, or arule concerning entitlement.] His parents might
say, “You are angry.” “I am angry?” he replies; “Yes, you are an-
gry.” In this way, there can be a connection made between the anger
and the saying of “I am angry” which does not involve anything that
can be called a noticing of anger. I want to argue that noticing is
something that presupposes these kinds of connections rather than
being something which is antecedent to them. This will come out
more clearly when I go on to make the next point: namely that there
are two kinds of generalizations we can make about objects.

One kind of generalization concerns what we can establish by
observation. You might say, “Well, we can establish by ordinary fa-
miliar induction (the kind that Russell talks about) that all situa-
tions of one kind are accompanied by a situation of another kind.
Roughly, all A situations are B situations, where A and B are both
observables.” But then, you will recall, in discussing the concept of
sensation, I pointed out that in addition to kinds of generalizations
we can make at the level of induction, there are theoretical explana-
tions where we appeal to states of affairs that are not observed.
There can be two kinds of explanation of why the balloon expands.
One is simply in terms of the fact that it is a general truth that when
heated, gas tends to expand. The other explanation involved an ap-
peal to a physical theory which postulates the existence of mi-
cro-particles which move faster and faster when a source of heat is
applied and therefore, in the case of the balloon, hit more and more

The word ‘training’ is a dangerous word here because it makes it sound so much like wir-
ing up a computer which has been trained to respond to this with the propensity, P, to say ‘I
am angry’.
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frequently against sides of the balloon and push the sides of the bal-
loon away, making it expand. As I indicated, the kind of account
that we get when thinking in terms of verbal behaviorism is a very
crude theory; it is a theory which basically appeals to the sorts of
things that we can observe, or to what we can infer from what we ob-
serve simply by going from actuality to propensity—as the
Scholastics put it, from what actually happens to what was
possible.

Actually, we have a much better account of human behavior
than you can formulate in terms of the apparatus of verbal behavior-
ism. In the first place, as I said, verbal behaviorism cannot get off
the ground unless you go from what people actually say out loud to
their propensities. But then since people act reasonably much more
quickly than they can talk, we must suppose that these propensities
change and shift very, very quickly. Thus, already at the level of
verbal behaviorism, these propensities get characteristics which do
not, in any direct way, mirror the clumsiness of sheer verbal expres-
sion. It has always traditionally been said that thought moves very
quickly; we speak of moving with the speed of thought and so on.
Therefore, already at the commonsense level, I think people begin
to sketch a richer theory according to which there are episodes that
occur in persons which can occur very quickly. The idea is that
there are episodes which are not propensities to say things, but are
part of a framework for explaining why these propensities occur as
they do, how they are related to one another, and why they change
with the speed with which they can change. I want you to think of
these episodes in this explanatory framework as in a certain way
analogous to the microphysical particles which come in to the ex-
planations of the gross observable behavior of things.
Microphysical particles behave in very subtle and complicated
ways and have a much richer kind of system of relationships to each
other than anything at the level of observation that we can detect.
And, similarly, I want you to think, then, of commonsense as start-
ing out with the idea of people having propensities and shifting pro-
pensities to speak candidly. Then think of commonsense as
gradually evolving a theory which is richer and which, roughly, is a
framework that stands to these propensities to think out loud can-
didly as a sophisticated theory in physics stands to the observable
phenomena that the theory tries to explain. Of course, you can
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guess what I will call those episodes; I will call them “thoughts.” I
suggest that instead of thoughts being, so to speak, the most obvi-
ous things that there are in the world, as they are to Chisholm, the
very notion of thoughts is a constructive creation (as a theory is a
constructive creation) in atheory of persons and rational behavior.

It is a good theory; it works. The theory is modeled on speech.
Whenever people talk about thoughts, you will find them referring
to them as though they were little speeches going on inside people.
Why is that? Why, in the novels, do you find quoting used when you
are referring to a person’s thoughts? It is because our fundamental
model for a thought is a piece of candid speech. The notion of a
model here is very important. Consider, for example, this theory in
terms of which we explain why balloons expand when heated.’
Consider the notion of a molecule (the word comes from Latin and
in Latin means a little particle, a little body). We start out a theory
usually by constructing a model in terms of things that behave
roughly and clumsily like the things that we want to postulate in our
theory. What we can say is that little particles bumping against each
other are the kind of model for the objects which we introduce in
our theory. What I want to suggest, then, is that candid overt
speech, spontaneous overt speech is the model for thought. Re-
member Jones with something on the tip of his tongue: “Why it did-
n’t stop?” When you think of a person’s thinking it did not stop,
your model for that thought is a candid speech event, viz., the say-
ing “Itdidn’tstop.” But then, of course, every model will carry with
it into the theory a commentary explaining how unlike the items
you are postulating in your theory are from the items that you take
as your model.

After all, molecules are not exactly like little tiny bodies be-
cause they behave in very funny ways. By the time you get down to
atoms and pi-mesons, they are behaving in very funny ways indeed.
We still start out, as it were, by trying to picture in terms of observ-
able things and then, of course, the items turn out to behave in won-
drous ways. In certain respects, they are like observable things but,
in others, they behave in very odd ways. There is a commentary in
the model. The same thing is true in the case of thought. As I said,
our basic model for thought is candid sayings. But then, we have a

% Editor’s note: see SPR, 117, ‘The Language of Theories’, for a related discussion of the
manner in which a theory mediates between world-word connections.
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little commentary, “You mean
there is an inner tongue which
is wagging somewhere in the
back here?” “No, I don’t mean
that.” “Therefore, it is not re-
ally like speech.” “Well, it’s
like speech and it’s not really
like speech, you see. Some-
thing goes on here very much
like what goes on when you ex-
plain to someone what an elec-
tron is or what a molecule is.” I
want you, then, as an alterna-
tive to Chisholm’s approach,
to think of thought episodes as

Meaning, Truth, and Entitlement
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Figure 6.17 (a) The propensity: the
thought just occurred to me that 2+2=4. (b)
An episodic thought. (c) The arrow indi-
cates the response.

elements in a theoretical framework designed to explain how peo-
ple come to have propensities to use language in the way in which
they do. And I hope that it would be understood that as a person can
be trained to respond to propensities, so
almost by the same token, he can be

trained to respond to more subtle items.
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me that 2+2=4.” Chisholm, as we see in

figure 6.18, wants to say, “Well, there is

Figure 6.18.

a special activity of apprehending; you
apprehend this thought that 2+2=4, this
episode of thinking that 2+2=4.” Then
you, as it were, casually or without any reflection, set about ex-
pressing it. It is as though language comes in as something that was
chosen; you chose to express it. There is such a thing as choosing
language but I warned about taking that as the fundamental model.
For Chisholm, you see, it is a model of there being an activity of ap-
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prehending the thinking. We have the thought, and then there is a
willing, a deciding, a choosing, a setting oneselfto express it by us-
ing the piece of language: “the thought occurred to me that 2+2=4.”
I want to suggest that, on the contrary, the propensity to say is a re-
sponse to this thought. It is self-knowledge. We are responding to
our thoughts in a reliable way.

Why are we responding in a reliable way? Because, that is the
way we have been brought up. We have been brought up to use lan-
guage correctly. Let me illustrate this point in terms of a very sim-
ple perceptual example which will involve a direct confrontation
with Chisholm’s account of his principles. Let us consider a case
which you will find spelled out in the second of the three papers on
the Structure of Knowledge.'® Consider the case where Jones sees
there to be ared apple in front of him. Now, let us go back to the ver-
bal behaviorist approach which we made more subtle by this intro-
duction of a theoretical element in addition to talking simply in
terms of propensities to speak out loud candidly. Suppose, for ex-
ample, there is a table here with ared apple on it. Jones is in a sort of
hungry frame of mind, you might say. His apple-noticing threshold
has been lowered somewhat by this deprivation. He looks around:
“Lo, ared apple! A red apple is here!” He’s making some kind of
statement like this and he does it candidly. How can we tell that he is
doing it candidly? Well, he is caught by surprise. There is nothing
in the context that would lead us to suppose that he is acting out a
play, trying to kid us or anything. First of all, we know that he’s
been appletized; he turns around and says, “Lo, a red apple!”
Surely, this is a candid response. Now why is it likely to be true?
Why is this statement likely to be true? Because he has been
brought up in the context of apples and has been in contexts where
he and others respond to objects like that with the word ‘apple,” and
objects with the color like that with the word ‘red,” and with the
phrase ‘red apple.” He has learned how to use demonstratives.
Thus, putting all of these abilities together, all of these propensities
lurking in him, he says, “Lo, a red apple! This is a red apple.” How
does the truth business come in? Obviously he is responding
correctly.

19 getion, Knowledge and Reality: Studies in Honor of Wilfrid Sellars, Castafieda, Hec-
tor-Neri (ed.), (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1975).
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Let us put a screen around the apple. Now we know what these
apples are like. We know that he is a good guy; he is not putting us
on. We know that he has been looking around, looking for bread
crumbs, anything. So he goes behind the screen, and we hear him
suddenly burst out, “Lo, a red apple!” We do not see the apple. Do
we have any reason to believe that there is an apple there? Of course
we do. Jones has candidly said (or thought out loud), “Lo, a red ap-
ple!” Given the ‘Lo, a red apple’ and that there is nothing which
leads us to suppose that he is play acting, putting us on, or so on, we
conclude that it is probable, that there is good reason to believe that
there is a red apple there. Now we are inferring:

Jones candidly said, “Lo, a red apple”

and in the absence of countervailing, discrediting circumstances,

So it is reasonable for us to believe that there is a red apple in
front of Jones.

And thisisatypical example. [The “ought to be”s involved here
constitute Sellars’ “translevel inference rules.” This rules makes up
part of the fabric of entitlements and involves two rules of criti-
cism, and a rule of action as indicated in the paper “Trans-level
Entitlements” on the website, p. 36.]Why is it reasonable for us?
Can we explain why it is reasonable? Yes, because we would ex-
plain the reasonableness in terms of the fact that Jones has gone
through the normal procedure of learning to use the word ‘apple’
and how to use the word ‘lo’ and so on. And so, it is explained in
terms of Jones’ language acquisition. All right, we notice our infer-
ence, and we have a theory which justifies our inferring. The theory
concerns language acquisition, and the premise is that Jones can-
didly uttered “Lo, ared apple!” My conclusion, in terms of the the-
ory, is that it is reasonable for us to believe that there is a red apple
in front of him.

Notice that we cannot only do this with respect to Jones, but we
can do it with respect to ourselves as language users. For example,
we often find ourselves candidly thinking out loud, making candid
statements. And we can go through the same pattern here. Suppose,
for example, I go behind the curtain and [ am in the same situation
that Jones was in and I say, “Lo, ared apple!” Then I turn away to
talk to you. Then I begin to wonder and I say, “I just candidly said,
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‘lo, ared apple; there is ared apple.”” I’'m not kidding anybody, not
even myself; I’'m not putting on an act. Hence, in all probability
there is an apple there. We can make the same kind of inference
from the fact that we candidly said something to something’s being
so, or to it’s being likely that something is so. Just as we could with
respect to Jones, we can make a first person use of this fact: I just
candidly said, ‘lo, ared apple!’; so it is reasonable for me to believe
that there was a red apple in front of me. Why is it reasonable? For
the same reason. I know not only how Jones learned language, |
know how I learned the language.

What I want to suggest is that the justification for Chisholm’s
epistemic principles is to be found in terms of theories of how we
learn a language and the characteristics of the language that we
learn to use. Jones can reason also: I just thought out loud, “Lo, ap-
ple!” So there is a good reason to believe that there is a red apple in
front of me. Naturally, this reasoning is not the reasoning that he
originally went through because he did not go through any. He said,
“Lo, a red apple”—no reasoning whatever. But, you can now rea-
son about the reasonableness of the believing that there is a red ap-
ple there on the basis of the sheer fact that you have a spontaneous
tendency to say that a red apple is there. When [ was here and said,
“Lo, ared apple,” I am not inferring. But, you see, the belief that
there is a red apple there is now a reasonable one for me because,
giventhe way thatI learned language, if I candidly say that thereis a
red apple there, in all likelihood, there is one there.

This can be extended to the domain of thoughts. If one sponta-
neously thinks, “Ahal there is a red apple there,” then that thought
is likely to be true. Chisholm would say that if we think we perceive
ared apple, then the proposition that there is ared apple there is rea-
sonable with respect to me. But he says that is an example of a prin-
ciple of evidence that you cannot establish and that you must accept
under the penalty that if you don’t accept that kind of principle,
there is no knowledge. I want to say that once we understand how
language is learned, these principles fall out naturally. They fall out
naturally, naturalistically, so to speak, and non-Cartesianly from a
theory of persons as language users and, therefore, as thinkers.
Well, as I said, this is what you find in the Structure of Knowledge
(second essay and, developed further, in the third essay called
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Epistemic Principles) where I take direct issue with Chisholm and
defend this kind of strategy.

As I said, I have a large number of topics that I wanted to dis-
cuss but have no time to. Let me say a bit more about truth. Chis-
holm does have something to say about truth and it is important to
examine it with some care to see how illuminating it is. According

“hishol 14 ) : ¢ affairs. The basic id

i ' ist.!! Thus, consider the state of affairs re-
ferred to by this expression ‘Socrates being wise’, or ‘that Socrates
is wise’. There are a number of ways in which you can refer to a
state of affairs according to Chisholm, but you will notice that they
allinvolve an abstraction operator: Socrates being wise or that Soc-
rates is wise. These states of affairs can either obtain or not obtain.
We abstract from the distinction of the past, present and future so
that a state of affairs is expressed by the sort of thing we have been
calling abstract singular terms.

tains). What I want you to notice is there is something funny about
this. Tom’s being tall, the state of affairs, and that Tom is tall, which
we can suppose to be the belief, have the same structure. First we
have that Tom is tall and we say of it that it is true. And second, we
have Tom'’s being tall and we say of it that it exists. We could have
said, “that Tom is tall exists.” Now [ suggest that what we have here
is like:

we’re here because we’re here because we’re here because
we’re here,

in the sense that the left-hand side says exactly what the right

hand-side says. We donotreally getatheory of truth. All we dois to

-Chisholm, 102.
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point out that the concept of truth in the context of beliefs is the

same as the concept of a state of affairs existing.

On the analysis that we offered, the belief that Tom is tall is sim-
ply a belief of the Tom is tall kind. Or, it can be a statement of the
“Tom is tall” kind because we want to revise, as I emphasized, the
relationship Chisholm thinks of as existing between believing and
saying. To say the belief is true is to say, really, that it is a correct
belief. a beliof ; itled fo Entitled to | be-
W.l. hat is the right belief o | )
posed to a “Tom is short” belief). I suggest that that Tom is tall

exists tells us simply that eTom is talles are correct. This tells us

that that Tom is tall beliefs are correct if, and only if, eTom is talles,
in general, are correct, where you are not limiting yourself to be-
liefs but to candid overt speech or to thoughts in foro interno.

Consequently, I think that if one examines Chisholm’s theory
of truth, what we really get is

is true if and only if is true

which is true, but uninformative for much the same reason that I
was developing earlier. Well now, I do not think there is time to em-
bark on any other topic. I think you would have philosophical indi-
gestion if we tried to.



