
Meaning, Truth and Entitlement

Knowledge

Let us turn to the prob lem of a pri ori knowl edge, the truths of
rea son. I would like you to note that the strat egy that Chis holm has
been us ing up un til now does not re ally de velop in the case of the
truths of rea son. It ends up by be ing, in the first place, an at tack on
the lin guis tic the ory of a pri ori knowl edge and a de fense of syn -
thetic a pri ori knowl edge. I want to dis cuss, in par tic u lar, his at tack
upon what he calls linguisticism. 

Ac cord ing to Chis holm, 
Ver sions of ‘linguisticism’ may be ob tained merely by al ter ing 
our ex po si tion of psychologism. We may re place the ref er -
ences to ways in which peo ple
think by ref er ences to ways in
which they use lan guage, re place
the ref er ences to what peo ple be -
lieve by ref er ences to what they
write or say, re place ‘avoid ing
false be lief’ by ‘avoid ing ab sur -
dity,’ and re place ‘rules of
thought’ by ‘rules of lan guage.’
The re sult could then be crit i cized
sub stan tially, mutatis mutandis,
as before.
Some of the ver sions of
linguisticism, how ever, are less
straight for ward. It is of ten said,
for ex am ple, that the sen tences
for mu lat ing the truths of logic are
‘true in vir tue of the rules of lan guage’ and hence, that they are
‘true in vir tue of the way in which we use words.’ What could
this pos si bly mean?1

Many phi los o phers, my self in cluded, have ar gued that truths of
logic are a func tion of the way in which we use such words as ‘all’,
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Fig ure 6.11 (a) di rect ap pre hen sion, 
F1, the log i cal truth: the im pos si bil -
ity of both P and ~P. 
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‘some’, ‘not’, and so on. What Chis holm wants to do is to say that
this is not so, the truths of logic are ob jec tive in the sense of ab so -
lutely ob jec tive. In terms of a di a gram, fig ure 6.11, where P is a

truth of logic, and ~P is its con tra dic tory, we di rectly ap pre hend the
fact, F1, that they can not both be true. F1 is ab so lutely ob jec tive in
the sense in which the ra tio nal ist thinks of a pri ori truths as be ing
ab so lutely ob jec tive: they are com pletely in de pend ent of lan guage; 
they have noth ing to do with lan guage; they ex ist. We are not in ter -
ested in the con trast be tween sub jec tive and inter-sub jec tive in that
way which con cerns mean ings: Chis holm will not set tle for an
intersubjective do main of ex is tence. He means that they are ob jec -
tive in the knock-down, drag-out sense in which the ra tio nal ist
thinks of a pri ori truths as ob jec tive. 

What I want to do, ob vi ously, is de fend a ver sion of
linguisticism. What we need to do, there fore, is to see how he at -
tacks it. Con sider his ex am ples2 of two Eng lish sen tences, ‘be ing
red ex cludes be ing blue’ and ‘be ing ra tio nal and an i mal in cludes
be ing an i mal.’ We have run into those phrases be fore: ‘be ing red’
and ‘be ing blue’ are a dif fer ent coin ing of the ab stract sin gu lar
terms ‘’red ness’ and ‘blue ness’. Hence, tri an gu larity is the same as 
be ing tri an gu lar. Chis holm, right from the be gin ning, is for mu lat -
ing his truths in terms of ab stract sin gu lar terms. He agrees that the
truth of the sen tences, ‘be ing red ex cludes be ing blue’ and ‘be ing
ra tio nal and an i mal in cludes be ing an i mal,’ in part, de pends on the
way in which we use words. He makes the ob vi ous point that it is an
his tor i cal ac ci dent 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 ‘be ing blue’ to re fer to the prop erty of be ing heavy,
and not to be ing blue, then the first sen tence (pro vided the
other words in it had their pres ent use) would be false in stead of 
true. And if we used the word ‘and’ to ex press the re la tion of
disjunction in stead of con junc tion, then the sec ond sen tence
(again, pro vided that the other words in it had their pres ent use) 
would also be false in stead of true.3 

I want you to un der line the word ‘use’ there, you see, be cause that
needs to be in there. What does he think is the use of the word
‘blue’? 
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Nat u rally, Chis holm is think ing that the word ‘blue’ is be ing
used as a la bel. In fig ure 6.12, we find an en tity blue ness or be ing
blue and the use of the word ‘blue’ is sim ply to stand for, or be a la -
bel of, this at trib ute. It ap pears that he thinks
of use not, as we did, in terms of the way in
which the word func tions in the lan guage sys -
tem; he iden ti fies the use of the word as a la bel
for an ab stract en tity. There fore, when he says 
that we could have used the word other than
we did, he means that we could have used it as
a la bel for some thing else. In our sense of the
word ‘use’, when we think of the way in which 
the word ‘blue’ func tions in the lan guage (and 
we think of ev ery word hav ing a dis tinc tive
func tion in our sense of the word ‘use’), it is
also true that we could have given some other word that func tion.
We could have given some other word that func tion just as in chess
we could have used pieces of dif fer ent shapes or dif fer ent sizes than 
we now do to play a cer tain role in the game of chess. But you see,
‘use’ for Chis holm does not mean func tion ing along with other
words in a lin guis tic ac tiv ity; rather, it is a mat ter of us ing a word as
a la bel.

The key is sue in volves the no tion of use and the no tion of the
use be ing made the sup posed re la tion of stand ing-for: a re la tion of
stand ing-for be tween a la bel and an ab stract en tity. He brings this
out very clearly, I think, in re la tion to an other ex am ple, one that
deals with ba sic log i cal truths such as, if p and q, then p. One view is 
that the words ‘if’, ‘and’, and ‘then’ have a cer tain use which could
have been per formed by other words but, in point of fact, are per -
formed by words hav ing that par tic u lar sound and that par tic u lar
shape. The de fend ers of linguisticism would say that sen tences of
this kind are log i cally true, are a pri ori true, if you will, by vir tue of
the func tion of the log i cal words in them and the func tion of those
words in that kind of pat tern. Here by ‘use’, we would mean func -
tion. It would be how these words ‘if…then’, ‘and’, and ‘not’ all
func tion here in the game, the lan guage game, as Wittgenstein
called it, of ar gu ment and rea son ing. What does Chis holm mean by
‘use’ when he is speak ing of ‘if…then’ as stand ing for im pli ca tion?
Ac cord ing to fig ure 6.13, there is an en tity called im pli ca tion. Sim -
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i larly, the use of ‘and’ is to stand for con junc tion. Again, use is
boiled down to this relation of standing-for. 

A con trary po si tion would be that the use of these log i cal words
is dif fer ent from ev ery other func tion ing in
a novel kind of way in the lan guage game of
rea son. Chis holm’s two ex am ples are both
built on the idea that the ba sic use that words 
have is to la bel. Now what we did is to turn it 
on its head and to say that the ba sic use that
the word has is the way in which it func tions
in re la tion to other words in con nec tion with 
per cep tion and with the con texts in which
the word is used. In ad di tion, the idea that
words stand for, for ex am ple, that the word
‘and’ stands for con junc tion, is re ally a way
of sum ming up the func tion in a way we
could fol low up; but there is no such thing,
re ally, as a re la tion of stand ing-for or a re la -
tion of, as he puts it here, re fer ring. There -
fore, his use of the word ‘use’ is cru cial to
the ar gu ment. 

A sec ond point emerges here: we have to dis tin guish be tween

two lev els of state ments. Con sider, for ex am ple, "p~(p & ~p). This 
is a gen eral truth. Chis holm says, roughly, that what ever you put in
for p, you can say not both p and not-p. If you put ‘it is rain ing’ for p, 
then you would have ‘not both it is rain ing and it is not rain ing’
which is a first-level state ment be cause it does not men tion sen -
tences. It is about the world. We have to watch very care fully here. I 
want to em pha size, then, that this is a first-level state ment. An other
ex am ple is ‘ev ery thing is ei ther red or not red’. No tice that it uses
the word ‘red’ and not ‘red ness’. In this case we have a gen eral truth 
which uses the word ‘red’ and not the ab stract sin gu lar term ‘be ing
red’.

There is, how ever, a sec ond level on which we could say ‘ev ery
prop o si tion is ei ther true or false’ where ‘prop o si tion’ now, again,
re fers to some thing that has the form of, for ex am ple, that it is rain -
ing.4 Here we make a sec ond-level state ment which in volves a
prop o si tion’s (e.g., that it is rain ing) be ing true or false and which
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in volves, not ‘it is rain ing’, but ‘that it is rain ing’. It in volves the
use of an ab stract sin gu lar term. We could say ‘red ness or not red -
ness is ex em pli fied by ev ery thing’. This is a sec ond-level truth. In
other words, the a pri ori truths we have been dis cuss ing can be for -
mu lated ei ther in a first-level or in a sec ond-level way. I want you to 
no tice that Chis holm al ways for mu lates his ex am ples in a sec -
ond-level way; and that co mes out very clearly in the ex am ples that
we have dis cussed. These sec ond-level for mu la tions in volve ab -
stract terms and that is why he can so eas ily iden tify use here with
la bel ing. When he talks about the use of a word, he re ally has in
mind to take his ex am ples from ‘blue ness’. In the tra di tion, ab stract 
terms are thought to be names. There is a weighty tra di tion be hind
it. So, as I in di cated, the de fender of the lin guis tic view con cen -
trates on ‘blue’ and on ‘and’. Chis holm ul ti mately con cen trates not
on ‘and’, but on con junc tion. Though he uses the word ‘and’ here,
he could have said, for ex am ple, “the con junc tion of be ing ra tio nal
and an i mal im plies be ing an i mal.” It re mains to show you the im -
por tance of for mu lat ing the is sue in terms of first-level statements,
in terms of statements which do not involve abstract singular terms.

Truth and Meaning

I have the over whelm ing sense that we have opened a door and
gone into a room but have just barely got ten in there. For tu nately,
this is not an oc ca sion in which we are sup posed to solve all the
prob lems that are re lated to the the ory of knowl edge; we are out to
get our selves fa mil iar with the space of the the ory of knowl edge.
That is what I am try ing to do; there are many top ics that I would
like to say more about, but we do not have the space to deal with
them. I will try to pick out things which I re gard as cen tral, given the 
frame work that we have de vel oped and the di a logue that we have
engaged in.

I was point ing out that, at the back of Chis holm’s mind, is the
idea that the fun da men tal use of words, the fun da men tal func tion of 
words, is to la bel, to stand for the sort of things that we have been
call ing “mean ings”, or, also, the sorts of things we have been call -
ing “intelligibles”, “believables”, “thinkables” and so on. And you
re call, we gave an anal y sis ac cord ing to which the func tion of
words is to be so con strued that the mean ing of words con sists of the 
com plex ways in which they work to gether in what Wittgenstein
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called lan guage games: in other words, func tions in volved in cases
in which we draw in fer ences, re spond to ob jects with the correct
language and so on. 

We would ex pect, on the sort of view that you and I would want
to de fend, that cru cial to the idea of what makes a sen tence true is its 
cor rect func tion ing in a par tic u lar kind of con text in which it is oc -
cur ring. Truth is roughly a mat ter of cor rect func tion ing, and dif fer -
ent sen tences func tion dif fer ently al though dif fer ent kinds of
sen tences are in ter re lated. Thus, “all men are mor tal” is in ter est -
ingly re lated to “Soc ra tes is mor tal.” There are, as you have seen
ear lier, pat terns, ex plored by logic, among dif fer ent kinds of sen -
tences, and there fore, from the point of view that I am de fend ing
here, inter-relationships among their functions. 

In char ac ter iz ing the lin guis tic view, Chis holm speaks of us
and our lan guage: ‘true solely in vir tue of the rules of our lan -
guage’, or ‘true solely in vir tue of the way in which we use words.’
What I at tempted to do ear lier was to show that we can for mu late
rules which tran scend the lim i ta tions of one par tic u lar lan guage
whereas he is fo cus ing his at ten tion here on the con trast be tween
our lan guage and the do main of en ti ties called be ing red, be ing
blue, con junc tion, disjunction, im pli ca tion and so on. And he is
think ing of those as ab so lutely ob jec tive in a good old clas si cal Pla -
tonic man ner. He then takes words, as I said, like ‘blue,’ ‘and,’ and
so on as la bel ing these items. He claims that if we un der stand the
phrase ‘solely in vir tue of’ in a nat u ral way, then the linguistic view
is obviously false.5 

What is his rea son ing? It, he says, 
…would be to say that the only con di tions that need to ob tain
for the sen tence to be true is that we use words in cer tain
ways…But let us con sider what must ob tain if the Eng lish sen -
tence “be ing red ex cludes be ing blue” is to be true. One such
con di tion is in di cated by the fol low ing sen tence which we may
call “T”:
The Eng lish sen tence “Be ing red ex cludes be ing blue” is true
if, and only if, be ing red ex cludes be ing blue.6

Now he tells us that clearly the first part of T in volves some thing
lin guis tic and that the fi nal part is a nec es sary con di tion for the
truth of the Eng lish sen tence men tioned in the first part. How ever,
he tells us that this fi nal sen tence re fers to prop er ties. It is cer tainly
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true that the Eng lish sen tence ‘be ing red ex cludes be ing blue’ is
true if and only if be ing red ex cludes be ing blue. And ‘be ing red’ is
an ex pres sion for a prop erty. Chis holm thinks of it as la bel ing an
en tity. In fig ure 6.14, (a) is an en tity, the prop -
erty be ing red, and Chis holm thinks of the Eng -
lish phrase ‘be ing red’ as labeling this entity,
being red. 

What I want to sug gest, of course, is that
be ing red ex cludes be ing blue is re ally not
about the non-lin guis tic; it is re ally an
interlinguistic sen tence about lan guage. In
other words, it says roughly:

one can cor rectly in fer a ·this is not blue·
from a ·this is red·

Here we en coun ter what we talked about un der the head ing of clas -
si fi ca tions. In other words, a state ment to the ef fect that be ing red
ex cludes be ing blue does not talk about a spe cial re la tion ship in re -
al ity, a re la tion of ex clu sion, be tween an en tity called be ing red and
an en tity called be ing blue. It is a way which we7 have in Eng lish,
par al lel to other lan guages, of tell ing our selves, with out ex plic itly
re fer ring to lan guage, that cer tain kinds of lin guis tic moves are cor -

rect. One can cor rectly in fer a ·this is not blue· from ·this is red· in
any lan guage. Or, in terms of what it is not correct to assert jointly,

one can not cor rectly as sert both ·this is red· and ·it is blue·.

I sug gest that the talk about a prop erty ex clud ing a prop erty is a way 
of talk ing about what we can cor rectly do in the way of com bin ing

sen tences. It tells us that one can not cor rectly com bine a ·this is

red· and a ·it is blue·. In con trast, Chis holm thinks of the phrase
‘be ing red’ as re fer ring to some thing in the do main which we were
talk ing about in great de tail when we were dis cuss ing rationalism.

The Eng lish sen tence ‘be ing red ex cludes be ing blue’ is true in -
deed if and if only be ing red ex cludes be ing blue. But that does not
re ally ex plain what ‘be ing red ex cludes be ing blue’ does. What
kind of sen tence is it? In ef fect, it is a rule which, among other
things, tells us that (para phras ing now) it is cor rect to say “if any -
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thing is red then it is not blue.” This is a rule which con cerns any
lan guage which in cludes a word func tion ing as our word ‘red’ does
and a word func tion ing 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 cor rectly in fer—and here I made it ex plic itly a mat ter
of these func tions which can be formed in dif fer ent lan guages by

dif fer ent ma te ri als—a ·this is not blue· from a ·this is red·, one

can not cor rectly as sert both a ·this is red· and a ·it is blue·. These
are all correctnesses and incorrectnesses that are for mu lated by
‘being red excludes being blue.’ 

Now, let us take the more strictly log i cal ex am ple and see if we
can get a better sense of what kind of mis take I think Chis holm is
mak ing. No tice that he for mu lates his log i cal ex am ple in terms of
these very ab stract words, for ex am ple, ‘be ing an i mal and ra tio nal
in cludes be ing ra tio nal’. (Note that, in ‘be ing ra tio nal and an i mal’,
the word ‘be ing’ is first be cause ‘be ing’ is op er at ing over both: it is
the prop erty of be ing an i mal and ra tio nal. This is an ab stract term
formed from a con junc tion.) Com pare that with ‘if any thing is ra -
tio nal and an i mal, then it is an i mal’. This is the level of lan guage at
which we are not talk ing about lan guage but we are us ing lan guage,
you see. But we also find this cu ri ous level at which we are us ing
these ab stract ex pres sions ‘be ing an i mal and ra tio nal’, ‘be ing an i -
mal’. What I want to sug gest is that here again we have a rule; and
it’s a rule which we can ex plain in terms of the way in which ‘and’
func tions or an “andy” word in any lan guage func tions. Now what
the sen tences tells us is that cer tain state ments are cor rect and also
that it is cor rect to in fer that some thing is an i mal if it is ra tio nal and

an i mal. It tells us that it is cor rect to in fer an ·it is an i mal· from an

·this is ra tio nal and an i mal·. (I’ll as sume again that we have a spe -
cific ex am ple here to il lus trate it). This state ment is at a higher level 
and for mu lates a rule which is, how ever, not about Eng lish only.
Chis holm re lied a great deal on that point. It is in deed true that this
state ment is not con cerned only with Eng lish. That is a key thing
about prop er ties, re la tions and the like. They are not tied to any one
lan guage. But ac cord ing to the ar gu ment that I of fered, that is not
be cause they are not about lan guage but be cause they are not spe -
cif i cally about our lan guage. As I put it, they are not non-lin guis tic;
they are just not pa ro chial. They are about any lan guage in which
cer tain func tions are per formed and which, roughly, con tains
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words which func tion as words do func tion in our lan guage. If you
look at his ex am ple, your first temp ta tion is to say, “Well, of
course, this is not about lan guage; it’s cer tainly not about Eng lish.”
Chis holm agrees it’s not about Eng lish but he thinks from that he
can conclude that it is not about language. I am arguing that it is a
way of talking about predicates and connectives. 

Let me give an other ex am ple. Sup pose we deal with the prob -
lem of what ac counts for log i cal truths, of what ex plains why cer -
tain sen tences are true: for ex am ple, Tom is tall or Tom is not tall.
The lin guis tic phi los o pher wants to say what ex plains the truth of
that is the log i cal form that it has, a mat ter of the words ‘or’ and
‘not’ oc cur ring as they do. Its form is re ally p or not-p. It would be
the gen eral form which is the pre sent able. The lin guis tic phi los o -
pher wants to say that what ex plains the truth of this is the way in
which ‘or’ and ‘not’ func tion in the log i cal struc ture of the lan -
guage. What Chis holm does is to con sider the Eng lish sen tence,
‘Tom is tall’ (He uses the more gen eral kind of ex am ple, roughly,
for ev ery P, P or not-P. But let us take this par tic u lar ex am ple be -
cause the same point can be made). The Eng lish sen tence ‘Tom is
tall or Tom is not tall’ is true if and only if Tom is tall or Tom is not
tall. In deed, this is true. And, as a mat ter of fact, we can say that the
Eng lish sen tence ‘Tom is tall or Tom is not tall’ stands for the
proposition that Tom is tall or Tom is not tall. 

That prop o si tion is true if and only if Tom is tall or Tom is not
tall. Ac cord ing to our anal y sis, to say that the Eng lish sen tence
‘Tom is tall or Tom is not tall’ stands for the prop o si tion that Tom is
tall or Tom is not tall is to clas sify it. It is to say that it is a sen tence
which is do ing the kind of job that is done in any lan guage by an ex -
pres sion con sist ing of an ex pres sion which does the job that ‘Tom’
does, and the pred i cate which does the kind of job that ‘tall’ does,
built into a larger sen tence by means of an ex pres sion which does
the work that ‘or’ does and so on. The stands for is, as we said, a
mat ter of giv ing a clas si fi ca tion. In this case, the func tion is a very
com plex one in volv ing the func tions of constituent expressions. 

But now the cru cial thing is: what is the force of ‘the prop o si -
tion is true if and only if Tom is tall or Tom is not tall’. What does
Chis holm tell us? For this pur pose, we can look again at the Eng lish
sen tence: ‘Tom is tall or Tom is not tall’ is true if, and only if, Tom
is tall or Tom is not tall. He tells us that the right-hand side does not
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re fer to lan guage. There fore, he says what makes this side true is a
non-lin guis tic mat ter. And there fore, what makes ‘Tom is tall or
Tom is not tall’ true is not a mat ter of lan guage. Now the sad thing
here is that ‘if and only if’ has noth ing to do with ex pla na tion. In
other words, that Tom is tall or Tom is not tall does not ex plain the
truth of this. All it does it to put down a straight for ward truth-con di -
tion. 

The ex pla na tion of the truth is still a mat ter of how the log i cal
words func tion. Let me il lus trate:

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

Here this whole thing is true, but you do not ex plain why 2+2=4 by
point ing out that 3+3=6. Hence, that ‘if and only if’ merely means
that they are true to gether, and, as a mat ter of fact, you can dem on -
strate that they are both true. When we cor rectly
say that Eng lish sen tence ‘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 sup pose that we are giv ing an
ex pla na tion. All that we are mak ing is a per fectly
cor rect 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 re fer to lan guage does not mean that the
ex pla na tion of the truth of a sen tence does not re -
fer to lan guage. This is a very ba sic mis take. Chis -
holm wants to say, “Aha! the Eng lish sen tence
‘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 re fer to lan guage, what makes the orig i nal sen tence true can not
be a mat ter of lan guage”—that sim ply is a non-se qui tur. It can still
be a mat ter of how the word ‘or’ func tions and how the word ‘not’
func tions when you put them in the con text of the same basic
sentence involving ‘Tom’ and ‘tall’.

There is an other ex am ple that serves to fol low the point
through. Sup pose that a cer tain ob ject a, in fig ure 6.15, is tri an gu -
lar. Take, for instance,

‘This (i.e., a) is tri an gu lar’ is true if and only if a is tri an gu -
lar.
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Per fectly true, but again ‘if and only if’ is not ex plan a tory: it is not
an ex plan a tory ex pres sion. ‘If and only if’ merely means that what
is in the left side is true only if what is in the right side is true. If a‘s
be ing tri an gu lar does not ex plain why this is true, what does ex plain 
why this is true? Be cause, given the di a gram, it is cor rect for me to
use the word ‘this’ in con nec tion with that ob ject, and it is also cor -
rect to re spond to that kind of ob ject with the word ‘tri an gu lar’ as
op posed to ‘cir cu lar’, or ‘square’. Thus, the ex pla na tion of the truth 
of ‘this is tri an gu lar’ can, in deed, re fer to what is cor rect in the way
of lin guis tic us age. You see, ob vi ously Chis holm would say,
“Well, ‘this is tri an gu lar’ is true if and only if a is tri an gu lar. And ‘a
is tri an gu lar’ does not re fer to lan guage; there fore, that which ex -
plains why this is true can not be a mat ter of lan guage, can’t be a
mat ter of correctnesses, or incorrectnesses re fer ring to lan guage.”
That is a non-se qui tur. That ‘this is tri an gu lar’ is true if and only if a
is tri an gu lar is non-con tro ver sial, about as non-con tro ver sial as
you can get. What it is giv ing us is not an ex pla na tion. The ex pla na -
tion ap peals to such things as that it is cor rect to speak of this sort of
thing in Eng lish by the word ‘tri an gu lar’, in French by an other
word, and it is cor rect to use the word ‘this’ when you are look ing at
some thing and are in an ex press ing-your-per cep tion frame of mind. 

Ac tu ally, then, there is a ba sic flaw run ning through out his
whole ac count: namely, that he is as sum ing that these sim ple
truth-con di tion sen tences are ex plan a tory sen tences. Thus the ar -
gu ment is what oc curs on the right-hand side of the ‘if and only if’
does not re fer to lan guage, and there fore you can not ex plain why
some thing is true with ref er ence to cor rect use of lan guage. How -
ever, Chis holm’s con clu sion fol lows if ‘if and only if’ means is ex -
plained by but it does not mean that; there fore, as I said, the
ar gu ment is based on a mis take. It is a very plau si ble ar gu ment and
many peo ple are taken in by it. But philo soph i cal mis takes lin ger on 
be cause of their plau si bil ity. If it were not plau si ble, it would have
been scotched a long time ago. 

As we see, what ex plains the truth of sen tences is a mat ter of
correctnesses and incorrectnesses with re spect to lan guage. Some
of these correctnesses and incorrectnesses are purely inter-lin guis -
tic; they in volve how it is cor rect to put sen tences to gether. The
purely log i cal ex am ples are straight for ward cases of that. They
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con cern what we call “con sis tency”: when you are putt ing sen -
tences to gether in the right way, when they should not be as serted in 
one breadth (for ex am ple “Tom is tall and Tom is not tall”). How -
ever, some correctnesses are correctnesses which con cern how we
re spond to the world. If I re spond to a green book by say ing “this is a 
red book,” given the way in which we, in point of fact, use those
sounds, that would be an in cor rect re sponse. There fore, some
correctnesses and incorrectnesses con cern ing lan guage also
involve non-linguistic items. 

In this we have to be care ful, as I em pha sized, about lev els.
There is the ob ject lan guage level, and then there would be higher
lev els, lev els where you talk about what is in com pat i ble with what.
But, once one gets down to the nitty gritty and looks at the ob ject
lan guage truths, then he finds Chis holm’s fun da men tal mis take,
blurred by the mix ture of mov ing from one level to another.

Thoughts

I want to fin ish with the theme of ver bal be hav ior ism be cause
this is where we can re ally put forth the al -
ter na tive to the Car te sian strat egy. At the
end of the ear lier dis cus sion of ver bal be -
hav ior ism, I pointed out that peo ple can
learn to re spond cor rectly to their own pro -
pen si ties. Chil dren can be brought, as I put 
it, to re spond cor rectly to their pro pen si -
ties to hit out, as in the case of an ger. They
can learn to say “I am an gry.” I want to em -
pha size some of the very im por tant points
that arise in this account. 

Con sider fig ure 6.16 in which we find
an an gry per son. Here is, P1, the pro pen -
sity to strike out—roughly, an ger. It is
epit o mized by the pro pen sity to dam age
some body; when you are an gry at some -
body you have a pro pen sity to in jure, dam -
age, hurt them, in some way or other, ei ther very po litely, or in a
straight for ward small-child kind of way. We will take an ger to be
the pro pen sity. Sup pose that the per son has been trained.8 This
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Fig ure 6.16 (a) The pro -
pen sity to say 'I am an gry'.
R, the re sponse tie. P1, the
pro pen sity to strike out
(an ger). 
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does not mean that the child is ap pre hend ing or be ing aware of the
pro pen sity to hit out (that is the way the Car te sian would con strue
what we are say ing here). It means merely that he has the pro pen -
sity, P2, to re spond to the pro pen sity P1 ei ther by say ing “I am an -
gry” or by sim ply hav ing the pro pen sity to say it and sup press ing it
be cause he has been brought up so that he does not babble his
thoughts.

The pro pen sity, P2, is a mat ter of a re sponse tie, R, which is a re -
sult of pa ren tal train ing which in volves, first of all, teach ing the
child, Jones, how to say that he is an gry. When he gets into the log i -
cal space of an ger, he does not even need to know that he is an gry;
the par ent can so bring it about that he says, “I am an gry.” [The par -
ents fol low the type of rule that Sellars char ac ter izes as an
“ought-to-be”, or a rule con cern ing en ti tle ment.] His par ents might
say, “You are an gry.” “I am an gry?” he re plies; “Yes, you are an -
gry.” In this way, there can be a con nec tion made be tween the an ger
and the say ing of “I am an gry” which does not in volve any thing that 
can be called a no tic ing of an ger. I want to ar gue that no tic ing is
some thing that pre sup poses these kinds of con nec tions rather than
be ing some thing which is an te ced ent 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 gen er al iza tion con cerns what we can es tab lish by
ob ser va tion. You might say, “Well, we can es tab lish by or di nary fa -
mil iar in duc tion (the kind that Rus sell talks about) that all sit u a -
tions of one kind are ac com pa nied by a sit u a tion of an other kind.
Roughly, all A sit u a tions are B sit u a tions, where A and B are both
observables.” But then, you will re call, in dis cuss ing the con cept of
sen sa tion, I pointed out that in ad di tion to kinds of gen er al iza tions
we can make at the level of in duc tion, there are the o ret i cal ex pla na -
tions where we ap peal to states of af fairs that are not ob served.
There can be two kinds of ex pla na tion of why the bal loon ex pands.
One is sim ply in terms of the fact that it is a gen eral truth that when
heated, gas tends to ex pand. The other ex pla na tion in volved an ap -
peal to a phys i cal the ory which pos tu lates the ex is tence of mi -
cro-par ti cles which move faster and faster when a source of heat is
ap plied and there fore, in the case of the bal loon, hit more and more
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fre quently against sides of the bal loon and push the sides of the bal -
loon away, mak ing it ex pand. As I in di cated, the kind of ac count
that we get when think ing in terms of ver bal be hav ior ism is a very
crude the ory; it is a the ory which ba si cally ap peals to the sorts of
things that we can ob serve, or to what we can in fer from what we ob -
serve sim ply by go ing from actuality to propensity—as the
Scholastics put it, from what actually happens to what was
possible.

Ac tu ally, we have a much better ac count of hu man be hav ior
than you can for mu late in terms of the ap pa ra tus of ver bal be hav ior -
ism. In the first place, as I said, ver bal be hav ior ism can not get off
the ground un less you go from what peo ple ac tu ally say out loud to
their pro pen si ties. But then since peo ple act rea son ably much more
quickly than they can talk, we must sup pose that these pro pen si ties
change and shift very, very quickly. Thus, al ready at the level of
ver bal be hav ior ism, these pro pen si ties get char ac ter is tics which do
not, in any di rect way, mir ror the clum si ness of sheer ver bal ex pres -
sion. It has al ways tra di tion ally been said that thought moves very
quickly; we speak of mov ing with the speed of thought and so on.
There fore, al ready at the common sense level, I think peo ple be gin
to sketch a richer the ory ac cord ing to which there are ep i sodes that
oc cur in per sons which can oc cur very quickly. The idea is that
there are ep i sodes which are not pro pen si ties to say things, but are
part of a frame work for ex plain ing why these pro pen si ties oc cur as
they do, how they are re lated to one an other, and why they change
with the speed with which they can change. I want you to think of
these ep i sodes in this ex plan a tory frame work as in a cer tain way
anal o gous to the microphysical par ti cles which come in to the ex -
pla na tions of the gross ob serv able be hav ior of things.
Microphysical par ti cles be have in very sub tle and com pli cated
ways and have a much richer kind of sys tem of re la tion ships to each
other than any thing at the level of ob ser va tion that we can de tect.
And, sim i larly, I want you to think, then, of common sense as start -
ing out with the idea of peo ple hav ing pro pen si ties and shift ing pro -
pen si ties to speak can didly. Then think of common sense as
grad u ally evolv ing a the ory which is richer and which, roughly, is a
frame work that stands to these pro pen si ties to think out loud can -
didly as a so phis ti cated the ory in phys ics stands to the ob serv able
phe nom ena that the the ory tries to ex plain. Of course, you can
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guess what I will call those ep i sodes; I will call them “thoughts.” I
sug gest that in stead of thoughts be ing, so to speak, the most ob vi -
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 a theory of persons and rational behavior. 

It is a good the ory; it works. The the ory is mod eled on speech.
When ever peo ple talk about thoughts, you will find them re fer ring
to them as though they were lit tle speeches go ing on in side peo ple.
Why is that? Why, in the nov els, do you find quot ing used when you 
are re fer ring to a per son’s thoughts? It is be cause our fun da men tal
model for a thought is a piece of can did speech. The no tion of a
model here is very im por tant. Con sider, for ex am ple, this the ory in
terms of which we ex plain why bal loons ex pand when heated.9

Con sider the no tion of a mol e cule (the word co mes from Latin and
in Latin means a lit tle par ti cle, a lit tle body). We start out a the ory
usu ally by con struct ing a model in terms of things that be have
roughly and clum sily like the things that we want to pos tu late in our 
the ory. What we can say is that lit tle par ti cles bump ing against each 
other are the kind of model for the ob jects which we in tro duce in
our the ory. What I want to sug gest, then, is that can did overt
speech, spon ta ne ous overt speech is the model for thought. Re -
mem ber Jones with some thing on the tip of his tongue: “Why it did -
n’t stop?” When you think of a per son’s think ing it did not stop,
your model for that thought is a can did speech event, viz., the say -
ing “It did n’t stop.” But then, of course, ev ery model will carry with 
it into the the ory a com men tary ex plain ing how un like the items
you are postulating in your theory are from the items that you take
as your model.

Af ter all, mol e cules are not ex actly like lit tle tiny bod ies be -
cause they be have in very funny ways. By the time you get down to
at oms and pi-mesons, they are be hav ing in very funny ways in deed. 
We still start out, as it were, by try ing to pic ture in terms of ob serv -
able things and then, of course, the items turn out to be have in won -
drous ways. In cer tain re spects, they are like ob serv able things but,
in oth ers, they be have in very odd ways. There is a com men tary in
the model. The same thing is true in the case of thought. As I said,
our ba sic model for thought is can did say ings. But then, we have a
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lit tle com men tary, “You mean
there is an in ner tongue which
is wag ging some where in the
back here?” “No, I don’t mean
that.” “There fore, it is not re -
ally like speech.” “Well, it’s
like speech and it’s not re ally
like speech, you see. Some -
thing goes on here very much
like what goes on when you ex -
plain to some one what an elec -
tron is or what a mol e cule is.” I
want you, then, as an al ter na -
tive to Chis holm’s ap proach,
to think of thought ep i sodes as
el e ments in a the o ret i cal frame work de signed to ex plain how peo -
ple come to have pro pen si ties to use lan guage in the way in which
they do. And I hope that it would be un der stood that as a per son can
be trained to re spond to pro pen si ties, so
al most by the same token, he can be
trained to respond to more subtle items.

Con sider fig ure 6.17. Here is the
pro pen sity, (a), and the ep i sode, (b),
which is part of the frame work ex plain -
ing why (a) is there. The im por tant
thing is the abil ity to re spond to this ep i -
sode with, for ex am ple, the thought oc -
curred to me that 2+2=4. Sup pose that I 
say can didly, “the thought oc curred to
me that 2+2=4.” Chis holm, as we see in
fig ure 6.18, wants to say, “Well, there is 
a spe cial ac tiv ity of ap pre hend ing; you
ap pre hend this thought that 2+2=4, this
ep i sode of think ing that 2+2=4.” Then
you, as it were, ca su ally or with out any re flec tion, set about ex -
press ing it. It is as though lan guage co mes in as some thing that was
cho sen; you chose to ex press it. There is such a thing as choos ing
lan guage but I warned about tak ing that as the fun da men tal model.
For Chis holm, you see, it is a model of there be ing an ac tiv ity of ap -

16 Meaning, Truth, and Entitlement 

Fig ure 6.17 (a) The pro pen si ty:  the
thought just oc curred to me that 2+2=4. (b)
An ep i sodic thought. (c) The ar row in di -
cates the re sponse. 

Fig ure 6.18.



pre hend ing the think ing. We have the thought, and then there is a
will ing, a de cid ing, a choos ing, a set ting one self to ex press it by us -
ing the piece of lan guage: “the thought oc curred to me that 2+2=4.”
I want to sug gest that, on the con trary, the pro pen sity 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 re spond ing in a re li able way? Be cause, that is the
way we have been brought up. We have been brought up to use lan -
guage cor rectly. Let me il lus trate this point in terms of a very sim -
ple per cep tual ex am ple which will in volve a di rect con fron ta tion
with Chis holm’s ac count of his prin ci ples. Let us con sider a case
which you will find spelled out in the sec ond of the three pa pers on
the Struc ture of Knowl edge.10 Con sider the case where Jones sees
there to be a red ap ple in front of him. Now, let us go back to the ver -
bal be hav ior ist ap proach which we made more sub tle by this in tro -
duc tion of a the o ret i cal el e ment in ad di tion to talk ing sim ply in
terms of pro pen si ties to speak out loud can didly. Sup pose, for ex -
am ple, there is a ta ble here with a red ap ple on it. Jones is in a sort of
hun gry frame of mind, you might say. His ap ple-no tic ing thresh old
has been low ered some what by this de pri va tion. He looks around:
“Lo, a red ap ple! A red ap ple is here!” He’s mak ing some kind of
state ment like this and he does it can didly. How can we tell that he is 
do ing it can didly? Well, he is caught by sur prise. There is noth ing
in the con text that would lead us to sup pose that he is act ing out a
play, try ing to kid us or any thing. First of all, we know that he’s
been appletized; he turns around and says, “Lo, a red ap ple!”
Surely, this is a can did re sponse. Now why is it likely to be true?
Why is this state ment likely to be true? Be cause he has been
brought up in the con text of ap ples and has been in con texts where
he and oth ers re spond to ob jects like that with the word ‘ap ple,’ and
ob jects with the color like that with the word ‘red,’ and with the
phrase ‘red ap ple.’ He has learned how to use demonstratives.
Thus, putt ing all of these abil i ties to gether, all of these pro pen si ties
lurk ing in him, he says, “Lo, a red ap ple! This is a red apple.” How
does the truth business come in? Obviously he is responding
correctly. 
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Let us put a screen around the ap ple. Now we know what these
ap ples are like. We know that he is a good guy; he is not putt ing us
on. We know that he has been look ing around, look ing for bread
crumbs, any thing. So he goes be hind the screen, and we hear him
sud denly burst out, “Lo, a red ap ple!” We do not see the ap ple. Do
we have any rea son to be lieve that there is an ap ple there? Of course
we do. Jones has can didly said (or thought out loud), “Lo, a red ap -
ple!” Given the ‘Lo, a red ap ple’ and that there is noth ing which
leads us to sup pose that he is play act ing, putt ing us on, or so on, we
con clude that it is prob a ble, that there is good rea son to be lieve that
there is a red ap ple there. Now we are inferring:

Jones can didly said, “Lo, a red ap ple” 

and in the ab sence of coun ter vail ing, dis cred it ing cir cum stances,

So it is rea son able for us to be lieve that there is a red ap ple in 
front of Jones.

And this is a typ i cal ex am ple. [The “ought to be”s in volved here 
con sti tute Sellars’ “translevel in fer ence rules.” This rules makes up 
part of the fab ric of entitlements and in volves two rules of crit i -
cism, and a rule  of ac tion as in di cated in the paper “Trans-level
Entitlements” on the website, p. 36.]Why is it rea son able for us?
Can we ex plain why it is rea son able? Yes, be cause we would ex -
plain the rea son able ness in terms of the fact that Jones has gone
through the nor mal pro ce dure of learn ing to use the word ‘ap ple’
and how to use the word ‘lo’ and so on. And so, it is ex plained in
terms of Jones’ lan guage ac qui si tion. All right, we no tice our in fer -
ence, and we have a the ory which jus ti fies our in fer ring. The the ory
con cerns lan guage ac qui si tion, and the prem ise is that Jones can -
didly ut tered “Lo, a red ap ple!” My con clu sion, in terms of the the -
ory, is that it is rea son able for us to be lieve that there is a red apple
in front of him. 

No tice that we can not only do this with re spect to Jones, but we
can do it with re spect to our selves as lan guage us ers. For ex am ple,
we of ten find our selves can didly think ing out loud, mak ing can did
state ments. And we can go through the same pat tern here. Sup pose,
for ex am ple, I go be hind the cur tain and I am in the same sit u a tion
that Jones was in and I say, “Lo, a red ap ple!” Then I turn away to
talk to you. Then I be gin to won der and I say, “I just can didly said,
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‘lo, a red ap ple; there is a red ap ple.’” I’m not kid ding any body, not
even my self; I’m not putt ing on an act. Hence, in all prob a bil ity
there is an ap ple there. We can make the same kind of in fer ence
from the fact that we can didly said some thing to some thing’s be ing
so, or to it’s be ing likely that some thing is so. Just as we could with
re spect to Jones, we can make a first per son use of this fact: I just
can didly said, ‘lo, a red ap ple!’; so it is rea son able for me to be lieve
that there was a red ap ple in front of me. Why is it rea son able? For
the same rea son. I know not only how Jones learned language, I
know how I learned the language.

What I want to sug gest is that the jus ti fi ca tion for Chis holm’s
epistemic prin ci ples is to be found in terms of the o ries of how we
learn a lan guage and the char ac ter is tics of the lan guage that we
learn to use. Jones can rea son also: I just thought out loud, “Lo, ap -
ple!” So there is a good rea son to be lieve that there is a red ap ple in
front of me. Nat u rally, this rea son ing is not the rea son ing that he
orig i nally went through be cause he did not go through any. He said, 
“Lo, a red ap ple”—no rea son ing what ever. But, you can now rea -
son about the rea son able ness of the be liev ing that there is a red ap -
ple there on the ba sis of the sheer fact that you have a spon ta ne ous
ten dency to say that a red ap ple is there. When I was here and said,
“Lo, a red ap ple,” I am not in fer ring. But, you see, the be lief that
there is a red ap ple there is now a rea son able one for me be cause,
given the way that I learned lan guage, if I can didly say that there is a 
red apple there, in all likelihood, there is one there. 

This can be ex tended to the do main of thoughts. If one spon ta -
ne ously thinks, “Aha! there is a red ap ple there,” then that thought
is likely to be true. Chis holm would say that if we think we per ceive
a red ap ple, then the prop o si tion that there is a red ap ple there is rea -
son able with re spect to me. But he says that is an ex am ple of a prin -
ci ple of ev i dence that you can not es tab lish and that you must ac cept 
un der the pen alty that if you don’t ac cept that kind of prin ci ple,
there is no knowl edge. I want to say that once we un der stand how
lan guage is learned, these prin ci ples fall out nat u rally. They fall out 
nat u rally, natu ral isti cally, so to speak, and non-Cartesianly from a
the ory of per sons as lan guage us ers and, there fore, as think ers.
Well, as I said, this is what you find in the Struc ture of Knowl edge
(sec ond es say and, de vel oped fur ther, in the third es say called
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Epistemic Prin ci ples) where I take di rect issue with Chisholm and
defend this kind of strategy.

As I said, I have a large num ber of top ics that I wanted to dis -
cuss but have no time to. Let me say a bit more about truth. Chis -
holm does have some thing to say about truth and it is im por tant to
ex am ine it with some care to see how il lu mi nat ing it is. Ac cord ing
to Chis holm, we need the no tion of a state of af fairs. The ba sic idea
he has about truth is that states of af fairs can ei ther ob tain or not ob -
tain, ex ist or do not ex ist.11 Thus, con sider the state of af fairs re -
ferred to by this ex pres sion ‘Soc ra tes be ing wise’, or ‘that Soc ra tes
is wise’. There are a num ber of ways in which you can re fer to a
state of af fairs ac cord ing to Chis holm, but you will no tice that they
all in volve an ab strac tion op er a tor: Soc ra tes be ing wise or that Soc -
ra tes is wise. These states of af fairs can ei ther ob tain or not ob tain.
We ab stract from the dis tinc tion of the past, pres ent and fu ture so
that a state of af fairs is ex pressed by the sort of thing we have been
call ing ab stract sin gu lar terms. 

We can say of a state of af fairs, for ex am ple, Tom’s be ing tall,
that it ex ists, that it ob tains. And there fore, what Chis holm does is
to de fine the truth of be liefs, or of believings, in terms of the ex ist -
ing of states of af fairs. Sup pose that Jones be lieves that Tom is tall.
In other words, as Chis holm puts it (mak ing it still more ab stract),
Jones be lieves that Tom’s be ing tall ex ists (or ob tains). He just be -
lieves that Tom is tall. Ac cord ing to Chis holm, his be lief that Tom
is tall is true just in case the state of af fairs Tom is tall ex ists (ob -
tains). What I want you to no tice is there is some thing funny about
this. Tom’s be ing tall, the state of af fairs, and that Tom is tall, which 
we can sup pose to be the be lief, have the same struc ture. First we
have that Tom is tall and we say of it that it is true. And sec ond, we
have Tom’s be ing tall and we say of it that it ex ists. We could have
said, “that Tom is tall ex ists.” Now I sug gest that what we have here
is like:

we’re here be cause we’re here be cause we’re here be cause
we’re here, 

in the sense that the left-hand side says ex actly what the right
hand-side says. We do not re ally get a the ory of truth. All we do is to 
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point out that the con cept of truth in the con text of be liefs is the
same as the con cept of a state of af fairs ex ist ing. 

On the anal y sis that we of fered, the be lief that Tom is tall is sim -
ply a be lief of the Tom is tall kind. Or, it can be a state ment of the
“Tom is tall” kind be cause we want to re vise, as I em pha sized, the
re la tion ship Chis holm thinks of as ex ist ing be tween be liev ing and
say ing. To say the be lief is true is to say, re ally, that it is a cor rect
be lief, a be lief that one is en ti tled to have. En ti tled to have, not be -
cause you have sto len it, so to speak; but just that in ac cor dance
with the correctnesses and incorrectnesses of thought and lan -
guage, in the cir cum stances, that is the right be lief to have (as op -
posed to a “Tom is short” be lief). I sug gest that that Tom is tall

ex ists tells us sim ply that ·Tom is tall·s are cor rect. This tells us

that that Tom is tall be liefs are cor rect if, and only if, ·Tom is tall·s, 
in gen eral, are cor rect, where you are not lim it ing your self to be -
liefs but to can did overt speech or to thoughts in foro interno.

Con se quently, I think that if one ex am ines Chis holm’s the ory
of truth, what we re ally get is

_________ is true if and only if _________ is true 

which is true, but un in for ma tive for much the same rea son that I
was de vel op ing ear lier. Well now, I do not think there is time to em -
bark on any other topic. I think you would have philo soph i cal in di -
ges tion if we tried to. 
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