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51986 In the seventeenth century, an obscure Iberian nonk was sol vi ng
Wttgenstein's problemabout following rules. John Poinsot did not explicitly
address Wttgenstein's argunents that nental events cannot explain how we
follow rules. But Poinsot devel oped a analysis of nental events that fits
Wttgenstein's objections |like a glove. Poinsot's analysis is developed in
two places, in his theory of signs and in his theory of concepts. Hi's
conplete theory of signs is for the first tinme available in English in John
Deely's edition of his Tractatus de Signis. H's theory of concepts has not
been translated, but a nuch nore than adequate presentation of it is found in
Jacques Maritain's The Degrees of Know edge.

51686 Call species specifiers (or objectifying forns?)

Kri pgenstein views nmental entities as relating us to objects that nust be
interpreted as (further) related to plus or quus. Thus, nental entities
relate us to signs, instrunmental signs, not to what the signs signify. But
why contenplete nental entities relating us to instrunental signs alone? |If
they can relate us to one kind of object, they can relate us to the other.
5586 The key to relating Kripgenstein to Poinsot is where Kripgenstein
says the reason a nental entity will not work is that a nental entity nust be
interpreted. What is it that is interpreted? An object. But Poinsot's
mental entity is not an object.

Yes, his objects are universals. But the problem of universals is always
with us. If Wttgenstein's problemw th nental entities is that their objects
are universal, he has no new problemw th nental entities, on the one hand,
and rul es or |anguage, on the other.

The probl em of universals is not whether we nust quantify over predicates
or classes. The intentional existence of universals is not the existence we
assert by quantifying over them The intentional existence is an existence
required as a cause of our behavior of follow ng rules and using |anguage; it
IS asserted to exist as such a causal factor.




51486 What kind of nental entities do we need to explain how we intend the
function plus by '+ and not the function quus? Mental entities whose
business it is just to relate us to the function plus and nothing el se, nental
entities by which we are related to the function plus and nothing el se.

But how can this be? The very asking of this question reveals a failure to
conprehend what is involved in positing such nental states, what is going on
when we posit such nental states. The pertinent question is 'How could this
not be, how could it be any other way? The only reason for even positing
nmental states in this context, the context of explaining our use of "+ is to
explain our relation to the function plus that we call 'neaning plus, or
"intending' plus by "+ . Anything short of a nmental state that relates us to
what the function plus itself is and to nothing else is irrelevant. That is
really what Wttgenstein's argunents show.

What enables a nental state to explain neaning is precisely that postul ated
ability torelate ne to what is not itself which is the reason for postul ating
nmental entities in the first place. So nental states explain nmeani ng not by
relating ne to sonething interior to my nental states but by relating nme to
what is not ny nental state. The only reason for tal king about nental states
is to talk about entities which are neans by which this relation is effected,
means by which a relation to sonething other than thenselves if effected, a
relation that is given as a prem se of the discussion. And the nental state
nmust have what ever ontol ogi cal characteristics are necessary for it to effect
such a relation
53186 In order for a nental entity to explain our intending plus by '+
Kri pgenstein wants the entity to have sone characteristic other than a
relation to plus, a characteristic other than a relation to plus which would
cause the entity's relation to plus, or determne it (specify it?). But why
does it need any other characteristic than being a relation to plus or being
sonething that relates us to plus? (Wen speaking of a characteristic other
than relating us to plus, say relating us to plus rather than being a relation
to plus. How does it relate us to plus? By being a relation to plus.)




51686 p. 44, beginning of second paragraph: Wat quality nust a nental state
have to be the state of neaning or intending plus by '+ ? How about the
quality of being the intending of plus by "+, the quality of being the
relation of neaning plus by '+ ? The skeptics arguenent shows that no
additional quality, no other quality, can constitute the meaning of plus by
"+, but that servse to prove only that the nental state relevant to
expl ai ning linguistic behavior is just the nental state that thas the quality
of, is characterized by, the intending of X, the neaning of X  The skeptics
argunment shows that no other nental state or characteristic of a nental state
can take the place of a nental state's consisting of intending plus by '+'.
The fact tha all past behavior could be interpreted by quus as well as by

plus is not contrary evidence, it is supportive evidence. It proves
| i ngui stic behavior cannot be expl ai ned except by a nental state relating ne
to plus and not quus, in particular, a nental state of intending plus. It

proves that by proving that we need nental states relating us to plus, not
quus. Thus, we need nental states that are relations to plus, not quus.

How can such a nental state exist if every instance of plus can be
interpreted as a quus (like green and grue)? The sane question could be asked
about how | know the difference between what it is to be green and what it is
to be grue, between what it is to be the plus function and the quus function.
The prem se of the whole discussion is that | do know the difference. And, by
hypot hesis, | do not know it by know ng individual cases; nor is it by know ng
a Platonic form(with no relation to individual cases). | know it by know ng
what it is to be a green individual or what it is for an individual to be an
act of addition.

And if | can know the difference between plus and quus, why can't | intend
to use signs differently? Wy can't | express what | know? |If the skeptic's
difficulty makes it inpossible to express the difference, it also nmakes it
i npossi ble for me to have nental states by which | know the difference. And
that shows that | do not know the difference by states relating ne to
i ndi vidual instances interpretable as either instances of plus or quus.



82586 Kri pgenstein not only wants a nmental entity to have a property other
than relating me to plus or quus, he wants themto have a subjective property
by whi ch the concsious subject is related to hinself, not to something other
than hinself. He wants themto be characterized by a tw nge or speci al
feeling that woul d be sonething going on within the consci ous subject and part
of his own self-awareness. Wttgenstein always seens to nmake this the proper
characteristic of nental events.

Al so, Poinsot recognizes that nental 'activities' are not processes. See
references in Sinon, especially section on the virtual production of the
concept .

52686 Does going to the community really help Kripke solve the problenf? A
judges that B can count, i.e., is justified in relying on Bto give himthe
ri ght anmount of goods. But what nakes X the right amount? Wy shouldn't A
really want the result of quusing, not plussing. How does A know that he
wants B to add and not to quus?

Is it enough to say that plus is useful to our life and quus isn't? Wy
couldn't quus be useful? Answer: it could be useful in another life, but in
fact, it isn't. That's jus a fact, that's all. But how do we know this fact,
that is, how does A know this fact? 1In the last analysis, A judges just as
blindly as B does. A judges that what he wants from B, what is useful for
him is plus, not quus. O better, that which A happens to want from B, and
what A happens to judge he wants fromB, is plus, not quus. But that judgnent
is blind.

Perhaps Kriple admts this in one of those footnotes at the end where he
tal ks about the necessity for assum ng | anguage in order to fornul ate the
problem But (1) this assunption is invalid re the skeptic; (2) especially
because the so-call ed skeptical solution does not solve the problemsince A
acts blindly.

But nost inportantly, we don't act blindly, i.e., we know what plus, not
quus, is. If we knowit, why can't we use a word for it know ngly. Further,
we know t hat and why plus, not quus, is useful inthis life.

1586 Put together Dretske and followng rules. Follow ng rules

requires that the nature of that of which we are aware have a causal relation
to our behavior, but not an efficient causal relation, a relation of an
extrinsic formal cause.



51486 Kripke is further confused in thinking that grue illustrates
Wttgenstein's rule problem For that problemapplies to grue itself, as well
as to plus and quus. The skeptic can say, 'How do you know you shoul d apply
"grue' this way today' maybe | should apply it to things that are purple

t oday.

Kri pke's exanple of using an inage a green when applying 'grue' illustrates
the difference between concepts and inmages. Both intend objects. But a
concept relates ne to what it is to be green and to nothing else, while a
green image can be used in conjunction with the concept of what it is to be
sonet hi ng grue and not hi ng el se.

If a nmental state relates ne to green, it relates ne to color. But the
concept of green adds sonething to the concept of color. Does the nental
state relating nme to green relate ne to grue? Unlike color, grue makes
reference to sonething really distinct fromgree, blue. As a result, the
nmental state relating ne to green does not necessarily relate ne to grue (and
if it did, so what?). Thus, with the concept of green, | can use 'green' the
word to say ' X is green today and X will be green tonorrow . And if it wll
be green tonorrow, | cannot say truthfully "X will be grue tonorrow . So the
mental state explaining ny use of 'green' is not identical with the nental
state explaining ny use of '"grue'. 'Gue' is not logically included in green;
and | need both the nental state for green and the nental state for what is
really distinct fromgreen to have the nental state for 'grue'

92885 It is interesting that we speak of correspondence with objects and
refer to reality as conposed of objects, the reality we want to know as
conmposed of objects. For calling themobjects relates themto know edge,
i.e., it describes themas terns of know edge relations. W need terns that
do not relate themto know edge.



81586 The only evidence we have for existence is the direct awareness of
obj ects as extra-objectively existing (sense experience and introspection) and
reasoni ng fromthese objects about what other things are necessary for their
exi stence (causes).
101851 Evidence for existence consists of (1) the presence in awareness of an
actual ly existing object and (2) the presence in awareness of a necessary
causal relation term nated by the first existence and another hitherto
unpercei ved exi stence. Wiy a necessary causal relation? A |less than
necessary connection is not sufficient to exclude the opposite fromtruth.
And the relation is a causal relation because it is arelation to the
exi stentially other, other than what is present in awareness.

| nduction is based on know edge that this is all evidence can consist of.
For by knowing this, we know that is is unreasonable to believe in what is not
evidenced by (1) or (2). It is not reasonable because existence is the goa
of reason, and evidence for existence other than (1) that is not a necessary
causal connection cannot exclude the opposite fromtruth. (Qur thoughts nust
be neasured by what is independent of our thoughts. |If we do not have a
cogni ti on-i ndependent object to provide us with evidence, contradictories
could be true. Also, without evidence froma cognition-independent source,
our thoughts are neasured only by thensel ves, which is not their goal.)
51486 Language needs the intentional existence of the object and its rea

exi stence. Intentional existence alone does not give us a ground (cause) for
a use of | anguage being correct. To know that ny use conforns to prior
intentions, | need evidence on which to base an inductive argunent using

sinplicity. Only awareness of actual existence provudes such evi dence.



The actual existence of internal states will not do as a basis for
i nduction and sinplicity. | can conclude that ny present use of 'green
confornms to past if | amalone on a desert island and there are all sorts of
green things, few of any other color, and | renmenber using 'green' frequently.
And that kind of evidence would be available to a distant observer as well. |
may think | renenber having many pains of the kind I now call 'Tom', but there
is not now any existing exterior evidence for the veracity of those nenori es.
52686 | can decide right nowto intentionally use '-' for plus. But what
does it nmean to so use it? | can construct a sentence and inmagine that '-' is
so used in a community that '-' has the use '+ happens to actually have. For
the concepts of plus or quus are characterizing cuases of the meaningful use
of words; concepts cone into existence in that way.

| magi ning a new use for '-' or any simlar private act of meaning does not
give ne any inductive causal basis for knowng | amusing a word correctly.
But a causal inductive basis is precisely what is called for, since there is
no necessary connection between a particul ar | anguage-formand a particul ar
concept. The absence of such a necessary connection calls for factua
evi dence for the connection. Factual evidence is provided, not by sense
experience as sensible or as original but as presenting us with an exi stence.
Interior acts give us current existence only; the phenonenalist argunent says
this. Menory appears to relate ne to existence, but that's all. 1It's only an
appear ance, epistenol ogically speaki ng.
71186 As Maritain says in Theonas, there is an interior process going on.

As | contenplate a painting, | may not be directly aware of the interior
process, but there are still relations of before and after. The proof is that
| could perroman interior act of counting, '1,2,3...'. That act would
nmeasrue the contenplation, so the contenplation is a process at | east
potentially neasured, i.e., a tenporally neasurable process. The duration of

the process is a quantity.



| can neasure an apparently changel ess inner process by another inner
process, e.g., counting '1, 2, 3...'. But that inner counting doesn't give ne
an obj ective standard of equal values just as private | anguage does not give
me a standard of correct or incorrect usage. Correct or incorrect usage is a
nmeans of objectifying. But words do not objectify by thenselves. They are
i nstrunmental signs. They objectify by being associated wth other objects.
That associ ation nust have a cognition-independent base. The association
takes place voluntarily (conventionally). But unless the convention directs a
cogni ti on-i ndependent association, there is no standard of right and wong and
hence no useful instrunental objectifying.

Wiy not? for the sane reason that "1, 2, 3..."' done entirely in the
I magi nati on does not give a standard of equality. Reference to a
conventional ly decided standard is a nmeans of instrunental objectifying, the

relation to the equal standard (the bar) is not instrunental. But using it
for defining quantitative ternms, i.e., using it as a neans of objectifying is
i nstrunmental and cognition-dependent. The instrunental nust be reducible to
the non-instrunmental. The standard nmust not be dependent on ny current
decision to say '2' now rather than a second earlier or later. |If the

standard is totally cognition-dependent, it is dependent on ny current
decision. (That is the only thing that exists as far as cognition is
concer ned.)

O: If I want the period marked by '3 to be equal that marked by '2',
nmust have sonmeway of know ng that, of objectifying that fact. |If the period
mar ked by '2' no | onger exists because it only existed in ny imgination, |
have no way of knowing it. The problemis epistenological (Kripke), but with
an ontol ogi cal base. The reason there is no way now, currently, of knowing it
is that the previous act did not produce any cognition-independentally
exi sting situation, state of affairs (e.g., the disposition of others to use
words in certain ways) that |I can now objectify. For all my objectifying
traces back to cognition-independent existence given in sense experience.



82586 The real reason interior counting won't do: cognition is neasured by
what is independent of cognition. Truth is neasured by what is independent of

cogntion, hence by real existence. It is not just neasured by what is other
than cognition except in the sense that it is neasured by existence that is
ot her than being cognized. |If it was just neasured by what is other than

cognition, it could be neasured by sonething constructed by, and hence
nmeasured by, cognition so that cognition would nmake itself true.
Wttgenstein's private | anguage woul d be a | anguage that was sel f-justifying
in a strong causal sense; it would nmake itself correct.

Thught is ordered to sonething that will neasure it as true or false,
correct or incorrect, right or wong. It therefore nust be ordered to rea
exi stence, i.e., to what is cognition-independent. Oherw se, there is no
goal for objectification to achieve such that the objectification can be
measured as successful or not successful.

71186 To have a standard for the equality of the periods of "1', '2', and
"3, | have to have a way of judging the equality of two periods. Such a way
of judging requires that the objects about which we judge not be our own

subj ective ideas, feelings, concepts, etc. As Aquinas says, if the objects of
judgnments were our own ideas, contradictories could be true. | say the

peri ods were equal; you say they were not. Qur ideas nust objectify sonething
beyond t hensel ves.

Then how do we judge the truth about the objects of these ideas? By appeal
to objectified evidence. Here that can only be the evidence of the senses.
But the senses have a subjective side |ikewi se. They provide a neans of
judging only insofar as they relate us to objects, and here the objects really
exist. Wien it cones to a way of judging tinme intervales, the object nust not
be our feelings about how nmuch tine has passed. W nust relate to an object
that is other than any of our subjective states.




WIIl a possibly existing object do? There are an infinite nunber of
possible intervals. How do | judge that conceived or renenbered or inagined
interval Ais equal to the current interval B that I want to know about? 1In
the last analysis, there has to be sonething cognition-independent and, hence,
really existing. There nust be an object capable of neasuring our jugnents.
For necessary truths, possible objects can do it, but not for contingent
truths about what is other than our nental states.

"The imagined arrow is blue'. That is contingently true. But can we use
| anguage to objectify the objects of imagination unless we have standards for
correct usage? 'Interval Ais equal to B. | can hypothesize this and nmake
it so by fiat. But does that help ne develop a | anguage? If | invent the
word 'blue' solely for an i magi ned object, do | have a standard of correct
usage, of achieving a certain goal, an intended goal, a standard by which
can judge the goal to have been achieved? It is not just that the currently
i magi ned obj ect neasures the truth of 'The object is blue'. But what standard
neasures the achi evenent of a goal intended for 'blue'? An imgined standard
could only give ne an i nagi nary achi evenent of the goal, any non-cogniti on-

I ndependent standard only an achi evenent that is cognition-dependent and,
hence not necessarily relative to any thing (to any real existence) other than
that of ny own current states.

Maybe the contrast is between entitative existence and the status things
have solely as objects (don't use the words 'intentional existence' yet). |
need an object with a status of nore-than-a-termof-a-cognitional-relation in
order for it to neasure ny judgenents so that ny judgnment, which bears, not
just of the status of objects as objects, but on real existence, will be
neasured by a real existence other than that of ny nental states. So maybe
t he whol e private | anguage thing cones down to the fact that judgnment asserts
exi stence and judgnent can't bear on the existence of our nental states
because contradictories would then be true.




Judgnent, even of necessary truths, does not bear on intentional existence,
but on at | east possible extra-objective existence. For tinme | need judgnents

anounting to nore than "It seens to ne that interval 2 equals interval 3. So
| replace it with, 'The second hand noved five places for interval 2 and five
places for interval 3. Didit only seemto ne that the second hand noved

five places? How renove the subjectivity? Inductive nmethods bearing on rea
exi stence. And now the data for the induction can include the reports of
ot hers, reports which are necessarily excluded if | amjust judging by
awar eness of my interior nental states. Wiy do | have an object | can, at
| east possibly, share with others and hence enhance induction in the second
case? Because the object exists cognition-independently. And because the
goal we are seeking is awareness of the fact that it is cognition-
i ndependently true that the hand noved five places. So even if it is in doubt
whet her the object exists cognition-independently, that doubt bears on the
goal we are seeking. And the evidence of the opinions of others is pertinent
to that goal as it would not be if the goal were awareness of our own nental
st at es.

To achi eve our goal, we nust apply inductive standards to all the evidence
that appears to consist of the direct experience of cognition-independent
exi stence, not experience of our subjective states. | use inductive nehods to
j udge whet her or not | am hallucinating or unduly subjectively prejudiced
(sick, drugged, drunk, tired) when judging that the clock noved five places in
these intervals. What does it nmean to say | use inductive nethods? | apply
necessary causal principles to give a causal analysis of existence and of the
awar eness of a sensory object. Necessary causal principles bear on (possible)
cogni ti on-i ndependent, real existence. For causes are causes of existence,
and causal principles are principles governing the causing of existence.



Here the existence of the awareness is explained by the fact that the
obj ect is causal action producing the awareness, or the awareness is explained
by sone causal action which is not itself the object, and hence the object is
not existing causal action. The alternative 'inductive' account would
postul ate a cause behind the object. But inductive laws only apply to
experi enced cause-effect couples, i.e., couples in which both cause and effect
are objects, not postul ated objects. So induction applies to sensation if and
only if the sensation hypothesis is true. And if induction does not apply,
phenonenal i sm woul d be true.

But there are two problens (incoherencies) with phenonenalism (1) it makes
to be to be known; (2) it can't explain the truth of the inductive principles
we use in deciding perception versus hallucination. It can't explain it
because the only solution to the problem of induction is that of necessary
causal principles, and causal principles bear on (possible) real existence.
71386 The question cones down to: what is the difference between imagining
or hallucinating that each period took five clicks of the clock and perceiving
it. Wy is the latter superior to the forner? (Don't say by definition, the
answer that perceiving is sonehow a 'successful' nental state won't do in the
context of the private | anguage argunent where the problemis why can't the
ot hers be successful ?)

VWhat do we deci de when we decide we perceived it and did not hallucinate
it? The perceived clicks really exist, or are judged to really exist. The
only real existence in the case of inmagination and hallucination is the
exi stence of the nental act itself, the act whose relation to what is not
itself is the very thing in question. |In judging inductively that an act was
a perception, we judge that the object really exists, that it does not just
have intentional existence. So we can refornulate the question above, 'Wiy is
real existence inportant in this context?



Can't we just say right away that the reason is that real existence is the
goal? | want to say that as the conclusion, i.e., that identity with rea
exi stence is the goal of knowi ng. One answer: nere intentional existence or
the real existence of nental acts won't do because contradictories could be
true. Also, the reason contradictories can't be true is that things can't
bot h exi st and not exist; the reason is not the converse. Al so, in judging
the equality of intervals, we are judging the equality in real existence. The
interval, even the length of an hallucination, has real existence. The terns
of the relation of equality that we want to know about have real existence.
Even if it wouldn't make contradictories true, inaginary equality won't do
because we couldn't know that the equality was real. W are judging real, not
I magi nary, equality. 1In all cases, need real as opposed to imaginary
exi stence. Wiy? Because real existence is cognition-independent, is nore-
t ha-the-term of - a- knowl edge-rel ati on? Because the real existence of nental
acts has for its goal awareness of their identity with something nore-than-
objects? Is this a reductio ad absurdumthat nental acts have real existence
as their goal, or do | need a further reductio ad absurdum i.e., if they did
not exist, there could be no | anguage, no counting tinme, etc.? Maybe just
have to say that Wttgenstein showed that the inadequacy of nental acts for
| anguage proves that real existents are the objects of nental acts.




42886 Wien | judge 'This is red', | do not conpare this with the concept or
i dea of red, but with the object of the concept. The object of that concept
is one of the answers to the question "Wiat is this? But is it legitimte to
speak of our ideas attaining an object? The only reason we posit ideas is
that we have already attai ned objects.

no date Truth is correspondence (identity) between a thing and itself. But
how is the conparison nade? It is in answer to this question, not the
guestion of what is a thing conpared to judge correspondence, that concepts
come in. Concepts are part of the causal account of grasping the identity of
athing with itself. How do concepts cause this? How do the neanings of
ternms hel p? By being identical with what sonething is, in whole or in part.
Meani ngs are what a thing is. Concepts are the psychol ogi cal dispositions
whtat relate us to neanings. How do they relate us to neanings? By being the
meani ngs thensel ves existing intentionally wthin us.

311821 Correspondence is a relation of a thing with itself, i.e., with that
which is objectified in a proposition by a concept, etc. Sure it remains a
questi on how one thing rather than anot her becones so objectified. But that
iIs a different question, and it can be asked intelligently only after it has
been separated fromthe question of correspondence, i.e., after the question
of correspondence has been | ocated at another pl ace.

The question of why one thing rather than another is objectified has two
sides: (1) the relation of the word-function to the thing; (2) how we
establish our relation to the word-function. The second question is one of
psychol ogi cal causal analysis. The relation of a sentence to a thing is
establ i shed by the word-functions of a sentence. So question (2) is how do
wor ds acquire word-functions. Once they acquire themtheir relation to things
and, hence, truth and falsity, is fixed. (Question of things versus
descriptions conmes up in (2), or does it?)



92885 Truth is not a correspondence with representations but with that which
Is represented. "But what right have we to speak of anything being
represented?" That question literally puts Descartes before the horse. The
guestion is what right we have to speak of representation, as if it is assuned
that our thoughts have a relation to sonething outside thensel ves. The answer
Is that we introduce the concept of representation as the after-the-fact

expl anation of the fact that we do relate to things other than our thoughts,
because that is what we nean by thought, nanely, what explains an existing
relation to things. But is it not a fact that |anguage, sonething visible and
not menatl, represents by what it neans? Yes, but neaning is sonething out
there. Sonehow, sonething does term nate the relation of bei ng-neant- by

| angauge. How | anguage succeeds in doing this is another matter.

81986 What if the skeptic is just saying that nental entities have nothing
to do with our concept of correctly followng rules? Then he is saying what |
am sayi ng about truth; it is not a conmparison of a nental entity and a thing.
But it does not follow that nental entities are not causally necessary for

t hi s behavi or.

111985 The correspondence i s between what exists and that which is neant,

bet ween what exists and the neaning, where neaning is not a nental entity or
mental relation, or linguistic relation, but a possible way of existing. For

exanple, "tallest nountain'; its nmeaning is a possible way of existing, i.e.,
being the tallest nountain. O 'red' : being red, being sonething red.
9985 The correspondence that makes sentences true i s between things

and that which is described. But what determ nes that which is described,
what brings it about that one thing rather than another is accurately, rather
than nmerely intentionally, described? The 'neaning' of the description. But

"meaning’ in this context does not refer to any nental entities. It is
equi valent to '"that which is neant'. It does not matter how we anal yse
nmeani ng here. |If we say the connotation of a description or its sense we mean

that which it connotes or that which is its sense.



Thus, 'table' means (or that which is nmeant by 'table' is) the kind of
thing we designate by '"This' in "This is a table'. How we explain the fact of
nmeaning, i.e., of relating linguistically to that which is nmeant by 'table',
is another matter. The understanding of truth does not presuppose an
under st andi ng of that explanation; otherw se, children would have to be
psychol ogi sts to know truths. Rather, the fact of knowing truths is one test
of the adequacy of any proposed explanation. The failure of an explanation to
account for correspondence does not disprove correspondence. For
correspondence is the fact that that which is nmeant is what thing named or
described is in sonme way. It is the fact that that which is neant is anong
the things that the entity named or described in sonme way other way is. The
fact that that which is neant is one of the many valid answers to the question
"What is it?. (But isn't the last fornula a begging of the question in a
definition of truth, i.e., defining truth by a valid answer?)

417791 |If a word-function is what sonmething is, is the word-function of 'red
what sonething is? The opponent we say that we nean by red, incorrectly, a
quality intrinsic in things. |If that is what we nean, then 'red" nmay be fal se
of things, or at |east we have no evidence of its truth. But this need not be
what we nean. The word-function of "red" may sinply be what sone feature of
our visual experience is. And it is true that things appear as having this

feature of our visual experience as a quality. Still, as long as we only nean
what this visual feature is, not whether or not things really have it as a
quality, we are not wong in using 'red . |Its word-function is identical wth

that which it objectifies, with what the thing objectified, visual experience,
is in some way.



But | et us now assume the word-function of 'red" is not identical with
anyt hi ng because it inplies, falsely, red is a quality inhering in things.
Then our sentences using 'red" are false. But don't we know what is
objectified by 'red" anyway, so we can get along with saying 'This is red"?
We know what is intended to be objectified, but intentions don't nmake truth.

We know what the Babylonian intends by '"En-lIil roared', i.e., what occurrence
objectifiable truthfully in our |language he is intending to objectify in his,
I.e., intending to describe in his. But he nust succeed in sone intention;

how el se would we be able to interpret hinf He succeeds in conmunicating his
intention to describe a particular identifiable occurrence; that is not the
same as succeding in describing it. The sane can go on within a | anguage,
e.g., a patient describing a synptominaccurately but the doctor graspong what
he i ntends to descri be.

But we can continue to say "This is red', "En-lil roared , or 'Anerican
Indian'" by giving themdifferent word-functions, this time a word-function
identical wth the thing to be objectified, for exanple, using 'The sun rose
not to nean the sun goes around the earth but that the position of the sun
relative to the horizon changed in a certain way. All our old uses of 'Roses
are red'" could turn out to be just as falso as our old neanings for 'The sun
rose'.

91285 Maybe Davi dson's point is the same as ny point that the relation
determining truth is between things that are 'out there', i.e., the
differences are 'in here' and so do not affect truth. The differences are in
the neans of objectification, and these differences don't count in determ ning
truth. D fferent conceptual schenes are transl atable as far as what they
attribute to things as objective things. Were they do attribute different
features to things as things, it is not that they are not transl atable.

Rat her, they both cannot be true. The |ast point nmay not be Davidson's
explicity. |If not, it is my enhancenent on Davi dson.

912852 The identity theory of truth is independent of psychol ogi cal

expl anations (nental entities, etc.) behind the use of |anguage, and it is

I ndependent of ontol ogi cal accounts of the entities corresponded to in front
of | anguage (events, substances, processes, etc.). Rorty has a confusion
about this sonepl ace.



5379 To understand what is neant by identity between a word-function
and what a thing is in sone way, or what a thing is at least in part, it is
necessary to keep in mnd that this is an epistenol ogi cal doctrine with no
direct ontological inplications for what is known (as opposed to the knower
and his know edge, for epistenplogy is ontological). It is independent of
subst ance-acci dent, thing-property, event-attribute ontologies. To inpose
such an ontological interpretation on it, to say things are so structured
because they are so objectified, is to commt an epistenological fallacy.

Hence 'part' nmay or may not correspond to a part of the thing objectified
really distinct fromother parts. A thing may be objectified by a part. For
exanple, in 'The box is oblong," 'oblong objectifies the box by an accident,
shape. But what is thereby objectified is not just the shape. 'President of
the USA' =set of relations with others, an accident. But 'color' objectifies
"redness’ in part in a logical, not ontol ogical, sense, by objectifying |Iess
explicitly and nore vaguely.

825854 'The tenth planet has a noon' is false because there is no identity
between terns of relation of objectification as nore-than-terns-of-
objectification. How about 'The tenth planet has no noon' where the predicate
is negative? Could the negative predicate make it true? Not on Russell's
analysis; for it is just |like 'The present king of France is bald' . 'Bald =
"has no hair'. 'There is an x such that x is the king of France now and is
bald' is fal se.

What constitutes the truth of 'Sherlock was not a married man'? ldentity
bet ween what is objectified two ways and the stories about Holnmes. 'Ws not
married = true because of lack of identity in the stories.
no date Extrinsic characterizing causality. Actual existence is the
characterizing cause of the truth (not the neaning) of existence assertions.

I ntentional existence is the characterizing cause of the neaning of existence
assertions. Intentional existence need not be there in the first case, since
truth is there whether or not truth is known; actual existence need not be
known for the sentence to be true.




1985 When | know that this rod is four tinmes the |l ength of that,

know sonet hi ng about what each rod is; there is identity between what | say of
the rod and what it is. Thus, even if relations like 'four tinmes |onger than'
are cognition-dependent, they allow us to objectify what sonmething is. So if
the relativist is right that we objectify by means of culturally conditioned

| ogi cal constructs, he is not right in concluding that we don't therefore know
what things are. These constructs are so constructed as to term nate in what
things are so that what things are determ nes, neasures, their truth. And

t hey make us know what the tings that termnate themare. That is, | know the
| ength of A as termnating the relation four-tines-longer-than-B. Length is
not a logical construct; it is sonething of what A is.

no date Cognition-dependent objects. How do they objectify that which they
are 'founded’ on? How do cognition-dependent relations do this? W cannot be
acquai nted with such a relation w thout also being acquainted with whatever
extra-objective nature the nature of the relation requires as its term

no date The word-function of the relation nust require that it be term nated
by what A, not B, is; and to know the word-function nust require that it be
termnated by A, not B. W cannot be acquainted wth such a relation w thout
al so being acquai nted with whatever extra-objective value the nature of the
relation requires as its term (Acquaintance with word-function together with
our know edge of what thing is)

no date Wiose truth is determ ned by what things are and know edge of

(acquai ntance with) what things are.

51884 Assune equality in length (as opposed to length itself) is a

cogni ti on-dependent object. Then 'equal to twice the length of bar A is a
predi cate that objectifies what the length of Bis. Then the truth of this
predi cate i s based on word-functions identical with what things are, for
exanple, '"the length of bar A" or 'sonmething that can be placed next to bar A
two tinmes'.



22086 If we can objectify things by relations that are cognition-dependent
obj ects, logical constructs, why can't the word-functions of all predicates be
| ogi cal constructs? First, logical constructs are not the same as |ogica

rel ations. Logical relations pertain to objects as objects. Relations that
are cognition-dependent need not pertain to things as objects. That is, at

| east one termof the relation need not be an object or neans of
objectification objectified as such. For exanple, |onger-than.

Second, these cognition-dependent relations can be truthfully attributed if
and only if their preeication is determ ned by what things are, i.e., the
relation is such that its holding or not holding is caused by things being
what they are. And our know edge of the truth is caused by know edge of what
things are, know edge other than the fact that this relation holds. For
exanpl e, objectifying events as taking place in a space tine continuumis
objectifying themby a cognition-dependent relation. The relation term nates
in the four spatial-ternporal coordinates of an event. These coordi nates
constitute the '"what things are' that determ nes whether the requirenents of
the cognition-dependent relation are satisfied.

92851 Rorty thinks that the evidence against referring is al so evidence

agai nst the correspondence theory of truth (p. 293)--or is it vice versa? No
matter. Hi s attack on the correspondence theory assunes correspondence is a
rel ati on between things and representations, not between things and that which
Is represented. (But the confusion between correspondence and referring m ght
be the tie-in needed to bring an analysis of truth into the article on signs
and follow ng rules.)



Causal Realism does not offer a theory of reference, it offers a theory of
truth. If a statenent is true, maybe it also refers; that is a secondary
point. So it is also a secondary point whether a fal se statenment refers.
no date My theory of truth, although referring to names and descri ptions, does
not commt one to a theory of them (for exanple, Kripke's theory or Russell's,
MIIl's, Searle's, etc.) M theory of truth works either on the view that
nanes have sense in addition to reference or do not have sense, on the view
that the neaning of a nane is a definite description or set of themor is not
a definite description or set of them

Kri pke's discussion is a good exanple of how the absence of causal concepts
prevents us fromseeing the truth and forces us to construct substitutes for
the truth.

825854 Wy is there a probl em about names needing an exi stent? The neaning
of a predicate is what it says about what sonething is. But what is the
"meani ng' of a nanme? Voila the problem It is ironic that people who have so
little to do with 'meaning’ in the case of descriptions would have such a
notive for the problem of names.

But what does the nane of a non-existent 'refer to'? Wat? 'Refer to' . |
didn't say anything about referring, | just tal ked about that which is naned.
"But if that which is named doesn't exist, what does it refer to? By the
di ctionary definition of nanming, it refers to that which is naned.

"Referring’ just neans 'namng’ in the case of nanes. 'But what | nean by
referring is having an existent termnating the relation of namng.' If so,
deny that nanes need to refer. The 'nmeaning' is just the individua
objectified in a way that does not say what it is.




57831 A nane objectifies an individual w thout describing or characterizing
it. Then how does the nane acconplish this? The nane becones associated with
the individual by sonme causal process. So where is the problen? 'Red,
"denocratic', 'carcinogenic' all get their neanings by sonme associative
process. To objectify, nust the termof the relation of objectification be a
real existent? Once having words for universals, | can construct a definite
description that objectifies an individual by characterizing it (as opposed to
namng it). But how do the words in the description get their neaning, i.e.,
why is there a probl em about nanmes and not about predicates.

And is there any nore probl em about nam ng Gandal f than about i nmagining
him i.e., if imagining himdoes not require himto exist, why should nam ng
hi nf
no date What does 'cat' refer to? '"Blue'? Predicates don't refer, only nanmes?
Wiy? Only nanes have referents? Wiy? Because to refer, a word nust be used
for real existents and only nanes are be used for real existents. (Mre the
thing's a word is used for nust not just happen to exist; the use nust sone
how drag the existence along with it.) But in order to refer, why nust words
be used for real existents? |Is it because reference, |ike perception, is
defined as termnating in real existence? |If so, why nust names satisfy this
definition, unless we also define nanes this way. And if we do so define
"nanes', why not just define individual designators, 'Ronald Regan',

"Gandal f', some other way?

no date What is that which is referred to by general terns? General terns
don't refer because only individuals exist? But this nerely defines
‘"reference’ to termnate in a real existent. And if so defined, why nust
names 'refer'? Sonething nust termnate the relation of used-for, but then
what are general terns used for, what term nates that relation?



112684 'Joe' is said to do sonmething 'blue' does not. "Joe' refers or has
reference. But what is the difference? Both are used neaningfully, and both

are distinct fromtheir meanings. 'Joe' refers because it relates to an
existing object. If that is the definition of '"refers', then we can still ask
why 'Joe' nust relate to an existing object if 'blue' need not. 'But how

could "Joe" signify if it had not object"? How does 'blue' signfify? WII
"blue' signify by neaning but not nam ng? Wy? Because nanes have existing
obj ects? Wiy? Because nanes refer? But why doesn't 'blue' refer?

10285 "Fixing the reference’'. Does 'reference’ nean a word i s sonehow
linked to a real existent the way know edge (as opposed to belief) that
sonmething really exists is linked to real existence? Linked so that the
answer to the question 'What does it refer to?" nust be sone real existent?
(Attached to?)

51686 Nanmes are supposed to have a property predicates don't, a property
called "referring', 'designating' . This property conmes fromor consists in a
difference in that which termnates these relations, not in anything on the
side of us; our cognition is independent of that which term nates these

rel ations.

4986 | f existence is relevant to nanes at all, it can only be our
belief in existence, not actual existence. To nane sonething, | need only
believe it exists, e.g., baptizing a dummy which | think is a baby. Likew se,
see Deely's 'Reference to the Non-existent'article. It quotes soneone (CGuido
Kung?) to the effect that Russell's theory of descriptions only shows us how
to express what soneone believes is true about what exits.

81585 "Scott is the author of Waverly". '"Author of Waverly' conveys

i nformati on other than the linguistic information that sonething is
objectified by the | anguage-form 'author of Waverly'. 'Scott' does not convey
i nformati on other than linguistic information about objectification. 'Author

of Waverly' objectifies a thing by nmeans of a word-function logically

di sti ngui shable fromthe thing. The thing is nore than the author of Waverly.
The sane is true of everything we objectify; it is nore than the word-function
by which we objectify it.



But ' Scott' does not have a word-function |ogically distinguishable from
that which it objectifies. The fact of being so objectified is logically
di sti ngui shable fromother things. But 'Scott' does not objectify by such a
di sti ngui shabl e word-function. Mre, 'Scott does not objectify by neans of a
word-function that...".

Description, '"the only pink elephant', name, 'Inre'. The word-function of
"Inre’ is the individual here described by 'the only pink elephant’'. But the
wor d-function of the name is not the word-function of 'first pink el ephant’.
The nanme does not tell us what the objectified is outside of the fact that it
is so objectified ; the description comunicates what it is. Does the nane at
| east communicate that it is an individual? Yes, but an individual is a
| ogical entity, not a real existent but a cognition-dependent object. 'The
smal | est prine nunber' nay be a logical entity, but namng it '2" tell us
nothing of what it is other than what it has in cormmon with all objectifiable
objects, nanely, that it is an individual, a property independent of whether
it really exists or is only cognition-dependent.

312851 |Is the word-function of 'Scott' the sanme as that of 'the author of
Waverly'? No. The word-function of 'author of Waverly' is what it is to be
an individual that wote Waverly. The word-function of 'Scott' is that and
nore. The word-function of 'Scott' is also the individual that wote |vanhoe.
What it is to be the author of Waverly is not what it is to be the author of

I vanhoe. In each case, it is to be an individual with a certain
characteristic. That is the word-function of these descriptions, a definite

i ndividual with a certain characteristic.

The word-function of 'Scott' is an individual, but not an individual wth
any of these characteristics. Yes, we have to objectify Scott in sonme other
way, e.g., by description, in order to nane him But once otherw se
objectified, we can nanme an individual. And by hypothesis, the word-function
of the name is an individual capable of many descriptions, and not necessarily
this one, while the word-function of the description is that of having this
characteristic. The description fixes the reference by giving the individua
an intentional existence. But once existing intentionally, the name does not
nmean the description.




12385 Once | construct a cognition-dependent-object by description, | can
fix the reference of the nane in nore than one way, for exanple, 'the tine

traveller', "the cognition-dependent object | created a nonent ago', 'the
cogni ti on dependent object | created while wearing a blue shirt', '"the

cogni ti on-dependent object | created with the description "tinme traveller".'
12385 "Atinme traveller from2045 living in 1985 = a description. | nanme
him'Joe Smith'. Even if | say the nane and description have the sane word-

function, it does not follow that they objectify the word-function in the sane
way. The way the objectify may differ by |logical relations.

The way a description obejctifies depends on the | anguage-forns or
conmponent | anguage-forns being useful in other contexts; this is essential to

descriptions. |In particular, it depends on using conponent words with

uni versal word-functions, conbining words sone of whose word-functions are
unviersal. They specify the individual by nmeans of intersecting universals or
preci sely as instances of an objectified universal, rather than as

i ndi viduals, without reference to an objectified universal. Individuality is

al ways opposed to universality. But to say a nanme objectifies an individua
as such neans it objectifies without reference to this objectified universa

or that objectified universal, but with reference to sone universal, i.e., a
nanme objectifies it as an individual of sone kind (for what is individual re X
may be general re Y, i.e., may be a collection re Y). Maybe a distinction

bet ween a unviersal and a collection is pertinent to the probl em of nanes

ver sus descri ptions.

1885 What does the nanme of a fiction objectify? Sonething objectified
in sone other way, for exanple, by description. Does that nmake the
description the neaning of the name? No, naming is precisely a different way
of objectifying what is also objectified as described. But what is that which
IS objectified? An object! But how can we objectify a non-existent? By
describing it and then nanming it. W objectify it by objectifying it. Nam ng
conmes second, but nam ng does objectify that which is nanmed. Nanmng is a way
of objectifying, i.e., a way of making sonething an object, of objectifying a
cogni ti on-dependent object. The inportant thing is not that the naned exi st
but that it already be objectified in sone other way.



1985 What ever is nanmed nust have some status other than being naned,
the status, not of existing, but of being objectified in sone other way, for
exanpl e, as described. But to say that the named (in fiction) nust have the
status of being described does not inply that the description is the neaning
of the nane. Do not equate 'the named nust have sone other status' with 'the
ot her status is the neaning, the word-function, of the nane'.

The word-function of the name is what the nanme objectifies, the cognition-
dependent individual that the nane objectifies. That individual is also
objectified in some other way, is also that for which a description is used.
But the description is not the word-function of the name, nor is the word-
function of the description the word-function of the nanme. Wy not? It seens
the word-function of the name and of the description are |logically distinct
only in that the nane objectifies it in a logically distinct way?

There is also the consideration that the description works only because it
is made up of ternms that have word-functions not identical with the word-
function of the nane. |Is the individual the word-function of the description
or that which is objectified by the word-function? The fictional individua
has no status other than the way we use certain words or that which is
objectified by using words in certain ways. Either way, 'having no status
other than...' does not nmeke that status the word-function of the nane.

82586 Since a nane does not say anything about what the naned is, there is
al ways nore than a | ogical distinction between the word-function of the nane

and any description of the naned; hence no description is |logically necessary.
For while a description may use universals that are only logically distinct
fromthe described ('the man who...'), the description nust be individuated by

referring to sonme individual really distinct fromthe described ('the man who
was born in Detroit on 82586'). Oherw se, the description, if such were even
possi bl e, would descri be the individual by itself.



Way is such a description not possible? The description nust either
conbi ne other universals (which will not work since an individual cannot be
reached just by itersecting universals) or conbine a universal description

wi th sonme individuating conditions. Individuating conditions conme from an
i ndi vidual we treat as a repeatable universal, i.e., the axes of a coordinate
system

The real reason such a description is not possible is that the only way to
objecitfy an individual linguistically otherwi se than by intersecting
uni versals or references to other individuals is by including a nane for the
i ndividual in the description. |In other words, then there would be | ogica

necessity linking the naned and the described. No one denies that. But short
of including a nane for the individual in the description of the individual,
the description nmust nake reference to sonething really distinct fromthe

i ndi vidual. Hence there will be no | ogical necessity |inking the nanmed and

t he descri bed.

1285 Nanes need not refer to individual things, only to individua
objects, i.e., to sonething objectified in sone other way than as naned, e.g.,
as described, imagi ned, renenbered, perceived. It does not follow that nanes

have the sane function as these other nodes ofobjectification; the opposite
follows. Namng is another way of objectifying what has been objectified
ot herwi se than by nam ng. Yes, the reference of the name is fixed to another
object. But it is fixed to the object, not to another neans of
obj ectification.

Specifically, nanes objectify an individual not as described but as
eligible to be described, eligible to be the subject of predication--not as a
substance or as a featureless entity. The other way of objectifying sonething

as eligible for predication is 'There is sonmething...'. But this other means
of objectification does not objectify an individual as such. It objectifies

an individual as one of a potential nany, not as this unique one. That is why
we say 'Joe Smth exists', not 'There is Joe Smth'. Everything acconplished

by 'There is' is acconplished by 'Joe Smith' and nore. 'Joe Smth objectifies
in away that renders 'There is' pointless. So Frege was w ong.



825851 Paradoxically, Kripke's theory of fixing the reference can be extended
to non-existents. If '"namng an individual' is a matter of human behavi or,
then the existence of the individual is extraneous to nam ng. M/ behavior
remai ns the sane whether or not that which |I nanme exists?

But what is "that which | name'? Not sonething that necessarily exists,

but sonmething | have objectified sone other way than by namng, e.g., 'the
first pink elephant', 'the |largest space station'. This, too, is a matter of
behavi or .

Then is the description the neaning of the nane? No, the connection is
hi storical and causal. The neaning nay just as well be 'the non-existent
i ndi vidual | thought of last night' or 'the non-existent individual | thought
of while riding the train' or '"the fourth non-existent | thought of |ast
night'. The name objectifies the sane individual | have described, but the

function of namng is to objectify w thout saying anything about what it is
(so the word-function of the nane does not term nate any | ogical relations
that could ground necessity or at |east the apprehension of self-evident
necessity). Descriptions say sonething about what it is, where its relation
to other things is included in the idea of "what it is'. In witing a story,
I could change the description and keep the nane.

| need causal entities to explain this behavior. But the explalantion is
not justification in the sense that the causal entities constitute the
evi dence on the basis of which | judge the truth. Evidence always consists of
that which is conceived, sensed, referred to, neant, as opposed to the
concept, the sensing, the act of referring, etc. Still, the entities have to
be such as to make possible our access to the evidence we do in fact have.

*Joe' may say sonething about what Joe is, for exanple, 'Joe' may be a
mascul i ne grammatical formindicating that the naned is a man. This is part
of the history of the name, not part of the 'neaning' of the nane. But why
can't nanes sonetines have that sort of neaning? Al we have to say is that
the theory that what is naned nust be previously objectified does not
necessitate that the previous objectification be the word-function of the
nane.

'Gandal f has a disease' --but what disease? It nust be one of the set of
di seases. No, the author could decide |ater to invent a new di sease, or
decide to later invent a new di sease. W usually know that a real person has
a di sease before know ng what di sease, and maybe the real person has a new
di sease that just cane into existence.




112384 Russell: The question whether nmental or intentional existence is
required by ny believing the present king of France is bald is not whether the
assertion of the king's existnece is logically entailed, or quantifying over
this individual is logically entailed, by 'referring’ to him The question is
whet her the causal analysis of ny state of believing this or referring or

what ever requires such existence as a causal factor. The answer is yes.

"I imagine that there is sonething which is a hydra' does not logically
inmply "'There is sonething which is a hydra'. The question is whether the
causal analysis of inmagining inplies the hydra exists in sonme sense.

I ntentional existence does not explain how | imgine X or refer to X; it
expl ains how !l inmagine X or refer to X, how one relation termnates in this
and another in that. Because the relation is an existence for this or that.



