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Logic and Language: 
An Examination ·of 

Recent Criticisms of I ntensionalism 

To give the history of a physical principle is at the same time to make 
a logical analysis of it. The criticism of the intellectual processes that 
physics puts into play is related indissolubly to the exposition of the 
gradual evolution by which deduction perfects a theory and makes of 
it a more precise and better-ordered representation of laws revealed by 
observation. 

Besides, the history of science alone can keep the physicist from the 
mad ambitions of dogmatism as well as the despair of Pyrrhonian skep
ticism. 

Pierre Duhem 

1. On the Intensionalist-Extensionalist Controversy 

This paper is a defense of a version of intensionalism against certain 
recent objections.1 Principle ( 1.1) expresses this version.2 

( 1.1 ) Logical form and meaning are one and the same thing; a 
theory of one is a theory of the other. 

Principle ( 1.1) implies that the relation between logic and language, as 
subjects of study, is that the entities or objects to which the laws of 
logic apply are the senses of sentences of natural language - and only 
indirectly the sentences themselves. From this viewpoint, logic, as a 
scientific discipline seeking to uncover the laws of valid inference, is 
concerned with stating the regularities in the behavior of semantic ob-

1 I wish to thank the members of my seminars in the philosophy of language at 
M.I.T. in the spring of 1971 and the spring of 1972 for many useful discussions of 
the material in this essay. I also want to thank Virginia Victoria Valian for her help. 

•This is a programmatic statement, not something that intensionalists can be ex
pected to establish by direct argument. It is an assumption of the intensionalist ap
proach and of the intensionalist attempt to construct a semantic theory of natural 
language. As such, it can only be established indirectly through the success of this 
approach and attempt. 
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jccts: Semantic theory, as part of the theory of universal linguistic struc
ture, is concerned with describing the structure of senses with sufficient 
depth and i-ichness of detail to provide an account of every feature that 
logic reqt1ires for a complete statement of its laws. The general idea be
hind this approach can be put as follows: semantic theory explains why 
logical laws hold in terms of the semantic structure of sentences in a 
way similar to that in which physical theory explains macro-regularities 
in terms of micro-structure.3 

This identification of senses of sentences with the objects to which 
the .laws of logic apply may seem, strange even to those who might not 
consider themselves extensionalists. But I think this strangeness results 
from an l.mfamiliar rather than an unacceptable way of talking: the 
peculiarity, ~f such locution,s as "proving (asserting, denying, etc.) the 
sense of a sentence" - as contrasted with the naturalness of their coun
terparts like "proving (asserting, denying, etc.) the proposition" - is 
like the peculiarity of rendering God's words at the beginning of Gene
sis as "Le~ there be electromagnetic radiation!" 4 When doing pure logic, 
we think of and talk about the entities to which laws of logic apply in
dependently of their syntactic and phonetic dress in natural languages 
because, for purposes of such discussions, a notion of proposition which 
ignores linguistic connections allows us to avoid irrelevant aspects of 
syntax and phonology. Thus we habituate to a mode of thinking of and 
talking about propositions that makes the unfamiliar seem strange and 
unacceptable to us. · 

When we change perspective and focus on discussions of logical argu
mentation in natural language, we find that the propositions in our 
study of pure logic are related to sentences (of natural language) in the 
way that senses are related to sentences. Indeed, the correspondence is 
so striking that it is immediately plausible to take the situation as one 
calling for the theoretical identification of propositions with senses of 
sentences . 

Consider some examples . Meaningless sentences like 

( 1.2) Smelly itches think soapy memories 

•Katz' ( 1972), chap. 7, pre~ents an example of how the semantic representation -of 
sentences -,explams why a logical law holds. The example treated is why sentences 
formed from converse relations imply each other. 

•1 ~efer her~ . to the argument in Cartwright (1962), p. 101 (repeated in various 
places,· e ,g., }l1tcher ( 1964) . A full reply to this argument can be found in Katz 
(1972), pp. 123-124. . . 
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are also taken to fail to express a proposition. That is, sentences which 
lack a sense are regarded as not entering into deductive connections: it 
is absurd to say that ( 1.2) implies some other proposition (not merely 
false). Sentences like ( 1.2) lack whatever it is that makes laws of logic 
applicable to sentences. Thus "they do not have a sense" and "they do 
not express a proposition" seem to state the same deficiency. 

Ambiguous sentences like 

(1.3) Someone took my photograph 

that is, sentences which have more than one sense, are also taken to ex
press more than one proposition. Each separate sense of an ambiguous 
sentence constitutes an independent proposition for purposes of infer
ence; that is, each is regarded as entering into distinct sets of deductive 
connections. Failure to treat them as entering into distinct sets of 
deductive connections results in (what is traditionally called) a fallacy 
of ambiguity. For example, the sense of (1.3) on which it means 'some
one made off with a possession of mine' behaves quite differently in 
argumentation from the sense on which it means 'someone photo
graphed me', and these differences reflect exactly the semantic differ
ences between these senses. Thus a semantic difference between these 
senses such as that the first contrasts as in ( 1.4) but the second does not 

( 1.4) Someone took my photograph but returned it immediately, 

- i.e., ( 1.4) is semantically anomalous if its first clause is taken as iden
tical with the second sense of (1.3) only5 -directly corresponds to the 
logical difference that the argument from ( 1.3) to ( 1.5), 

(1.5) Someone is or was in possession of a photograph that I once 
had, 

is valid when the premise is taken to bear the first sense but invalid 
when the premise is taken to bear the second sense. 

Synonymous sentences like ( 1.3) and ( 1.6), 

( 1.6) Someone got possession of a picture of me that was produced 
by a photographic process, 

sentences that have a sense in common, are also taken to express the 
same proposition. On their shared sense, such sentences are regarded as 

• With the second sense as the reading of ( 1. 4) , this sentence is meaningless in 
the manner of "The doctor took my temperature but returned it immediately." 
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functioning identically in argumentation. Synonymous sentences enter 
into exactly the same sets of deductive connections. 

Such correspondences between semantic properties and relations and 
logical ones call for explanation: why is it that whenever we find mean
inglessness we find that no laws of logic apply; whenever we find am
biguity we find that distinct sets of laws apply; whenever we find syno
nymy we find that the same laws apply; etc.? Intensionalists take this 
question to be of the same kind as 'Why is it that wherever we find 
water we find H20?' Accordingly, they give the same kind of answer, 
namely, ( 1.1 ) . 

Intensionalists claim that only with a level in the grammar at which 
senses are represented can we provide an adequate account of the as
pects of sentence structure that determine the role of sentences in argu
mentation and provide a complete explication of the concept of a valid 
argument. Extensionalists deny this. The essential issue between them 
is thus whether the aspect of linguistic structure that makes the laws 
of logic applicable to sentences of natural languages can be properly ex
plained without information about the semantic representation of sen
tences. Intensionalism holds that there is an independent level of se
mantic representation in grammars and that the facts about meaning 
stated at this level are indispensable to any account of the inference 
potentialities of sentences. Extensionalism, on the other hand, holds 
that logical form can be explained without appeal to meanings. Thus 
intensionalism bases its explanation of logical implication in natural lan
guage on the theory of meaning as well as on the theory of reference, 
whereas extensionalism bases its explanation simply on the theory of 
reference. 

The theory of meaning is understood as a system of statements de
signed to answer a set of questions about certain relations of linguistic 
objects, expressions and sentences, to one another. The theory of 'fef
erence is understood as a system of statements designed to answer a set 
of question about certain relations of linguistic objects to the world. To 
make these characterizations more informative, it is necessary to indi
cate which relations among linguistic objects are relevant to the former 
theory and which relations between linguistic objects and the world are 
relevant to the latter. Often this is done by giving examples. For in
stance, the relations 'x is synonymous with y', 'x is meaningful in L', 'x 
is ambiguous in L', and others are customarily cited as examples of the 
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relations with which the theory of meaning concerns itself, and the rela
tions 'x denotes y', 'x satisfies y', 'x is true of y', and others are custom
arily cited as examples of relations with which the theory of reference 
concerns itself. 

In terms of this distinction between the two theories, the issue be
tween extensionalism and intensionalism can be formulated more sharp
ly. '!'he extensionalist position claims that the theory of meaning is. re
ducible to the theory of reference in the sense in which one scientific 
theory might reduce to another, e.g., the reduction of classical thermo
dynamics to statistical mechanics.6 The extensionalist program is thus 
to show that the relation between the theory of meaning and the theory 
of re~erence (with perhaps some other theory such as the theory of syn
tax) is that of 'to-be-reduced' theory and 'reducing' theory ( s) , namely, 
that the theory of reference permits us to define the viable theoretical 
terms in the vocabulary of the theory of meaning and to derive from 
these definitions and the principles of the 'reducing theory' the empiri
cal generalizations (or laws) of the 'to-be-reduced-theory' .7 

I put the issue in terms of such a reduction because this is the most 
general way of stating the controversy: extensionalists include both anti
intens.ionalists who believe that the concepts of the theory of meaning 
are otiose, as well as the anti-intensionalists who believe that these con
cepts are viable but reducible to the concepts in the theory of reference 
(as well as those who believe that some semantic concepts are otiose 
and others reducible to the theory of reference). 

This characterization takes the rejection of intensionalism (as defined 
above) to be central and allows wide divergence among extensionalists 
with respect to their reasons for this rejection. At one extreme of the 
extensionalist spectrum, we would find a position that takes the con
cepts of the theory of meaning to be disguised versions of the concepts 
of the theory of reference; at the other we find a position, like Quine's, 

•cf. Nagel (1961), chap. 11. 
7 Al~hough the intensionalist position which I defend below claims that no such 

reduction goes .through, it does not claim that there is a reduction the other way 
aroun.d. One might ~ry to argue th~t the theory of reference reduces to the theory of 
meanmg by contendmg that questions about the relations between linguistic objects 
and the world can be answered by analyses of the meaning of words such as "true " 
" f ,, " " "d " . ' r~ ers, na~es~ enotes, et~., m natural ~angua.ge. Intensionalism need not argue 
this, and I thmk 1t would be a mistake. The mistake 1s the same one philosophers make 
when they say that the meaning of "meaning," etc., in English bears directly . on the 
t~eory .of meaning. But this is another matter. See Katz ( 1972) , chap. 8 sec. 5 for 
d1scuss1on. ' ' 
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I hat holds that concepts of the theory of meaning are worthless by some 
cr iterion of scientific acceptability. 

2. The Roots of Quinian Philosophy of Language in 
Bloomfieldian Linguistics 

Quine's paper "The Problem of Meaning in Linguistics" 8 and related 
papers of the same period have had a significant effect on recent phi
losophy of language. Their influence has, I think, been far greater than 
is generally recognized. These papers ' appeared at a critical moment in 
contemporary analytic philosophy. Prior to its appearance; phil6sophers 
of language working within the framework of analytic philosophy had 
essentially two approaches to the problem of meaning to choose from, 
one provided by ordinary language philosophy and the other by logical 
empiricism. The former looked. at meaning as something to be under
stood in terms of how words areused in ordinary language, while the 
latter looked at it as something to be understood in terms of formal 
rules of inference set up in artificial languages. Both approaches were 
strictly philosophical, with philosophical ulterior motives (the elimina
tion of certain forms of metaphysics). Moreover, from a scientific view
point, each was flawed: the former observed language without attempt
ing to theorize about it and the latter theorized without attempting to 
observe it.9 

It was one of Quine's contributions to philosophy of language to at
tempt to find an alternative to this choice between two unscientific 
approaches to a scientific subject by asking what the relevant science, 
in this case linguistics, had to say about meanings. He deserves credit 
for having been the first to become dissatisfied with the qualifications 
of both ordinary language philosophy and logical empiricism to pro
nounce on questions in the science of language. Quine was thus first to 
recognize the relevance of linguistics to philosophy. 

But what linguistics said about meanings was what the prevailing 
theory at the time had to say. Since this theory was the "taxonomic 
theory of grammar" developed within Bloomfieldian structuralism, and 
since it had been worked out on the basis of the same neo-positivist ideas 
upon which early logical empiricism was based, the theory of language 

•Quine (1953a), pp. 47-64; also Ouine (1953b), Quine (1953c), etc. 
• Cf. Fodor and Katz ( 1962) and a'lso Katz ( 1966). 
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that Quine encountered when he turned to linguistics was strongly em
piricist, behaviorist, and operationalist. What it said about meanings, 
therefore, was not very flattering to them. 

This theory, however, must have had an enormous appeal to Quine. 
Not only did it enjoy the status of an undisputed, well-entrenched sci
entific orthodoxy, but, being empiricist, behaviorist, and operationalist, 
its philosophical qualifications, for Quine at least, were above reproach. 
For instance, compare Bloomfield's neo-positivist remarks: 

Within the next generations mankind will learn that only [such terms 
as are translatable into the language of physical and biological science] 
are usable in any science. The terminology in which at present we try 
to speak of human affairs - the terminology of 'consciousness,' 'mind,' 
'perception,' 'ideas,' and so on - in sum, the terminology of mentalism 
and animism - will be discarded . . . 

and "If we are right, then the term 'idea' is simply a traditional obscure 
synonym for 'speech-form' ... "with Quine's statement: 

Now there is considerable agreement among modem linguists that the 
idea of an idea, the idea of the mental counterpart of a linguistic form, 
is worse than worthless for linguistic science. I think the behaviorists are 
right in holding that talk of ideas is bad business even for psychology. 
The evil of the idea idea is that its use . . . engenders an illusion of 
having explained something. And the illusion is increased by the fact that 
things wind up in a vague enough state to insure . . . freedom from 
further progress.10 

Bloomfieldian structuralism thus easily convinced so like-minded a 
philosopher as Quine that he had found the scientific basis he needed 
to reformulate the problem of meaning in philosophy as the problem of 
meaning in linguistics. Taxonomic linguistics lacked only the sort of 
rational reconstruction that a philosopher of Quine's caliber and dispo
sition was uniquely suited to provide. 

"The Problem of Meaning in Linguistics" is Quine's rational recon
struction (in the philosophy of science sense) of Bloomfieldian struc
turalism. It improves this theory considerably, but it also reflects the 
theory's basic assumptions about language and mind. Because this re
formulation of the problem of meaning occupies a key place for Quine's 
subsequent philosophizing about language and logic, these assumptions 
of taxonomic linguistics became assumptions of the entire extensionalist 
philosophy Quine was to construct, and of the work of philosophers in-

,. See Bloomfield (1936), pp. 89, 95, and Quine (1953a), p. 48. 

42 

RltCENT CRITICISM S OF INTENSIONALJSM 

flucnced by it. I shall try to show that there is little or nothing to rec
ommend these assumptions other than the taxonomic theory from 
which they originally came. 

2J. THE CENTRAL ASSUMPTION OF QUINIANISM 

In this subsection I will argue that this is true of the central assump
tion of Quinianism, namely, the supposition, now widespread, that there 
is something wrong with the notion of meaning, that it is somehow sus
pect as occult or unscientific, and that we are better off not depending 
on it in philosophical or linguistic inquiry. I will argue that the corol
lary of this assumption - namely, the further supposition that a stimu
lus-response account of verbal behavior is preferable to a semantic ac
count because the former is prima facie more scrutable, scientific, and 
progressive - also has nothing to back it up in Quine's philosophy of 
language other than the taxonomic theory from which it comes. Else
where I have tried to show that even Quine's famous thesis of the in
determinacy of radical translation, rather than establishing or supporting 
these assumptions, actually rests on them.11 

By showing that these assumptions originate in Bloomfieldian struc
turalism and derive their entire support from this theory, we thus show 
that what undermines this theory of linguistic structure also undermines 
these assumptions. Hence, we thereby open Quinian extensionalism 
and other forms of extensionalism based on it to the same transforma
tionalist criticism that deposed the taxonomic theory of language in lin
guistics. 

Typifying Bloomfield's attitude toward meanings and ideas is: 

Non-linguists (unless they happen to be physicalists) constantly forget 
that a speaker is making noise, and credit him, instead, with the pos
session of impalpable 'ideas'. It remains for linguists to show, in detail, 
that the speaker has no 'ideas', and that the noise is sufficient - for the 
speaker's words act with a trigger-effect upon the nervous systems of his 
speech-fellows.12 

On the positive side, meaning for Bloomfield is best thought of not as 
ideas but as the stimulus features of "the situation which prompt peo
ple to utter speech" and of "the response which it calls forth in the 

11 See Quine ( 1960), p. 76, where the argument for indeterminacy comes to rest 
on an appeal to this assumption; I argue this in Katz ( 1972), pp. 28 3-292, and Katz 
(1974). 

u Bloomfield (1936), p. 93. 
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hearer" (Bloomfield (1933), p. 139) - the finger on the trigger, as it 
were. Everyone will recognize that this conception of linguistic mean
ing, where stimulus-response properties of the environment replace ideas, 
is the same as the one Quine developed in a number of works, namely, 
his conception of stimulus-meaning. Compare the above remarks of 
Bloomfield's with Ouine's remark in "The Problem of Meaning in Lin
guistics" (Quine (i953a), p. 60): "Synonymy of two forms is supposed 
vaguely to consist in an approximate likeness in the situations which 
evoke the two forms, and an approximate likeness in the effect of either 
form on the hearer." I do not mean to suggest that Quine took his con
ception from Bloomfield, but only that they are the same conception 
of how semantics should be done. 

The fate of the physicalist, operationalist, and verifiability doctrines 
that encouraged Bloomfield to adopt the taxonomic conception of gram
mar is well known. Although I think their failure deprives Quine's at
titude toward meaning of much of its plausibility, I am not much inter
ested in trying to establish this here. Rather, I wish to show that Quine's 
central assumption seems acceptable because most philosophers still re
tain an essentially taxonomic conception of grammar. I want to argue 
that this central assumption depends completely on the Bloomfieldian 
conception of grammatical analysis and makes no sense outside of it. 
If we can show this, then the transformationalist refutation of the 
Bloomfieldian conception of grammar, which swept taxonomic theories 
out of linguistics in the early sixties,13 refutes Quine's assumption that 
meanings are unacceptable entities. . 

To refute this assumption in this way, we must begin by looking at 
two things. The first is the nature of the theory of language that Quine 
found when he decided that a scientifically minded philosophy of lan
guage ought to consider what the science of language has to say about 
meaning. The second is why such a theory of language makes the notion 
of meaning as the idea that a word, phrase, clause, or sentence expresses 
seem out of place in a scientific account of the structure and use of 
language. 

The theory~ of language in linguistics at this time represented the 
grammatical analysis of sentences as a process very similar to library cata-

. 
18 There is an enormbtis literature, but the following are sufficiep.t for purpose$ of 

documenting this claim: Chomsky (1957), (1962), and (1965); also Postal (1964) 
and Katz ( 1971) . 
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loging. The linguist's corpus of utterances, suitably recorded in the 
course of fieldwork, corresponds to the librarian's collection of writings 
and printings. Corresponding to the elements of the librarian's collec~ 
1·ion, the books, magazines, journals, letters, newspapers, etc., are the 
linguist's phones, the smallest segments of the utterances that represent 
differentiable speech sounds of the language. In both the case of library 
ca taloging and the case of grammatical taxonomy, the classification pro
ceeds by forming equivalence classes (appropriately labeled), at suc
cessively higher and higher levels. In grammatical analysis, at the lowest 
level, phones are individuated. Then they are grouped into phoneme 
classes on the basis of a test for assigning phones to different classes 
in case replacing one for the other changes one word into another. 
Next, phonemic stretches in utterances are classified into morphem
ic clas~es, and then word classes, which in combination are further 
classified into the higher syntactic categories of noun, verb, preposition, 
article, adverb, etc., of various phrasal and clausal types, and finally of 
one or another sentence type (e.g., simple-compound, declarative, in
terrogative, imperative, etc.). These strata of classes are not different sub
stantively from the stratification of books, magazines, etc., into fiction 
and nonfiction, adult and juvenile, etc.; then into such subcategories as 
science-fiction, adventure, etc., science, history, art, etc.; then into such 
narrower groupings as mathematics, physics, chemistry, etc.; and so on 
down to the bibliographical equivalent of phones, namely, different edi
tions of the same book. But, although the items and categories differ, 
the form of the classification is the same. 

The atfraCtiveness of such a conception of grammatical analysis is 
that it begins with utterances, physical disturbances in the air, which 
are properly material and intersubjective; each successive level of gram
matical description involves nothing more than a reclassification of the 
components of such physical events, a re-analysis of the speech sounds 
described at the lowest level. This means that nothing non-physical can 
appear as part of the grammatical structure of sentences in such an 
aoalysis. 'But note that such successive analysis, from phone to sentence, 
also provides no place in grammatical structure for anything but sounds 
and relations of sounds in sequential order, no place for anything but 
phonological . and syntactic stmct.ure. In particular, in this scheme, there 
is simply no place for representing the meaning of a sentence as an inte
gral part of its grammatical structure. To put it another way: the scheme 
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works just as well for uninterpreted, formal calculi as for natural lan
guages. Accordingly, if one accepts this scheme for writing grammars, 
one must define meaning as external to grammar as is the case with 
Bloomfield's and Quine's definition of meaning in stimulus-response 
terms. 

The shift from the Bloomfieldian taxonomic theory to the Chom
skyian transformational theory is critical because meaning now finds a 
quite natural place in grammatical structure. To see why meaning can 
be part of grammatical structure on this theory, let us look briefly at 
the new features of the transformational model. 

The transformational model rejects the basic claim of taxonomic 
theory that the elements of grammatical structure are as truly physical, 
public, and inter-subjective as the books of a library. Transformational 
theory claims that many levels of grammatical structure lie beneath the 
surface form of sentences and that taxonomic grammars have no means 
to do more than describe this surface form.14 The reality of the struc
tures at these "underlying" levels cannot be accounted for on the taxo
nomic model, which regards grammatical analysis as cataloging of the 
linguistic data in a corpus, but requires something akin to the physicist's 
theory of atomic structure on which the surface continuity of matter 
hides a discontinuous microstructure. To account for this underlying lin
guistic reality, transformational theory provides base rules and transfor
mations that represent each underlying level of grammatical structure 
up to the surface, deriving the representation of each transformationally 
from that of the one lying just below it, until the representation of the 
surface form is itself derived. Thus on the transformational theory taxo
nomic description is treated as a special and limited case of grammatical 
representation. 

But the rules of a grammar that define the underlying levels of the 
language cannot be accorded the kind of reality that is accorded to the 
rules of a taxonomic grammar, namely, as representations of regularities 
in distribution inductively generalized from the utterances in some sam
ple of the language. Rather, the rules for representing underlying lev
els must be conceived of as representations of the mental principles (or 
brain mechanisms) inside the heads of speakers. This interpretation of 
grammars, as simulations of the principles by virtue of which a speaker 

"Katz (1971). 
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is fluent in a natural language, immediately provides a natural place for 
semantic structure as part of grammatical structure. The meaning of a 
sentence can be taken as represented by some specific set of recursive 
rules for representing underlying levels of grammatical structure. These 
rules are in turn connected to the rules that determine the syntactic 
form and the phonetic shape of the sentence. They thus fit in as a stage 
in the sentence-generation process and as such share the psychological 
reality of the deeper syntactic rules. The grammar as a whole can now 
be thought of as a formal explication of the principles by which fluent 
speakers correlate sound and meaning. 

Furthermore, on this view, the extensionalist can no longer take it 
for granted that sense or meaning are "impalpable ideas" better gotten 
rid of in the manner of occult notions surviving from some prescientific 
past. Now statements about meanings take the form of hypothetical 
postufations about the rules internalized by a speaker in acquiring knowl
edge of the grammar of a language. These postulations are employed in 
a theory of the grammatical competence underlying the use of sentences 
and lead to predictions about verbal performance that can be empirically 
verified, thereby confirming or disconfirming these postulations. Thus, 
rather than being "impalpable ideas," senses and meanings enjoy the 
status of hypothetical postulations in science, like the molecule or the 
gene. We shall return to this point in the next sections and try to show 
that Quinian philosophy of language and logic depend on taking it for 
granted that senses and meanings are "impalpable ideas." 

2.2. QUINE'S UNDERESTIMATION OF THE RANGE OF 

SEMANTIC PROPERTIES AND RELATIONS 

Not only does Quine's attitude toward the concept of meaning de
rive from Bloomfieldian structuralism, so does his conception of how 
the concepts of the theory of meaning can either be reduced to those 
of theories having no commitment to "occult entities" or be shown to 
be scientifically unacceptable. In this subsection we shall look at this 
aspect of the roots of Quine's anti-intensionalism. 

The practice of taxonomic linguists (studying syn chronic phenomena) 
at the time of Quine's survey divided into grammar and lexicography. 
The former concerned the syntactic organization and phonemic consti
tution of utterances and was carried out in the manner described above 
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in our brief sketch of taxonomic grammar. The latter concerned prob
lems of dictionary construction, and the conception of a dictionary was 
that of an ordinary reference or desk dictionary. Accordingly, when 
Quine looked to see where linguists employed the term "meaning" in 
their actual practice in order to determine what semantic concepts a 
reduction would have to handle, he came up with only two cases . First, 
there was the lexicographer's concept of "same in meaning" or "synony
mous" used in discussions.,.of dictionary entries, and second, the gram
marian's concept of "grammatical," "significant sentence," "having .a 
meaning," etc. On the basis of finding no other cases where linguists 
employed "meaning" or some other semantic notion in their scientific 
practice, Quine concluded: "What had been the problem of meaning 
boils down now to a pair of problems in which meaning is best not 
mentioned; one is the problem of making sense of the notion of sig
nificant sequence, and the other is the problem of making sense of the 
notion of synonymy." 15 

There is no argument to establish the claim that the problem of 
meaning reduces to these two and only these two cases. Quine simply 
assumes that the practice of linguists (undergoing rational reconstruc
tion} is adequate in the required sense, namely, the taxonomic linguist's 
use of "meaning" reflects the role of this concept in a fully worked out, 
empirically valid theory of grammatical structure. Thus the assumption 
has no more to recommend it than whatever there is to recommend the 
Bloomfieldian framework which provided the guidelines for the prac
tice of linguists at the time. Again, Quine assumes that what he found 
in linguistics could be relied on as a basis for his philosophical critique 
of intensionalism. 

Quine's restriction of the explanatory concepts of the theory of mean
ing to significance and synonymy seriously underestimates the actual 
range of semantic properties and relations that a reduction would have 
to account for. To see how seriously, we should now ask whether there 
is any general reason for thinking that there are legitimate semantic 
properties and relations excluded by this restriction. Suppose one were 
to start as Quine does with the objective of providing a reduction of 
the theory of meaning, but without Quine's bias in favor of thinking 
the practice of Bloomfieldian linguists reliable. Question: would one 

"Quine (1953a) , p.49. 
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. ·0111e to Quine's conclusion that the semantic concepts that needed to 
be considered to achieve this objective are only those of significance 
and synonymy? I think not. One would quite naturally begin with an 
attempt to frame some general principle to circumscribe the domain of 
semantics, in order to be sure that no relevant property or relation is 
omitted. Thus one would reason somewhat as follows. Semantics, if it 
is about anything, is clearly about whatever answers the question 'What 
is meaning?' 16 A semantic theory would thus tell us what meaning is 
and anything that is part of this answer is part of semantic theory. Ac
cordingly, if the question 'What is meaning?' breaks down into a set 
of more particular questions - as big questions in other sciences tend 
to do - then the concepts asked about in these special cases of the 
basic question will qualify as part of semantics. These concepts will be 
the ones that a semantic theory will have to provide definitions for, 
which 'explain the nature of the concept. Conversely, then, these con
cepts will be the ones that a reduction of semantics will have to han
dle. 

The two such questions that were recognized in Bloomfieldian lin-

guistics were: 
( 2 .I ) What is the property of having a meaning (in L)? 
( 2.2) What is the relation of sameness of meaning (in L or be-

tween L; and Li)? 

If no antecedent philosophical or linguistic bias stops the enumeration 
at this point, a number of other questions, and hence properties and 
relations, must be accepted as equally genuine. For instance : 

( 2.3) What is multiplicity of meaning or ambiguity? 
( 2.4) What is similarity and difference in meaning? 
(2.5) What is analyticity? 
(2.6) What is contradictoriness? 
(2.7) What is entailment by virtue of meaning? 
( 2.8) What is semantic redundancy? 
(2.9) What is antonymy? 
(2.10) What is superordination? 

Before we illustrate the concepts asked about in these questions, we 

10 For an abstract account of sciences in terms of the questions with which they are 
concerned, see Bromberger ( 1963), and for further discussion of the approach taken 
here to circumscribing semantics see Katz ( 1972) , chap. 1. 
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should note that the ones considered here are not the only ones that 
could be mentioned.17 Nor should we expect that even a complete list 
of those we could now mention would exhaust the range of semantic 
properties and relations that an optimal semantic theory ought to de
fine. As Fodor observes: "a science has to discover what it is about: it 
does so by discovering that the laws and concepts it produced in order 
to explain one set of phenomena can be fruitfully applied to phe
nomena of other sorts as well." 18 

Question (2.1) asks about the concept that explains the difference 
between cases like ( 1.2) and ( 1.3). Question ( 2.2) asks about the one 
that explains the relation between (1.3) and (1.6). Question (2.3) asks 
about the concept that explains the property of (1.3) by virtue of which 
it is synonymous (in a sense) with both ( 1.6) and ( 2.11) : 

( 2.11) Someone got possession of a photograph of mine. 

Question ( 2.4) asks about the concept that explains the semantic simi
larities of the words in 

(2.12) nun, aunt, cow, sister, actress, 

and the dissimilarity of the words in 

( 2.13) house, pain, reflection, truth, lap, 

Question (2.5) asks about the concept that explains why declarative 
sentences like 

(2.14) Nudes are naked 

make only true statements. Question (2.6) asks about the concept that 
explains the property found in 

(2.15) My uncle made a complete recovery from his fatal illness 

in the sense where the possessive pronoun is coreferential with the sub
ject. Question (2.7) asks about the concept that explains the conse
quence relation in the argument from (2.16) to (2.17): 

(2.16) 
( 2.17) 

Socrates had a nightmare 
Socrates had a dream 

17 Examples of other semantic concepts that might have been mentioned and dis· 
cussed if space had permitted are 'conversion triple', 'suppressed sense', 'self-answered 
question', 'evasion of a question', etc. See Katz ( 1972). 

11 Fodor (1968), pp. 10-11. 
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Question ( 2.8) asks about the concept that explains the superfluous
ucss of the modifier in 

( 2.18) kings and queens who are monarchs 

Question (2.9) asks about the concept that explains the relations be
tween pairs like those in 

(2.19) open/close, whisper/shout, high/low, ... 

Question (2.10) asks about the concept that explains the relations be
tween pairs like those in 

( 2.20) finger/thumb, dwelling/cottage, human/child, . .. 

Admittedly there is much room for argument about whether this or 
that concept in (2.1) to (2.10) is really semantic and also about wheth
er this or that concept is definable in terms of others. Such questions, 
together with the further question of whether there are still other prop
erties and relations that belong on the list, are ones for theory construc
tion to settle. Nonetheless, at the very least, some such fuller, more 
realistic initial account of the scope of a theory of meaning ought to be 
considered by anyone seriously contemplating the reduction of this 
theory to one that makes no use of intensional notions.19 

" It might be replied: "How do you know that the semantic properties and rela
tions beyond significance and synonymy, those referred to in ( 2.1) to ( 2.10) and 
others that you foresee being added, are not reducible to (definable in terms of) the 
former two? If so, and if Quine is right in claiming to have discredited synonymy and 
significance, then all these other semantic properties and relations are discredited, too.'' 
This begins with the true supposition that we know little about whether further 
semantic properties and relations are definable in terms of significance and synonymy 
hut draws the wrong moral from it. In advance of the necessary empirical investigation, 
we cannot know much about their definability. But in the discussion above I didn't 
purport to establish their irreducibility. My purpose was to expose the hidden assump
tion of the Quinian program: that significance and synonymy are the only semantic 
properties and relations that a reductionist needs to consider. Thus the reply concedes 
my point that Quine presents no argument to show all other semantic properties and 
relations are definable in terms of synonymy and significance. Therefore the Quin· 
ian attack on the theory of meaning lacks an essential step : it fails to account for an 
indefinitely large number of semantic properties and relations that have as good a 
claim to the status of semantic concepts as synonymy and significance and are thus 
·qually relevant to the question of reductive elimination. Moreover, in the one case 
where Quine offers such a definition, Quine's definition of analyticity in terms of the 
substitution of synonyms in a logical truth, his definition fails because it does not 
cnpture the full notion of analyticity that emerges from an empirical study of natural 
lunguage; cf. Katz (1972), chap. 4. 
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2.3. MEANINGFULNESS 

_011 th~ basis of his assumption that the only two semantic concepts 
wit~ which a reduction must deal are meaningfulness and synonymy, 
Qume proceeds20 to try to eliminate the theory of meaning by showing 
that both these concepts can be accounted for without a commitment 
to meanings. That is, he tries to show that neither of the uses of "mean
ing" found in the practice of Bloomfieldian linguistics - neither "has a 
meaning" nor "same in meaning" - imply a commitment to intension
alism. In the present subsection we will examine Quine's handling of 
the former use; in the next we will look at his handling of the latter. 

Quine tries to handle "has a meaning" by the device of assimilating 
the concept of meaningfulness to that of well-formedness or grammati
cality. Quine writes that we should 

tr.~t th~ context '~aving a meaning' in the spirit of a single word, 'sig
mficant, and contmue to turn our backs on the supposititiotis entities 
called meanings. . . . 
. Sig.ni~ica1.1ce is ~he trait with respect to which the subject matter of 

lmgmshcs 1s studied by the grammarian . The grammarian catalogues 
short forms and works out the laws of their concatenation ... 

[Ine problem of significa~t sequence] is one of the two aspects into 
which. the probl~m of meamng seem_ed to resolve, namely, the aspect 
of havmg a meanmg. The fact that this aspect of the problem is in such 
halfway tolerable shape accounts, no doubt, for the tendency to think 
of grammar as a formal, nonsemantical part of linguistics.21 

Quine can assume that the explication of 'significance' can be so pursued 
without the danger of appeals to irreducible semantic notions because he 
supposes well-formedness is safely in the hands of taxonomic linguists like 
Bloomfield, Bloch, and Trager (these being the only linguists whose 
work is cited in "The Problem of Meaning in Linguistics"). 

Quine's discussion of significance is one of the high points in his ra
tional reconstruction of Bloomfieldian linguistics: it provides a clearer, 
more systematic, and more philosophically sound formulation of the 
taxonomic conception of grammaticality than anything available in lin
guistics at the time. The conclusion Quine arrives at is that the notion 
of significant sequence is describable as applying to any sequence of 
morphemes that could be uttered in the language community without 
occasioning a bizarreness reaction on the part of native speakers. But 

"°In Quine (1953b), (1953c), (1960). 
21 Quine (1953a), pp. 49-56. 
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I l1is cxplicatum for "having a meaning" is question-begging. 
The explicatum will provide a noncircular reduction of the concept 

of meaningfulness to that of well-formedness or grammaticality only if 
1·1ic bizarreness reactions in question are homogeneous, that is; only if 
1 licrc is just one kind of linguistic bizarreness at which speakers raise an 
eyebrow. If such reactions to utterances are heterogeneous, that is, if 
t-licse reactions ambiguously reflect both ( i) judgments about the ill
formedness of concatenations of morphemes due to violations of the 
system of syntactic constraints and (ii) independent judgments about 
1·he conceptual incoherence of well-formed concatenations stemming 
from violations of semantic relations, then the attempt to reconstruct 
the use of "having a meaning" will break down because it involves an 
unexplained semantic commitment. Since there is no a priori reason 
to think that these reactions of speakers must be expressions of homo
geneous intuitions of syntactic irregularity and no argument (either by 
Quine or by the linguists he is reconstructing) to establish this, there 
is no reason to think that there is not semantical deviance in addition 
to syntactic irregularity.22 

Let us approach the question begged in Quine's account of meaning
fulness from another angle. In the study of artificial, formalized lan
guages, we distinguish between the uninterpreted calculus and its se
mantic interpretation. The former consists of a set of primitive symbols, 
a set of formation rules, a set of inference rules, and a set of axioms. 
The first of these, the primitive symbols, specify the formal objects 
that may be used to make formulas. The second tells us which of the 
formulas are well-formed (and which ill-formed). The well-formed for
mulas are the sentences, that is, the strings upon which calculations can 
be performed. The third of these specifications tells us what calculations 
can be performed, and the fourth tells us which of the well-formed for
mulas can initiate derivations. Thus the third and the fourth together 
determine a subset of the well-formed formulas, the theorems. But up 
to this point the notions 'sentence', 'derivation', and 'theorem' are 
purely formal. They have no meaning but what the rules of the calculus 
confer on them; they say nothing about anything_ 

Once an interpretation is supplied, the calculus becomes a formal
ized language. The sentences now make assertions about some domain 

22 And perhaps other forms of deviance such as phonological queerness, situational 
incongruity, etc. 
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and collectively constitute the full range of possible assertions about the 
domain that can be made using the formalized language. The deriva
tions state the logical relations between sentences, and the theorems 
state the things about the domain that the language itself asserts as 
truths. 

These formalized languages are artificial in the sense that they are 
human artifacts. Because we make them with some idea of their use, 
we have a well-developed idea of their semantic interpretation at the 
time their primitive symbols and formation rules are laid down. Thus 
normally logicians do not allow situations to occur where the semantic 
interpretation does not "properly fit," that is, where some of the sen
tences receive no interpretation and hence say nothing about the do
main. But this could, in principle, happen. If we choose, we can con
struct such ill-fitting semantic interpretations by deliberately extending 
one or another calculus or restricting one or another standard semantic 
interpretation. In such an artificial language, we would have both ill
formed formulas, i.e., non-sentences, and meaningless well-formed sen
tences, i.e., sentences that say nothing whatever. Let us call a language 
"interpretationally incomplete" if there is both a set of ill-formed for
mulas and a set of interpretationless well-formed formulas. 

The question we want to look at can now be stated as follows. Are 
there natural languages that are interpretationally incomplete? Is Eng
lish interpretationally incomplete? English has a primitive basis of let
ters, punctuation signs, etc. It has formation rules in the form of syn
tactic and phonological principles of grammar and some interpretation 
under which sentences of English say something. Does this interpreta
tion "fit properly" as a normal interpretation of the calculus of an arti
ficial language does? Quine's assumption that "having a meaning" can 
be assimilated to the grammarian's notion of "well-formed (grammatical) 
string" is acceptable only if English and other natural languages are 
interpretationally complete. 

Not only is. this a non-trivial question, it is one where clear-cut evi
dence can be presented against an affirmative answer. Without making 
any claim to decide the issue, we can provide some idea of the nature 
of this evidence. Recent studies in transformational grammar offer ex
amples of selectional relations that are purely semantic and others that 
are purely syntactic. On the former side, McCawley has shown that the 
selection restriction on noun phrase objects of the verb "count" is se-
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mantic.211 Ile considers the cases 

( 2.21) 
( 2.22) 
( 2.23) 

I counted the boy 
I counted the boys 
I counted the crowd 

where the verb is taken in the sense "determine the number of things 
in the collection" rather than in the sense "include in an estimation." 
I Jc argues, quite plausibly, that the restriction cannot be the syntactic 
requirement that the direct object of "count" be plural in number, 
since, although (2.21) is deviant and (2.22) is not, as would be pre
dicted on this hypothesis, (2.23) is nondeviant. McCawley thus con
cludes that the restriction must be the semantic requirement that the 
object's sense contain information that fixes its denotation as a set of 
things. 

Alte~natively, I have argued that a purely syntactic restriction on the 
occurrence of expressions in the sentential frame 

( 2.24) A revolution is -- to occur 

permits the grammar to mark the deviance of a sentence like (2.25) 
and to mark a sentence like (2.26) as nondeviant.24 

(2.25) A revolution is probable to occur 
( 2.26) A revolution is likely to occur 

The reasoning is as follows. There is a feature assigned to "probable" 
which prevents the application of the pronoun-replacement transforma
tion. "Likely" is oppositely marked to allow pronoun replacement to 
apply. If this feature distinction also carried semantic information, then 
there would be a semantic distinction as well between "probable'' and 
"likely." Therefore, if the feature distinction that determines the selec
tional relation in this case were to be semantic in some degree, it would 
follow that in sentences like 

(2.27) 
(2.28) 
(2.29) 
(2.30) 
(2.31) 
(2.32) 

It is probable that a revolution will occur 
It is likely that a revolution will occur 
That a revolution will occur is probable 
That a revolution will occur is likely 
The occurrence of a revolution is probable 
The occurrence of a revolution is likely 

03 McCawley (1968). 
"'Katz ( 1972), pp. 373-374. 
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"likely" and "probable" are nonsynonymous, their senses being differ
ent, at least, by the semantic information carried by the feature con
trolling pronoun replacement. But these occurrences of "likely" and 
"probable" are synonymous, and therefore this feature and the restric
tion it is used to state must be nonsemantic, i.e., purely syntactic. 

Therefore, there are empirical grounds for thinking that English con
tains a set of sentences that are ill formed grammatically by virtue of 
their violating a purely syntactic selectional restriction and that Eng
lish also contains a disjoint set of sentences that are well formed ' (they 
violate none of the former restrictions) but exhibit some degree of se
mantic deviance, are in some respect meaningless, by virtue of violating 
a semantic restriction on sense associations. If a natural language like 
English is interpretationally incomplete in the sense of these examples, 
then an acknowledged scientific use of the term "meaning" is left un
explained in Quine's attempt at reduction. Hence Quine's assimilation 
of "having a sense" to "well-formed (grammatical string)" begs an 
important question. 

2.4. SYNONYMY 

Quine's attempt to show that the other use of "meaning'' (in the 
locution "same in meaning") can also be handled (and with it related 
notions like "analyticity") comprises the remainder of "The P~oblem 
of Meaning in Linguistics" and much of his subsequent work in the 
philosophy of language. 

Quine's arguments against the possibility of an acceptably clear no
tion of synonymy in "The Problem of Meaning in Linguistics" are the 
only arguments of his that apply beyond particular proposals for expli
cating synonymy, that is, to any attempt to explicate it.25 Quine's fa
mous indeterminacy thesis, the thesis that there is no right choice of a 
radical translation no matter what the empirical evidence, itself assumes 
there are no such things as meanings, no propositions in the sense of 
whatever sentences express in common by virtue of which they are syn
onymous. As I have shown elsewhere, Quine's argument for the in
determinacy thesis comes to rest on the claim that one would not be 

25 For example, Quine's criticisms in (1953b) against the proposals in Carnap 
( 19 5 6) do not offer general reasons to reject synonymy and analyticity but only 
reasons to reject Carnap's explications of them. Cf. Katz ( 1972), chap. 6, and Katz 
(1974). 
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able to translate highly theoretical sentences like 

(2.33) Neutrinos lack mass 

into "jungle language."26 The basic reason Quine gives for their un
translatability is that there are no propositions, no language-independ
ent, intercultural meanings. The translator of the "jungle language," 
faced with a sentence like ( 2.3 3) may, according to Quine, be expected 

to plead in extenuation that the natives lack the requisite concepts; also 
that they know too little physics. And he is right, except for the hint 
of there being some free-floating, linguistically neutral meaning which 
we capture, in 'Neutrinos lack mass', and the native cannot .... The 
discontinuity of radical translation tries our meanings: really sets them 
over against their verbal embodiments, or, more typically, finds nothing 
there.27 

Furthermore, Quine's often-made claim that "we could equate a native 
expression with any of the disparate English terms 'rabbit', 'rabbit stage', 
'undetached rabbit part', etc., and still, by compensatorily juggling the 
translation of numerical identity and associated particles, preserve con
formity to stimulus meanings of occasion sentences" 28 also assumes 
there are no meanings. This claim about the existence of alternative, 
nonsynonymous translations might be thought easily refuted by the 
reply that such alternatives merely show the limitations of stimulus
response theory and that a more sophisticated theory would provide us 
with a conception of linguistic evidence on which the translation of 
"Gavagai" as ' 'undetached rabbit part" would be a mistake. Perhaps 
such a conception would reveal the mistake in the form of higher con
firmation for the opposite hypothesis that "Gavagai" means "Rabbit" 
(or in greater overall simplicity for the system containing the latter 
hypothesis ceteris paribus). TI1e reply could spell out how the required 
linguistic evidence might be obtained in the following way. The field 
linguist might ask a bilingual native informant questions like 'Does 
"Gavagai" bear the semantic relation to "rabbit" that the first mem
bers of the following pairs 

(2.34) branch/tree, arm/body, roof/house, thumb/hand, ... 

bear to the second members?' An affirmative answer by the native in
formant gives evidence for one of the hypotheses under consideration, 

""Cf. Katz ( 1972), chap. 6. 
71 Quine (1960), p. 76. 
2

' Ibid., p. 54. 
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and a negative answer gives evidence for the other. To avoid this easy 
refutation, Quine must claim that such evidence is illegitimate on the 
grounds that questions of this kind ask about intuitions concerning se
mantic relations (such as the part-whole relation). 

However, this further claim is tantamount to the classical skeptic's 
first refusing to accept the criteria for deciding questions in a domain 
and then arguing that there is no way to settle them, and so no way to 
justify knowledge claims in the domain. If there were a unique "right 
translation," the linguist could no more obtain it without the i.1se of 
semantic relations than a scientist could obtain the true hypothesis 
without the use of inductive criteria. Synonymy is identity in meaning 
and two expressions or sentences are identical in meaning in case they 
have exactly the same semantic properties and relations. Thus disquali
fying the use of semantic properties and relations a priori guarantees 
there can be no evidence to decide when one has chosen the right trans
lations. Accordingly the a priori claim that there will always be non
synonymous sentences available as equa11y good choices of a translation 
for a native sentence on the totality of dispositions to verbal behavior 
(including verbal behavior that comments on the semantic structure of 
other verbal behavior) on the part of speakers (including bilinguals) is 
again the claim that there is no appropriate range of language-independ
ent meanings to be the bearers of such properties and relations and for 
native bilinguals to have intuitions about. 

Therefore far more rests on Quine's argument against an acceptably 
clear formulation of the concept of synonymy than may seem to at first 
glance. This argument constitutes the only general criticism Quine gives 
of the synonymy relation. For Quine, it is critical to undermine belief 
in the possibility of such a formulation of this relation because the syn
onymy relation can provide intensionalists with a criterion for proposi
tional identity. 

The very terms in which Quine states the problem of synonymy in 
"The Problem of Meaning in Linguistics" reflect the B1oomfie1dian 
framework. The conditions he adopts for a satisfactory clarification of 
the concept of synonymy are those that Bloomfieldian structuralists 
used to try to explicate concepts such as 'same phoneme' or 'same part 
of speech'. Quine himself is explicit on this: "So-ca11ed substitution cri
teria, or conditions of interchangeability, have in one form or another 
played central roles in modern grammar. For the synonymy problem of 
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sentences such an approach seems more obvious still." 29 Thus, whereas 
Bloomfieldians tried to determine the phonemes of a language by ask
ing questions such as 'Is this phone substitutable for that one with
out changing the word into another (in the manner in which such a 
substitution changes the word "butt" to "putt")?', Quine takes it as 
obvious that we ought to be able to determine synonymy relations by 
parallel questions at the semantic level. 

But, as Quine easily shows, formulating such parallel questions in 
order to provide an adequate substitution criterion for synonymy does 
not prove easy. We are required to provide a test that counts two 
linguistic forms as synonymous if, and only if, one of them can be sub
stituted for the other in a certain set of contexts leaving some special 
feature unchanged. Hence, any proposal of this kind for clarifying the 
concept of synonymy must answer two questions: first, what set of con
texts should be used; and second, what features have to remain invariant 
under substitution of synonymous expressions. These questions were 
the cutting edge of Quine's criticism that the concepts of synonymy and 
analyticity are incapable of receiving clarification: neither, according 
to Quine, could be answered without something like a vicious circle. 
The alternatives, he argued, were either ( i) a set of contexts including 
adverbs like "necessarily" and a feature such as 'interchangeability saiva 
veritate' or (ii) a set of contexts without such terms and a feature such 
as 'interchangeability salva analyticitate'. But both presuppose "that we 
have already made satisfactory sense of 'analytic'. Then what are we so 
hard at work on right now?" so 

This criticism persuaded many philosophers that it is the concepts of 
synonymy and analyticity that are at fault. This, I think, was because 
they were prepared, antecedently, to go along with the terms in which 
Quine set the problem. Now knowing the history of substitution tests 
in linguistics, and supposing on the authority of that science as trans
mitted in Quine's rational reconstruction that such tests are the proper 
means of clarifying a linguistic concept, they could do little else but 
accept Quine's diagnosis. 

Once, however, we become skeptical about the authority of Bloom
fieldian linguistics and recognize its connection with the framework 
Quine has set up for dealing with synonymy, we see that these difficulties 

'" Quine (1953a) , p. 56. 
"' Quine ( 1963), p. 30. 
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can be attributed equally well to the Bloomfieldian paradigm for clarify
ing concepts. Thus we can claim that the use of such distributional tests 
to determine the extension of these linguistic concepts is responsible 
for the difficulty of obtaining the right set of contexts and a noncircular 
specification of the features that remain invariant under substitution. 
The situation, on this viewpoint, would be like first requiring that 
the relation 'is the same number as' be determined by the test that two 
numbers N; and Ni are the same in case X +Ni+ Y preserves the 
feature F of X + N; + Y, and then arguing that the absolute (i.e., non
graded) concept 'is the same number as' cannot be made sense of be
cause the only way in which to provide an adequate choice of F is to 
(circularly!) use 'is the same number as X + N; + Y' or some trivial 
equivalent. Quine's argument would thus prove too much. 

It does no good to reply here that we can talk a la Russell and White
head numbers as sets and explicate 'is the same number as' in terms of 
the notion of a 1-1 correspondence between sets. The counter-part of 
this reply is of no help to Quine in sustaining his criticism of synqnymy. 
It further undermines the criticism because the counter-part is the sug
gestion that we can, proceeding in analogy to set theoretic accounts of 
arithmetic, frame a theory within which to explicate meanings in terms 
of constructs of the theory (just as numbers are explicated in terms of 
sets). Then, we can define 'same meaning as' in terms of an equivalence 
relation between such constructs (just as 'same number as' is defined 
in terms of the notion of a 1-1 correspondence between sets) . Quine has 
no reply to this alternative. He cannot say that such a theory doesn't 
exist or that he doubts that it could because the question here is simply 
one of the possibility of semantics. The existence of this alternative way 
of making sense of the synonymy relation shows the fallaciousness of 
Quine's argument against an intensionalist notion of synonymy just as 
much as does either the fact that his argument rests on a discredited 
notion of the appropriate criteria for linguistic concepts or the fact that 
it proves too much. 

Indeed, the changeover from Bloomfieldian structuralism to trans
formational theory directly suggests such an alternative way of dealing 
with the problem of explicating synonymy (and analyticity, etc.). We 
can try to construct a system of formal rules, as part of the grammar, 
as a simulation of the speaker's semantic competence: these rules will 
assign representations of the meaning of sentences as part of their gram-
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111al'icnl description; semantic theory, as part of linguistic theory, will 
<.:011tain a definition of synonymy that says two sentences are synony-
111ous just in case they are assigned the same semantic representation. 
'I 'he definition of synonymy and the definitions of other semantic prop
erties and relations, e.g., analyticity, meaningfulness, ambiguity, etc., 
would be interrelated in the theory and in certain cases interdefinable 
too. This would not be a vicious circle, but a virtuous one, representing 
;1 typical case of the kind of interrelations among concepts that a scien
hfic theory affords. The assignment of the same semantic representation 
to certain linguistic forms would not only say that they are synonymous, 
but by virtue of what shared conceptual content they are synonymous, 
since it is this information that is expressed formally in semantic repre
sentations. Accordingly, the empirical adequacy of such assignments can 
be determined by how well they predict the semantic properties and 
relations of the sentences and expressions. These predictions can be con
firmed or disconfirmed by consulting the linguistic intuitions of native 
speakers about the same sentences and expressions. 

Thus, instead of a fruitless search for an empirically sound criterion 
of synonymy framed in terms of an appropriate set of contexts and a 
feature to use as the test which is co-extensive with synonymy but is not 
semantically related, we can construct a system of formal semantic rules 
for determining the semantic properties and relations of sentences, as 
part of the theory of their grammatical structure. The empirical adequacy 
of various claims about such rules can be determined in the same way 
that we judge other grammatical rules or hypotheses of other theories. 
This option is not possible in taxonomic grammars, but then taxonomic 
theory has been replaced by transformational theory and transformational 
grammars do permit us to include meaning as part of grammatical struc
ttue. 

The preceding exploration of Quine's attack on the concept of mean
ing and his extensionalism shows them to have their roots in the taxo
nomic theory of grammar and the practice of Bloomfieldian linguistics. 
'l'he cloud of suspicion that now hangs over the concept of meaning is 
thus an anachronism. It exists only because the relevance of events that 
revolutionized linguistics in the course of the last decade or so have 
not as yet been fully appreciated in philosophy. The transformationalist 
revolution overthrew the fundamental assumption of taxonomic theory 
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that all properties required to explain grammatical phenomena are pres
ent in surface structure. This forced a change in the conception of the 
nature of grammar from the taxonomic conception of a grammar as a 
catalog of linguistic data to the tnmsformationalist conception of a 
grammar as a simulation of the internalized rules underlying the speak
er's fluency. Since the taxonomic conception and its extreme physicalism 
were the only things that made it reasonable to think that meaning is 
not part of grammatical structure, the relevance of the transformational 
revolution to semantics is that there is no longer any basis for regarding 
the concept of meaning with suspicion. Thus the overthrow of Bloom
fieldian structuralism and the establishment of the transformational 
theory of deep structure and its mentalistic conception of grammars 
make it possible to take a more critical look at some recent versions of 
extensionalism and at their criticisms of intensionalism. 

Quinian extensionalism has a positive side as well as a negative . one~ 

So far we have been concerned exclusively with the latter, its · skeptical 
arguments against the notion of meaning. But the positive side is equal
ly important, since every position has to offer some theory of its own 
to make sense of the phenomena that it criticizes its opponents for in
correctly handling. Quinian extensionalists could not expect their posi
tion to be accepted for very long if this constructive task were ignored. 
Philosophers and linguists might remain convinced for a while · that 
there is no analytic-synthetic distinction, no relation of synonymy, no 
concept of meaninglessness apart from ill-formedness, etc., but sooner 
or later acceptance of these negative claims would be undermined by 
the absence in the extensionalist position of any treatment of the . lin
guistic behavior that first prompted intensionalists to invoke the no
tions of analyticity, synonymy, meaninglessness, etc. Sooner or later the 
desire to understand nature would bring about a critical re-examination 
of the skeptical arguments against meaning. Thus, the positive side of 
extensionalism supplements the negative side in a significant way: it 
tries to buttress the claim that Quine's skeptical arguments do not deny 
intuitively obvious linguistic phenomena, but only criticize certain theor
ies about them. From the intensionalist viewpoint, then, it is important 
to show that extensionalist attempts to make sense of these phenomena 
fail. 

The extensionalist position is flexible to some extent in the kind of 
account it can give of such linguistic phenomena. It can accommodate 
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11 number of different accounts so long as they conform to Quine's re
strictions on acceptable linguistic apparatus. Quine, as we know, turned 
lo stimulus-response theory in psychology to obtain the apparatus on 
which to base his account. Other extensionalists, many of whom are no 
more sympathetic to stimulus-response psychology than Quine's critics, 
have chosen other apparatus for their own constructive efforts. In the 
remainder of this essay I shall consider some of the more prominent 
Quinian extensionalists who see the constructive task before extension
alism as better founded on something other than stimulus-response psy
chology. I will try to present the intensionalist reply to their views. I 
will not consider Quine's own attempt to use stimulus-response theory, 
adapted from Skinner,31 to frame an account of linguistic behavior be
cause the criticism of this position is already available.32 

In examining some of the more recent trends in Quinian extensional
ism, we shall consider, first Davidson, who bases his form of extension
alism on Tarski's theory of truth, and later Putnam and Kripke, who 
base theirs on concepts about the essential nature of the things in the 
world as developed in empirical science (which they see replacing the 
meanings of intensionalism). It is one of the major themes of this study 
that the work of such philosophers represents far more the working out 
of a set of possible variations within the extensionalist approach than 
a set of unrelated approaches to questions about logic and language. It 
is one of the main claims of this study that their work, as a consequence 
of its dependence on the Quinian framework, rests to some extent, too, 
on Bloomfieldian assumptions about the nature of grammar.33 

3. On Trying to Work Within the System: Davidson's Approach 

Davidson's recent proposal concerning the development of a Tarskian 
theory of truth is an attempt to work within Quine's extensionalist sys
tem. Davidson shares Quine's desire to show that the theory of meaning 
as intentionalists conceive it is dispensable in the study of the logical 
structure of natural languages. Moreover, he carries over Quine's under-

"' Cf. Skinner ( 1957). 
••Cf. Chomsky ( 19 59) and Chomsky ( 1968) for Chomsky's criticisms of Quine's 

conception of stimulus meaning. 
83 Harman represents a good example of how some of the Quinian arguments might 

be restated without the Bloomfieldian framework (cf. Harman (1973) ). It is easy 
to show, nonetheless, that Harman's versions beg essentially the same questions as 
Quine's (cf. Katz ( 1974)). 
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estimation of intensional semantics. Working within the framework of 
Quine's rational reconstruction of Bloomfieldian structuralism, David
son takes it for granted that there are only two notions from the theory 
of meaning that need to be handled: meaningfulness and synonymy. 
He takes the former to be something that can be safely handed over to 
syntax: "The main job of a modest syntax is to characterize meaning
fulness (or sentencehood). We may have as much confidence in the 
correctness of such a characterization as we have in the representative
ness of our sample and our ability to say when particular expressions are 
meaningful (sentences)." 34 The point of Davidson's proposal is to elimi
nate synonymy in favor of an appropriate extensional relation to use in 
connection with semantic explication. · 

Davidson adds his own underestimation of intensional semantics. This 
has to do with the compositional mechanism of sense combination that 
intensionalists from Frege on have believed necessary to explain the se
mantic properties and relations of syntactically complex constituents in 
terms of the grammar of their parts. In particular, Davidson claims that 
the concept of sense (or meaning) does no work in explaining how a 
representation of logical form can be assigned to a sentence on the basis 
of the syntactic structure of the sentence and the semantic structure of 
its constituents. 

Davidson says that an intensionalist, or Fregean, answer to a request 
for the meaning or logical form of a sentence like 

( 3.1) Theaetetus flies 

"might go something like this: given the meaning of 'Theaetetus' as argu
ment, the meaning of 'flies' yields the meaning of 'Theaetetus flies' as 
value. The vacuity of this answer is obvious. We wanted to know what 
the meaning of 'Theaetetus flies' is; it is no progress to be told that it 
is the meaning of 'Theaetetus flies'. This much we knew before any 
theory was in sight. In the bogus account just given, talk of the struc
ture of the sentence and of the meanings of words was idle, for it played 
no role in producing the given description of the meaning of the sen
tence." 35 

There are two reasons for concluding that this is a caricature of a 
Fregean answer. First, the extreme simplicity of Davidson's example 

"'Davidson ( 1967), p. 308. 
""Ibid., pp. 306-307. 
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111akcs it highly implausible that his claim about the vacuity of an in
lcnsionalist analysis of ( 3.1) can be generalized to other, more typically 
c.:omplcx, sentences of the language. Davidson's argument against a Frege
typc semantic theory requires that the example be typical of the cases 
where such a theory appeals to the meanings of the constituents of sen
tences to account for their meaning compositionally. If the example is 
not typical, an intensionalist can accept what Davidson says about it as 
true of such extremely simple and easy-to-understand sentences, but 
argue that the value of the theory only reveals itself in the treatment 
of more complex and difficult sentences. Nothing that Davidson says 
supports an inference that the same criticism applies in connection with 
sentences of English generally. Davidson's argument is thus no better 
than an argument for the triviality of arithmetic that claims that for 
arithmetic to inform us that zero plus one is one is saying no more than 
what we already know on the basis of common experience with adding 
something and nothing. 

Second, even if the example were not too simple, Davidson's criticism 
would fail because the semantic analysis on which the criticism is based 
is radically incomplete in a manner that directly undermines the criti
cism. A complete semantic analysis of ( 3.1), simple as this example is, 
would actually need to refer to a great deal of grammatical structure and 
compositional combination of meanings. No indication of this appears 
in Davidson's treatment only because he takes it for granted that "Thea
ctetus" in ( 3.1) can be straightforwardly taken as an argument and 
"flies" in ( 3.1) can be straightforwardly interpreted as a function . Tak
ing this for granted begs the question at issue, since it is exactly in this 
area of imposing a canonical paraphrase on a sentence from a natural 
language that grammatical structure and word meanings play their role. 
I Jenee, by leaving out consideration of how we know that this is the 
correct paraphrase, it can be made to appear as if grammatical structure 
and word meaning play no role in determining the meaning of ( 3.1). 

To see that grammatical structure and word meaning do play a critical 
role in this aspect of the compositional meaning of ( 3.1), it suffices 
to note that the following facts are left unexplained on Davidson's ac
count of the sentence. First, the sentence cannot be rendered other than 
as Davidson renders it. It cannot, for example, be rendered the other 
way around, with "flies" as the argument and "Theaetetus" as the func
tion. Nor can it be rendered in analogy to cases such as ( 3.2): 
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( 3 .2) (a) Tsetse flies 
(b) Time flies (!) 36 

Second, ( 3.1) is semantically ambiguous over such senses as: 

( 3 .3) (a) Someone (or thing) moves through the air 
(b) Someone (or thing) flees from danger 
( c) Someone (or thing) moves swiftly 

Third, ( 3.1) semantically entails (i.e., entails by virtue of meaning 
alone37 ) a sentence such as 
(3.4) Theaetetus moves while suspended above ground 

in sense (a) of ( 3.3) but not in senses (b) or ( c) of ( 3.3): Fourth, 
the occurrence of the verb in ( 3.1) has a suppressed sense, roughly syn
onymous with the phrase ( 3.5), 38 

(3.5) is rapidly used up 

and so ( 3.1) contrasts with a case like the declarative in ( 3.2) (b). 
Fifth, ( 3.1) is not analytic in a sense in the manner of ( 3.6) 

(3.6) What flies is rapidly used up 

but is synthetic on each of its senses. The reason grammatical structure 
and word meaning seem to "play no role in producing the given descrip
tion of the meaning of the sentence" is that Davidson's description fails 

to mention their role. 
We pointed out in the previous section that the Bloomfieldian frame

work makes it natural to look to stimulus-response psychology for ap
paratus to explain the phenomena that intensionalists try to explain 
with the theory of meaning. But this is not the only place where exten
sionalists could look for such apparatus. Quine himself suggests another 
in comparisons between the theory of meaning and the theory of refer
ence. The notions of the latter theory, he says, 
are so very much less foggy and mysterious than the notions befonging 

30 Note that the ambiguity of this case, between a declarative and an imperative 
sense raises the further question of why ( 3.1) is not ambiguous in this way. I am 
indebted to Mr. R. M. Hamish for this observation. 

"This notion is explicated in Katz ( 1972), chap. 4. 
88 Cf. Katz (1972), chap. 3, sec. 7. Roughly, a sense of a constituent C is a sup

pressed sense in a sentence S just in case it is a sense of C but not one that con
tributes to the content of any of the senses _of ~- (Selection. restriction~ "s~ppr~s" 
the sense in that they prevent it from entenng mto some higher combmation with 
other senses of S.) 
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lo t:he theory of meaning. We have general paradigms ['--'is true-in-L 
if and only if--, etc.) which, though they are not definitions, yet serve 
to endow much clarity, in any particular application, as is enjoyed by 
1·hc particular expressions of L to which we apply them. Attribution of 
truth in particular to 'Snow is white', for example, is every bit as clear 
t:o us as attribution of whiteness to snow .... See how unfavorably the 
notion of analytic-in-L, characteristic of the theory of meaning, com
pares with that of truth-in-L.39 

Davidson pursues the alternative that Quine suggests here. Instead of 
following Quine in his attempt to work out substitutes for semantic con
cepts wit}iin stimulus-response psychology, Davidson sets out to culti
vate the 'theory of reference, as developed in Tarskian formal semantics, 
as a way of treating the linguistic phenomena that intensionalists treat 
within . th~ theory of meaning. Since many linguists and philosophers 
are unwilling to adopt either Quine's Skinnerian psychology or any 
other form of stimulus-response theory as a basis for their approach to 
problems in semantics, Davidson's attempt to construct a truth defini
tion for natural languages comes to occupy an important place in con
temporary extensionalist thought. Thus, the significance of Davidson's 
work in developing Quine's suggestions concerning the theory of refer
ence' :is that it provides an alternative to the problematic theory of asso
ciationistic psychology on which Quine's own constructive efforts rest. 
Hence, we will have taken another major step toward undermining ex~ 
tensionalism if we can show that Davidson's alternative - whatever im
portance it may have for the theory of reference per se - provides no 
insight whatsoever into the linguistic phenomena that it is required to 
handle (as the constructive side of extensionalism) . 

Davidson introduces his proposal as follows: 

Anxiety that we are enmeshed in the intensional springs from using the 
words 'means that' as filling between description of sentence and sen
tence, but it may be that the success of our venture depends not on the 
filling but on what it fills. The theory will have done its work if it pro
vides, for every sentence s in the language under study, a matching sen
tence (to replace 'p') that, in some way yet to be made clear, 'gives the 
meaning' of s. One obvious candidate for matching sentence is just s 
itself, if the objectlanguage is contained in the metalanguage; otherwise 
a translation of s in the metalanguage. As a final bold step, let us try 
treating the position occupied by 'p' extensionally: to implement this, 
sweep away the obscure 'means that', provide the sentence that replaces 

'
19 Quine (1953c), pp. 137-138. 
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'p' with a proper sentential connective, and supply the description that 
replaces 's' with its own predicate.40 

The result is the schema 

(3.7) sisTifandonlyifp 

which is used to formulate the Davidsonian conception of a theory of 
meaning, namely that a theory of meaning for a language L take the form 

of a truth definition for L. Davidson says: 
what we require of a theory of meaning for a language L is that without 
appeal to any (further) semantical notions it place enough restricti?ns 
on the predicate 'is T' to entail all sentences got from schema !' [1.e., 
( 3.7)) when 's' is replaced by a structural description of a sentence of L 
and 'p' by that sentence.41 

Davidson himself observes that his conception of a theory of meaning 
counts a theory of meaning that entails 

( 3.8) "Snow is white" is true if and only if snow is white 

no more correct, other things being equal, than one that entails 

( 3.9) "Snow is white" is true if and only if grass is green 

assuming, of course, as seems reasonable, that ( 3.8) and (3.9) are equally 
certain. Davidson anticipates his critic, remarking that (3.9) "may not 
encourage the same confidence that a theory that entails it deserves to 
be called a theory of meaning," and then he goes on to justify himself 
against this criticism, arguing that 

the grotesqueness of [ ( 3.9)] is in itself no.thing against a theory of which 
it is a consequence, provided the theory gives the co~rec~ results for every 
sentence ... if [ ( 3.9)] followed from a charactenzahon of the predi
cate 'is true' that led to the invariable pairing of truths with truths and 
falsehoods with falsehoods - then there would not, I think, be anything 
essential to the idea of meaning that remained to be captured.42 

This attempt at justification begs the question. Davidson, as noted 
above, is defending an analysis of 'gives the meaning' that claims that 
'means that' can be replaced by 'is true if and only if' without the loss 
of anything essential to the idea of meaning. The defense, therefore, has 
to be that in this replacement we lose only "anxiety that we are en
meshed in the intensional." But as soon as the first difficulty with the 

'
0 Davidson ( 1967), p. 309. 

u Ibid. 
"Ibid., p. 312. 
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reduction arises, the first counter-intuitive consequence, he assumes that 
nothing essential to the idea of meaning remains to be captured after 
pairing truths with truths and falsehoods with falsehoods. But this is 
exactly what needs to be shown. One would suppose that the mere fact 
that a theory that says that each sentence in (3.9) is part of the semantic 
analysis of the other is sufficient to establish that the theory is missing 
something essential to the idea of meaning, namely, an adequate account 
of synonymy. 

Our intuition of grotesqueness in response to the suggestion that ( 3.9) 
might be as adequate a semantic analysis as (3.8), or that (3.9) might 
be adequate at all, is exactly an intuition that there is something essen
tial to the idea of meaning which is lost in such a replacement. The idea 
that 

( 3.10) Grass is green 

might be relevant to giving the meaning of 

( 3.11) Snow is white 

is preposterous. Equally, we would consider wrongheaded any theory 
that claimed that any sentence whose truth we are certain of is just as 
relevant to the semantic analysis of (3.11) as (3.10) or any other sen
tence - say, some paraphrase of ( 3.11). How, then, can Davidson take 
such a theory seriously? The answer is, I think, that he is following, from 
his viewpoint, the reasonable principle of being content with small mer · 
cies. The viewpoint is the Quinian philosophy of language, deriving from 
Quine's reconstruction of Bloomfieldian structuralism. Within this view· 
point stronger constraints on semantic analysis such as that of providing 
the right synonymy relations are unavailable because they would make 
use of suspect intensional concepts. Davidson says: 

What appears to the right of the biconditional in sentences of the form 
's is true if and only if p' when such sentences are consequences of a 
theory of truth plays its role in determining the meaning of s not ?Y 
pretending synonymy but by adding one mo~e brush-stroke to the J?IC
ture which, taken as a whole, tells what there 1s to know of the meanmg 
of s.43 

Davidson himself tried to soften the blow of such grotesque conse
quences. He writes: 

It may help to reflect that [ ( 3.9)] is acceptable, if it is, because we are 

.., Ibid. Italics mine. 
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independently sure of the truth of 'Snow is white' .and 'Grass is green'; 
but in cases where we are unsure of the truth of a sentence, we can have 
confidence in a characterization of the truth predicate only if it pairs 
that sentence with one we have good reason to believe equivalent. It 
would be ill advised for someone who had any doubts about the color 
of snow or grass to accept a theory that yielded [ ( 3.9) ], even if his 
doubts were of equal degree, unless he thought the color of the one was 
tied to the color of the other.44 

This, however, does little to help because there are infinitely ·many 
sentences whose truth we know (and also infinitely many whose false
hood we know), e.g., "One plus one equals two," "Two plus two equals 
three," etc. Since we are independently sure of their truth, we can form
ulate cases as grotesque as ( 3.9) simply by taking arbitrary pairs of 
mathematical truths, should there be any doubt about the equivalence 
of (3.10) and (3.11). 

After first trying to make these consequences more palatable, David
son next tries to disavow them. "It is not easy," he writes, "to see how 
[ ( 3.9)] could be party to [the enterprise of providing a characterization 
of the truth predicate]."45 That is, questions like whether (3.10) and 
( 3.11) have the same truth value are not the concern of a theory de
signed to place enough restrictions on 'is true' to derive all instances of 
(3.7) in the language. Thus such a theory ought not to be c9nsidered 
unacceptable because it is committed to ( 3.9), insofar as the theory is 
not itself responsible for the premise stating the truth-values of (3.10) 
and ( 3.11). This, however, seems a rather feeble defense. Suppose some 
theory in science (say, some theory about the physiology of color per
ception) were, as far as we knew, to imply nothing absurdly false by 
itself, but were, in conjunction with certain simple, widely accepted 
truths, like snow's being white and grass's being green, to imply gro
tesque consequences. We would hardly accept a Davidsonian defense 
which sought to get the .scientific theory off the h.ook on the grounds 
that it is not itself responsible for these simple truths. Surely, we would 
reason that the grotesque consequences cannot derive from the simple 
truths themselves - since they are true. Hence we would conclude that 
the source of the grotesqueness must lie in the theory, which together 
with them implies the grotesque consequences. Since good theories do 
not have grotesque consequences when they are combined solely with 

"Ibid. 
.. Ibid. 
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simple truths, Davidson's explication of 'means that' must be held fully 
responsible for grotesque consequences such as that ( 3.l 0) is regarded 
as an analysis of ( 3.11) - even though, as Davidson rightly points out, 
the characterization of the truth predicate is not responsible for the 
equivalence underlying ( 3.9). But, then, this characterization and David
son's theory concerning the explication of 'means that' are not the same. 

If certain grotesque consequences have their source in a theory, then 
they ought to emerge, in some way or other, from the theory alone, i.e., 
without conjoining the theory with some set of simple truths. Thus let 
us assume, for the sake of argument, that Davidson's defense does get 
him out of trouble in connection with examples like (3.9). Question: 
Can we exhibit any similarly grotesque consequences using only principles 
that Davidson's theory will need in order to provide the proper char
acterization of the truth predicate? The answer is clearly "yes." Such 
counter-examples immediately come to mind once we reflect that the 
empirical adequacy of the theory Davidson advocates requires it to imply 
an appropriate instance of (3.7) for each sentence of the language (Eng
lish, say) and that each of these infinitely many instances of (3.7) are 
also sentences of the language (English). Thus, because these sentences 
are each consequences of the theory, the theory is responsible for the 
equivalence relations between them, and because these sentences are also 
in the language, and so in the empirical domain of the theory, the theory 
will have as consequences statements in which instances of ( 3.7) appear 
both within quotations on the left of 'is true if and only if' and on the 
right as values of p. Hence, because the theory will be responsible for 
(3.8) and (3.12) (a) 

( 3.12) (a) "Grass is green" is true if and only if grass is green 
(b) " "Grass is green" is true if and only if grass is green" is 

true if and only if "Snow is white" is true if and only if 
snow is white, 

it will be responsible for the grotesque consequence (3.12) (b) and in
finitely many others of the same kind. Davidson no longer even has the 
reply that his enterprise of characterizing the truth predicate bears no 
responsibility for asserting that the sentences in question have the same 
truth value, as he can reply in connection with (3.10) and (3.11). His 
enterprise, if it is to be successful generally, has got to imply both ( 3.8) 
and (3.12) (a) and to provide an analysis for (3.12) (a), and as a result, 
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Davidson's theory is stuck with consequences just as grotesque as ( 3.9). 
Grotesque cases lik~ ( 3.12) (b) are not all. We have not only every 

metalanguage version of every case like (3.9), that is, every case like 
( 3.12) (b), but we also have cases like 

( 3.13) " "Grass is green" is true if and only if grass is green" is true if and 
only if p :i ( p v q), 

and in general aII cases in which logical axioms and theorems assu~ed 
in the truth theory are paired with sentences of a natural language and 
with each other. What makes such cases counter-examples is exactly 
what causes Davidson himself to stigmatize cases like (3.9) as grotesque, 
namely, the purported analysis of meaning (or logical form) bears no 
relation to the meanings of the words and the grammar of the sentence 
undergoing analysis; the purported analysis fails to predict the semantic 
properties and relations of the sentence under analysis systematicaliy. A 
close look at cases like ( 3.12) (b) teIIs us that such sentences can only 
predict some of the referential properties of the sentence under analysis. 

Davidson's conception of a semantic theory realiy deserves the charge 
of vacuity that he falsely levels against Fregeau theories of meaning. A 
theory that entails a biconditional of the type (3.8) in answer to a 
question about the meaning of a sentence like ( 3.11) 46 clearly merits 
Davidson's criticism of the Fregeau theory: "We wanted to know what 
the meaning of 'Snow is white' is; it is no progress to be told that it is 
the meaning of 'Snow is white'. This much we knew before any theory 
was in sight." 47 

In actual practice, we judge semantic explication and synonymy on 
the basis of a far less liberal criterion than equivalence. No prospective 
traveler would consider using a Berlitz-type phrase book whose trans
lations were arrived at on the basis of an arbitrary choice among the 
sentences with the same truth value as the foreign sentence. Rather, 
the criterion we use to decide whether the semantic explication or alieged 
synonym is identical to the expression or sentence in question is whether, 
for any property or relation like those asked about in questions like (2.1) 
to (2.10), one expression or sentence has the property or bears the relation 

"'Note in this connection that Davidson's theory cannot have apparatus for dis
tinguishing between different biconditionals for the same sentence (i.e., different 
analyses), so as to rate some as better semantic analyses than others. Thus, ( 3.8) 
must be as good as the theory can do in analyzing ( 3.11). 

"Ibid., pp. 306-307. 
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if and only if the other docs. For example, we would reject the pairing 
(3.14) (a) with (3.11) 

( 3.14) (a) Zucker ist siiss 
(b) Schnee is weiss 

in a phrase book but accept (3.14) (b) because (3.14) (b) but not 
( 3.14) (a) reflects the semantic properties and relations of ( 3.11). 

Concepts of the theory of meaning like those referred to in ( 2.1) to 
( 2.10) not only provide criteria for judging the adequacy of accounts 
of the meaning of expressions and sentences, but also provide the fur
ther constraints necessary to avoid counter-examples like those cited 
above.48 Definitions of semantic properties and relations are framed in 
terms of formal features of semantic representations. A definition of a 
semantic property or relation picks out the structural configuration in 
semantic representations by virtue of which they represent an expres
sion or sentence as having the property or relation. Thus the needed 
constraints are provided by requiring that the representations of logical 
form in a theory be sufficiently rich in structure that, for any sentence, 
its representation has the structural configurations necessary to mark 
its full range of semantic properties and relations on the basis of opti
mal definitions of them. 

However, the addition of such constraints not so much avoids these 
counter-examples as concedes their point. The addition actuaIIy replaces 
the criticized theory with a far more ambitious one, particularly so in 
regard to ontological commitment. The foliowing simple examples show 
that a theory meeting these further constraints will look nothing like 
Davidson's conception in any relevant respect. Consider the definition 
of se~antic redundancy, that is, the definition that answers (2.8). It 
enables us to mark cases like "naked nude" as redundant on the basis 
of some such condition as that the semantic representation of the modi
fier be a proper part of the semantic representation of its head. Thus, 
in connection with this definition, the constraints require semantic rep
resentations to break down or analyze the senses of constituents into 
the.ir component concepts, and to present these concepts as independ
ent formal elements with relations to each other. Other definitions will 
entail the same consequence. For example, an adequate definition of 
the concept of semantic similarity, that is, one that enables us to mark 

"And also trivializations such as Fodor's; see Fodor ( 1970), pp. 299-300. 
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the common semantic element in sets like ( 3.12), will also require that 
semantic representations give a componential analysis of senses. The 
same requirement will also be forthcoming from the definitions of ana
lyticity and entailment. The point is that if such constraints are im
posed on semantic representations, then the theory no longer tells us 
that the proper account of the meaning or logical form of a sentence is 
the sentence itself or anything that treats it or its constituents as un
analyzed terms.49 It now tells us that the proper account is an account 
involving decomposition into the primitive semantic elements of the 
meanings of the constituents of the sentence, since to stop short of such 
decomposition at any point is to fail to account for some semantic prop
erty or relation of the sentence. The theory now takes on a familiar in
tensionalist look. 

We note that Davidson's failure to appreciate the role of grammatical 
structure and word meaning in connection with Fregean analysis of 
meaning is due to his acceptance of Quine's overiy weak notion of what 
constraints a semantic description of a sentence like ( 3.1) should meet. 
If we require a description of ( 3.1) to do more than to state truth con
ditions for the sentence in the sense of giving a sentence which' is true 
if and only if ( 3.1) is, i.e., if we ask it to predict and explain the se
mantic properties and relations that the sentence exhibits, then the 
description of the meaning of ( 3.1) will have to account for facts such 
as those found unaccounted for in Davidson's caricature of a Fregean 
analysis. What will have to be said about the grammar of ( 3.1) and 
about the meaning of its words and the interaction between word mean
ing and grammar will no longer seem vacuous. Therefore, both the 
impression that a Fregean analysis offers little that we didn't already 
know and the implication that a Fregean theory of the structure of 
senses and sentences is of no help in answering questions about truth 

'" First, we note that by excluding the sentence itself, these constraints automati· 
cally provide a means of dealing with Fodor's trivialization. Second, we note that 
by excluding accounts that treat constituents as unanalyzed terms, these constraints 
offer a natural solution to a problem that troubles Davidson. He writes : "The prob
lem is to frame a truth definition such that ' "Bardot is a good actress" is true if 
and only if Bardot is a good actress' - and all other sentences like it - are conse
quences. Obviously, 'good actress' does not mean 'good and an actress'. We might 
think of taking 'is a good actress' as an unanalyzed predicate. This would obliterate 
all connection between 'is a good actress' and 'is a good mother', and it would give 
us no excuse to think of 'good', in these uses, as a word or semantic element." 
Davidson (1967), p. 317. An approach to Davidson's problem in componential 
terms is found in Katz ( 1966), pp. 288-317. 
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and mca11ing arise because Davidson's treatment of ( 3.1), based upon 
his conception of the constraints on a theory of meaning, requires so 
little of semantic representations. 

T11e problem that Davidson says is responsible for his radical move 
to replace 's means that p' with ( 3,7) warrants this extreme solution 
only if one makes Quine's assumptions about the viability of concepts 
from the theory of meaning. Davidson writes: 

It looks as though we are in trouble on another count, however, for it 
is reasonable to expect that in wrestling with the logic of the apparently 
non-extensional 'means that' we will encounter problems as hard as, or 
perhaps identical with, the problems our theory is out to solve. . . 

The only way I know to deal with this difficulty is simple, and radi
cal. . . . it may be that the success of our venture depends not on the 
filling but on what it fills .... let us try treating the position occupied 
by 'p' extensionally: to implement this, sweep away the obscure 'means 
that', provide the sentence that replaces 'p' with a proper sentential con
nective, and supply the description that replaces 's' with its own predi
cate. The plausible result is [ ( 3.7)] .50 

The "hard problems" referred to here are obviously those, referred to 
a page or so earlier in Davidson's paper, that allegedly doom the pros-· 
pects of a compositional theory of meaning framed as syntax phis a 
dictionary, together with rules for projecting the meanings of the parts 
of sentences to assign meanings to whole sentences. According to David
son, 
The point is easily illustrated by belief sentences. Their syntax is re: 
latively unproblematic. Yet, adding a dictionary does not touch the 
standard semantic problem, which is that we cannot account for even 
as much as the truth conditions of such sentences on the basis of what 
we know of the meanings of the words in them.51 

What Davidson has in mind is cleatly the difficulty raised by Mates 
that nobody could doubt that 
( 3.15) Whoever believes that D, believes that D 

but someone could doubt 

( 3.16) Whoever believes thatD, believes that D' 

even though 'D' and 'D'' are synonymous sentences.52 Davidson draws 

"° Davidson ( 1967), p. 309. 
"'Ibid., pp. 307-308. 
""Mates ( 1952 ), p. 215. 
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the conclusion that such cases are cases where we have the same com
ponent meanings in the same relations but they do not add up to the 
same truth conditions. But, as Church has shown, this conclusion is 
not at all warranted because the doubt about ( 3.16) can be attributed 
to a deficiency of linguistic knowledge rather than to a difference in the 
truth conditions of (3.15) and (3.16) .53 This alternative requires only 
that we make the intensionalist distinction between a sentence and the 
proposition it expresses, that is, its sense, and that we avail ourselves of 
the concepts of synonymy and semantic entailment (to construct a con
dition for substituting into opaque contexts) . Since the insurmountable 
problem that motivates his radical extensionalism is insurmountable only 
if we are not allowed to make intensionalist assumptions, this problem 
can hardly be grounds for preferring this extensionalism to intension
alism. 

4. Logical Form: Two Dogmas of Quinian Empiricism 

lntensionalists understand the logical form of a sentence to consist 
of every property of the sentence that determines the role it plays in 
valid arguments. For the intensionalist, any feature of a sentence S that 
is part of S's grammatical structure and by virtue of which S occurs as 
an essential premise (or the conclusion) of a valid argument (in the 
standard sense of one whose conclusion must be true if its premises 
are)M is a feature of S's logical form. In Frege's terms: whatever "influ
ences its possible consequences. Everything necessary for a correct in
ference ... " 55 Thus, for the intensionalist, whatever semantic features 
of the words "nightmare" and "dream" underlie the relation between 
their meanings by virtue of which the argument ( 4.1) to ( 4.2) is valid 
isafeatureofthelogicalformof (4.1) and (4.2) : 

( 4.1) 
(4.2) 

Socrates had a nightmare 
Socrates had a dream 

Such features are, then, just as central to an account of the role these 
sentences play in valid argument as any features of the English words 
that express truth-functional connectives, quantifiers, and apparatus of 
quantification theory. 

.. Cf. Church (1954) and Katz (1972), chap. 6. 
"'In the case of arguments employing statements, cf. Katz ( 1972) , chap. 5. 
""Frege {1967), p. 12. 
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Extcnsionalists, following Quine, have a far narrower notion of the 
logical form of a sentence. For them, the features that determine the 
logical implications of sentences are restricted to properties of the 
truth-functional connectives, quantifiers, and other apparatus of quanti
fication theory. Quine writes: "Logical implication rests wholly on how 
the truth functions, quantifiers, and variables stack up. It rests wholly 
on what we may call, in a word, the logical structure of the two sen-
tences." 56 For an intensionalist, a sentence like · 

( 4.3) Nightmares are dreams 

is a logical truth in that it is true by virtue of its logical structure, but 
for a Quinian it is not. Quine writes: 

I defined a logical truth as a sentence whose truth is assured by its logi
cal structure. . . . I have explained that what I mean by the logical 
structure of a sentence . . . is its composition in respect of truth func
tions, quantifiers, and variables. It follows that logical structure and 
predicates are all there is to a sentence, under the standard grammar 
we have adopted. Just put schematic letter 'F', 'G', etc., in place of the 
predicates in a sentence, and you have depicted its logical structure.57 

This special status accorded to quantification theory in the Quinian 
conception of logical form is not supported by any relevant argument, us 

but rests on "a dogma" of contemporary extensionalist theories of logic 
and language. The article of faith is that there exists a justifiable dis
tinction between the logical and nonlogical components of sentences, 
one that enables us to divide a theory of connectives and quantifiers 
from a theory of the meaning of nouns, verbs, adjectives, etc., that form 
the expressions and sentences they connect and quantify. 

We find this article of faith most often expressed as a distinction be
tween the form and content of the propositions comprising an argu
ment. It is said that the validity of an argument, such as the classical 

00 Quine ( l 970b), p. 48 . 
•

1 Ibid., p. 49. 
08 Quine does cite some rewards of "staying within the bounds of standard gram

mar" but except for the first, extensionality, where Quine is arguing from his own 
extensionalist position, the considerations adduced - the efficiency, elegance, com
pleteness, etc., of quantification the?ry, pl~s the . con~urrenc~ . of d_ifferent definitions 
of logical truth - are all preserved m the mtens10nahst pos1hon, 1ust as the rewards 
of propositional logic are preserved in quantification theory. Quine's "rewards" are 
not relevant arguments because the intentionalist does not advocate eliminating quan
tification theory but only putting it in its proper place as one component of logical 
form . 
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(4.4) 
( 4.5) 
(4.6} . 
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Every man is mortal 
Socrates is a man 
Socrates is mortal 

does not depend on the particulii.1: choice of content word~ (i.e., "man," 
"mortal," and "Socrates''. in the present case). Choose any other triple 
of a noun, a~ adjective, and another noun, and replace eac~ occurrence 
in ( 4 .4) to ( 4.6) of "man" with the first noun, each occurrence of 
"mortal" with the adjective, and each occurrence of "Sdcrates" with 
the. second noun, and the resultjng argument will also be valid. Accord
ingly, the validity of these arguments .must derive from what is com~on 
to them, not from the respects in which they differ. Since they differ 
iri their content-words and are the same in form-words, it is concluded 
that the validity is a matter of form as opposed to content. · · · 

On the basis of this distinction between the form and content of 
arguments, logic is construed as a discipline that seeks to state all and 
only the valid argument forms. ACC()rdingly, the vocabulary of a system 
of logic has to contain both a list of particles defined in such a way as 
to represent aspects of the form of arguments (in the sense of · th~ dis
tinction in question) · and a list of variables to represent part~ of the 
content of sentences, namely, the nouns, adjectives, verbs, etc., whose 
particular semantic structure will be unsymbolized in the notation of 
the system. Therefore, the inference from (4.4) and (4.5) to (4.6) is 
represented as having the logieaHc:irm ( 4.7): · 

( 4:7) Every xis a y, and z is an x, t~erefore, z is a y 

In this way, the distinction between form and matter comes to be en
shrined in the formal distinction between a so-called "logical vocabu
lary" and a so-called "extra-logical (or descriptive) vocabulary," and in 
the distinction between "logical axioms (or rules)" and "non-logical 
axioms (or rules) ." The logical vocabulary consists of the "logical parti-

" '" " " d " '"f th " et and ·the ·extra des" "every, is a, an , i . . . , en . . . , . c., . . -
logical vocabulary consists of what is suppressed by the "x" 's, "y" 's, and 
"z" 'sin renderings of arguments like ( 4.7). 

Once such a list of particles is given, a system of logic can be con
structed as a recursive representation of argument forms like ( 4.7) by 
positing logical axioms from which instances' of quantificational schema 
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expressing conditionals like 

( 4.8) ·If every xis a y, and z is x, then z is y 

follow as theorems. Once such systems are constructed, theories of logic 
can be framed that characterize logic as a discipline that seeks to dis
cover all truths of the form (4.8) in which only logical particles occur 
essentially.59 This, then, is how the practice of logicians becomes the 
Quinian theory of logical form. 

Logicians can defend their practice on the grounds that concentrating 
on the logical structure of quantifiers and connectives has enabled them 
to pose manageable problems and work out precise methods for their 
solution. But Quine cannot defend his theory of logical form on these 
grounds, ·though at times he tends to do so, 60 because his theory is a 
theory about what logic is, not a proposal about the best research strat
egy at present. Quine must defend the extensionalist faith in the dis
tinction between form and matter. If this distinction turns out to be 
an untenable dogma, the list of logical particles becomes an arbitrary 
collection . and the theories of logic based on them also become arbi
trary. . 

What, then, is there on which to base this distinction between form 
and matter, between the logical particles and the other words of a 
language? The only systematic answer available in contemporary phi
losophy is Quine's skepticism about the notion of meaning and semantic 
relations. Quine's view, considered above, that meanings are occult, 
unexplanatory, and hence scientifically unacceptable and that absolute 
semantic relations like synonymy are hopelessly unclear is the only thing 
to which one can turn to find support for the prevailing extension
alistic theory of logical form.61 

How does Quine's skepticism support this theory? The answer is that 
it motivates the extensionalist's exclusion of every noun, verb, adjective, 
etc. - everything but quantifier terms, connectives, and pronouns -
from the category 'logical', since, if Quine's skepticism is correct, none 
of the excluded words give rise to necessary connections; i.e., sentence 
connections like the relation between (4.1) and (4.2) expressed in the 

.. Cf. Quine ( 1955), p. 3. 
60 Cf. Quine (1~53c), p. ~38; ~f-,~tz (1972), p~~face. . . ., 
01 I say "prevailing extens1onahsbc rather than extens1onahst . here ~ecause, _un

fortunately, even prominent intensionalists are often found endorsmg this extens1on
alist notion of logical form, e.g., Church ( 1954), ~P · 1-3. 
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conditional 'If ( 4.l), then ( 4.2 )' arc not necessary in the manner of 
logical truths.u:i Since logic is the science of necessary inferential con
nections, it follows on this account that nothing other than the con
nection contributed by the logical particles are genuine logical implica
tions. If Quine's skepticism is wrong, on the other hand, then connec
tions like that between ( 4.1) and ( 4.2) are also necessary connections, 
and nouns, verbs, adjectives, etc., make as much of a logical contribu
tion to sentences as the logical particles. Accordingly, the allegedly 
"nonlogical" words cannot be distinguished from the logical particles 
and the distinction between form and matter collapses. 

This is why the analytic-synthetic distinction has occupied so large a 
place in Quine's writings. If sentences like ( 4.3) are analytic, they ex
press necessary truths, and so the connections between concepts like 
'nightmare' and 'dream' are necessary, and the words that stand for such 
concepts in natural languages contribute to the logical form of sen
tences. On the other hand, if there is no analytic-synthetic distinction, 
then the connections between words like "nightmare" and "dream" are 
merely contingent, best explained in terms of the frequency with which 
they are related in experience (reinforcement, etc.) within some theory 
of stimulus meaning like Quine's. In this Case, there is an explanation 
of why such connections are nonlogical, viz., they are contingent be
cause no co-occurrence, no matter how frequently repeated or highly 
reinforced, can provide a basis for necessary connection. 

Given the argument in section 2 of this essay, Quine's semantic skep
ticism and criticism of the analytic-synthetic distinction depend com
pletely on the taxonomic theory of grammar. Thus, given the correct
ness of the transformational criticism of the taxonomic theory, Quine' s 
semantic skepticism and criticism of the analytic-synthetic distinction 
rests on false linguistic assumptions, and the extensionalist distinction 
between form and matter which rests on this skepticism and criticism 
loses its support. 

It is not hard to show that on its own this distinction is arbitrary.ss 

. ""1:h~ use o~ the te~m 'nec:ssal)'.' is. not ~eally necessary and can be dispensed with 
1f Qmmans ob1ect to its use m this discussion. They can substitute the notion 'con
ventional'; see Quine ( 1968) and also Katz and Nagel ( 1974), sec. 8. 

63 Arbitrary, that is, from the viewpoint of an account of the nature of logic and 
logical form. This is not to say that the systems of quantification theory developed 
in logic are not natural explications of some systematic portion of logical form. But 
as such they are only partial explications of 'valid argument'. One such way to inter
pret them more modestly within a broader theory of logical form is to take the 
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The argument ( 4.1) to ( 4.2) is no less valid than the argument ( 4.4) 
to ( 4.6) or any other argument whose validity rests on "how the truth 
functions, quantifiers, and variables stack up." By any appropriate con
strual of "validity" applicable to the latter argument, the former is valid 
too. For example, if the latter is said to be valid because the truth of 
the premises makes the truth of the conclusion necessary, then the 
former must be said to be valid for the same reason; if the latter is said 
to be valid because it is an instance of a schema that yields only truths 
on the substitution of terms for its variables, then the former must be 
said to be valid for the same reason, since any substitutions of terms for 
variables (the same variable, the same term) in 

( 4.9) If x had a nightmare, then x had a dream 

yield only truths. Furthermore, any arbitrary consistent replacement of 
the noun "nightmare" or "dream" by another word from the same syntac
tic category does not always result in another valid argument. Following 
the line of reasoning used to draw the form/content distinction in the case 
of ( 4.4) to ( 4.6), we have to conclude that "nightmare" and "dream" 
must appear on the list of logical particles. But, since for almost any 
meaningful word or expression in a natural language, one can construct 
an argument like (4.1) to (4.2), where arbitrary replacements of the 
word or expression by another from the same syntactic category does 
not preserve validity, the list of logical particles will include almost 
every meaningful word or expression in the language. Accordingly, the 
distinction between the logical vocabulary and the extra-logical vocabu
lary disappears: if we consistently apply the criterion used to make the 
distinction, we include every, or almost every, noun, adjective, verb, etc., 
in the logical vocabulary. The distinction between the logical vocabulary 
and the extra-logical vocabulary is shown to rest on no actual difference. 

Tarski once confessed that the division of vocabularies into logical 
and extra-logical is essentially arbitrary. He wrote: 

no objective grounds are known to me which permit us to draw a sharp 
boundary between [logical and extra-logical] terms. It seems to be pos-

definitions of the propositional connectives and quantifiers to be descriptions of the 
meaning of the corresponding words in natural language. Thus we admit that a full 
theory of logical form for natural language will require definitions of every other 
word in the language, and this means that we drop the distinction between logical 
and extralogical vocabularies as an absolute epistemological distinction, perhaps re
taining it as a relative one, expressing the degree to which present research has pro
vided descriptions of the meaning of the words in natural language. 
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sible to include among logical terms some which are usually regarc~ed 
by . logicians as extra-logical without running into consequences which 
stand in sharp contrast with ordinary usage. In the extreme case we 
could regard all terms of the language as logical. The concept formal 
consequence would then coincide with that of material consequence.64 

Tarski adds, by way of conclusion: 

Perhaps it will be possible to find important objective argumen~s which 
will enable us to justify the traditional boundary between logical and 
extra-logical expressions. But I consider it to be quite possible that in
vestigations will bring no positive results in this direction, so that we 
shall be compelled to regard such concepts as 'logical consequence', 
'analytical statement', and 'tautology' as relative concepts which must, 
on each occasion, be related to a definite, although in greater or less 
degree arbitrary, division of terms into logical and extra-logical.6~ 

The final remark of the first quotation suggests that the absence of a 
distinctieln between logical particles and extra-logical terms entails the 
absence of a distinction between the logico-linguistic properties of words 
and the empirical properties of the things words refer to, such that 
inferences based on the former and inferences based on the latter can
not be differentiated. There are two ways Tarski's argument might be 
read. First, it might be taken to recognize that there is no basis for the 
distinction between the logical and the extra-logical terms and draw 
the conclusion that there is no basis for the distinction between conse
quence relations like that in the argument from (4.4) and ( 4.5) to 
( 4.6) and consequence relations like that in the argument from ( 4.1) 
to ( 4.2). On this construal, Tarski's conclusion is unacceptable only to 
extensionalists. Second, it might be taken to draw the conclusion that 
there is no basis for the distinction between consequence relations like 
that in the argument from ( 4.4) and ( 4.5) to ( 4.6) or in the argument 
from ( 4.1) to ( 4.2) and consequence relations like that in the argument 
from ( 4.10) to ( 4.11): 

This wet stuff is water (4.10) 
( 4.11) This wet stuff contains hydrogen, expands on freezing, and 

does not dissolve gold 

On this construal, the conclusion of the argument would be widely re
garded as unacceptable since it raises the specter of logic turning out to 
be unformalizable because the notion of a logical consequence depends 

"'Tarski (1956), pp. 418-419 . 
.. Ibid., p. 420. . 
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on empirical facts . Accordingly, if this version of the argument were 
valid, we would have to think twice about giving up the distinction be
tween the logical and extra-logical terms. 

The conclusion is not, however, universally unacceptable. Quine 
would (at least in one mood 66 ) find it acceptable because it supports 
his radical empiricism, his thesis that "no statement is immune from 
revision," 67 and that even statements of logic can be overturned in the 
light of conflicts between our whole system of knowledge and belief 
and our experience. 

The argument, on the second construal, is invalid because it has a false 
premise. This is the assumption that the meaning of nouns such as 
"water" (verbs, adjectives, and other so-called "extra-logical" terms gen
erally) includes whatever empirical science or our accepted beliefs say 
about the referents of these words. If this assumption were true, Tarski's 
conclusion would follow. Eliminating the distinction between the logi
cal and extra-logical vocabulary and thus putting the nouns, verbs, ad
jectives, etc., of a language into the category of logical words (i.e., the 
category of words whose meaning determines the logical consequences 
of sentences) would imply that inferences like the inference from 
( 4.10) to ( 4.11) turn on the meanings of the words in these sentences, 
given the extended notion of meaning in question. 
· The plausibility of this premise depends on there being no way to 

distinguish facts about the meaning of words in the familiar lexicograph
ical sense from empirical facts about the properties of their referents. 
If, in fact, there is no way, then every newly unearthed empirical finding 
about water (or perhaps some selection of such facts) tells us something 
both about water and "water." 

Clearly, Quine's empiricist claim that every truth is a truth of experi
ence and revisable in principle, as well as his criticism that the analytic
synthetic distinction is not an acceptable methodological ideal, depends 
significantly on this assumption that there is no adequate way to dis
tinguish between knowledge of the meaning of words and knowledge 
of the things to which they refer. As Quine see it, each new scientific 
discovery about something introduces further information about the 
meaning of the term referring to it: 68 

.. See Katz and Nagel ( 1974), sec. 8. 
"'Quine ( 1953c), p. 43. 
••Note also that unless present languages can incorporate in the meanings of their 
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Suppose a scientist introduces a new term, for a certain substance or 
force. He introduces it by an act either of legislative definition or of 
legislative postulation. Progressing, he evolves hypotheses regarding fur
ther traits of the named substance or force. Suppose now that some such 
eventual hypothesis, well attested, identifies this substance or force with 
o.n~ named by a complex term built up of other portions of his scien
tific .vocabulary. We all know that this new identity will figure in the 
ensumg developments quite on a par with the identity which first came 
~f the act of legislative definition, if any, or on a par with the law which 
first came of the act of legislative postulation. Revisions, in the course 
of further progress, can touch any of these affirmations equally. Now I 
urge ~hat scie.nt~sts,. proceed~ng ~hus, are not thereby slurring over any 
meanmgful dis~mchon . Legislative acts occur again and again; on the 
other hand a dichotomy of the resulting truths themselves into analytic 
and synthetic, t;ruths by meaning postulate and truths by force of na
ture, has been given no tolerably clear meaning even as a methodological 
ideal.69 

. The second of the two dogmas of Quinian empiricism to which I re
ferred in the section title is just this assertion that semantic facts about 
words are indistinguishable from empirical facts about their referents. 
It is a false dogma because, in fact, there is a criterion for distinguish
ing them, and thus for distinguishing changes of meaning and changes 
of belief about the world. The criterion takes the form of a procedure 
for deciding when a piece of information that something A is B be
longs in the dictionary entry for a word W that refers to A and when 
such information belongs to an encyclopedia account of A. Given the 
role of a dictionary in a grammar, such a procedure decides whether the 
information 'is a B' is linguistic infonnation about W that determines 
the logical consequences of the sentences in which W occurs or is con
tingent information about A that determines the material consequences 
of sentences in which W occurs.70 The procedure is, then, an explana
tion of how to answer questions like ( 4.12) and ( 4.13): 

( 4 .12) Is 'being female' part of the dictionary en try for the English 

words fals~ accounts of things .wh~c~ can be .empirically revised in the light of 
new expenences and a better sc1enhhc theory, 1t makes no sense to say, as Quine 
does, that analytic sentences are falsifiable. 

09 Quine (1966a) , pp. 124-;-125. It is interesting to note that this conception of 
n:ieanmg can also be traced directly back to the Bloomfieldian position that was ra
tionally reconstructed in "The Problem of Meaning in Linguistics." In Bloomfield 
( 19 3?) Bloomfield writes: "In order to give a scientifically accurate definition of 
meanmg for every form of a language, we should have to have a scientifically ac
curate knowledge of everything in the speakers' world." Pp. 139-140. 

70 A material consequence being a case like (4.ll) 's relation to (4.10). 
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word "mother"? 
Is 'once having had a mother' part of the dictionary entry 
for the English word "female"? 

Tbe criterion is this : 

(4.14) ( i) The answer to a question about whether a piece of 
information belongs in the dictionary entry for an item 
W is affirmative just in case there is some semantic 
property or relation whose extension in the language 
cannot be determined on the basis of the readings of 
the sentences in which W occurs unless these readings 
are projected compositionally from lexical readings for 
their morphemes in which the lexical reading for W 
contains semantic markers representing the information. 

(ii) The answer to such a question is negative just in case 
the extension of every semantic property and relation 
in the language can be determined without the infor
mation in question being represented in a lexical read
ing of W. 

Definition (4.14) would say that the answer to (4.12) is affirmative 
if the infrrence from (4.15) to (4.16) 

( 4.15) 
(4.16) 

Xantippe was a mother 
Xantippe was female 

is accepted as valid and if its validity cannot be explained without one 
lexical reading of "mother" containing semantic markers that represent 
the information 'is female'. 71 Definition (4.14) would say that the an
swer to ( 4.13) is negative if, as seems the case, no semantic property 
or relation goes unexplained without a lexical reading for " female" con
taining semantic markers that represent the information 'once having a 
mother'. So the basis on which ( 4 .14) decides whether a piece of in
formation is semantic is whether or not it enters (essentially) into ex
planations of entailments and other semantic properties and relations. 
This is exactly the same basis on which we decide on definitions for 
propositional connectives and quantifiers. It is clear that we decide that 
the definition of conjunction must contain a clause saying that a state
ment of the form 'p and q' is true just in case both p and q are true 

"' Cf. Katz ( 1972) , chap. 4, sec. 5. 
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because without such a clause, our systems of logic will be unable to 
explain why an argument like (4.17) to (4.15) is valid. 

( 4.17) Xantippe was a mother and Socrates was a father 

It is also clear that we refuse to allow definitions of truth-functional 
connectives such as 

( 4.18) A statement of the form 'p and q' is true just in case both 
p and q are true and everything is self-identical.72 

on the grounds that their further clause plays no role in explaining the 
validity of arguments. Although it is true of the statements over which 
propositional variables range, just as it is true of everything else, that 
each is self-identical, we do not ipso facto say that this information can
not be excluded from the definition of truth-functional conjunction. 
Likewise, although it is true of each thing that is in the extension of 
"female" that it once had a mother, we do not ipso facto have to say 
that this information cannot be excluded from the definition of "fe
male." There is a perfect symmetry here: the basis on which we include 
or exclude information is the same whether we are defining truth-func
tional connectives and quantifiers or nouns, verbs, adjectives, and other 
so-called extra-logical terms. Therefore, either there is rio such thing as 
logical connection of any kind, <listinct from empirical regularity; or if 
there is, then there is an analytic-synthetic distinction and no logical
extralogical distinction. 

One final point before concluding this section. The criterion we have 
proposed depends, basically, on two things. First, it depends on .a rather 
general, and uncontroversial, principle of scientific methodology to the 
effect that we do not complicate theories with the additions that afford 
us no increase in explanatory or predictive power and no benefit in 
simplifying the system. Second, it depends on it being legitimate for us 
to regard the semantic properties and relations of sentences as real fea
tures requiring explanation and prediction. It is, of course, in connec
tion with the latter that Quinians will doubtlessly challenge my claim 
that we have available a criterion for distinguishing between matters of 
lexicography and matters of extra-linguistic fact. But their side in this 
disagreement - that the semantic properties and relations required in 

70 Or, for example, "A statement of the form 'p and q' is true just in case both 
p and q are true or 2 + 2 =17. 
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the criterion are occult and incoherent notions - represents nothing more 
than an application of the Bloomfieldian assumptions that transforma
tional linguistics has shown to be empirically false. 

5. If Cats Were Martian Robots, Would They Like Blue Lemons? 
- Some Aspects of the \Vork of Putnam and Kripke 

Quinian extensionalism is the form that a certain version of e~pir!
cism takes when it is cast as a philosophy of language. The version is 
somewhat more sophisticated than Mill's (particularly in regard to its 
account of the certainty of logic and mathematics73 ) but less sophisti
cated in important respects than Hume's (principally in regar? .to the 
question of relations of ideas). Its chief tenet, an uncomprom1smg de
nial of any form of necessary truth,74 was what led Quine to criticize 
fellow empiricists like Carnap for allowing a place for necessary truth 
in their artificial languages. Quine saw that the Carnapians were espe
cially vulnerable to an attack against their nonscientific flank and .he 
was especially fortunate to find an empiricism like the one underlymg 
Bloomfieldian structuralism when he turned to linguistics to compare 
what scientists say about language with what philosophers were saying. 
The most significant feature of Bloomfieldian structuralism for Quinian 
extensionalism was that it conceived of grammatical analysis as nothing 
more than raw linguistic data (transcriptions of actual speech) proc
essed by procedures of segmentation and taxonomic classification at suc
cessively higher levels of surface phonological and syntact.ic structure. 
As already stressed, this excludes meaning from any place m the ~ram
matical structure of sentences. This exclusion, moreover, automatically 
precludes using the distinction between what is . a matter. o~ gr~mmar 
and what is extra-grammatical as a basis for drawmg the d1stmchon be
tween information about the lexical meaning of words and information 
about their extension. Thus we are lead directly to the view that the 

78 Note Quine' s own remark in t~e second .paragraph of ( 1966a) , pp. 100-1.01. 
He says that the truths of mathematics and logic are more. remote from ~~e expene~
tial boundaries of our total system of knowledge and beliefs than ernpmcal laws m 
the sciences. I take this to . be the basis of his claim to have a better account of the 
certainty of logic and mathematics t~an Mill.. . . 

.. Quine writes, by way of surnrnmg. up his pos1hon on necessary _truth ( 1966b) , 
p. 56, "In principle, therefore, I see no higher. or ~ore au.stere necessity than ,natural 
ne~~ity; a~? in natural necessity, or our attributions of 1t, I see only Hurne s regu
larities ... 
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meaning of a word, insofar as we may speak this way, consists of some 
body of knowledge or belief about its extension. 

This view, which I will refer to as "encyclopediaism," 7" represents 
another approach within the Quinian system for trying to investigate 
the grammatical phenomena in natural language independently of the 
proscribed concepts of intensional semantics. We have already consid
ered Quine's own approach based on stimulus respanse psychology of · 
the Skinnerian variety and Davidson's based on his attempt to apply 
Tarski's work on a truth definition to sentences of a natural language. 
Now we will consider encyclopediaism, again in order to show that the 
alternatives within Quinian extensionalism do not offer us any theoreti
cal insight into the grammatical phenomena we wish to understand. 
The case we shall try to make against encyclopediaism is, however, not 
solely that it depends on Quinian assumptions concerning dictionary 
meaning which derive from Bloomfieldian linguistics but that, even on 
its own, it offers us no conceptual apparatus for treating linguistic 
meaning apart from beliefs about the world and is thus unable to ac
count for the semantic phenomena in language as adequately as inten
sionalism. 

In this section we shall consider a form of encyclopediaism that is 
gaining papularity in contemporary Anglo-American philosophy. This 
form seeks to replace intensionalist concepts with a notion of meaning 
on which the meaning of words consists of information provided by 
an account of the essential nature of their referents. Its leading expo
nents are Putnam and Kripke, and each has recently criticized intension
alist positions from this standpoint. 

5.1. PUTNAM 

Putnam's criticisms of the possibility of semantic theory in the inten
sionalist tradition of Plato, Frege, and Carnap are directed primarily 
against my version of such a theory, which Putnam quite properly takes 
to carry on this tradition.76 Putnam's encyclopediaism departs from 
Quine's in that Putnam finds problematic the idea of conveying the 
meaning of a (natural-kind) word by informing the hearer of what sen-

75 This term has little to recommend it, I realize, but it does make the right con
nection between the present controversies and those discussed in Katz ( 1968).. 

76 Putnam (1970), pp. 187-201. 
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tenccs about the extension of the word one finds acceptable. Putnam 
says: 

If conveying the meaning of the word "tiger" involved conveying the 
totality of accepted scientific theory about tigers, or even the totality 
of what I believe about tigers, then it would be an impossible task. It 
is true that when I tell someone what a tiger is I "simply tell him cer
tain sentences" - though not necessarily sentences I accept, except as de
scriptions of linguistically stereotypical tigers.77 

On Putnam's version, the meaning of a word like "tiger" is given by a 
theory about tigers but "not the actual theory we believe about tigers." 
Rather, it is 
an oversimplified theory which describes a, so to speak, tiger stereotype. 
It describes ... a normal member of the natural kind. It is not neces
sary that we believe this theory ... But it is necessary that we be 
aware that this theory is associated with the woFd: if our stereotype of 
a tiger ever changes, then the word "tiger" will have changed its mean
ing.78 

The stereotype is expressed by certain facts about the referent of the 
word, called "core facts." 79 These give the extension of the word, as 
well as its intension, i.e., for Putnam, the stereotype. 

Since the distinction between core and noncore facts seems suspi
ciously like the distinction between semantic and nonsemantic facts 
that would be drawn by using ( 4.14), one may well wonder at this 
point whether Putnam's departure from Quinian orthodoxy has not 
taken him over the line into intensionism. But Putnam makes it quite 
clear that this is not so. For the intensionalist, as Putnam rightly ob
serves, 80 the meaning of a word is one definite thing, so that there is a 
single body of information that has to be conveyed to convey the mean
ing of a word. It is by virtue of being part of this body of information, 
as determined by ( 4.14), that a piece of information is semantic. For 
Putnam, however, there is no single set of facts to convey in giving the 
meaning of a word: "one must give some way of getting the extension 
right, but no one particular way is necessary." 81 He concludes: 

Frequently it has been regarded as a defect of dictionaries that they are 
"cluttered up" with color samples, and with stray pieces of empirical 

.., Ibid., p. 196. 
1

• Ibid. 
.,. Ibid., pp. 197-200. 
80 Ibid., p. 199. 
81 Ibid., p. 200. 
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information (e.g., the atomic weight of aluminium), not sharply distin
guished from "purely linguistic" information. The burden of the pres
ent discussion is that this is no defect at all, but essential to the func
tion of conveying the core facts in each case.s2 

In this subsection, I will first consider Putnam's misunderstandings 
of my theory of meaning, and second consider his "counter-examples" 
about Martian cats and blue lemons. Putnam's misunderstandings occur . 
mainly in his outline of semantic theory. He lists six principles. The 
first, that the meaning of a word is represented by a string of semantic 
markers, captures a feature of my theory. The second, however, does 
not. Putnam says that semantic markers stand for concepts which are 
brain processes, according to mv view.83 My view here is rather that se
mantic markers are neutral with respect to the members of the class of 
possible physical realizations of their formal structure, e.g., in brains, 
computers, etc. This is a strange mistake for Putnam to make, consid
ering that in my paper dealing with the interpretation of linguistic 
theorys4 I base my discussion of this point on Putnam's "Minds and 
Machines," s5 arguing similarly that the concepts for which semantic 
markers stand are indifferent with respect to isomorphic realizations of 
their formal structure. 

Putnam's third principle errs more in vagueness than by explicit mis
statement, but he exploits this vagueness to support the criticism that 
semantic theory contains an "internal inconsistency." Putnam says that 
on my theory each semantic marker expresses a linguistic universal, and 
that a semantic marker "stand for an innate notion - one in some sense 
or other 'built into' the human brain."s6 He thus claims that 

there are internal inconsistencies in this scheme ... For example, 
"seal" is given as an example of a "linguistic universal" . . . but in no 
theory of human evolution is contact with seals universal. Indeed, even 
contact with clothing, or with furniture, or with agriculture is by no 
means universal.s7 

The alleged inconsistency is that, on the one hand, every language 
group must have the concept of a seal (clothing, furniture, agriculture, 
etc.) since it is represented by a semantic marker and so innate, and 

""Ibid., p. 201. 
83 Ibid., p. 193. 
"' Katz (l964b), p.129. 
811 Putnam (1960), pp. 148-179. 
••Putnam (1970), p. 193. 
"' Ibid. 
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yet, on the other, some language need not have the concept since there 
is no guarantee its speakers will make contact with the animals ( arti
facts, technology, etc.). But, although I am correctly represented as say
ing that semantic markers express linguistic universals and linguistic 
universals are innately determined, I am not correctly represented by 
Putnam's assumption about the status I accord to innately determined 
concepts or by his assumption that I fail to distinguish between lan
guage-universal concepts and the words that express them in particular 
languages. My view is that the innate mechanism for language acquisi
tion need not have each concept that is a component of a sense in natu
ral languages built into the brain in the form of a separate neural reali
zation. Instead, some concepts may be so built in and others generated 
from them by built-in recursive rules. When, as the result of an external 
environmental (or internal) triggering stimulus, some selection from 
these rules is activated, a specific neural realization of a concept is gen
erated. It can then be paired with a phonetic form, the pair serving as 
a new dictionary entry to fill an antecedent need. Accordingly, contact 
with the appropriate animals, artifacts, technology, etc., in the environ
ment may be necessary for the language of a group to have a certain 
dictionary entry, but such contact is not necessary for the language to 
have a certain concept in its semantic structure or in order for the con
cept to be part of the innate mechanism for language acquisition.ss Since, 
on this view, environmental contact is necessary only to activate and sus
tain the operation of the rules of the language-acquisition mechanism 
and to provide conditions for the pairings that serve as new dictionary 
entries, the alleged inconsistency disappears.s9 

The next principle is a reasonably accurate formulation of the com
positional principle that the reading of a sentence is derived from the 
readings of its parts together with their grammatical relations, but the 
last two of Putnam's principles, though they appear at first acceptable 
formulations, are put to polemical use in an unacceptable form. 

The fifth principle is that semantic theory is put forth as a scientific 
theory, to be justified by the success of its explanations of semantic in-

88 The fact that a concept is in the language, even though ~here is _no word for it, 
might be shown by finding some syntactically complex expression havmg the concept 
as its sense. 

·~Thus it is unnecessary to take Putnam's suggestion that I might retreat to the 
position that only some concepts, namely those that are primitive enough (for every 
language group to have contact with their extension), are universal. 
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tuitions. The problem is that Putnam goes on to interpret the notion 
of 'scientific theory' as an artificial "marker language" and the notion 
of assigning readings as that of giving translations from a natural lan
guage into such an artificial language. I shall reply to this misconception 
in the next section where it occurs as a more central part of an exten
sionalist criticism. Here I point out only that Putnam's further claim 
that "the string of markers associated with a word has exactly the mean
ing of the word" is false.90 Semantic markers are intended as theoretical 
terms, and so are introduced with reference to the words they are used 
to define but are not themselves defined by such words.91 

The sixth is that the semantic properties and relations of sentences 
can be "read off" from their readings. Putnam understands "read off" 
to mean "can be seen from inspection of the reading." It ought to mean 
"can be effectively determined on the basis of the reading and the defi
nitions of semantic properties and relations in semantic theory." The 
difference between these two construals is that Putnam's neglects the 
role of definitions of semantic properties and relations as the basis on 
which the formalism of a reading is interpreted as a set of empirical pre
dictions about the sentence to which it is assigned. This neglect, to
gether with a simplistic conception of the relation between competence 
and performance, is responsible for Putnam's belief that the 'robot cat' 
and the 'blue lemon' examples refute the traditional intensionalist theory 
of meaning and my linguistic version of it.92 

The robot cat example goes as follows. One day we find out that the 
things we have been calling by the term "cat" are in fact nothing more 

00 Putnam (1970), p. 194. . . 
111 Some confusion might arise from the fact that a semantic marker often 1s pre

sented in the form of a word in parentheses. This, however, is done as a kind of 
mnemonic, to suggest the concept that the marker is supposed to stand for i~ ~he 
theory. A less benevolent semanticist might use numbers instead of words, prov1dmg 
the numbers were introduced with a proper explanation of the concepts they are to 
stand for. Thus, the fact that the semantic marker '(Artifact)' has this form is no 
more to be taken as grounds for saying that its meaning is the meaning of the word 
used in the notation than is the syntactic notation 'Noun', 'Verb', 'Determiner', 
et~., t~, be understood to mean just what the English words "noun," "verb," deter
mmer, etc., mean. 

02 Putnam writes: "as far as general names are concerned, the only change [from 
the traditional theory of meaning Putnam criticized earlier in . the paper] is. that 
whereas in the traditional account each general name was associated with a hst of 
properties, in Katz' account each general name is associated with a list of concepts. 
It follows that each counterexample to the traditional theory is at once a counter
example also to Katz' theory." See Putnam (1970), p. 194. 
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than robots whose movements are controlled from Mars. We are to 
suppose that, up to the point of the discovery that these cleverly de
signed, meowing automata are not animals, the word "cat" was defined 
in terms of animality. Thus, according to Putnam, the intensionalist is 
in the position of endorsing the analyticity of 

( 5.1) Cats are animals 

even though cats are not animals and we know this. 
The blue lemon case goes as follows. Suppose we find out that the 

fruits that we use to make lemonade are really not normal cases of lem
ons, but instead diseased freaks whose undiseased counterparts, the ac
tual normal cases of the kind, are blue. Or, suppose one day it turns 
out that lemons change their color to blue as the result of a gas entering 
the atmosphere. We are to assume that something like 'yellow when 
fully ripe', in the sense of yellow being the characteristic color of a nor
mal case of the natural kind, is a defining feature of the word "lemon." 
We are to assume, further, that the essential nature of lemons, here 
understood as their physico-chemical structure, remains unchanged.93 

Thus, according to Putnam, the intensionalist is again caught in para
dox. Since "lemon" is defined, in part, by the property of being yellow 
in color when fully ripe, the intensionalist is committed to saying that 

(5.2) (Fully ripe) lemons are yellow 

is analytic even though in one case normal lemons are blue, and in the 
other all future lemons are blue. 

Putnam is now quite sure that robot cats will still be called "cats" 
after the discovery that they are not animals.94 But there was a time 
when he was not so sure: in the paper where Putnam first brought up 
this example, he said: 

Once we found out that cats were created from the beginning by Mar
tians, that they are not self-directed, that they are automata, and so on, 
then it is clear that we have a problem of how to speak. What is not 
clear is which of the available decisions should be described as the deci
sion to keep the meaning of either word ("cat" or "animal") un-

.. Putnam says : "What the essential nature is is not a matter of language analysis 
but of scientific theory construction; today we would say it was chromosome struc
ture, in the case of lemons." Ibid., p. 188. 

.. "Even if cats tum out to be robots remotely controlled from Mars we will still 
call them 'cats'." Ibid., p. 191. 
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changed, and which decision should be described as the decision to 
change meaning.0~ 

At the time Putnam agreed with Donnellan (who discussed a very simi
lar case in a similar way in the same symposium) that the very question 
of whether such decisions should be called decisions to change mean
ing or decisions to change a belief is indeterminate. As Putnam then 
put it: "this question has no clear sense." 96 He went on to make a · 
highly suggestive remark, which will serve as the basis of our reply to 
his present extensionalist criticisms. Putnam remarked: 

Today it doesn't seem to make much difference what we say; while in 
the context of a developed linguistic theory it may make a difference 
whether we say that talking in one of these ways is changing the mean
ing and talking in another of these ways is keeping the meaning un
changed.97 

To see what difference a theory can make, let us consider the Don
nellan case and then apply the argument there to the cases of the robot 
cat and blue lemon. Donnellan coins the terms "whale1", whose mean
ing is such that the connection between whalehood and mammality is 
necessary, and "whale2", whose meaning is such that this connection is 
contingent, and then he presents his case as follows: 

Against the objection [to the proposition that all whale1s are mammals 
is a necessary truth] that if we were to discover that many of those crea
tures we have been calling "whales" do not have mammalian character
istics our response might well be to say that some whales are not mam
mals, it is alleged that this discovery might be a reason for shifting the 
meaning of "whale" to that of "whale2". But the supposed reason for 
shifting of "whale" is not different in kind from reasons for . shifting a 
belief. For it, the discovery about what we have been calling "whales" 
is on the hypothesis just the sort of reason which ought to lead to the 
belief that some whale2s are not mammals. Hence it is the sort of rea
son which leads us to change our belief, if we have it, in the truth of 
'All whale2s are mammals'. Without begging the question, we cannot 
support the position that we now mean one thing 'whale' but some
thing different by it in the hypothetical situation through an attempt 
at distinguishing reasons for changing meaning from reasons for chang
ing belief.98 

"" Putnam ( 1962), pp. 660-661. 
""Ibid., p. 661. 
07 Ibid. 
••Donnellan ( 1962), p. 656. 

94 

RECENT CRITICISMS OF INTENSJONALISM 

The crux of the matter here is that, although it is true that the reason 
in question "is not different in kind from reasons for shifting a belief," 
there are other reasons, based on a "developed linguistic theory," that 
distinguish between change of meaning and change of belief. These are 
provided by ( 4 .14) . Normally such reasons will take the form of argu
ments to the effect that the available empirical evidence about the in
tuitions of native speakers concerning the semantic properties and rela
tions of sentences (in which "wbale" occurs) can be most simply and 
revealingly predicted on the basis of the definitions of semantic prop
erties and relations.99 The solution in the Donnellan cases is simply that 
there is a difference between the reasons for saying that one meaning 
rather than another is the·meaning of a given word and the reasons for 
saying that one belief rather than another is the belief we should hold 
about certain creatures. The former have to do with the success or fail
ure of predictions about the semantic properties and relations of sen
tences, while the latter have to do with the success or failure of predic
tions about the biological structure and the behavior of animals. 

Therefore, if, on the basis · of semantic reasons, we can say that 
"whale" means "whale1", then the sentence 

( 5 .3) 'Vhales are mammals 

is analytic, and anything that is a whale1 is necessarily mammalian. After 
the discovery that "many of those creatures we have been calling 
'whales' do not have mammalian characteristics," we simply say that 
these creatures are not whales. The semantic reasons are reasons for 
thinking that the term "whale" does not apply to these creatures. On 
the other hand, if for the same sort of reasons we can say that "whale" 
means "whale2'', then ( 5.3) is not analytic and anything that is a whale, 
if a mammal, is only contingently so. After the discovery in question, 
we say that some whales are not mammals (while some are), either con
trary to or in accord with what we believed prior to the discovery. 

Note that on this account no change of meaning need occur. One 
could occur, either by stipulation or by historical process. But if there 
is a way to decide initially whether "whale" means "whale1" or "whale2'', 
then there is a way to decide well after the discovery whether a change 

96 In Katz ( 1967), pp. 49-50, I offer a somewhat simplified example of how pre
dictions about the semantic properties and relations of sentences containing "whale" 
might allow us to decide whether the lexical reading for "whale" has a semantic 
marker representing mammality. 
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111 meaning has occnrrcd or shortly after it whether a change should 
be stipulated. In the former case, we check the hypothesis about the 
lexical reading of "whale" that now best predicts the semantic proper
ties and relations of sentences in which "whale" occurs with the hy
pothesis that best predicted them prior to the discovery.100 If we find 
them to differ in that one has the semantic marker '(Mammal)' while 
the other does not, we conclude that a change of meaning has oc- . 
curred. In the latter case, i.e., where we are trying to decide whether 
to introduce a change (perhaps because a switch over to "whale2" 
would give us a term to refer to the class we most wish to refer to), we 
can use the same form of argument. However, in this application of 
( 4.14) we use predictions about the semantic properties and relations 
of sentences in which "whale" occurs to tell us what we will be com
mitted to if we adopt the proposal to change the meaning of "whale." 101 

Putnam's robot cat case goes the way of Donnellan's. Putnam as
sumes that the word "cat" is defined in terms of animality. On this 
assumption anything that is a cat (in this sense) is necessarily an ani
mal. Consequently, if Putnam's story about the things we have been 
calling cats turning out to be robots were true, it would follow simply 
that there never were any cats! There couldn't be, since to be a cat 
something must be an animal. Everyone may have been taken in by 
the Martians, or some of us may have had our suspicions; either way, 
the word "cat" ex hypothesi means "cat1" (i.e., feline animal). More
over, we could know this meaning on the basis of reasons that are inde
pendent of our beliefs about the world, since this knowledge would be 
based on predictions of the semantic intuitions of native speakers ob
tained prior to the discovery. That is, we would argue that a hypothesis 
about the dictionary entry for "cat" on which its lexical reading con
tains a semantic marker representing the concept of animality offers the 
simplest explanation of speakers' intuitions about the semantic proper
ties and relations of the sentences in which "cat" occurs. 

The point can be put another way. Putnam claims that his robot cat 
case is a counter-example to ( 5 .1), and hence he argues that the inten
sionalist is stuck with the embarrassment of an analytic falsehood. But a 

100 This is a general means for determining the occurrence of a change of meaning 
in natural languages. 

101 This suggests a way of applying semantic theory to the development of artificial 
languages. 
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counter-example to ( 5.1), which is of the form ( x) ( C,.--,) A.,), is some
thing of the form Cb· ,_,Ab. However, the robot cats of Putnam's story 
cannot be described in this way, since ex hypothesi they are C only if 
they are A. Accordingly, these objects are not x's such that C., • ,..,A.,. 
Rather, on the basis of them, all that can be asserted are statements like 
'Rb· ,.., Ab', which are clearly not counter-examples to ( 5.1). Quite the 
contrary, Putnam's robot cat cases are counter-examples to the claim 
expressed by sentences like "The things we have referred to and will refer 
to using the word 'cat' are all of them animals," which are logically quite 
different from ( 5.1). 

The only peculiarity that remains to be accounted for is how, if there 
never were any cats, could we have successfully referred to the automata 
using the word "cat"? I certainly do not doubt that a great many past 
utterances of sentences like 

( 5.4) Some cats make more noise than others 

succeeded in making true statements even on the assumption that Put
nam's fantasy is fact. Interestingly, it is Donnellan who, in a more recent 
paper on reference,102 provides us with the observation that suggests the 
lines along which an explanation of such statements can be framed. He 
points out that objects can be referred to successfully using terms whose 
meaning involves ascriptions that are literally false of the objects. For 
example, I can refer to the only child in the room wearing shoes under 
the expression 

( 5 .5) the child with the red shoes on 

even though the color of the child's shoes is actually green, if, say, I am 
red-green color-blind and my audience knows this. Likewise, everyone 
who used the term "cat" with animality as one of its defining properties 
could have nonetheless referred successfully to the Martian robots inso
far as everyone believed (and believed that others believed) that the 
objects in question are animals. After the discovery this sufficient condi
tion for reference to the robots with the term "cat" no longer exists: the 

102 Donnellan ( 1966). Note that the explanation I provide on the basis of Don
nellan's observation will strike everyone as involving an extremely implausible set of 
circumstances. This, however, cannot count against the explanation, since the im
plausibility of these circumstances is solely due to the implausibility of Putnam's 
story. That is, given such an implausible set of events as Putnam asks us to assume, 
it is no wonder that reference in these circumstances has an air of strangeness about 
it. 
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discovery is the discovery that the belief that the creatures are animals 
is false and presumably the discovery becomes generally known. Because 
further such reference is now impossible, it might be desirable to stipu
late a change in the meaning of "cat" or to coin a new term, say "Mar
cat." Putnam feels certain that we would continue to use "cat." Maybe 
so, but if so, then this means we continue to use the phonetic form 
"cat" in application to meowing automata, either with a new meaning 
or on the basis of another condition for reference under false description, 
as, for instance, in the case of our reference to department store em
ployees at Christmas time under the term "Santa Claus." 

Putnam's claim that the robot cat example creates a difficulty for 
intensionalists is thus based on the mistaken supposition that intension
alists must share his simplistic conception of the relation between mean
ing and reference. On this conception, if Ci, . . . , c,, are the conceptual 
components of the meaning of a word w, then, for any object o, if w 
refers too on some occasion, it does so by virtue of o's being c1 & ... & 
Cn. Given, further, that cats turn out to be Martian robots, intensional
ists have to admit, according to Putnam, that analytic sentences can be 
used to make false statements, as when someone who is ignorant of the 
terrible truth and uses the word "cat" in ( 5.1) in reference to what are 
actually Martian robots thereby falsely implies that these machines are 
animals. But there is no reason for the intensionalist to subscribe to 
Putnam's conception of the relation between meaning and reference. 
Instead, one may take the following view. There are, roughly, two ways 
that declaratives like ( 5.l) and ( 5.4) can make a statement: by virtue 
of their presupposition (their semantic condition of statementhood, in 
the case of the nongeneric sense of ( 5.1), the condition that there are 
objects with the properties c1, ... , c,,) being satisfied, and otherwise. 
If the utterance of an analytic sentence "Ws are P" makes a statement 
in the former way, then, according to this conception, the predication 
of P is necessarily true and cannot be false. On the other hand, if it 
makes a statement in the latter way, then "all (semantic) bets are off." 
In this case there are no implications about anything having P (although 
it might turn out that P is truly predicated) . This distinction would 
have to be made even if there were no need to handle examples like the 
possibility of robot cats, since someone might very well succeed in mak
ing statements about anything- dogs, diamonds, or dragonflies - on 
the basis of a prior arrangement under which the subject word of ( 5.1) 
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is used as a code word for dogs, diamonds, dragonflies, or what have you. 
On this view of how meaning and reference are related, then, there is 
no difficulty for the intensionalist in admitting that analytic sentences 
can be used to make false statements about Martian robots because, ex 
hypothesi, these uses are not ones where the presupposition of the sen-
tence is satisfied.103 . 

We turn now to the blue lemon cases. The first is where normal in
stances of the natural kind are blue but we have only seen abnormal 
yellow instances and so falsely believe that lemons are yellow. The only 
difference between this case and the previous one about robot cats is 
that in the present case two definitions for the "word" lemon are pos
sible. These definitions dm, roughly speaking, be thought of as ones that 
differ in the way that the definitions of the natural-kind term "quad
ruped" differs from "four-legged" (i.e., the former term but not the 
latter applies to a horse that has lost a leg). One definition expresses the 
sense of "fruit that is yellow when fully ripe, etc.," while the other ex
presses the sense of "fruit, the normal members of which are yellow 
when fully ripe, etc." The choice is not essential to us, since we may 
assume that the decision is based on linguistic evidence and inferences 
about its significance made in accord with ( 4.14). 

Putnam thinks that my notion of a dictionary entry soinehow excludes 
the representation of natural-kind concepts and he criticizes me in a 
number of places for too narrow a notion of a dictionary entry. He has 
misread the theory he is criticizing. I do not restrict dictionary entries 
in this manner. A lexical reading is a set of semantic markers, and noth
ing in the theory prevents some of them from representing natural-kind 
concepts. I have never said what the structure of a semantic marker 
would have to be like in order to represent such a concept, but this is 
because I have never had a clear idea of how to provide a revealing 
analysis of the concept of a natural kind. 

I would wholly agree with Putnam that the word "lemon" is a natural
kind word and I would thus wish to write its lexical reading so as to 
restrict definitional attributions to something like normal (healthy?) 
members of the kind. But I can't convince myself that talk about normal 
members is much of an improvement over saying nothing. 

Suppose now that linguistic evidence and inferences from it in accord 
1°" I wish to thank Scott Soames for discussions that helped to clarify some points 

in my thinking on these cases. 
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with ( 4.14) establish one of the above two choices as the definition of 
"lemon". Tlms, both ( 5.2) and 

(5.6) Normal lemons are yellow (when fully ripe) 

are analytic. Suppose also that, as Putnam imagines, we discover that 
these fruits are normally blue. The evidence on the basis of which we 
come to make this discovery is evidence about the essential nature of 
this fruit; hence, on Putnam's account, it relates to the scientific facts 
about the physico-chemical structure of lemons (and perhaps also about 
the character of the lemon disease) . Since, therefore, this evidence does 
not concern the semantic properties and relations of words, it cannot 
influence the choice between candidate dictionary entries for "lemon." 
This evidence, new and startling as it is, can have no bearing on the 
correctness of the definition of "lemon" already established on linguistic 
grounds. 

Hence it cannot have a bearing on the claim that sentences (5.2) and 
( 5.6) are analytic. Clearly, prior to the discovery that normal, healthy 
instances of the kind lemon are blue rather than yellow, everyone who 
used either of the sentences (5.2) and (5.6) had the requisite false 
beliefs (about the nature of lemons, about the beliefs of others, etc.) . 
Since the reference of the subject of these sentences was a function of 
such beliefs, utterances of ( 5 .2) and ( 5 .6) refer to lemons and falsely 
predicate yellowness of them. But these are not tokens in which the 
presupposition of (5.2) or (5.6) is satisfied. 

The same sort of explanation accounts for the fact that a particular 
sentence like 

( 5.7) That lemon is sourer than the other one 

sometimes made true statements and sometimes made false ones. Again, 
we assume everyone was possessed of the appropriate set of false beliefs, 
so that the subjects of the clauses in (5.7) succeed in designating some 
contextually specified fruits on various occasions of the use of this sen
tence and these utterances make statements, sometimes true and some
times false, about their relative sourness. After the discovery, since every
one now knows there are no things that are normal members of the 
natural kind in question and yellow, the noun phrases in ( 5.7) no longer 
succeed in referring. The same goes for the subject of sentences like 
( 5.2). Since their reference must now go through on the basis of mean-
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ing and true beliefs, it does not go through at all. Accordingly, these 
sentences no longer make statements. Formerly their subjects succeeded 
in referring due to widespread false beliefs and their predicates made 
true attributions of yellowness to their referents. Now their predicates 
have nothing to which to attribute yellowness, and so these sentence-uses 
make no statements (though this is not strictly true, since some of these 
utterances might be made under some code arrangements by which they 
make statements about the arms race, Howard Hughes, or vegetarianism). 

The second blue lemon case is where normal instances of the kind 
were yellow but are no longer due to some causal process whereby their 
color is changed to blue. This case is somewhat different since here the 
natural kind itself undergoes change. Before the change in the natural 
kind, sentences like (5.2), (5.6), and (5.7) made statements without a 
special basis for successful reference - they refer under true descriptions. 
Afterward the vocabulary of the language may take one of two direc
tions. Either the word "lemon" changes its meaning, so that the future 
dictionary of English represents the phonetic form "lemon" as a term 
of a natural kind whose normal member is blue (perhaps "lemon" might 
be ambiguous or the former sense might die out), or the word does not 
change its meaning and a new word, say "blumon," comes into the 
language. Which happens and why is an irrelevant matter of diachronics. 
After the fact we can decide, synchronically, on the basis of linguistic 
data and (4.14), which direction the language has taken. At the time 
of the discovery that lemons changed color, someone may announce the 
change by an appropriate use of a sentence like ( 5 .8) : 

( 5.8) Lemons have changed color from yellow to blue 

The dual reference, both to the yellow lemons of yesteryear and the blue 
lemons of today and tomorrow, goes through because everyone knows 
(and everyone knows everyone knows) that at this critical moment there 
is no word available in the language (such as "blumon") to use in mak
ing the announcement. 

5.2. KRIPKE 

In some respects Kripke is not happily classified in the Quinian tradi
tion, particularly because he takes issue with Quine on the existence of 
necessary truths. Moreover it is not entirely clear that Kripke shares 
the anti-intensionalist views of Quine and Davidson. Yet he does agree 
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with Putnam's conclusions about analyticity and he explicitly cites Put
nam as the philosopher he finds most like-minded on questions about 
the definition of natural-kind words.104 Most importantly, however, part 
of Kripke's argument, if sound, would offer direct support to extension
alism. This is the part where he contends that his arguments against the 
Searle-Strawson account of how proper nouns refer can be converted into 
a general argument against the meaningfulness of both proper and com
mon nouns. Kripke writes: 

My own view ... regards Mill as more-or-less right about 'singular' 
names [proper nouns), but wrong about 'general' names [common noul?s]. 
Perhaps some 'general' names ('foolish', 'fat', 'yellow') express properties. 
In significant sense, such general names as 'cow' and 'tiger' do not, un
less being a cow counts trivially as a property. Certainly 'cow' and 'tiger' 
are not short for the conjunction of properties a dictionary would take 
to define them, as Mill thought.105 

But this attempt to extend his arguments about reference to the area 
of meaning fails. Kripke's arguments against the Searle-Strawson account 
of reference provide no support for the claim that Mill is wrong about 
the meaning of common nouns. Nor do they even support the claim that 
Searle and Strawson are wrong about the meaning (as opposed to the 
reference) of proper nouns! I shall try to show that, on the basis of the 
considerations in the previous subsection, it follows that Kripke's counter
examples to the Searle-Strawson account are irrelevant to any of these 
questions about meaning.106 

These counter-examples of Kripke's can be taken to show that the 
referent of a proper noun is not always determined on the basis of a 
cluster of properties K that function as uniquely identifying marks for 
speakers who believe correctly that the referent of the noun satisfies 
'x is K'. I think that these counter-examples prove that the properties K 

1°' Kripke ( 1971), p. 318. 
106 Ibid., p. 322. . . . 
'"" I should point out at the outset that, m fact , I do. not .subscnbe to the. v1.ew 

that proper nouns are meaningful. Though I take issue with his reasons for claimmg 
that proper nouns are not meaningful, I agree with Kripke's con.clusion about them. 
My reasons for holding this view of proper nouns can be found m Katz ( 1972 ), pp. 
380-382. Note, however, that I do not also hold that common nouns are in general 
meaningless. Rather, I think that Mill is ri&ht about the meani~g of proper and 
common nouns, but I do not agree with him that words refer 1ust by v~rtue of 
their referent's satisfying their definition. As should be clear, I thmk meanmgs de
termine reference but not alone nor in a direct way. 
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need not be uniquely identifying, and that, even when these properties 
are uniquely identifying, they need not be true of the referent on the 
occasion of use in question. But we may accept these and the other 
claims that make up the Kripke-Donnellan position of reference, if not 
as proofs, then for the sake of argument.107 

Accepting them, we may ask whether they imply anything about the 
truth or falsity of statements about semantic relations such as ( 5.9): 

( 5.9) "Homer" means "the ancient poet who wrote the Iliad and 
Odyssey" 

Given the appropriate form for such counter-examples in this case, 
it would follow that someone who thought that the name "Homer" 
always refers by virtue of 'the ancient poet who wrote the Iliad and 
Odyssey' functioning as a uniquely identifying mark for speakers was 
wrong. But it would not also follow that someone who thought that 
( 5.9) would be wrong. Someone who holds that proper nouns are mean
ingful does not need to hold in addition that their meaning is always 
the basis on which they refer. As we have already seen in connection 
with the replies to Putnam's alleged counter-examples to intensionalism, 
we can account for successful reference without assuming that it is 
directly based on meaning if we assume the appropriate beliefs on the 
part of the speaker and the audience. 

Taking our cue from Kripke, we can imagine it turns out that Homer 
wrote nothing. In the case we are imagining, the Iliad and Odyssey were 
written by Homer's Hebrew slave Morris. (In another imaginable case, 
neither work was written by anyone: a large quantity of ink was spilled on 
a windy day and it formed the appropriate sequences of Greek letters on 
some nearby papyrus.) Nonetheless ( 5.9) could still be true. Statement 
( 5.9) states a fact about the English language that can be verified 
by evidence about whether or not a dictionary entry for "Homer" based 
on ( 5.9) predicts the semantic properties and relations of sentences in 
which "Homer" appears better than rival entries. Clearly, given the pos
sibility of reference under false lexical descriptions, such verification is 
independent of whether Morris actually wrote both the Iliad and the 
Odyssey and his master, Homer, took the credit. The case is exactly 
analogous to our previous claim against Putnam that the analyticity of 

""Donnellan (1970), pp. 335-358. 
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( 5.1) is entirely consistent with cats being Martian robots rather than 
animals. Just as we argued against Putnam's alleged counter-examples 
that the analyticity of ( 5.1) does not preclude successful references to 
Martian robots under the false description 'feline animal', so we can 
argue here that ( 5.9) does not preclude successful references to a Greek 
plagiarist under the false description "the ancient poet who wrote the 
Iliad and Odyssey." If it had turned out that no one wrote the Iliad 
and the Odyssey, that Homer found the papyrus with the inscriptions 
on it and "published" them under his name, then the proper noun 
"Homer" defined as in ( 5.9) would have the status of words like "witch" 
or "gremlin." A sentence like 

(5.10) Homer was Greek 

could refer and make a true statement, just as a sentence like 

( 5.11) The witch caught yesterday escaped today 

could refer and make a true statement (say, in early America at Salem).1os 
There are more complicated aspects of reference under false descriptions, 
but these do not affect my point.109 

Kripke's observations about reference and necessity are, I think, often 
important and true. His mistake is to have jumped from them to a false 
conclusion about meaning. The reason he makes this mistake is I think 

' ' 
the same as one assumption underlying Putnam's confusions concerning 
meaning, namely, the failure to distinguish between what might be 
called lexicographical meaning, specifications of which answer the ques
tion "What does the word (phrase, clause, or sentence) W mean in the 
language L?'', and what might be called scientific meaning, specifications 
of which answer the question "What is the essential nature of W's, of the . 
referent of 'W'?" I take it that Kripke wants to deny this distinction when 
he writes "some people think right away that there are really two concepts 
of metal operating here, a phenomenological one and a scientific one 
which then replaces it. This I reject . . ." 11° Kripke gives no independ
ent argument against this distinction (I will return to this point below). 
Moreover, the distinction would appear intuitively sound in light of the 

108 Kr~pke's other example of the three-legged tiger can be handled simply by an 
appropriate change in the definition under consideration, namely, a change from the 
propero/ of three-leggedness to the property of quadrupedness, i.e., the property of 
belongmg to a kind whose typical member is naturally four-legged. 

'"' Donnellan (1970), pp. 335-358. 
u• Kripke ( 1971), p. 315. 
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ease and naturalness with which we separate the lexicographical meaning 
of a noun like "wave" (i.e., "a moving ridge or swell on the surface of a 
liquid") from a scientific account of the essential nature of its referent. 
Because Kripke fails to make this distinction, what others speak of as 
meaning in the lexicographical sense seems to him (and Putnam) as 
merely a rough, and often unreliable, approximation to meaning in the 
scientific sense, to be replaced eventually by a scientific account of the 
object, event, or relation in question (i.e., by a better approximation). 

On this conception of meaning, it is reasonable to think that Krip
kean criticisms of the Searle-Strawson theory of referring apply also to 
the doctrine that proper and common nouns are meaningful in the lexi
cographical sense. It is, for example, reasonable to think that "gold" can
not have the property of being yellow as part of its meaning if one can 
imagine that there could be a general optical illusion causing everyone 
to see gold as yellow when it is some other color.111 Supposing that 
property P cannot be part of the essential nature of something S if it is 
possible for S to exist without P, it follows that it cannot be part of the 
essential nature of gold that it is yellow. Thus, on the assumption that 'P 
is part of the meaning of "gold" ' is to be understood as 'P is part of the 
scientific account of the essential nature of gold,' the property of yellow
ness cannot be part of the meaning of gold. 

But if we make the above distinction between the two kinds of mean
ing, 'P is part of the meaning of "gold" ' cannot be understood as 'P is 
part of the scientific account of the essential nature of gold' and the 
argument against the meaninglessness of proper nouns and most com
mon nouns collapses. For the possibility that gold is not in fact yellow 
has no bearing on whether the property of yellowness is part of the 
meaning of the English word "gold"; the property of yellowness can be 
part of the meaning of "gold" and knowledge of this fact can be the 
basis on which we explain how speakers use "gold" to refer to gold when 
falsely believing that gold itself is yellow. 

Above I said that Kripke offers no independent argument against dis
tinguishing between lexicographical meaning (what he calls a "phe
nomenological" concept) and scientific meaning. There is one argument 
which he seems to think allows him to reject this distinction. It concerns 
why "light" is not synonymous with "whatever gives us visual impres
sions - whatever helps us to see" and why "heat" is not synonymous 

=Ibid., pp. 315-316. 
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with "whatever gives people these sensations (of heat)." The argument 
is roughly: "the property by which we identify [heat] originally, that of 
producing such and such a sensation in us, is not a necessary property 
[of heat as it really is] but a contingent one. This very phenomenon 
could have existed but due to differences in our neural structures . . . 
have failed to be felt as heat." 112 The conclusion is that, not being an 
essential property of the phenomenon, the property of having such-and
such effect on us cannot be part of the meaning (in the intensionalist's 
sense) and thus the only things that can be synonymous with "light" 
or "heat" are descriptions that involve properties that light or heat 
possess in every possible world. 

This argument is circular. It assumes the absence of the distinction it 
purports to refute: in order for the argument to work we must suppose 
that there are not two different notions of synonymy, corresponding to 
the two notions of meaning distinguished above, but only one, corre
sponding to the notion of scientific meaning. Suppose there is both a 
relation 'same in lexicographical meaning', which holds between (a) and 
(b) in cases like (5.12) and (5.13), 

(5.12) (a) navel 
(b) be11y-button 

( 5.13) (a) Flattery will get you nowhere 
(b) Gratifying the vanity of others by praise or attentions 

wi11 not get one any advantage 

in addition to the relation 'necessarily the same in extension', which 
holds between (a) and (b) in cases like ( 5.14) and ( 5.15), 

( 5.14) (a) the number two 
(b) the even prime 

( 5.15) (a) Equilateral triangles are equiangular 
(b) Equiangular triangles are equilateral 

':here the former relation does not hold between the members of pairs 
hke ( 5.14) and ( 5.15). On this supposition, against which the argument 
has nothing to say, the discovery that a component of a construction 
synonymous in the lexicographical sense with "light" or "heat" does not 
express a necessary property of light or heat can no more be grounds for 
rejecting the construction as synonymous in the lexicographical sense 

"'Ibid., p. 326. 
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than the discovery that cats are not animals can be grounds for rejecting 
( 5.1) as analytic. Rather than showing there is no distinction between 
lexicographical or phenomenological meaning and scientific meaning, 
Kripke's argument presupposes the absence of this distinction. If there 
are these two notions of synonymy there are also these two notions of 
meaning. 

Of course, the lexicographical meaning of a word can sometimes do 
double duty, serving also as the scientific meaning of its referent. This 
seems to me to be a general feature of very early stages of scientific de
velopment. · At such stages sciences use lexicographical meanings as their 
concepts and come to replace them with scientific meanings when phe
nomena arise that the former concepts cannot explain. Therefore a 
lexicographical meaning in its capacity as a scientific meaning might be 
proven inadequate by a discovery that the attributes comprising the 
concept are sometimes present in things we do not, and rightly · do not, 
regard as instances of the substance in question. As Kripke points out, 
soinething ye11ow, a metal, soft-for-a-metal, etc. (where the "etc." is 
spe11ed out by appropriate further attributes of the lexicographical mean
ing of "gold"), might turn out not to have the molecular structure of 
gold and this discovery might make us refuse to count it as gold (from 
a scientific viewpoint) even though it is ye11ow, a metal, soft-for-a-metal, 
etc. But this would not show that the cluster of attributes 'ye11ow; a 
metal, soft-for-a-metal, etc.' is not the meaning of "gold" in English. 
We have sound scientific reasons for not classifying whales together 
with fish, but these do not even suggest that the attribute of fishness 
is not a part of the meaning of the English word "whale." These reasons 
do not te11 us whether "whale" in English means "whale1" or "whale2". 

Other reasons, ones that qualify as semantic by ( 4.14), are required to 
determine this. 

6. Another Stab at Reducing the Theory of Meaning: Lewis 

Lewis's arguments 113 against intensionalism are of special interest here 
because they directly attack the version of intensionalism that I have 
tried to defend. This version is a theory about the proper form for trans
formational grammars, namely the view that an optimal grammar of a 
natural language requires a level of semantic representation at which it 

113 Lewis ( 1969), and also parts of Lewis ( 1970) . 
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states the meaning of a sentence componentially and in so doing states 
its logical form. Lewis's arguments seek to refute this view by providing 
an extensionalist reduction (or rather the sketch of one). This attempt 
at reduction involves the two reduction steps mentioned in our abstract 
characterization of an argument to reduce the theory of meaning: first, 
the elimination of constructs in the 'to-be-reduced' theory's vocabulary 
that fail to. satisfy methodology criteria; second, the demonstration 
that the remaining constructs and the statements of the 'to-be-reduced' 
theory that are expressed in terms of these constructs can be formu
lated, without loss of explanatory content, in the vocabulary of the 
'reducing' theory. 

To take the first of these steps, Lewis seeks to eliminate semantic 
markers and readings as viable constructs of the theory of meaning. He 
argues as follows: 

Semantic markers are symbols: items in the vocabulary of an artificial 
language we may call Semantic Markerese. Semantic Interpretation by 
means of them amounts merely to a translation algorithm from the ob
ject language to the auxiliary language Markerese. But we can know the 
Markerese translation of an English sentence without knowing the first 
thing about the meaning of the English sentence: namely, the conditions . 
under which it would be true. Semantics with no treatment of truth 
conditions is not semantics. Translation into Markerese is at best a sub
stitute for real semantics, relying either on our tacit competence ... as 
speakers of Markerese or on our ability to do real semantics at least for 
the one language Markerese. Translation into Latin might serve as 
well.114 

Although it is true that we can know the reading that an English 
sentence will receive in a grammar without knowing much about its 
meaning, the reason this is so is not the reason that Lewis's argument 
requires. Someone may know that a grammar of English assigns a read
ing R to a sentence S in a purely formal way, say by observing that a 
machine constructs a derivation in which R is mapped onto S by pro
jection rules. This way requires neither knowledge of the language nor 
knowledge of the theory of its grammatical structure (beyond the basics 
of phrase marker assignment) . However, a person who does not know 
semantic theory cannot know what claims R makes about the meaning 
of S. Since semantic theory provides the intended interpretation for the 
semantic portion of the grammar of a natural language, the reading R 

iuLewis (1970),pp.18-19. 
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is merely a concatenation of meaningless symbols unless interpreted 
under an appropriate semantic theory. Similarly, someone may know that 
a chemical description of some covalent bond represents it as 

H 

(6.1) H C H 

H 

without knowing what this symbolism asserts about the nature of the 
bond. To know this, we have to know the relevant portions of chemical 
theory: we have to m;iderstand that configurations of symbols like ( 6.1) 
represent electronic structures, that the element designations represent 
the kernel of atoms consisting of a nucleus and inner electrons, and that 
the dots represent paired electrons in the valence shell held jointly by 
two atoms. Likewise, to know what a reading claims about the semantic 
structure of a sentence, we have to know the relevant portion of semantic 
theory: we have to understand that certain semantic markers designate 
certain concepts and that the formal relations among the symbols in a 
semantic marker represent certain specific relations among the com
ponents of the concept designated by the marker. 

What Lewis's argument claims, however, is not that we do not know 
a theory but that we do not know a language. Thus, the argument is 
irrelevant to his conclusions about semantic theory. The blunder in his 
argument is its false assumption that the theory he is discussing is simply 
a language.115 Thus Lewis mistakenly construes a reading to be a "trans
lation" into the artificial language "semantic Markerese." Because he 
confuses a theory with a language and thereby ignores the explanatory 
principles comprising semantic theory, he can go on to say that trans
lation of sentences into Markerese is the same as translation of sen
tences into Latin; further, that not knowing or knowing the Markerese 
"translation" of an English sentence is no different from not knowing 
or knowing its Latin translation; and, finally, that we gain no more in
sight into the meaning or truth conditions of sentences from natural 
languages from their Markerese "translations" than we do from their 

115 This is . t~~ same fallacy that Put~am commits when. he _takes semantic theory 
to. be an artificial language and a readmg t? be a translation mto it. I suspect that 
this fallacy goes back to the general confusion between languages and theories char
acteristic of logical empiricism and of Quine; cf. Chomsky (1968), p. 53. 
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Latin translations. Lewis's conclusion that there is no point to semantic 
theory is not surprising, then, since there is obviously no point to con
structing artificial languages that are no more relevant to problems of 
meaning and truth than Latin. 

However, the relation between a sentence of a natural language and 
its reading(s) is no more translation than the relation of (6.1) to a 
covalent bond is translation. The terms of a translation relation are sen
tences, clauses, phrases, words, or morphemes from different languages. 
But the terms of the relation 'R is a reading of S' are in one case such 
linguistic objects and in the other theoretical constructions that explain 
what information is in the meaning of a linguistic object. Unlike transla
tion, which simply expresses the same meaning in another language, the 
reading of a sentence provides part of the grammar's account of how the 
components of the meaning of the sentence enter into the internal 
phonetic-syntactic-semantic connections by virtue of which the sound 
and meaning of the sentence are related in the competence of speakers. 

There are, moreover, obvious logical differences between 'translation 
of' and 'reading of'. For example, the former is symmetrical, i.e., if S1 

is a translation of S2, then S2 is a translation of Si, but the latter is asym
metrical, i.e., if R is a reading of S, then S is not a reading of R. 

Lewis fails to understand that a transformational grammar is designed 
as a theory of the native speaker's linguistic competence. He fails to 
understand that it explains the speaker's intuitions about grammatical 
structure on the basis of a hypothesis about what rules they have inter
nalized in learning the language. Lewis might disagree with such an ex
planation or with the part that semantic theory is supposed to play in 
it, but had he understood it he could not have overlooked the glaring 
differences between languages and theories about their grammatical 
structure, such as that not knowing a language (like French, Latin, or 
Esperanto) disqualifies one as a competent speaker of (or translator 
into) that language, while not knowing its theory disqualifies someone as 
a competent judge on questions concerning the internalized rules under
lying intuitions about its grammatical structure. 

This is perhaps also the place to consider briefly a more popular ver
sion of this criticism, one resting in part on essentially the same basic 
confusion between languages and theories as Lewis's. "What exactly," 
asks John Searle, 

are these 'readings'? What is the string of symbols that comes out of the 
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semantic component supposed to represent or express in such a way as 
to constitute a description of the meaning of a sentence?11G • •• Either 
the readings are just paraphrases, in which case the analysis is circular, 
or the readings consist only of lists of elements, in which case the analy
sis fails because of inadequacy: it cannot account for the fact that the 
sentence expresses a statement.117 

This "dilemma" makes every mistake possible with this argument 
form.118 First, it is not a real dilemma but just a disjunction because 
Searle provides no consideration to establish that the two alternatives 
he offers exhaust the possibilities. Readings might turn out (as, in fact, 
they do ) to be a representational scheme in a theory and to be formally 
far richer than a mere .list of elements. Thus, we are not forced to choose 
between the alternatives Searle cites and thereby incur their alleged bad 
consequences. Searle's argument is fallacious because its conclusion, that 
semantic theory is bad, does not follow from showing that both alterna-
tives lead to something bad. · 

Second, even if the argument were a genuine dilemma, it would still 
be fallacious because in neither case does the bad consequence actually 
follow from the alternative. In the case of the former alternative, Searle 
tries to argue from the hypothesis that readings are paraphrases to the 
claim that the theory is circular. Harnish disposes of this alleged impli
cation quite neatly: 

. . . suppose that the theoretical metalanguage is some form of regi
mented English. Then is the analysis circular? There are two ways of 
taking this . First, it might be claimed that the analysis of paraphrase is 
logically circular. In this case, the definition of 'x is a paraphrase of y' 
would contain the expression 'is a paraphrase of' on the right side as 
well. However, an inspection of Katz's definition reveals no such circu
larity. So this could not be what is meant. Second, the theory might be 
said to be epistomologically circular in that the ability that the theorr 
characterizes must be invoked to test the theory. But surely, if correct, 
this is harmless. A grammar of a language explicates the notion of 'gram
maticality' for the speakers of that language, but we nevertheless test the 
theory by having fluent speakers (usually the theorist himself) judge 
whether the output of the grammar is grammatical or not. Indeed, when 
one undertakes the project of modelling another system it is hard to 

uo Searle ( 1972), p. 22, col. 2. 
117 Ibid., col. 3. 
118 I am much endebted to Robert M. Hamish's unpublished ms. "Semantic 

Theory and Speech Acts: A Reply to John R. Searle" for helping me to clarify my 
thoughts on Searle's criticism and for supplying some of the rebuttals (see below). 
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imagine how else one could proceed to test the model. In the extreme this 
kind of objection could be turned into quite a bludgeon. Suppose some
one were to construct a model of the human visual system or some sig
nificant part of it. One could then argue that it cannot be tested with
out circularity. Why? because "the ability [to see the test situation] pre
supposes the very competence the [visual] theory is seeking to explain." 
Such an argument secures much too much, so this cannot be what is 
meant. So the argument for circularity does not really hold . . .119 

In the case of the latter alternative, Searle tries to argue from the hy
pothesis that readings are lists of elements to the claim that the theory 
is inadequate because, as he says in the foregoing quotation, the theory 
"cannot account for the fact that the sentence expresses a statement." 
Harnish also disposes of this alleged implication easily: 

... 'statement' in the above is to indicate a speech act. Now, one puz
zle with the above criticism is what sentence is 'the sentence' that Searle 
is talking about? Surely it is not the generic use of 'the' to refer to a class 
or kind of thing, because not all sentences are in any way related to stat
ing. Imperatives and interrogatives are not. Perhaps Searle was referring 
to the example sentence in the Katz and Fodor article which he refers 
the reader to and takes some examples from: "The man hits the colorful 
ball." But of course this sentence could not express an act. Perhaps 
Searle meant that the sentence is used to make a statement. Then the 
objection would be that Katz's theory is inadequate, if a list, because it 
does not account for the fact that the sentence in question is used to 
make a statement. But this has .to be modified slightly too, if it is not 
to be misleadingly exclusive. For the sentence in question is used, or at 
least was used, to perform other speech acts as well. Indeed, Katz and 
Fodor used it to give an example of their semantic theory. So the ob
jection should be that Katz's theory does not account for the fact that 
the sentence (in question) can be used to make a statement. Of course, 
if you tell the right kind of story, almost any sentence can be used to 

. perform almost any speech act. This makes the above inadequacy sort 
of thin. Presumably what Searle has in mind is that the sentence in 
question (and others 'like' it) can be used to make statements in stand
ard or normal circumstances, whereas it could be used to make a com
mand only in non-standard or non-normal circumstances. We all, I 
think, feel that there is something right about this, but it shifts a very 
heavy (so far unbearable) burden on the analysis of circumstances of 
utterance as 'standard' or 'normal' or not. Nevertheless, we must pro
ceed on the assumption that we can make this distinction at least pre
theoretically. 

If this is Searle's point, then perhaps he has gained it. A quick glance 

n• Harnish, "Semantic Theory and Speech Acts," p. 6. 
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at the Katz and Fodor paper will convince one that they indeed did not 
account for the fact that the sentence could, under normal circum
stances of utterance, be used to make a statement. So what? Determin
ing the speech-act potential of sentences was not one of the abilities 
Katz and Fodor said they were going to try to model, nor was it one of 
the abilities that Searle reported them as trying to account for. Thus, 
Searle has not yet shown the theory to be inadequate in its own domain. 
The theory is also inadequate for accounting for stellar parallax, but I 
do not think we should lose any sleep over that.120 

Third, even if Searle's argument were logically valid, it woud not be 
sound, since both alternatives embody false assumptions about the theory 
Searle is criticizing. The first alternative assumes that readings are para
phrases. This is the ~istake Lewis made of confusing a language and a 
theory. Readings are not paraphrases but formulas in the technical nota
tion of a theory which explicate the senses of expressions and sentences 
in a natural language and predict paraphrase relations. Calling them 
paraphrases is like calling ( 6.1) itself a covalent bond. The second alter
native assumes that readings are lists of elements. This is simply a mis
representation. Even on the earliest version of the theory (Katz and 
Fodor, 1963) readings incorporate some of the richness of truth-func
tional connectives, second order predication, and relational logic, while 
on any version from 1965 on, they have the structure of phrase markers. 
Calling readings lists of elements is like calling a chemical diagram like 
( 6.1) a list of dots and letters. 

Lewis's claim that my intensionalist position "leads to a semantic 
theory that leaves out such central semantic notions as truth and refer
ence" 121 is like Searle' s claim that semantic theory fails to account for 
speech acts like stating. As Lewis puts it: 

The Markerese method is attractive in part just because it deals with 
nothing but symbols: finite combinations of entities of a familiar sort 
out of a finite set of elements by finitely many applications of finitely 
many rules. There is no risk of alarming the ontologically parsimonious. 
But it is just this pleasing finitude that prevents Markerese semantics 
from dealing with the relations between symbols and the world of non
symbols - that is, with genuinely semantic relations.122 

Hamish's reply to Searle that the criticism does not show the theory to 
be inadequate in its own domain is also a fitting reply to this criticism 

120 Ibid., p. 7. 
=Lewis ( 1969), pp. 170-171. 
12

" Lewis (1970), p. 19. Italics mine. 
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of Lewis's, since explaining truth and reference lies outside the do
main of intensionalist semantics as much as do speech acts. What makes 
it seem as if truth and reference are semantic notions in the appropriate 
sense is the unfortunate ambiguity of the term "semantic" whereby the 
theory of reference has come to be referred to as "semantics," too. Lew
is's criticisms here trade on this ambiguity. 

The term is used by philosophers and logicians in two ways. On the 
one hand, "semantic" is used in connection with the theory of meaning 
to refer to relations between linguistic expressions like synonymy, am
biguity, analyticity, etc. On the other it is used in connection with the 
theory of reference to refer to relations between linguistic expressions 
and the world, like truth, denotation, satisfaction, etc. Given this am
biguity of "semantic," the question arises: In which sense is "semantic" 
to be understood when the term .appears in Lewis's claim that my theory 
leaves out "such central semantic notions as truth and reference," and 
that "relations between symbols and the world of non-symbols" are the 
"genuinely semantic relations"? 

Suppose "semantic" is understood to have to do with reference rather 
than sense. In that case the omitted notions are, without doubt, central 
to semantics, but the subject of semantics to which they are central is 
not the subject to which my theory addresses itself. On this construal, 
Lewis's criticism is as damaging as a criticism of syntactic theory for not 
directly treating the "genuinely grammatical" notions of rhyme and al
literation. Suppose, alternatively, that "semantic" is understood to have 
to do with sense rather than reference. In this case the term "semantic" 
covers the subject that my semantic theory is about, but now the omit
ted notions fall outside of this subject by definition. The subject, on 
this construal, is about concepts like those asked about in ( 2.1) to 
( 2.10), concepts that concern the relations among senses of words, ex
pressions, and sentences. Concepts like truth, reference, and satisfaction 
that concern the relation between such linguistic objects and the world 
are not central to a theory of sense and need not be handled by it. In
tensionalists might be wrong in thinking that sense can be handled 
without the concepts of referential semantics entering centrally into the 
explication, but an extensionalist cannot simply assume so. Without any 
argument to show that these omitted concepts are not properly left out, 
Lewis's claim that my semantic theory has left out genuinely semantic 
notions begs the question. 
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A related criticism is Lewis's statement that "T11e markerese method 
.. deals with nothing but symbols" and that this prevents it " ... 

from dealing with the relations between symbols and the world of non
symbols." 123 This criticism is not simply a restatement of the criticism 
just dealt with. If I understand it properly, Lewis is saying further that 
notions like truth, reference, satisfaction, etc., are not dealt with at all 
in my theory because the formal representation of relations among the 
senses of linguistic expressions plays no role in accounting for relations 
between them and the world. But this criticism simply overlooks the 
intensionalist thesis that the formal representation of relations among 
senses accounts for as much about referential relations as can be ac
counted for without information about the various contexts of utter
ance. Semantic theory deals with aspects of referential properties and 
relations, indirectly, on the basis of what it says about the meaning 
relations that influence them. Because Lewis focuses exclusively on the 
formal representation scheme of semantic markers and readings and so 
ignores the part of semantic theory that provides the interpretation of 
this formalism, he misses what the interpretation says about the exten
sional relations of senses of linguistic objects. 

Let us consider some examples. The semantic component of an Eng
lish grammar ought to assign the same reading to grammatically distinct 
expressions like those in ( 6.2) and ( 6.3) : 

( 6.2) (a) valise 
(b) traveling bag 

(6.3) (a) sweat 
(b) perspiration 

If it does so, it does more than merely formally mark a regularity in the 
judgments speakers make about their semantic intuition. By virtue of 
the interpretation, the assignment of the same reading implies coreferen
tiality for standard uses of the expressions. On this interpretation the 
meaning of an expression (for most expressions of a language 124 ) is the 
information about its extension that the speaker obtains from his knowl
edge of the language. Therefore, if two expressions like ( 6.2) or ( 6.3) 

123 Lewis (1970), p. 19. 
m Some words are syncategormatic. Semantic theory reconstructs their senses as 

operators that transform readings; cf. the discussion of "good," "not," etc., in Katz 
(1964c) and (1972), pp.157-171. 
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receive the same reading, this assignment says that speakers employ the 
same semantic information (in the sense of (4.14)) to determine their 
extensions, and further that in the absence of extra-linguistic information 
that indicates a departure from the standard use of an expression 125 the 
expressions must be coreferential. 

By the same token the assignment of different readings to two expres
sions, such as those in ( 6.4) and ( 6.5) 

( 6.4) (a) the even prime 
(b) the number two 

( 6.5) (a) creature with a heart 
(b) creature with a kidney, 

says that the possibility of non-coreferentiality is not excluded on grounds 
of meaning. Thus the intensionalist doctrine that sense determines refer
ence allows for the coreferentiality in such cases, and even the necessary 
coreferentiality in ( 6.4), to be explained, respectively, in terms of mathe
matics and science, and so enables us to account for the difference be
tween these cases and cases like those in ( 6.2) and ( 6.3) .126 

Clearly, then, the theory of meaning says a good deal about reference, 
even though the explication of referential notions is not the primary 
concern of this theory. But to discover what semantic representations 
say about referential relations it is necessary to consider their interpreta
tion in semantic theory. 

Let us now turn to the reduction step. Lewis's attempt to reduce the 
theory of meaning to the theory of reference accepts the legitimacy of 
the notions 'analytic', 'synthetic', and 'contradictory' and sets out to 
define them on the basis of the theory of reference. The theory of ref
erence in this case is not, however, the same as Quine's. For Lewis, the 
theory is enriched with the apparatus and assumptions of modal logic. 
It is just this enrichment of the theory of reference that gives it what
ever promise it has of providing definitions that express the content of 
these notions in the vocabulary of extensions. Quine's attack on inten-

""'These notions might be worked out in a theory of linguistic communication 
that combines a grammar with an account of conversational implicature; see Katz 
(1972 ), pp. 441-450. 

ue The assignment of different readings to a single expression not only marks it 
as ambiguous but says that more than one extension is associated with it, requiring 
standard uses of the expression to select among these extensions on the basis of 
information about the context of utterance. Quite analogous points follow about 
the notion of truth. 
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sionalism had to argue that not-ions like 'analytic' arc not viable constructs 
because a theory of reference containing no more than the apparatus of 
quantification theory is too restricted to define such notions. But in the 
case of the theory of reference supplemented with the apparatus of 
modal logic, as with Lewis's conception, there would seem to be a 
chance of reducing away intensionalism by defining 'analytic' and other 
such notions without appealing to senses and the like. 

But Lewis's definitions are unsuccessful. He defines analyticity as 
truth in all possible worlds, contradictoriness as falsehood in all possible 
worlds, and syntheticity as truth in some possible worlds but not in 
others.127 Again, Lewis's argument trades on an ambiguity. The term 
in question is "analytic," which originally had its sense given it by Kant. 
Kant called a proposition analytic just in case its subject concept con
tains everything in its predicate concept. The ambiguity arose when 
Frege introduced another sense for this term. Frege, in a curious passage 
in the Grundlagen, 128 which deals with the Kantian notion of analyticity, 
without explanation redefines "analytic" as follows: 

If, in carrying out this process [of finding the proof of a proposition], 
we come only on general logical laws and on definitions, then the truth 
is an analytic one. . . . If, however, it is impossible to give the proof 
without making use of truths which are not of a general logical nature, 
but belong to the sphere of some special science, then the proposition 
is a synthetic one.129 

This ambiguity between a 'redundant predication' sense and a 'conse
quence of laws of logic' sense raises the question of how we are to 
understand the term "analytic" appearing as the definiendum in Lewis's 
definition. If we understand it in Frege's sense, Lewis's definition expli
cates the Leibnizian distinction between truths of reason and truths of 
fact in terms of the distinction between deducibility from laws of logic 
and definitions (without appeal to premises from a special science) and 
deducibility from such laws and definitions together with premises from 
the special sciences. On this disambiguation, there is no need to take 
issue with Lewis's definition, since it is now irrelevant to the question 
of reducing the theory of meaning to the theory of reference. It can no 

121 Lewis ( 1969), pp. 173-202. 
128 Frege (1953), pp. 3•-4•. 
120 I do not wish to argue the historical question of whether this sense was not 

already latent in Kant's discussion. What matters for us is that it comes to us by 
virtue of Frege's influence on the philosophy of logic. 
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longer play a role in such a reduction because the reduction of analytic
ity in this sense to notions like 'truth' and 'possible world' has no impli
cations for whether analyticity in the Kantian sense is reducible to these 
notions. (One could, of course, take issue with Lewis on the grounds that 
not all of mathematics is logic and so some things that are not analytic 
in Frege's sense are nonetheless true in all possible worlds.) 

Hence, in order for the definition to play the role it was intended to 
play, we must understand its definiendum as "analytic" in Kant's sense. 
But on this disambiguation, Lewis's definition expresses the false claim 
that the defining characteristic of Kantian analyticity is truth in all pos
sible worlds. If this claim were true, the class of sentences with predicates 
that attribute nothing but what is already contained in the meaning of 
their subject would be co-extensive with the class of sentences that are 
true in all possible worlds. But not every proposition that is true in all 
possible worlds is analytic. The sentence (6.6), (6.7), and (6.8) 

(6.6) 
(6.7) 
(6.8) 

An equilateral triangle is equiangular 
The number two is an even prime 
Every even number i~ the sum of two primes 

are true in all possible worlds but are not analytic (in the present sense). 
Such counter-examples might be gotten around by appealing to Frege's 

qualification that analytic propositions be provable without using truths 
that "belong to the sphere of some special science," since in the case of 
( 6.6) to ( 6.8) we must appeal to geometry and arithmetic. This way 
out, however, will not work in cases like (6.9) and (6.10) 

(6.9) 
( 6.10) 

Spinsters are either living or not living 
Something does not have both fever and chills if and only if 
that thing does not have fever or it does not have chills 

which clearly make no appeal to a special science. These sentences are 
not analytic in the required sense but they are clearly true in all possible 
worlds. 

Compare (6.9) and (6.10) with (6.11) and (6.12): 

( 6.11) Spinsters arefemale 
( 6.12) Fevers are elevations of bodily temperature above normal 

Although both pairs ( 6.9) and ( 6.10), and ( 6.11) and ( 6.12), are true 
in all possible worlds, they are so for reasons as different as an~ the 
reasons for (6.6) to (6.8). The reason that the sentences (6.9) and 
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( 6.10) are true in all possible worlds is that their predicates, respectively, 

( 6.13) 
( 6.14) 

x is either living or not living 
x does not have both fever and chills if and only if x has 
neither fever and chills 

are universally satisfied. That is, ( 6.9) and ( 6.l 0) follow directly from 
the laws of logic 
(6.15) (x) (Fa; v -Fa;) 
(6.16) (x) (,.., (Ga; & Ha;)== (-Ga; v,.., H a; )) 

without the aid of a premise belonging to a special science. On the other 
hand the reason that ( 6.11) and ( 6.12) are true in all possible worlds 
cannot be the same, since their predicates, respectively 

( 6.17) xis female 
(6.18) xis an elevation of bodily temperature above normal 

are not universally satisfied. Here one cannot argue that ( 6.11) and 
( 6J 2) follow directly from the laws of logic 

( 6.19) ( x) ( (Ha; & ,.., Ma; & Fa; ) :J (Fa;) ) 
(6.20) (x) (Fa; :J Fa;) 

without the aid of a premise belonging to a special science, since both 
the argument that ( 6.11) follows directly from ( 6.19) and the argument 
that ( 6.12) follows directly from ( 6.20) require a factual premise from 
the special science of empirical linguistics, one that says that the mean
ing of the words in the sentence - "spinster" and "female" in the former 
case and "fever" and "elevations in bodily temperature above normal" 
in the latter - are such as to justify their formalization as ( 6.19) and 
( 6.20) .130 

On the only construal of Lewis's definitions where they are even 
relevant to an attempt to reduce the theory of meaning to the theory 
of reference, they have to be rejected because they are too broad. Coun
ter-examples like (6.9) and (6.10) show that Lewis's definition of 
'analytic' fails to characterize the appropriate set of sentences. Instead 
of characterizing just the analyticities in Kant's sense, it characterizes a 
set which includes these together with analyticities in Frege's sense, as 
well as a variety of other sentences like ( 6.6) to ( 6.8) that are true in 

18° Frege's reference to definitions in the quotation above concerns definitions that 
make no truth claim, what Quine ( 19 5 3b), p. 27, calls "the explicitly conventional 
introduction of novel notation for purposes ot sheer abbreviation." 
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all possible worlds but for entirely different reasons. Lewis's definition 
thus fails to make the distinction between necessary truths (generally) 
and analytic truths (as a special case). Any attempt to draw distinctions 
of this kind within the class of necessary truths (e.g., to rule out the 
unwanted logical truths, etc., leaving the genuine analytic truths) would 
make the entire effort at reduction circular because it would require the 
introduction of unreduced notions from the theory of meaning. Other
wise, there would be no way to distinguish that particular propositional 
form that constitutes analyticity from the propositional forms of other 
necessary truths.131 

Semantic theory offers an explanation of why truths like ( 6.11) and 
( 6.12) are necessary even though their predicates are not universally 
satisfied.132 On this account, the meaning of such sentences involves an 
inclusion relation between the part of the meaning that determines the 
thing(s) about which the assertion is made and the part that expresses 
the assertion about it (them). Thus a sentence is marked as 'analytic' 
when its reading represents the latter, the truth condition, as included 
within the former, the presupposition, and the satisfaction of the presup
position implies the satisfaction of the truth condition. Hence even 
though predicates like ( 6.17) and ( 6.18) are not universally satisfied, 
anything satisfying the subject of ( 6.11) must satisfy ( 6.17) and any
thing satisfying the subject of (6.12) must satisfy (6.18). The difference 
between a necessary truth of the Fregean type and one of the Kantian 
type is that the former is true by virtue of a relation between its truth 
condition and a law of logic. The latter is true by virtue of a relation, 
internal to the semantic structure of the proposition, between its truth 
conditions and its presupposition. 

181 This goal, stated in its most. general . form to include distinguishing between 
propositional forms so as to explam the difference between sentences that are ~yn
onymous and sentences that are merely true and false in the same sets of. possible 
worlds and so on would constitute a formulation of the goal of a semantic theory 
in my ;ense. No w~nder, then, that Lewis's reduction fails . 

""'See Katz ( 1972), chap. 4, sec .. 5. I ca!1 acc?unt for the. fact that there are 
some possible worlds in which no spmster exists. without changmg the .s?bstance ~f 
the argument against Lewis. The simplest way .1~ to keep a presuppos1~1~n analys1.s 
of both Kantian-type and Fregean-type analytic1h~s. but change the defi!lmg .co.nd:
tion to 'truth in all worlds where the presupposition of the sentence is sat!Sfi~ . 
If there are objections to presuppositional analysis, our argument can be recast w1~h
out relying on it. We can simply switch in both cases to examples tha~ ~o not :eq~~re 
such treatment, e.g., the generic sense ( 6.11) and ( 6.12) or conditionals hke If 
something is a spinster, it is female." 

120 

RECF:NT CRITICISMS OF INTENSIONALISM 

7. You Can't Have Your Cake and Eat It 

In this essay I have tried to reveal the roots of contemporary exten
sionalism in taxonomic linguistics, to trace the main line of its develop
ment from its beginnings in Quine's attempt to rationally reconstruct 
Bloomfieldian structuralism through its elaboration at the hands of 
extensionalists such as Davidson, and to reply to various influential ex
tensionalist criticisms of intensionalism. My basic argument was that 
contemporary extensionalism is simply the form Bloomfieldian struc
turalism takes when transposed from linguistics into philosophy and, 
therefore, that the assumptions of contemporary extensionalism are open 
to the criticisms in the transformationalist refutation of taxonomic lin
guistics. 

Some philosophers of language are reluctant to take sides in the con
troversy between extensionalists and intensionalists. They want to have 
the virtues of both sides without the vices of either. This they think 
they can achieve by formulating an eclectic position. This position shares 
Quine's suspicion of intensional entities, his taste for a parsimonious 
ontology, and what I've referred to above as the "two dogmas of Quin
ian empiricism." At the same time they wish to draw a categorical dis
tinction between contingent and necessary truths and to have their 
theorizing be relevant to natural languages. Many of these eclectics hope 
to construct a new theory of reference in which concepts from modal 
logic are used to represent the semantic structure of sentences in natural 
languages. By incorporating concepts of modal logic, such an expanded 
theory of reference permits us to retain the absolute concept of logical 
necessity and indeed to extend it to connections that hold by virtue of 
relations between words in the extra-logical vocabulary of a language; 
by sticking to referential properties exclusively, such a theory avoids the 
intensional entities - meanings, senses, etc. - against which Quine has 
warned for so many years. In Lewis we have already encountered one 
such eclectic; others are Hintikka and Montague.133 

However, there is no such middle ground between a Quinian exten
sionalism that rejects meanings and necessary connections and a Fregean 
intensionalism that accepts them. Such a middle ground could exist only 
if it were possible to reduce intensional concepts to such an expanded 
theory of reference in a noncircular way. That is, the new 'reducing 

'"-'See Hintikka ( 1970), pp. 106-111, particularly footnote 26. 
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theory' must extend the absolute concept of logical necessity to connec
tions that hold by virtue of relations among terms in the extra-logical 
vocabulary without appealing to meaning. In the present case, however, 
the notion 'possible world' (or its equivalents) depends on the fun con
ceptual apparatus of the theory of meaning. The point can be made as 
folJows. Kripke observes: 

A possible world isn't a distant country that we are coming across, or 
viewing through a telescope. Generany speaking, another possible world 
is too far away. Even if we travel faster than light, we won't get to it. 
A possible world is given by the descriptive conditions we associate with 
it. What do we mean when we say 'In some other possible worlds I 
might not have given this lecture today'? We just imagine the situation 
where I didn't decide to give this lecture or decided to give it on some 
other day.134 

We determine the character of a possible world by determining the 
meaning of the sentence used to present us with the possibility. Since 
the meaning of the sentence is determined by the meanings of its com
ponent words and by their syntactic structure, the "descriptive condi
tions," to which Kripke refers, the conditions that express a possibility, 
are determined by these word meanings and the syntactic relations they 
enter into in sentences. Thus, in either an explicit or an implicit form, 
an appeal to meanings is necessary with modal concepts. That is, either 
we explicitly recognize the semantic source of the conditions that express 
possible worlds by attempting to determine the features of sentences 
speakers use to obtain their understanding of possible worlds or we 
implicitly recognize it, as revealed by the fact that we rest our concep
tion of a possible world on what we mean when we say something. 

Therefore if we were to make an of the theoretical commitments of 
a theory of reference augmented with modal concepts fu])y clear, we 
would have to admit that the application of these concepts in natural 
languages depends on explications of their grammatical structure that 
use conceptual apparatus from the theory of meaning. The irony is that 
this . point about the involvement of meaning with modality was wen 
appreciated and cogently argued by extensionalists like Quine and Good
man. Appreciation of this involvement is what led them to condemn 
semantic notions like synonymy and modal notions like possibility as 
one ;mdthe same occultism. Goodman writes: 

m Kripke (1971) , p. 167. 

122 

RECENT CRITICISMS OF INTENSIONALISM 

The notion of possible entities that are not and cannot be actual is a 
hard one for many of us to understand or accept. And even if we do 
accept it, how are we to decide when there is and when there is, not 
such a possible that satisfies one but not the other of two terms?' We 
have already seen that we get nowhere by appealing to conceivability 
as a test of possibility. Can we, then, determine whether two predicates 
"P" and "Q" apply to the same possibles by asking whether the predi
cate "is a P or a Q but not both" is self-consistent? This is hardly help
ful; for so long as "P" and "Q" are different predicates the compound 
predicate is logicalJy self-consistent, and we have no ready means for 
determining whether it is otherwise self-consistent. Indeed the latter 
question amounts to the very question whether "P" and "Q" have the 
same meaning.135 

Quine wrote: 

This account [Carnap's account of analyticity or necessary truth as 
truth under every state-description] is an adaptation of Leibniz's "true 
in an posible worlds." But note that this version of analyticity serves 
its purpose only if the atomic statements of the language are, . unlike 
'John is a bachelor' and 'John is married', mutuany independent. Other
wise, there would be a state-description which assigned truth to 'John 
is a bachelor' and 'John is married', and consequently 'No bachelors are 
married' would turn out synthetic rather than analytic under the pro
posed criterion.136 

We can illustrate the relation between a theory of reference extended 
by the addition of modal concepts and the theory of meaning by con
sidering what Montague has proposed under the title "intensional 
logic." 137 I do not mean to restrict my comments to his theory. I intend 
them to refer to the kind of theory that seems to be emerging from a 
tradition that beings, as far as we are concerned here, with Carnap's 
ideas (particularly those discussed by Quine in the above quotation) and 
that is being developed by many of the logicians who are contributing 
to the renascence of modal logic. 

The theory under consideration developed on the Carnapian plan. 
The eclectic first constructs a formalized language that embodies certain 
apparatus for reference and prediction, and then tries to exploit the 
correspondence, such as it is, between the formalized language ·and a 
natural language. This is done in order to argue that one or another 

""u Goodman (1952), p. 68. 
"'"Quine (1953b), p. 23. Quine further observes that "the criterion of analyticity 

in terms of state-descriptions serves only for languages devoid of extra-logical syn
onymy pairs, such as 'bachelor' and 'unmarried man' . . " 

m Montague ( 1970). 
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mechanism in the former is an adequate model on which to understand 
an aspect of the latter.138 

The formalized language consists of an applied predicate calculus of 
the familiar sort and an interpretation employing modal concepts . The 
calculus makes the distinction between a logical vocabulary and an 
extralogical vocabulary that we criticized in Section 4, and so contains 
a set of logical particles of the standard type, a set of punctuation signs, 
and a set of variables, a set of individual and predicate constants, and a 
set of operators (including such things as symbols to be interpreted in 
terms of the modal concepts of necessity and possibility). The interpre
tation is supplied in the usual manner, except that now a so-called prag
matics may be added. In the pragmatics indexical expressions like "I," 
"this," "you," etc., are related to their extensions by a complex system 
of indexes. These indexes determine the extensions of occurrences of 
indexical expressions in utterances, so that changes in reference from 
one occasion of use to another do not lead to the consequence that 
sentences shift their truth value from one such occasion to the next. 

I shall not be concerned with the details of this pragmatic aspect of 
such systems. Everything that I wish to say about the eclectic position 
can be said on the simplifying assumption that every referring expression 
has the same extension on every occasion of its use. \Vhen we look at a 
characteristic way of using these indexes, we see that they are nothing 
more than a development of the standard means for interpreting expres
sions in extensional systems. For example, Montague says that to specify 
the intension of each predicate and individual constant c of a pragmatic 
language (in his sense) , we have 

to determine, for each point of reference i, the denotation or extension 
of c with respect to i [where "i" codes "all complexes of relevant aspects 
of possible contexts of use"]. For example, if the points of reference 
were moments of time and c were the predicate constant 'is green', we 
should have to specify for each moment i the set of objects to be re
garded as green at i . If, on the other hand, c were an individual constant, 
say 'the Pope', we should have to specify, for each moment i, the person 
regarded as the Pope at i.139 

i."' Eclectics have never succeeded in making this notion of a correspondence clear 
enough to support arguments for the linguistic relevance of artificial languages . Cf. 
C~on:isky (19?? )_, pp. 36-45, and Fo~or and Katz (1962). But I will not take up 
this !me of cnhc1sm here; rather, I will return to the same point from a somewhat 
different angle later. 

"""Montague ( 1970), p. 70. 
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Titus we see that what we have in these systems of interpreting indexical 
constants is an extension of the earlier Carnapian rules for assigning ex
tensions, typically,Ho 

(7.1) 'mond' designates the moon 
( 7.2) 'blau' designates the property of being blue 

where it is understood "for any i." 
We may now see how Quine's and Goodman's point about the in

volvement of modal notions in intensional semantics applies in the case 
of "intensional logics" of the type under consideration. Roughly, their 
point is that the interpretation of modal operator symbols must depend 
on the interpretation of the predicate and individual constants in the 
system and these, as we see from the above, depend on the semantics 
of natural languages, that is, on whatever competence permits a speaker 
to determine the extension of terms like 'mond' and 'blau' on the basis 
of the meaning of expressions like the English expressions "the moon" 
and "the property of being blue" and definitions like (7.1) and (7.2). 

Modal operator symbols represent monadic sentence-forming opera
tors on sentences. That is, they apply to a sentence, say Si, and form 
another sentence, say S;. The relationship S; bears to Si is represented 
formally in terms of the rules of the system that express their deductive 
connections. Thus, if the necessity operator is understood as 'truth in 
all possible worlds' and the possibility operator is understood as 'truth 
in some possible world', then 'Necessarily S;' must be interpreted as as
serting that the truth conditions of 'S/ are satisfied in all possible worlds 
and 'Possibly S;' must be interpreted as asserting that the truth condi
tions of 'Si' are satisfied in some possible world. Only in this way are 
the truth conditions of the modal sentence S; properly related to the 
truth conditions of the sentence it operates on. For example, the sen
tence of a formalized language that represents the English modal sen
tence 

( 7.3) It is necessary that squares have more sides than triangles 

has to assert that the truth conditions of the embedded sentence are 
satisfied in every possible world. Therefore, not only do we have to know 
the semantic structure of the atomic statements of the language to know 
whether a non-atomic statement is analytic or synthetic, as Quine points 

"° Carnap ( 1938), p. 151. 
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out above, but, more generally, we have to know the semantic structure 
(the interpretation of the predicate and individual constants) to know 
what assertion is made by any modal sentence of the language. This is 
because the assertion made by a modal sentence S; depends fully on 
the interpretation of the truth conditions of the embedded sentence S, 
and these conditions depend on the interpretation of the predicate and 
individual constants in Si. 

Let us now take a closer look at the eclectic's position from the view
point of the intended interpretation of predicate and individual con
stants in these formalized languages. The predicate and individual con
stants representing words and expressions like "green," "blau," "the 
Pope," "the moon," etc., are interpreted on the basis of Carnapian se
mantical rules like (7.1) and (7.2), or some others suitably relativized 
to supply an extension for a particular context of use. Given that these 
predicates and constants are interpreted by such rules, we are told noth
ing about the differences between a word like "moon" and any of the 
indefinitely many coreferential expressions of English (and other lan
guages), such as "the earth's satellite," "the heavenly body that has a 
mean distance from earth of 238,857 miles," "the direct source of the 
illumination that causes a thing to be moonlit," and so on. The rules 
merely present the designatum of the term appearing in quotes. Accord
ingly, the interpretation of a sentence, say 

( 7.4) The Pope is fat, 

is exhausted by saying that the entity designated by its subject term, as 
determined by a rule such as 

(7.5) 'the Pope' designates the Pope, 

is in the extension of its predicate, as determined by a rule such as 

( 7.8) 'fat' designates the fat things. 

Thus these rules do not tell us what words or sentences mean, i.e., they 
do not tell us what condition picks out these extensions. These rules 
cannot tell us whether (7.4) is synonymous with (7.7) or (7.8): 

(7.7) The head of the Roman Catholic Church is fat 
(7.8) Paul the Sixth is fat 

nor can they tell us about any of its other semantic properties or rela
tions. The eclectic's intensional logic ignores the question of how to 
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specify the extension of words, expressions, and sentences (with respect 
to a given context) . The eclectic postulates that a mapping of linguistic 
objects into sets of individuals is somehow already established. 

Thus Montague's choice of the name "intensional logic" is an Orwel
lian euphemism: the theory it names has nothing to say about relations 
between the meanings of words in the extra-logical vocabulary of a lan
guage, but is made to appear as if it had something to say by virtue of 
what its name suggests when it is glossed in terms of the traditional and 
familiar extensional-intensional distinction. 

From a transformationalist view of linguistic behavior, any attempt to 
understand mechanisms of reference and predication in natural language 
involves hypotheses about both the linguistic principles underlying the 
speaker's verbal behavior and the devices by which such principles are 
put into operation in real time. On this view, formalized languages will 
be informative about such mechanisms in natural languages to the de
gree to which they provide adequate simulations of the speaker's ability 
to use the language. The question that divides Quinian extensionalists 
and Fregeau intensionalists is whether an adequate theory of the speak
er's ability to use language has to employ concepts from the theory of 
meaning. Quine addresses himself to this issue by offering a simulation 
in terms of the Skinnerian theory of learning, revised as the theory of 
stimulus meaning. Some Quinians like Davidson offer other proposals 
based on different theories. All these efforts are clearly relevant to 
the issue, whatever their defects might be in regard to how well they 
handle semantic facts. For the eclectic position to be relevant to this 
issu~, It must provide some account of the speaker's ability to map atom
ic predicates and terms into sets of things in possible worlds, not simply 
assum~ one and construct elaborate apparatus for manipulating such ex
tensions. The eclectic who insists on having his cake and eating it too 
turns out to make no relevant proposal on this issue. 

8. Concluding Remarks 

The present essay will not settle the issue between extensionalism and 
intensionalism. I have no illusions on this score. But if it succeeds in 
causing philosophers to reexamine their suspicions about meanings and 
to resist their immediate inclination to prefer solutions to problems that 
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avoid appealing to semantic relations, this essay will have achieved its 
purpose. 

The issue between extensionalists and intensionalists will be settled 
in the intensionalists' favor only when they construct a semantic theory 
of sufficient explanatory power to establish their claim that meaning 
and logical form are one and the same. Thus the task ahead for inten
sionalists is the constructive one of building such a theory. In the course 
of further attempts to extend the explication of logical inference, certain 
demands will be made on the characterizations of the objects to which 
rules of logic apply. If these demands coincide with what is supplied by 
the semantic representations of senses of sentences, then intensionalists 
will have proven their claim. We must come to find that what turns out 
to be required to extend present formulations of logical laws so that 
they can account for wider and wider varieties of valid inference is. just 
the information that empirically adequate semantic representations pro
vide about the structure of senses of sentences.141 

m See Katz (forthcoming). 
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- - ---HILARY PUTNAM----- -

The Meaning of ("("Meaning" 

Language is the first broad area of human cognitive capacity for which 
we are beginning to obtain a description which is not exaggeratedly over
simplified. Thanks to the work of contemporary transformational lin
guists, 1 a very subtle description of at least some human languages is 
in the process of being constructed. Some features of these languages 
appear to be universal. Where such features turn out to be "species-spe
cific" - "not explicable on some general grounds of functional utility 
or simplicity that would apply to arbitrary systems that serve the func
tions of language" - they may shed some light on the structure of mind. 
While it is extremely difficult to say to what extent the structure so 
illuminated will turn out to be a universal structure of language, as op
posed to a universal structure of innate general learning strategies,2 the 
very fact that this discussion can take place is testimony to the richness 
and generality of the descriptive material that linguists are beginning to 
provide, and also testimony to the depth of the analysis, insofar as the 
features that appear to be candidates for "species-specific" features of 
language are in no sense surface or phenomenological features of lan
guage, but lie at the level of deep structure. 

The most serious drawback to all of this analysis, as far as a philoso
pher is concerned, is that it does not concern the meaning of words. 
Analysis of the deep structure of linguistic forms gives us an incompa
rably more powerful description of the syntax of natural languages than 
we have ever had before. But the dimension of language associated with 
the word "meaning" is, in spite of the usual spate of heroic if misguided 
attempts, as much in the dark as it ever was. 

In this essay, I want to explore why this should be so. In my opinion,. 
1 The contributors to this area are now too numerous to be listed; the pioneers· 

were, of course, Zellig Harris and Noam Chomsky. 
• For a discussion of this question, see my "The 'Innateness Hypothesis' and Ex-

planatory Models in Linguistics," Synthese, 17( 1967): 12-22. 
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