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APPENDICES 
 

Appendix 1 
 

Armstrong’s New Hypothesis about Universals 

A few years ago a visiting lecturer at my university publicly rebuked me for my lack 
of belief in universals.  “Isn’t it obvious that there is a such a thing as love?” he 
asked.  Although I would now say that I do accept a theory of universals—namely, a 
distributive view of F-universals—I think the speaker’s question was nevertheless 
inane. Some philosophers might have reservations about the example the speaker 
used, but most seem to share his belief in some sort of irreducible universals, though 
they are usually unable to say much about them. The existence of such things is 
generally assumed without question these days; those who seriously discuss it tend 
to be treated with incredulity or contempt.  In a recent paper D.M. Armstrong 
suggests changes in the theory that I criticize in chapter four; the changes show that 
one serious defender of an A-theory of universals is fully aware of the problems such 
a theory faces.1  They also underline the inanity of the speaker’s question about a 
“thing” called love. 
 People unfamiliar with historical quarrels about universals might agree with 
the speaker that there is such a thing as love.  But they will not suppose that love is 
some kind of entity.  When they say yes to his question they will be thinking that 
people do fall in love and commonly love their mothers, their children, or their pets. 
The only objects or entities they will be thinking of are persons, and they will have 
things to say about how persons feel and behave in regard to the beings they love. 
But behaving and feeling are not objects.  Apart from persons and their feelings and 
behavior when they love, nothing else comes to mind when ordinary people think 
about love.  There is no further “thing” to think of. 
 Armstrong, in his new paper, expresses no personal doubts about the 
existence of universals, but he acknowledges that the theory he developed earlier 
faces problems, at least one of which is quite serious.  The serious problem concerns 
the relation between particulars and universals, a subject I discuss in chapter four.  
But Armstrong believes this problem may have a solution, and he devotes his paper 
to a discussion of it.  The basic idea of the solution is that particulars and the 
universals they are said to “instantiate” are unities that intersect; the intersection is 
a “point of partial identity.”  Armstrong’s “rough but perhaps helpful model” for the 
intersection is a cross that has been cut out of a single piece of wood.  The 
intersection of the vertical and horizontal portions of the cross models the 
intersection between a universal and a particular that instantiates it.2 
 Armstrong’s new theory raises many issues, more than I can discuss in this 
appendix.  But it has one virtue, a limited one in my view, that I want to comment 
on here.  Most theories of immanent universals leave the nature of universals 
significantly mysterious.  Suppose scarlet23 is a genuine universal.  (As I observed in 
chapter four, Armstrong takes universals to be absolutely determinate realities.)  
Although we might be quite familiar with scarlet23 particulars (many balloons may be 
colored that way), we might wonder what the universal scarlet23 is like.  Does it have 
the same color as the particulars that instantiate it?  Armstrong will now say yes.  
The particular is what it is because of the universals with which it intersects.  Since  
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the intersection is a region common to the particular and the universal, the qualities 
of the particular in that region are exactly the same as the qualities of the universal 
there:  if one is colored there—if it is scarlet23—so is the other. This removes some of 
the mystery about the nature of universals as Armstrong understands them, but it 
raises difficulties of its own.  If love is a universal, is part of it identical to part of a 
lover?  But what would that part be like?  Would it contain a feeling or a smile? Could 
anyone confidently answer these questions?  A deeper, more significant question is 
“What reason could there possibly be to postulate such universals?”  You can’t 
expect to explain why a marble is red by postulating a higher-order object that is 
also red.  If a particular’s color needs a metaphysical explanation, the same is true of 
a universal’s color—and so on, as I show in chapter four, up an endless ontological 
ladder.  
 The new theory has other problems.  If a scarlett23 particular is destroyed, the 
universal of which it is a part would be partly destroyed and therefore changed.  
Would this change simultaneously alter all the other particulars that instantiate this 
universal?  They certainly would not be what they are in respect of color by virtue of 
their intersection with the very same unaltered universal. Armstrong is admirably 
tentative in his paper; he does not insist that his new theory will succeed. It may be 
better than I believe it is, but if universals are what it says they are, the point in 
postulating them is hard to understand.  It is far from obvious that any theory of this 
kind (any A-theory) is even slightly promising.  My critic’s appeal to the obvious truth 
of a theory of universals is off the wall.  
 It should go without saying, but it is probably advisable for me to say it 
anyway, that you can speak of properties and relations without accepting some 
theory of universals.  Speaking of such things can merely be a convenient fa• on de 
par ler.  If I wish to speak generally about how this or that particular thing is or looks, 
or how it and other things are related to further things, I can speak of their 
properties and relations.  And, like Heil (2004), I can discuss the question whether a 
thing’s qualities (what it is like qualitatively) are or are not powers (a disposition to 
affect other things in certain ways) without supposing, or being committed to 
accepting the idea, that qualities and powers are some kind of abstract object.  The 
fact that anyone who discusses philosophical issues are almost compelled to use the 
language of properties and relations does not imply he or she should acknowledge 
that this language applies to some special domain of objects not dreamed of by 
people who have never studied philosophy. 
 

 
Appendix 2 

BOGHOSSIAN AND FIELD ON BASIC LOGICAL PRINCIPLES  
 

My strategy for justifying basic logical truths and rules of inference by reference to 
semantical rules would be rejected by some of today’s empiricists.  Recent articles by 
Paul Boghossian3 and Hartry Field4 provide good examples of this disagreement.  
Although I am convinced that my argument in the text provides adequate support for 
the conclusions I draw there, some readers will want to know how I would respond 
to such critics as Boghossian and Field.  I outline my replies here.  They introduce 
material that adds perspective to what I say in the text.  

Boghossian argues that the basic truths and rules of classical logic cannot be 
justified without circularity.  He does not conclude that these truths and rules must 

                                         
3 See Boghossian (2000). 
4Field (2005.)  
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therefore be regarded as unjustifiable by anyone who is not a determined and level-
headed skeptic; instead, he contends that a modest degree of circularity—one 
sufficient to justify the basic truths and laws by inference--must be regarded as 
acceptable by those who are not determined skeptics.  Obviously, this is contrary to 
what I argue in chapter three. 

In supporting his position Boghosian argues that if our sole primitive rule of 
inference for our system of propositional logic were modus ponens (MP), any attempt 
to justify this rule by means of truth tables, as I do in the text, would be circular.  He 
tries to show this by giving a specimen truth-table analysis that employs an MP rule 
in an attempted justification.  But there are several serious defects with his 
argument.  First, if modus ponens is, loosely speaking, the sole inference rule of a 
system we are using, we are not restricted to this rule when we reason about that 
system.  So if we wanted to show by a truth-table test that MP is truth preserving in 
our system, we could legitimately do so by using alternative rules such as disjunction 
elimination and double negation.  Thus, “p ⊃q” is by definition true just when ∼p ∨ q; 
“p” is true just when ∼ ∼p; so “q” is true when both premises are true. 
 In addition to this initial slip Boghossian errs in seeking a justification for an 
all-encompassing MP rule anyway.  As I explained in the text, a basic rule of logic 
can be successfully justified only by reference to a class of permissible substituends 
for its schematic letters.  To know that a rule is truly truth-preserving or that a 
formula is universally valid in a classical system, we have to know that the 
permissible substituends for its schematic letters will not cause trouble, as they 
might well do if they involve vagueness, non-designating singular terms, and 
predicates such as “is true” and “is false.”   Classical systems set up in the right way 
are provably consistent  (contradictions are not derivable), sound (whatever is 
provable in the system is logically true), and com plete (all logical truths expressible 
in the system can be proved in it).5  The proofs that classical systems have these 
features were important discoveries and are not circular: the logic used for the 
proofs is not the same as the logic of the object language if for no other reason than 
that its variables do not have the same substituends.  The substituends are not 
extraneous to a logic principle; they are part of its content.  The logic we use in 
reasoning about a logical system is logically distinct from it, no matter how much the 
two might look the same when they are considered in abstraction from their 
application. 
 When we use a truth table or a truth-value analysis to show that a formula of 
a classical system is a theorem or that an argument form is valid, we normally 
proceed informally, using vernacular terms such as “if” and “and.”  These terms 
correspond only approximately to logical symbols such as “⊃” and “∧.”  “If” is 
particularly loose as ordinarily used; and “and” can not only appear between 
expressions of categories not allowable for “∧”—such as nouns, verbs, adverbs—but 
it is sometimes used in the sense of “and then,” which does not satisfy the principle 
of commutation for conjunction. In spite of these peculiarities of vernacular 
counterparts to logical symbols, elementary inferences carried out in everyday 
language, such as “If A and B, then A” (where “A,” “B,” and “C” are specific 
sentences), may reasonably be considered analytically truth-preserving—just like the 
inference “Tom knows that snow is white, so it is true that snow is white.”  Being 
truth-preserving is not the same as being form ally valid.  Formal validity makes 
sense only in relation to a class of formulas that share a form.  When we reason 
informally, we have no such class in mind. Nevertheless, we may be fully justified in 
holding that a particular inference (not an inference schema) involving a particular 

                                         
5 See Church (1956) for proofs of these contentions. He discusses the concept of soundness on p. 55 and 
consistency and completeness on pp. 108 and 109. 
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vernacular connective will not take us from true premises to a false conclusion.  Our 
conviction on this matter will not be rationally enhanced by relating the single 
vernacular inference to a wider class of inferences.  It may be sufficient unto itself.  
On this see footnote 39 of chapter three and the text above it.  
 My view here actually has some affinity with the position of Hartry Field 
outlines in his article.  Field claims that we are “default-entitled” to our logic and 
methodology; in the absence of considerations specifically raised against it, he says, 
we are entitled to use this logic, whether deductive or inductive, without having any 
argument for it.6  I agree that we possess this default-entitlement; it is of a piece of 
our normal entitlement to use the methods and principles that I spoke of in chapter 
one when I discussed knowing in the weak or “loose and popular” sense.  But the 
authority and ultimate reliability of these methods and principles is a proper subject 
of investigation in epistemology.  This investigation need not be seen as concerned 
with our justification for accepting these methods and principles but with how and to 
what extent their reliability and truth can be ascertained. As I show in chapter six, 
some of the so-called inductive methods commonly accepted even by philosophers 
are in fact defective and require significant qualification.  
 Field, in spite of emphasizing that we are default-entitled to standard logic 
principles, goes on to suggest in the same essay that debates about the acceptability 
of various logical principles can be settled by holistic considerations. “The 
consequences of changing logical opinions,” he says, citing excluded middle as an 
example, “can be far-reaching, and we need to look at quite diverse consequences of 
the change and decide whether the benefits to our all-over world-view would 
outweigh the costs” (p. 87).  But if excluded middle is formulated in the usual 
symbolic way—schematically as “p ∨ ∼ p”—and admissible substituends for the 
schematic letters are restricted, as they have to be, to statements that satisfy the 
principle of bivalence (they are either true or false but not both), then the principle 
cannot be falsified. A sentence with “∨” as main connective is stipulated to be true 
just when at least one of its ingredient disjuncts is true, and if that disjunct is true 
(or false) bivalence guarantees that its negation is false (or true).  Bivalence is not 
just a meta-principle that the formulas of a system are conjectured to have; it is a 
condition that a sentence must meet to be a proper substituend for the excluded-
middle schema.   
 If we change our criteria for being a proper substituend and include formulas 
not satisfying bivalence, we will of course, in a sense, be rejecting excluded middle. 
But the principle as we understood it before we changed our criteria will remain 
sound—just as syllogisms in the Barbara form remain valid even though we no 
longer use the syllogism as a component (or the whole) of our logical theory.  (We 
no longer think of “All sheep are animals” as having the form of a syllogistic A-
statement, “sAp,” or of a Boolean identity, “α∩−β = 0.)  Moving beyond excluded 
middle in this way is not motivated by our all-over worldview, as Field suggests; it 
results from the decision to include substuends that, owing to such things as 
vagueness, may lack a determinate truth-value.  Some experts on quantum 
mechanics have argued that a logic compatible with that theory should lack a 
distribution law,7 but even if they are right (other experts deny this), a special logic 
for quantum mechanics is compatible with a classical logic for other purposes—just 
as a logic with an “and-then” connective,8 which lacks a commutative principle, is 

                                         
6Ibid, p. 86. 
7 See Wilce, Alexander, "Quantum Logic and Probability Theory", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 
(Spring 2006 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = 
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2006/entries/qt-quantlog/>.. 
8 A logic of this kind was once used in von Wright (1971). 
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compatible with a classical system featuring a connective for ordinary conjunction, 
which permits commutation.  
 
 
 
 

Appendix 3 
 

STIPULATION, PROPER DEFINITIONS, AND TRUTH 

Paul Horwich (2000) vigorously attacked the idea, which I defend in the text, that a 
priori truths can be created by stipulation. His attack was focused, however, on the 
sort of stipulation used by Paul Boghossian in expounding his version of what he 
called “the analytic theory of the a priori.”  Although I defend analyticity in this book, 
I am not sympathetic with Boghossian’s version and I am equally unsympathetic with 
the kind of stipulation he employs.  Thus, I have no objection to Horwich’s criticism 
of stipulation so understood.  The kind of stipulation I introduce in connection with 
Carnap’s notion of an explication is quite different.  In this appendix I formulate my 
own objections to the kind of stipulation that Boghossian used (they are different 
from the ones Horwich raises), and then I make some remarks about the notion of a 
“proper” definition.  My remarks about the latter notion have implications for the sort 
of stipulation, or partial explication, that Carnap introduced in connection with his A-
postulates. This kind of stipulation is not vulnerable to Horwich’s perceptive criticism. 
 The sort of stipulation that Boghossian introduced and Horwich criticized has 
the following form: 
 

The word φ is to have whatever meaning will make true a certain conjunction 
of postulates, Π(φ), containing that word. 
 

As I explained in the text, the sort of stipulation I favor is intended to specify, either 
wholly or incompletely, how some expression (some word or phrase) is to be 
understood in a particular context or discussion.  But a person making a stipulation 
of the kind displayed above need have no determinate idea of the meaning he/she 
intends the target word or formula to possess, and the stipulation he or she offers 
cannot be expected to bring a determinate meaning to the attention of a potential 
hearer.  The reason for this is that any number of different meanings for ϕ could 
suffice to make some postulates containing ϕ true, and to assert that it may have 
any one of these meanings is not to specify any particular meaning for it. 
 Suppose I wish to stipulate the meaning the word ‘lunatic’ will have in a 
discourse that I will provide, and suppose that I offer just one postulate, namely: 
 

a. ∀x(x is a lunatic ⊃ x is mentally deranged and x’s derangement  
 has a lunar cause). 
 

It is obvious that the formula (P) could be made true by countless meanings for 
‘lunatic.’  Here are just two:  ‘x is a mentally deranged horse and x’s derangement 
has a lunar cause’; ‘x is a mentally deranged philosophy professor and x’s 
derangement has a lunar cause.’  Obviously, the number of expressions that could 
be substituted for ‘horse’ and ‘philosophy professor’ here is endless. 
 The objection I have just made could be avoided if the postulates Π(ϕ) were 
required to formally entail a biconditional sufficient to provide an explicit definition 
for the expression ϕ.  But if Π(ϕ) satisfies this condition, Π(ϕ) is either equivalent to 
that biconditional or contains additional terms or clauses that are not pertinent to the 
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meaning-fixing content of Π(ϕ).  In either case a biconditional is available that can 
provide a stipulative definition of the usual kind for the expression ϕ.  A Boghossian 
style stipulation is neither needed nor wanted. 
 There are many things I cannot possibly stipulate.  I cannot stipulate what 
you or someone else shall mean by an expression; I cannot now stipulate what I 
once meant in using an expression E (though I can certainly disclose it); and I 
cannot stipulate that something false or inconsistent is true.  Thus, there are many 
restrictions on a successful stipulation.  I have perhaps touched on one of the most 
basic restrictions already: the formula I use in making a stipulation must have an 
appropriate structure.  As I have indicated, one such structure is that of a defining 
biconditional.  An instance may be fashioned from the fanciful example I used 
earlier: 
 

∀x(x is a lunatic ≡ x is mentally deranged and x’s derangement has a 
lunar cause). 
 

In using a biconditional of this kind one may stipulate that the predicate appearing 
on the left-hand side of the formula will be used to apply to a thing x, should such a 
thing exist, just when x is mentally deranged and when there is a lunar cause of x’s 
derangement.  Such a stipulation will plausibly generate an a priori truth because if 
anything does satisfy the specified condition—if, that is, it is mentally deranged and 
there is a lunar cause of the derangement—then and only then will the introduced 
predicate apply to it: it will then be, in the intended sense, a lunatic.  The relevant 
biconditional is therefore true. 

As I mentioned when I discussed Carnap’s reduction sentences, one may wish 
to specify an expression’s meaning only incompletely.  In such a case one’s 
stipulation is partial rather than exhaustive or complete, and the formula introducing 
one’s stipulation may have the form of a mere conditional.  An example may be 
given using the formula (P) above: 

∀x(x is a lunatic ⊃ x is mentally deranged and x’s derangement has a lunar 
cause). 
 

Here one specifies a condition that something must satisfy if the introduced predicate 
is to apply to it—if it is to be, as this case requires, a lunatic in the intended sense.  
The formula gives no rule for identifying an instance to which the predicate does 
apply, so the formula is not as helpful as it could be.  But one might be interested 
merely in clarifying a particular aspect of how one will be using a common 
expression, leaving other aspects to the judgment of one’s hearers or readers.  In 
this sort of case a partial stipulation may be adequate to one’s needs. 
  In clarifying certain aspects of a word that, as commonly used, is significantly 
vague, one might introduce more than one partial stipulation.  Take a word like 
“thin.”  Obviously, there are many borderline cases to which this word neither clearly 
applies nor clearly fails to apply.  But one could lay down conditions that permit 
others to identify certain clear positive cases and certain clear negative cases in 
relation to one’s intended use of the predicate: 
 

∀x(x is gaunt or scrawny ⊃ x is thin). 
∀x(x is thin ⊃ ∼x is obese). 
 

 To generate statements that deserve to be considered analytically true of a 
person’s discourse in some specified context, attempted stipulations must satisfy 
further conditions.  One is that the proffered formulas must be consistent—both 
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internally and in relation to other rules and stipulations to which the speaker is 
committed.  Consider the following formulas, which might have been used in an 
attempt to provide stipulative introduction and elimination rules for the expression 
“tonk”: 
 

(1)   p ⊃ p tonk q. 

(2)   p tonk q ⊃ q.9 
 

Since these formulas are supposed to hold for all permissible substituends for the 
schematic letters ‘p’ and ‘q’, an explicit contradiction is easily deducible from them.10  
They do not therefore provide admissible meaning rules or stipulations.   
 This last result would hold true even if a contradiction were not derivable from 
the two rules.  Another condition that a proper definition or stipulation S should 
satisfy, whether it is complete or only partial, is that it not be creative in the sense of 
implying something T that (a) is expressible in the language of the system before S 
is introduced and (b) that is not implied by the logic and semantical rules of the 
system independently of S.  The aim of a definition or meaning specification for 
predicates or formulas is merely to provide truth- or satisfaction-conditions for those 
particular symbols; they should not introduce new truths about the subject matter in 
question.11  But rules (1) and (2) permit the deduction of an additional formula “P ⊃ 
Q,” which can be understood as expressing a contingent truth about the relevant 
subject matter.  A proper definition, stipulation, or meaning specification should not 
do this.  It violates a criterion of non-creativity that such formulas should satisfy. 
 There are further conditions that definitions and stipulations should also 
satisfy, but there is no need to discuss them here.  The best, most complete 
discussion of the subject known to me is contained in a chapter to which I have 
already referred, Suppes’ “Theory of Definition.”12  My aim here is merely to indicate 
that stipulations can create verbal truths only when they are proper ly form ed and 
proper ly int roduced. 
 

                                         
9 These formulas are mentioned by Horwich (p. 155); they were first used by A. N. Prior in Prior (1960).  
10 Taking different substituends for the schematic letters in these formulas, we may infer both P ⊃ ∼P 
(which is equivalent to ∼P) and ∼P ⊃ P (which is equivalent to P). 
11 See Suppes (1967), p. 154. 
12 Ibid, chapter 8. 



 Bruce Aune 150 

Appendix 4 
 

ON “WHAT IS SAID” AND PROPOSITIONS 
 

The common assumption that the words “what S said” refer to a statement (or 
proposition) and that a statement so understood cannot reasonably be identified with 
a string of words understood in a certain way is dubious for reasons I have not 
mentioned in the text.  The paper by Cartwright (1962) contains what is perhaps the 
classic defense of this assumption.  In what follows I outline some of the 
considerations that make me doubt that the assumption is true. 
 Cartwright opened his discussion with a little dialogue between two people, A 
and B, who are discussing the French Defense, a standard strategy in chess.13  
Speaking of this defense, A says, “Botvinnik uses it,” to which B replies, “That is 
true.  But he lost with it against Tal.”  According to Cartwright, in uttering “That’s 
true” B clearly predicates truth of something to which he refers.  But exactly what is 
the object of B’s reference?  Although one might naturally suppose it is the words B 
hears, namely “Botvinnek uses it” (understood in the way A intended), Cartwright 
identifies it as “what A said (asserted, stated)” or “the statement A made” or “the 
statement that Botvinnek uses the French Defense.”  This identification is not 
philosophically sufficient, he adds, because although we know very well how to 
identify what B referred to, we may nevertheless “mistake other things for it.” 
Cartwright discusses eight items that we might mistakenly identify with the 
statement in question.  He is unable to say exactly what the statement is, but he 
argues that it cannot be one of these other things.  His eight items includes asserting 
that p, uttering the words “Botvinnik uses it,” the meaning of these words, tokens of 
the type, and four other things, but not the alternative I have just mentioned. 

Cartwright’s arguments relating to the statement B made consist largely of 
analytical remarks about the way we commonly speak.  His analytical remarks do 
not, as he emphasized, provide a revealing picture of what he takes a statement (or 
proposition) to be, but others have relied on Cartwright’s remarks in advancing a 
more explicit view of such a thing.  Scott Soams is a case in point, and it will be 
useful to describe his view before continuing with Cartwright.  According to 
Soames,14 who refers to Cartwright’s discussion with approval, “a statement…[is] 
that which someone states, not his stating of it” (p. 279). “To state that so and so is, 
of course,” he adds, “not the same as to assume, believe, conjecture, or claim that 
so and so.  However, what is stated can also be assumed, believed, conjectured, 
claimed, or asserted.  Thus, statements can be identified with assumptions, beliefs, 
conjectures, claims, and assertions, provided that these terms are taken to refer to 
what is assumed, believed, conjectured, claimed, or asserted….  Since it is perfectly 
correct to speak of beliefs, assumptions, and the rest as being true, what might 
initially have seemed to be a multiplicity of different truth-bearers can be reduced 
substantially.  In all of these cases, we predicate truth of propositions” (p. 280).   
 Later in his book Soames lists the central assumptions of an expository 
framework in which propositions as he understands them are featured.  These 
assumptions include the following: 
 

A1.  Some things are asserted, believed, and known.  Propositional attitudes like 
assertion, belief, and knowledge are relations that hold between agents and 
the things they assert, believe, and know. 

 

                                         
13 Cartwright (1962), pp. 83-84. 
14 Soams (2003). 



 Appendices  151 

A2.  The things asserted, believed, and known may be expressed by sentences and 
designated by clauses such as the statement that S, the belief that S, … 
or simply that S.   I [Soames] will call the things designated by these clauses 
proposit ions. 

 
A5.  Propositional attitude ascriptions—x asserts/believes/knows…that S—

report that an agent asserts, believes… [etc.] the proposition designated by 
that S (p. 373).  

 
It is clear from Soames’ words that he construes psychological verbs such as 

“believes” and “knows” as having proposition-denoting clauses as direct objects.  
Thus, he speaks freely of asserting, believing, and knowing propositions.  But this 
usage is grammatically deviant.  The point stands out when one considers a wider 
variety of psychological expressions.  Consider the following: assert ing, doubt ing, 
fear ing, suspect ing, t rust ing, having no doubt , wonder ing, and want ing.  To my ear, 
locutions such as knowing a person, believing a person, t rust ing a person, and 
fear ing an enem y are grammatically impeccable, but knowing a proposit ion, 
believing a proposit ion, thinking a proposit ion, and assert ing a proposit ion sound 
odd, and fear ing a proposit ion, suspect ing a proposit ion, t rust ing a proposit ion, 
having no doubt  a proposit ion, hoping a proposit ion, wishing a proposit ion, deciding 
a proposit ion, and object ing a proposit ion sound nonsensical.  (Does a person who 
“fears a proposition” think the proposition is dangerous?)  Soames might reply that 
these locutions make good sense if they are understood in the right way—if, say, 
they are understood as different ways of relating a person to proposition—but this 
reply is certainly ineffective if the technical notion of a proposition is to be accepted 
on the basis of “our ordinary ways of understanding ourselves and our words,” as he 
implies in his criticism of Quine’s views on language and meaning (see p. 281). 
 This brings me back to Cartwright, who is also explicitly concerned with 
everyday thinking about speech and reference.   According to him, the person saying 
“That’s true” referred to what  person A said and also predicated truth of this entity, 
this statement, as Cartwright called it.  But his assumption that phrases such as 
“what A said” are normally used to refer to objects that can also, at least as Soames 
claimed, be denoted by that-clauses is actually very dubious.  To see this, suppose a 
person S said that P.  Does “I know what S said” imply “I know that P”?  Obviously 
not:  “I know that P” implies that “P” is true, but people often speak falsely.  Thus, 
when S said that P, the phrase “what S said” cannot be replaced by “that P” in the 
context “I know….”  What can be put in place of “what S said” in this context is the 
clause “that S said that P,” for if S said that P and I know what S said, I know that S 
said that P.  

What explains this last implication?  What is it about the meaning of “what S 
said” in the context “I know…” that justifies the conclusion that I have identified?  
The answer was given, I believe, by J.L. Austin in his famous paper, “Other Minds”: 
The “what” following “I know” is not a relative pronoun equivalent to “that which” 
but an interrogative pronoun, like the Latin “quid.Ó 15  The sentence “I know what S 
said” has the sense, approximately, of “I know the answer to the question ‘What did 
S say?’”  If S said that P and I know this answer, I know that S said that P.  Since “I 
know what S thinks (believes, suspects, etc.)” has a similar implication, it is a 
mistake to suppose that “what S thinks (believes, suspects, says)” generally denotes 
any object at all.”   

                                         
 
15 Austin (1961). 



 Bruce Aune 152 

What holds for “what S said, or says” in the context “I know…” does not, of 
course, hold for this clause in the context “I said…” or “I believe…,” but the 
consequences of taking “what S said, or says” to denote an object in this context and 
of assuming that such an object is also denoted by a that-clause in sentences such 
as “I fear…,” “I hope…,” and “I have no doubt” make such a position highly 
questionable.  Cartwright did not explicitly commit himself to this view of that-
clauses, so he might possibly elude this objection.  But most friends of propositions 
do accept this view, and they must come to terms with it.   

How should we understand a that-clause that is attached to a psychological 
verb or verbal phrase?  The easiest cases to understand contain verbs pertaining to 
overt speech.  When an ordinary direct quotation follows “S said,” as it does in my 
version of Cartwright’s little dialogue, the quotation exhibit s the words the speaker is 
supposed to have used in his/her speech act; in doing so it characterizes the 
semantic character of the speaker’s act by means of those words and does not 
plausibly refer to any additional object: its semantic value is truth or falsity rather 
than something appropriate to a referring noun phrase.  When a that-clause follows 
“S said…,” the clause is what traditional grammarians called an “indirect quotation” 
of the speaker’s words.  As such, its semantic value corresponds to that of the 
sentence it indirectly quotes.16  Parity of reasoning suggests that in the context “X 
said…,” the clause “what S said” is a placeholder for a direct or indirect quotation 
rather than a designator for a propositional object that is not plausibly denoted by 
either kind of quotation.  You can hear (literally hear) what a person says, and you 
can see (literally see) what a person writes on a blackboard. 
 In the final section of chapter four I discuss what I am calling direct and 
indirect quotation in more detail.  To conclude this brief comment on the relation of 
“what X said” to propositions, I will simply observe that a direct quotation is actually 
the most obvious object of reference in the little dialogue that Cartwright presented. 
The person A is described as having said “Botvinnik uses it,” and when B replies 
“That’s true,” the obvious object of his reference is not an elusive entity denoted by 
“what he said” but that quotation itself.  If B had wanted to be fully explicit, he could 
have used the word “statement” as Quine does and then said: “Your statement, 
‘Botvinnik uses it,’ is true.”  This candidate is not  one of the eight items that 
Cartwright argues we could not rightly identify with the object of B’s reference. 
 When a that-clause is introduced by a psychological verb such as “fears,” “be- 
lieves,” “doubts,” or “decides,” the ingredient words have a more indirect function.  
To understand those words one must reflect on the meaning of the psychological 
verb.  Consider the sentence “Harry fears that the bull will charge.”  To have this 
particular fear, Harry must be frightened, I should think, by the thought that the bull 
will charge.  This thought would ideally be expressed in English by “The bull will 
charge” and ideally expressed in other languages by sentences that are best 
translated by “The bull will charge.”17   So in this case the words in the that-clause 
characterize a relevant thought by exhibiting words that would naturally be used in 
expressing it verbally.  The that-clause in a sentence such as “Betty believes that 
snow is white” has a similar function: it exhibits words that would naturally be used 
in expressing the thought that snow is white.  This thought is characteristic of the 
belief that snow is white because its occurrence is a central causal factor in the 
thinking and acting that a person having that belief is apt to engage in.18  

                                         
 
16 See chapter four, pp. 88-90.  
17 Qualifications are appropriate here.  To understand what they are, see the penultimate section of 
chapter four, “Meaning, Intending, and Content Clauses.” 
18 For further discussion, see the previous footnote. 
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Appendix 5 
 

CHISHOLM’S DEFENSE OF CP 
 

In view of his influence in epistemology, Chisholm’s means of defending the principle 
CP deserves a brief comment.  CP is the principle: 
 

If S accepts h and if h is not disconfirmed by S's total evidence, then h is 
probable for S. 
 

Chisholm said that this principle can be justified by an a priori truth and a general 
presupposition that epistemologists make when they ask Socratic questions about 
evidence and justification.  The presupposition is best stated first: 
 

I am justified in believing that I can improve and correct my system of 
beliefs.  Of those that are about matters of interest and concern to me, I can 
eliminate the ones that are unjustified and add others that are justified; and I 
can replace less justified beliefs about those topics by beliefs that are more 
justified. 
 

The a priori truth needed for Chisholm’s justification of CP is a conditional statement 
whose antecedent is the conjunction of the propositions just given and whose 
consequent is the principle to be justified.  If G expresses the general presupposition 
as a single complex statement, then G → CP is an entailment that can, according to 
Chisholm, be known to be true a priori. 

If the statement G → CP is in fact true, then if G is true, the principle CP is 
also true.  Chisholm made no effort to prove that either of these premises is true, 
however.  He simply asserted that the conditional statement is true and said that G 
expresses “that faith in oneself with which the epistemologist sets out.”  Because the 
required connection between G and CP is exceedingly hard to see, I seriously doubt 
that the conditional G → CP is actually true.  Yet even if it is true, Chisholm’s 
justification for CP remains highly questionable for reasons that deserves to be 
pointed out. 

Since Chisholm advances the assertion G as an expression of faith, the 
operative premise in his argument should really be represented by F(G), where F is a 
sentential operator meaning “I have faith that,” the pronoun referring to any 
epistemologist who may rehearse the argument.  The two premises F(G) and G → CP 
obviously do not entail CP or provide any evidence that CP is true.  Do they entail 
F(CP)?  I would say no; the operator F is not closed under entailment.  Is it closed 
under known logical entailment?  That is, if someone knows that G entails CP, will he 
or she inevitably have faith in CP?  Possibly so.  But the conclusion would only be 
another statement of faith, F(CP), not CP itself.  No doubt Chisholm believes what he 
says.  But a justification for CP should amount to more than this.  
 
 
 

Appendix 6 
 

ANALYTIC PROBABILITY PRINCIPLES 

The version of the probability calculus that I interpret in relation to the 
certainty and evidential support of statements contains just three axioms and one 
basic definition of conditional probability.   The first axiom identifies the range of 
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values appropriate to a categorical probability statement.  Each such statement is 
stipulated to have a unique certainty value (or epistemic probability) in the domain 
of real numbers between 0 and 1.  

 
A1. 0 ≤ P(p) ≤ 1. 
  

According to the second axiom, a statement that is certainly true (or certain) has the 
probability value of 1.  Formally,  
 
 A2. If p is certain (L-true or analytic), P(p) = 1. 
 
The third and final axiom specifies a certainty value for disjunctions consisting of 
propositions whose mutual incompatibility is certain.  Specifically: 
 
 A3. If it is certain that p and q are mutually exclusive—if it is certain, that 

is, that p ⊃ ∼q and, therefore, certain that q ⊃ ∼p—then P(p ∨ q) = 
P(p)  + P(q).19 

 
The following definition completes the basis for this system of epistemic probability.  
It introduces the concept of conditional epistemic probability, which is understood as 
a measure of evidential support between statements. 
  

D1.   , if . 

 
The definition may not seem intuitive at first, but it works.  Like any other definition, 
it is in principle arbitrary and yields an analytic truth according to the ideas set forth 
in chapter four. 
 

                                         
19 

Since statements that are mutually exclusive are not necessarily contradictory, the value of a 
disjunction involving them may be less than 1. Thus, Tom’s being six foot tall is incompatible with his 
being five foot tall, but he may be neither.  In addition to being mutually exclusive, contradictory 
statements are jointly exhaustive: one or the other is always true. 
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