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Ch. | Days of Yore
error

* why “we and animals notice what goes on around us”?—instincts and basic
capacity
* knowledge of expecting what will happen and even how prevent its happening

* the problem of error
why we think that we have correct expectation and countermeasure?

* what is the significance of this?
knowledge of knowledge

* we and even animals have knowledge
* why we and animals can do the right thing?
* so we need to inquire knowledge of knowledge

* since Socrates or even Thales
errors, paradoxes, the Sophists and the Sceptics

* error concern is the focus of the reflection

* Zeno'’s two paradoxes
Achilles and the turtle
flying arrow does not move

* Eubuildes 7 paradoxes
The Liar: | am lying.
Vagueness: heap and bald

* The Sophists and the Sceptics
knowledge and ideas for Plato

* knowing things by apprehending ideas—or form—the essences of things
* “thinking about mathematical argumentation from self-evident truths”
* and somehow for observation too—"Save the appearances”

* the analogy->from appearances to (abstraction of) ideas or essences
->from observations to theorising
Aristotle and syllogism

* the ways of knowing—mathematical argumentation

* the enthusiasm of natural history
“knowledge itself, however, outpaced knowledge of knowledge”
the dark age

* the middle age—the Scholastics
* ways of knowing dwindle to one: higher authority
* some remnant of Aristotelian philosophy were deemed to be authoritative

* “but how had he known?”->why infinite regress?
supernatural revelation

* the answer of the infinite regress
* why this position so stubborn, why “we cannot then question divine revelation
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without begging the question?”
the uprising of science

* Roger Bacon (1290) did beg it—espousing observation and experiment
Galileo’s two examples

* Copernicus challenges Ptolemaic astronomy

* put science on the upward track
the embarrassment of intellectuality

* Francis Bacon—take up the old question of the ways of knowing

* the embarrassment
the traditionalists fought back—prosecuted Galileo for embracing the
Copernican heresy and put him life imprisonment

* Then Newton’s era has come
Hobbes

* utter materialism—indeed mechanism
* there is nothing but motion—thought is motion in the brain

* But motion of what?
Hobbes’ view of knowledge

* strikingly modern
except effects upon us from the material world—our sensation—there is
no other way to know the world

* sensations are the base of our ideas about the world

* knowledge is just the meshing of the ideas
idea, idea

* for Hobbes, ideas are what we think of thoughts or concepts
* the total opposite of Plato’s usage

* for Plato, ideas are the perfect beings, and things of the material world on the
other hand are imperfect counterfeits

* for Hobbes and us, ideas are our attempt to encompass material reality
Descartes

* dualist—recognise both mind and matter

* taking the question of how we know seriously

* the thought experiment of the method of doubt

* one could not doubt that she is doubting—as a mind

* then the existence of God—four proofs

* For instance, the ontological argument—one naive interpretation is similar to
the argument of St. Anselm
God is perfect; perfection includes existence; therefore God exists.

* the existence of matter
“We have a clear and distinct idea of matter, and since God is by definition
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good, He would not give us a clear and distinct but false idea.”
Descartes’ version of how we know

* clear and distinct ideas are knowledge, and God-given

* “echoes of Plato’s doctrine of innate knowledge and reminiscence, and of
the Hebrew and Christian doctrine of divine revelation”
Locke

* similar to Hobbes—he saw knowledge in the coherence of ideas

* material world is real—but only known tentatively by conjecture from
ideas—and our “sense impressions, cause by the material world, implant our
simple ideas”

* different from Descartes—repudiate innate ideas
Locke and complex ideas

* how to form complex ideas in terms of simple sense impressions? No answer
of that
only mention three basic principle of the association of ideas: contiguity,
succession, and resemblance

* without any explanation of the identity of intermittently observed bodies
the change of the same body over time or the difference between similar
bodies

Berkeley

* disagree with Hobbes and Locke’s conjecture of a material
world—“Nothing exists...but what is directly perceived”

* only sense patterns exist? No, Berkeley admits souls, for we perceive ours

* and God too—then the persistence of things is done
Hume

* “there simply is no evidence for the continued existence of an object between
one occasion and another of our perceiving it”

* jtis only a confusion of identity with similarity

* We wrongly take an interrupted series of resembling impressions to be just like
an uninterrupted series.

* (1) AAAAAAAAAAAAAA
(2) AAAAABBBBAAAAA
* But in order to make that mistake we would already have to have the idea of

‘the same object’. We must understand what it is for a thing existing at one time
to be identical with itself existing at another.

* This idea cannot come from senses, for the experience is in fact nothing but a
sequence of momentary, internal impressions.
British empiricism

* Locke, Berkeley, and Hume
* “our lore about the world is a fabric of ideas based on sense impressions”

3 97 BEH EHH From Stimulus to Science
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* the problem: the idea idea is not fully and genuinely explained
it is public language
¢ “as Wittgenstein observed, even a simple sense quality is elusive unless
braced by public language”

* compare to Hume’s account, the idea of ‘the same object’ or ‘perfect
identity’ is indeed not coming from senses but public languages

* “public words anchor ideas”
idea idea

* the idea idea is still largely in use, though misleadingly in most of the times
* in other words, don’t get mundane and amateur, get philosophical

* “words and observable behaviour are all we have to go on, and the idea idea
provides only the illusion of an explanation”
the first milestone, the linguist turn—from ideas to terms

* all of Locke’s uses of the word ‘idea’, and all the abstraction, complexity,
and generalisation of them, can be substituted by ‘term’—Tooke

* Tooke’s is a major step toward what Richard Rorty has called the linguistic
turn

* “words, unlike ideas, are out where we can see what we are doing”
the second milestone—from terms to sentences

* a further move was achieved by Bentham—theory of fictions

* contextual definition: to explain a term we only need to explain all sentences
in which we propose to use the term but not to find a synonymous phrase
* the motive—ontological
finite amount of words and infinite amount of sentences

* “a systematic guide of a language must consist of a dictionary of words and a
grammar for building sentences from them”

* sentences come first and words come second—explained in the dictionary by
their use in illustrative sentences
contextual definition and sentences coming first

* how do we learn language?

* learning short sentences as a whole first, mostly one-word sentences such as
“Red”

* then “project a component word of it by analogy into the construction of another
[more complicated] sentence”

* contextual definition lends support to the view of sentences as the primary
vehicles of meaning

Frege's espousal?
* one way to explain Frege’s notion of sense is to employ the descriptive theory
* “‘a=a’and“a=>b"
* Frege proposes the distinction between senses and references of proper
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names
* but what are the senses of these names—definite descriptions

* but this interpretation of Fregean notion of sense is debatable
Russell’s analysis of definite description

* The present King of France is bald.
G(OX)Fx>3y(Gy & Vx(x =y = Fx))

* Based on: (Ox)Gx>3xVy(x = y & Gy)

* (G & (YNGY)2>y = Xx) & F(x))

* “asingular description can be useful in a sentence even when we are not
yet sure of the existence of one and only one such object”—kind of

shorthand
Whitehead and Russell’s heroic contribution

* to clarify the whole intricate structure of classical mathematics

* it is because of the advance of logic that the reduction or economisation of
classical mathematics can be done

* the purpose of doing this?
“the whole conceptual scheme of classical mathematics boils down to just that”
the motivation behind

¢ for Whitehead, Russell, as well as Frege, the motivation behind is a
philosophical concern of mathematical knowledge and the basis of
mathematical truth

* conclusion: mathematics is translatable into pure logic—mathematical truth
is deducible from logical truth, if membership is counted as logic

¢ Gobdel’'s incompleteness theorem
the merit of Russell and Whitehead’s work

* the deeper understanding of the central concepts of mathematics and their
basic laws and interrelations '

* behind all these is contextual definition

* the empiricist epistemologist’s dream

the explicit construction of the external world from sense impressions, plus
modern logic of course

Carnap: unorganised elementary experiences
* the building blocks of Carnap is sensory elements
* the Gestalt psychologist
* Carnap's circumvention: unorganised global experiences of a given individual

* the total experience at the moment—this is what he called elementary

experiences
the only basic relation between elementary experiences

* remembering as similar—R

* definition: “one elementary experience, x, bears R to another, y, if x includes a
memory of y as partially resembling x”
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part similarity
¢ utilising only logic, mathematics, and the two-place predicate, R

* definition of elementary experiences in terms of R and logic: “an elementary
experience is anything that bears R to anything, or to which anything bears R”

* definition of part similarity of elementary experiences:
“it holds if one of them bears R to the other, forward or backward”
similarity circles
* definition: “a similarity circle is any largest class of elementary experiences
each of which is part-similar to each”

* ‘largest’ means that no elementary experience outside the circle is similar to
any member of the circle

sense quality

* It is about the construction of physical reality in terms of sensory elements, so
sense qualities are naturally important

* Carnap’s ingenuous definition:
“a quality class being the class of all the elementary experiences that represent
a given quality. All the elementary experiences in a quality class are part-similar,
by virtue of sharing the quality”

* the difference between the sense quality classes and the similarity circles
“the members of a similarity circle need not all share any one quality”
a similarity circle C: {abcd, abdf, acdg adef, adhk...}—they are not necessarily
sharing one sense quality

* if a sense quality class overlaps more than half of the members of similarity
circle classes, then it is the common part of all these circle classes

* Carnap argues that as far as experience is reasonably varied and random then
this will work out.

¢ finally, Carnap identifies qualities with the quality classes
=>What those elementary experiences of the class are part-similar to each
other is the sense quality that they share
similarity of qualities
* he manages to define the five senses:
“each sense is the largest class of qualities that are connected each to each by
chains of similarity”

* the difference between these five senses are by breaks in the chains

* five senses can be separated by their dimensionality
the project of building our full system of physical reality

* “Carnap wanted to identify the minimum essential determinants of sense
experience...Given this full sensory foundation, then, he would undertake the
great project of somehow building upon it our full system of physical reality.”

* the reduction of physical reality to sensory experiences

6 97 B4FFF B34 From Stimulus to Science
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* Carnap’s construction
->R—remembering as similar
->part similarity-> similarity circles
J Nsense quality classes
five senses: part similarity between
elementary experiences
as members of each
quality class sharing the
same quality
how does it work?—considering the case of sight
* )3
from each point of the two-dimensional visual field, there is a line projecting
from it to the three-dimensional space

* the colour of the point on the visual field is determined by some point on the line
projecting from it in the three-dimensional space
=»but how far out on each of those lines?
distance adjustment and simplicity

* the adjustment of distances depend on the minimisation of the variegation of
colour in the resulting three-dimensional space

* minimising or retarding the change of colour over time at each outer point

¢ alaw of least action
->simplicity

to much to ask
* a successful total reduction?

* “[colour] minimisation requires us to go back and reconsider past spatial
allocations of qualities in the light of later ones.”

* minimising colour changes means comparing new pieces of information with
old ones and do a holistic adjustment

* what holistic?

the inheritance and Carnap’s motivation

* the motivation behind Carnap’s construction is not about certainty
—that is, the answer to the Sophists and the Sceptics, the search for a higher
authority—divine revelation, and Descartes’ method of doubt

constitution system

* Carnap construct a constitution system to give a systematic integration of our
scientific concepts of mind and nature

* accepting logic and mathematics as a finished tool

* Carnap claims that his choice of experiences rather than physical objects as his
foundation is a matter of strategy .
rational reconstruction

7 97 B 24 From Stimulus to Science
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* partially Russell’'s work on mathematics and logic, partially Russell’s
epistemological project
* Carnap called it the rational reconstruction of man’s conceptual development
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Ch. Il Naturalism
physicalism instead of phenomenalism
* self-sufficient language as a foundation of science?
* “The memories that like our past experiences with present ones and
induce our expectations are themselves mostly memories not of sensory

intake but of essentially scientific posits, namely things and events in the
physical world”

* methodological?
phenomenalism and dualism

* for Carnap, phenomenalistic orientation, as his ‘rational construction’,
represents a pragmatic choice without metaphysical significance

*. remember at the end of the last chapter, it was mentioned there that the choice
of sensory experiences over physical objects is just a matter of strategy

* but what strategy?

* in order to demonstrate the interlocking and structural nature of our system of
empirical concepts, a system that exhibited unity and afforded objectivity is
what concerns Carnap

* Cartesian dualism of mind and body?

* experiences presuppose a mind or a consciousness within which they are
operating—and for this reason it could be simply a mentalistic monism

* physicalism on the other hand is thorough materialism
conceptual economy or naturalism

* Carnap is not after the above mentioned physicalist approach—“if it were to be
pursuded, two directions suggest themselves”

* conceptual economy and clarity
in the spirit of Principia Mathematica, and “what physicists at the theoretical
pole have long been up to”

* npaturalism

* “rational reconstruction of the individual’'s and/or the race’s actual acquisition
of a responsible theory of the external world”

* from the meagre input to the torrential output
epistemology naturalised

* searching for an actual acquisition of a responsible theory of the external worid
is the main purpose of empirical scientific study

* the motivation is still philosophical—in the sense that the boundary between
science and philosophy is disregard

* ‘“unlike the old epistemologists, we seek no firmer basis for science than
science itself; so we are free to use the very fruits of science in
investigating its roots”

a physical analogue of phenomenalistic groundwork

9 97 B EHA From Stimulus to Science
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* Carnap’s ground elements are his elementary experiences

* the physical analogue: “the class of all sensory receptors that were triggered
at that moment; or, better, the temporally ordered class of receptors
triggered during that specious present”

* the distinguishment between one from the other is just what receptors were
triggered and in what order

* sensory experience<>physical correlate—global stimulus—ordered sets of
receptors
that is, members (receptors) of the set is in a temporal order
perceptual similarity

* the physical analogue of the sole basic relation, R, of remembered part
similarity

* to allow the physical analogue rolling—drop the memory factor but settle for
just part similarity

* the analogue is “perceptual similarity, seen as a relation between global
stimuli”

receptual similarity

* considering the subject’s total set of firing nerve endings, “each global stimulus
is an ordered subset of [it], and two such subsets are more or less similar

* perceptual similarity is not to be confused with this more obvious kind of
similarity between global stimuli, receptual similarity
a question of reaction

* “perceptual similarity...is a matter rather of effect on the subject: a question of
reaction”

* receptual similarity is the sufficient condition of perceptual similarity but
not the necessary condition

* *for many of the receptors triggered on-a given occasion are indifferent to the
response”

the testability of perceptual similarity

* “an individual's standards of perceptual similarity, at any given stage of his
development, are in principle objectively testable”

* the subject has some global stimulation—based on that he makes some
move—reward it—later stimulate him in a receptually similar way—penalise his
move this time—then simulate him in between—if he make the same move,
then the third stimulation is more perceptually similar to the first

salience

* the difference between Quine and Davidson: “My purpose in focusing on
nerve endings, rather than more distant features of the physical world, is of
course to narrow our sights to the limited physical contacts on which our theory
of the world is based.”

* global stimuli are excessive: “most of the receptors triggered on any occasion
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are perceptually ineffective”

* salience: “What matters are the salient ones...salience is definable in terms of
receptual and perceptual similarity. The receptors that make for salience within
a global stimulus are the ones that the stimulus shares with other global stimuli
to which it is perceptually similar but receptually dissimilar.”

* |t is ‘perceptually similar but receptually dissimilar’ because otherwise they are
receptually similar and thus perceptually similar.
experimentally and definitionally

* “experimentally and definitionally, it is the perceptual similarity and receptual
dissimilarity of the global stimuli that constitute the shared salience”

* salience is used to explain why and how people under the same occasion
would make similar responses
salience and ostensive definition

* ostensive definition: the attempt to provide a non-linguistic definition of a term
by pointing at something to which it applies.

* “Motion enhances salience, and sweeping or pointing gestures in the vicinity or
direction of the intended portion of the scene thus implements the desired
association with the spoken word.”

sense modalities

* “a global stimulus is visual or auditory according as its salient receptors are in
the retina or cochlea”

* so what is a sense modality?

* To what is the modalities to be assigned? Global stimuli, according to where
the salience lies

associating perspectives

* “perceptual similarity diverges from receptual similarity not only on the score of
salience.”

* the example of seeing a rectangular from different angles

* different classes of receptors are triggered or are triggered in different
temporal orders

* even though the classes of receptors are so different, these global stimuli are
still perceptually similar—for they would elicit similar responses

* why we still see them as perceptually similar?
because of our learned or instinctive propensity of associating perspectives

* the reason of using the word ‘propensity’—it is not about rational judgements
but something more primitive, more responsive
the humble physical mimicry

* the physical mimicry of phenomenalistic epistemology does not depends on

invading the percipient organism more deeply, although psychoneurology has
a illuminating progress
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e “All that has mattered is the individual’s distinctive responses to their
activation”

perceptual similarity as the basis
* the basis of all expectation, all learning, all habit formation

* ‘It operates through our propensity to expect perceptually similar stimulations
to have sequels perceptually similar to each other.”

¢ why this is primitive induction?
innateness of perceptual similarity
* learning hinges on perceptual similarity
¢ perceptual similarity is thus not learnable—at least not all of it
* therefore some perceptual similarity is innate

* “One’s standards of perceptual similarity change radically, however, and
perhaps rapidly for a while, in consequence of experience and learning.”
primitive induction

* ‘“the survival value of primitive induction is anticipation of something edible”

* “Thus it is natural selection has endowed us with standards of perceptual
similarity that mesh pretty well with natural trends, affording us better than
random success in our expectations.”

* ‘“the future is as may be, but we persist hopefully”
sharing of information

* some animals—birds, apes, humans...—fall on their feet with further blessing
* sharing information widen the horizons
* For example: apes have all kinds of distinct signals for distinct purposes

* warning for the approach of a lion or leopard or an eagle another for food while

the troop is ranging through the forest
information, signals, and stimulations

* Continue the example: '
“each distinctive cry has become keyed to some distinctive range of
stimulations, whether by instinct or conditioning”

* why distinctive?

* by instinct or conditioning?

privateness

¢ global stimuli are private—each is a temporally ordered set of some one
individual's receptors
* perceptual similarity, innate or learned, is thus private too
* how does this corporation across the tribe work?
same for signals

* it is necessary for one witness’s global stimulations under two occasions to be
qualified for him as perceptually similar and the same thing for the other
witness.
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* the same thing is required for the signal

* “Recurrences of it must activate, in each individual, global stimuli that are
perceptually similar for that individual.”
preestablished harmony

* “If two scenes trigge perceptually similar global stimuli in one witness, they are
apt to do likewise in another.”

* so it is this preestablished harmony that explains how people with their own
private stimulations can respond similarly under a given occasion
public harmony of private standards

* “The public harmony of private standards of perceptual similarity is accounted
for by natural selection. The individual's initial standards of perceptual
similarity are inculcated...by natural selection, and so, thanks to shared
ancestry and shared environment, will tend to harmonise across the tribe.”

* why ‘the public harmony of private standards’ is accounted for by natural
selection?
It is not that natural selection causes the public harmony of private standards
but that the public harmony of private standards is the cause of why we pass
the test of natural selection and prevail.

* “The changes in standards to birth will also tend to harmonise, because of the_
shared society and environment”
dispositions
* disposition just as another physical property
* “We do so when we say what one would do, or what would happen, if.”

* the seeming difference between dispositions and other physical
properties—the way of specifying them

* a physical property is a disposition if it is specified by citing a symptom, or test

¢ athing is soluble if “it will dissolve on immersion™?
* why putting ‘would’ then?

* dispositions are physical properties specified only when some conditions to be
satisfied are given

* the broadcasting of the appropriate signals as dispositions of an ape or bird—a
physical trait, something to do with the organisation of the creature’s neural
network

observation sentences

* the human counterpart of ape cries and bird calls: observation sentences
* examples: “It's raining,” “It's red,” “Dog!”
* occasion sentences: sentences true on some occasions, false on others

* the major function of it: reporting intersubjectively observable situations,
observation outright
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* definition: “all members of the lanquage community are disposed to agree on
the truth or falsity of such a sentence on the spot, if they have normal
perception and are witnesses to the occasion.”

* the if-clause /
language community—the definition of it has to be given beforehand and not
dependent on the notion of observation sentences
why ‘disposed’?

technicality of defining observation sentences

* ‘language community [as] a parameter that we may take more broadly or

narrowly according to the purpose of our study’'?

* specialist languages or branch languages

* stimulus modulus: put simply, “how many seconds of reflection does ‘outright’
permit?”

* the meaning of ‘outright’
preestablished harmony again

* for an individual, the observation sentence is keyed to a range of perceptually
similar global stimuli

* because of preestablished harmony again, observation sentences are
qualified across the (language) community
the entering wedge into cognitive language

* why ‘cognitive’?
* “lobservation sentences] are the expressions that can be conditioned to global
stimuli without the aid of prior language”

* without the thought of reification and reference

* for children, the two sentences and the like “are on a par with ‘it's cold’ and ‘It's
raining’: just things to say in distinctive circumstances. Hence | call them
sentences”

* ‘distinctive circumstance’?

* why ‘call them sentences’ means something?
ostension and connectives
* The child learns its first observation sentence, we see, by ostension, in a
somewhat extended sense of the term; that is, under global stimulations having
appropriate salient features or traits that are not verbal in turn

* learning connectives
learning ‘not’ first, then ‘and’
the combination of them is the new connective ‘not both’
a bit of logic
* learning ‘not’ and ‘and’ is already the internalisation of a bit of logic

* “for to affirm a compound of the form ‘p and not p’ is just to have mislearned
one or both particles”
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further connectives

* above, beneath, before, after, in, besides
->combining observation sentences two by two into a compound observation
sentence

* learning component observation sentence outright as a whole by direct
ostension, then catching on to the trick of compounding them to form further
complex observation sentences

observational predication

* primitive grammatical constructions and reification of bodies

* combining simple observation sentences “Black” and “Dog” we get “The dog is
black” or “Black dog”

* terms are not yet recognised as denoting

* what is the difference between this and the mature predication?
mere conjunction or predication

* conjunction “Black and dog” requires salience of both of them at any scene

* observational predication “Black dog” requires the salient parts of black and
dog overlap

* “The predication expresses the compact clustering of visual qualities that is
characteristic of a body”

bodies
* “What sets them apart from other sources of stimulations?”

* a body contrasts with its visual surroundings in colour and in movement or
parallax and typically it is fairly chunky and compact. If it is animate and seen
full face, it is bilaterally symmetric. If we make contact, it resists pressure.”

* the underlined phrase is about other sources of stimulations
* the black letters are the traits distinguishing bodies from what are not

* “The mode of compounding observation sentences that | have called
predication, then, is a step toward reification of bodies, in its stress on spatial
clustering.”

observation categoricals

* ageneralised expression of expectation—observation categoricals

* “lt is a way of joining two observation sentences to express the general
expectation that whenever the one observation sentence holds, the other will
be fulfilled as well.”

* they are our first faltering scientific laws
inductive expectation and vicarious habituation

* “observation categoricals are the direct expression of inductive expectation,
which underlies all learning”

* observation categoricals—>vicarious habituations, vicarious inductions
* they can be passed down from generations to generations
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concomitance or close succession

* “The observation categoricals just assert concomitance or close succession of
separately specified phenomena.”

* for the child, observation sentences still merely register repeatable features of
the passing show

* any difference here is only qualitative, not ontological
naturalism’s modest simulation

* what is the old epistemological quest?

* naturalism’s modest simulation: “a sketch of a causal chain from the impacts of
rays and particles on our receptors to a rudimentary theory of the external
world”

* What is the rudimentary theory?

* “For the observation categoricals are indeed a theory of the world, complete
with empirical checkpoints subject to the experimental method”
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Ch. lll Reification
all ravens are black

all ravens are black->almost get it with the observation categorical:
Whenever there is a raven, there is a black raven.
changing ‘there’ to ‘it’
“Whenever there is a raven, it is a black raven”;
“Whenever there is a raven, it is black”;
“All ravens are black.”
pronominal construction

pronoun ‘it—new link between two observation sentences “Raven” and “Black”

focal observation categorical: “Whenever..., it..."
free observation categorical: those mentioned in the last chapter, for instance,
“When smoke, fire”.

essential pronoun

Peter Geach: pronouns of laziness to essential pronouns

“| bumped my head and it hurts"—'it’ can be supplanted by its grammatical
antecedent, ‘my head'—free categoricals
by contrast, replacing ‘it’ in “Whenever there is a raven, jt is black” similarly with
‘araven’, a focal categorical become a free one
the essential pronoun means reification

multiple presentation and indefinite singular terms

“but multiple presentation of a black and a possibly albino raven is what made
out free categorical fall short of ‘All ravens are black’.”
solitary presentations could be managed with ‘the raven’—free categorical—it
can be replaced by its grammatical antecedent
multiple presentations—indefinite singular terms—essential pronouns
->compare ‘my head—it’ and ‘a raven—it’

happy confusion

How does it happen?
Happy neglect of the difference between essential pronouns and pronouns of
laziness?
why “serendipity and opportunism are laws of nature™?
survival is not because of ingenious decision but result of coincidence or pure
luck—so is happy confusion

indispensible reification
“reification proved indispensible in connecting loose ends of raw experience to
produce the beginnings of a structured system of the world”

“the advance from concomitances of disembodied phenomena such
as...'Whenever raven, black raven’ to a generalised predication: ‘All ravens are

black™
linguistically, it is ‘it’ that does the job
pronoun
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it is normal to think that terms are our means of referring to objects
->definite singular term: ‘Taj Mahal' to Taj Mahal
->general term: ‘raven’ to ravens

but similar to Peirce, Quine takes pronouns as primarily responsible for
referring

quantifiers

essential pronouns—their grammatical antecedents are indefinite singular
terms, such as ‘every raven’, ‘some raven’

->relegating the qualifying predicate ‘raven’ to “a component clause of the
ensuing text” in order to get logical economy

employing two indefinite singular terms ‘everything (-one)’ and ‘something
(-one)’:

Every raven is black.
Everything, if it is a raven, is black.

‘it’ here is essential pronoun confining our talking to the same thing
—>finally be frozen into two fixed quantifiers: ‘everything is such that’ and
‘something is such that'

ambiguity ensues

“Tom got Dick to paint his fence”
->whose fence?
—>pronoun of laziness
“Tom got Dick to paint Tom’s (Dick’s) fence”
what about essential pronoun?
Someone is such that someone is such that he got him to paint his fence. (?7)

the only recourse—applicable to both
->Someone x is such that someone y is such that x got y to paint x's (y’s) fence
Ix3y(x got y to paint x’s (y's) fence)
universal and existential quantifiers
in focal observation categoricals we see universal quantification
2>Vx(x is a raven o x is black)

normally in extralogical practice, it arises over a conditional or biconditional
2>Vx(Fx o Gx) or Vx(Fx = Gx)

notational difference>Peano—Fx o4 Gx
—or unrestricted quantification
VFx>(Fx o Fx) ox Fx
~>taking ‘Fx’ as the variable
an variant approach

reminiscent of Peano
- 3xFx—not as (Ix)(Fx)—but as I(x(Fx))

“not as the application of a quantifier ‘3x’ to an open sentence ‘Fx’, but as the
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application of ‘3’ to a complex predicate ‘xFx’, ‘x such that Fx””
->not (something x)(is such that Fx), but (something is)(x such that Fx)
predicate abstraction

* ‘“in Peano’s notation ‘x3’, for encapsulating in a self-contained complex
predicate all that a sentence affirms of an object”
>“x is F” is encapsulated in ‘xaFx’
->sentence vs. complex predicate
“x is courageous” vs. ‘x that is courageous’

* if Tom is the object in question
->substitute ‘x’ for ‘Tom’
2>Fa->xaFx

* “the complex predicate thus formed, which predicated of anyone, will say of him
what the original sentence said of Tom. This is our familiar ‘such that’ idiom,
which is mathematical pidgin English for our indigenous relative clouse”

* *The rationals can be defined as “the set of all m/n such that n is nonzero and
m and n are integers.”

*Take x to be a real number such that x*+1 is greater than 4.
VxFx and V(xFx)

* “Our choice between the two attitudes to quantification is indifferent to its use
and its logical laws, except that this variant way casts new light on our
schematic letters ‘F’, ‘G’, etc. We always called them predicate letters anyway,
but from this variant angle they become just that”
2>'VxFx'>'V(xFx)' or ‘V(xaFx)'>exposes the complex predicate ‘xFx’ or ‘xaFx’
->the two occurancs of ‘x’ cancel out->the predicate itself> ‘VF’

the true colour of ‘variable’

* for simplicity and symmetry of logical theory
->notation: ‘v’ and ‘I'>as ‘~3~" and ‘~V~’
* “the variable comes to appear in its true light as purely a means of identifying

and distinguishing the referential places in a sentence, and nothing to do with
‘all’ or ‘some™

* the etymology? Mathematical metaphor?
predicational completeness
* dummy variable (1957): an arbitrary mathematical symbol or variable that can
be replaced by another without affecting the value of the expression in which it
occurs
* ‘such that'->relative clauses->confers predicational completeness
>“whatever we can say about a thing can be said about it by predicating a

predicate to it”
->black dog—>the dog is black

variable, general term, and denoting
* reification—essential pronoun or the variable of quantification
* but also as good is the perspective—"the basic role of variable as the
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abstraction of predicates or, what are for me the same, general terms”

* x>Fx—>the pertinent value of the variable ‘x’ are the things that fulfil the
predicate—the things denoted by the general term

* why “most things are not individually specifiable by name or description”?

* As a consequence of Cantor’s proof that the real numbers are uncountable
(and the rationals countable) it follows that almost all real numbers are
irrational—so there is no way to specify them
->therefore, most things are not specifiable in principle in this case

* but “all things are denoted by general terms, by ‘thing’, indeed, among others
to be is to be a value of
a variable
* why parochial?->this criterion of ontological commitment only applies to
theories constructed in terms of classical quantification theory or, in other
words, predicate logic

* if itis not, then “failing translation into my adopted standard, | can only say that
the word ‘exists’ has a different usage”

* ontological commitment—assigning a value to a variable means to commit to
its existence

to be is to be denoted by
a one-place predicate

* “any value of a variable is denoted by some predicate or other—indeed by
‘X3(x = x)’—and vice versa”
that is, Vx(x = x) or V(xa(x = x))
* singular terms can be converted into predicates—for instance, ‘Socrates’ to
‘socratesised’
dx(x is Socrates) or 3(xasocrotesisedx)
from bodies to reification

* “Long before reification in our clean-cut sense, bodies command the special
attention of our remote ancestors, as they do that of modern man from early
infancy.”

—~because of natural selection

* the process of language learning and the mastering of reification

* “In the inchoate speck of early man and modern young children, bodies come
to be hinted in the combining of observation sentences by observational
predication (Chapter 1i). In the fullness of time we have the focal observation
categorical, and eventually the relative clause or predicate abstraction. Our
stock of predicates will meanwhile have grown with budding scientific theory,
and now predicate abstraction offers us predicates for everything we can say
about anything”

identity
* the transcending of the specious present
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* at the point of specious present—time dimension is the problem—make no
sense to say that something is or is not the one that is sensed before

* a stage of language limited to the specious present and to short-term memories
and expectations

* the next big step—to distinguish a body from an highly similar one, for the
distinct traits are supposed to be shared by them

* “It requires acquisition of our whole schematism of space and time and the
unobserved trajectories of bodies within it.”
body, space, time
. * recognising a recurrent body only by strong perceptual similarity

* next, fixed bodies are distinguished by our locomotive effort
-disappearance and recurrence of a fixed body
>become tentative landmarks in a dawning conception of geography
identity and qualitative indistinguishability
* perceptual similarity is out of the picture very early

* for as a sufficient condition of recurrence of the same body it is not always
successful—two qualitative indistinguishable things side by side

* “|dentity or distinctness over time, in the absence of qualitative differences,
then becomes a matter rather of conjectural trajectories of objects between
observations.”

* science
- qualitative indistinguishability is neither necessary nor sufficient for
identity
->a body can grow, shrink, or discolour
from the specious present into the diachronic

* “But saying it is another story. Let's suppose you try. Since you have nothing
approaching embedding, there is no way you can use a relative clause to let
the others know which bear you are thinking about.”

* “Since you have no articles or any comparable device, there is no way you can
let the others know that you are talking about a bear that they know about too.”

* “Since you have no way of marking relative time by automatic tense
assignment or even adverbs, there is no way you can let the others know that
the bear you want to talk about is one that is not here anymore.”

* “Since you have no verbs of psychological action...there is no way you can use
the verb form itself to inform the others that you are speaking of a past time
(remind, recall, remember, efc.)”

* the same leap re-enacted in modern times in the transition from pidgin to
creole?
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* “pidgin is the faltering jargon that comes of the spontaneous efforts of
heterogeneous groups to communicate; creole is its development in
succeeding generations.”

identity and the choice of a governing predicate

* identity of a body—generally depending on conjectured trajectories and causal
chains

* but apart from the choice of a governing predicate, the question of identity of
a body is generally meaningless

* a body is the content of a portion of a four-dimensional space-time
- ®tadpole + @four-legged frog = Qlifelong frog
relativising sameness of object to kind of object

* fail to do this has engendered bad philosophy
->the instance of person: “am | the same person | was in my youth? or in my
mother’'s womb? Will | be the same person after my brain transplant?”
—>this is not about the concept of identity but about the concept of person
->the difference between the same object and the same kind of object
from physical to abstract

* new sorts of objects and new quantified conditionals tighten the logical
structure

2>Vx3y(Fx —» Gyx)—'y is the newly added entity type that constitutes, for
instance, entities that ‘x’ stands for

* an analogy of doing this—a stone
* first abstract objects assumed—properties

* why again the happy confusion

* for instance, the colour of my clothes matches the event | am going to attend, it
fits in the festal atmosphere of the event
the example

* zoologist—peculiarity in the life-style of a strange invertebrate
—>then adds “It is true as well of the horseshoe crab.”
->'it’ is a pronoun of laziness, saving him the trouble of repeating himself
~‘being in such and such peculiar life-style’ is true as well of the horeshoe
crab. ’

* ‘true of indicates that ‘it’ replace a predicate—about denoting
->‘being white’ is true of snow—that is, “snow is white” is true

¢ the conflation (of two pronouns) helps them dream up “a second-order
predicate such as ‘property’ or ‘attribute’ to denote objects of a new kind,
abstract ones, quantified over as values of variables”
happy confusion

* hard science cannot function without abstract objects, and mathematics
subsists on them
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* no abstract objects—no serious mathematics—then not hard science
entia non grata

* entities that are not acceptable or welcome
->for Quine, properties are like this
->no entity without identity

* either appealing to more properties to make the distinction or if to appeal to
concrete objects then there are many properties are of entirely the same things

* “the utility that made properties such a boon can be retained by deciding to
equate properties that are true of all the same things, and to continue to exploit
them under another name: classes”
>equating properties in terms of their extensions
class: can best be described by saying that classes are associated with
monadic propositional functions

* xeaiff A(x), where ‘a’ is a class and ‘A’ is a propositional function
number

* then numbers are reified
-saying that there are nine planets does not reify number nine but the class of
planets
>however, stating the laws of computation or asking whether nine is prime
does
a physicalist ontology

* “adequate to all reality consists of just the physical objects, plus all classes of
them, plus all classes of any of the foregoing, plus all classes of any f this whole
accumulation, and so on up”

* Quine’s extensionalism—refuting the existence of intensional objects, only
accepting physical objects and classes

* “For example, physical objects are identical if and only if they occupy the same
space-time regions, while sets are identical if and only if they have the same
members.” (Roger Gibson, Jr.)

* this is why saying “Suitable versions of numbers, functions, and other
mathematical objects get identified with denizens of this ontology, in the course
of the glorious reduction of mathematics to logic and membership”

* “Quine is obliged to admit these abstract objects into his physicalist ontology
because science cannot proceed without them. Accordingly, Quine represses
his nominlistic scruples and, somewhat grudgingly, embraces a bifurcated
ontology: physical objects and abstract objects. Bifurcated, yes, but singularly
extensional; suitable objects all as values of the bound variables of a
formalized version of the best scientific theory we can muster at the time.”
(Roger Gibson, Jr.)

physicalism all the way
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* “Better simply to admit as a physical object the content of any portion of
space-time, however irregular, indeed however discontinuously scattered.”

* this simplification—the accommodation of substances, each as the single
scattered designatum of a mass term: ‘water’
“the one and only water, is the whole scattered aqueous portion of the
spatiotemporal universe”
the diminishment of the need of classes?

* the class of human being?——classes is no longer needed for biological
taxonomy to do the assortment of each taxon—taxon “can be identified with the
spatiotemporally scattered physical object that contains as parts all the
organisms [, in this case, humans,] belonging to it and that is exhausted by
them.”

* “But belonging to a species is analysed, under this approach, as being an
organism and part of the species. It is the overarching individuative predicate
‘organism’ that makes the reduction work”

the discreteness of organism

* if organisms are not discrete, if we count fetus or mytochondrion both as
organism and as part of its host, then organisms are no longer not overlapping
or no containment of one organism as part of another

not always

* the example of United States

—>the class of counties has some 3100 members and for the class of states it is
50

* “the reason we have to indulge in the abstraction of classes at all, at the level of
classes of extended objects in space-time, is that some such objects overlap”
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Ch. IV Checkpoints and Empirical Content
observation categoricals as miniatures of scientific theories
* observation sentences and observation categoricals come before reification of
reference
* a miniature of scientific theory: the antecedent clauses of observation
categoricals are experimental condition and their consequent clauses are the

prediction
the two traits of observation sentences: private and public

* observation sentences change and develop as scientific knowledge grows

* primitiveness is not what it takes to be an observation sentence

* the two traits of observation sentences
- private to the individual: “the sentence be keyed directly to a range of
perceptually fairly similar global stimuli”

* ->public to society
why observation sentences are not in terms of the trait of primitiveness

e “an observation sentence can be acquired indirectly in later years through the
intervention of sophisticated theory”
the public requirement
* the unhesitating concurrence by all qualified witnesses
it comes to hinge increasingly on one or another narrowing of pertinent
linguistic community

* “the pertinent society, like the subject, becomes a parameter; an occasion
sentence is an observation sentence with respect to a given individual and
community, and [not so] with respect to that individual and a wider community”

final checkpoint of science

* “they are not just miniature scientific theories individually, but as the uitimate
empirical checkpoints of science generally”
=2if an observation categorical fails, so is the theory implying it
two vital roles played by the social requirement

* first, it enables the child to learn the use of them from society
second, it renders science objective, or anyway intersubjective

* the checking of a scientific hypothesis could in principle tracked back to the
laymen’s level—a matter of eliciting a résumé of antecedent experimental
developments

testing the observable results
a theory implies
* Quine “merely combining the observable condition and observable result in a
single sentence, a universal conditional, and calling upon the theory to imply
the whole conditional. [He] thus simpl[ies] the logic”
analytic and synthetic observation categoricals

* An observation categorical is analytic for a speaker if the affirmative stimulus
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meaning of the antecedent clause includes all the affirmative stimulus
meaning of the consequent clause. It is thus trivially true
->Otherwise, it is synthetic.

* the stimulus meaning of a given utterance is the ordered pair of affirmative and
negative stimulus meanings. The affirmative stimulus meaning of a given
sentence is the class of all stimulations, for a given speaker, which would
prompt his assent to the sentence, and the negative stimulus meaning is the
class of all the stimulations that would prompt his dissent from it.

* the analytic-synthetic distinction is dubious if applies to theoretical sentences
across the board, but it is defined here by applying to observation categoricals
holism, preliminary explanation

* testing a new hypothesis
—>it by itself normally do not imply any synthetic observation categoricals
outright
~>jointly with other already held true hypotheses

* revising related tenets
—>some basic points of holism
—>revising other hypotheses is a not simple matter
holism, revising theory, and scientific good sense

¢ different revisions bring forth different new theories
->but they are not equally good in withstanding future tests

* There is no unique choice of revising one and only given tenet.
backtracking adjustment

* “the simple schematism of observation categoricals and implication is remote
from the experimental scientist’s overt or conscious practice”

* when a false categorical is implied, scientists normally backtrack along the way
to the rough physical generalisation (within the vein of ceteris paribus) among
the premises _

- after the adjustment of it and do the experiment again
current testimony of past events

* “there is some ongoing input of information from the outside world that is not
limited to the specious present and hence is not directly accessible to
observation sentences”

* the instance of discomfort or other delayed effects caused dyspepsia
->such data do not go into observation sentences, for lack of intersubjectivity

* but “an antecedently developed scientific theory links these manifestations both
to their present presumed cause, dyspepsia, and to the remoter causes that we
indeed intersubjectively observed the night before. Even these latter are no
fonger observable, but they are known through current testimony”

->“the causal links between current observable testimony and the past events
testified to are again part of the network of scientific theory”
the merit of testing some substantial fragment of science
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* for instance, Newtonian mechanics
by go through all the details, myriad tacit logical steps and platitudes and
formulating adequate observation categoricals, hence plausible corroboratory
experiments, across the board.
empirical content of a theory or a critical mass

* a sentence is meaningless uniess it has empirical content

* observation categoricals suffice to be the empirical content of a theory or at
least a critical mass

* empirical content of a non-observation sentence?

* “We had now accounted for empirical content for a sentence or set of
sentences with critical mass”
->why ‘a sentence’?

* a (non-observational) sentence can be counted as having empirical content in
a participatory way if it is a supporting member of a set with critical mass?
the above is fallacious

* any sentence can have empirical content by being a supporting member
->Russell’'s “Quadruplicity drinks procrastination”

* takeit as ‘q’, and ‘c’ as an observation categorical, “q” jointly with “q->¢” implies
“c”, but not by “q->c” alone
which sentences with empirical content?

* “[the sentences] are supporting members of interesting sets with critical mass,
sets that are not only testable but worth testing; hence sets whose members
either are adjudged true or are up for consideration, unlike ‘q>c”

->but this cannot be a rigorous standard
having empirical content as a condition of meaningfulness?

* a hypothesis, although does not have its own empirical content, and “remote
from all checkpoints[,] suggests further hypotheses that are testable”
->“this must be a major source of hypotheses worth testing.”

* “Positivistic insistence on empirical content could, if heeded, impede the
progress of science.”

softer science

* from psychology and economics through sociology to history, checkpoints are
sparser and sparser

* “observation categoricals are implicit still in the predicting of archaeological
finds and the deciphering of inscriptions, but the glories of history would be lost
if we stopped and stayed at the checkpoints”

the art of science

* “a normative domain within epistemology survives the conversion to
naturalism...and it is concerned with the art of guessing, or framing
hypotheses”

* the most general norms—which makes this art of science normative—are
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conservatism (or the maximum of minimum mutilation), and simplicity

* but there is no general calibration of both of them

* for this reason alone, there is no hope of a mechanical procedure for optimum
hypothesising

* “creating good hypotheses is an imaginative art, not a science. It is the art of
science’

for rational belief generally

* “normative epistemology is the art or technology not only of science...but of
rational belief generally”

* “the technological correctives of bad side effects of natural selection, and such
also in essence is normative epistemology in its correcting and refining of our
innate propensities to expectation by induction”

subjective probability and degrees of belief

¢ for Quine, the main part of normative epistemology is a branch of applied
mathematics—statistical theory, correction of the above sort of error is its
therapeutic side

* rational beliefs? Subjective probability is degree of belief

* a brief introduction of how normative epistemology interacts with other new
thriving theories—for instance, decision theory and game theory, and also
radical interpretation

¢ “Davidson’s semantic program of interpretation involves playing each of these
three variables—probability, preference, and interpretation—against the other
two.”
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Ch.V Logic and Mathematics
implication .
* the lifeblood of theories
-relating a theory to its observation categoricals

* waiting for the maturity of mathematics to encapsulate this logic in a complete
formalisation

* example
“To prove that a given set of premises implies a contemplated conclusion,
prove that the premises are inconsistent with the negation of that conclusion.
Do so by putting the premises and the negated conclusion into prenex form and
then accumulating a truth functional inconsistency by persistent instanitation of
the universal and existential quantifiers...”
' logic and set theory

* the difference between them is profound
* logic has no objects it can call its own

* logic has no predicates and hence no sentences it can call its own
- unless the identity predicate is counted logical
why the identity predicate
is not logical

* if the set of predicates is finite in number, then the identity predicate is gained
for free
that is, “x = y” can be defined in terms of the primitive predicates ‘P, ‘Q" and
dyadic predicate ‘R’ as
VzIPx = Py& Qx = Qx & Rxz = Ryz & Rzx = Rzy)

the third difference

* it is that logic admits of complete proof procedure that set theory lacks

* Gddel’'s incompleteness theorem
2>“Any effectively generated theory capable of expressing elementary
arithmetic cannot be both consistent and complete. In particular, for any
consistent, effectively generated formal theory that proves certain basic
arithmetic truths, there is an arithmetical statement that is true, but not provable
in the theory.”

* Roughly speaking, for each theory T the corresponding Gédel sentence G
asserts: “G cannot be proved within the theory T". if G were provable under
the axioms and rules of inference of T, then T would have a theorem, G,
which effectively contradicts itself, and thus the theory T would be
inconsistent.

the difference between mathematics and natural science

* the background: Quine famously claims that mathematics and logic have
empirical consequence

* Quine changed his mind after approximately four decades
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* but still, Quine would like to lighten the obvious contrast between mathematics
and natural science

Quine’s converting

* first, this converting is not contradict to the fact that mathematics participates
the implying of observation categoricals
—>for empirical contents do not belong to any member of the implying set but
the set itself—holism

* so Quine says “I accept the accepted wisdom [that mathematics lacks empirical
content]’—none of any mathematical sentence or any given set of them

* “No conjunction or class of purely mathematical truths, however large, could
ever imply a synthetic observation categorical’
similar trait applies to some class of scientific truths

* “lt is just a malicious mixing. Any random handful of scientific truths is likely to
fail to imply any synthetic observation categoricals. Amassing any number of
such sterile sets, then, and taking care to avoid any cross-fertility between them,

we can surely amass a class of truths of natural science without limit of size
and without empirical content.”

* what is needed to know is that, first, this is a deliberation to avoid producing
any set like this to produce any empirical content and second, in some cases
this might be the actual case

* the difference is that mathematical truths are all of a kind. Somehow? How?
formalised languages
* the distinct feature of mathematics
>what Tarski called formalised languages
->“Such a language comprises the sentences built from a fixed finite lot of
basic predicates by predication, truth functions, and quantification”
* for instance, elementary number theory
two basic three-place predicates ‘>’ and ‘II’
“Yxyz’” means thatx=y+z
“IIxyz” means that x=y * z

* xX=y—Vz(Xzxx = Xzyy)

* with the help of identity, following Russell's contextual definition the notation
‘OxFx’' can be defined and thus recover the familiar arithmetical notations
y+z=0xTxyz, 1=0x(IIxxx & ~3xxx)
y*z=0xIlxyz, 2=1+1
0 = Ox ¥ xxx, 3=2+1.

set and the definition of kinship

* ‘3’ and ‘I’ can be defined in terms of ‘e’ in any of the known ways

—all classical mathematics can be thus defined (Ch. 1—logic plus set theory)
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* kinship
-two basic predicates, one-place predicate ‘F’ (‘female’) and two-place
predicate ‘P’ (‘parent’)

* ‘xis male’ = ‘~Fx’;
‘x is half or full sibling of y’ = ‘3z(Pzx & Pzy)’;
‘x is mate of y = ‘3z(Pxz & x # y & Pyz)’; and so on...

* “typical truths in this language are the symmetry of sibling, mate, and cousin,
the asymmetry of parent, and the transitivity of full sibling”
formalising is not enough

* the essence of mathematics cannot be fully captured by the notion of
formalised language
-perhaps it is lack of primitive predicates induces mathematical flavour

* variables—taking abstract or concrete objects as value are not substantial
>for instance, ‘e’ takes concrete objects (physical objects) as its first argument
uninterpreted and interpreted mathematics

* if geometry is seen not as uninterpreted but interpreted mathematics—that it is
not about abstract relations

* its predicates denote points, surfaces, and curves...
->with a empirical subject matter

* why consider it as uninterpreted mathematics?—because of the fifth
postulate of parallel
If a straight line falling on two straight lines makes the interior angles on the
same side less than two right angles, the two straight lines, if produced
indefinitely, will meet on that side on which are the angles less than two right
angles

* because of this postulate, different alternatives have been designed, such as
Non-Euclidean geometry
disinterpretation and uninterpreted

* since “Einstein established that space itself, as defined by the paths of light, is
non-Euclidean,” Euclidean geometry lost its old empirical status

* in general—that is, not just about geometry—"disinterpretation came to play an
indispensable role in proof theory”
* Exaggeration? But why?
uninterpreted mathematics

* “Uninterpreted mathematics is of course devoid not only of empirical content
but of all question of truth and falsity”
->but for the theory that treats of these uninterpreted systems, including
abstract algebras, it is part of the theory of relations and hence is interpreted
mathematics, covered by set theory '
the higher reaches of set theory
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* when the relations got more and more abstract all the way up, it is no longer
possible to apply them to natural science
—>when joining mathematical truths with scientific ones to imply observation
categoricals, these abstract set-theoretic relations cannot help
—the thing is how do empiricists should view them
truth values

* “They are couched in the same vocabulary and grammar as applicable
mathematics, so we cannot simply dismiss them as gibberish, unless by
imposing an absurdly awkward gerrymandering of our grammar.”

* now the problem is their truth values

* “Cases arise, however (notably the axiom of choice and the contlnuum
hypothesis), that are demonstrably independent of prior theory”

* follow the maxim of natural science—simplicity? Economy of structure and
ontology?
->Historically, mathematicians who favored a “rich” and “large” universe of sets
were against CH, while those favoring a “neat” and “controllable” universe
favored CH.
you never know

* “from Godel's incompleteness theorem, every proof procedure is bound to
leave infinitely many closed sentences of classical mathematics
indemonstrable and irrefutable”

->stronger proof procedure does not help
—>can we banish them by a heroically complex gerrymandering of grammar?
~>meaningful but neither true nor false?

conceding

* “concede that every statement in our language is true or false, but recognize
that in these cases the choice between truth and falsity is indifferent both to our
working conceptual apparatus and to nature as reflected in observation
categoricals”

* “ltis like Kant's thing in itself, but seen as a matter of human usage rather than
cosmic mystery”

a parallel in vagueness

* adesk vs. countless almost coextensive aggregates of molecules—molecules
are not stable
->but we refer to it (the desk) as a unique one of them, and we do not and
cannot care which

* “Our standard logic takes this also in stride, imposing a tacit fiction of unique
though unspecifiable reference”
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Ch. VI Denotation and Truth
reference and meaning

* semantics is concerned with linguistic expressions in two respects: reference
and meaning
->singular terms: ‘Boston’ designates Boston
->general terms or predicates: ‘rabbit’ denotes each rabbit
=>»meaning is different
->‘the morning star’ and ‘the evening star’ designate the same planet but mean
differently
denotation

* designation can be reduced to denotation

* ‘“singular term can be recast as a predicate that happens to denote just one
thing if any”

* “The singular term ‘Boston’, designating Boston, can be reconstrued as a
predicate ‘is Boston’, denoting only Boston”
Poe was from Boston
Ix(x is Boston & Poe was from x), or
Vx(x is Boston o Poe was from x)

* the usual and more convenient idiom of singular terms by singular description:
Boston = Ox(x is Boston)
=“The convenience of singular terms, however, is indispensable in practice.
Mathematics would be paralysed without the direct substitution of singular
terms for variables and of equals of equals.”
—>for instance:
‘x is mate of y = ‘9z(Pxz & x # y & Pyz)’

what do terms denote?

* people might think that, because a singular term designate one and only one
object, a predicate denotes one single object too
->such as a class of all the things that it is true of, or a property shared by them
->'‘true of —for instance, in Quine “Notes on the Theory of Reference” (1953)
‘_’istrue-in-L of every __ thing and nothing else.

* in Quine’s usage, as in J. S. Mill, “a predicate denotes rather each separate
thing of which it is true. The class or property is not involved.”
some caution on ‘predicate’
* “Some logicians take a predicate as a way of building a sentence around a

singular term or, more concretely, as what Pierce called a rheme, a sentence
with blanks in it..."

* ‘“this version covers, implicitly, the potential output of predicate abstraction or
predicate functors.”

2>'V(xFx) or ‘V(x3Fx)’ or ‘'VF’—no variables
many-place predicate

* “Two-place predicates, such as transitive verb, may be said to denote ordered
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pair, and n-place predicates denote sequences of length n”

* ordered pair and two-membered class
the difference lies in that “the pair must determine x uniquely and y uniquely”
2f<x, y> =<z, w>,thenx=zandy=w
instance, and predicates for three-place and more

* for the two-place predicate ‘father (of)’, its denotation is, for instance, <James
Mill, John Stuart Mill>

¢ predicates for three-place and more—using iteration of the order paired
D<K, Y, Z> = <X, Y>, 2>, <X, ¥, Z, W> = <X, Y, Z>, w>
unbridled denotation
* even for one-place predicate, it is prey to paradox—Grelling’s paradox
—>for the word ‘heterologous’—that is, ‘not denoting self’
->“the predicate ‘heterologus’ itself...qualifies as heterologous iff it does not

* homological->words denote themselves
heterological->words do not denote themselves

* ‘heterological’ is either homological or heterological.
(1) If ‘heterological is homological, then it denotes itself.
->But ‘heterological’ only denotes words that are heterological.
> Since ‘heterological denotes itself, and itself only denotes heterological
words
->So this means that ‘heterological is heterological.
->This contradiction proves that ‘heterological’ is not homological.

* (2) If ‘heterological is heterological, then it does not denote itself.
- But what the words which ‘heterological’ does not denote is not heferological.
> Since ‘heterological does not denote not heterological words, so itself is not
heterological
->This means that ‘heferological’ is homological
- This contradiction proves that ‘heterological’ is not heterological either.
Russell’s paradox

* A set containing exactly the sets that are not members of themselves. If such a
set qualifies as a member of itself, it would contradict its own definition as a set
containing sets that are not members of themselves. On the other hand, if such
a set is not a member of itself, it would qualify as a member of itself by the
same definition.

* “That one was what imposed limits on the reification of classes, by showing that
not all predicates, or open sentences in one variable, can determine classes.
[self-referring] Nor could the inconsistent cases be rounded up one by one and
banished; for it turned out that countless further cases are self-consistent one
by one but jointly incompatible.”

* first creating a hierarchy of types, then assigning each mathematical (and
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possibly other) entity to a type. Objects of a given type are built exclusively from
objects of preceding types (those lower in the hierarchy), thus preventing loops.
so it is illegitimate to ask whether there is a class of all classes not members
of themselves, for no such class and classes respectively could be found

the significance of Grelling paradox

* for all its kinship to Russell's paradok, it does not depend on untenable
reification—Russell’s is, namely, classes
what is guilty is apparently the word ‘heterologous’, despite its clear definition
as not denting self
-the blame rests on all the words alike to ‘heterologous’, and ultimately on the
word ‘denote’

denotation and disquotation

* just “the disquotational paradigm: ‘rabbit’ denotes a thing if and only if the thing
is a rabbit. It is disquotation, and it alone, that makes the predicate ‘not
denoting self denote self if and only if it does not.”

a consistent version of denotation?

* Tarski in 1935 proposes to solve it for formalised languages
>note 3: “Where | treat of denotation of sequences by predicates, Tarski
treated of satisfaction of open sentences by sequences of values of their free
variables. But it comes to the same thing.”

* two things to be noticed: first, the responsible feature emplioyed by the
definition is disquotation; second, the whole construction is to constitute an
inductive or, in other words, recursive definition of denotation

what the inductive definition can and cannot do

* “our inductive definition only explains denotation on the part of predicates
constructible from the basic ones by predicate functors—hence by truth
functions and quantification”

* Grelling’s paradox indicates that ‘denote’ is not among these, or better not
be—because it causes paradox
hierarchy

* “We can cover this further ground by repeating our whole inductive definition,
but now treating our newly defined ‘denote’ as one of the basic predicates,

labelled ‘denote;’.

* “In this way we define ‘denote;’. It proves disquotational in application to all the
basic predicates and to ‘denote; and to all predicates constructible from all
these by predicate functors (or by truth functions and quantification).”

* the first level of the hierarchy:
(basic predicates) py, p2, p3...pn + denotey
the second level of the hierarchy:
(p1, P2, p3...pn + denotey) + denote;
the third level of the hierarchy:
((p1, p2, p3...pn + denote,)+ denotez)+ denote;
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->for now denotation; is sufficient
the lesson

* in ordinary language things are not so organised as Tarski's formalised
languages do—no fixed distinction between what is basic and what derivate,
what is primitive and what defined

* “The lessons are that denotation comes in levels and that a denotation
predicate of any one level cannot be trusted to operate in normal disquotational
fashion when applied to another denotation predicate unless the latter is of
lower level”

vertical, horizontal and zero-place predicate

* denotation has two different relations
—>vertical, stretching from one level of denotation to the next or the previous
level
—>horizontal, an n-place predicate denotes sequences of length n
=»the mathematician’s reflex: what about zero-place or no-place predicates?
—>closed sentences

true of and closed sentence

* an n-place predicate denoted a given n-place sequence iff it was true of it
= the degenerate case: in the zero case, “there being nothing for the no-place
predicate to be true of, denotation reduces simply to truth outright. The zero
case of denotation by predicates is truth of sentences. Truth, one might risk
being quoted as saying, is just a degenerate case of denotation.”
T-sentences

* ‘Between’ denotes (is true of) <x, y, z> iff x is between y and z
‘Father’ denotes (is true of) <x, y> iff x is father of y
‘Rabbit’ denotes (is true of) x iff x is a rabbit
So, “Snow is white” is true iff snow is white
—>the underlined sentence is an instance of Tarski’s famous T-sentences
truth and paradox

* “Truth shares the infirmity of the rest of the denotation family: the susceptibility
to paradox”
—>the liar paradox: “This sentence is false”

* This sentence is false>“This sentence is false” is false
* resort to self-predication (same as self-referring)

* “The self-predication of an open sentence in one free variable is what we get by
taking that open sentence itself as the value of its variable”

* The self-predication of the open sentence:
The self-predication of x is false
is the closed sentence
The self-predication of “The self-predication of x is false” is false

* solution again rests on going hierarchical
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->“At each level truth is simple denotation by no-place predicates, or
sentences.”

the first level of the hierarchy: (closed sentences) sy, Sz, S3...Sp + truthy
the second level of the hierarchy: (s, S2, S3...5n + truthy) + truth;

the third level of the hierarchy: ((S1, Sz, S3...Sp + truthy)+ truthz)+ truth;

disquotation

* Ramsey takes the disquotational feature as trivial, calling disquotation the
disappearance theory of truth
->disquotation determines truth uniquely

* “If two predicates ‘true’ and ‘True’ both fulfil disquotation, they are coextensive;
for where ‘p’ stands for a sentence
‘0’ is true iff p iff ‘p’ is True.
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Ch. VIl Semantic Agreement
reification

* the function of identity—discourse—the part of the clauses of a focal
observation categorical—whenever..., it...
=»join forces with the schematism of space and time—forge the identity of an
object from one place and time to another

* reciprocal: recurrences of enduring bodies and place-times link up each
the third kind of
sameness of reference

* not a problem for bodies, intersubjective agreement established in primary
cases of ostension

* indirectly by reduction in other cases to those primary cases through causal

chains established or conjectured in our growing science
abstract object

* no such recourse for abstract objects
—>who is to say that we refer to the same thing while using the phrase of the
number nine?

* itis the size of the class of planets? —now who is to say that we use the
phrase ‘size of to refer to the same thing, even if we agree on each planet?

* our classes of planets have the same members? In yours and my sense of
‘member’?

* “] submit that intersubjective sameness of reference makes no sense, as
applied to abstract objects, beyond what is reflected in successful dialogue.”

* remember that Quine reduces abstract objects to classes
class: can best be described by saying that classes are associated with
monadic propositional functions (in intension -- i.e., properties) in such a
way that two propositional functions determine the same class if and only if
they are formally equivalent.)

* xea iff A(x), where ‘@’ is a class and ‘A’ is a propositional function (ch. 3)

* in Quine’s usage, as in J. S. Mill, “a predicate denotes rather each separate
thing of which it is true. The class or property is not involved.” (ch. 6)
similar for theoretical concrete objects
* concrete but beyond the reach of ostension
—>the old example: “picture two physicists pondering a crisis in particle physics.
Each of them proposes a new particle. One proposes a particle without rest

mass, and the other a particle with rest mass. Both of them apply the same new
word, ‘neutrino’

* -are they disagreeing with each other about the mass of the same particles?

Or they posit different particles under the same name?
* why this is an empty question?
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unless there are ways to determine what they actually are
the presupposition is that both of the positing solve the crisis
gross bodies
* no evident problem—in paragraph 2
>the scientific philosopher seeking a close-knit and economical system of the
world
-identifies bodies with the portions of space-time that they occupy—PU#iF22
#H—similar for substances

* “Sense qualities of the bodies and substances simply carry over to these
four-dimensional regions”

* “We would say not that bodies have given way to space-time, but that they
have been identified with or interpreted as space-time”
a space-time point and the quadruple numbers

e further identifies a point of space-time with the quadruple of numbers that are
its coordinates in some arbitrary frame of reference
-a matter of economy

* “a body then becomes a class of quadruples of numbers—what | shall call a
number table”

* “our sensory associations now carry over to these abstract number tables”

¢ for economy purpose
bodies—space-time regions—classes of quadruple numbers—number tables
the connection between bodies and their sensory associations recast
accordingly
what we normally do we normally do

* the economy of science poses nothing to the former way that we normally learn
names and predicates for things by ostension
>“As always, the pointing just serves to enhance the salience of the features f
our sensory input that are to be associated with the object’
->for this purpose, we need not know any numbers
inscrutability of reference

* “we might reinterpret every reference to a physical object arbitrarily as a
reference rather to its cosmic complement, the rest of physical universe”
-‘rabbit’ denotes not each rabbit but the cosmic complement of it—that is, the
physical universe without this rabbit—or the universe of space-time regions
minus the points occupied by the rabbit

* “Saying that rabbits are furry would thus be reinterpreted as saying that
complements-of-rabbits are complements-of-furry”

* “The old names and predicates would be reintroduced by ostension as usual,
but it would be deferred ostension: pointing to what was not part of the
intended object.”—'deferred’ should mean shifting something to something
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else—"The two sentences are obvious equivalent’
->what equivalent? Logically equivalent
* the consequence is the inscrutability of reference
proxy function

* “Cosmic complement of and ‘number table of express what | called proxy
functions: one-to-one reinterpretations of objective reference. They leave
the truth values of the sentences [containing them] undisturbed...It is a matter
of reconstruing all terms and predicates as designating or denoting the
proxies of what they had designated or denoted”

* for any given theory in which a name refers to an object x according to its
reference scheme, one can produce a proxy function, say, ¢ to map xon to
@ (x) in the reference scheme of the background theory; similarly, if a predicate
refers to (is true of) each thing x such that F(x) in the object theory, it refers to
each thing x in the background theory such that F ¢ (x)

* “we can proxying both sides of predication, and it cancels out”

* forinstance, ¢ mapping “Rabbits are furry” on to “rabbit- ¢ (x) are furry- ¢ (x)”
or “complements-of-rabbits are complements-of-furry”
one-to-one reinterpretation only
* many-place predicates?—likewise
=>“any object that is not given a proxy must take itself as proxy, lest it be

reused as proxy of another object; that would mar the one-to-one character of
the global reinterpretation”

* for instance, you cannot find a cosmic complement of the universe itself

* “The reason such reinterpretations preserve truth values is that they preserve
sameness of reference from mention to mention throughout discourse.
Sameness of reference is what variables mark, and it is all that ontology
contributes to science and truth”

* the proxy function ¢ is mapping actually mentions of words to another set of
mentions of words—from x to ¢ (x) or from rabbits to their cosmic
complements—using ¢ tomap ¢((x)onto ¢(p(x))andFo(x)ontoF¢ (¢
(x))...

e all’x’, ‘o (x), " ¢ (¢(x))...and so on are mentions of what they are supposed to
refer to or denofe relative to different theories or reference schemes—that is,
in using the proxy functions we are talking about the relations between terms
instead of that between terms and their referents or denotations
->this is because variables only mark the places of referring terms but not
references themselves
->s0 what ontology contributes to science and truth is just a framework or a
structure of reference without enlightening any clue on what terms genuinely
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refer to or denote
permutation

* “Spatiotemporal objects are permuted with their complements, and
nonspatiotemporal objects [—numbers, for instance—] are permuted into
themselves”

ontological relativity

* “So we found that a set of sentences can be reinterpreted in any one-to-one
way, in respect of the things referred to, without falsifying any of the
sentences.”
>*“lurking since Chapter 1li, for we saw there that variables are the bearers of
reference and that they only mark sameness thereof”

the reconstruing of the membership predicate

* physical objects are reinterpreted as their complements
->how about the class of physical objects?—reinterpreting the membership
predicate ‘e’ too
another way to reconstrue the membership predicate

» “reconstrue classes themselves across the board, supplanting each by its
logical complement and leaving individuals alone”—preserving the truth values
of all the sentences—"reconstrue [membership] as nonmembership”

* the logical complement of {a, b} is the rest objects that are not a or b

* the less trivial example at the abstract level is the use of Gédel numbers for
strings of signs »

* |n order to encode an entire formula, which is a sequence of symbols, Gédel
used the following system. Given a sequence xx2X3...X, Of positive integers,
the Godel encoding of the sequence is the product of the first n primes
raised to their corresponding values in the sequence:
enc(X1XoX3..Xn) = 2X1e3% %537 X4 _op, X"
what each of ‘x1x2x3...x,’ stands for can be numbers, functions, brackets...and
of course letters, hyphens, spaces...

Ramsey sentences and the indeterminacy of reference

« for abstract objects: Ramsey sentences—which capture the empirical/factual
content of a theory

 T: the theory, including theoretical sentence T4, T, Ta... Ty
t: theoretical predicates, including ti, o, t3...t,

C: correspondence rules or dictionary linking theoretical predicates/sentences
to observable ones, including O, Oz, O3...0n
o: observable predicates, including 04, 02, 03...0m

* thetheory: T+ C =TC (4, t2, t3...t,, 01, 04, 02, 03...0m)
Step 1 (empirical theory, assumed true): TC (t4, t2, ts...tn, 01, 02, 03...0m)
Step 2 (substitution of variables for T-terms): TC (x1, X2, X3...Xn, 01, 02, 03...0m)
Step 3 (-quantification of the variables): 3x13X,...3 X, TC (X4, X2, X3...Xp, 01, 02,
O3...0m)
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- Step 3 is the complete Ramsey sentences, expressed “*TC”, and to be read:
There are some (unspecified) relations such that TC (x4, X2, X3...Xp, 01, 02,
03...0n) is satisfied when the variables are assigned these relations.

* “The underlying thought is that abstract objects serve natural science only
through formal laws that we can set down... The laws needed for either context
might not determine those abstract objects uniquely”

* “Ramsey’s idea, in the case of natural numbers, is to waive the choice of
interpretation and just write an existential quantification to the effect that there
is a sequence of abstract objects fulfilling such and such arithmetical laws and
functioning thus and so in the desired application.”

without ordered pairs?

* aless cumbersome case: ordered pairs
2>“Let us assume (unrealistically) that we have somehow reached the point of
quantifying over functions without taking up ordered pairs. Then occasion
arises to affirm something about a pair <u, v>, and do no without choosing any
one of the various adequate ways of construing ordered pairs”
—>referring back to p. 61, the stipulation (1)
<x,y> =<z, w>iffx=zandy=w

* take the sentence about <u, v> as ‘P<u, v>’
The Ramsey sentence of it is:
IVXVyVzVw(fxy = fzw iff x = z and y = w) & P(fuv))

* if it is about the ordered pair <u, v>, normally we illustrate what this ordered
pair is, but without doing so we use the illustration of what the function, fuv, is
—>in this case, <u, v> is the abstract object and the function, f, is the variable
used to replace the theoretical term, that is, ‘<u, v»'; ‘fxy=fzwiff x=zand y =
W is a paraphrase of the original stipulation of ordered pairs and fuv is what ‘<u,
v>' refers to.

the sweeping indeterminacy of reference

* “Ramsey'’s treatment thus brings out indeterminacy of reference not by
reinterpretation, but by waiving the choice of interpretation”

* “each Ramsey sentence is a fresh existential quantification; consequently there
is no assurance of sameness of object from sentence to sentence”

* “But for concrete objects—gross bodies, particularly—endurance and identity
over time are essential to the very fabric of our spatiotemporal account of
things”

* “My simple argument for indeterminacy of reference is more sweeping,
applying as it does to objects indiscriminately, | conclude from it that what
matters for any objects, concrete or abstract, is not what they are but
what they contribute to our overall theory of the world as neutral nodes in
its logical structure”

what we end up as we began is not really what we began
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* bask in paradox?

* “The very freedom vouchsafed us by the indeterminacy of reference allows us
to adopt ostension as decisive for reference to observable concrete objects”

* we end up as we began? ‘rabbit’ denotes rabbits for all
concerned?—remember the disquotational conception of reference in the last
chapter

* disagree only on the deep nature of rabbits: spatiotemporal regions, number
tables, sui generis (for most people)

 “Adaptation of our usage must not, however, be allowed to obscure the lesson
of proxy functions. Namely, a language wide one-to-one reassignment of
values to our variables has not effect on the truth or falsity of our statements”
the freedom

* no empirical sense can be made of intersubjective identity of unobservables,
concretes or abstracts—this is the case before proxy function comes into
picture

* the indeterminacy of reference frees us to legislate a criterion? Of what? What
makes sense is not the empirical sense of intersubjective identity of
unobservables but, by holding proxy functions, the smoothness of dialogue and
concurrence in conclusions

now turn to meaning

* agreeing with Frege, settle on whole sentence as the primary vehicles of
meaning
the indeterminacy of reference should not interfere with equating of sentence
meanings, for it leaves the truth conditions of sentences unaffected
sameness of meaning

* defining the notion of meaning may appeal to “specifying the circumstances in
which two sentences have the same meaning’
>for no entity without identity; no meaning without sameness of meaning

* “the meaning of a sentence by ‘quasi-analysis’ a la Carnap (Chapter [) as the
class of all sentences like it in meaning”
occasion sentences
* “they all offer what John Stuart Mill called concomitant variation’—sameness of
truth value occasion by occasion is the necessary condition of sameness of
meaning

» “Sameness of meaning of two occasion sentences, then, for a given speaker at
a given stage of his development, consists in his then having the disposition
(Chapter 1) to give the same verdict (assent, dissent, abstention)] to both
sentences on any and every occasion. This is perhaps the most we can

require.”

detecting disposition
* “The disposition...is a present passive physical state of the subject's nervous
system, however little understood, and whether or not activated or otherwise
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detected.”

* the subject is induced by our querying of the two sentences “in his imagination
that state of mind in which either sentence would come naturally, and he finds
both sentences prompted equally.”

->‘having the same meaning’ for this form of introspective experience
no clean-cut idea of sameness of meaning for standing sentences

* “Various pairs of words are found to be interchangeable in occasion sentences
without disturbing sameness of meaning, so their interchange is taken also to
preserve meaning of standing sentences. This goes pretty far in equating
standing sentences.”

* what inferchangeable? And why interchangeable?

* itis a total different story for standing sentences—although some standing
sentences are locked together by causal regularities, words might seem to be
interchangeable in standing sentences while the sameness of meaning is
insecure, due to their lack of close connection to stimulus meaning

propositions?

* “But this is the very locus of the philosophical notion of proposition: the
meaning of a sentence of fixed truth value. Many philosophers have seen
propositions as abstract objects that statements served to express. They have
seen them as the bearers of truth values; sentences were true and false only in
the sense of expressing true and false propositions”

utterances or sentences

* shift the burden of truth values to the sentences, or, more strictly, to the events
of uttering them

* why ‘it is the individual utterances that matter for occasion sentences—indeed
for most of our sentences, where personal pronouns, tensed verbs, and the
adverbs ‘here’, ‘there’, ‘now’, and ‘then’ can make truth value vary with the
circumstances of utterance”?

* treating sentences instead of utterances as truth vehicles is more convenient in
logical and philosophical contexts—sentences are what we can mutually
discuss about

* “The fixity restores the convenience that had made propositions
attractive’—specify time, place, and person insofar as needed to freeze their
truth value

bilingual

* from sameness of meaning of two sentences for on speaker to the purported
sameness of meaning between a sentence of a wildly exotic language and its
English translation
—the second one is reducible to the first one as far as we can make our field
linguist a bilingual

indeterminacy of translation or meaning
* untranslatability is never a problem: no matter it is such as “Neutrinos lack
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mass” or is such as multiple translation

* the latter is more essential—indeterminacy of translation, especially for
standing sentences: for any given language, there are infinitely many
translation manuals compatible with all linguistic dispositions of the speakers of
the language but mutually incompatible with each other
> more importantly, this applies to home language too

“Gavagai”?

* an indigenous utterance “Gavagai"—explain the custom of your usage of
quotation marks—while something salient has occurred, perhaps a scurrying
rabbit—the method: conjuring up the English sentence “Rabbit” and taking it as
the tentative translation—"his conjecture is that if he takes to say ‘Gavagai’ in
circumstances where he would habitually have said ‘Rabbit’, it might contribute
to his command of the language.”

the instance

* showing a big and a small /eafs, a long and a short sticks to an obliging
indigenous informant
-hoping to find what her utterances denoting the displayed objects and their
contrast—the italics and the underlined respectively
>“He amasses observation sentences apace: nouns and adjectives, as he
puts it, for he applies familiar grammar where he can”
analytical hypotheses

* “Observation sentences are thus the entering wedge for the linguist as they
were for the child. Further occasion sentence, not observational, would
probably be the next in line. They lack the advantage of concurrently
observable subject matter, but they retain the advantage of variation under
varying conditions”

* “Standing sentences are the stubborn ones: impassive, inscrutable.”
~>how to do the opportunistic and unsystematic analogies, bold extrapolations,
wild guesses and grasping at straws?—analytical hypotheses
->“His ascent into the thick of language must resemble the child’s, but his
groping is less blind because his own language and others in his command
afford structures for him to try”

~ * now perhaps you can see why the same thing applies to home language
universally quantified conditionals

* “observation categoricals would no doubt to be the first of the standing
sentences to yield”

* “the...idiom for them would not doubt extend directly to the universally
quantified conditionals without regard to observationality”

* a generalised expression of expectation—observation categoricals (Ch. 2)

* focal observation categorical: “Whenever..., it...”
the essential pronoun means reification (Ch. 3)

* valuable in suggesting translations of further sentences because “each
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universal conditional affirms an invariable truth link between two open
sentences, one of which may already have been conjecturally translated”
local folkways

* the linguist rely on observation of the local folkways
->similar to the child but the linguist is more seasoned, not accepting
everything said by her indigenous informant—assume sincerity, barring
evidence to the contrary

* “but he will try as an amateur psychologist to fit [her] interpretation of the
[indigenous informant’s] sentences to [indigenous informant’s] likely beliefs
rather than to the facts of circumambient nature.”

interpretation vs. translation

* “translation is the narrower project, pertinent specifically to [Quine’s] concern
over the fancied concepts of proposition and sameness of meaning”

* “An untranslatable sentence, such as the one about neutrinos, can still be
interpreted, and that indeed is how we have learned it ourselves. For broadly

semantic purposes, as Donald Davidson appreciates, interpretation is the
thing.”

ideas wedded to words

* sameness of meaning for one bilingual sufficed as a challenge to propositions
->but there is a more popular resort—in the conception of dialogue as
communication of ideas

* “but ideas lingered on in the guise of meaning. Meaning is the idea wedded to
the word, and as such it is up again for exorcising.”
for speakers

* no problem for intersubjective sameness of meaning in the case of observation
sentences, for “concurrence of witnesses is already a definition condition of
observationality”

->occasion sentences are not in a too bad shape, for they still vary
concomitantly from occasion to occasion for people

* but not that clear for two speakers—*“for two speakers might disagree one the
truth of an occasion sentence because of a difference in belief rather than
meaning (granted the reality of that distinction)”

one way to diagnose the disagreement—meaning or belief

* two speakers disagree on the truth of one occasion sentence, O1
->one speaker switch the sentence to another occasion sentence, O2, that has
the same meaning for him—if the other speaker agree with the truth of 02, the
earlier disagreement is semantic
->For the second speaker, O7 and O2 mean differently. Otherwise they should
have had no disagreement

e “Often the discrepancy can be narrowed down to a word, by hitting on a
substitute that restores agreement.”

* that is, a substitute of one word for another which do not have the same
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meaning, so the disagreement is about beliefs but not meanings
impossible to define for
standing sentences

* “Such probings pinpoint local divergences in our speech habit without
suggesting any coherently definable relation of sameness and difference of
meaning between one speaker’s sentence and another's’

* agreement with the truth value is just the necessary condition of assigning the
same meaning to the sentence

* it is even worse for standing sentences than it was for sameness of meaning of
them for a single individual
>*“It is as hopeless as our earlier question of intersubjective identity of abstract
objects"—no entity without identity (Ch. 3)
another version of indeterminacy of translation

* the bilingual case can help reducing intersubjective to intarsubjective
sameness of meaning :

* “Would they agree...on sameness of meaning between [indigenous] standing
sentences and English ones?”

* suppose both manuals are successful—each produce coherent English
translations

* when translating, say, some long indigenous monologue, sentence by
sentence by using two manuals alternately? Is the result still coherent?
-if not, then a perfect case of indeterminacy of translation is produced

he holistic objective of communication

* inculcating us of fluency and effectiveness in the indigenous language
=“The instruction would proceed recursively, for the most part, beginning
with the ad hoc pairings of [indigenous] words with English words and phrases
and then explaining grammatical constructions for generating sentences from
the words”

* for the most part? “Translations of most [indigenous] sentences would be
implied and interpretations of untranslated ones would be provided less
systematically”

* the whole explication is not that precise—actually, the recursive part is our
linguist analytical hypotheses, adding that she needs to find a way to
segment utterances, such as “Gavagai”

no difference to lexicography
at home

 “Though the word ‘meaning’ is ubiquitous in lexicography, no capital is made of
a relation of sameness of meaning...but only ad hoc to explain how to use a
word in various dissimilar situations. When a word is partly explained by
paraphrasing a sample context, as is so often the way, the paraphrase is meant
only for typical circumstances, or for specified ones; there is no though of
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sameness of meaning in any theoretical sense.”

* for instance: MSN online dictionary
u-big-ui-tous:
adjective
Definition: existing everywhere: present everywhere at once, or seeming to be

“Nor does a practical dictionary observe a distinction between linquistic
information about a term and factual information about its denotata. The goal
is simply the user’s success in plying the language”

“The word ‘meaning’ is indeed bandied as freely in lexicography as in the
street, and so be it. But let us be wary when it threatens figure as a
supporting member of a theory. In lexicography it does not.”
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Five Milestones of Empiricism
The five milestones
* f“idea?]word
s EEFTERJH [ VEtermsEisentences
o ZEZEMYE.[EsentencesEsystems of sentences (—HHE—EFEH)
* HEEM—iti(methodological monism)
*  HARYH  BENHAREC FEEEHEAER
from ideas to words

* ideas—linguistic expressions—empirical data
o hiitidME4434 (nominalism) E[IEHLS @ {HQuineRR S EEI17864F

(Tooke—philologist) ¥ A#RER ¥ Eafamrizl o

nominalism ? > E[Z22%24; - 348 (universals) SEIFHEE N AFE  EMHE
HMEEEHARSG THIME ©

* John Horne TookeZ2£3 » Locke LA S BLARIM R - HEH - URFESHM -

* Empiricist position: only sense makes sense
Sideas JAHEEIERRENZ ek Z>but the idea of idea cannot
measure up to this standard ( A~ ZE A sense impressions)

* For Tooke: words make sense only when they are definable in terms of sensory

terms
grammatical particles

» Wik —EFFEEALANLER - MR - EEASEHARE

* Tooke/EFEE (etymology) HIEE AR » RSB FRAE (PRI kRS
- TaR T2 ‘give’ HUREEL -

* Quine B R —TELLBRSEIEE - & LR syncategorematic
CAEREESER  WEAFEIE T 1T

second milestone

o ffttio ¥ FILEREN T AR (EE EITooke [FIRHERI A —BL & Jeremy Bentham—
FHH T contextual definition - Bentham M ¥~ g (categorematic) {FH
contextual definition - B} H (FiJEEza (categorematic) AEMEEY -

o RS A ER(EE  ERIEEE 2 B4 A% contextual definition
] DA IR M s sty mf] > SR EGE FR9 8 (Bllcategorematic
terms) - EERIE@ETRIFEY

* contextual defi nltlonﬂﬁ?ﬁlﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ INRAERRER - WEsUERHEN - REUMER—
EEEEEAN—D TIASES  WREAEEE [ RVE - AR K
SR EE A A ER R ENEED - FPIREMK -

abstract ideas/terms
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* Berkeley & Hume¥i#hZ S AHE 'S » HiTookeyE—(E B2 o] L IBEH S
ANETHR - H B RISREER -

* R T {E B EE T Bentham e fE L a] DU ER 3 SOKHR 5338 thah sl - FTLAR
A LHSREEREF A2 LR -

* EHAR O MER-ShSEENESY

* HIA AT Retb A LI HhSREE T 250 EER - {2 Hcontextual definition T i
#1 BT UE AR B S M A e —

* in last semester we discussed Quine’s method of doing this—only admitting the
existence of one kind of abstract objects, classes, and further define other
abstract terms in terms of classes

the Copernican shift

* FrHERRENEARN - FHONERTHEHTFFTRE—Dbrick building
theory -

* TEANERELHEERUNERNERTE REIH A MEIARN) -
* SEEEEL T UAEE - KEbrick building theoryUif g RS H % » INBEAINIE
R - BT LR TR EE - ERRREONEE -

* QuinefyFHEE  HMEEF (F) FUREEBGHENTFH MIELEE &)
R R AR HRE IR A — (B RE AR ARAS Sk - DALIEHE - @2 ftifEWord
and ObjectE T mRERY -

* BMMEAESHRUBEMGHE (T BFE L FRANEEEHEREUNEE
&4 (truth conditions) FRZEEYTIH -

it is Bentham

* FEESCHIREAITE R T contextual definition )EZJT% BER A
FregeiﬁiRussellﬁTT IR iR EE A B R 28 » Quinefk AR ILERTHIA

Bentham -
the shift in epistemplogy

* BB EBRIANEGR - MFRIELRENHEMIMEE (concepts) - [iE
Bﬁﬁ’\truthéﬁibehef

* gt » Vienna Circlefyverification theory of meaningst L ZE A ZHRIFERZL L
(B FIRTE R R RS RS

* EEWIBERES BN » REAYRG. E. Moore - fi{f#1 32 2 R HHEL LR HA
WittgensteinffgZ2 2 - fijBenthampyZoa g s -

the third milestone

* EREEAERAERE R (empirical meaning) RYEAF(] - BEA/NT - {EHIFE
HEBE P ES L ARIIHRERIER (EthEtEthe verification theory of
meaningTAERREE %) - —HEZHEIZERITR » E8RE T3F%Quine
FREERIEIZ2/6{4A) (observation conditionals)
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* 115 Fiftobservation conditionalsEF—E#EIASR » it amiR -
i BARSEE A > SRS R RN — R e S ER R - SR
#aEsa (holism) -

* Sy, S5...8, 2> 0OC4, OC,...0Cp,

If one of OC4, OC,...OCn, is false, then at least one of Sy, S2...S, is false,
except we do not know which one or ones it is or they are.

o HEE o EES(EES > RhREEORBERVEFRTHERTIR o
FH > MESEANRBEENCARR LS sWEERBRIEEN (B0 S
BN REES  sEiSERTE ERE S EERE ) - HQuineiidE
BRI FE A E IR LR & A B B et
Frblsesess » SER R BTREBERER T - B Lverification theory of
meaning - RBREHRBRW -

testing one single hypothesis?

o RlIEZIHEEFfiobservation conditionalsilFt B —5E4] - (HIS{EERATEMH
HEpEERE L8 HERETE AR — ey - AR E R GRERH
AR R -

* ERERERIEPIEERIAE -

how broad is a scientific system?

° BEERIE  HEFE-EEFNIER 7

* QuineFlEiE B FRIERIME 8 7 FEE it 2 iR i — R R -
RElbranchestyRIBE I » R E—ERE - BEATEE - B8
AR AR RS A ERRESR - AR EEEEHS T -

degrees of observationality

o H-SRAATREERBRES - WHEREM E=(me)” FIBEREN EEA K
=7 e (observationality) RIEENER > M5 - BRELIAIEETFTLL
RIEBAREREEZNNE

o T 0 EE IR T AR R AR B AT T LARGE - BRIFEEMARm I e
He > R EBEERRIRTE -

HUUITRA (‘namely Z1%) BISEATTRANE @ (@R BRERUEE -

o D fEfREEEREE 0 —EBRWHEE (conjunction) WL RAOSEEE
WA AEEN  AHESHERRERT

* WELR - FEAZRBMLRRENER  MAREE ERE
Hil—observationality - Quine?FE 8 FHEWARZRE > {RIgfhE
observation sentencesfy €%  ‘C{fifitheoretical sentencesfE B AN IE
1 - BB MEBEHRE -

moderate holism

o FrDL bRy se s e i SR A S A S B2 885 (moderate or relative
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holism) - 2RMEEAERY » BB BT EERN SR UER HERRSRER -

the fourth milestone

¢ BREWEN RS R RIRE R Rtk -

* {H LB Synthetic sentences HAEHHIREENZA (empirical contentiE =
) » analytic sentencesHIZMRERNZ - TR FARRORAL - EEfE
—i s EEATERE S RSN REER L SV e GE e s
R - HEBEREE T EHEES -

the fifth milestone: naturalism

* BAREZE (naturalism) GEBFUSEE T HE—HRHBEK - 1 L BFI—EHRR
TRE ISR REARRN - GRRE AR EEY SRR R AF
e - DRBRIRRGAESES - SEAHEGRSY T RIS SR -

* (HEREAATZREARRIES Hrealityl {5t - (5 - §EIE  EAIREHE
RIS AT - HAvE AR5 Bt A g B ek
(hypothetico-deduction) Hy#iE -

s BATEERERE - H—2¥RFEFRHEFERZ T E (phenomenalism > FE
phenomenology) FJ4RE -
B AIEILE,  EOMMGEAREHNLEE - HREE A Tfe GBI
RERE R -

* F{EREESHEERIEZ  BIERIA S HEGR AN h R ol #R
EEREIAEFR - BB ATN BRSNS T2 - P 249742 (Comte) -
B itfe BRI EFE T 2 (positive philosophy) » 25 2 EdR 2R FHY

B -

naturalised epistemology

* HAERICARRA GG - CREERNERE LB -
HAREREFREAM » TFTRRNAMEH AN EA - K E MR SR E 2 E]
HIFIEL -
HiFamrI i 2 R R —(ERTRE - BMAa R A A BRI AR » 18
BERPERS - TAES = B EE B Rm—PEs -

° PIEAFEGREFENR  RegfthiRMaIeEEs u&’ﬂlmé’:ﬁlﬁ@%ﬁ
X - hEABIAMEEEE (posit) THREEEETRISEI T BN EHE—
EEMRIFE - MEEREESEHEREES @ (g ENYEE -

* BN EYIGEERE - BN Quine A BREY » BIRTIEE —(HEEHH
BEER “On What There Is” - “to be is to be a value of a variable”
There is Pegasus - There is something pegasusised->3xF(x)

Neurath’s naturalistic sailor

* QuineiBEAIHZFVWANMEBMTF LEFHHER  AREERRZILETE - &
BEEIEANE R ERERRIBRISME - TEEE KRR E RRrIAER (from
within) -

* RIEREIERASE TR LM TR - HEETrE R A R E
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Two Dogmas of Empiricism
two dogmas

* WKBEE—(—) fRE547 (analytic) EE BTN R E AT SR
(EEA] > B14%5 (synthetic) EBE » BGRIKKERERANEDZME > fFfE A
ARISE - () #A#97FF (reductionism) » HI{EE—EHERAEER > FFENEH
Seb BT PR ER AR SRR AR R A -

o WERREA T —SEH T Bep EEEEARE L MR - —REEA
FE& -

1. Background for Analyticity
two kinds of analytic sentences

* BT HE—tautology
(a) G EREHEE -

o T REEFIF EER AR EGEE EE AT | DL BB K
Ra ‘HEE - () B
(b) WHEEBNBEAEESE -

o EATEBBEESVE  NAERENREKE - Quinest I E AR ST

the background

¢ Kant's cleavage between analytic/synthetic truths

e Hume’s distinction between relations of ideas and matters of fact
Leibniz's distinction between truths of reasons and of facts

o« SEEEARIERN SR AT RBREE TR ARTE
(self-contradictory) - (Carnap)

Kant

* KantR SR smfidsdin Xy - REMS EEE (contain)fE Y
N

* MIMEA" 1. B ABIRELLE
ferE -

© BURHE TR E R RN
* BEMERFTERIMS—ER

Examples

* 1. People who run move their bodies.
2. Lead is metal.
3. Siblings are not cosins.
4. Bachelors are unmarried or Bush is a moron.
>How to explain the predicates of (4) to be contained in the subjects?
Kant’s idea

* Appealing to some psychological contemplation of the containment relation |
need only to analyse the concept, i.e., become conscious of the manifold that |
always think in it, in order to encounter this predicate therein.

->cannot be explained in terms of the principle of contradiction—that is, the

A—iigd ;2. R EEREEIERZEE S
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analytic are those whose denials are contradictory—for the two explanations do
not have the same extension.
meaning and naming
* FregefJflF ‘evening star' B2 ‘morning star
Russellfy#i+ ‘Scott’ #1 ‘the author of Waverley
EUr e Dhap A e —(E G - HEARENESE

o SEYEREEEA FUAERE U B OKBRTEBE Gana R
LE  BECMEE—EFA

° Mill: BigFAE Y EESR  —RAEETEEE -
RIRE— : #EKE 5 (by Frege)
a=a
a=b
IR : {E#5HE (modal) B (intensional) fiké& - MillRUBEGRTE R EEBRATHE

nHE
It is true that necessarily 9 = 9, but it is false that necessarily 9 = {TEEH
general terms

* —{Egeneral termE ¥ —{Ea—EEIEEE » Hltrue of -
—(EE S EFTEIEE LS —{Egeneral termVFEAI B ERER @ SLEERIIME

(extension) -

* BHLERAEYHEAERRAYEARERAME - HEENE -

Aristotle’s notion of essence
* AristotlefAE (essence) L RN ERIIEE
* MRS ANAE - FHEWERRBREEA
fﬂ%ﬁﬂ%%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂm%ﬁﬂﬁ  EE AR -
s REHRMRNS  AEELSRERR A WESEN—H  ERHERIRAE
Mt AR NERN—ERS - BEERAE -

o {HEAEmEAR - FEERYABRRAZENEEY) - SLEEANAE2EE
TIFERI M » SR ey -

* BRUEAERESIESEYR > BYRAESRIVER -

. 1.2
A—>KE 7 -FZEEY +B&R- A

meaning entity?

c BEZXHERVEEMESL — REMHEER ? —HEREBWIEE - ERATHE

HE R RE S Bl R AR -

* BERMRNVEBECH  AENKEFESEARNARNYE (synonymy) - DUk eEs
MRS (analyticity) - ERIEREFREAITNY) - BUTLIBIIGE -

logical truths
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o AMFEEA— S S BRE CEEERAT AR - BB RS
B

No unmarried man is married.

MR E T T B e s e i ot - e — R E e - EHA
SRR T LSS RIR (reinterpretation) HEREME - TEPEIERIEIE -
the second kind

° %Zﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂ’ﬂﬁ}ffﬁ’@%
No Bachelor is married.
SEREEANEY » TR TRt El e e A S — (A H 5 &
o (HEHIERIANITER &% SR TN RN L - (EE RS

* Frege’s idea of definition
The example: All Great Danes are dogs
-not a logical truth, for substituting something else for the first and the second
places do not end up with a logical truth.
>Here Frege appeals to the notion of definition, or synonymy: the non-logical
analytic truths are those that can be converted to (strict) logical truths by
substitution of definitions for defined terms, or synonyms for synonyms

Carnapian notion of state description

* Carnap#/Jf“state-description” EEHTE -
> CarnapR B — B MR R T254] (atomic sentences) fil| R

TS
</,
./

° DTNy ‘state-description’ #tRHEFE—HE S AR FEUEREN S ACHE

Lo

=

QuineZ S ETEMHTEES] - BiE{F state-descriptionf) & ff EL{HAH
BHEKEES] -

. ([ERQuineRBEMRE A  KBEERY TWETHEL » LEARHLE
jm R RN A

* RfeA “John is a bachelor” £l “John is unmarried” EHEEAIE 3B
T%ﬁ@ﬁ~@§ﬁf@%ﬂA EEREBEMEERE ﬁiﬁ)ﬁiﬂiﬁnﬂﬁﬁfﬂ?’@
%] “No bachelor is married” » 85 24554] - firlistate-description]H26 T #7iR
BEE—REOHTE (logical truths) HYERE » #HHRE ERIZ MR -

2. Definition
definition

o B ALBS I HEEEEE - KRR IR E2KE0E -

* ([HiETEERMZK - BESEARFTHARAILL THE ?
FHUGSE 2D —TEE S B E U AR ERAmER KSR - Fill Bl kA
KRENE -

o WEZEREBEZEEERTER AR RSB E RIS - HER E
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R —5 - HER GRS CAAERIRIRIERMR -

* EEFRACHEGHERSHENER (sufficient and necessary) Bl @ FRERE
TS EZE G ATEE -
>{ERI LU ERE » QuineRlB:E fEH A Bl LA DU R B IR -
explication
* HHERAE A FEARERE R - QuinefTigRy2 CarnapfiiFgiexplication
° ExpllcatlonB’JEE’JTT VLX‘“@H%n]XHY{ﬁEunn—J ﬁ'ﬁE%UHﬁf fé%

G EZEI (definiendum) ZEZRIYE

* {EfGEMexplicationfVFERIE 2 —EH RVER - —Ef F b ARIRIGE 3R
HER R S R BARARE -
Explicationiy H Vg2 B r17aE BeiRss » LA E AR FaOSE S ByE8E - FTlL
explicationtfdefiniendumt g B E RS » DF B definiens EFEIHEY -

* Ha¥ (abbreviation) B/ ME—E2FHISRIER » FHETNRESLRINEEME -

BRECZ ST - & BEEAE AR (AR -
#ilzlIRepublic of China >ROC

two types of economy
* —ER KU LHGFEFF (notational economy) » W DIFREERGLE L - HHNER
S EN SR N LGER - B bt DU
* B—TEEMEZ LAIFEHE (conceptual economy)  MIRTAIHERKEE ARG

ERfEm AR R - BRI O BHERR AL 5 T DR HE SR AR S B HE SR AR A AR
B -

* ﬁﬁ%«éfﬁ%‘@%ﬁfﬂi :E.%ﬁéﬂ"i@*gﬁﬁ %‘ VE?%;::%W@?%E”"VFT ENG

. WEWDTL)%EEHruIes of translatnon}{é@%* 1 FEE Anotationfy A= » 2
B E AR FTEMA T kEcomplex (511 - 5 rulesgi 2T A MH RS
H.EF - BN EZSE R —EES RN - TS s S RS 5 R
A o

* LAY B R B I -

* [EREEMBTZEEY - CIEL A DIBREGEN - Fra SR naedE]
HY - BT R A A DUSE]

* ;SRR rules of translation N BT EATHERIN =FERTHN ES -
Bult R fERY[EI 2R (synonymy), or
ok T W EZRYI A% (explication), or
oA A RF ARG SHES. (abbreviation)
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* BRTEHETHELS,  EEBIEERERERET SRR
some clarification
* QuineZE FoverstateiF % =% - LLCarnapfl& ISR E
(internal/external question) % (“Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology”)—
BIAIal ¥ —{Hconvenient language form2—[algE (SHARMIRE) - BERS —H
RET  OWHRGES > REERNHE -
* {HEA  Quinel & FICarnapfyE s - BRFEH/<H - & R RS UENaTaw
3. Interchangeability
interchangeability

o HEZEE—EREARTENFRE SRS EBEN LSRN
(interchangeability) - thit 2 LeibnizfiEEH salva veritate

o SET LIS LRSS LEFEE—IEREZERREROER T B
M salva veritate ; T & & salva veritatelff - EfIELE 2R

some restrictions

o EEREIEF AR —HERN RS - BURE ‘bachelor’ B ‘bachelor
of arts’ » B¢ E H IR A mIE(E B ekEnya 21 “Bachelor’ has less
than ten letters”

o SERE(EEIFH ‘bachelor of arts’ B¢ ‘bachelor & —1{EF (word) L)JI:I:;KE

SREIESFAAELE TS — o - EREIFERIMRE - fERERE
¥4 = (wordhood) -

how strong can it be?

* ETE’JE%EE  R2 EER AR - B E BRI R L SRR
- B REFN A IR ?

* FaA Bﬁﬂﬁﬁz\/ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬂ » Quinefr IFRFAPTERRIEIZME - W IEIEMIE T
TEOE B SF ERE ESe 2AHE - AT LR REA ERY R (cognitive

synonymy) °

* RAFEEMERESREETECR > TREARRNGRHA -

o [EIEAAE B DR AT R 2 H IR MFEIZENE - 32 ‘bachelor’ B2 ‘unmarried
man 2L HIFFE © B2
(3) All and only bachelors are unmarried
men

RHTHY -
> that is, (3)'s being true is purely in terms of meaning
9
(3.5) If (3) is analytic, then ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’ are cognitively
synonymous
necessarily?

* BTREREWR A2 EENTHAREER S ERARRENTIEE - B
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(4) Necessarily all and only bachelors are
bachelors.

HREEN - BRI ‘necessarily [RERABAN A » BEZEL -
* (4.5) ‘bachelor’ El ‘unmarried man’ ZR] MRS E{ERIARAE A %A

* HHE- (4)+(4.5) ¥

(5) Necessarily (3) (all and only bachelors

are unmarried men).

—ERER -

-2>(5) (or Necessarily (3)) iff (3) is analytic
* the argument form

(3.5) & (4) & (4.5)

(4) + (4.5) > (5)

(5) 2 (3) is analytic

((3) is analytic & (3.5)) >

‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’ are cognitively synonymous
how rich is our language?

S 2 B DR — A B MR HE

* baiERvRNA
’—ap‘-—-ﬂ\ﬁﬁ
* EREZLAMEIES  HEEHEERMCEEHMTEE T o AWENER -

* ENUARMER S BEERN RSN - 6)2ER ﬁ@mﬁ%éﬂﬁ@mﬂ
WrHY - BRIV ETHHIEE SR ‘bachelor B ‘unmarried man’ ERHIFERY -

* ER AR S BER A B - Q)R HAT
(4) & (4.5) > (5)

* HOVSEMFRREEITHI

(5) (or Necessanly (3) & (3) is analytlc

11 H H/L o
(3) is analytlc & (3 5) > ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’ are cogm'uvely
synonymous

* RIELEFRES
H— ARSI RE AT 5
Necessarily P iff P is analytic
%@Eﬁﬁ BMESERA RN TR TR AR &I
H (4) 2 (5) HHfeam 2T {%%E{EB’J)FEEEQ}Z&J:  MERZEL

(meaning & naming) -
That is, (4.5) is a disguise of synonymous relation.

* “Necessarily, evening star = evening star” “Necessarily, evening star = morning
star”
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an extensional language
 JEALREES ¢ BiEER (and, or, if-then, not) BEALE - —(IulaE (FLI5REFX
B2 A) A (EUGKyEIExthyE) - Fra s A R TaE s E
fEEEIE _(truth function)f€45 - ;EERR S HL 3 F] DA S BB 2t k]
© WEREFTESE 5 BEAER R EENATHE T tHAE «

Morning star (/Evening star) is the last star we see in the morning.

s EEESTLERAEERRERR (AT LR E W RE K FER

REZAN Tk -

o SERESMESES TR EMEN TSR TR LERES T AR ZRIREAIF R
M - RS FRAFES T - Q)RTEREN - NEMTH

o T HEEAME FRMHE B AR T BRRNER - RFAFEAHANE
% MAERRNEE

* SE—BE HATREn RIEENRE -
e R RS —EE SRR

not a sufficient condition

° (HESEMESME B LRSI - A RRAIR R

o WEEESMEEE S Y E SIHE LARTEE IO PRI, - fRE BN T AR A AR
PR DR AR Tiﬁ’]dé\zccﬂ%{# BEERE S ETE TS RS AR
BEEEHIIEN T - YRR

from analyticity...

* BT ot - S LIGRERREEREAFEIERLE -
—{yakzE B FEEEAL B C{EEERAETT  WIMSH FrEEEA RS
FFEBEKIERTT B SR EFIRUEERIFE R -
S - BN FWE—E = 2OH - AR ETERA
J:E’JI’]%
SEAIIRRANE B th T LUK e PR A B A2 o Aty - AT AR -

* what is the problem of ‘homonymy’ here? (p. 32)

‘I am content that the content of this book is good’ and ‘The desert in the
desert is good’

o SMEPERIRESEEA DALY ERIR -
ESFEESR TS ARS - RERECMWHEREDARS - EfEr
FEFRAIERE -

FRUAE R + MBS e ERFAREN
4. Semantical Rules
what does ‘analytic’ mean?

e QuineZRfE8 - #RAE “Everything green is extended” 2% 25478
(analytic) - FIRETAERM LT BEfE ‘green’ B ‘extended’ HIEZE > MM
‘analytic’ :E{AF -
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o LI

The four angles of a regular tetragon are orthographic.

artificial language?

* CarnapzZ Rt HHE 5 P& sl & anRE - ERH EEESHIEIE - 4

%ﬁ (B EfmYE EESIAI (semantical rules) WA TEES @ EHESF—

5
° QuineE'Jﬂ?é?ﬁ%i‘%%~@%%% °
the notion of analyticity needed

* asentence or statement S (for variable S) is analytic for a language L (for
variable L, so that this relation can be made generally)

* EERENHNEER - FATES ALY RESHEEIES -
the first version of
semantical rules
* o ERAMEATESL - EHEESRUFEHRNSEMIE (enumeration)
BRI LoFT A I AT 4] -

* HAESFRIMHEEEEEEIR LIS - MR - L aE =R A6k
o AETHRMEARAERENE ‘analytic’ -

* IR —{E4 “A statement S is analytic for language L, if and only
if...” REEEHALZE BRMESARE ‘S is analytic for language Ly’ ('S’ 8
‘L’ #Fvariables) }5HI2(1HE -

* {uATfanalytic-in-L, - analytic-in-L; - analytic-in-L; ... 3R&E#2K » W AR
BHEE# T S (for variable S) is analytic for a language L (for variable L) -
analytic-for-Ly

* AWML BlnysE B R - B3 —@#fFat ‘analytic-for-Lo HIEZ

* DUHEREAIAELoHh ZanalyticskfigfE ‘analytic-for-Lo SEMERTER - TAFTIIR A R
PR ‘analytic’ 5 ‘analytic for’

* RF¥ “asentence or statement S (for variable S) is analytic for a language L
(for variable L) » 35 flElRet 2 A PRV B B SRR A - B — B Rt A
EF—EA TEES A4 -

the second version

* Srhl—ERER

* HEBHARE _EER - NEERILEIEAE ST - TR R aE L
Eﬁfﬁﬁ’@%ﬁﬁ%ﬁziﬁ

y ‘éﬁﬁﬂjﬁﬁﬂ %ﬁfﬁﬁtﬂ S qﬂﬁiﬁ %EF@ l:{%f%nz Eﬁ

r \m

fiﬂﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ_ﬂx&*?ﬂ PRE %E%ﬁ%
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o HHEFMA LR ANTRESNE | —EB RS - B LEEEMEER
HE - i LR AEF RSB A -

* Carnap first defines the notion of L-true (a statement is L-true if its truth
depends on semantic rules) (53 ¥rij#NEE{Flogical truths;z §1) and then
defines the notion of L-false (a statements is L-false if its negation is L-true).

A statement is L-determined if it is L-true or L-false; analytic statements
are L-determined.

* For Quine: ASRIFEEME KK IRIEEanalytic - A HIE RN ARSI
Pt SHEEH o I LR R B B R B HR - AR
E A T

* Quines?BEEHINEHEEE BRI WEET RN HEMFRER
HEHN - BIWRED EERMEIFEEHRN % - REREMREEHRA
TIHMEIARRE @ EFNREERERSR -

o HRMERTG—EEGRONN > B LEE T TERER AN - T 245
IS SRS E - EERFESE I ERFEE, - —BHRMAZLERE a
sentence or statement S (for variable S) is analytic for a language L (for
variable L) > #c#SEZH1H] ‘true according to the semantical rules of L (for

variable L) E—HEEES - WS . WREEMR] EERRARFEE “analytic for —
BHEEEE -
meaning postulate

* ENEEEHAEAR (postulate) AIREAALE

* MR —ERENARES  ERAREERES: z}sﬁai%i%_‘%éﬂ'ﬂ—ﬁ%°
RS EEERAES - BERURSEHESH 2T -

o {EMEA-RESCL AR > BRERBERERES fﬂ?ﬁJLl‘%‘a‘EEﬂﬁﬁfﬁ{&fﬁzEE’ﬂ
e - FMR S REERR A HEE R AR 7

. SEIBEA—EEEARAET (RIFREN) SR TR — Ll
RSN - AREET N 8 RS - RITALGRT
nmmﬁawmﬁixnmﬁ&’aﬂﬁﬁ*ﬁ%ﬁ%am,ﬁmmumﬁﬁ%

SR BRI -

. (xﬁ)\—.[uf“ FES REMNEEAT > RAEETFEARNERAILLEMEGREER
AR EEEE A - 8t ‘analytic’ $5 ‘true by semantical rules’ & @ L4
H—EEEAL) TR E R AR BanalytichyEHL T » 4 Fanalytic -

some supplement

* CamapBH—EE S AYNRIEERSEER  2ERERNER GHEH
) o B E%um@%ﬁ%ﬁzﬁiﬁi&%mﬁzﬁ HENHEH I REEE > if
FhafssHoan - REEENER - HR—EEBTE EATHS  HEEAES
IRE R R AR T AR Bh BRI E S A i) (PSI"BF?%)
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* All ravens are black
(x) (Rx>Bx)

* All bachelors are unmarried
(x)(Bx>-Mx)

o SEUEERIERL T Carnapfis8 2494 (meaning postulate) -

* “All bachelors are unmarried” is true by semantical rule or meaning postulate
“(x)(Bx>-Mx)” (or “(x)(Bx = ="Mx)" )

* Quinesrlegislative GTHAEER)) Sdiscursive (HiFIY) MEERELT

* legislativeiE # 2 /-#5linguistic expressionf# ik - discursivefll 2%t
linguistic expressionsfijfijinterchangeabilitys,coextensiveness{gH—fEH THIT
AR RAYERAA

* QuinefgEREEE B IEIESH RS - e sHE MR s LAy H
B M EE S P ERE IR EIRITTE) -

* the dilemma
legislativeEiidiscursive/ 5%
(1) IR CarnapHIEREIZFMATLIES @+ MIEENAAYE R ledislative
HRFE -

o EFRET LA o - EETIEEARES R ESFARN ST (e
K@Eﬁ?ﬁun =] H@]ﬁ"ﬁﬁ,)
(2) WHEEH A Rdiscursive - HEMARRCRFENHEETTD - RN
REMAFRE R0 -

* Alm :.szﬁT%&:ﬁ% {ElRE EDDJ: AR RE R — AR LY
<A FBEST - (BRI A TEES LB E
ﬁﬁ’i]nﬁ%ﬁ&’ﬁ ﬁj\fﬁ’jﬁjﬁzﬁxﬁﬁ*ﬁ}fﬁﬁm% {53+ -
translation rules?
* FEBATEES plus FEEHAREFE - E65iZconceptual economy
Ianguage plus translation rules ?

SEEHAERHER A TE SR B AESHOREERA - A\TESHTE
/EQEEE%HD = @ﬁ*ﬁ’]ﬂ’]ﬁ%ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ &D%EL*% .U\)\Inm mkm%ﬁ*ﬁﬁ%
FiERaE eSS T -

artificial Ianguages are not helping
y EBJ\IDD = R BARES IR - UEEEEE
> PR HDE B RGE ST IS ? ﬁb%‘DL_#ISﬂ* FZALESPRIHA] -
* A TESERESTE L tWTLURGHER) -

(B0 E A AT R B R E AR E - DT Re R AT E T
B -

linguistic and factual
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frif 1-2) EERERR A

y Emﬁﬂﬁﬁ%ziﬁiﬁzzwﬁﬁgﬁ
SR T RS GREE > MR R ERMEERT A RES - BARE
fRRUR BLRE" 33131_’@%@@ EEA -
SELIHFITREG A ZHE - B AR —EREERD BRI -
ﬁﬂuu’ﬁjﬂ’fl%%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ"i  PPERAGEN T4 ERFRAREMT -

5. The Verification Theory and Reductionism
verification theory of meaning

s BEIFRWEETHER  EUNESENCE LFE (confirm) WEE
(disconfirm, Qumeﬁﬁlnﬂrm) CRIHEE -
o SRR ERRIRAIEIT o IR AR & Hconfirm -

* the synonymous relation in terms of verificationism
-the supervenience relation
the synonymous relation

* verificationism :

statements are synonymous iff they are alike in point of method of empirical
confirmation or information.

« EEEARREIR - REOATDEHHAM S FERAREERS
any two forms are synonymous iff putting of the one form for an occurrence of
the other in any statement yields a synonymous statement

o HEEMNES BRI URBRE—ENAR - BERSEEEEEETKER

ﬁ'ﬂ‘ﬁli ?ﬂzﬁ‘i‘ﬂiﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ% ’UE’JD%ﬁ » YA T ) ZR B RgE E R[]
) J\E X

* itz @H%I&ﬁ@tﬂ’]ﬁﬁ% Tﬁ’\lznﬁﬁttﬁconf irmingzkdisconfirming#& &z
RIS - Sy - BN EconfirmationiiBEx 2 [ - KR
{ATRERR R

. radical reductionism
o TEIMRMIE  RRAENHLEEENRY - EREMENMIESR (radical
reductionism) : {§—{EE EHENIFE AR ES AT DB R — (BRI YL B
(immediate experiences) HJFEH] -
* sense datum: sensory events or sensory qualities?

o UMISESE RO EES - SRS EEERES BRI ERELE
H—E RV EIRE L -

* {Eki8ifEradical reductionismiyfEE T o LIRS EFERERERIERESR
HIEEABAL -

° radlcal reductionismiy 5 » REXET—%sense datumzE S » RBRIHEE

ARG E RSB S EEN) - ;85 ECarnapfE The Logical Structures of the
Wor/d (f5f8Aufbau) RIETE -
Aufbau
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* CarnapfTE{EHVEE S BigSRR N 5o asense datumzE 5 - KB ERE T BiEH
5w AR 0 FE LEEE THENMEBEES -
>HIEMREEE - 1~ HEsensory events » BHEGHEEGHNESGSES - K
AR ER SR B AR -

* Btz o) - Carnaphy B {r e LA Bisensoryf il IR EiFT -
Carnap’s method
* FRYE RS EE IR - s eHIRNER -
B rh—EREE R, BRI EE S (RE=H M) PridkaE
> KBS - AR F e Hitsense qualitiesff THEHIBEIRIIFE (BT —
BY) - RERH A DRRMN SR - DR G AR -
Why Carnap failed
* QuinegffCarnapl -yl AIF - i ee (BERIEL) b MERER
FHRSHIRDRE - 1 HIEARAR LG BanaUiies -
* “Quality q Z# (is at) BEE%: (point-instant) x;y,z;f" FYEIR{E - SRR
att ERORRIE RN - T B REER R B sEUEREE DB S e
{81 -

—>holism->good schematisation of scientific research

* {BECarnapid F 2R3 - SRR Quality q &7 (is at) BEHiEs
Xy, z,UIERIEE ) » B firysense datumEdEEH B AGES - “24E(is at)”
L{E@%Eﬁlﬁi%m~@ﬂi‘§i§%%ﬂéﬁﬁ Carnapfy#E Bl &R B %

 WHHRIARENERE -

* Camapfﬂémﬁéfﬁ%{@ﬁﬁ%  FTDAMEE 7 R B SRR A R G L AR BeRE A
HE

the connection between
the two dogmas

* F—EFEEHHE— BRI TiEsensory eventsi - T —{EiEfEsensory
eventst A G A EERER B E » i HRR sensory eventsHI[A[EE
ka5 E B ERATRE

* EELEE RBE S Everificationismiy B ZHawm.L

reductionist assumption

* S—EREA R BN HANGEY - BB 2R confirmEidisconfirm -

* Quinef LSRN » IR EH CarnapfrAufbaurh RRAYIER RV ER SR » Rl Rdk
MR ERBREE (5—HELW - the tribunal of sense experience)
R AR —FEAKEE @ T2 —(HEe K E -

the connection

* KrijverificationismyE &G (from syhtheticity) 7] DITEEE — (A REE&S T

25— {5 B -
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o EHEBME BB T AR R - R ERE R
conflrmatloniﬁ,dlsconﬁrmatlon%ﬁ SR S FEENEE LR
e 2l irmj 5 > TaEsE s 2T aTA] -

from th second we gain the support

* the two dogmas are at root identical

o HHET—ERE e EEANELIPE A LATR RS R EE
)= 1%

o HREBYERIGH  BERO LRSI confirmationfiEs - FERIRHY
¥ » AEESRSRENCSEER - EBRNEORES T -

o BT ST EBCER T B W E R H ERE AT 4
e SSEATIEARES R confirmation BRI -

o BlEYES —FEBE . WGBS SESR K  BEE _TEREEEREH
B —{EE BT R EEA] -

verification holism
o QuineEMEEE » AR ESNEAEN - RFTRSOBTERANT -
RS RINE A BA R BRI -
* BHEFEENEAENARESMEEERIER?
> K5 — H A & a2 R RBR ARG - — RS = B aEEs
RlEmEa oM MR EEENES -

two holistic arguments

o
i

= ATty

* HERIT Vs. mBE KT

(1) —EEMRESVTRIIFC AR EER (RFERD) BRE -

(a sentence is analytic iff it is true in terms of its linguistic component)
* WEIE:

— BB TR A AR BB A -

(a sentence is analytic iff it can be confirmed by all experiences)

* () KBS EERRE—SR TR RERRE
(1) —EFEOREMTGIRCEERBILER (JFEEHD) RE EfeR# L
[RETES BUSERRY K - WLUBWIE BRIP4 -
(2) RIBER AR > WRERAHER S BCER % » BERE I THRERERN
EWE—EEBIRIEES (B - (B42H)
GVRM ‘BB AMES R HEERS Gl R -
(AFTLGEEER SN -

* SHEMRTITTAS

STRBFIEESEE T BAESRARTIASR » FERIRALIEBLE
FrE v REAS BRI G
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ATAISR R DA S A AT B e T R LAV ER A - € state description
* EfEREBAIHEE

—HBMHEREE R EE TR - HMAB R/ o - REHRREARY
E& - IMTHIRREREE S BT R ERIREA] - P Bl SRR % 2 -

° () KBS _fHeSsrmBE s T RVERmSRE
()82 TR E A I IR RS T » S8l LS KBERIER
E{_LEQD/_J
(2) REBERIEARMZEERE - (542H)
(3) FILLEEE RS -
M PELISECES SN S8
HmErRAREEES
Bl -

LA LR AIEIER - SR HEH A B ERER

* BEEEERMIRAE—(EEART  REQuinefEkE - AERFHR I EREERAS
(R EER s —HERTHR) @ R IRE A AR % » B PRI BRE A A G T
ZHRIAGES] - SRR T
HE— AR ERTET A HENRRER ﬁﬂ“‘iif,ﬁﬂl WBFEAIRAGEA)Z
HAFEER - T EIRE A ZIN SRR &R AIEE

Roger Gibson, Jr.iggs

* fEEnlightened Empiricism™ > Gibson$HiQuinen]§ERS LT AL BT S e g
HaRE -

* QuineflF— HHELAFZ vliEEZ R confirmationBEss (ALK ER{ERIEE ARy
confirmation does not make sense) HAT[HFRIS 4] / S-S a& 4y » KEEAHRL
a0 B— A E AR SR K BRI — F AR L

* DIHREHSS - C{RFconfirmation theory » DIRERSHTELAR G AIRIIE ST - W
aae O] AR T
1.~H>C&D [~H->C,]
~Cand~D,soH [~C, soH]
2. H>~C & ~D [H>~D]
H,so~Cand ~D [H, so ~D]
* GibsongZfFHERE “~C” » AT/ “H” - LS —(Eamasnl LA aE al
T
1".~H>C &D
~C,soH
R 551 B 230 SR AR R -

* Gibsonfll R LA B {EE T KA E4 A2 Hconfirmation theory » LT DI,
TERamas o (BT GREER I REER - RE1EE LES1”
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1".~H>C
~C,soH
23k FiBga2
2'. H>~C
H, so ~C
(B17 812 25 % » KB WHWASE1 H~CFEes3) - M2 rHmEH REH~C -

1” D>C, H>~C, H, so ~D. GREF HIHT)

2" D>C, H>~C, H, so ~D. (FE X HE1HH)

{EGibsonf1 B 2mfEzRFE T - CATIERAHRPRA k] -

FE12 > CHER R ML EHE R4 & 78 FEREER LA confirmation (pp. 41-2 >

“...how baffling the problem has always been of arriving at any explicit theory of
the confirmation of a synthetic statement.”)

(BEAE22 % CHany s —EE BB UESER LA rI LI confirmation£d
disconfirmation (p. 415 “EY:E —17 » “...each statement, taken in isolation
from its fellows, can admit of confirmation and infirmation at all.”) -
6. Empiricism without the Dogmas
the first paragraph

C R ERIBRERIA FAHAKBERMARLBARAGERE L 2R
RAHEFHELE  REEZRGLHUPAERE X BAATHRRY RAL
2SS AEHRERE R E RSG5 &5 R EE 54 (boundary
conditions ) - (1-6 17)

* BARERREAEESEES  CREHRLEDRS SRR EREARE -
RIS SRR IS SR ERIRN (R - BB T R LARRIHTERE -

 SEMSWE A ESE  ERVIRRIBERERHE - SSROMEE - 2
BB B B IRLR AP [ R — BN EAR R ERR - 5 > AHE
ARG R B RN - A — B A RS R oA < S (AR R SRR I
R > BRI AE BB YRR R B T B A BRI BR R L -

c FMAERIABHRHFELANHR RLALANFERAE - FLBIHAMLA
WEH B - (69 17)
HE— S ERPIRIE R B2 SR IR -
e A B RERE HERA—R e —ER SR ERe e ——
HERRR -
© SEERWA_MEENEE - PACNERERER MIEE - I AE DEEE
B BARIRE R T
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* BEERFMAUTAEAE L - HEE SRR B R RSB g Ze A -
* BAAGZMOBEMG HELEBHNAPE BRLATHERI GO AT
RIXBBEERZLABRARRLAATHTEEZOML G T RERE—F SR
B - (912 17)
EEBRZ = HEFNES  HRARNBEHMESEIRIEIEERRIEEY > B
ZF?%W%E&EW%
[FlF - Quineth BREfEH B EEA L - RN BEHR AN 2 E

© EHFMHTEEEY 0 RATRL AT R NE AT RN E A B
EHGheEY  KEERBEMERSL - (1215 1T)

Quine HIRESIRGREILKCT - RS RS HERBNEEE TR - AR ER
RRRRB BRI —HMAE » FIUEFHRR T TS aE -
Quine FEIEHGH T MIRITTES » ARSI I 1 AT S R -

o fo g R I XBp Sk i X # 2 E N 358 o2 R o bR £ 4 (underdetermined) » 24
ENAEMTREHRZT  MRESEUNBESL  AEFYLYHEFTAAER - A
BN TEOMRIEFMETERMEAFTEY  RAHAGERTERESH
HEEJRS - (15-22 17)

Bl EESE EH:

(1) BEARF:EREREUE BFEAD « PR AT ARG -

(2) FPPEErERREERRMAMETR RIS EE R BN EE
al s

(3) LI HERRZESHIREIR: - BURTRARIEH

(4) i1 HisW T — @R - EESHAEONESR S LnE_HEEEE
BSOS - M At drRi R e TR e EEN

(5) HERMARELIET 2RSSR EFTRER T RO -
RENAUT R E EERRTEE] - KRR - D ERIER AR EERE X
REERHEZE -

the second paragraph
* IR FiEER ESY 0 EXGRENEONREAR (KBEE) BERENXK
Eé”ﬁ%ﬁﬁj}iﬁméﬁiﬁ@m%ﬁﬂ% :
>AEEE - SHhERKER DB
ﬁEZE&JB‘J@ﬁ Eﬁmﬁ%ﬁw
5 G ﬁﬂﬂﬁfkﬁﬁ &?ﬁzﬁﬂj (any statement

* OREENEEBILINGER - HULEEIIE RN RE - AL
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» B E B TR R R i e B N DA R AT
%l“,l?é » BRARILASGERER  BAERA T LIRS (Conversely, by the same
token, no statement is immune to revision) - P EREEE A EELET
PERTEL | BRI TR > i NIRRT - EEE
PRIETHEARAE » B B 8 s B R A E] ?

* (—) Another two arguments against the definitions of analyticity (discussed in
the last section):
() REHRTEER
Hl—EEARSIFCEEERBELER (EFESRD) BRE -
sEEESEE LSS T VEEE: AT ELREARRES R HIRE » &R
HEEMNEERS ECHERERN - HREONEERSRER - Bttt
AR RRBREMEN T - BRERE -

(analytic statement are those that can be confirmed come what may)

* QuineSZBXHIFmREAN T ¢
(1) —EEGRNIFCEEKEEER GEESES) RE -
(2) (WERBE FEE T o DR SR EARIEN T - #RRRHE -
(3) iRigREash > RSB A LA N SR BANIEN T » (RFRE -
(4) B (3) ' —YEBaHE e (HiEBER - ATl BfEZEARIL -

° (i) REEEEEWESR -
B— (BB AT ST T DT AR BT
EEEEENRRS &S YT TEESE:
EEATHRELEE S RO BE - WARRGHERUNEE R Fibisaaa
RERIFS s AR B B T 2 -
SEES TSRS HNE R LRE T THIES: | SRR AT A LT
1TASER B FEE BT RIS BRI #EK -

* QuinefyFRFAIT
(1) —{EEAIRS RO E W LAY E TS ERFTEE -
(2) (W{E#E LIRa T oA g R HE -
(3) ARiFERRE - TR A DI -
(4) i1 (3)  RERBHUEEDITH -

* (D) bmfEmErE =@ > 2 Quinelty EERH: -
BAGESER - e — e 7

* (1-3) RS - EEEUEAILIETR

REBRMEIENT - RIFRHE -
(2-3) iRz - TR TR
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ey e
* (2) Fim bl E— sk - EmE TR - LxTiézﬂ“ﬁLmJFﬁ
CarnapHEERiITE(f - 2K QuineRJzmsE - {HiE WA ZCarnap AR AR
R _ CrEEmE -
* RE RN E = — A E S A LT A BRI IE I | » (R S E—
S > CarnapEHse; :~Eﬁffﬁjs/x€@§ﬁ

* BIfZRER - (iSRRI A L N AR R THEEERR - BEMTE
HI R0t - ot R e E R E
S - KRBT UBERAERRMEE - HRHEFR AR
BxT

RN BB T R — B IR E RN AR
FHg5ES - Camap AT A BAE SR (TSR B TR AT AE R 5B
TR T A RRECR TTIE

* (M9) B&MaIUEH LEHQuinesmzEry X E - MEEHERERNSE - ZHI
Carnap#{ ] AR ERAIRGE SR » XFEBERMARR FRETH I BNE
HAAE #QuinelE A -

* TEaTamsEPUEY - AR T Quine EGEEMAINGREE » B AFE LH¥Quine
amaa I RBUA R RA AT — Rl T R IR B AR R R E

* —{E[EIfECarnapamE -
(1) AR—BHEIERR - AREEEFANERUE - FinfE®M
FMRE SR T |
(2) MEIRMTAREFHENFEERR - HS SRR - FERICEER
AR ANE] -
(3) A% MNETEUIEEE - SCEREREHRAE - BB SER
ML MAREEHRP L RT AN SR T -
(4) MFENHEFESWE > (1) AL - R ) WEERENE (1) —#
EREEARE - HIFE S oIEr B EmBmoE - EREEFE -

sensory periphery

o FULEEATELICIRESHRRY - HAMEE U o3 Bl B H AR ER A B ©
D& B ARRE Quine fTRE SN /B BGER B RS VB AURE ] - (EELERTRE
B HYIRER - N NER Y IR AR - BMILEERN A dcE 5

* HRAEEE AR - EEE LA E
* EREEHESId (BEOSE EEEE)  BMIEANER - §REMEEHEE

BiGmey T
GERLZAERRILR T MEconservatism - ERIHIRIRE RIS A E B
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o FEESAYTE SR Y BB SRR ( SEEE AR AR R E VAR
ARG - SELLTHERZE /ARSI EDE b W DA S A A B SR R R P O
FREgrgth Mg - 18R RS B R TR R BSeRERTE -

posits

s EEREEFEE  Quine—E IR conceptual schemeE{E—fE T H » %2
BT IRERERE KR THEIR KA ES -

o e (physical objects) ZFTLATEES B#ES HEE AT T BRIFR GRS

Ny - ELF R BERTIGHOES A RMERARREY - {86
@ﬁ%%ﬁ@m“°

o FHARRITENE - WBEEMEEREY  HERMRRETE @ A e
¥ ERARH -

o FLUSEREIERNIRG - TERRMEETERNEN - RERERERRMrSE -
DA 2 S A RS SE 3R posit - ZEPRBRMINSERE B LR A RIFRIMN -
theoretical entities

o HENEAEEILAERIET RNV EEEX -
SHETBRYISNENE » 5 T RARNART RN ERE - LEREREE
FREEEH] > Hon] DU B EAL S R -
SHMABE LSRR R - A E SR P R ERATRH
HIESE  EELFEHRVE TR IR I RAVRPERT TR ERE E R -

o BIEBREIRAOEM > T H CREE AR AR MR R
BiGw

o WEENE  RNAIRT RAEBNEE - MIHSHASERITT » WA RBIHEH
R SRR AR - TEER—ErES hivase » 1
PR AR R ARER - LR MR R -

© RARFNS  EEYBREREEEAEN  BAEEFIAGEE - HEE
A AR BRI Y AV AN H T -

o FERGUREEIORE - EkREEEWRBTERRE - (BEREEFH

o HABE - HARE - B ARISNRIERS  FHEOER - HE SRS
FNMLAHTE -
A AR & U SCERHT & » BRI EARERS - A T RS
ROMEEEES - RGHEEB T RIS E A miE Ay B ENGEAE -

external and internal?

s HHZB{EEN I - HIRARBIER AR

* Carnap7t “Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology” > FREENE—HRE
PHENNE  mERE-EENNES ‘—*ﬂﬂﬁﬁ$ﬂﬂﬁi4é§nnpaéﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁFﬁﬁé
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SLEEEKE » Quine[FEAL - (BUARN E—IHEZE  SRMER BT YA
MR > ELANFTAR SR — A -

* CarnapzRaifitls FTAREA T fF A 2 BB R REs R B i » E@%ﬁ' % T1E
S O L B SY - TQuineSHIE 523 Bt -

* CarnapifyEis
(1) CarnapZZBEA FsEngd R I RE B A H3IRE (external and internal

questions) - i fERE —(EEHAEE = ABRI2HT - ERRPHBEREN -
& EEH ERHER

(2) (BR—HEE T —EH 5K - HREERREZSHEW - B2 R
& T LIRS E AR -

* (3) mMCarnapaRHEE T —EfEa 2% e EH BTSSR EHEESHERE
HISH -
(4) MER—RAISITAINE  BESRM B EENEIRREN > REE
BREBEN  HERERMFEENES D DEEREEEHEEN - 1ERE4R
EHE KB FEAERELESH -
(O) FREABfHEEEE S » (LS BRI > M ENE AR EER
HERMNES O EWRBERESENESE -

* (6) ~HEMECWHASEEAEN  BREBAKHENSE - BEEERES
BT - WRBMIRENFES CMEFREN  HERNFUEREESR
[y -

Quine’s argument

* (1) CamapFBAESRFEEEHNMEE - X EIEN2 R T EENH
A BT —REE AN RgEL—Eowa -
(2) QuinesE B R AR AL RE A BB R A E FRURAR - EEERIF AR
SRR R BB E TR AT A B 2R -

* AT S s IR R 2B AR S B S B AR - (B8 H _EORIRE A DIERA
F o] DR EME R R S S AHRRE A 8 T EER AR AIsE ] - (]
BEfEM TR e R R B M LA E RIEE - FrLUR RS 8E S, - PIBEEL
B e NEE R LRORRE -

* (3) QuinefgH! - CarnapAR A\ JRAERE M o] AMERIF A 2R 2 &8 —
9 ARSI RS TR SR HE RS -

* (4) HIEER - TGS UREEAE - ST RE < FTLBERE S HURTER -
R BEAFHERFEBINE - RHRHERNE Y - KRR EERZRT -
% —Erhs > RFREZ - EER - NEEgEREE -
SRR AR S IR 73
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convenience or fact?

REAEESHEE  PIThE e —(ER TR ME - RREPASE - &
F30R LREEWE - PR P EENEE -

Quine— AT - SR FUEEE FRE  INEREmER e sk
SEREE BEVR T ROV E FAiEa - SRR AR mE A TS
VIR — 1R - AFE s aEfeE s T - MR EL -
empiricism without the dogmas
CarnapsilewisHIE A A - 758{2EE 5 —o R BB 4N T B £ 80T
15 - BRI EATE  EoESS :ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ“lﬁ’ﬂﬁﬂif e
ELFREN T > QuineRiN T ERIENER TS -
SHEA S — SR JINRERISFHENESE XM - BT REHREN
BTN - 5T [ TR RI B ERNEESER - HERSTFEMNN - R EH
Hy o
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Word and Object: chapter |l

Section 7: First Step of Radical Translation
indeterminacy of translation
* stimulation and empirical content

* stimulus conditions and the scope left for empirically unconditioned variation in
one’s conceptual scheme—the first way of stating THE THESIS

* the intuitive way of stating the thesis
=>the protest

* the technical way of putting this thesis: the mapping of equivalence
sentences could be in a very loose sense of the word ‘equivalence’

* the realistic way
“manuals for translating one language into another can be set up in divergent
ways, all compatible with the totality of speech dispositions, yet incompatible
with one another”
language acquisition and
current stimulations

* the instance of “The man shoots well.”
2 when translating one’s language use, you automatically refer all past
stimulation to the learning phase

* the distinction between language acquisition and current use is shaky, for it
depend for its plausibility on the modulus of stimulation to count what as
current

What is radical translation

* the objective data: surface irritations impinging on the informant, and
observable behaviour, vocal and otherwise.

*  stimulus, objectivity, meaning—from the above to all possible sentences
*  What counts as radical translation?
*  how to do—actual cases

* translation in terms of roughly the same range of stimulations that the informant
would assent or dissent

* “in a more causal vein of stimulations that will prompt the [indigenous
informant] to assent or dissent to the queried sentence”

* the difference between eliciting and prompting
= the former is the result of a combination, including the prompting stimulation
and a query sentence
Section 8: Stimulation and Stimulus Meaning
what prompts what

* |t is the stimulation rather than the animal at scene that is about the matching
between sentences.
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* the argument: if it is the animal rather than the stimulation, then it cannot be
explained when people are still prompted by a counterfeit
What is a visual stimulation?

* For present purpose, it should be best identified as the pattern of chromatic
irradiation of the eye

* we “want to keep clear of his idiosyncratic neural routings or private history of
habit formation”

* “we are after his socially inculcated linguistic usage, hence his responses to

conditions normally subject to social assessment”
the conjecture

* the above mentioned characterisation of stimulation is still not possible for the
field linguist to check for

* itis all right as far as there is a reasonable conjecture that “the native would be
prompted to assent to ‘Gavagai’ by the microscopically same irradiations that
would prompt the linguist to assent to ‘Rabbit™

Not static irradiation patterns

* single irradiation snapshot cannot even be mentioned without mentioning
others before and after.

* modulus of stimulation (Due to Davidson)
->“the relevant stimulations not momentary irradiation patterns, but evolving
irradiation patterns of all durations up to some convenient limit of modulus”
spatial entirety

* the ocular irradiation patterns are best conceived in their spatial entirety
* some sentences are not subject to particular objects

* the whole scene without rabbit in it is needed in prompting dissent from
“Gavagai” or “Rabbit”

a crude concept of
empirical meaning

* the sameness of meaning is the basis of translation.
* Now what we have at hand are non-verbal stimulations

affirmative and negative stimulus meanings
* why a technical name?

* the affirmative stimulus meaning of a sentence for a given speaker (at time f) is
the class of all the stimulations that would prompt his assent, and so is the
negative one except changing ‘dissent’ for ‘assent’

* The stimulus meaning is then the order pair of the two

* Equating of “Gavagai” and “Rabbit"—because of the same stimulus meaning
the definition

* a stimulus meaning is the stimulus meaning modulo n seconds of sentence S
for speaker a at time ¢
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* of course not just visual stimulations should be counted in but also various
kinds of other stimulations
the mutual exclusiveness

* the affirmative and the negative parts are mutually exclusive—otherwise a
sentence would be assented or dissented at the same time

 prompted once then need to be prompted again. If different, the SM changes

* The components of the ordered pair do not determine each other.
= many stimulations are neither of them
Would

* strong conditional using ‘would’

* not worse than solubility
x is soluble iff it would dissolve when put in water
stimulation = particular event or universal

* bad things happen when taken stimulation that would prompt assent as
particular events

* Including everything past, present, and future—future events aren’t yet
happening. This makes prediction impossible

* because of the strong conditional—the definition of stimulus meaning

* including infinite number of stimulations: for each given stimulation 6 all of its
duplicates would prompt assent or dissent count

* also exceed human capacity
holism vs single sentences

* holism—but singly given sentence is the only entrance of understanding the
inclusive theory

* SMs help—the entrance of the language or inclusive theory

* A device for exploring the fabric of interlocking sentences—the behavioural
explanation of holism.
Carnap’s empirical semantics and Quine’s SM

* (1) terms and sentences
(2) presupposition of communication and isolation of each queried sentence
(3) imaginary circumstances-virtue: the distinction between non-existence such
as ‘goblin’ and ‘unicorn’—and possible stimulations

* the role played by subjunctive conditionals
Section 9: Occasion Sentence. Intrusive Information
occasion and standing sentences

* relative to modulus

* standing sentences can grade off toward occasion sentences if the modulus
can be increased

* “the distinction between standing sentences and occasion sentences is relative
to the modulus; an occasion sentence modulo n seconds can be a standing
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sentence modulon- 1"
in between

* What if the stimulations are neither affirmative nor negative ones?
* For occasion sentences, it inhibits a verdict

* For standing sentences, except the case of inhibiting, there is another case of
irrelevant

another difference

* in both cases of them, each one of them might differ in meanings by any
intuitive account of meaning

* the difference between them rests on how they are susceptible to the
stimulations of their stimulus meanings
collateral information

* same stimulus meaning is still a too strong condition for synonymy
* the reason is collateral information

* this is a rejection of verificationist assumption of the supervenience relation
between verification conditions and meanings
community wide collateral information

* Imagining a community wide collateral information of rabbit-fly—an indicator of
the presence of rabbits

* For all indigenous informants, the stimulus meaning of “Gavagai” including this
piece of collateral information, which is no part of that of our field linguist
the range of ‘would’

®* more cases can be imagined against to equate the relation of sameness of
stimulus meaning with the relation of synonymy

* the bystander’s verdict case

* according to the definition of stimulus meaning the word ‘would’ confer any
informant the affirmative answer
THE behaviouristic argument

* |f there is a genuine boundary between verbal habit, in which the stimulations
prompt a given subject’s outright assent to or dissent from a given sentence,
and collateral information, in which those stimulations affected by that also
prompt his assent or dissent, then there will be a genuine boundary between
what goes into the speaker’s learning to apply the sentence and what goes into
his learning of supplementary matters about the object.

* There is no general experimental distinction between what goes into a
speaker’s learning of how to apply an expression and what goes into his
learning of supplementary matters about the object concerned.

* Therefore, there is no genuine boundary between verbal habit and collateral
information.

* the argument
If there is a genuine boundary, then there is a general distinction in learning
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how to use them—there is no such a distinction—therefore, there is no such a
boundary.
collateral information and meaning change

 Suppose that there is a class  comprising just those stimulations each of
which suffices to prompt assent to a sentence S outright, without benefit of
collateral information.

* Suppose that some other stimulations make up another class X', which are
equally sufficient to prompt assent to S, whose efficacy is attributed to widely
disseminated collateral information, C.

* The meaning (or empirical content) of S evolves when new information is
acquired.

* That is, if the empirical content of S is how it relates to sense experiences, then
there is no genuine distinction between stimulations in = and 2" which would all
prompt a speaker’s assent to S.

* |n other words, the stimulations in X’ can be taken as directly prompting assent

to S with benefit of C. This simply means that the empirical content of S is
changed.

» What is not significant is an evident criterion which can distinguish collateral
information C, widely disseminated in ¥, from those stimulations in X.
* C can be seen as dissolving in the stimulus meaning of S without any
specifiable character. '
more cases

* The discrepancy from Shock, only some shocked, misjudged
> allowed by the definition of SM

* not serious—not fooling our linguist—but the point is that they are all allowed
by the strong subjunctive mood of ‘would’
SM, dispositions, and objective reality

* So SMis not a good counterpart of meaning

* However, SMs are the objective reality for the linguist in doing radical
translation.
= sample and estimate all the dispositions within the SMs of occasion
sentences.

* Translation is not in terms of sameness of SMs but significant approximation of
them.

natural expectation and induction

* Translation is not just influenced by the objective data only.
-taking collateral information of different kinds as unidentified interferences

* by doing so, the legitimacy behind is the natural expectation that for every
rabbit country there has to be some brief expression that could be best
translated as “Rabbit”
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* what is further assumed is the similarity of physiological structure

* The whole method used here is experimental and scientific
compatible—scientific induction

* the whole process is to form scientific hypotheses and to check them
subsequently

Section 10: Observation Sentences
less susceptible to collateral information

* Some sentences such as “Red” is less sensitive to collateral information.

this seems to make its stimulus meaning closer to the intuitive concept of
synonymy.
* the difference between occasion sentences “Red” and “Rabbit” is not in kinds
but in degrees

a scientific and inductive method again

¢ the difficulty of translating colour-word sentences is not because of collateral
information

"~ * It would remain to be there even if the distinction between meaning and
collateral information were drawn

* statistical scatterings—the corresponding penumbras of vagueness of “Red”
and that of the indigenous sentence is similar
vagueness and collateral information

* {f you were to complicate the notion of stimulus meaning, what you would get is
probably an improvement on the stimulus meaning regarding vagueness
relative to the reaction time (modulus), but it would not be the same case when
it comes to collateral information.

“Bachelor” is another story

* faces of one’s male unmarried friends or acquaintances are the stimulations

related to the prompting, however, they generally prompt one time or maybe
two.

* the stimulus meaning of it cannot possibly be treated as its intuitive meaning

* The collateral information of occasion sentences such as “Bachelor” is entirely
different from speakers to speakers.
observationality

* The first definition of observation sentences:
->none under the influence of collateral information

* the stimulus meaning = the intuitive meaning
* These are occasion sentences that wear their meanings on their sleeves.

* QObservationality: a degree grading from sentences such as “Red” to the other
end of sentences such as “Bachelor”.
=>»the definition is not that satisfactory, for although it does provide some
restrictions on sentences being observational the phrase ‘not under the
influence of collateral information’ seems to be in need of elaboration.
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-» observationality on the other hand is too weak to provide a real demarcation
between observation sentences and non-observation ones.
observationality and stimulus meaning

¢ Except community wide collateral information, which has been argued that
there is no experimental sense to make the distinction between it and related
meaning, the stimulus meanings of those sentences with high observationality
for different speakers tend to coincide.
observationality and modulus

* observationality
>defined in terms of the concept of stimulus meaning
-so it is also relative to modulus

* increasing the modulus we enhance the possibility of a sentence becoming
observational
observationality and the constancy of SM

* The definition of observationality depends on the constancy of the stimulus
meaning of a sentence for different speakers.

* This works for standing sentences for wrong reason

* Still, the high observationality, the more likely the sentence can be transiated in
terms of the stimulus meaning
wide and narrow senses of observation sentences

* The notion of stimulus meaning constitutes a reasonable notion of meaning
>depending on how wide or narrow sense of observation sentence you
request, sentences with different degrees of observationality can be counted as
observational

* The more sloppy definition of observation sentences: sentences with high
observationality
The general picture up to now
* a. observation sentences->data of science
* b. The third definition of observation sentences: the occasion sentences on
which there is pretty sure to be firm agreement on the part of well-placed
observers

* c. The infallibility of observation sentences: as far as sentences do not get
involved with the theory behind, the verdict of them are direct and
straightforward

* Still, this infallibility is explained in terms of observationality, so the immunity to
error is only a matter of degree.

* d. Observation sentences are not about sense data but about ordinary things
private stimulus meaning,
social observationality

* the notion of stimulus meaning is private.
= Even if the notion of observationality is in need of the notion of stimulus
meaning to be explained, it is social
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* The behavioural definition (, that is, the third one,) offered for it above turns on
similarities of stimulus meanings over the community.
low observationality

* low observationality>intersubjective variability of stimulus meaning

* The distinction between sentences that are in close relation to their stimulus
meanings and for different speakers the stimulus meanings of them tend to be
constant and similar, such as “Red” and “Rabbit,” and sentences that are
inculcated through connections with other sentences, such as “Bachelor”.

* Highly unobservational occasion sentence for a speaker->the combination of
two factors:
=»a fairly standard set of sentence-to-sentence connections
=>a random personal history
=>the analogy of elephant trees

* If the queried sentence is a standing one, then the constancy comes from the
wrong reason—the nearly irrelevance of stimulus meanings
The consequence of the random character of stimulus meaning

* The strong connection to personal random history makes the stimulus meaning
of one speaker differs from the other’s.

* Quine acknowledges the possibility of some low observational sentences to get
the same stimulus meanings with some other sentences.
=»For instance, A’s stimulus meaning of “Bachelor” according to the analysis
above differ drastically from one to another because of the low observational
character—that is, it has little connection to current stimulations.

* However, by sheer exhausting of cases, we can enumerate every single
bachelor A knows to form the stimulus meaning of “Bachelor” for him.

* Quine’s reply to this imaginary question is that there is no place for such a
suitable inventory to begin with. '
=>»Be impractical as it is, the problem of this reply is that it does not shut down
the possibility to simply take this as a theoretical solution to certain randomness
of stimulus meanings of sentences

salience and the assortment of occasion sentences

* For sentences with high observationality such as “Red” or “Gavagai”, there is
always some distinct trait salient enough to be shared by the linguist's and her
informant’s stimulus meanings.

* This is a normal inductive procedure, so it is just a scientific hypothesis with
every possibility to be revised in the future.

* However, when the case comes to “Bachelor”, there is no such salience to
begin with. That is, there is nothing to be inductively collected and built from
while doing translation.
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* Therefore, the above mentioned theoretical solution is more than impractical.
There is certain feature in translation that distinguishes sentences like
“Bachelor” from occasion sentences with high observationality.

Section 11: Intrasubjective Synonymy of Occasion Sentences
the supervenience relation for non-observational sentences

* the notion of stimulus meaning remains defined with no regard to
observationality

* The importance of the role played by the stimulus meanings of occasion
sentences goes down at the rate of the degression of observationality of them.

* The meaning and the stimulus meaning of a sentence as such do not have a
very close relation, not mention the supervenience one.
stimulus synonymy
* In terms of the definition of stimulus meaning
Sfor every given speaker the stimulus meanings of both “Bachelor” and
“Unmarried man” are the same

* This is stimulus synonymy, which has nothing to do with intuitive concept of
meaning

* At least in the case of a speaker, stimulus synonymy of non-observational
occasion sentences is intelligible.
stimulus synonymy for a community

* As far as two sentences are stimulus synonymous for each member of a
speech community, they are stimulus synonymous community wide.

* Bilingual case—a representative of two languages
->stimulus synonymy for sentences of two languages

* whether or not the bilingual is a good sample is a question of normal induction
= checking the fluency of her communications in both communities and
comparing her with other bilinguals.

* fluency is Quine’s idea of checking the membership of a given speech
community.

* intrasubjective synonymy is only applicable to a given speaker
a bilingual linguist
* The stimulus meanings of non-observational occasion sentences are not

unreachable for our filed linguist now, as far as she can learn the indigenous
language directly as an infant might.

* becoming a bilingual then she can do the radical translation business.
the recognition of indigenous falsehood

* If only observation sentences are translatable, the linguist cannot disbelieve
any of the indigenous verdicts as false.
>‘verdict’ cannot be overruled

* Becoming bilingual changes that
what not a bilingual can still do
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* comparing two indigenous sentences by checking the informant’'s response
while giving certain stimulation
—>even though you have no idea what their stimulus meanings are

* |f there were a Martian on Earth, she would distinguish the stimulus meaning of
“Bachelor” for a given speaker from that for another

* and she would also discern that the sentence is stimulus synonymous with
“Unmarried man” for the same speaker.

* The only problem: what triggers the linguist, alien or not, to compare the pair of
sentences?
->so it is less readily accessible

the difficulty caused by
second intention

* Words that are about words
=>in quotations, or in spelling of a word...
~>‘bachelor’, for instance
extension to long sentences
by analogy

* At the very beginning, short sentences are what one can check the
intrasubjective stimulus synonymy between sentences.

* in terms of analogy—that is, by constructions
—>any fixed way of building a composite expressions from arbitrary components
of appropriate short

* including certain additive words (grammatical device words, for example), as
well as the way of arranging the unfixed components=»adding new words.

collateral information

* One might overestimate the capacity of intrasubjective stimulus synonymy to
withstand collateral information

* Himalayan explorer—“Everest” from Tibet and “Gaurisanker” from Nepal
* The two sentences coincide for him thenceforward.
=>»The huge piece of collateral information—the painful climbing and learning
Indian nickels and
Buffalo nickels

* The boodle case of Indian and Buffalo nickels—that is, a nickel with the other
side that is not a Buffalo '
->in some cases collateral information does intrude some seemingly
straightforward cases of stimulus synonymous sentences.
what the ‘would’ implies

* Although in the actual cases the novice does not and will not be presented with
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the fake nickel, the counterfactuality suggests already that under that kind of
conditions there is a stimulation pattern would prompt the novice to respond to
“Indian nickels” and “Buffalo nickels” differently

* for the novice, two sentences have different stimulus meanings but the two
corresponding terms are coextensive.
some clarification

* The instance of “Indian nickels” and “Buffalo nickels” is to examine two
supposedly coextensive terms, namely, ‘Indian nickel’ and ‘buffalo nickel’, for
sameness of stimulus meaning.

* one of the consequences of pursuing two one-word stimulus synonymous
sentences is to see whether the corresponding words are synonymous or
coextensive or coreferential.

the purification and the social collateral information

« With the intrusion of collateral information, some sentences such as “Indian
nickels” and “Buffalo nickels” have trouble to be called stimulus synonymous.

* Socially stimulus synonymy for a speech community can help exclude these
sentences.

» collateral information in the social level should be seen as acceptable as
argued in section 9.
Section 12: Synonymy of Terms
stimulus meaning and the meaning of terms

* Words->learned in terms of the roles they played within sentences
One-word sentence—stimulus meaning—word meaning

* Stimulus synonymy of the occasion sentences such as “Gavagai” and “Rabbit”
does not even guarantee the two corresponding general terms are coextensive.
inscrutability of reference: preliminary stage

* (IR) rabbit, rabbit stages, or undetached rabbit parts
translating ‘gavagai’ as ‘rabbit’ is just the projection from the field linguist's
own habit formation. '

* that is, the sameness of stimulus meaning of brief sentences does not
determine the two corresponding words to be coextensive

* the reductio argument:
(1) if two one-word sentences are stimulus synonymous then the
corresponding terms are synonymous (for reductio)
(2) if two terms are synonymous then they are coextensive (general
assumption)
(3) if two one-word sentences are stimulus synonymous then the two
corresponding terms are coextensive (from (1) and (2))
(4) (3) is false (because of (IR))
(5) therefore, (1) is false (from (4) and (2))
second consideration regarding reference

* ‘gavagai’ & ‘rabbit’ taken as general terms or singular terms
9 using Goodman’s way—not general terms applicable to all rabbits but taking
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as a singular term
—>the fusion of all rabbits: that single though discontinuous portion of
spatial-temporal world that consists of all rabbits

* the stimulus meaning remains constant
—>the distinction between general terms and singular ones is independent

* On the other hand, Quine suggests that singular terms such as Quine can be
explained as general terms
—-the other way round is the same

* Or take ‘gavagai’ as a singular term naming a recurring universal, rabbithood.
—>he distinction between concrete and abstract objects is independent of their
corresponding stimulus meanings too

stimulus meaning and terms

* Translation does not suggest a total match.
->“Gavagai” can be translated as “Rabbit” or “A rabbit is there” but that does
not suggest a total match between their components

* How are we sure that “Gavagai” is a word or two?
pointing, identity, and grammatical structure
* Pointing is not helping because you point to every one of them

* Unless the pointing is accompanied with questions of identity and diversity?
=»Too sophisticated for now

¢ the indigenous may achieve the same net effects (of our grammatical structure:
articles and pronouns, singular and plural, copula, the identity predicate...)
through linguistic structures so different

* the variation of the interpretation of grammatical devices of the indigenous
language suggests the arbitrariness of the translation business.

* “occasion sentences and stimulus meaning are general coin; terms and
reference are local to our conceptual scheme”
numerical identity

* The inscrutability lies not in resemblance (qualitative identity) but in the
anatomy (the analysis) of sentences.
=>»The point is rather this: the fix of reference and the translation of the
corresponding grammatical device are closely related.

* |s this the same rabbit?
Are these the same rabbit stages?
intrasubjective stimulus synonymy?

* cannot help solve the inscrutability.

* in the case of Martin: one of ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’ might apply to men
and the other to undetached parts of men
the sufficient and necessary conditions of

* ‘Everest and ‘Gaurisanker’ are coextensive but the two corresponding
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occasion sentences are not stimulus synonymous
->not sufficient

* Even if “Gavagai” and “Rabbit” are stimulus synonymous, the corresponding
terms are not necessarily coextensive
->not necessary

e Coextensiveness is not a clearer notion than synonymy or translation or
even the fix of the grammatical device
Within English, the synonymy of terms is doable

* Definitions: ‘F’ and ‘G’ are stimulus synonymous as terms for a speaker at ¢ iff
as occasion sentences they have the same stimulus meaning for her at ¢ and
she would assent to “All Fs are Gs and vice versa” if asked at {.

* Simply saying that any stimulation might be imposed at ¢ without varying the
subject’s assent to “All Fs are Gs and vice versa’, if to anything.

stimulus analyticity

A sentence is stimulus analytic for a subject (within the modulus) if she would
assent to it no matter what stimulation is given.

* Stimulus synonymy of general terms can be reduced to the stimulus analyticity
of “All Fs are Gs and vice versa”.

* For singular terms, then it is the stimulus analyticity of “a = b”.

* These things can only be done when the relevant grammatical device is settled
in advance.

* Not necessarily applicable to wider domain of words other than ‘rabbit’ or
‘bachelor’

the variation of the stimulus synonymy of terms

» Whether or not terms are coreferential or coextensive is not determined by their
being synonymous or not. ,

* social stimulus synonymy of terms: those that come out stimulus-synonymou
for each individual speaker almost without exception

* But some terms can be coextensive for some speakers but not the other, due to
the empirical learning of their being coextensive

* (1) ‘bachelor’/'unmarried man’ satisfies the condition
* (2) ‘Indian nickel'/‘buffalo nickle’ on the other hand does not

rating within intuitive semantics what terms are synonymous

* ‘bachelor’ and ‘unmarried man’ are rated as synonymous make more sense
than in the case of ‘Indian nickel’ and ‘buffalo nickel’ within intuitive semantics.

* But why? Because (1) the former depends on learning appropriate associations
of words with words, and (2) the latter on the other hand depends on learning
directly fo associate the term with sample objects.
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Why ‘unmarried man'’ is seen as semantically anchoring ‘bachelor'? Because
they do not have socially constant stimulus meaning, not like observation
sentences.

->something of course can be observationally anchoring something else

* ‘brother’ and ‘male sibling’ are similar. They do not have a close relation to
stimulations or verbal connections and hence do not contribute to basic
language learning '

the third sort: theoretical terms
¢ (3) Theoretical terms are like ‘bachelor’ with no close relation to stimulations

but also unlike it in the sense of not having a more complex network of verbal
connections.

* Why for theoretical terms there is no significant distinction between synonymy
and factual equivalence?

* momentum = mass x velocity
—>1if this fails one inclines to take it as theoretical change rather than the change
of meanings
=»synonymy intuitions do not emerge here because the terms are linked in
much more complex ways to connect to the rest of language than ‘bachelor’
Section 13: Translating Logical Connectives
truth functions

* QOccasion sentences and standing sentence make no difference.
~»Because assenting and dissenting are enough.

* giving a semantic criteria of truth functions?
->not really a truth-functional explanation of the meanings of logical
connectives
->but an assent/dissent-functional one

* From short components to long ones but without any limit of sentence length
=>for the sake of convenience and avoiding unnecessary confusion

* The indigenous words of negation, conjunction, and alternation can be
incidentally translated as ‘not’, ‘and’, and ‘or’.
=>But the three words do not really represent negation, conjunction, and
alternation.
->every truth-functionally compound sentence with an unique true value can be
equally stated in terms of semantic criteria

prelogical mentality

* No one is that absurd to accent to “P and not P
- Prelogical mentality hardly makes sense insofar as one has to impose her
own logic upon the informant to avoid translating the informant’s words as
queer as possible.

the maxim of translation—principle of charity
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* “The maxim of translation underlying all this is that assertions startlingly false
one the face of them are likely to turn on hidden differences of language.”

¢ “The common sense behind the maxim is that one’s interlocutor’s silliness,
beyond a certain point, is less likely than bad translation—or, in the domestic
case, linguistic divergence.”

AE 1,0
* A—all are; E—none are; l—some are; O—some are not
=>the definition of A
“the compound commands assent (from a given speaker) if and only if the
affirmative stimulus meaning (for him) of the first component is a subclass of
the affirmative stimulus meaning of the second component and the negative
stimulus meanings are conversely related”

* this is wrong
->consider the case of the coextensiveness of ‘Indian nickel’ and ‘buffalo nickel
for the novice and the difference in stimulus meanings of “Indian nickel” and
“Buffalo nickel” for her again

e A, E, I, O are about quantification—this is about reification—it is about
reference

* “On this score the suggested semantic criterion is at odds with ‘All s are Gs’ in
that it goes beyond extension”

* even worse and more serious
->whereas rabbits are not rabbit stages, there is no distinction in their stimulus
meanings of the corresponding sentences
Sthat is, “All rabbits are rabbit stages” apparently prompt dissent from any
English speaker, yet according to the definition mentioned above this sentence
should prompt assent.
behavioural criteria and
truth function

* consider section 12, “occasion sentences and stimulus meaning are
general coin; terms and reference are local to our conceptual scheme’

* the above categories or quantification exceeds what stimulus meanings of the
components of a compound sentence can determine

* “the truth functional part is the only part the recognition of which, in a foreign
language, we seem to be able to pin down to behavioural criteria”

Section 14: Synonymous and Analytic Sentences
broad and narrow types of synonymy

* broad:; assent and dissent concomitantly, “due strictly to word usage rather
than to how things happen in the world”

* normally in terms of truth value->the same truth conditions
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—>but for Quine: “[he] wrap]s] it over to [assent and dissent] in order to
maximize chances of making sense of the relation on the basis of verbal
behaviour”

narrow sense

e Carnap’s intensional isomorphism
—>structure similarity: In logic and mathematics, a relation between two
systems such that there exists a one-one correspondence between their
elements, and an identity of some relation that holds between any of the
elements in one system and the corresponding elements in the other system.
=»can be defined by broad synonymy and analogy of roles in sentences

* in terms of assent and dissent but not truth values
->confusion because its length and complexity
->section 11

for occasion sentences

* intrasubjective synonymous relation is easy to understand->especially
socialised ones.

* the concomitant variation of two occasion sentences over all possible
stimulations can be accounted for by verbal habit

* only intrasubjective synonymy is talked here
->This is why stimulus synonymy still apply to standing sentences.

* the intrusion of colliateral information? Cf. the arguments in section 9
the sparser the stimulus meaning

* stimulus synonymy makes less sense for this sort of standing sentences
* these sentences are in more important relations to other sentences.

* sparseness of SM does not affect its intuitive meaning
lengthening the modulus

* we enrich SM->tighten SS
* get out of hand when the modulus is excessive->a month?

® agents can revise their theories and thus changing the meanings of words
approximation to verification conditions

* Standing sentences on the other hand do not have this sort of relation to
experience

* “If the business of a sentence can be exhausted by n account of the
experiences that would confirm or disconfirm it as an isolated sentence in its
own right, then the sentence is substantially an occasion sentence.”

* the different relations towards other sentences
->the interconnections between sentences
->experiences normally have indirect ways to standing sentences

* recalcitrant experiences
->many alternatives
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->holism
Grice and Strawson
 On every assumption as to the truth value of other sentences, two sentences
are confirmed (and disconfirmed) by the same experience on that
assumption->synonymous

« confirmatory and disconfirmatory experiences->stimulus meaning
* for S (the conjunction of other sentences), if “S—S¢” and “S-S5;” are stimulus
synonymous, then S{ and S; are synonymous.

e  But Quine indicates that it does not render any relation tighter than stimulus
synonymy.
For if S; and S, are stimulus synonymous, the conditionals are of course
stimulus synonymous.

*  their definition can only render Sy and S; to be stimulus synonymous
* the conditionals are too weak to infer that Sq and S; are synonymous.

e Why “S & Sy” and “S & S,” are stimulus synonymous cannot help provide them
to be synonymous?

* Grice and Strawson’s account, if successful, could be taken only as
intralinguistic, though unnecessary to be our own
~>Martian
synonymy and analyticity
* the intuitive notion of analyticity
the sentence is true purely by meaning and independently of collateral
* Interdefinition:
two sentences are synonymous iff the biconditional formed by them is analytic
(Two Dogmas); a sentence is analytic iff it is synonymous with self-conditionals
(If p then p).
* synonymy—analyticity
->stimulus synonymy—stimulus analyticity
analyticity, come what may, and stimulation

* the analytic, the a priori, the necessary have never been defined in terms of
detectable features of verbal behaviour

* A is analytic iff we are prepared to confirm come what may
>how to explain ‘come what may’
* come what stimulation may
behaviouristic ersatz

* socialising stimulus analyticity

* “But analyticity in even this improved sense will apply as well to ‘There have
been black dogs’ as to ‘2 + 2 = 4’ and ‘No bachelor is married’. Let us face it:
our socialised stimulus synonymy and stimulus analyticity are still not
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behaviouristic reconstructions of intuitive semantics, but only a behaviouristic
ersatz”

Why ‘assent come what may’ does not work
* Because of instances such as “There have been black dogs.”

* intuitive notion of analyticity is supposed to have something more than the
ersatz in the cases of ungrasped of foreign sentences.
=>If it is a logical law, then some uses of the logical particles are lost and this
disrupts the communication.
=>»f the informant has a constant inclination to behave like this, there is no
depending on him in most of the further contexts containing the terms in
questions.

the distinction between
the analytic and the synthetic

* If the notion of stimulus analyticity explains people’s attitude regarding
so-called analytic truth, then it is just about the bewilderment about what a
person who denies certain sentences, including “There have been black dogs,”
can be talking about.

* This bewilderment, however, can be a gradual and cumulative affair—that is, a
gradual and cumulative affair between the so-called analytic and synthetic
sentences
=<>more importantly there is no such a sweeping epistemological dichotomy.

* The notion of such a dichotomy only encourages confused impressions of how
language relates to the world
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