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Abstract

To say that thought is intentional is to say that thought is
directed to some object.
problematic:

Objects to which thought is directed are

unlike the objects of physical acts - like hitting -

they need not exist in reality:

I may think of a unicorn, or imagine

a centaur, even though such objects do not exist.

However, in most

cases my thoughts are directed to existing objects:
of President Carter or I may envy Mrs Thatcher.

I may think

In such cases the

object of my thought is none other than the existing individual that
might also be the object of a physical act such as hitting or kicking.
A theory of intentionality must allow us to say both that
thought can succeed in achieving objective reference and that the
objects of thought need not exist in reality.

Brentano's essential

insight was to show that the latter - the possible non-existence of
the object - is the distinctive feature of the mental.

However,

he saw this as a problem concerning the ontological status of objects
of thought, which he attempted to resolve by ascribing to such
objects a mode of "existence-in-the-mind", thereby denying that
mental acts can succeed in achieving objective reference.

This pro-

blem can be avoided however if intentionality is seen as a feature

of language rather than of phenomena.

On the linguistic version of

the intentionality thesis, the criteria for intentionality are stated
as logical features of the sentences lie use to talk about the
psychological.
We can assert both that thought can succeed in achieving
objective reference

that the objects of thought need not exist

in reality, by appealing to Frege's notion of sense.

This means

that the semantical frame"1ork for our theory of intentionality
must be the Fregean three-levelled framework consisting of sign,
sense and referent.
~>hich

In

terrC~.s

of this framework, "objective

reference~~,

is a possibility in the case of the mental, must be understood

in terns of Fr·PctP's notion of reference as that which is mediated
by sense; the distinctive feature of the psychological- viz.,
possible non-existence of the object - must be understood by appeal
to the Fregean semantic model of signs which have a sense but which
do not refer to anything.

Serious problems arise for a theory of intentionality when
the notion of "objective reference" is explicated without appeal
to Frege 1 s notion of sense.

For example, if "objective reference 11

is characterised in terms of the Russellian two-levelled semantical
framework which admits only sign and referent, then we are forced
to deny the intentionality of some or, perhaps 1 all psychological
acts.

Alternatively, if we attempt to maintain the irreducibility

of the intentional, then there are seemingly intractable problems
in providing a coherent account of the intentionality of acts which

£9.

succeed in achieving objective reference, when "objective referencen

is characterised in the absence of the notion of sense.
It has been argued by some philosophers including Quine and
Putnan, that sense is itself a "mentalistic 11
to a mentalistic theory of meaning.

notion~

a notion tied

If this objection can be

sustained, then a theory of the intentionality of the mental which
appeals to the notion of sense, will be circular.

This kind of

objection exposes a serious shortcoming in Frege's own theory of sense.
Frege provides us with no theory of how it is that sense, which is a
means to reference, relates to the mind.

To meet the charge of

umen talism 11 which is levelled against Frege 's theory of sense, we

must.supplement his account with a theory of how sense (or meaning)
can be both "mind-related" and the means to objective reference.
This

s~pplementation

ality.Husserl's

can be provided by

acco~nt

H~sserJ's

theory of intention-

of the intentionality of consciousness, and

the theory of linguistic meaning and reference which is a consequence
of this account, allows us to treat Fregean sense as an intentional
notion; one that is thereby both mind-related and the means to
objective reference.
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INTRODUCTION

The intentionality of the mental means the object-directedness
of thought.

Brentano, the acknowledged source of recent approaches

to intentionality, explains this by saying
In presentation something is presented, in judgement something
is affirmed or denied, in love loved, in hate hated, in desire
desired, and so on.l

Reflection upon the history of the concept of intentionality
since Brentano reveals a paradox:

For certain post-Wittgensteinian

philosophers of the British analytical tradition,

2

the thesis that

thought is intentional is seized upon as a way of defeating the
mentalistic consequences of Cartesian dualism, viz., that thought
and its objects are private,

exist in the mind.

introspectible events and items which

To assert that thought is intentional is to

claim that mental phenomena can succeed in achieving objective

reference.

This is attested to by the fact that the language

we use to describe the object of thought in, for example, A's
thinking of President Carter, succeeds in referring to some existing

individual and not to some private object which exists in the mind.
On the other hand, what is distinctive about the objects to
which mental phenomena are directed is that they need not exist in
reality.

I may imagine a unicorn or think of Pegasus, even though

such objects do not exist.

Brentano himself was concerned with the

kind of existence that might be ascribed to thought-of unicorns,
imagined-centaurs, and other non-existent objects of thought.

This

concern led him to the mentalistic conclusion that the objects to
which mental phenomena are directed are

11

intentionally in-existent"

objects - objects which are immanent to the mental act and which,
therefore, exist in the mind.

The paradox

then, is that, from the intentionality of the

mental, some philosophers {including Brentano) have drawn mentalistic

consequences, whereas other philosophers (the post-Wittgensteinians)
have drawn the opposite conclusion.

l. Brentano

(1874), p. 88.

2. The protagonists of the ''analytic'' or ''linguistic'' versions of
intentionality referred to here include Kenny, Anscombe, Geach.

Although these conclusions are

inco~patible,

the premisses from

which each is derived are not inherently inconsistent with one another.
(i)

The linguistic philosophers give
Mental

pheno~ena

pri~acy

to the following:

can succeed in achieving objective reference

(ii) Brentano gives proninence to the following:
Mental phenonena are distinguished by the fact that their objects
need not exist (Thesis II).
A satisfactory theory of intentionality must incorporate both of
these theses.

That is to say, our account of "objective referenceu

in Thesis I nust still be consistent with Thesis II, so that we can
preserve what is distinctive about the mental; our account of "possible
non-existence" in Thesis II >nust still be consistent with Thesis I,
so that we can avoid a mentalistic theory of objects of thought.
The central claim of this thesis is that it is only by appeal
to Freqe's notion of sense that a satisfactory theory of intentionality
can be constructed.

Chapter I provides the background to this

claim by shm;ing, first, why it is that Brentano's own theory of
intentionality leads inescapably to a mentalistic theory of objects
of thought, and, second, how this unwelcome consequence can be avoided
if intentionality is understood as a feature of language rather than
as a feature of phenomena.

Chisholm's re-fornulation of Brentano's

intentionality thesis in terms of logical features of the sentences
we use to talk about the psychological allows us to construe the
question of objective reference (in

as a question about

reference rather than, as for Brentano, an ontological

question about "modes of

being"~

At the same time, the linguistic

re-formulation of Brentano's thesis introduces new considerations and
criteria concerning the language we use to talk about the psychological.
These are the Fregean-derived criteria for the intensionality of
language which, for Frege, are to be understood by appeal to his
notion of sense.
In Chapter II we see explicitly what is involved in an appeal
to Frege's notion of sense.

Such an appeal corr®its us to accepting

a three-levelled semantical framework consisting of sign, sense and
referent.

In terms of this framework, reference is always mediated

by sense.

Furthermore, it is a framework whichcommitsus to admitting

signs (i.e., names) which have a sense but '"hich do not refer to

xi
anything.

The Fregean semantical framework is contrasted with Russell's

two-levelled semantical framework consisting only of sign (i.e.,
na:11e) and referent,

In terms of the Rossellian framework reference

is unmediated by sense; r.ames necessarily refer to some existing
thing.

(There can be no signs i.e,., names, which lack a refere:1ce).

If we invoke the Fregean three-levelled semantical framework to explicate intentionality, then "objective reference'' in Thesis I is
to be understood as that which is ~ediated by sense; because, within
the Fregean framework we can admit signs which have a sense but which
do not refer to anything, we can also allow for "possible non-existence
of objects of thought' in

Frege provides us with the

appropriate semantical framework for saying both that mental phenomena
can succeed b

achieving objective reference (Thesis I)

may fail to do so (Thesis II).
of sense which is

that they

But, in both cases, it is the notion

crucial~

Problems arise for a theory of intentionality if we accept
the Russellian two-levelled framework in place of the Fregean one in
explicating objective reference in

These

are

proble~s

discussed in Chapter III in connection with the relational theory
of thoughts about existing objects.
Russell's theory of names,

This theory derives from

The logical consequence of this approach

to objective reference in Thesis I is the reduction of the mental to
the physical and, ultimately, the repudiation of the intentional
altogether.
Problems of a different kind arise for the "irreducibility
theorists" when Fregean sense is {either explicitly or implicitly)
ignored.

These theorists endorse Chisholm's claim {derived fran

Brentano) that intentionality is irreducible - sentences about the
mental cannot be translated into sentences about the physical.

The

problems for the irreducibility theorist arise frorr. the attempt to
say both that intentionality is distinctive of all and only rr.ental
phenomena and that the object of a mental act can be

11

objective 11 in

precisely the same way that the object of a physical act is

11

0bjectiven.

The difficulties for the irreducibility theorist are exemplified in
Anscombe's attempts to provide an account of the intentionality of
perception.

These are discussed in Chapter IV.

•rhis discussion

serves to make explicit some of the presuppositions involved in
Anscombe's setting up of the problems of intentionality.

~nlike

the

xii
relational theorists, there is nothing which is explicitly antiFregean in Anscombe's account.

But neither can we say that there is

anything specifically Fregean about the framework within which
Anscombe approaches the problem of in ten tionali ty.

In a later

discussion -Chapter VI - it eBerges that Anscombe's framework is
fundamentally incompatible with a Fregean se.,antical framework which
admits the notion of sense'"

The characterisation of "objective reference" in Thesis I in
terms of a two-levelled semantical framework (whether this be an
explicit acceptance of a Russellian theory of reference, or an
implicit neglect of F'rege's notion of sense) is one successful way
of avoiding a mentalistic theory of objects of thought.

But this

success is at the expense of either (a) relinquishing the intentionality of those acts, or (b) creating intractable problems for an
attempt to state that acts which

~

intentional

~

succeed in

achieving objective reference.
These problems are avoided if we appeal to Frege's notion of
sense in affirning Theses I and II..

To nake this claim, however,

we must be able to meet an objection raised by certain post-Fregean
philosophers of language -

., that the notion of sense is tied

to a mentalistic theory of meaning.
senses or intensions
mind.

A

~ore

(i.e~,

Quine, for example, argues that

meanings) are entities which exist in te

serious objection is raised by Putnam who argues that,

because senses or intensions are 'tmind-related 11 (i.e 6, what is
grasped in an act of understanding the Beaning of a term), meaning
qua sense has merely psychological status.

If Putnam's

argu~ent

is justified, then the Fregean thesis that reference is determined
by sense must be seen as a "psychologistic" theory of the deternination of reference:

one which holds that reference is determined

by "merely psychological" considerations.

Our task in Chapter V will

be to specify precisely what kind of "men::alistic" theory is ascribed
to Frege by these critics.

Here we will see that in order to meet

the charge of rr.entalism we must, on Frege's behalf, be able to offer
an account of how sense (i.e., meaning)· relates to the mind without
thereby introducing a psychologistic theory of meaning and reference.
Frege himself does not provide us with such a theory, although
as a committed adversary of psychologism, he would certainly have
resisted these

criticisms~

In order to counter the accusation of

mentalism, therefore, it is necessary to supplement Frege 1 s theory

xiii

of sense with a non-psychologistic theory of the way in which sense
or meaning can be at once "mind-related" and a means to objective

reference.

In Chapter VI it will be argued that this supplementation

is to be provided by Husserl's phenomenological account of linguistic
meaning and reference which is based on his theory of the intentionality of acts of consciousness.

Husserl's theory of linguistic

meaning and reference is proposed as part of a deliberate attack on
psychologistic theories of meaning.

In Husserl's theory, a

psychological approach to meaning is replaced by a phenomenological
one.

The semantical framework for his theory of meaning and reference

is the Fregean three-levelled one, in which reference is mediated

by meaning, and in which signs (names) which have a meaning but which
do not refer to anything are admitted.

For Husserl, however, the

semantical framework of name, meaning, referent is one which results

from his theory of the intentionality of acts of consciousness - a
theory which tells us that, to every act, there corresponds a meaning-

content through which some object is intended.

In terms of this

theory, the ''mind-relatedness'' of linguistic meaning or sense is to

be explained by saying that the latter is an intentional notion one tied to the intentionality of acts.

At the same time, the

meaning (or ''noema'') of an intentional act is the means by which
we intend something objective.

Husserl's theory of intentionality

provides us with a non-psychologistic account of the way in which
Fregean sense can be both mind-related and a "vehicle for objective
reference 11

l
•

l. Olafson (1975), p. 76:

"Intentionality is .•. the basic vehicle
of objective reference generally and thus of our knowledge of the
0orld which Husserl speaks of as a comprehensive intentional object."

l

CHAPTER

I

.

INTENTIONALITY, MENTALISM, AND THE PROBLEI1
OF OBJECTIVE REFERENCE

§l.

Introduction: Intentionality and the Denial of Mentalism
One consequence of Wittgenstein's celebrated arguments against

the possibility of a private language has been the release of

tal" from "mentalism".

11

the men-

Quinton writes:-

The particular philosophical problem that takes up most of
Wittgenstein's attention in the Investigations is that of the
nature of mind or, in his terminology, of the language in which
we report and describe the mental states of ourselves and others.
The metaphysical doctrine against which he is arguing here is
that persistent dualism of mind and body, made explicit by Plato
and Descartes, but, it would seem, rather deeply lodged in our
ordinary way of thinking, which holds that mental states exist
in private worlds of their own of which only one person is
directly aware. The paradoxes arising from this theory are,
first and foremost, the idea that we can never know what is
going on in the mind of another person and also perhaps the
older difficulty about understanding how things can act upon
each other when they are as different from one another as mental
and bodily states are according to this theory. The mistaken
analogy that lies behind the skeptical absurdities of dualism
is that between "I see a tree" or "I touch this stone" on the
one hand and I feel a pain" and "I understand this calculation"
on the other. Just as the first two sentences report perception of and action on physical things,so, it is supposed, the
other two report mental perception and action. The world is
then conceived as containing, alongside material objects and
acts of manipulating them, mental objects like pains and mental
acts or processes like understanding,meaning and thinking.l
11

Metaphysical dualism is objectionable because it implies the view
that our mental vocabulary acquires its meaning from introspection
upon essentially inner or private states and processes.
words, such as "pain" are names of private objects.

Mental

Against this

view, Wittgenstein argues that our mental vocabulary acquires its
meaning from the public and shareable language to which it belongs.
If mental words acquire their meaning as the result of a private
ostensive definition, then there is no way of explaining how the
meanings of those words could be communicated.

The criteria for

the application of mental words must be publicly observable events
and dispositions.

Therefore the meaning of mental words cannot be

some private object referred to or named by that word.

Wittgenstein's

own arguments against the notion of a private object are concerned
primarily with a sensation, viz., pain.

l. Quinton

(1964), p. 17.

But, as Kenny points out,

2

With the

emotio:~s,

the Cartesian idea of a ;JUrely mental

event runs into an extra difficulty. Emoticns 1 unlike
pain, have objects: we are afraid 2! thingsr angry~
people, ashailled ~we have done such-and-such. This
feature of ·the emotions, which is sometimes called their
'intentionality' 1 , is misrepresented by Descartes, who
treats the relation between a passion and its object as a
contingent one of effect to cause. 2
The principle that Kenny is alluding to here is the intentionality of the mental.

To say that mental phenomena are intentional

is to say that they are directed to some object:

All thinking is

thought of something, all fearing is fear of something, all hoping
is hope for something, and so forth.

The relation between thought

and its object is a logical relation in the sense that there cannot
be a thinking, hoping, fearing, etc., without there being something

which is thought, hoped for, feared, etc.
"Objects" of thought are, for the most part, things which
exist independently of the thinking, or - in the case of cognitive
activities such as

believing, knowing -propositions

understanding~

which are true or false independently of the act of understanding,
knowing, etc.

By attending to the language that we use to describe

such "objects», we can see that they are not to be regarded as private mental iteills belonging to the realm of the mental:

If I think

of President Carter or if I admire Simone de Beauvoir, the words
giving the "object" of my thought succeed in referring to the real
existing individual ln each case, and not to some private item or
mental image of that individual.

Similarly, if I understand

Pythagoras' theorem or believe that 2 + 2
in understanding or what I

believe-~.,

~

4,

then~

I grasp

some proposition- is

something that is public and shareable in the sense that it may be
grasped or believed by others.

It is for this

reaso~

that such

propositions are arr.enable to judgements of truth or falsity..

In

short, mental phenomena -acts of thinking, fearing, understanding,
etc .. , -can succeed in achievino

11

0biective reference." (Thesis I}.

If mental phenomena are conceived of in dualistic terms -

that is, in terns of the metaphysical dualism of mind and body
outlined by Quinton - then we cannot maintain the claim that mental

1. Kenny's original spelling of this word is "intensionality". For
reasons which will emerge later, I have adopted the spelling
"intentionality".

2, Kenny (1963), pp. 13-14.

3

phenomena can succeed in achieving objective reference.
relation between

t~ought

For

if the

and its object is a logical relation (i.e.,

not merely a contingent relation of .effect to cause), then both
thought and its object will belong to the realm of the mental:
If thinking - the mental act - is confined to the domain of the
non-physical, then the object to which that act is logically related
will also be confined to that domain.

This is a "mentalistic" view

of objects of thought.
The words

n~entalistic"

and

"~entalism«

are used to describe

any theory which holds, or which implies as a consequence, the view
that "objects of thought" have merely mental existence or merely
psychological status. 1 On such a view, the status -existential
or otherwise - of objects of thought depends upon the mental act
to which it is related.

Thus, things which are thought of, perceived,

wanted, etc., are said to be entities which exist in the nind.
This kind of mentalism I shall call "ontological mentalism".

Alter-

natively, one may hold that the objects of cognitive acts such as
the laws of logic or of mathematics have merely psychological status,
in the sense that inquiries into these laws and their associated

concepts are, at a fundamental level, psychological
inquiries about mental processes or activities.

talism is generally known as "psychologism".

inquiries -

This form of men-

In subsequent chapters,

it will be necessary to refine and to specify more closely these
varieties of mentalism.

But the general point to be observed here

is that mentalistic theories deny Thesis I - they do not allow for
the possibility that :nental phenorr.ena can succeed in achieving
objective reference.
In summary, by appeal to linguistic considerations - specifically the language we use to talk about :nental phenomena - we are
able to assert that mental pheno:>1ena can succeed in achieving
objective reference.

This is to be understood as the claim that

objects of thought need not be private

mental items or have rr.erely

psychological status.

To assert that mental phenomena can succeed

in achieving objective

refere~ce

is, therefore, to avoid a rr.entalis-

tic theory of objects of thought.
1. Although the words ":nentalism" and "psychologism" occur frequently
in philosophical literature, it is rare to find any precise
specification of what these terms mean. In keeping with this
practice, my initial characterisation of these ter:ns is deliberately le"ft general.

4

But what is the price we pay for accepting Thesis I, that
mental phenomena can succeed in achieving objective reference?

Do

we thereby lose what is distinctive about the nental- viz., that
rr,ental phenomena are distinguished by the fact that the objects to
which they are directed need not exist (Thesis II)?

For sorr,e

philosophers, the thesis that mental phenomena can succeed in achieving objective reference is taken to imply that there is nothing
distinctive about

the mental

ing with "the mental"

- "mentalism" is avoided by dispens-

and, therewith, intentionality.

Our explica-

tion of the notion of "objective reference" in Thesis I will,
therefore, be of crucial importance where any attempts to combine
Theses I and II are

concerned~

However

before we can proceed to an

examination of this notion, we must first consider the second thesis
required for a theory of intentionality - its origins in, and its
implications for Brentano' s thought, and its re-formulation in terms
of linguistic criteria.

§2.

Brentano's

·Th~sis

of Intentionality

Brentano states his thesis of intentionality as follows:
Every mental phenomenon is characterised by what the
Scholastics of the Middle Ages called the intentional (or
mental) in-existence of an object, and what we might call,
though not wholly unambiguously, reference to a con tent,
direction upon an object (which is not to be understood here
as meaning a thing), or immanent objectivity. Every mental
phenomenon includes something as an object within itself,
although they do not all do so in the same way. In presentation something is prese:1ted, in judgment something is
affirmed or denied, in love loved, in hate hated, in desire
desired¥ and so

on~

This intentional in-existence is characteristic exclusively of mental phenomena. No physical phenomenon exhibits
anything like it. Ne can, therefore, define mental phenomena
by saying that they are those phenomena which contain an
object intentionally within themselves.l

Brentano 1 s intentionality thesis states that, for any mental
activity, the:e is always some object to which that activity is
directed. I cannot think without thinking something, I cannot hope
without hoping for something.

But the peculiarity of the objects

of mental activities is that they need not exist.
phenomena exhibit this characteristic.

No physical

If I kick a stone or eat an

apple, there must exist some stone that I kick or sorne apple that
1. Brentano (1874), pp. 88-9.

5

I eat.

But if I think of a stone or wish for an apple, it does not

follow from this that such

objects exist.

;.;hat Brenti'lno rr.eans by "mental phenomena" and "physical phenomena", then, is to be understood in terms of a dichotomy of act
and object.

Possible non-existence of the object of a mental act

is what distinguishes mental from physical phenomena (Thesis II).
Brentano, then, provides us with the second of the theses required
for a theory of intentionality.

However, when we

exa~ine

Brentano's

own elaboration of this thesis, we find that it leads to the
mentalistic conclusion that objects of thought are immanent to the
act of thinking:
Chisholm

1

they are objects which exist in the mind.
points out that Brentano's doctrine of intentionality

contains both an ontological thesis and a psychological thesis:
The ontological thesis concerns the "intentional in-existence" of

objects of thought; the psychological thesis tells us that thought
is always directed.
these in turn

Like Chisholm, I shall deal with each of

although the direction and

of

~y

discussion

will be significantly different frorr. those of Chisholm's.
For Brentano

the "problem of intentionality" concerned the

possible non-existence of objects of thought.

His primary concern

was with non-existing objects of thought - thought-of centaurs,
irr.agined unicorns, etc.

He saw the problem of the possible non-

existence of objects of thought as an ontological problem concerning
the existential status of these non-existing objects of thought.
For Brentano, the question to be raised of such objects is:
kind of being do they have?

There is a difference

What

between a man

who is thinking of a horse and a rr.an who is thinking about a
unicorn.

But this difference cannot consist in the fact that the

first man's thinking has an object where the second man's does not.
For

would be a difference between a man who is thinking and a
2
man who is not thinking.
If a man is thinking about a unicorn
~

l. Chisholm (1967), p. 6.

2. cf. Plato's
189a-b:Soc. And does not he who thinks, think some one thing?
Theaet. Certainly.
Soc. And does not he who thinks some one thing, think something
which is?
Theaet. I agree.
Soc. Then he who thinks of that which is not, thinks of nothing?
Theaet. Clearly.
Soc. And he who thinks of nothing, does not think at all?
Theaet. Obviously.
Soc. Then no one can think that which is not, either as a selfexistent substance or as a predicate of something else?
~heaet.

Clearly not.
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then the object of his thought is a unicorn.
existing

unicorn~

Therefore

But it cannot be a real

the thought-of unicorn must have a

mode of being other than real existence.

In this way

the problem

concerning objects of thought is seen, by Brentano, to be an onto-

logical

problem concerning the existential status of objects of

thought.
There seem to be two possible ways of answering the question,

What kind of being can be ascribed to objects of thought which do
not have real existence?

One possibility is to say of such objects

that they have a mode of being like that of Meinong's winged horse
or Golden Mountain which are accorded the status of ausserseiend

("beyond being").

If this were the case, then, when

X

is thinking

of a unicorn, we would say of X that he is intentionally related
to an "extra-mental non-entity, that is, something that, strictly
speaking, does not exist (i.e., is ausserseiend) but still has an

independent ontological status."

1

Alternatively, one could ascribe

to such objects some kind of existence-in-the-mind.

view which Brentano in fact subscribed to.

This is the

When X is thinking of

a unicorn, there is produced an intentionally in-existent object
2
which is an entity in addition to the individual thinker.
Thus

the object to which X is intentionally related is an_intra-mental
entity.

On this view

the word flintentional

1
'

applies to an intra-

mental act and an intra-mental object, in which case the "doctrine

of intentionality is indefeasibly and objectionably 'mentalistic'."]
One major difficulty with attempting to ascribe ontological
status to non-existing objects of thought is that such attempts
often involve the violation of the law of non-contradiction.

can think about something that is contradictory.

One

If the object

of my thought enjoys some peculiar mode of being, then we can
l. Carr

(1975), p. 33.

2, Chisholm (1967) points out that, in Brentano's later writings of
1914, the notion of an intentionally in-existent object as something which exists in addition to the person thinking is abandoned
in favour of the "reistic" view according to which saying that
there is an immanent object is to say no more than that there is
an actual person who is thinking about that object.
3. Olafson (1975), p. 75.

ascribe to that "object" the contradictory properties of being both
A and not-A.

1

There are difficulties both with the Neinongian view which
ascribes the extra-mental status of ausserseiend to objects of thought,
and with the mentalistic view which relegates to such objects a
form of existence in the mind..

Both of these viev.rs fail to account

for the situation in which X is thinking of something which does
exist.

If, for example, I am thinking of the Eiffel To1"er

then it

is the real existing object to which I am intentionally related.
It is not some entity - either extra-mental
exists in addition to the real thing.

intra-mental - which

Even in cases where the

object is not known for certain, as in Diogenes' looking for an

honest man, then it is a real

concrete individual that he is looking

for and not some intentionally in-existent object (which, if it
2

exists in Diogenes' mind has already been found).

These difficulties arise as a result of considerations concern-

ing thoughts that are directed to "external

non-nental" objects,

and Brentano's own understanding of these objects was based on a
fundamentally dualistic ontology.

Olafson points out:

The external nor.-nental object in fact plays no part at all
in Brentan0 1 S account of the intentional object, because he
understands the former in basically dualistic representation-

alist terms .••. In other words, in his work the adjective
'intentional' applies exclusively to an intra-mental object
and to an equally intra-mental act in its relationship to
that object while the broader question of the mina-1mrld
relationship is handled by Brentano in perfectly conventional
realist and dualist terms.3
Here

Olafson is implicitly acknowledging Chisholn's separation

of Brentano's ontological thesis from his psychological thesis
concerning intentionality.
1.

Olafson is saying, in effect, that

Russell (1904). FJrthermore, Chisholm (1967) points out
that almost all intentionally in-existent objects violate the
law of excluded middle. I may promise you an ox and presumably
it has a head, tail, etc., and is heavy. But, Chisholm asks,
is it such that it weighs 817 pounds, or is it such that it
does not weigh 817 pounds? We n;ust answer both of these questens in the negative.

2. cf. Chisholm (1967), I?· 11.
3. Olafson (1975), p. 75.
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Brentano's ontological thesis, within which questions concerning the
existential status of objects of thought can be raised, is set
against a straightforwardly dualistic framework.

However

for

Olafson, the word "intentional • describes those objects which, on
the psychological thesis, are said to be correlated with acts.
This explication is not, of course, presented as a defence of
Brentano against the charge of mentalism - Brentano's doctrine remains "indefeasibly and objectionably mentalistic".

But, it

does suggest that Brer.tano's mentalism is a consequence of the
juxtaposition of an ontological thesis with his psychological thesis
and, moreover, it invites us to consider the intentionality thesis
in the setting of this psychological thesis in isolation from the
ontological concerns.
The main features of this setting of the psychological thesis
are Brentano's descriptive psychology and his theory of presentations
based on the dichotomy of act and object.
For Brentano, intentionality is the most important characteristic which distinguishes mental from physical
aim in drawing this

distinctio~

Brentano's

is to circumscribe and specify the

subject-matter of the "science of the rr,ental •.
which constitute this domain

phenomena~

Mental phenomena

must be distinguished from physical

phenomena which constitute the subject-matter of the "science of

the physical".

fically

is his descriptive psychology.

for Brentano

the "science of the mental"

Descriptive psychology is the

description of mental phenomena or activities from the pcint of
view of the experiencing subject.
loose

i-le might characterise

it in a

preliminary way as "psychology from a • first-person'

perspective."

Descriptive psychology is not the same as empirical

psychology (what Brentano calls "genetic" or "explanatory" psychology).

The concern of empirical psycl10logy is the processes and

causal connections, including physiological ones, wl1ereby v;e
theorise about

or explain the workings of the mind.

Empirical

psychology proceeds from a standpoint outside that of the firstperson

perspective~

Btentano 1 s criteria for the mental must,

therefore, be compatible v;ith the perspective of his descriptive
psychology - his class of mental phenomena must be descriptively
marked.
Strict adherence to the descriptive method precludes any
appeal to "transcendent realities" in our characterisation of the

9

mental.

If our concern is solely the description of the modes in

which phenor..ena are presented to consciousness, then, strictly

speaking, metaphysical distinctions and theories will play no part
in this enterprise..

Tt.is helps to r..ake sense of Olafson •s remark

that "the external non-mental object ••• plays no part in Brentano's
account of the intentional object.$ ... 1

For, in terrr.s of Brentano's

psychological thesis alone, the word "in ten tionar be longs to the
description of 'i-lihat appears to consciousness.

By isolating Brentano's psychological thesis in this way

we

can show a significant difference between Brentano s and Descartes'
1

characterisations of "the Dental".

Both philosophers wished to

distinguish the class of the mental from the class of physical
phenomena.

But Brentano's distinction is motivated by his concern

to develop a descriptive psychology; Descartes' aim, on the other
hand, was to discover the ultimate certainties on wf:ich all knowledge
is founcled 1 and the epistemological distinction between privatelyaccessible
based

certain knowledge, on the one hand, and observationally-

public knowledge, on the other, are

ta~en

to be marks of two

separate realms of possible knowledge - the domains ·of the mental
and the pf:ysical.

Brentano, who was in fact a great admirer of

Descartes, makes use of Descartes' notion of the "self-evidently
given" as a feature of the mental.

However

for Brentano, self-

evidence is a descriptive feature of the mode in which mental phenomena are given

rather than, as for Descartes, an epistemological

feature of a metaphysical category,

~.

, the realrr. of tf:e men tal.

The concern of Brentano's descriptive psychology is the description
of phenornena as

11

appearances to consciousness"

is a feature of such appearances.

1

where self-evidence

In short, Descartes 1 "mental

phenomena" are characterised relative to a theory of what is

~

- a metaphysical theory; Brentano's nmental phenomena" are characterised relative to a description of the Jaode in which phenomena are
given - a descriptive psychology.
Brentano states that all mental phenomena are presentations or
are based on presentations.

By "presentation" he means "not ttat
which is presentecl but the act of presentation.". 2 'Srentano gives
as examples, "hearing a sound, seeing a coloured object, feeling
l. Ibid.
2. Brentano (1874), p. 85,
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.:'1
warmt h or co 1 u,

~

•••

11

1

Cognitive acts such as thinking of a concept,

judging 1 recollecting, as well as emotions - joy, sorrow, fear,
etc*, -are based on preser.tations and are
within the class of mental phenomena.

therefore included

Brentano explair:s what he

rr,eans by 1'an act of presentation 11 by drawing attention to an an2
bigui ty in the word "pain"
This word can be used to describe the

physical phenomenon - the physical cut or burn - or it can refer
to the feeling which accompanies the physical injury.
latter

nact~"~

3

It is the

of feeling or sensing pain, and not the e:xternal

physical stinulation, which is the presentation.
Presentations exist whenever something appears in consciousness,
"whether it be hated or loved or regarded indifferently
we use the word

1

to present

same thing as •to appear'."

1

,

4

1

As

to be presented' comes to mean the

Feelir.gs and sensations are not to be

regarded as external or bodily stimulations which are followed by
presentations.

Rather 1 in the very sensing of the change in one's

state, presentations are involved.

As soon as such stirr,ulations are

designated as feelings or sensations, there is already implicit
.

re f erence to a presentat1on.

5

l . Ibid., p. 79.

2.

~.,

p. 84.

3. Brentano sometimes uses the words "mental activity" interchangeably
with "mental phenomenon". 'l1he words "act" and "activitylf, here,
are not to be confused with »activity" in the sense of process.
It does see"' that these words pertain to the "act-uality" which
characterises :nental phenomena as immediately given.. In an
editor's note to Brentano's work (Ibid., p. 79 note 1), it is
pointed out that the word "activity" means "being concerned with

something" or "having something as objectn,.

This mear:s that

Brentano's notion of "act or ''activity" must be contrastable
with passivity" in the sense which implies that mental phenomena
involve the passive reception of sense data. If mental phenomena
were not considered to be activities in this senset then their
investigation would be a natter of tracing causal connections,
responses to stimuli, etc., all of which, for 3rentano, are
excluded from the domain of his descriptive psychology.
1

'

4. Ibid., p. 81.
5. Ibid., pp. 82-3.
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In summary, Dr en tano takes tlpresentation" to mean

(i)

the act of presenting (in contrast to that which is presented);

(ii) the appearance to cor.sciousness (in contrast to external or
physical phenomena with which such appearances are associated).
Brentano's remarks concerning "inner

perception~

serve to

illuminate what he means by "nental phenoD,ena" - the subject-matter
of his psychology- as well as his notion of a presentation.

Mental

phenomena alone are the objects of inner perception; physical
phenomena are the objects of outer perception.

Inner perception is

said to be immediate, self-evident and infallible.

If mental pheno-

mena constitute the doD,ain of descriptive psychology, then Brentano 's
concern is solely with what is immediately and self-evidently given
in_

perception~

He says: nstrictly speak.ing 1 so-called external

perception is not perception.

Mental phenomena, therefore, may be

described as the only phenonena of which perc;oetion in the strict
sense of the word is possible.~ 1

By this, it seems, Brentano means

that "outer perception" belongs to the domain of the physical
sciences, and an investigation of the phenomena of outer perception
will be an investigation into physiological processes, causal
connections, etc.

Perception qua psychological act - i.e., the

experience of perceiving - involves a presentation, and must
fore be described

~

there-

a presentation, in which case it is what appears

to consciousness which is to be described.

Perception 1 in this

sense, is not to be understood in terms of a relation between the
perceiver and some external or nonrnental object, but

rather in

terms of a relation to an object which is immanent to that act.
~his

means, of course, that questions concerning, veridical as

opposed to non-veridical "perception" do not fall within the subject-matter of a descriptive psychology such as Brentano's.

This

re-inforces the point made earlier 1 that Brentano is not concerned
2

to offer a theory of what is "real" (in the metaphysical sense )

1.

~.,

p. 19.

2. For Brentano, it is descriptive psychology which is distinguished
by the fact that it is concerned with "phenomena which are known
immediately as true and real in therr$elves." (
, p. 20n.)
Here, Brentano is not ascribing metaphysical reality to rr.ental
phenomena, for if he were, his theory would be an idealist one
and, therefore, susceptible to the charge of self-contradictoriness.
The "real" (or actual) is the self-evidently given for Brentano.
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nor a theory of how or whether we can know "the real".
of thought

11

The "objects

in the case of presentations must be taken to mean

objects immanent to the act of presenting.

It is against this background of a theory of presentations
belonging to descriptive psychology that Brentano's intentionality
thesis is set.

"Intentionality" - directedness to an object - is

what characterises mental phenomena - i.e.

presentations.

Pre-

sentations, then, must be understood in terms of the dichotomy of

act and object.

But, clearly, this way of characterising mental

phenomena falls short of giving us a mark which distinguishes mental
from physical phenomena.

It is in response to the need for a

distinguishing feature of mental phenomena that Brentano ascribes
"intentional in-existence" to the objects of mental acts

thereby

introducing the ontological thesis with its implied dualism.
The introduction of the ontological thesis, here, constitutes

a departure from a purely descriptive account of mental acts and
their objects.

A purely descriptive method allows us to distinguish

act and object in the case of a presentation, but, strictly speaking,

the object of the act is ontologically neutral, in terms of this
approach.

This suggests that we might release Brentano's psycholo1
gical thesis from the ontological one,
and thereby avoid the problems
inherent in talking about modes of existence of objects of thought,
Presentations are "appearances to consciousness".

One way of signal-

ling the removal of the ontological thesis with its questions about
the existential status of what it is that is given to consciousness,
is to interpret Brentano's dichotomy of act and object, in the case
of presentations, as a distinction between the act and the content

of a presentation.

This means that a description of "objects of

thought" is to consist in a description of what is given or contained
in a particular experience, regardless of what, if anything, that
experience is an experience of.

1. This recommendation is implicit in Olafson (1975), and it is
explicit in Chisholm (1967) who argues that, by shedding Brentano's
ontological thesis, we can then understand his doctrine of in-

tentionality as stating simply the "having of something in mind."
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However, to isolate Brentano's psychological thesis in this
way is not to escape

rnentalisn~

It means, rather, that any attempt

to provide a theory of "objects of thought" based on this thesis
will ultimately be vulnerable to the charge of psychologism.
on Brer.tano's theory of presentations, the uobjectH (i.e.

For,

the con-

tent) is that which is immanent to the act - it is, literally,
something which is "contained in" the particular act of presentation.
':'his means that inquiries into "objects of thought" will

ultimately

be psychological inquiries into subjective psychological acts or
experiences.
"Psychologism" is a word that is generally

applied to certain

theories about the cognitive objects of thought - propositions which
are grasped, understood, asserted, judged,

etc~

Su.ch "objects"

include necessary truths such as the laws of mathematics and of

logic.

These laws are said to have logical status

in that they are

necessarily true, independently of whether anyone believes them to
be so.

A psychologistic theory of such laws is one which, either

explicitly or implicitly,ascribes to such laws merely psychological
status by making them part of the data of a psychological inquiry.
We can distinguish two kinds of psychologism in respect of such
11

0bjects"

1

First, there is

11

reductive" psychologisr.. such as Hume's.

According to this form of psychologisrr., the truths of logic and
mathematics are reduced to empirical generalisations about nental
processes:

ity

the necessity of such truths is reduced to the universal-

of certain thought processes.

Cm

this particular view, there

is no difficulty in asserting that such truths are publicly knowable.
The fact that we express these truths as generalisations means that
the thought processes are shared.
The second form of psychologisn - that which results from
Brentano's theory of presentations - is what we might call "subjective" psychologisrn.
is maintained -

~

Here, the separability of an act and its object
is grasped or understood is not reduced to the

act (or acts) of understanding.

However, on this view, the object

1. These need not be the only kinds of psychologism. "Psychologisrn"
is corr~only taken to mea~ the first of these - Humean "reductive"
psychologism. But the theories attacked by Frege and the later
Husserl as being "psychologistic" - including theories consequent
upon an acceptance of Brentano's account o= presentations - are

not of the Hunean kind. A specification of why the latter are
held to be "psychologistic" demands that we distinguish these
two kinds of psychologism.
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is immanent to that act.

It is a constituent of that temporal,

subjective event which is the particular act of
understanding.

thinking or

It is not something which can be a possible object

of a plurality of acts.

This means that inquiries concerning neces-

sary truths are ultimately inquiries into individual acts and tteir
objects.
One significant

dif~erence

between these two kinds of psycho-

logism concerns the specific mode of psychological inquiry implied
by each.

Humean reductive psychologism implies that inquiries into

necessary truths are ultimately inquiries into empirical regularities
of thought processes - they belong to what Erentano calls "empirical
psychology".

Subjective psychologism, however, implies that such

inquiries belong to the domain of "descriptive psychology" which,
by contrast, we might say concerns the 1'structure" of a particular

act of thinking.

But, for all that, it is still a psychological

theory which results from Brentano's theory of presentations insofar

as the object of the inquiry is ultimately a constituent of a
particular subjective psychological act.
Those aspects of Brentano's psychological thesis which lead
to psychologism are his theory of presentations and the dichotomy
of act and object on which it is based.

In later pages we \'lill see

more clearly how these features of his descriptive psychology lead
to psychologistic consequences, specifically in the case of Husserl's

early work, Philosophic Der Arithmetik (1891).

Ir. this work,

Husserl attempted to construct a theory concerning the concepts and
laws of arithmetic based on Brentano's theory of presentations.

The result was a psychologistic theory - one which failed to
establish the logical status of these laws and concepts. 1 Ne will
see in the course of this later discussion, how Husserl in his sub-

sequent works

was able to avoid psychologism by dispensing with the

theory of presentations, and replacing Brentano's dichotomy of act
and object by the trichotomy of act, content and object.
The problem now is to see whether Brentano's insight concerning the directedness of mental phenomena can be preserved

without

the mentalistic conclusions of Brentano • s own elaboration of this
1. See below pp. 107-109.
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doctrine.

This means abandoning not only the dualistic presupposi-

tions which led to his doctrine of the intentional in-existence of
the objects of

~ental

phenomena, but also the "ontological approach"

exemplified by the question, "What kind of existence do such objects
have?"

Moreover

it means abandoning the theory of presentations

according to which the object to which mental acts are directed
must always be something

immane~t

to those acts.

For the unwelcome

consequences of this theory are, first, the exclusion of perception
(what

Bre~tano

intentional

calls "outer perception") from the domain of the

and, second, a psychologistic theory of the "objects"

of cognitive acts.
§3. The Linquis tic Re-fonr.ulation of Brentano 1 s Thesis of Intentionality:
New Criteria and

Concerns~

In its linguistic version, intentionality is a characteristic
of sentences rather than of phenomena.

The peculiarities concerning

intentional relations and their objects are, therefore,not to be
regarded as peculiarities about the status of entities or kinds of
existence

but, rather, as peculiarities about the kind of language

that we use to talk about psychological phenomena.

These peculiarities

are expressed as criteria for the intentionality of those sentences
'

that we use to talk about psychological phenomena.
Possible non-existence of the object

1

which, as we have seen,

is Brentano's criterion for the intentionality of the mental

is

re-expressed by Chisholm as a criterion for the intentionality of
certain sentences about the psychological.

Chisholm states this

criterion as follows:l.

. •. A si::tple declarative sentence is .intentional if it uses a
expression - a name or a description - in such a
way that neither the sentence nor its contradictory implies
either that there is or that there isn't anything to which the
substantival expression truly applies.2
substa~tival

This tells us that the sentence, "Torn is thinking of the Golden
l''ountain" is intentional

for we cannot infer from this or its

contradictory ("Tom is not thinking of the Golden Mountain") either
that there is or that there is not a Golden Hountain.

Sentences

containing a verb like "imagining" 1 «wishing for", uhoping for"

satisfy this criterion.

l. The

1

Sentences about physical phenomena do not

for this position is Chisholm (1957), Ch. 11.

2. Chisholm (1957), p. 170.
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satisfy this criterion:

From the truth of the sentence, "Jack kicks

the horse" it follows that there must exist some horse which Jack
kicks.

':'hus

if a sentence of the form nA ;{Is Y" is a sentence about

a psychological act, then Chisholm's criterion is satisfied; if it
is a sentence about a non-psychological, i.e •. physical act, then
Chisholm's criterion will not be satisfied.
If Brentano's thesis is to be re-formulated in such a way
that intentionality becomes a feature of all sentences about the
psychological, then the scope of "in ten tionali ty" must be broadened
to encom9ass the following:
(a)

sentences containing a psychological verb like "believes that",
tlclaims that", etc.r which give, in pronositional form, the

object (or, more accurately, the cor. tent) of sorr.eone • s belief,
clai~,

(b)

etc~;

and

sentences like

arguably,

11

,.11 sees Y11 or "A remembers Y" which are,

by the criterion given.

no~-intentional

To cover these sorts of cases

Chisholm introduees two further

criteria:

2.

Any noncompound sentence which contains a propositional clause
is intentional
provided that neither the sentence nor its contradictory
implies either that the propositional clause is true or that
it is false ••• ~l

3.

A third mark of intentionality may be described in this way.
Suppose there are two names or descriptions which designate the
same things and that E is a sentence obtained merely by separating
these two narr.es and d€scriptions by means of

1

is identical with 1

.•.• Suppose that fi is a sentence using one of those names or
descriptions and that B is like A except that, where A uses
the one,
uses the other. Let tJ;'; say that A is intentional if
be conjunction of }land-~ does not imply J2...7
Chisholm's second criterion tells us that a sentence like
"Torr: believes that it is raining" is intentional, because we cannot

infer from the sentence or its negation either that the e"'bedded
clause ("(that) it is raining") is true or is false.
a main verb like uclaims that

satisfy this criterion.

l. Ibid.

2. Ibid., p. 171.
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,

uassurnes thatu

1

Sentences with

"judges that",
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According to Chisholm's third criterion, if a sentence is
i~tentional

we cannot substitute co-designating expressions for

one another without cisturbing the truth-value of that sentence.
Thus

if Tully is, in fact 1 identical with Cicero, and it is true

that "Tom believes Tully denounced Catiline", we cannot infer from
the latter that "Tom believes Cicero denounced Catiline".

This

criterion is satisfied by sentences containing as a main verb
"perceives" and "remembers" as well as those containing a main
verb like "knows that• which are presumed by Chisholm to be noni~tentional

by either the first or second criteria,

respectively~

Chisholm's third criterion derives not fro7t Brentano but from
Prege.

Specifically

which is exploited

it is Frege's notion of indirect reference
here.

For Frege, every expression has a sense

by rr.eans of which it refers to some object.
ferent

se~ses

may, in factr have the same

above example, the words

reference~

different senses have the saBe reference
for one another in a sentence,
Thus

Thus; in the

l'tTully" and "Cicero" have different senses

although they refer to the same individual.

of that sentence.

Expressions with dif-

witho~t

If two expressions with

they may be substituted

disturbance to the truth-value

the truth-value of the sentence

"Tully

is a Romann remains the same throughout substitutions by the word
"Cicero" (which has the same reference although a different sense)
within that sentence:

i.e., l'tCicero is a Roman".

Sentences which

admit substitutivity, salva veritate, of co-referring expressions
are said to be extensional constructions.
In certain sentences

substitutivity, salva veritate,

of co-referring expressions fails*

This happens in the case of

sentences which form modal contexts (that is, sentences of the form,
"It is necessary tt.at •.• n or

"Possibly ••• n) and 1 as we have seen,

those which form intentional contexts (sentences of the form, "A
thinks that .... ",

11

A knO\'lS that ••• n}..

Such sentences are said to

be non-extensional or intensional constructions.

ChisholB's third

criterion of non-substitutivity is, therefore, a direct borrowing of
the criterion for the Fregean-derived distinction between extensional
and non-extensional {intensional) constructions*
In a non-extensional construction

the expression which resists

substitutivity is said to have indirect or non-customary reference.
This means that the expression refers not to its (customary)
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reference

but to its

sense~

Frege uses the example of quotation

or indirect speech to demonstrate what he ;neans by uin.direct referencen.

Frege says

here

proposition, p".

that we rr.ay wish to speak a:oou t "the sense of some
In th:.s case, the customary sense of "p" becomes

the reference of our discourse.

In reported speech, one talks about the sense, e.g., of another
person's renarks •.• words are used indirectly or have their
indirect reference. We distinguish accordingly, the customary
from the indirect reference of a word; and its customary sense
from its indirect sense,,,,l
In sentences containing quotation or reported speech, then, it is
the (customary) sense of the subordinate expression that the words
refer to,

For this reason

substitutivity, salva veritate, of a

co-referring expression will fail.

It is only when words have their

"customary" reference that the truth-value of the sentence can be
preserved throughout substitutions.

Intentional sentences form a

context of the kind in which substitutivity, salva veritate, fails.
Therefore, in the language of Frege, intentional sentences

for~

a

context within which the err,bedded propositional clause has indirect
reference or reference to a sense.
Chisholm's second criterion can also be linked with Frege's
2
notion of indirect reference.
For Frege, the customary reference
of a sentence is the True or the False.

Intentional sentences, as

1;e have seen, form a context in which the contained clause does not
have its customary reference.

Therefore, in such contexts, the

contained clause does not designate the True or the False:
cannot infer from the sentence as a whole

We

the truth or falsity of

the embedded clause.
Frege is clearly a significant fig:Jre in the developrr.ent of
a linguistic version of nrentano's thesis of intentionality.
accounts of sense and reference

Frege's

and the relation between them

provide the basis for those additional cd ter ia that meJst be
l. Frege (1892), p. 59.

2, Chisholm does not explicitly acknowledge that his second criterion
is traceable to Prege. The connection I a:n drawing here, between
Chisholm's second criterion and Frege 1 s "indirect reference"
will be spelt out more fully when we turn to F'rege' s contribution
to the intentionality debates in Chapter II, below.

19

introduced if intentionality is to be ascribed to sentences rather
than to phenomena,

But before turning to a detailed examination of

Frege's contribution to contemporary debates about intentionality,
it is necessary to conclude oGr present discussion concerning

Brentano's legacy where these debates are concerned.
su~~arising

this by

I shall do

the main modifications to Brentano's original

thesis that have been effected in the course of its linguistic

re-formulation.
this

§4.

I shall then outline two of the main advantages of

re-formulation~

Advantages of the Linguistic Version of the Intentionality Thesis
Brentano's thesis of intentionality states (1) that inten-

tionality characterises all mental phenomena.

In its linguistic

version, this becomes the claim that intentionality characterises
all sentences about psychological phenomena:

Discourse

phenomena is transforrr.ed into discourse about sentences,
Brentano's

state~ent

about
(2)

that "no physical phenomenon manifests anything

like (intentionality)" is re-formulated as the clairr. that intentionality is absent in sentences that we use to talk about non-psychological phenomena.

(3) Brentano says of the object to which a mental

activity is directed that it is not to be understood as "a thing"
(i.e., as a "reality"), and he explains this by saying that it
enjoys

11

intentional in-existence".

In the linguistic re-formwlation,

the notion of "btentional in-existence" can be, dropped because the
possible non-existence of the object can be expressed in terms of
the "behaviour" of certain sentences that we use to talk about
psychological activities,

~.

that such sentences do not carry

existential implication:

From the tcuth of the se:1tence, "A thinks
1
of Y" we cannot infer "(Jx) A thinks of x, •
This brings us to the first major advantage of the linguistic
re-formulation: Its avoidance of the twin evils of (a) introducing
a Meinonqian ontology, and (b) postulating intra-mental entities.
Questions about the existence or non-existence of an object

of thinking, wishi:1g, etc., become questions about the way in which

1.

In this particular example, the quantifier must be read objectually - i.e., in such a way that the quantified formula is true
if there exists some object which satisfies that formula.
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certain expressions may succeed or fail in picking out some object.
Certain
ftA

se~tences

about psychological activites - those of the form

¢'s Y" - are formed by a predicate and two referring expressions.

The expression which designates the object of the activity may fail
to refer to anything, as in

11

A thinks of Pegasus".

an expression which designates a
like any other expression

no~-existent

In this respect,

object of thought is

such as "the present king of FranceN or

"the Golden Mountain" which, although meaningful, does not succeed
in picking out any existing objecta

However

in cases such as these

there is no need to provide a "referentu such as a Meinongian nonentity, an intra-mental object or a mental representation for a
sentence containing the expression to be

~·

Such postulates are

not necessary for an understanding of how such expressions function
meaningfully in sentences.

For example, Russell deals with such

expressions in terns of his theory of descriptions:
expressio~

A referring

which fails to pick out anything can be re-analysed as

a predicate, so that a sentence containing that expression turns out
to be false.

Questions about the non-existence of an object referred

to thus become questions about the truth or falsity of sentences
containing a referring expressionw

Or, alternatively, on Frege's

theory, these troublesome expressions can be dealt with by appeal
to the notion of sense.
When the object of a psychological act does exist, as
in the case expressed by the sentence, "To:n is thinking of James
Carter", then the expression
out some real
to by the words

nJames Carter" does succeed in picking

existing object.

And this means that what is referred

"James Carter" in that sentence is that existing

individual that one night also hit or kick.
out

The individual picked

in the case of a genuine referring expression is not some

entity in addition to "the real thing".

Thus

phenomena can succeed in achieving objective

the claim that mental
refer~nce

(Thesis I)

seems to present no special problems, for "objective referencett
can be explicated linguistically - by appeal to the

~otion

of lin-

guistic reference, rather than to modes or kinds of existence.
One consequence of admitting this possibility of objective
reference in the case of intentional acts is that the class of "the
~ental"

(of which intentionality is the mark) need not be restricted

to those acts which constitute a purely mental relation or which
are directed to purely nental objects.

l'le can include

a~ongst

"the

21

mental", acts like

thinking~

wishing, hoping for some existing Y,

a:1d '"e can also include acts designated by part-behavioural terms·,
like naining atu and

11

worshipping"~

Even :nore significantly, we

can include within the domain of the intentional
calls "outer perception

11

11

•

0uter perception" is the sense of per-

ception which implies that there exists some real
which is perceived.
sente~ces

Thus

what Brentano
physical object

"the mental" whic.h is talked about in

that are intentional is a nuch broader domain than Brentano's

domain of nthe

me~talu.

~o

indicate the broadening of this domain,

I shall follow Chisholm in using the word "psychological" to designate those phenomena talked about in intentional sentences.

\'/hat is

significant about extending the class of phenomena \<lhich are desig-

nated "intentional" in this way is that it seens to undercut the
kind of dualisn which led to Brentano's exclusion of "outer perception" from the domain of the intentional;

mental acts can succeed

in achieving objective reference - reference to physical objects and, therefore, objects of thought can no longer be regarded as
irr~anent

to the act of

thinking~

A second major advantage of the linguistic formulation of the
intentionality thesis is that it allows us to explicate a:1 ambiguity
in the phrase "object of thought".
of thought" may be taken to mean
nwhat is thought
ask

11

~" ~

What does Tom think?t'l

Prior

"~

1

points out that "object

is thought", or it may mean

If ':'om thinks that snow is Hhite, •.ve can
The answer, "that snow is white",. gives

us the
think about?"

The answer,'1 snow 1; gives the object of Tom's thought

which, in a sentence of this form, is the subject of the proposition
giving the content of thought.
''object of thought 11

,

(':'here is also a third sense of

viz., given that ':'om is thinking about soDe

object, we can always ask what Torn thinks

the moment, postpone discussion of this.)

But we can, for

llrentano, in his formula-

tion of the intentionality thesis, conflates these two senses of
"objects of thought" - desired objects and propositions judged are
alike classified as intentionally i:1existent objects. 2

l. Prior (1971), pp. 3-4.

2. Elsewhere,[llrentano (1874) !look II, ch. vii and, more explicitly,
in Brentano (19llU, Brentano does distinguish between content and
object in order to show that the content of e.g., an act of judging
can never be made an obiect of mental reference. ·:hus, if I judge
that a· centaur does not exist, it is "a centaur" which is the object of my judging, and not a centaur's existence or non-existence.
This means that, for Brentano, the intentionality of acts like
judging, affirming, denying, etc., which have propositional content
consists, ultimately, in a relation to the ob"iect judged, etc.
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According to Chisholm

intentionality is a feature of "those

sentences we use to talk about psychological phenomena".

Now

the

"psychological phenomena" that we talk about might comprise the
content of someone's thought or the object of someone's thought or
both.

Objects of thought are usually talked about in sentences of

direct-object form:

"X thinks of Y''.

Contents of thought are

usually talked about in sentences of propositional form:

that p"·

"X thinks

Sentences which are explicitly of one of these forms can

often be re-expressed in the other form.

already seen:

One case of this we have

Tom's thinking that snow is white can be re-expressed

as a sentence about the object of Tom's thought, in which case it
Conversely, if

has the direct-object form, "Tom thinks of snow".

we wish to talk about the content of thought in Jack's thinking of
Pegasus, we do so by expressing Jack's thought in a sentence which
has propositional form - "Jack thinks that Pegasus

~'s",

The peculiarities of sentences of one form are different in
some important respects from the peculiarities of sentences of the
other form.

For example,the object of a sentence of direct-object

form may sometimes be abstract; but the content of a sentence of
propositional form is always abstract.

This difference

is sometimes

expressed by saying that the object of an intentional sentence of
the first form is an "intentional object

11

while the content of an

intentional sentence of the second form is an "intensional object" a proposition or meaning.

The content of a sentence, that is, a

proposition, is not prima facie the kind of thing about which
1
existential questions can be raised.
Propositions are vehicles of
truth or falsity.

This suggests that different modes of analysis

are appropriate to the different kinds of sentences that are used
to talk about the psychological.

For example, the psychological

verb in a sentence of direct-object form - ''X thinks of Y" - is a
predicate flanked by two referring expressions.

Taken this way,

a sentence of direct-object form might be analysed in terms of a
relation between the individuals designated by the subject and
object expressions.

However, there are difficulties with the· attempt

to assimilate sentences of propositional form to this mode of
analysis.

If "believes" in a sentence of the form,

11

X believes that

p" is interpreted as a relational predicate, it is not clear how

1. We will see in Chapter
this.

V, below, some of the reasons for denying
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the content of the belief -

the terms of a relation,

11

that pn - is to be analysed as one of

In Chapter III §1, we will see some of the

problems arising from Russell's attempts to analyse a sentence li<.e
"X believes that pn in terms of (a} a relation bebveen X and the

"constituents" of the proposition believed, and (b) a relation
between X and the

that is expressed by the proposition.

farm

A more fruitful approach to sentences of propositional

has been to analyse them in terms of operators or functions.
Jl1.eans that the verb,

n

This

thinks", in a sentence of the form "X thinks

that p" is treated not as a predicate which forms a sentence from
two names, but as part of an operator,
fro~

sentence

11

X-thinks-that", which forms a

another sentence,that is, from the sentence giving the

content of the thought or the belief.

A sentence about the psycho-

logical which has propositional form can now be analysed as a function
of the proposition expressing the content of the thought - F(p},
The availability of this functional mode of analysis in the
case of sentences giving the content of thought means that 11e can
appeal to the intensionality of language in characterising the
intentionality of these sentences about the psychological.

l'ie

have

already seen that Chisholm's criterion of non-substitutivity is
the Fregean-derived principle for the intensionality of language,
Intensional constructions are those which fail to satisfy the
criteria for extensionality.

The criteria for extensionality can

be stated in terms of functions.

Prior sta:es these criteria as

follo11s:
To say that a function F of propositions, properties, relations,
etc., is an extensional one is to say that it satisfies the
appropriate member of the series of for:oulae which begins as
follo11s:p:=q.::l, r' (p) := F(q)

( i)

(p)

(q) :

(ii)

(.¢)

(\)J): (X) (<!JX :: l.j}x).,?" F(¢)

(iii) (¢) (\I;) : (X) (y)
( iv)
••

~

(¢)

(<jJXY

(\)J) : (x) (y) ( z)

C'

F(\)J)

;Vxy).;;:>. F (¢)
(¢xyz

C: \j!XYZ), ::.>

F(V)
F(<!>):O F(lj!).

To say that a function F is a non-extensional or intensional

one is to say that it does not satisfy the appropriate member
of this series~l
Intensional functions, then, are not truth-functions:
truth-value of the argument does not

1. Prior (1968), p. 91.

deter~ine

the

the truth of the
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function.

The truth-value of an intensional function is disturbed

when the sentence which is its argument is replaced by a sentence
equivalent in truth-value but expressing a different proposition.
This means that differences in the propositions expressed by sentences
which are materially equivalent are significant where the determination of the truth-value of certain functions is concerned.

Proposi-

tional identity is not the same thing as material equivalence.

so,

by admitting intensional functions, we thereby recognise a significant
difference between the proposition expressed by a sentence (what we
might call the

11

meaning 11 or, in Frege 's terminology, the "sense"

of the expression) and the truth-value of the sentence (what Frege
would call the "reference" of the sentence).
However, in recognising this difference, we thereby introduce
"intensional objects" -for Prior, these are the propositions,
properties and relations which occur as arguments of an intensional
function.

In Frege's case, intensional objects are called "intensions",

that is, senses or meanings conceived of as abstract entities~ 1
A theory of language which adnits intensional constructions is one
which thereby admits intensional objects.
as

~n

Such a theory is known

intensionalist theorx.
We can now see

ho~tl

an intensionalist theory of language is

relevant to the intentionality of thought when the latter is expressed
in

ter~s

of criteria governing the sentences we use to talk about the

content of thought.

If "the psychological" is talked about in a

sentence of propositional form- i.e., one giving the content of
thought- thencthat sentence can be analysed as an intensional
function.

This mode of analysis ensures that Chisholm's second and

third criteria for intentionality are satisfied:
for intentionality - non-substitutivity - is

The third criterion

of course automatically

satisfied, for this is the principle of intensionality.

But

furthermore, intensional functions are not truth-functions

therefore,

if an intentional sentence is analysed as an intensional function,
Chisholm's second criterion (non-implication of truth or falsity)
is satisfied.

This criterion tells us that the truth of an intentional

sentence, for example, "Ton believes that snow is pink", does not
l~

Prior resists this identification of

intensional objects" vdth
"intensions' by ad~itting non-nominal quantification, thereby
treatir.g "intensional objects" not as entities named by abstract
nouns (intensions), but as expressions which perform e.g., an
adverbial or adjectival role. This is Prior's way of responding
to Quine's critique of "intensions
These are questions to be
discussed in Chapter V, below.
11

•

11
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depend upon the truth of the sentence which states the content of
Tom's thought,

, "snow is pink" ..

It depends,. rather, on whether

the proposition expressed by that sentence is believed by Tom,
If we appeal to the intensionality of language in order to
explicate the notion of intentionality, then we can specify what we
mean by the "content" of thought.

Differences in the content of

thought are significant where the truth-value of intentional sentences
is concerned:

1'here is a difference between Tom's believing that

snow is pink and Tom's believing that snow is purple, even though
the sentences which describe Tom's belief in each case are materially
equivalent.

The difference, here, is a difference in the content

of each belief,

If we appeal to an intensionalist theory of language

we can preserve this difference, for, on this kind of theory,
propositional identity is not the same thing as material equivalence.
The content of Tom's thought in the sentence, "1'om believes that snow
is pink 11 is the proposition expressed by the sentence, nsnow is pink".

This proposition is the argument of an intensional function - i .. e.,

it is an intensi.onal object.

The content of thought is, therefore,

to be understood as an intensional ob;ect.
For Frege

intensional objects are intensions - meanings

conceived of as abstract entities.
theory of language which
admits intensions
notion of meaning.

ad~its

Or. Prege's account, then, a

intensional constructions

which in turn

~eans

a

com~itrnent

We have seen how 1 for

thereby

to a particular

, expressions which

occur within intensional contexts do not have their customary reference

but refer, instead, to a

sense~

Senses are, therefore,

intensions - i.e., meanings.
By way of summarising the second major advantage of the linguistic approach to intentionality, we can re-state the following
points.

We can distinguish between objects and contents of thought

in virtue of the different modes of analysis appropriate to the form
of sentence we use to talk about each.

Sentences which give the

object of thought are to be analysed in terms of the success or
failure of reference in the case of the words which give the object
of thought.

Sentences which give the content of thought are to

be analysed as intensional functions

in which case the content of

thought can be understood as an intensional object or meaning.
For .Frege

intentional objects or intensions are senses.

The notion

of intentionality can, therefore, be expli.cated by appeal to Frege's
notion of sense.
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C!I~.PTER

I I.

SENSE, REFERENCE AND SENANTIC/\L FRAMEWORKS

§1. Frege's Theory of Sense

The transition from talk about the intentionality of phenomena
to talk about the intentionality of sentences introduces new

criteria and considerations which are not to be found in Brentano's
original formulation.

These are Chisholm's second and third criteria

which, by invoking notions of truth and falsity and the notion of
linguistic reference, are applicable to sentences rather than to

phenomena.

The acknowledged source of Chisholm's third criterion -

non-substitutivity - is Frege's notion of indirect reference:

ref-

erence to the sense of an expression.
An understanding of what Frege means by indirect reference

(and, hence, an understanding of how Chisholm's third criterion is
to be exploited) requires that we examine Frege's notions of "sense"
(Sinn) and "reference" (Bedeutung), and their relationship to one
another.

Frege introduces his essay, "On Sense and Reference",

l

by considering the relation of identity which can be expressed
differently in "a =a" and in true statements of the form "a = b".
The two statements differ in cognitive value.

The first, "a = a"

'

holds a priori; the second, ''a = b'',is something whose truth can be
discovered.

The problem of identity had already been dealt with by
2
Frege in the Beqriffsschrift in relation to questions concerning a
logical calculus.

But

it is clearly questions of an epistemological

kind which are relevant to the discussion of identity in "On Sense
and Reference".

The general problem, for Frege, is this:

How are

we to understand the relation of identity so that we can acknowledge
a difference in the cognitive value of those statements in which a
judgement of identity can be expressed?

If identity is taken to

be a relation between the objects that the names "a" and "b'' designate
(or, more accurately, the relation of an object to itself), then this
difference would be masked - the statement "a = b", if true, would
be no different from the a priori

judgem~nt,

"a =a".

On the other

hand, there are problems with asserting that identity is a relation

l. Frege (1892)

2. Frege's Begriffsschrift, eine der arithmetischen nachgebildete
Formelsprache des reinen Denkens (Halle, 1879)
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bet"een the signs themselves (the view which Frege had earlier assumed
in the Begriffsschrift).

On this view, the signs

11

11

a" and

related only insofar as they designate the same object.

b

11

are

But it

is an arbitrary matter that we decide to 'Jse these signs tO designate

and so the statement ua ""' hn would be a relation
1
between o"Jr arbitrarily chosen 1'modes of designationn ~
here,
the same thing

11

a ; ; ; an would be no different from na

'-"'!

b

(if true}.

11

This way of

understanding the identity relation is inadequate to tell us how
statements of the forn Ita :::: b" contain "valuable extensions of our
knowledge". 2
Frege states that the difference in the cognitive value of the
tt,.;ro true identity statements, "a -: : : a" and

11

a ::: h", corresponds to

"a difference in the mode of presentation of that which is

Frege illustrates this with an exa:nple from geometry:

If

presented"~

a, b, c,

be lines connecting the vertices of a triangle with the midpoints
of the opposite sides, the point of intersection of b and cis the
same as the point of intersection of a and b.

different designations (i.e.

Here

we have

names) for the same point- "the

point of intersection of a and b" and "the point of intersection of
b and

c".

These different designations for the same point indicate

the different modes of prese:1tation. 4
that

Frege concludes from this

in addition to the object designated 'with a sign - what Frege

calls the reference of the sign - there is connected a sense which
contains the mode of presentation of the object.

Thus

names, like "the morning star" and "the evening star"

different
which have

the same reference 1 have different senses.

Frege begins by discussing the sense and reference of names.

By "name" or "signu

he

r.~eans

tlany designation representing a

proper name, which thus has as its reference a definite object
,
.. 5 A proper name may be a wor d or
but not a concept or re 1 at1on....

combination of words.

The sense of a name is what is grasped in

common by those who speak and understand a language:
The sense of a proper name is grasped by everybody who is
sufficiently familiar with the langua~e or totality of
designations to \Vhlch it belongs ••..

L

Frege (1892), p. 57.

2.

~··
~··

3.

p. 56.
p. 57.

4. ]bid.

s.
6.

Ibid.

-~·· pp.

57-8.

3
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But grasping the sense of a name cannot consist in knowing what the
reference of the name is, for grasping the sense

11

serves to illumi-

nate only a single aspect of the reference supposing it to have
l

onet' •

The reference of a name (when there is one) is, for Frege,

only given one-sidedly.

Frege adds:

Comprehensive knowledge of the reference V!Ould require us

to be able to say immediately whether any given sense belongs
to it. To such knowledge we never attain2.
Be1t although

to every sign (i.e., name) there corresponds a sense,
3
in grasping a sense "one is not certainly assured of a reference'j.

Prege gives as examples

"the expressions "the celestial body most

distant from the earth", which has a sense but only doubtfully a
reference 1 and "the least rapidly covergent series",which also has
a sense but no reference.

This shows that we can understand or

meaningfully use names which have no reference (or for which a
reference is doubtful).
If our interest in language is motivated by "cognitive concerns"
-concerns relating to the understanding of a language -then,
according to Frege, it is necessary to connect with na:nes
a reference

but, in addition, a sense.

not just

By appeal to the notion of

sense we can recognise the difference in the cognitive value of
different names which are used to refer to the same object (which
have the same reference); we can account for the fact that names
which lack a reference can be understood or used meaningfully.
These are two considerations which must be accounted for if our
interests are cognitive ones.
considerations
sign

In order to account for these

we must replace the dichotomy of
referent (object)

(na:ne}

with the trichotomy of
sign (name)

sense

We can see the significance of this replacement
Frege's theses

concerning

4
referent (object) •
when we turn to

sense:-

l. Ibid., p. 58.

2. Ibid. Thiel (1968) p. 86, points out that this remark of Frege's
has led to the charge of scepticism. \'ie will see in Chapter \i~,
by comparing Prege 1 s account of the "one-sidedness" of knowledge
with Husserl's account of the perspectival nature of perception,
that scepticism need not be implied by Frege 's account of the
relation of sense to reference.
3. Frege (1892), p. 58.
4. F¢llesdal (1972), p. 421.
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1.

To every sign there is correlated

a sense, although there need

not be a reference.

There can be no signs (i.e., names) which lack a sense; every
sign which has a reference necessarily has a sense:

11

Every gramr:1atlc-

ally well-for-med ex:;::ression representing a proper name always has
a sense . •• '1

1

But every expression, although it has a sense, does

not necessarily have a reference:

" ••• but this is not to say

that to the sense there also corresponds a reference~~~ 2
2.

Senses are objective.

Frege 's remarks suggest that there are three different ways·
of characterising the objectivity of sense:
(i)

First, there is an ontological characterisation which follows

fro:n Frege's statement that "thoughts are senses of sentences". 3
For Frege, the thought expressed by a sentence is the bearer of truth
or falsity.

Thoughts belong neither to the "inner realm" of private

and subjective ideas

nor to the "outer realm" of naterial perceptible

objects, but to a "third realm", whose objects share certain features
with those of the other two realms:
A third realm must be recognised. Anything belonging to
this realm has it in common with ideas that it cannot be
perceived by the senses, but has it in conmon with things
that it does not need an owner so as to belong to the contents
of his cor.sciousness ••• 4

This ontological characterisation of the thought can be re-expressed

as a semantic characterisation of sense by saying that senses are
5
abstract entities or intensions • But there is another way of identifying sense with the thought, whereby we can assert the objectivity
of sense without

commit~ent

to ontological realms 6 :-

1. Frege (1892), p. 58.
2.~.

3. Frege (1918), p. 4. Frege adds that this is not to say that the
sense of every sentence is a thought
it is only assertoric
sentences whose sense is a thought.
4. Ibid., p. 17.

5.

the notion of "inte~sion" which plays a role in formal
semantics- e.g., Church (1951) -is a notio~ which can be dissociated from ontological considerations is a question which will
be raised in Chapter IV.

~~ether

6. This is not to say that Frege's "ontological approach" is to be
dismissed. That this approach is to be taken seriously in its own
right is evident from recent studies in the field of ontology.
See Angelelli (1967); Thiel (1968) VIII; Smith (1978).
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(ii)

The sense of a sign is that which is grasped by those who

S98ak and understand a corrmon language.
idea or

i~age.

Frege says,

"·~·

It is not a subjective

the sign's sense ... may be the

common property of many and therefore is not a part or a mode of the
1
individual mind".
Frege draws the ana logy of the moon as seen
through a telescope.

The moon itself is comparable to the reference,

the subjective retinal image analogous to the subjective idea,
but the optical image projected by the glass, which is only a onesided view of the moon but is nonetheless observable by many, is
comparable to the sense.

In the case of a sentence

thought which is the sense.

it is the

Frege here stresses that

by "a thought"

he means "not the subjective performance of thinking but its objective
content

which is capable of being the common property of several
thinkers" • 2 Sense or the thought is objective in that it is the

"common propertyn of language users and not a private, subjective

idea.
(iii)

Finally, senses are objective insofar as they can be referred

to - i.e., they are possible referents.

speech

In indirect or reported

an expression is used to refer in a non-customary way:

such

an expression does not have its customary reference but refers instead to a sense.

Senses can be referred to.

Senses, therefore

can be said to be objective to the extent that reference is objective.
3.
(i)

Sense is not the same thing as reference.
A sign (which necessarily has a sense) need not have a reference,.

as in the case of the name "the least rapidly convergent series".
For Frege

the sense of a sentence depends upon the sense of its

parts; the reference of a sentence depends on the reference of its
parts.

A sentence containing a name which has no reference (or

a name whose reference is doubtful) has a sense, for example,
"Odysseus was set ashore at Ithaca while sound asleep".

It is only

when we are concerned with the truth-value - for Frege, the reference
of the sentence, that we advance from the sense of the name to its
reference.

3

1. Frege (1892), p. 59.
2.

~.

p. 62n.

3. ~·· p. 63.
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(ii)

The same reference may correspond to different signs with

different se~ses although the converse does not hold - signs which
have the same sense have the sarr:e reference.

is so

\·Je have seen how this

in the case of the different true identity statements, "a :::::a''

and "a : : : bn, where difference of sense is said to be difference in
the cognitive value of each statement.
(iii)

The sense of a sign is the mode in

sign is presented- sense is alwuys
sense is

wh~ch

the reference of that
Difference in

"one-sided"~

therefore differer:ce in the mode of presentation or of

the aspect under which the reference is known.
Sense, then, is contrastable with reference.

But it is not

in Opposition to reference, for:4.

Sense is a determinant of reference.
There is always something-

sense- in virtue of which

viz~,

we grasp what it is that a sign refers to.

Therefore

reference -

the relation between a sign and its referent - is a relation
which is mediated by sense.
an expression.
reference

Re~erence

is a function of the sense of

Signs with different ser.ses may have the sarr,e

although the converse does not hold.

It follows that

the sense of a sign is not a function of- i.e., is not uniquely
deter:nined by - its reference.
Frege's semantical framework, then, is a three-levelled one
consisting of
sign

sense

referent

By a nthree-levelled se:nantical fra:uework 11

,

here, I mean one which

entails all four of the above features concerning "sense".

In

surr.mary, it is a framework which entails that
1.

every expression necessarily has a sense but only contingently
a reference;

2 ..

senses are objective - i.e .. , are possible referents;

3.

the sense and reference of an expression are not one and the
same thing;

4.

sense is a determinant of reference.

These theses joi1:.tly comprise Frege's "theory of sense".
1. cf. Kung (1972).

Although I am making use of Kung's terminology
"three-levelled semantical fra:nework"
I am exploiting this
notion in a quite different way. I t is not just the structure
of this f!:amework that I designate by this terrr. but, in addition,
the content. According to my usage of the term the level of
sense is necessarily Fregean sense as characterised here.

32

We can now sketch an outline of the way that a theory of
intentionality might appeal to Frege's notion of sense.

Thesis I

tells us that mental phenomena can succeed in achieving objective
reference.

Consistent with the linguistic approach to intentionality,

we are to understand "objective reference", here, in terms of linguistic reference - the relation between a sign and its referent.
If linguistic reference is explicated against Frege's three-levelled
semantical framework, then this relation is one that is mediated

by sense.

Moreover, the Fregean framework admits signs, with senses,

which do not refer to anything:
they have no reference.

Signs can be meaningful even though

In terms of the Fregean semantical frame\vork,

an account of possible success in achieving reference

££

of the

absence of reference will be one which invokes the notion of sense.

Although it is the notion of sense which is fundamental

here

it is important to identify that aspect of the notion of "reference"
which is relevant to a theory of sense.

We must ask:

What are we

to understand by "reference" as that which is mediated by sense?

Frege uses the word Bedeutung in three different ways:

for the

relation between the sign and the object which it stands for; for
the fact of a sign's standing for a particular object; for the object
itself that the sign stands for. l
called the "referent".

The last of these is usually

Where a theory of sense is concerned, it

is primarily the first of these - the relation between sign and
referent which concerns us.

Talk about the sense of an expression

is talk about the way in which a sign relates to some object; a
concern with sense indicates a concern with the cognitive aspects of

language

so that the significant problems are those arising from

the observations that (a) different signs (with different senses)
may be connected with the same reference; and (b) a sign may be
meaningful even though it has no reference.

Both of these observa-

tions raise problems about reference as the relation between signs

and objects that they stand for.
But there is, we might say, a further dimension to Frege
notion of reference

1

S

according to which reference consists in the

fact of a word's (or symbol's) standing for some object.

l. Dummett (1973), pp. 93-4.

This

Dummett points out there is no con-

fusion of these uses in Frege's writings.
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aspect of reference belongs to the sphere of Frege's "logical
t~1e

concerns"' -

of

co~cerns

sphere of his formal semar.tics.

lVithi':1 this sphere

a particular interpretation of the sentences of predi-

cate logic fixes the reference of the non-logical constants, and
truth-values are assigned to those sentences on the basis of the
interpretation. 1
Now, the t:Oeory of sense tells us how the association of word
(or symbol) and object is effected.
sense 1 we cannot assume the

~of

Accordingly, in a theory of
a word 1 s standing for some object,

for it is precisely this relation between a word and its referent
that a theory of sense is designed to explain.
Dummett :nakes this point when he states that "reference is not
.

an ingredient of mean1ng

•

2

DuRIDett describes a theory of meaning

as a theory of what a person knows when he understands an expression.
This

in turn

involves an account of how language functions

what it is that language does.

and

Dum:nett shows the shortcomings of

a for:nal semantic notion of reference in this

Semantics

tells us, solely in terrr.s of reference, that a symbol is to be associated with a referent, but it doesn't tell us how this association
is established.

"Where the semantic account is lacking is that it

does not go far enough back; it postulates an association between

each prinitive symbol and its appropriate referent, but it does not
tell us how this association is established.

For the purposes of

logic this is unnecessary; for the purposes of meaning, it is
essential."

3

The thesis, "reference is not an

ingredie~t

of

meaning~,

arr.ounts to the claim that our understanding of aYJ expression can
never consist merely in our associating something in the world with

that expression.

There must be "some particular

by which this

association is effected, the knowledge of which constitutes (our)
grasp of its sense.

It follows t'lat, upon occasion, the same thing

can be associated with two different words or expressions as their
referent, the association being effected by different means in the
two cases, and the two words thus having different senses in spite
of having the same reference."

1. ~., pp .. 89-90
2. Ibid., p. 91.

3. ~

..

4. Ibid.

p. 93.

4
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A theory of sense is tied to a theory of understanding.

In

the case of our understanding a pcoper nar.,e, for example 1 there

must be something in virtue of which we grasp what the referent
that name is.
of the name.

This "something in virtue of which ••• " is the
The sense of a proper name cannot therefore consist in

its having the reference that it has - cannot consist in the
of that

na~e•s

of

~

standing for the individual which is its referent.

For, if this were so, no true identity statement could be informative;
there would be no difference in the cognitive value of co-referring
expressions like

11

the Norning star" and' 1 the Evening star" which

have different senses

and,therefore, no accounting for the fact

that we may come to learn the truth of an identity statement.

If the

sense of a proper nane consisted in the name's having the reference
that it has, then rry understanding of the name woClld consist solely
in knowing what object is associated with a word, so that understanding
two names with the same reference would consist in knowing the truth
of an identity statement connecting theD

so that this statement of

identity wotJld not, therefore, be informative.

Understanding

grasping the sense of - a name r,"eans connecting the name with a
particular way of identifying

t~le

object which is its referent.

Th:Js different names which have the same referent are connected with
different ways of identifying the object which is the referent of
each.
The notion of reference that enters into a theory of sense or
understanding {as when we say reference is a function of the sense),
is not to be interpreted as the fact of a word's association with
some object.

For this is to beg the very question that a theory of

sense is (at least in part) designed to answer -

~ 1

how does a

word relate to some object which is its referent?
Standard interpretations of Frege's notions of sense and
reference do not observe the kind of distinction I am emphasising
here, between those aspects of reference relating to Frege's
l.

is not to say that a grasp of the complete sense is necessary
for understanding. Frege remarks in a footnote (Frege (1892), p.
58n) that opinions as to the sense of a proper name such as
"Aristotle" may differ, but that such variations may be tolerated
so long as the reference remains the same. Consistent with Frege's
statement that "to every expression ..• there should certainly
correspond a definite sense", (p. 58), we must interpret this to
mean that, on occasions, a partial grasp of the sense of a name
is sufficient for our understandi~g what that name refers to.
~his
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''logical concerns" (reference as the fact of a word's standing
for some object), on the one hand, and those aspects relating to
his theory of sense (reference as a function of sense}, on the other.
Russell, for example, has exploited just those aspects relating to
Frege's logical concerns - reference as the fact of a word's association with some object. Russell then goes on to combine these aspects
of reference with his own Cartesian-based epistemology with itS

distinction between knowledge by acquaintance and knowledge by
description.

Fregean "sense" is then associated with knowledge by

description, while "reference'' is associated with knowledge by
acquaintance

"real".

and comes to be construed in terms of access to the

Later chapters will sh0\'1 in some detail what Russell's

theory of reference consists in. and how, as a result of accepting
1
this notion of reference, Fregean sense is necessarily distorted.
What our present deliberations show is

that, when reference

is characterised against Frege's three-levelled semantical framework,
we must put aside those aspects of Fregean reference which relate
·to his logical concerns in order to examine how a

relation between

a sign and its referent is effected.
Thus

our understanding o·f "reference", here, depends in a

very crucial way upon the notion of sense. Fregean sense has both
2
a cognitive and semantic dimension
Senses are what is grasped in
cognitive activities such as understanding or knowing the meaning of
an expression (2(ii), above).

Difference in the senses of expressions

which have the same reference is explained as a difference in the
cognitive value of those expressions (3(ii)

above).

Senses are

therefore mind-related in the same way that cognitive activities
such as understanding or knowing the meaning of some term are
mind-related.

The semantic dimension of sense concerns the role

assigned to sense in a theory about the relationship between language
and the world, or about the relationship between particular expressions of a language and the way in which they serve to pick out or

1. See Appendix A.
2. The notion of "semantic dimension" here must be clearly distinguished from the notion of "semantic" which occurs in the expression, "formal semantic theory" or "formal semantics".
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identify objects in the world.

Frege tells us that sense is the

means by which this relationship is effected (4
therefore

at once (a) mind-related, and

above).

Sense is

(b) the vehicle of reference.

Although Frege's theory tells us that sense is both of these
things, it provides no account of how sense can be at once mind-

related and a vehicle of reference.

The shortcomings of Frege's

theory of sense in this respect will become conspicuous in Chapter
V, when we see how, in the absence of Frege's provision of a theory

about the relation of mind to meaning, certain critics have imputed
to him a mentalistic theory of meaning.

It is in response to this

kind of criticism that I shall be urging in Chapter V!that Fregean
sense be regarded as an "intentional" notion - a notion backed by

Husserl 1 s phenomenological theory of the way in which meaning is
at once "mind-related" and a vehicle of reference.

§2.

Russell's Theory of Names

Fof Russell

names are the basic vehicles of reference.

But

contrary to the Fregean account of names as signs which possess a
sense and possibly a reference, names, for Russell, refer in the
absence of sense.

Russell's account of reference is set against a

two-levelled semantical framework consisting of:referent.

sign
The relation between

name

bearer,

which, for Russell, is fundamental to this framework, is a relation
which is unmediated by sense.

Names are signs which necessarily

have a reference but no sense.
Without the level of sense, the only genuine referring
1
expressions are those for which there exists some object (a referent):

There can be no signs (i.e., referring expressions) which do not
refer to anything; the only expressions which are names are those
which pick out some object, and they do this without the mediation

of sense.
But here we strike immediate problems.

Certain expressions

which Frege calls "names" do not seem to be accommodated by the

1. That is, what Frege calls "signs".
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Russellian framework:1.

Certain ordinary proper names, such as 11 Pegasus", which are
meaningful, have no bearer.

The Russellian framework precludes

the possibility of saying that these are signs which have a sense

but no reference.
2.

Certain expressions, such as "the present queen of England 11
or "the present king of France" (which, for Frege are included
within the class of names), are meaningful regardless of whether
or not there exists anything to which they refer.

In terms of the

Fregean framework, we can say of such expressions that they
necessarily possess a sense but only contingently a reference.
Russell's way of dealing with these seemingly recalcitrant
expressions is to exclude them from the category of names.
distinguishes between names and descriptions.

Russell

Names necessarily

have a reference; descriptions only contingently apply to some
particular individual.

Vacuous "names", such as "Pegasus", for which

there exists no reference, and denoting phrases, such as "the
present queen of England", for which it is only a contingent matter
that there does exist a reference, belong not to the category of names,
but to the category of descriptions.

This means that a sentence

containing any of these expressions as subject-term is to be analysed
1
according to Russell's theory of descriptions.
Russell's celebrated
example of "the present king of France" provides the model for this
analysis.

The sentence, "The present king of France is wise", is

meaningful despite the fact that there exists nothing which is denoted
by the subject-term, and

hence

wise" can be truly applied.

nothing to which the predicate "is

For Russell

this sentence is to be

analysed as the conjunction, "There is something such that it is a
king of France and there is nothing other than this individual such
that it is a king of France, and this individual is wise."

When either

of the first two conjuncts is false, the resulting sentence is false.
Expressions which only contingently refer to some individual- i.e.,
denoting expressions which are meaningful regardless of whether they
refer to anything - are thus to be analysed
descriptions.

Ordinary proper names

like

not as names, but as
11

Pegasusn, which do not

refer to anything, are to be treated as disguised descriptions
submitted to the same analysis.

l. Russell (1905).

and
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Narr.es, as contrasted with descriptions, necessarily refer.

We must ask:

What

sema~tic

property {or properties) do names possess

such that we can mark therr. off as expressions which necessarily
refer?

Or, in other words, what is distinctive about the relation

between a name and its bearer as contrasted with the relation between
a description and some object to which it contingently applies?

To

answer this question, we must turn to one of the impoctant influences
on Russell's distinction between names and descriptions- Mill's
theory of Proper names.
:'-lill
terms.

1

distinguishes bet>1een connotative and non-connotative

General names (such as comnon nouns and adjectives) are

connotative - they give the attributes that an object may possess.
>Ve can use them meaningfully without knowing what object or objects
they apply to.

Nhat they apply to forms no part of their meaning.

Singular names may or may not be connotative.

A connotative singu-

lar name cs an expression like "the president of the u.s.A. in 1979".
We can use such an expression meaningfully without knowing what it
applies to or whether it applies to anything.

But when such a term

does apply, it applies uniquely to the individual which possesses
the attributes that the term can then be said to connote.
tative singular names are proper names like
names are "neaningless
connotation.

marks'~'~

11

Non-conno-

Janes Cartern.

Proper

- they have denotation but no

Proper :1ames in themselves carry no information about

the bearer of the name.

They do not connote any attributes whereby

we might recognise something as the bearer of the naiT.e.
to identify directly the individual that they denote.

They serve
We may, of

course, have information about the bearer of the name (about the
individual, James Carter), but this information forms no part of the
meaning of the Proper name
name in a sentence.

and plays no part

"Directn

the actual use of

The understanding of a Proper name, therefore,

involves a "direct" association of word
bearer).

i~

a~d

object

here means uin the absence of

(i~e.,

na~e

and

connotationn~

Knowing the attributes of the object associated with a Proper name
is not a determinant ir. our understanding of what a Proper nane
denotes ..
Hill's distinction between non-connotative and connotative
singular narr.es is re-expressed by Russell as the dis tinction between

l. Mill (1843).
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nar.,es and descriptions.

As with Mill, the distinction is based on

the way in which expressions relate to their objects.

Names are

those expressions which serve to pick out some particular individual
in the absence of any descriptive information (i.e., non-connota-

tively); denoting phrases, such as "the present gileen of England",
serve to pick out some individual by means of descriptive information
they are therefore to be analysed as descriptions.

(connotatively)

Mill's concern was to classify (singular) names - that is, words
1
which are associated with sone object - on the basis of the way in
which different kinds of names relate to their objects - connotatively
or non-connotatively.

But Russell's concerns were with the possible

non-existence of the denotation of expressions we use to refer:

a name has got to name sornething or it i;:; not a name, and if there

is no such person as Romulus there cannot be a name for that person
2
who is. not there .. ," His problems were those relating to expressions
like "the present king of

France~

for which there exists no denotation.

Hence, what is significant for Russell

is that :-1ill's distinction

is one concerning the necessity or contingency of there being sone
object to which the different kinds of expressions are related.
Because

for Russell

na.F.~.es

must refer to existing things,

Mill's distinction can be usefully exploited in the case of genuine
referring expressions_

Within the class of expressions which refer

we can distinguish between names which pick out their object in the
absence of descriptive information [non-connotatively) and descriptions which do so by means of descriptive information [connotatively).
Butt for Russell, what is significant about those expressions which
refer connotatively is the fact that they can be r>.eaningful regardless of whether or not there exists anything to <Vhich they uniquely
apply.

This is not

so

in the case of

a

name.

A name can only be

"m.eaningful" (i.e., be the subject of a meaningful sentence) if there
exists something to which it refers.

The existence of the bearer

of a name must be auaranteed, otherwise there would be no difference
between names and descriptions in respect of the necessity of there
being a referent in the case of a name.

Only things whose existence

is guaranteed can be bearers of a name.

This is not equivalent to

the

clai~

that the bearers of names have necessary existence.

1. "Names ••• shall always be spoken of in this work as the names of
things themselves." Mill (1843), p. 14.
2. Russell [1918), p. 243.
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Although the latter claim may be one way of stating what the "guarantee of existence" consists in, it is not Russell 1 s tt;ay.

what sense is existence guaranteed?

But

in

For Russell's answer to this

question, we must turn to his Cartesian-derived epistemological
theory, with its distinction between knowledge by acquaintance and
knowledge by description.

In this way

we will see how, for Russell,

the necessity pertaining to names - which we express by saying that
a na;,e cannot fail to refer - is underpinned by an epistemological
theory concerning our knowledge of the object which is the bearer
of the name.
Russell's epistemological theory is based on the Cartesian
distinction between corrigible and incorrigible knowledge.

1

The

naming relation (Mill's "denoting" relation} c9nsists in the "direct"

association of word and object.

Understanding a name consists in

knowing "directly" what particular individual that term picks out.
We have seen how the "directness" of the association of a name and

its bearer consists in the absence of descriptive
a non-connotative relation).

~ediation

(it is

S"milarly, the "directness" of our

knowledge of the object picked out by a name means knowledge that
is unmediated by descriptive information.
ledge

"knowledge by direct acquaintance".

Cartesian

knowledge:.

Russell calls such knowBy this Russell means

"Vlhatever we are acquainted with

must be sorr.ething; we may draw wrong inferences from our acquaintance,
2
Descriptions

but the acquaintance itself cannot be deceptive."

do not give us knowledge by direct acquaintance about the object(s)
to which they apply.

The. relation between a singular description

like "the president of the U.S.A. in 1979" and the object to which
it applies is a contingent relation

i.

Descriptions are only con-

1. Russell's Cartesian-derived distinction between knowledge by ac-

quaintance and knowledge by description provides the setting for
his theory of descriptions (Russell (1905)). It is developed
more fully in relation to his "sense-data" theory (Russell (1912)),
and later, in relation to t~e existence of objects (Russell (1914)),
and finally, in relation to names and their bearers (Russell (1918)).
As our concern, here, is with the epistemological presuppositions
of Russell's theory of reference, I shall not be considering the
sense data theory.
2. Russell (1912)

1

p. 119.
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tingently true of some unique individual.

Descriptions do not give

us certain know,ledge of the existence of the individual that may
in fact satisfy that

description~

Descripticns can be meaningful

(i.e., sentences containing them are meaningful} even if there is
no individual or more than one which satisfies that description.
Singular descriptions when they do apply to some unique individual
give us only indirect knowledge - "knowledge by description" ffabout" the individual.

We must turn now to consider how Russell's

"knowledge by description" is connected with Descartes' corrigible
1
knowledge.
Russell's distinction between "knowledge by acquaintance" and
"knowledge by description" is a distinction between different ways
of knowing things.

l-ie have acquaintance with anything of which we

are "immediately aware 11 •

"Immediately", here, means "without the

intermediary of any process or information" (such as inferential
processes or knowledge of truths).

We know something by description

if, because we are not acquainted with that thing, we know it only
as the thing which uniquely possesses that property or set of properties given by the description.

Knowledge by description means

that we can know about some object without being
it.

acquai~ted

with

But we can know descriptions in cases where there is no real

thing that possesses the properties described.

Knowing the description

of an object, therefore, can never guarantee that there is a real
object.

7his is not so with acquaintance:

If we possess knowledge

by

acquaintance, then it is knowledge of the real thing with which
2
we are acquainted.
Acquaintance, in other words, carries the
guarantee of access to the real.

This

11

guarantee"' consists in the

incorrigibility of our knowledge of that with which we are acquainted.
Russell's

11

knowledge by acquaintance'1 thus captures Descartes} notion

of "privileged access".

r:rhe "access", in the case of acquaintance,

1. Pears (1967) sums up Russell's epistemological distinction as
follows: "The simplest way of presenting the contrast between
these two kinds of knowledge is to say that you know the daughter
of Hitler by description if you know that there is such a person,
but have never come across here in your experience; and that you
know her by acquaintance if you have cofile across her." (p. 72).
2. lvith t!1e qualification:

"sense-data theory aside".
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is to the real.

This access is

of it is incorrigible.

11

privileqed"

because ot.:r knowledge

Conversely, knowledge by description fails

to guarantee access to the real, for knowledge by description can
never be a means to achieving acquaintance with an object.

In fact,

it is only things with which we are not acquainted that can be known
by description.

The

of

corrigible knowledge.

~nowledge

that descriptions give us is

Knowing the properties which some object

might instantiate never ensures that there is a real object which
instantiates them.

Knowledge by description, therefore, opens up

the possibility of error concerning what that knmvledge is "about".
For Russell, the distinction between acquaintance and description is (a) a distinction between ways of knowing to which there
corresponds (b) a distinction between things whose existence is
known for certain, and things whose existence is not

g~aranteed.

lihat links these two sets of distinctions is the incorrigibility
which characterises knowledge by acquaintance.

The existence of

things with which we are acquainted is guaranteed because knowledge
of objects we are acquainted with is incorrigible knowledge.
Things with which we are not acquainted but know only by description are talked about by eteans of denoting phrase.

Propositions

that we use to talk about some thing which is known by description
(i.e., propositions containing a denoting phrase) do not contain
.
.
l
t h at t h 1ng as a const1tuent.
A proposition which contains -a genuine
name, however, is a proposition about something with which we are
acquainted - something whose existence is guaranteed ..

In such a

case the object of our acquaintance occurs as a constituent of the
proposition.
These epistemological considerations serve to show why Russell
conflates "refere11ce" with noccurring in a proposition" ("being a
2
. . 1 e o f a t om1c1
. ' ty 3
constituent of a proposition") •
Russell's pr1nc1p
dictates that the meaning of a sentence (i.e., the proposition
expressed by a sentence) is a function of the meaning of its
constituents.

Understanding a

L

Russell (1905), p. ll9.

2.

~.,see

also Appendix A.

3. Russell (1918); (1940).

propositio~

involves knowing what
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the proposition is about.

What the proposition is about is therefore

a constituent of the proposition.

If a sentence contains a genuine

name as subject, then the sentence is about what is named.

What

is named is always something with which we are directly acquainted.
Thus the proposition contains, as a constituent, that real individual
with which we are acquainted.
· The conseqJences of this where the notion of

~meaning"

is

concerned are as follows:Either (i) we can say that all expressions - both names and descriptions -have meaning.

But then the meaning of a name is nothing

other than its referent:

t~eaning

=denotation.

Taken this way,

the meaning of an expression is the actt:al indi.vidual which is
denoted - the individual which a sentence containing that expression
as

subject-term is about.

or, (ii) we can make use of Mill's distinction between connotative
and non-connotative terms, and say that only connotative terms have
mea:1ing:

1-1eaning

connotation.

This is to say that descriptions

have meaning; names lack a meaning.

Here, the meaning of a definite

description cannot be the individual to which that description
applies, for a description still has meaning (in this sense) in the
absence of any existing individual which uniquely satisfies that
description.

To say that a singular description possesses meaning

(whereas a name does not) is to say that a meaning can be assigned
to any proposition in which that description occurs.

This means,

strictly speaking, that no singular description (Russell's "denoting
phrasen)

has a meaning in isolation but that a truth-value can be

assigned to any sentence in which that description occurs.

It is

the truth-value of the sentence which constitutes the meaning of the
sentence.
sentence.

Here, meaning is assimilated to the truth-value of a
1

On Russell's view, then, to talk about the

expression

~<hich

mea~ing

of an

occurs in ·a sentence is either (i) to talk about

the reference of that expression, or (ii) to talk about the truthconditions of the sentence

which contains that expression.

\'lhat

these remarks demonstrate is that, where a two-levelled semantical
1. Russell (1905) pp. 105; 116.

framework is concerned, if we wish to retain a notion of "meaning", 1
then it must be assimilated to the level of reference.

2

The identification of meaning with reference is anticipated
in Russell's early work, The Principles of 1-1athematics, where he
writes:To have meaning, it seems to me, is a notion confusedly
compounded of logical and psychological elements. Words
all have meaning, in the simple sense that they are symbols
which stand for something other than themselves. But a
proposition, unless it happens to be linguistic, does not
itself contain words: it contains the entities indicated by
words. Thus meaning, in the sense in which words have meaning, is irrelevant to logic. But such concepts as~ have
meaning in another sense: they are, so to speak, symbolic
in their own logical nature, because they have the property
which I call denoting. That is to say, when ~ occurs in
a proposition (~ "I met a man in the street"), the proposition is not about the concept ~' but about something
quite different, some actual biped denoted by the concept.
Thus concepts of this kind have meaning in a non-psychological
sense. And in this sense, when we say this is a man," we
are making a proposition in which a concept is in some sense
attached to what is not a concept. But when meaning is thus
understood, the entity indicated by John does not have
meaning, .•. ; and even among concepts, it is only those that
denote that have meaning. The confusion is largely due, I
believe, to the notion that words occur in propositions, which
in turn is due to the notion that propositions are essentially
mental and are to be identified with cognitions.3
11

For Russell, confusions concerning the meaning of expressions
and the meaning of sentences containing those expressions are
resolved if we appeal to the epistemological distinction of knowledge
by acquaintance and knowledge by description.

"In order to understand

a proposition in which the name of a particular occurs, you must
already be acquainted with that particular ••• to understand a
4
symbol is to know what it stands for."
But not all propositions
which are meaningful are ones about objects of acquaintance:

"

when there is anything with which we do not have immediate acquaintance,

1. On Russell's view, there is a sense in which we may dispense with
"meaning" altogether, See Appendix A.

2. If, following Frege, we take the reference of a sentence to be its
truth-value, then the identification of meaning with a sentence's
truth-value is to be understood as the assimilation of meaning to
reference.
3. Russell (1903), p. 47.
4. Russell (1918), pp. 204-5.
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but only definition by denoting phrases, then the propositions in
which this thing is introduced by

mea~s

of a denoting phrase do not

really contain this thing as a constituent, but contain instead the
constituents expressed by the several v:ords of the denoting phrase. t1

l

We can now see how Russell's epistemological theory sustains

his theory of names and descriptions.
refe'.r.

First, names necessarily

This guarantee of reference is a logical feature of all

and only na:ues.

A name logically cannot fail to pick out some

particular existing individual.

But the basis on which we ascribe
2
this necessity to na:nes is, for Russell, an epistemological one:

'~he

individual which a narr.e picks out cannot be something which is

known to me by description, for the narr.e by I:'eans of which I refer
to that individual has no descriptive content. 3 ~he bearer of the
name must, therefore, be something which I know by acquaintance
therefore, something whose existence is know:o with certainty.

and,
The

guarantee of reference which is a logical feature of names is a

consequence of epostemological consi.deratio!1s,

, the

incorrigibility which characterises ny knowledge of the bearer of
the name.
These considerations provide us with the conditions under ·v.rhich
a given expression can be used as a narr.e.

But the doctrine of

acquabtance goes further than this by telling us which expressi.ons
of our language

~££genuine

names.

The logical co:oclusion of the

doctrine of acquaintance, where a theory of names is concerned, is
Russell's theory of logically proper names.

That is to say, having

distinguished between the categories of names and descriptions on
the basis of the semantic relation which characterises each, we can
now, as the result of Russell's epistemological theory, state which
expressions are to be assigned to the category of names.

l. Russell (1905), p. 119.
2. The confusion of the logical with the psychological is particularly
evide!1t in Russell's lectures on "The Philosophy of Logical
Atomisrr." (1918): "A name, in the narrow logical sense of a word
whose meaning is a particular, can only be applied to a particular
with which the speaker is acquainted, because you cannot name
anything you are not acquainted with." (p. 201).
3. In the sense that it is not in virtue of descriptive content that a
name refers.
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It follows from Russell's epistemological theory that, if I
possess knowledge by acquaintance, the:1 (i) there rr,ust be some particular existing object with which I an acquainted, and

(ii) this

object must be present within my immediate sensory context.
~either

of these conditions obtains in the case of

description.

~hat

1

~nowledge

by

is to say, if I possess knowledge by description,

then it does not follow that there exists some unique object which
satisfies the description.

~1oreover, ~

I know is something which

"we only reach by means of .de:1oting phrasesn

2

and is, therefore,

something which is absent from my immediate sensory context (otherwise
it would be knovm to rr.e by acquaintance rather than description).
If it is only objects of acquaintance which can be picked out by
names

then the only expressions which are genuine names are those
3
for which conditions (il ar.d (ii) obtair..
But these conditions

are not, ir. general,satisfied by ordinary proper names
nNinston Churchillu or "James Carter".

such as

We usually use these

ordinary proper naMes to refer to individuals in absentia.

~he

introduction of the Cartesian-derived requirement (ii) means that
only those individuals which are demonstratively identified can be
picked out by a name.

For this reason

Russell was led to conclude

that the only genuine names are the demonstratives, "this" and "In

4

He called these logically proper names.
~he

theory of names which results from Russell's two-levelled

senantical framework can be summarised as follows:
refer.

That is to say, a genuine name cannot fail to pick out some

particular existing object.
L

~his.

Names necessarily

~he

necessity, here, is a logical

is required i f our knowledge is to be incorrigible.

2. Russell (1905), p. 103.
3. "We say 'This is white'. If you agree that lThis is white',
meaning the 1 this • that you see, you are using 'this 1 as a proper
name •••• It is only when you use 'this' quite strictly, to
stand for an actual object of sense, that it is really a pr.oper
name." (Russell (1918), p. 201), Russell adds that it is a
peculiarity of such a term ~that it seldom means the same thing
two moments running and does not mear. the saf:'!.e thing to the sane
speaker and to the hearer." (p. 201) -':'his is a logical consequence
of insisting that it be only things within my imMediate sensory
context which can be picked out by a name.
4. Although it seeMs that, for Russell, it is ultimately only the
demonstrative "this" v-;hich is a genuine name.: In "On the Nature
of Acquaintance" (1914), Russell writes "The subject (of acquaintance)
itself appears not to be acquainted with itself; but this does not
prevent o~r theory from explaining the meaning of the word 'I' by
the help of the meaning of the word 'this'.... " (p. 174),
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feature of

names~

It is a feature unique to

na~es.

Descriptions,

on the other hand, may fail to pick out any existing individual or
they may fail to pick out some unique individual.

Where a description

does apply to some individual, it is only a contingent matter that
it does so.
There are, however, two reasons for dissatisfaction with

Russell's theory of names as outlined here, and these both concern
the intrusion of epistemological considerations into what is proposed
as a logical theory.

First, the distinction between the logical and

the psychological is blurred.

The necessity pertaining to names -

which we express by saying that names

~

Russell, an epistemological necessity.

refer - is ultimately, for

Reference, the relation

between a name and its bearer, is basically an epistemological

relation:
object.

Reference is a function of our acquaintance with SOD,e
The Cartesian-derived notion of acquaintance is a psycholo-

gical notion.

In Chapter

V, we will exaD,ine in further detail the

reasons why Russell's epistemological presuppositions can be called
"psychological"

and

why, as.a result of this, his theory of reference

is said to be a psychologistic theory.

A second

related reason

for objecting to Russell's theory of reference concerns his restrictions on the class of expressions which fall within the category of
genuine names.

If we wish to avoid a commitment to a Cartesian-based

epistemology, we must be able to admit as genuine naD,es expressions
other than those whose referents are things which are knownincorrigibly.
Post-Rus_sellian philosophers

such as Q'..line, Putnam and Kripke

accept Russell's two-levelled semantical framework
t~e

and,therefore,

theory that the guarantee of reference is a logical feature

unique to names.

However

they claim to reject those epistemological

presuppositions which, as we have seen, led Russell to the view that
1
only certain demonstratives comprise the class of genuine names.
If Russell's account of reference is to be released from its epistemological setting

then it must be dissociated from talk about

"real objects with which we have direct

acquaintance~.

There are

two ways of doing this:1.

Reference, a semantic notion, can be defined syntactically in
2
terms of grammatical position or role. Quine, for example, treats

1. Prior (1971) shows critical acceptance of Russell's theory of names
but, surprisingly, endorses his epistemological principles, claiming, ultimately, that it is only the demo:1strative "I" which
succeeds in genuinely narr,ing.

2. Quine (1960).
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reference in terms of the grammatical role or position of the singular
term, "an in the schema Fa.
tion:

(3X) Fx*

This position is subject to quantifica-

Referential position, then, means ?OSition accessible

to the variables of quantification; referential role is the role of
a

bound variable in a

that

sentence~

Part of Quine's general thesis is

singular teriTs (including ordinary proper names like

"Socrfltes" as well as singular descriptions and demonstratives) can
be elininated by being confined to predicative position (the
position of "F 11 in Fa).

'fhe referential work of the original singular

term is now carried out by ·the variables of quantification.

The

value of such a variables is the individual to which we are antologically
c6m~itted.

Thus

Russell's unsatisfactory notion of "real objects

with which we are directly acquainted" is replaced

here

by the

notion of "individuals to which we are antologically committed,
these bdividuals being the values of the bound variables of
quantification.

At the same time

however, Russell's theory of

reference as a logical relation is retained:

A genuine referring

expression cannot fail to pick out sone particular existing individual.
2.

Alternatively, we can retain the notion of reference as a semantical

relation between a term and a real
Putnam
nameS'

existing object.

Kripke and

who propose what has come to be called the "causal theory of

1
,

defend the Russellian view of names as expressions which

necessarily refer to some existing object, but the episteircological
necessity which, for Russell, sustains the relation between a name
and its bearer is, for these philosophers, replaced by a
necessity.

~etaphysical

Russell's account of reference in terms of a relation

of acquaintance is re-expressed by the causal theorists as the
thesis .that names designate rigidly:

To say that a name designates

rigidly means that a name cannot fail to pick out some particular
existing individual (and that it picks out that same individual in
all possible worlds).

The capacity of a name to designate rigidly

is explained in terms of a causal connection between the demonstrative
introduction of an individual which is bestowed with a name, and
subsequent uses of that name to pick out just that individual so
"baptised".

The necessity pertaining to

na~es

is thus a metaphysical

rather than an epistemological necessity.
The views of Quine and those of the causal theorists will be
submitted to closer scrutir.y in later pages.

Our present concern

is to show that (a) the notion of reference which is explicated in
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terr..s of a two-levelled semantlcal framework is a plausible one that the guarantee of reference which is accorded to names in terms
of this framework can be seen as a logical feature, and (b) that
the two-levelled framework provides us with an account of reference
which is a genuine alternative to that which results from the Fregean
three-levelled framework.

It remains for us to show

briefly

these two frar.:eworks are incompatible with one another.

how

But the degree

of this incompatibility as well as its seriousness will only become
evident when we see the consequences of each where a theory of
intentionality is concerned.
§ 3.

Conclusion
For Frege, the motivation for introducing the theory of sense

and thereby the three-levelled semantical framework

was a concern

with the differing cognitive values of the two true identity statements, "a = a 11 and "a ; :;: b 11

..

In order to acknowledge this difference

it is necessary to introduce, in addition to the reference of a sign,

something else, viz., the sense of a sign
the object referred to is presented.
for the fact that, in

so:~.~e

which is the mode in which

By doing so we can account

contexts, different signs \'r'hich have the

same reference cannot be substituted for one another salva veritate.
For Russell, on the other hand, the motivation for introducing
his theory of names as signs which necessarily refer

and, thereby,

the two-levelled semantical framework, was a concern about the existence or non-existence of those objects for which we use referring
expressions.

By restricting the class of names to those expressions

for which there necessarily exists a referent {i.e •. whose existence
is guaranteed, in Russell's case, by our acquaintance with it), the
problems surrounding expressions like

for which there exists no reference

11

ca~

the present king of Francen

be resolved.

They are to

be analysed as descriptions and thereby excluded from the category

of names.
Our understanding o£ the notions

11

naf:l.e" and

~'~reference"

will

be radically different according to which semantical framework we
choose ·to adopt.

Ir. terms of the Fregean framework, names necessarily

have a sense although they need not refer to

ar.yt~ing;

in terms of

the Russellian framework 1 names necessarily have a reference but
they do not possess a sense.

E'or Frege, reference is always a rela-
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tion that is mediated by sense; for Russell, the relation between
a name and its bearer is_ direct or unmediated.

1

We have already seen how Frege deals with the problem which
pre-occupied Russell - that of referring
exists nc referent.

for which there

For Frege, these expressions are names, but

names are defined as signs which necessarily have a sense b'J.t which
need not refer to a:1ything,
reference, for example

refer to a sense.

1\hen words do not have their customary

when they occur in indirect speech, they

It remains now to show haw Russell proposes to

deal with the problem which led Frege to formulate his theory of
sense - that of the differing cognitive values of the two true
identity staterr,ents, "a :;:;:; a" and "a ;;; b".

Russell sets up the problem in the following way:
wished to know if Scott was the author of
Scott

!:1!!.§_

the author if \·laverley,

wished to know if Scott was Scott.
par~of

George IV

and, in fact 1

But it is not true that George IV
2

'This is an adrr.ission, on Russell's

the non-equivalence between the two true identity

state~ents:

(1) Scott is the author of \1averley, and
(2) Scott is Scott,
As with Frege, the

proble~

is to explain how an identity

state~ent

such as (1), which has the form of Frege's "a= b", can be informative
as contrasted with (2), which is known

Frege's explanation

thqt different signs (i.e,, names) can refer to the same object
because they have different senses - is not available to Russell.
Russell's explanation invokes his distinction between names and
descdptions:

"When I say • Scott is the author of Waver ley' and that

'is' expresses identity, the reason why that identity can be asserted
1. Attempts to accommodate the notion of sense within a two-levelled

semantical framework inevitably result in a distortion of~~
notion of sense. In terms of such a framework, it is ill'.possible
for sense to be the mediator of reference. It cannot, therefore,
be Frece's notion of sense which is exploited within such a framework. See Appendices A and B.
2. Russell (1905). Russell's aim in this work is to show that,
contra Frege, we do not have to appeal to the notion of meaning
(i.e., sense) to account for failure of substitutivity in such
contexts. In his later work- Russell (1918) pp. 244ff.- the aim
is to show how failure of substitutivity here. is to be explained
by appeal to the distinction between names and descriptions.
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there truly and without tautology is just the fact that the one is
a narr.e and the ot~er a description. • 1
It is because

~scott"

in (2) occurs as a genuine name - i.e.,

it stands for something with which I am acquainted - that (2) is
known a priori.

The phrase, "the author of l·;averley" 1 in (1), does

not stand for (i.e., name) anything:

If it stood for something

other than Scott, then (l) would be false; if it stood for (i.e.,
named) Scott, then (1) would be equivalent to (2).
A sentence containing the denoting phrase "the author of Waverley"
2
as subject-term admits a "double denial".
That is to say, the

sentence, "The author of

is mortal" can be false either

because there is no unique entity such that that entity wrote v;averley,

or, if there is such an entity, because t'jis mortal
predicated of it.

11

is falsely

The phrase is, therefore, to be analysed as a

description; descriptions are only contingently true or false of
some individual; it is
i~dividual,

therefore informative to assert

that it satisfies the description.

A sentence containing the nane
not admit a double denial:

"Scott" as subject-term does

The sentence

"Scott is mortal" (where

nscott" is a genuine name) can only be denied by saying
not mortal".

some

11

Scott is

We cannot deny the existence of something which is

genuinely named.

It is because "Scott" is a genuine name and ftthe

author of Haverlev" is a

that (1) can be informative,

descriptio~

for (l) affirms that the predicate

"wrote Waverley" is true of the

individual named by "Scott".
But the theory of descriptions ensures that in analysing (1)
as the informative sentence, nscott wrote waVerleytt, we do not,

thereby

cease to assert a true identity statement in (1).

That is

to say, the theory of descriptions by which we analyse definite
descriptions allows us to retain the "is" of identity in (1),

1. Russell (1918) p. 247.
descriptions~~~

Russell adds:

It is not necessary

"Or they might both be
for our purposes

to con-

sider assertions of identity between descriptions. For these do
not provide the relevant contrast with identity statements of the
form, "a= a". It is because in the pair of statements, "a= a"
and "a uc b", "a" occurs as a name and "b" as a description that
the latter ("a
b") is a statement of the identity expressed by
the former ("a =a").
2. Russell (1918), p. 251.
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thereby marking off statements like (l) from ordinary predications
such as "Scott is wise".

Russell's analysis of the true identity

statement expressed by (l) is as followsc
The shortest statement of 'Scott is the author of Waverley'
seems to be:
'Scott wro~e Waverley; and it is always true
of y that if y wrote W~verley, y is identical with Scott'.
It is in this way that identity enters into 'Scott is the
author of l·Javerley'; and it is owing to such uses that
identity is worth affirming.l
For Russell, then, the difference between true identity statemen ts of the form

n

a = b" and "a = a" is to be accounted for by

appeal to the distinction between names and descriptions; for Frege
it is to be explained by appeal to the notion of sense.

One consequence

of the Russellian approach to this problem concerns the analysis of
sentences about the psychological.
The problem, as originally stated, was that of accounting for
the difference between the true identity statements:(1)

Scott is the author of \'laver ley, and

(2)

Scott is Scott,

where this difference is manifested in the non-equivalence of:(3)

George IV wants to know if Scol:t

is

the author of Waverley, and

(4)

George IV wants to know if Scott is Scott.

For Russell, failure of substitutivity in (3) results from the fact
that we cannot replace the description, "the author of Waverley" in (3),
by the word ''Scott'' which is a name (in all its occurrences in (l)
and (2)).
But if "Scott" in (3) is a name then we are committed to a
particular way of interpreting (3).

We cannot interpret (3) as:-

(3') George IV wants to know whether one person wrote Waverley
and that man is Scott.
For, on this interpretation, "Scott" occurs predicatively:
(called) Scott".

"is

Rather, we must interpret (3) as:-

(3") George IV wants to know of Scott whether he wrote Waverley

2

l. Russell (1905), p. 118.
2. In the case of a denoting phrase, the appropriate interpretation
depends upon whether the phrase has "primary" or "secondary"
occurrence. "Any statement in which a description has a primary
occurrence implies that the object described exists." Russell
(1918), pp. 250-l. In short, when a denoting phrase is used as
a name, (has primary occurrence), the sentence containing that
phrase submits to the interpretation of (3").
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"The significance of this interpretation is that (3) is thereby
analysed not as a sentence which is solely about George IV, but as
a sentence aboil.t the tv1o individuals, George IV and Scott.

"

wants to know whether

The words,

wrote Waverley",

describe the relation that obtains between these two individuals.
~Ve

can abbreviate it as the predicate-letter 1 "R", and represent

the individuals George IV and Scott
respectively.

by the names "a" and "b",

\!Je can thereby designate the relation by a sentence

of the form aRb.

For Russell, all relations are "real"

relatio~s,

that is to say, they obtain between two existing individuals.
means that any relational sentence will
aRb

~

(]x) xRb

aRb

---?

(]x) aRx

Thus, for Russellr a sentence

aRb

ad~it

This

quantification:-

means that a has the property of

R-ing-a, and also means that b has the property of being R "'d-by-a.
Relational sentences can

therefore

be represented as predications:

Fx.

We can now represent
says, of the individual

(3n)

as a sentence about Scott.

?he sentence

Scott, that he possesses the property that

George-IV-wan ts-to-know-of-him-whether-he-wrote-Waver ley.

We can

abbreviate this sentence as Fa, and we can admit quantification

so

that the sentence implies something of the form:(5)

(:lx)

Fx

(There exists something such that that thing has the property that
George-IV-wants-to-know-of-i t-whether-it-wrote-Waverley) •

But, on

this analysis, (3) turns out to be extensional for anything which
is identical with

X

(6)

y =

(x)

(y)

Fx

&

in this formula will possess the property "pu :X

----1 Fy

If"Frege' s problem• concerning differences in cognitive values
is approached in Russell's way -via a distinction between

na~es

and descriptions - then some sentences about the psychological can
form extensional contexts.
Fregean framework.

This cannot happer. if we adhere to the

For Frege, i f we wish to observe a difference

between (3) and (4), then we must appeal to the notion of sense.
The words which tell us what George IV wants to know refer to a sense.
The proposition expressed by those words (i.e., the sense that is
referred to) cannot be analysed in such a way that the individual
Scott (i.e., the customary reference of the word, "Scott") occurs
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in or is a constituent of that proposition.
Thus, for Frege, (3) must be analysed as an intensional construction -one which has the form of:(7)

George !V wants to know if (3x) x ¢'s

Here, the words

~George-IV-wants-to-know-if"

are a function not of

the individual Scott (or of any proposition in which the individual
Scott occurs as a constituent), but. rather as the function of a
sense.

This means that, if we abbreviate (3) as the propositional

function F(p), then we have a function whicr. fails to satisfy Prior's
extensional formula:(8)

(p)

(q): p

= q.:;>.

F(p)

:0

F(q).l

This does not mean that, for Frege, the law of identity
expressed in (6) is violated.

If (3) really is a sentence about the

individual named by Scott then it would satisfy (6).

But

because,

for Frege, if we are to observe the non-equivalence between (3) and
(4)

we cannot take the words which tell us what George IV wants to

know as having their customary reference, we cannot analyse (3)
as a sentence about the reference of the name "Scott".

If failure

of substitutivity in the case of sentences about the psychological
is accounted for in the Fregean way, then those senter.ces must
always be analysed as intensional functions.

l. supra,p. 23.
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CHAPTER I II ,

INTENTIONALITY, RELATIONS AND OBJECTS

(I):

THE RELATIONAL THEORY

§1.

Introduction
Chisholm re-formulates Brentano's intentionality thesis in the

following way:We may now re-express Brentano's thesis - or a thesis resembling
that of Drentano - by reference to intentional sentences.
Let us say (l} that we do not need to use intentional sentences

when we describe nonpsychological phenomena; we can express
our beliefs about what is merely 'physical' in sentences
which are not intentional. But (2) when we wish to describe

perceiving, assuming, believing, knowing, wanting, hoping,
and other such attitudes, then either (a) we must use sentences

which are intentional or (b) we must use terms we do not need
to use when \·w describe non psychological phenomena .1
Intentional sentences, then, are to be contrasted with the sentences
that we use to talk about nonpsychological phenomena.

There are

two ways of understanding the expression, ''sentences that we use
to talk about nonpsychological phenomena", viz., "sentences about
physical phenomena" and "sentences which are extensional".

These

indicate two different frameworks within which the problem of
intentionality can be raised and discussed.
Chisholm's first criterion, viz., absence of existential
implication, tells us that intentional sentences are not like
sentences such as ''Jack kicks the stone'', which designate a physical
act.

Sentences about any object-directed act - mental or physical

have the superficial grammatical form of a predicate expression
with two referring terms: Fab.

In the case of a physical act

such

as Jack's kicking the stone, there must exist some object, the stone,
which is kicked.

Thus

if Fab represents a sentence about a physical

act, the following holds true:Fab ->

(Jx) Fax.

That is to say, "Jack kicks the stone" implies "(Jx) x
by Jack".

is kicked

This inference cannot be made where Fab represents a

sentence about a psychological act such as Jack's thinking of a stone.
We cannot infer from such a sentence that (Jx) x is thought of by Jack.
According to Chisholm's first criterion, then, intentional
sentences are to be marked off from sentences which designate a
physhical activity.

In this context, our understanding of intention-

l. Chisholm (1957), pp. 172-3.

56

ality will involve an appeal to a distinction between psychological
and physical phenomena (i.e., acts) . 1
The second way of taking the expression, "sentences that we

use to talk about non-psychological phenomena" is as follows:
Sentences like "Tul:!_y is a Roman'

1

lack intentionality ..

As we have

already seen, 2 when such a sentence forms the content of someone's
belief, thought, judgement, etc., as in "To!TI believes that Tully

is a Romann, then the sentence so formed is intentional by Chisholnts
third criterion of

non-s~bstit~tivity.

Taken this way, intentionality

is a feature of a certain class of sentences which are non-extensional.
If intentionality is to be understood in this context, then we must
appeal to the

intensionality of language

a,-,d thereby invoke the

distinction between extensional and non-extensional constructions.
In summary, we can say that there are two frameworks within
which we can approach the intentionality thesis in its linguistic
form.

First we can appeal to a distinction between mental (i.e.,

psychological) phenomena

and physical phenomena, where this distinction

is expressed as the difference between the kinds of sentences we
use to talk about each.

~he

intentionality of a sentenee which

satisfies Chisholm 1 s first criterion will be understood primarily in
terms of this distinction.

Second, we can appeal to the distinction

between extensional and non-extensional constructions.

The intention-

ality of a sentence which satisfies Chisholm's third criterion will
be understood primarily in terms of this distinction.

1. ThiS distinction is not the same as Brentar:o's distinction between
mental and physical phenomena (~§upra, pp. 20-l): First,
for the linguistic philosophers, the distinction between the two
classes of phenomena (i.e., acts) is drawn on the basis of the
"logical behaviour" of the sentences we use to talk about each,
rather than on the basis of the nodes in which phenomena are
given. Second, the two distinctions need not be co-extensive.
For those who follow Chisholm's thesis, perceiving -what Brentano
calls "outer perception", and relegates to the domain of the physical is included within the class of the psychological. The arguments
for the intentionality of perception will be examined in Chapter IV.
2, supra, Chapter I.
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The

differe~t

fra!<leworks provided by each set of distinctions

suggest different starting points for approaching the topic of
intentionality.

'rhese different frameworks 1 however, are not mutually
1
exclusive or independent of one another.
:For example, sentences

we use to talk about physical phenomena will imply existence, and
will also

~e

extensional- i.e., will admit substitutivity.

Fred is the corporation

kicks Fred"

ma~ager

then 1 from the sentence

If

"Jack

we can infer "Jack kicks the corporation manager".

But

many of the puzzles surrounding intentionality arise from a complex
interplay of these two frar.,eworks.

For example, in the case of

psychological acts which do s:J.cceed in achieving objective reference,
such as X's

thinking of an existing Y, the object of thought is

"real" in precisely the same way that the object of a physical act
is "real":

If I am thinking of James Carter, then the object of my

thought is the same existing individual that I might also kick or
strike.

1-Je can say

in such a situatior:

between two existing individuals.

that a relation obtains

But if this means that "objective

reference" in the case of this act is to be characterised by appeal
to Russell's relational sentences, discussed at the end of Chapter
rr, then we lose sight of the intentionality of the act, for the
sentences which, on Russell's account, are used to describe real
relations at'e extensional..

This way of understanding "objective

reference" in the case of psychological acts which are directed to
an existing object results in a denial of Chisholm's thesis which
states that sentences about the psychological are irreducible to
sentences that we use to talk about physical phenomena (i.e., extensional sentences).
The problem

here

concerns "objective reference" in the case

of those psychological acts which are directed to some existing
object.

There are conflicting theories about what we are to under-

stand by this notion.

On the one hand, there is a case for saying

that thinking about an existing object is radically different from
thinking about a non-existing object, for
a relation whereas the latter does not.

the former constitutes
(To asse"t that a relation

1. We have already seen one example of the interaction of these two
fraweworks in Chapter I, where it was shown that sentences about
the psychological (primarily those which give the content of
thought) for~ a sub-class of sentences which are intensional.
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does obtain in the case of thelatter would, it seems, commit us to
re-introducing Meinongian entities as the objects to which we are
related).

On the other hand, the thesis of intentionality dictates

that the existence or non-existence of the object to which a psychological act is directed is irrelevant to the truth of a sentence
about that act.

Therefore, one would expect that existence or non-

existence of the object is irrelevant to an analysis of such a sentence.
Prior states the dilemma in the form of the triad:(a)

X's thinking of Y constitutes

a

relation between X and

Y when Y exists, but (b) not when Y doesn't; but (c) X's

thinking of Y is the same so~t of t~ing whether Y exists or
not. Something plainly has to be given up here; what will it
be?l
"Relational theorists" accept (a) and (b) but reject (c);
2
"Irreducibility theorists" accept (b) and (c) but reject (a).
nRelational theorists 11 are those who accept Hussell's "'real relation"
as a paradigm of objective reference, and who attempt to force
3
intentionality into this mould.
We \vill see, in this chapter, how
this way of characterising objective reference results in the failure
to account for the intentionality of some (or, on a more extreme

version ) all psychological acts.

'i'he "irreducibility theorists"

are those who reject the relational model and, like Chisholrn 1 insist
that intentionality is "what it is and not another thing".

The

puzzles that beset Anscombe's attempt to provide an account of the
intentionality of sensation4 exemplify the main difficulties for the
irreducibility theory.

These puzzles will be examined in Chapter IV.

l. Prior (1971), p. 130.

2. The third alternative, that of accepting (a) and (c.) but rejecting
(b), would commit us to saying that all thinking constitutes a
relation. This alternative is not available to us insofar as we
are concerned with a theory of intentionality - i.e., with showing
what is distinctive about the psychologicaL Godfrey-Smith {1979)
points out that Prior's own resolution "was to say that ordinarily
(c) is true a~d (a) is false. However he seems to have thought
that in special circt.:.mstances, namely in the case of demonstrative
reference, {a) is true, and the problems associated with (b) and
(c) fail to arise." (p. 231)
3. The "relational theory" of objects of thought which is a logical
consequ~nce of Russell's theory of names and of relations is
developP.d explicitly in Prior (1971).
4. Anscombe (1965).
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The problem with the irreducibility theory is that it fails to capture

£Q!h the intentionality of the act and the fact of

objective

reference in the case of those psychological acts which are directed
to an existing object.
The locus of our discussion in these two chapters isr then, the
problem of objective reference in the case of those psychological acts
which are· directed to an existing object, such as
existing Y.

On the relational theory

which

>1e

X's

thinking of an

turn to now, the

problens arising for a theory of intentionality are traceable to
the fact that the framework for our understanding of "objective
reference" is quite explicitly a two-levelled one, based on

Rc:ssell' s theory of names.
§2.

Belief as a Relation
A natural way of interpreting Brentano's thesis of t!1e object-

directedness of the mental is to say that acts such as thinking,
believing, judging, etc., constitute a relation between the subject
and the

o~ject

of the activity.

For Brentano, the object of mental

reference in the case of cognitive acts such as someone's judging
that p (where p is some proposition) is not a proposition but the
object that the proposition is about.

Thus, if

A

judges that a

unicorn does not exist, the object to which A is intentionally
. a unicorn
'
'
f
'
1 On this
re lat d
e 1s
an d not a un1corn
s non-existence.
interpretation of Brentano's thesis

then

we could say that

sentences about judging, believing, thinking, etc., have the form
of a predicate function taking two names as arguments:believes
Hussell's early attempts to construe belief as a relation is consistent
with such an interpretation
larity ends.

but this, it seems, is where the simi-

For Brentano, the objects to which we are related when

we believe or judge something are intentionally in-existent.

For

Russell, on the other hand, the only objects to which we can stand
in a {genuine) relation are existing things.
The problem of non-existing objects of thought is one which
arises for sentences which are demonstrably about objects of thought,
that is to say, sentences with a direct object

such as "X thinks of

Y", which have the logical form of a two-place predicate.

1. supra p. 2ln.
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to treat believing 1 judging, etc., as relations

we must be able to,

say what it is that the believer, judger, etc., is related to; and
this means that we must have some theory about i:he way in which
~s

sentences telling

what is believed or judged ( such as •A believes

p'f) are to be analysed as sentences telling us what the belief or

judgenent is about ..
In this task, we must begin by recalling a distinction made
earlier,

1

concerni:r.g "objects" of thought,

~

between

, the distinction

we think (the content of thought), on the one hand,

and what we think

(the object of thought), on the other.

Sentences containing a

"that-~

clause 1 e.g., A believes that P 1

exemplify the first; sentences of direct-object form, e.g., A thinks
of Y, exemplify the second.

~we

think may be true or false;

what we think about may be non-existent.

The relational theory is

applicable primarily to objects of thought.

As Prior states it:

"X's thinking of Y constitutes a relation between X and Y when Y
but.~.

exists,

not when Y doesnlt.n

Sentences containing a "that-"

clause pose a two-fold problen for the relational theorist.
if A's thinking (or believing, judging, etc.,)
a relation, what is it that A is related

1£?

First,

p can constitute

A fact?

A proposition?

Or the constituents into which the proposition can be analysed?
Second, our analysis of the thinking, believing, etc., here, in the
form of a relation
saying

that~

nust be an analysis which is consistent with our

is thought, believed, etc., can

problems relating

to~

These

we think are central to Russell's attempts

to construe belief as a relation.
problems

be~·

After we have examined these

we will turn,in §3, to an alternative approach that is

available to the relational theorist

y£., an approach which begins

with a consideration of what we think about.

We can then see the

consequences of this approach for those sentences giving what we think.
If A believes some proposition

to?

p, what is it that A is related

'fhis question is the source of those problems surrounding

Russell's attempts to

construe belief as a relation.

us with two different theories
account of belief.

1. supra pp. 2lff.

i~

l!e points out

the

attem~t

first

Russell presents

to provide a relational

that belief, unlike knowledge,
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can be true or false.

l

Second, the truth or falsity of a belief

depends not on the belief but on sorrething outside that belief:

"

although truth and falsehood are properties of beliefs, they are
properties dependent upon the relations of the beliefs to other things,
2
not upon any internal quality of the beliefs.•
The first of these

observations, concerning the difference between knowledge (or perception) and belief, provides the setting for Russell's "multiple rela.

tion" theory of belief;

3

the second, concerning the difference between

true and false beliefs, provides the setting for his theory of "beliefs
4
as pointers to facts."
The second of these - the theory of "beliefs as pointers to

facts" - concerns the relation between what is believed and the fact
that makes that belief true or false.

It is developed in the course

of his attempt to dispense with propositions as entities which exist
in addition to facts.

There are true and false propositions, but not

true and false facts.

Dispensing with propositions creates problems

concerning the status of objects of belief.

For

You cannot say that you believe facts, because your beliefs
are sometimes wrong .... Wherever it is facts alone that are
involved, error is impossible ... s
But the difficulty of saying that you believe propositions
6
is that "propositions are nothing".
We cannot say that "in addition

to facts there are also these curious shadowy things going about such
as 'That today is Wednesday• when in fact it is

Tuesday~

7

Russell's

problem is to account for the fact that beliefs can be true or
false without thereby saying that belief is a relation between the

believer and some proposition.

Russell's proposed solution is as

follows:
If today is not Tuesday, this fact is the objective of your
belief that today is Tuesday. But obviously the relation of
your belief to the fact is different in this case from what
it is in the case when today is Tuesday. We may say, metaphorically, that when today is Tuesday, your belief that it
is Tuesday points towards the fact, whereas, when today is
not Tuesday, your belief points away from the fact • • • If,

l. Russell (1912), p. ll9.
2. ~-' p. 121.
3. Ibid.; also, Russell (1918) pp. 218ff. The labels of each of these
the.Ories are suggested by Prior (1971), pp. 7, 10.
4. Russell (1921) pp. 271-3.
5. Russell (1918), pp. 222-3
6. ~"' p. 223
7. Ibid.

Also Russell (1918), p. 223.
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on Tuesday, one rr.an believes that it is T"Jesday 'dhile another
believes that it is not Tuesday, their beliefs have the same
objective, namely the fact that it is Tuesday, but the true
belief points towards the fact while the false one poonts
away from it.l

People holding contradictory beliefs (e.g., A's believing that
snow is white and B's believing that snow is not white) are, then,
related to the same fact, but they are, somehow, rela:ed in different
v.·ayR..

As Prior points out, this theory "either gives no account at

all of

wh~t

the

is believed, or else makes this something different when

be~ief is false and when

it is

true~" 2

Prior illustrates this

with the example:When I believe .•• that Jones is musical, what I believe is
the fact that Jones is musical, if that is a fact; but if
it is not a fact, what I believe, when I believe that Jones
is musical, is the fact that Jones is not musical, only I
somehow don't believe this the right w~3
Russell states thatralthough it is sometimes Nling4
uistically convenient• to talk as if belief were a two-termed
Elsewhere

relation between a believer and some single object believed, in
general,
It is not accurate to say 1 I believe the proposition E' and
regard the occurrence as a twofold relation between me and E•
The logical form is just the same whether you beli8ve a false
or a true proposition
The belief does not really
contain a proposition as a constituent but only the constituents
of the proposition as constituents. 5
Given that there are no propositions, belief cannot consist in
a two-termed relation between the believer and a single object, viz,,
a proposition; it is, rather, a relation to those constituents into
which a proposition is analysed.

If belief were to be understood

in this way as a many-termed relation, then, as Hussell saw it, we

could provide a satisfactory analysis of false belief (i.e., the
believing of a false proposition).

For

"a false proposition must,

wherever it occurs, be subject to analyses, be taken to pieces,
pulled to bits, and shown to be simply separate pieces of one fact

1. Russell (1921)' p. 272.
2. Prior (1971). p. 10.

3. Ibid.
4. Russell (1918)' p. 224.

5. Ibid.
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in which the false proposition has been analysed away."

l

In this

version of the multiple relation theory of belief, Russell's rejection
of the dyadic-relation theory consists in the following clain:

are false beliefs; if belief consisted in a
would have to say

two-ter~ed

There

relation, we

in the case of a false belief that what the believer

is related to is a propositiont :ror Russell

there are no propositions.

On an earlier version of the multiple relation theory the arguments against the dyadic-relation theory of belief take a different
form.

2

Russell's concern, here, is to distinguish belief from knowledge

which is a two-termed relation between the knower and the fact known.
Russell argues here

that if belief were a two-termed relation between

the believer and a single object, then there would be no such thing
as false belief:
Othello believes falsely that Desdemona loves Cassia..

We

cannot say that this belie: consists in a relation to a
single object, 'Desdemona's love for Cassie', for, if
there were such an object, the belief would be true. There
is, in fact,no such object, and, therefore Othello cannot have
any relation to such an object. F.ence his belief cannot possibly consist in a relation to this object.3
The rejection of the dyadic-relation theory, here, consists in the
following:

If belief consisted in a relation of the believer to a

single object, then all beliefs would be true beliefs.
Russell proposes, against the dyadic-relation theory of belief,
that A's believing p be

~nderstood

as a many-termed relation between

the believer and the various constituents of the proposition believed.
In the early version of this theory, Othello's believing that Desderr.ona
loves Cassie is to be seen as a relation (viz., that of believing)
which obtains between Othello and Desdemona and loving and Cassia:
Desdemona and loving and Cassia must all be terms in the
relation which subsists when Otr.ello believes that
Desdemona loves Cassia. This relation, therefore, is a
relation of four terrns 1 since Othello also is one of the
terms of the relation.4
When the various elements, Desdemona and loving and Cassia, are
fact "knit together"

5

in a complex which

correspo~ds

in

to the belief

(i.e., in the same order as they are believed), then the belief is
true; where there is no such complex formed by the various constituents
l. Ibid., pp. 223-4

2. Russell (1912)' pp. l19ff.

3. Ibid., p. 124.

4.

~··

p. 125.

5.

~··

p. 126.
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in that order, then the belief is false.

The notion of a fact as a

complex in which certain elements are nkni t

together~

in a certain

order, is left unexplained by Russell; s1milarly, we are left without
any account of how such a complex might succeed or fail in corresponding to a :Oelief.

But, from the point of view of Russell. 's own theory

of relations, a main difficulty with this version of the multiple
relation theory of belief is that it introduces, as objects to which
we can be related, abstract entities corresponding to words such as
"loving" in addition to objects such as those corresponding to the
words "Desdemona" and

"Cassia"~

On this version of the multiple

relation theory of belief, the four-termed relation of believing can
be expressed as a predicate function,

believes

( 1)

but the arguments of the function will include narr.es of abstract
entities such as loving.
Beca~se,

for Russell, it is only existing things to which one

can be related, and because existing things are those things which
are possible objects of acquaintance, we cannot say

t~at

a relation

can obtain between a believer and an entity such as "loving" (or
"x's love") ..

theory,

1

In his later version of the

-multjple relation·

Russell says:-

••• every theory of error soor.er or later wrecks itself by
assuming the existence of the non-existent. As when I say
'Desdemona loves Cassio', it seems as if you have a nonexistent love between Desdemona and Cassia, but that is just
as wrong as a non-existent ~nicorn.~~- 2
To avoid

"assu~ing

the existence of the

non-existent";~.,

"entity' narr.ed by the noun nloving", Russell insists
1

version of the theory that the word
a verb and not as a substantive.

11

an

in this later

loves" continue to function as

So, on this version, Othello's

believing that Desdemona loves cassia would still constitute a manytermed relation between Othello and the constituents of his belief,

l. Russe 11 (1918) , pp. 224ff.

2. Ibid., p. 225. This statement is a~biguous. Is the existence of
~g not to be assumed because it is false that Desdemo:-~a loves
Cassie? Or because loving is an abstract entity? The context of
the statement suggests the latter interpretation, for we are
enjoined to treat "loves" as a verb not as a noun, so that no
abstract entities need be introduced. r-1oreover, on the earlier
version of this theory, it is not Desdemona's (non-existent)
lo~e which is a constituent of what is believed. but, rather, the
entity, loving, per se~
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but this time

the relation would be a complex one obtaining between

Othello and Desdemona and Cassia.

In the particular example we are

using, this relation would be expressed as a predicate function,

something like:( 2}

believes

to love

which takes only names of concrete individuals as arguments.

But

the difficulty with this theory is that it requires us to provide
different accounts of the relation of believing depending on what
it is that is believed in each case.

For example, our account of

believing in (2} above will be different from the account we give
of the relation expressed by :( 2' }

to hate

believes

for the relations in (2} and (2'} have nothing in common.

Russell

seems to have been aware of this consequence for he says "belief

itself cannot be treated as being a proper sort of single term.
Belief will really have to have different logical forms according to
the nature of what is believed. 111

Russell's recognition of this, in

fact, signals the abandonment of the attempt to force "believing"
into the mould of a relation.

We will see

later in this chapter

what kind of account is proposed to replace it.
On any version of a relational theory of believing (or thinking,
etc.} there will be difficulties surrounding the analysis of beliefs
which are not about any particular individual.

If Othello believes

there is someone who is unfaithful, in the sense that it is true of

someone that Othello believes she (or he} is unfaithful, then (if
we are unmoved by any of the above objections}, we might accept a

relational theory of Othello's belief.

But

if Othello's belief is

that someone, i.e., not anyone in particular- just someone, is

unfaithful, it would seem impossible to cast this belief in the form
of a many-termed relation.

Similar problems arise in the case of

Othello's believing that nobody is unfaithful, for here it would seem
that there is no relation at all, for there is nothing to which
Othello stands related,

And yet, it seems, we would want to dis-

tinguish between Othello's not believing anything and Othello's
believing that no-one is unfaithful.

1. Iio~9._., p. 226.
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The difficulties

ht>re

arise from the fact that on the relational

theory it is presupposed that a1l cases of !!believing that" are
disg:.1ised cases of "thinking

(or

"

If this presupposition

were true, there would be a case for serious::y pursuing a relational

theory of belief.

However, on the basis of the

·.vould seem that1 at least

someti~es,

between cases of "belic:ving of"

a:~d

exampl~s

given, it

there is a logical difference
case of

11

bt::lieving that"..

But

the latter cannot even be expressed in tern:.s of the relational approach
to belief discussed here.

:;3.

"Objects". of Thought
The kinds of difficulties that we have seen to arise in the

course of Russell's atter.pts to construe belief as a relation are those

associated with the question, What is it that we are related to in
the case of believing?

But we can attempt a relation-based account

of the psychological from a different starting-po!nt.

Instead of

asking of any particular psychological act, such as thinking, believing,
judging, etc., what it is that we are related to, we can begin with
a consideration of the kinds of things to which we

~

stand in a

genuine relation (as the relational theorist sees it) when we think
or believe something about them.

If we can state the conditions

under which something can constitute a genuine "objectt' of tt:ought

in this sense, we will be able to determine the conditions under which
cognitive acts such as thinking, believing, etc., constitute a real
relation.
We have alreGdy seen how, for Russell, if a sentence contains
a genuine name as subject,.then the sentence

is~

existing individual that is the bearer of that name.
is a constituent of the meaning of the sentence.

the particular

The individual

In this strict

sense of "about", it is only particular existing individuals that
sentences can be "about".

The attempt to force intentionality into

the mould of a real relation represents this same strict interpretation of "about" in the case of "what can be thought about".

Russell interprets this phrase in such a way that only those things
which exist - i.e., are "real" - can be thought

~·

real, existing things can be "objects" of thought.

Thus

only

The existence

of a thing is, for Russell, a necessary but not a sufficient condition
for that thing's being an object of thought.

As we shall see later,

there is an epistemological restriction on the the xinds of existing
things that can be objects of thought - only what is infallibly known
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If Y is a genuine

to exist can be an object of thought, for Russell.

object of thought in A's thinking of Y, then a sentence describing
A's thinking designates a real relation between A and Y.
sentence, "A thinks of Y" _admits quantification:

of by A.

Thus the

C3x) x is thought

All genuine cases of thinking about are expressed in

sentences which admit quantification in this way.
A's thinking about a non-existing Z - for example, Tom's thinking about Pegasus - is
anything.

therefore

The sentence, ''A thinks of Z"

not designate a relation
here.

Thus

about:

not really a thinking "about"
(when z does not

exist~

does

for there is no object to which A is related,

not all cases of thinking of are genuine cases of thinking

Only existing things can be thought about; only existing things

can be objects of thought, for Russell.

What kind of analysis, then,

are we to give of a sentence, "A thinks of Z", when Z does not exist?
A's thinking of Z

exists.

here

might be a case of thinking that Z

In this case we would describe A's thinking in a sentence

of the form,"A thinks that (3x) x is

Z~

Tom's thinking of Pegasus

would thus be analysed as "Tom thinks that there is something such
1
that it is Pegasusf
But not all cases of thinking which are directed
to something non-existent are cases of thinking that that thing
exists.

If A's thinking of Z, in the present example, is not a case

of A's thinking that Z exists, it must still, nonetheless, be a case
of thinking that 1 and not a case of thinking of.
be a case of A's thinking that Z cp' s·.
of analysis is applicable.

Therefore, it must

In this case

the same mode

A's thinking something of a non-existing

Z must be analysed as"A thinks that (3x) x is Z and x cp's;" On this
analysis, Tom's thinking of Pegasus would be rendered as',Tom thinks
that there is something such that it is Pegasus and it cV' s." Thus
all cases of (what we informally call) "thinking of" which are not
genuine cases of thinking about (in Russell's sense) are really
cases of thinking that.

The difference between the tt.vo is a difference

in the guantificational scope of each kind of sentence when analysed:
Genuine cases of thinking about are described in sentences which are
analysable into the form of
(3x) x is thought of by

1. This analysis shows, of course, that "Pegasus" is not a genuine
name but a "sort of truncated or telescoped description
"
Russell (1918), p. 243.
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Cases of thinking that which are not genuine cases of thinking about
are described in sentences which are analysable into the form of
•.• thinks that 13x) x ..• ,
Sentences which have the forrr. of " .•• thinks that" followed by
a proposition are, as we saw earlier, sentences about the content
of someone's thought.

l

Non-existent things which are thought of must

therefore be characterised in terrr.s of the content of someone's

thought.

The content of someone's thought is always a proposition.

Thus, if thinking of a non-existent Z is not a case of thinking that
there exists something which is a Z, then it must be a case of thinking
something of Z - that is, a case of thinking that z

So

~·

if

:ny thinking "of" Pegasus is not a case of simply thinking that Pegasus
exists, it must be a case of thinking that there exists something
which is Pegasus and which Q'S.
be

"Pegasus"~

~y

The content of

thought cannot

It must be some proposition.

Thus, on the relational view, all cases of thinking

2f which

are genuine cases of thinking about constitute real relations ..
Cases such as thinking of a non-existent Z are not really cases of
thinking

~bou!

at all.

Talk about A's thinking of a non-existent
of A's thinking, and can never

Z is really talk about the

be regarded as talk about the object of thought.

Implied here

is

the view that talk about the content of someone's thought can never
be a means to talking about the object of someone's thought.

Sentences

we use to talk about the content of someone's thought have the form
of: A thinks that (3x) xis ••. ;sentences we use to talk about the
object of sorneone's thought have the form of
by ... to • • • (or is thought of by .•• ) •

13x) x is thought

No inference can be made

from sentences of the first form to sentences of the

seco~d

form.

On this analysis, v;hat account can be given of the relation

between the content and the object of someone's thought
instance, A thinks that (an existing) Y is ¢?

when, for

To ask this is to ask:

Under what conditions can a cognitive activity (a thinking-that)
constitute a real relation (i.e., an instance of thinking

~)?

That is to say, what are the conditions for asserting a formal
equivalence between the following:
1. A

thi~ks

that y is ¢

2. A thinks of Y that it is

¢

1. punra, Ch. I. To describe the proposition following the "that-"
clause as the "co~tent" of someone's thought is a non-Russellian
characterisation.
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The existence of some individual, Y, is a necessary but not a
sufficient condition for
that I think

secu~ing

this equivalence.

some individual, viz_.

1

It may be true

'!'ully, that he is a Ronan

(as in 2 \;but it may, at the same time, be false that I think
that Tully is a Roman (as in 1 ) .
am related in 2
may think

E'or the individual to which I

may be known to me only as Cicero.

someone is ir. the next room.

SimLlarly, I

If there is someone in

the next room, then :t is not necessarily true that it is that person
of whom I think that

is in the next room.

A further restriction, then, is needed on

only what really exists can be thought of.

th~

assumption that

To understand the nature

of this restriction it is helpful to talk about "saying of" instead
of "thinking ofl' {at the same time retaining the distinction between

cping

and cping

Thus cases of "saying of

as "(3x) xis said by ••. to
says that (3x) x ••• ").

If the

n

are to be expressed

": "saying that" expressed as"
following is to constitute a real

relation:

1'.

A says that Y is <jJ,

then it must be equivalent to
2'

A says of Y that it is¢.

This equivalence only obtain i f the individual Y, in 1'
referred to by a genuir.e r.a::te ~

is

If /l_ u·ses a genuine na::te to refer: to

some individual Y, then the individual Y is known to A by direct
acquaintance.
is

Thus

the equivalence between l'

and 2' , which

the condition under which a cognitive activity constitutes a

real relation, is secured in virtue of the epistemological principle
of direct acquaintance.

T~us,

for Eussell (and also for Prior) the

epistemological doctrine of knowledge by acquaintance is what secures
the connection between the content and object of thought.
When A's saying (or thinking or believing, etc.)
constitutes a real relation (that of A's saying

~

Y ¢'s

Y that it <jJ's)

then the sentence we use to talk about it is extensional.

It follows

from the relational account so far given, that there are some

-

"nsychological phenomena",viz., thinking of an existing Y, which can

.

be talked about in sentences that are not intentional
that are extensional,.

This conflicts with Chisholm's

i.e .. , sentences
state~ent

that,

when we talk about the ;osychological,we must use sentences which are
intentional.
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The radical nature of this conflict becomes evident when we
see

~hat

Russell's claim consists in saying that, in talking about

some psychological phenomena,we must use sentences that are extensional.
This is particularly clear when we look at the consequence of Russell's
theory where perception is concerned.,

1

Perception is a paradigm case

of an intentional activity which achieves nobjective refer:ence 11

*

For "perceives", in its rrDst common use, is taken to mean a psychological
activity which necessitates that there exist

object.

SO:""Je

On the

relational theory perceiving always constitutes a real relation
between the perceiving subject and the object perceived.
Therefore, on the relational view, any sentence about perceiving will
necessarily be extensional.
The specific problem, here, concerns the "transparencyn of
perception.
exist

so~e

To assert that perceiving necessitates that there
object is to assert that perception

is transparent.

The

kind of transparency that is ascribed to perception by Russell and
his followers

I

shall call "logical transparency".

To say that

"perceives" is logically transparent is to say that any
containing the verb

"perce:vesn

(ii) admits substitutivity.

sent~ence

{i) adrr.its quantification and

Any sentence containing "perceivesll

will fail to satisfy Chisholm's first and third criteria.
Commitnent to Russell's notion of a ureal
associated notion of

11

real, existing individual

11

relation and the

11

is

not a necessary

part of accepting the view that perception e'perceives") is logically
2
transparent.". Quine, for example, captures the logical transpare:1cy
11

of perception in his doctrine of "referentially transparent contexts."
I:t the sentence,

nli perceives o", n;1 perceives ··~" forms a

referentially transparent context if it can be quantified into and,
therefore, admits substitutivity.

Such contexts are, then, extensional.

However, in Quine 1 s case, there is no appeal to "real relations"
and ureal"

existing things.

The context

"A

perceives ••• " is ref-

erentially transparent, if the singular terJJ., "o" which occurs i:-1
that context occupies purely referential pcsition.

"Purely referen-

tial position" is the position that is subject to quantification:

1. Here, again, we must distance the account of perception which
follows logically from Russell's theory of narr.es and of relations
from his "sense-data" theory of perception.
2. Quine (1960), pp. 14lff.
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it is the position occupied by a variable that is bound by the quantifier which stands outside of the context:

11

(3x) A perceives x".

One consequence.of the Russell-Quine approach is the reduction
of the intentional to the extensional:

Ne can say all we want to

say about psychological phenomena in sentences which are extensional.
We have seen how this is so when, for Russell, the psychological act
constitutes a real relation

or, for Quine, v.•hen the pheno;nenon is
transparent.

However, the reductivist claim requires that we show how those
recalcitrant cases of thinking of a
..•

~ight

Z or believing that

also be talked about in sentences which are extensional.

Ne have already seen hmv, for Russell, A's thinking of a non-existent
Z is sir:ply a disguised case of A's thinking

A sentence

about A's thinking that something is the case is a sentence about A.
It is a sentence which ascribes to A the property of thinking-acertain-proposition,
of lfA."

p~

11

Thinking (or believing) p" is now predicated

In this predication, "p 11 occurs non-transparently (to

borrow from Russell's earlier terrr.inology).

a constituent of the sentence "A believes

It does not occur as

Russell suggests that

to say that "A believes p" is to say that "he is in one of a number
of describable states"

and, further, that this "psychological"

state can in fact be described in purely physical terms.

1

Quine

develops this suggestion by attempting to show that descriptions of
11

psychological states" can be reduced to descriptions of behavic:..Ir:

To say that A is in one of a number of describable "psychological"
states is to say nothing more than that A is disposed to respond
behaviourally in certain ways to certain stirnuli under certain
conditions .2 So-called npsychological phenomena" are nothing other

than dispositions to behave in certain ways; behavioural dispositions
are describable in sentences which are extensional; therefore

the

intentional can be eliminated altogether.
There are two moves in this general development of Russell's
original insights.

These two moves ~ep~esent (i) extensionalism -

the claim that the intentional can be reduced to the extensional;
and, (ii) behaviourism - the claim that the intentional can be eliminated altogether.

The first of these states that we can say all we

1. Russell (1940), pp. 267ff.

2. Quine (1960)
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want to say about psychological phenomena in sentences which are
extensional; the second states that the "psychological" is, in fact,

nothing other than physical states of affairs.
These consequences of Russell's attempt to accommodate inten-

tionality into his theory of relations are in direct conflict'with
Chisholm's thesis of intentionality.

For Chisholm:

(i) In talking

about the psychological we must use sentenceR which are intentional
(i.e., non-extensional); (ii) sentences about psychological

pheno~ena

cannot be translated into sentences about physical (i.e., nonpsychological) phenomena.
§4.

Conclusion
l'ie have seen

here

two different ways of attempting to charac-

terise objects of thought in terms of the relational theory.

The first,

consistent with Brentano's thesis of the object-directedness of the
mental, begins with the assumption that all sentences abeut the
psychological have the logical form of a relational sentence , that
is, a predicate function taking names as arguments.

The second

approach is prerr.issed on Russell's own theory of relations which
tells us that only those things which (are infallibly known to)
exist can be genuine objects of a relation, and it is only when this
conditio:-~

is satisfied that a cognitive act such as thinking, believing,

etc., can be analysed in

ter::~s

of a relational ser.tence.

The difficulties surrounding Russell's

atte~pts

to construct

a relational theory of belief are those arising from the question,
What is it that the believer is related to in the case of A's
believing p?
such

thi:-~g

We cannot say it is a fact, for then there would be no

as false

belie~;

but if, to allow for the possibility of

false belief, we say that it is a proposition, then we must admit
that such entities as false propositions exist in addition to facts
(which, we might say, are true propositions); if we propose that the
believer is related to the constituents into which the proposition
can be analysed, then we must

eit~er

admit the existence of abstract

entities such as loving or fidelity, or else we :'1ust resign ourselves
to the fact that there is nothing common to different instances of
believing.
But there are difficulties of a more general kind with any
attempt to construe belief as a relation.

From A • s believing p

q, we are entitled to infer that A believes P·

&

But, if "believes"
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is a two-place predicate taking names as arguments, as a relational
theory requires, then this inference is blocked, for "p

are different names.

&

q·" and "P"

A relational theory of belief, therefore,

obscures the internal logical structure of the "content'' of
(i.e., the proposition believed).
the verb "believes

11

a belief

This does not happen if we treat

as part of an operator which forms a sentence from

another sentence - the kind of analysis which we have seen to be
appropriate in treating "believes

11
,

etc., as intensional functions.

1

Moreover, if all cases of believing are to be analysed as relations

in this way, then no sentences about believing will satisfy the criteria of absence of existential implication or of non-substitutivity.
For if all sentences about believing do have the logical form of a
predicate function taking names as arguments, then, according to
Russell's account of relational sentences,
imply existence and admit substitutivity.

will always be an extensional function,

2

.

those sentences w1ll
"Believes", on this account,

vi~.,

one which satisfies

the formula:(p}

(q): p

= q. ::>.

F(p}

= F(q) 3

On the second approach, there is no presumption that all psychological acts constitute a relation

and, consequently, no problems

about trying to say what it is that the subject of such acts is
related to.

On this approach, the relational theorist begins with

the premise that the subject can only be related to things which
(are infallibly known to) exist.

On this approach, the only cases

where believing thinking, etc., constitute relations are those in
which this condition is satisfied.

Here, it is only those cases of

believing, thinking, etc., which are genuine relations that are
described in relational sentences- i.e., sentences which imply
existence and admit substitutivity

sional sentences.

HOI-lever.

and which are, therefore, exten-

it is a logical consequence of this theory,

as we have seen, that cases of thinking, believing, etc., which do
not constitute genuine relations

and

are, therefore, not described

l. supra, pp. 23ff.
2. supra, p. 53.
3. supra, p. 23. On this analysis, 11 A believes p 11 fails to satisfy
ChiSholm's second criterion - non-implication of truth or falsity as well as the other two. For here, "A believes" is a truth-func-

tion of "p":

The value of the function F(p) depends upon the truth

of p~ Chisholm's second criterion tells us that "A believes" is
not a truth-function of ''p''•
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in

relational sentenct:s are

which are extensional.

nonetheless

described in sentences

For, if a sentence describing A's believing

p is not a relational sentence

about some existing individual A

it is, nonetheless, a sentence

and 1 for this reason, is extensional.

The first of these approaches, exemplified by Russell's theory
of belief as a relation, commits us to the view that all sentences
about believing are relational sentences and, therefore 1 sentences
which fail to satisfy the criteria for intentionality; the second
approach, although it allows that only some sentences about believing,
may be relational sentences, nonetheless leads to the view that all

sentences about believing are extensional.
The relational theory rer se,

as well as the

co~sequences

of

this theory, are in direct conflict with a theory of intentionality.
A theory of intentionality must incorporate the thesis that mental
phenomena can succeed in achieving objective reference.

If we accept

a moderate version of the relational theory, which admits that only
some sentences about the psychological -

, those which are rela-

tional - are non-intentional, then we remove from the class of the
intentional .precisely those sentences about acts which do succeed in
achieving objective reference (e.g., thinking of an existing Y).

It

is just these sentences (about "successfulu acts of mental reference)
which the revised intentionality thesis was designed to include.
If we accept the more extreme extensionalist and behaviourist consequences of the relational theory, then we dismiss the intentional
altogether.
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CHAPTER IV.

INTENTIONALITY, RELATIONS AND OBJECTS (II):
THE IRREDUCIBILITY THEORY

§1.

Introduction
An alternative approach to the problem of how individual acts

are capable of objective reference is that offered by philosophers
who claim that intentionality is irreducible - that intentionality
is "what it is and not another thing".

All thought is intentional.

The intentionality of thought cannot be reduced to anything else,
nor can it be eliminated altogether.

Thus the irreducibility theory

is opposed to the relational theory that we have been discussing,
for it denies both that intentional sentences can be reduced to
extensional constructions, and the possible consequence of this view,
that the intentional can be eliminated altogether.

After a brief

discussion of Chisholm's own arguments for the thesis that intentionality
is irreducible, I shall turn to some of the problems that arise
viz., those problems which beset Anscombe's

for such a thesis

attempts to provide an account of the intentionality of sensation.
For Chisholm, talk about the psychological is characterised by
intentionality.

The criteria for a sentence's being intentional are

linguistic criteria, as we have seen.

An important corollary of this

thesis is that talk about nonpsychological phenomena must be nonintentional.

That is to say, in talking about the nonpsychological,

we must use sentences which do not satisfy the criteria given.
Expressed in this way, the thesis of intentionality stands opposed
to certain kinds of behaviourism and physicalism which seek to eliminate the psychological in favour of nonpsychological or "purely
physical" phenomena.

As Chisholm sees it, the failure of such

theories is demonstrated by the fact that intentional constructions
defy translation into non-intentional constructions.
For example, Chisholm

1

seeks to show that behaviourist renderings

of psychological attitudes fail, because

ultimately

we must still

have recourse to intentional language to talk about these "de-psychologised" phenomena, or else we must recognise a covert psychological
aspect to the substitute phenomena.

To re-express the psychQlogical

attitude of A's thinking of x in terms of linguistic behaviour such
as A 1 s disposition to utter a sentence which designates or refers
to x requires that we use intentional language to describe that
behaviour.

For, according to Chisholm, the terms "designate" and

1. Chisholm (1957), Ch. 11.
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"refer" are intentional in virt'...l.e of the first criterion (lack of

existential implication).
Chisho1m 1s notion of Hreferringn, here, is clearly opposed to
that of Russell,

For Russell 1 if some expression refers to x, then

necessarily there exists some object, x.

And if some language-user

A uses an expression N to refer to x, then
so~e

object; x, to which A is

is not

so~

re~ated.

necessarily

there exists

For Chisholm, however, this

If an expression, N, refers to sortething, it does not

follow either that that thing exists or that it does not exist.
Chisholm explains his position as follows:
Hhen we talk about what is 'designated' or 'referred to' by
words or sentences, our own sentences are intentional. Vlhen
we affirm the sentence 1 In Ger~an,
designates, or
refers to, unicornstt we do not imply that there are any
unico~ns and we do not imply that there are not; and sirr.ilarly
when we deny the sentence. If we think of words and sentences
as classes of noises and marks, then we may say that words and
sentences are 'physical' { 1 nonpsychological*) phenomena~ But
we must not suppose the meaning of words and sentences to be
a property which they have apart from their relations to the
psychological attitudes of the people who
the:D •••• A word
or sentence designates so-and-so only if people ~ it to
designate so-and-so.l
Here

Chisholm justifies his theory of "semantic" reference - the

theory that a linguistic expression can refer without implication of
existence -by appeal to a theory of npersonaln reference,
it is we, the language-users, ·.vho do the referring ..

~. 1

that

we :night remark

here that Chisholm's notion of reference is compatible with Frege's
notion of (semantic) reference which admits names that do not refer
to anything.

We will see, moreover, in Chapter VI, how Chisholm's

account echoes that of Husserl's theory of linguistic reference
which tells us that it is an intentional act which "animates" the
mere physical signs or sounds

maki~g

them vehicles of reference.

Chisholm goes on to a<gue that we cannot replace talk about
a word's tldesignatingtt or "referring 11 by talk about some object's
satisfying the intension of a certain word or ?redicate.

For the

adequacy of this kind of account is tested by the willingness or
preparedness of some language-user, A, to utter a word or assent to
it under certain conditions.

Now, either we describe this situation

of A's readiness to ascribe the word or predicate to some object on
a particular occasion in terms of A's

l. Ibid., p. 174-5.

- in which case we
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re-introduce intentional! ty - or

we describtc• tt-:e situation in purely

physicalistic terms as a situation of response to a stimulus.

The

latter involves talking about purely physical events ar:d states of

affairs.

Chisholm argues that attempts to do this inevitably fail.

A's readiness to ascribe

so~e

word 'P' to some object 1 0, can never

be reduced to a case of response to a stimulus.

For ascribing a

word to an object involves Ats "taking something to ben a¢ ..

Consist-

ency of A's responses to certain stimuli can tell us, of certain
takes

~A

tell us when

the~

A

to be 6·

does

thing~

But, of any of these things, it cannot

take it to be Q·

For Chisholm, then, talk about the psychological cannot be
replaced by talk about the nonpsychological,

such as talk about

linguistic behaviourr physical states, responses to stimuli;
implies

This

and is implied by the fact that intentional constructions

cannot be translated into
The
a~alysis

p~oblem

non-intentio~al

constructions.

for the irreducibility theorist is to provide an

of those psychological acts which are directed to an existing

object without thereby losing sight of the intentionality of the
sentences we use to talk about them:

Is it possible to assert that

the objects of such acts are real, existing objects, while

at the

same time preserving the intentionality of sentences about those
acts?
The irreducibility theorists insist that nA's thi!!king of Y
is the same sort of thing whether Y exists or not" -Prior's third
clause.

Existence or non-existence of the object is irrelevant to

the truth of a sentence about A's thinking of some object 1 Y.

A's

thinking of an existing Y submits to tte same kind of analysis as
A's thinking of a non-existing Y.

activities have the form of

A

Sentences about either of these

thinks (3x),, .x.,..

Thus

for a

sentence of the form, A thinks that (jx) ... x ... , on the irreducibility
view 1 there may be a true substitution-instance of the quantified
for~ula

which occurs within the scope of the psychological verb.

Existence of the object thought about

canno~ mea~

of some object, Y" is to be analysed as (3x) x

that "A thinks

is thought of by A,

as the relational theorists insist.
What this means"is that for the irreducibility theorists, the
expression nwhat can be thought aboutrt is interpreted in such a way
that anything whatsoever can be thought about.

l. Anscombe (1965)

\-/hen Anscombe

l

says
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that she uses the expression
she means precisely

this~

"object of thought" in the "old" sense,

The "old" sense of "object of thought" is

the sense in which we say of all psychological acts that they are
directed to some object.
therefore

The sense of "object of thought"

Brentano's sense.

here

is

By contrast, Russell's sense of "object

of thought" is the sense in which only existing things - or things
known infallibly to exist - could be called an "object of thought"
or what's thought "about".

So, on Ansrombe's view, sentences about

existing objects of thought are to be analysed in the same way as
sentences about non-existing objects of thought, viz., in the form
of A ljl's that (3x)

§2.

... x ....

Anscombe's Theory of Intentional Objects
Anscombe conflates intentionality with a 't' with intensionality

with an 's' saying that the differences in spelling are the result
of Sir William Hamilton's idea of transforming the old logical word
"intention" into one that "looked more like 'extension'. 111 Anscombe
is

in fact mistaken in thinking this.

As William Kneale points out,

"In Hamilton's usage 'intension' had nothing at all to do with
'intention', being merely a rather unfortunate substitute for the word
'comprehension', which the Port Royal logicians used for the range
of attributes signified by a general term in distinction from the
extension or range of examples to which it might be applied truly."
Anscombe's choice of the "older spelling" of intension with a

11

t

11

2

is

significant, however.
Anscombe regards "intention" and its cognates as a logical
notion, but prefers this

11

older'' spelling because "the word is the

same as the one in common use in connexion with action ~,J

It is because

l. Ibid., p. 159.
2. Kneale (1968), p. 84. Kneale goes on to say:
"Hamilton's new word
and his associated doctrine of the inverse variation of intension
and extension were both suggested to him by a passing remark of
Cajetan that there is an extensive sense in which a genus may be
said to have a greater collective power than a species, because
it contains more members, and an intensive sense in which a
species may be said to have a greater collective power than a
genus,
because it unites its members more closely (Hamilton's
Lectures on Logic, val. I, p. 14l) ..n These remarks serve to distance
Hamilton's original notion of "intension" from that of the postRussellian philosophers like Quine and Putnam for whom "intensions"
are said to be "mental entities:' ~, Ch. V.
3. Anscombe

(1965), p. 159.
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the same concept occurs in relation to saying,

that we can "make the bddge to the logician's use".
Thus

to langLiage 1

i.e~,

1

for Anscombe, the logical features which constitute the

intentionality of sentences derive from her philosophical psychology.
Specifically, these features derive frorr, what Anscornbe sees as the
distinctive features of intentionalr:ess in action.

li'hese are as

follows:
(i)
come true.
(ii)

Descriptions under which you intend to do 'fihat you do may not
Anscombets example is that of a slip of the tongue or pen.

The description under which you intend what you do may

be vague or indeterminate.

For example, you mean to put the book

on the table, but not to put it anywhere in particular on the table.
However, in put Ung the book on the table, you do put it in a particular
spot.
(iii)

Not any description of what you do describes it as the

action you intended:

only under certain of its descriptions will

it be intentional.
Analogous features are to be found in the case of sentences which
are intentional.

Anscombe is talking here about

verb takes an object or object-phrase.

se~tences

whose

Features analogous to those

above are to be found in relation to the descriptions occurring as
object-words or phrases of intentional sentences of this kind.

These

features are:
(i)'

The possible non-existence of the object:

like "X thought of ___ n and "X worships

n

Because sentences

do not

rt~quire

completion with the name of something real in order to be true, they
are not to be assirr.ilated to sentences like ''X bit

!'/

\<~hich

must,

if true, be completed by adding the name of something real.
(ii)'

':'he possible indeterminacy of the object:

"I can think

of a man without thinking of a man of any particular height; I cannot
2
hit a man without hitting a man of some particular height."
(iii)'

Non-substitutability of different descriptions of the

object, where it does exist.
~hese

are, for Anscombe, the criteria for the intentiona:ity of

sentences ..

1. ~·
2.
., p. 161
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Before considering Jmscombe's criteria for intentionality, it
is importar:t to examine the origins of these criteria in those features

of intentionalness of action which have been stated above#
characteristics (i) - (iii) have

bee~

The

selected on the basis of a

certain way of analysing descriptions of intentional actions.

Each

of them implies a contrast between
(a) a description under which I intend to do x; and
(b) a description which is true of x,
where

ttx«

is something that J do..

This mode· of analysis is motivated

by considerations of a straightfon<ardly Cartesian kind:

Knowledge

of my intentions - expressed by (a) - is not based on observation,
and is something to which I ha\;e "privileged access"; knowledge of

what is getting done - expressed by (b) - is based on observation,
and is something that is publicly accessible.

In short, intentional

action - ttwhat I am doing" - is analysable in terms of a "private" and
a "publicrt component.

This Cartesian-inspired analysis gives us

what is peculiar to intentional action.

At the same time however

this kind of analysis imposes serious constraints
logical kind

of an epistemo-

on our understanding of "intentional action",

Donnellan, 1

for exar:;ple, shows that reports of one's own intentional actions {of
the kind expressed in (a) above) cannot be assinilated to the standard
models of Cartesian "knowledge without observation" ..
17lodels, which are

first-person

For the standard

reports of psychological states or

of kinaesthetic sensations, display not only non-observational
k~owledge

but

irr~unity

to error as well.

But reports of one's own

intentional actions display the seerr,ingly incompatible features
of being known non-observationally, and, at the same time, being open
to the possibility of error.

However

these features are incompatible

only from the standpoint of Descartes' dualistic epistemological
framework.

The intentionality of action cannct be accommodated within

such a framework.
One way of releasing intentionality from the constraints of
such a framework, it would seem, is to characterise intentionality
as a logical feature of language rather than as a psychological
feature of action.

This means that considerations of an

episte~olo

gical kind are replaced by considerations concerning the logical
features of language.

Moreover, it looks as though the dualism of

the Cartesian episteDological framework can be undercut, for it is
l. Donnellan (1963)
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precisely the intentionality of e.g .. , "perceives", which allows us

to say that the object of perception is some real, existing thing,and
not some pure

nental ite:n to which we have privileged access.,.

However - to anticipate a fundac;.ental difficulty in Anscorobe 's
account - the characteristics of the intentionality of language
derive from those features of intentionalness in action which are
themselves a product of a dualistic analysis of intentionalness in
action ..

This dualism persists in Anscombe 1 s account of the intention-

ality of language but not at any overt level.

The distinction ex-

ploited by Anscombe between "intentional objects" and "material
objects" bears no resemblance to a dualism of the incorrigibly and
the corrigibly known, the privately and the publicly accessible, or
of inr.er and outer

real~s.

It is, rather, a distinction designed

to cut across any of these dualisms.

However, it is in the very

setting up of the problems of intentionality that certain dichotomies
are imported.

The puzzles surrounding intentionality arise because

intentionality cannot be accommodated into any of these imported
dichotomies.
Our

problem concerns cbjective reference in the case

of those intentional activities which are directed to an existing
object.

In Anscombe's case, this is the problem of ensuring that

the obiectEi of such acts are not appearances or some kind of counterpart to the real thing, without thereby losing sight of the intentionality of the

~'he

problem of objective reference is r.ost acute

in the case of those "sensation-verbs

11

exemplified by the verb

"perceives" in that sense which necessitates that there be some real,
existing object..
Ansco~be's

For sentences containing "perceives't must, on

account, still be intentional.

As Anscombe sees it, a satisfactory account of the intentionality
of perception must incorporate the insights of both realist and senseimpression theories, but must exclude what she takes to be incorrect
in each of these doctrines.

Anscombe introduces her notions of

"intentional objects" and "material object" to help provide such an
account.

The puzzles that arise from here account of intentionality

are, however, traceable to the kinds of distinctions operative in
the doctrines of both realism and sense-impression theories - these
distinctions are imported into Anscombe's setting up of the problem.
I shall conclude the present discussion by considering the
way in which Anscombe states the problem of objective reference and
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by outlining her grammatical criteria for intentionality.

We can then

turn to an analysis of Anscombe's thesis concerning the intentionality
of "perceives, and an examination of the puzzles that surround her
thesis.

In the course of this, I shall make explicit some of the

fundamental distinctions which are responsible for these puzzles.
The problem of objective reference first emerges in Anscombe's
discussion of the criterion of possible non-existence of the object.
Sentences about psychological acts, like sentences about physical acts,
have the form of a predicate expression and two referring expressions:
X ¢'s Y.

The problem about "objects of thought" is the problem about

what kinds of thing can be picked out by "Y" in this formula if the
predicate "¢" designates some psychological act.

The truth of a

sentence about. a physical act, "X bit ___ ", demands that the name
of something real be inserted in the blank.

This is not the case with

sentences like "X thinks of _____ " or "X worships

"

names may fill the blank in these last two sentences.

But when

Vacuous

the name of something real does fill the blank in c. true sentence
like ''X thinks of

n

then "it is the real thing itself,

not some intermediary, that X thought of."

l

When thinking, worship-

ping, etc., are directed to an existing object, then the object of
thought, worship, etc., is precisely that real, existing thing that
one might also kick, bite, hit, etc.
What Anscombe wants to resist, here, is the suggestion that an
object of thought is some mere idea, mental image or ghostly counterpart of the real thing.

If it is an idea or mental image which

constitutes the object of thought in X's thinking about some non-existing
Y, then we must, to be consistent,

say that it is an idea or image

which constitutes the object of X's thought when he is thinking about some
existing Y.

But this is clearly false

in that, if I am thinking of

Winston Churchill, then it is the real existing individual which I
am thinking of, and not some idea of him.
made in a different way.

The same point can be

As Prior, quoting Reid, says:

"

it is

surely obvious ••• that to think of X is one thing and to think of
an idea or image of X is another thing, and the difference is
especially obvious when X itself doesn't exist but the idea or image
does."

2

l. Anscombe

(1965), p. 161.

2. Prior (1971), p. 129.

83

F'or Anscombe,

11

intentional object'' is a gramrr.atical notion:

Intentional objects are a sub-class of gramClatical direct objects.
The notion of "{grammatical) direct object" is explicated in terms
of the gramrr,atical understanding displ2yed in giving the direct
object of a sentence such as ",John gave Mary

a bool(".

Here, the

question, "What is the direct object of the verb of this sentence?"
is equivalent to the question,
gave Mary?t1

~~~vhat

does the sentence say John

Grammatical understanding of

11

direct object" is displayed

by the "special use n of the phrase, "a book 11

By "special use"

response to this question.

that the phrase

"a book

11

1

1

when it is used in
here

Anscombe means

as ansvter to the question 1 does not name

a bit of language, nor sorr,ething that language stands for.
al objects are a sub-class of such

Intention-

ob~ects.

Intentional objects are contrasted with material objects.
The contrast is made in the following way:

X aims at something

which he takes to be a stag, but which is, in fact, his father.
~·;e

can describe this act by a sentence of the form,

11

X

at

ai~ed

If the blank is filled in by a description under which X aimed
at something- viz., the phrase, "a stag", -then this phrase gives

us the intentional object of X's aiming.
1-vhich the sentence

But there is a sense in

"X airr.ed at his fathern is true.

Here

the

blank is filled in by a description which is true of the object
aimed at.

Phrases giving a description true of the object <P'd,

where "¢'s" is an intentional verb, are said to give the material

object of ¢-ing.
exist-

e.g~,

v;hen X aims at something which does not in fact

an hallucinatory stag- then there is an intentional

object of his aiming, but no material object.
totally hallucinatory scene,

X,

If, still in this

in fact shoots his father, this would

not make his father the material object of his aiming.

For a

material object is given by a description which is true of what is
- that is to say, true of the intentional object.

Finally,

where X aims at something which he takes to be his father
is

and which

in fact. his father, then 1 in the sentence 1 »x aimed at his

father", the phrase

'This father"

gives us both the intentional

objE'ct and the material object of his aiming.

But this cannot mean

that intentional object and material object are one ancl the same
thing.

For the sentence necessarily has an intentional object, but

only contingently a

~aterial

object.

Thus, the more appropriate way

•
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of stating this is to say that the intentional object "aligns with"l
the

~aterial

object.

We are now in a position to see how

~r;nscorr,be

proposes to deal

with the problem of objective reference in the case of those intentional
acts which are. directed to an existing object.

The problem is one

concerning the relation between intentional and Material objects.
In particular, it is the puzzles S'Jrcounding the intentionality of
sensation-verbs like

11

perceives" which create the E.£9..blem.

As men-

tioned earlier, Anscombe does not provide a solution to the problem.
She only succeeds in setting the probleM up.
cussing the way in which

lmsco~be

In the course of dis-

sets up the problem of the intention-

ality of sensation, I propose to ffiake explicit some of the presupposition

§3.

involved~

The Intentionality of Perception
In the case of "perceives", Anscombc's notions of intentional

and Material objects are introduced to perforM a variety of tasks:
l. First, they are designed to capture the "transparency" of

perception and, thereby to preserve the distinction between veridical
and non-veridical perceptual experiences.
tion

here

means

existence of some

11

"Transparency"' of percep-

perceives" in the sense which necessitates the

object~

If the transparency of perception is

not insisted upon, then there can be no distinction between veridical
and mistaken perceptual experiences - a distinction we

preserve

if we are to claiM that perception, a psychological act, is capable
of objective reference.
2. Second, the distinction between intentional and material
objects is introduced to capture what is correct in the doctrines of
sense-impression theories and realism:

Sense-impression theorists

are correct in insisting that, in the case of any sensation (i.e.,
perception}, there is always a describable sense-impression.
view acknowledges the fjsensation-aspect" of
l~

11

perceivesu..

':"his

Realists

This is not Anscornbe's way of characterising the relation between
intentional and material object - the problem is that Anscombe
does not (and, as we will see, cannot) offer us a satisfactory
account of bow the two are related. This characterisation does,
however; serve a useful intuitive purpose of preserving the
relevant differences and si~ilarities between the intentional and
Material object in the case of this particular example.
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are correct in insisting that there is a sense in 'dhich the truth of

a perceptual claire. depends upcn contextual. features - i.e., that

there exist the object claiMed to be perceived.
ledges the

temic

"

aspect of

11

This view acknow-

"perceives"~

Anscombe's account

of intentionality in terms of intentional and material

ects is

designed to capture both of these aspects of "perceives", and hence
to legitimise the two uses of perceives - its use in describing mere
sense-impressions, and its use in describing what is claimed to
really exist.
I turn now to an analysis of Anscombe's arguments concerning
the intentionality of .,perceives" ..

(l.)

is always an intentional

T~ere

Sense-impression

t~eorists

o~ject

of perceiving.

such as Berkeley,

l

and realists (amongst

whom Ar:scombe seeTI'.s to include ordinary-language philosophers like
G .. E .. Moore and Rylean beha\riourists) fail,

in their different ways,

to acknowledge the intentionality of perception:

Sense-impression

theorists flmisconstrue intentional objects as material objects of
?

sensation" r ... realist philosophers "allow only r.,aterial objects of
sensation".

Ansco~be,

however, wants to retain what she sees as

being correct in each of these views.

Sense-lmpression theorists

are correc: in claiming that there is always some content of a
person's visual experience: The dictG~, "He who sees must see
3
sor.,ething", is true if it is taken to nean just this. Anscombe
re-expresses this as the thesis that there is always an intentional
object of perceiving ..
(2.)

There is such a thing as the material use of "perceives".

In this the realists are correct:

There is a sense of nperceives"

according to which it is appropriate to say, "You couldn't
a unicorn; unicorns don't

exist~.

4

~ave ~

Taken this way, perception is held

to be "transparent" {in a sense to be explained, below).

Non-existence

of the object is an objection to the truth of a claim to have perceived
that obj-ect.

The IT:aterial use of "perceives" is the use which der::ands

a materia1. object..
a

tree~,

===of

If I use "perceives" materially in "I perceive

then I intend the words

"a tree" as giving the material

my perce.iving.

1. Russell's 11 sense-data 11 tteory of perce1 v1ng is, for Anscombe,
included amongst the sense-impression theories. Anscombe (1965),
p. 169.
2. ]:_J;lid.

3. Ibid., pp. 173-4.
4,

~.,

p.l7l.
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(3 • )

"Perceives" may have a merely intentional use.

l

In the sentence, "I perceive a tree", I may be using

in its merely intentional sense.
"a tree" as a description of

11

11

perceives"

In this case, I intend the words

what-appears-to-me 11

description of my sense-impression.

-

that is, a

The idealistS are correct,

insofar as there is such a thing as describing sense-impressions, and
moreover

these descriptions may be quite varied and diverse.

There

may be a number of different descriptions that I can give of any one
sense-impression.
( 4.)

The material use of "perceives" is its primary use.

2

The material use of "perceives" is the use most often intended.

But,

more importantly, the material use is epistemologically prior to its
merely intentional use.

"Ordinary language" philosophers are

correct in claiming that descriptions of appearances-to-me are
derivative from descriptions of things as they really are:
understanding of a description-of-an-appearance
understanding of a description
( 5.)

of~

Our

presupposes our

an appearance is of.

The test of whether "perceives" is being used materially or in

its merely intentional sense is the preparedness of the user to
withdraw his claim to have "perceived o" when confronted with evidence
of the non-existence of

n

0

n

•

3

I have introduced into this analysis two notions which require
further elaboration:

The

11

transparency" of perception and the

''epistemological priority'' of the material use of "perceives".
The problem of the intentionality of perception is the problem
of preserving both

(a) the transparency of perception, and (b) the

intentionality of perception.

The

11

transparency" of perception,

here, cannot mean Quine's "logical transparency" for this characterisation excludes the possibility of ascribing intentionality to
"perceives 11
Chisholm's

•

If a context is logically transparent, then none of
criteria for intentionality is satisfied.

To distinguish

the transparency_ of perception in Anscombe 's characterisation, I
shall introduce the term, "psychologically transparent".

To say that

perception is psychologically transparent is to affirm that there

l. Ibid., p. 174.

2. Ibid., p. 172.
3. Ibid., p. 171-2.
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must exist some object but to deny that different descriptions of
the object can be substituted for one another, salva veritate.

It

follows from this that perception is intentional by virtue of Chisholm's
1
(and Anscombe's) third criterion of non-substitutivity.
vie have already seen hm< the thesis of the logical transparency
of perception endorsed by extensionalist theories, such as those
of Russell and Quine, means that sente!lces about perceiving carry
existe!ltial implication and adBi t substi tuti vi ty.

The thesis of

the psychological transparency of perception, on the other hand, tells
us that sentences about "perceives" which imply existence need not

be extensional, that is, admit substitutivity.

The difference

between these tWO Ways Of characterising the ntransparencyN Of
perception results from the different kinds of

which are

seen to be appropriate for sentences about perceiving.

If "A perceives

o" is taken to imply something of the form:-

(3x) x is perceived by A,
then

it follows that

pe~ceiving

sentence admits substitutivity).

is logically transparent.
If the same sentence 1

~A

(The
perceives

o", is taken to imply something of the form:A perceives (that)

(3x) x •.• ,

then it follows that perceiving is psychologically transparent:
Bay be a true substitution-instance of the formula

There

(i.e., the object

perceived may exist), but the sentence does not admit substitutivity.
We must now look to the motivation for treating perception as
psychologically transparent.
If we take perception to be psychologically transparent, then
•..;e use the verb "perceives" in the sense 'iV"hich necessitates that

there exist some real object.

Non-existence of the object will be

an objection to the truth of any sentence containing "perceives".
Any true sentence containing "perceives"

will

therefore be a

sentence about a veridical perceptual experience.

I f :ny "perceptual"

1. We can disregard here (a) Chisholm's second criterion of lack
of implication of truth or falsity, for it is inapplicable to the
kinds of sentences we are talking about,

i~e~,

sentences which

take a direct object. Moreover we can, for the moment, disregard
(b) Anscombe's second criterion of possible indeterminacy. For
if a sentence satisfies this criterion, it is
intentional by her third criterion of non-substitutivity: E'rom
the
truth of "I perceive a leafy treen we cannot infer "I perceive a
tree with 5,839 leaves even though the latter, simply by describing
further determinations of the object perceived, is true of that
object.
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experience is non-veridical - if I claim to perceive an X when,
in fact, there exists no X - then the sentence I use to report this
claim will be false.

l<hat this means is that rr.y claim to perceive

X (when the experience is non-veridical) is a mistaken claim.

Only

veridical experiences constitute a genuine c:aim of "perceiving Xtt;
non-veridical experiences constitute a mistaken claim of "perceiving

This means thatr if we subscribe to the view that perception

is "transparent", we thereby assert (a) the primacy of veridical
experiences:

percept~al

Only veridical perceptions are genuine

cases of "perceiving X"; and 1 {b) this is an eeLstemolooical priority.

To explain this more fully; we must recall our earlier discussion
concerning the difference between real and imagined objects of
intentional
I

x.

acts~

can distinguish between an idea (or image) of x ana a real

At this phenor,enological level, the distinction between the real

x and an idea of x is epistemologically

neutral~

The questions, How

do I know that this is the real x? or How do I know that this is an
idea (or image) o: x? have not been introduced.
B~t

given a particular experience,

can raise the question, How do

I

e.g~,

of perceiving x 1 we

know that it's the

x?

This

question is motivated by straightforwardly Cartesian considerations:
Given that there are real thir.gs and ideas or images o: those things,
and given that there can be ideas ana images without there being any
real thing, the idea or the image can be a source of error.

Therefore,

how can I be sure that rr.y experience is in fact an experience of a
real - i.e. existing -object?

Here, "attaining" only the image or

the idea constitutes error; "attaining" the real constitutes knowledge ..
Therefore, epistemological priority is conferred upon attainment of
the real.

Anscombe's way of distinguishing between the idea and the

real involves this assumption

Vlhich, it would see111 1 is unnecessary,
as the distinction can be drawn phenomenologically, on the basis of
a more neutral set of assumptions.

It would be misleading to say that Anscombe and others are
importing Descartes' epistemological dualism into accounts of the
intentionality of perception by subscribing to the view that perception is psychologically transparent.

(In fact, as mentioned earlier,

by a commitrr.ent to just this account of perception, Cartesian d'Jalism
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seems to be undermined).

However

iTl accepting the epistemological

priority of veridical perception, Anscombe is
(i)

in fact importing

that Cartesian-derived contrast of the

to the real, and

or idea as opposed

(ii) the association of the idea/image with the

possibility of error.

1'o demonstrate this:

hallucinatory experiences

are not just intentional acts in their own right - they are also
cases of

between veridical and non-veridical

"perceptual~

experiences

co~sists

in.

But we must ask:

How is i t that Anscombe's account comes to

import (i) a contrast of image/idea as opposed to the real, and (ii)
an association of irr,age/idea with error?

these implications enter:

There are two ways in which

First, Anscombers identification of "merely

intentional•object with that which sense-impression theorists take
to be the object of sensation,
sense-impression theorist

(~a,

sense-impressions

~misconstrues

The
{given

by descriptions of sense-inpressions} as naterial objects of sensationj.

Second, Anscombe 1 s insistence on the primacy of the material use of
uperceives" where this nprirnacy, turns out to be £:Pistemological
priority.

I shall deal with each of these below.

When I use "perceives" in its merely intentional sense, I do not
intend the sentence containing this verb as giving the material
object of my

perceiving~

I intend the sentence as giving only a

description of my sense-impression.

If- however

I use the word

materially, then I intend the sentence as giving the material object
of my perceiving.

The test of whether or not I am using "perceives"

one way or the other is my preparedness to wit:hdraw my clairr. to have
perceived x when I learn of the non-existence of x.

The merely

intentional use of "perceives", then, is clearly different from the
material use of "perceives".
sentence
whethe~

•tr

Moreover

the truth-conditions for the

perceive o 11 or 11 A perceives o" will vary according to

the verb is intended materially or not.

But the notions of

"merely intentional use" and "material use" of "perceives'' cannot be
understood independently of one another.
materially, there
cle!ilancled by (1 )
11

an intentional object of perception - this is
above, and we will be discussing this later.

perceives 11 is used in its

1. ~·· p. 169.

l'ihen "perceives" is used

11

Nhen

merely 11 intentio:1al sense, then it is used

1
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in a sense which can constitute a case of mistaken perception by the
standards of the material use of the verb.

Now, the "merely intent-

ional" use of ttperceivesu ll'.ust necessa.ri!Y_ be characterised as a use
~aterial

which carries the possibility of error, because the
nperceives" is the ,Erimary use:

use of

that is to say, it is in relatio:1

to the material use of "perceives" that the "merely intentional" use
is defined,..

The naterial use of ..,perceives" is the use which cor-

responds to the doctrine of the transparency of perception.
the se!1se in which

non~existence

It is

of the object constitutes an objection

to the truth of the sentence containing that verb.

In asserting the

primacy of this use of "perceives•, one thereby asserts the epistemological priority of veridical perception.

In relation to this use

of "perceives", any clairr. to pe::::-:::-eive some object,

X

not exist is a mistaken claim.

11

tl:t>1erely ir:tentional

where x does

1

~ses

of

"~~per

ceives" are those uses which do not require the existence of the
obj~ct,

in which case, by the standards of the material use of that

same word, they involve mistaken claims to "perceive" (taken materially).
so, by asserting the prLnacy of the material use of "perceives"
in a way which implies the epistemological priority of veridical
perception, one thereby admits (i) a Cartesian-derived kind of contrast between the object of the merely intentional use of "perceives"
on the one hand, and the object of "perceives" used materially, on
the other.

The forrr.er stands opposed to the latter as mere sense-

impression to really existing thing (in just the same way as we saw
in the opposition of image/idea to the real), precisely because of
(ii) the Cartesian-derived association of sense-impressions with the

possibility of error:
only

legiti~ate

He can't ;ust admit sense-impressions as the

objects of all perceivings (the merely intentional

use is not the only use).

But, if we admit really existing objects

as the legitimate objects of some perceptual claims,

~

in additio:-t

give priority to such claims (assert the primacy of the material use),

then sense-impressions must be regarded as sources of possible error
\¥here these latter, superior claims are concerned.
I have deliberately refrained
n

here

from equating Anscombe's

intentional objects" with sense-impressions, and her

with real, existing things:

11

fiiater ial objects"

i f this were so then there would be no

need to introduce a "grammatical" notion of uintentional object"*

There is

however

some equivocation in Anscombe's use of these terms.

This is because, when

11

perceives'1 is used in its

11

merely intentional
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sense", t!"Je words giving the object of this verb
impression theorists take to be the object of
~.,

they describe an impression.

said to be incorrect about

11

give what the sense-

perceives", tout court,

But, if we are to shed what is

sense-i~pression

theories of perceptual

objects, impress ions must be understood as ";'lere" impressions -

that which is contrastab1e with the real.
infer from this (a) that the
it is used

i~tentional

It seems

itim.ate to

object of "perceives", when

intentionally is given by a desc=iption of an

impressio~;

and

(b) that intentional objects are contrastable with

i.e., opf?Osed td - the object of nperceives" when the verb is used

materially.
This

~ove

looks to be legitimate because, in introducing the

sense-impression theorists' notion of "ir._pression 11 and the realistinspired qualification of this as

ir..pression", we are thereby

importing the dualistic framework of appearance vs reality' against
which the notion of 1'impression'• or "mere impressionn is set.

But

the move cannot be a legitimate one, for when ttperceives" is used
materially, there

still an intentional object, and this cannot be

a sense-impression in addition to the real thing.

It is here that

some of the puzzles concerning intentionality have their origin:
"Intentionality" which is at once equated with a dualistically-based
notion of "ir..pression" or "appearance-to-melt, is

at the same time,

given t!"Je responsibility for cutting through this very dualism - for
in cases of veridical perception, when "perceives" is used materially
in a sentence that is true, there must still be an intentional object.

§4.

Perception and Its Puzzles
There is another reason why

11

intentionalityu, characterised as

a grammatical notion contrastable with material objects, cannot be
made to fit the fral:'.ework shared by sense-impression theorists and
realists.

A material object is not some really, existing thing

nor,

as we shall see later, is it that which is given by a description of
what really exists..

If the sentence

"I perceive X" reports a veri-

dical perception, we don't say that the words giving the object of
my perceiving give only a material object.

Rather, for Anscombe,

intentional and ;rlaterial object somehow 1'align with" one another
in this case.

This means that the question of "objective reference"

in the case of veridical perceivings are really questions about the
relation between the intentional and the material object of "perceives".
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In considering this question, we are considering cases of
perception which are psychologically transparent:
where there is necessarily some existing object&

that is, cases
~et

us take, as

an example, a situation where some person, A, seen cattle in a
paddock and takes them to be sheep.
follo\vs:

"I perceive sheep".

A reports his experience as

If "perceives" is intended in its

r."ater ial use by A, then that sentence is false.
sentence

"il. perceives cattle" is tn.:.e ..

Correspondingly, the

In this case, J.'s claim is

mistaken; the :nistake consists in his giving a description which is

false of what is perceived.

But if, in uttering the original sentence,

A intends "perceives" in .its merely intentional sense, then "A perceives

sheep" is true; the sentence

"It perceives cattle" is false ..

This makes it look as though there is an epistemological gap
between intentional and material objects..

Moreover 1 this gap seer.,s

to consist in precisely that kind of epistemological distinction that
led to Donnellan's puzzles about intention and action:

If "perceives"

is used materially, then first-person authority is a!Jsent; if "perceivesu

is used intentionally, then third-person authority is absent.
difference in truth-conditions for material uses of
opposed to merely intentional uses of "perceives"

11

The

perceives" as

~

to amount to

a difference in the epistemological principles that are appealed to

in each of these cases.

What prevents us from levelling this sort

of objection to Anscombe's account of the distinction between intentional and material o!Jjects is 1 however, something which is a source
of some of the more intractable puzzles
"perceives":

abo~t

the intentionality of

This is her statement that a material object is given

by a description which is true of what is perceived.

The fundamental

difficulty !"Jere is in giving content to the notion of "what is
perceived 11 ..

Anscombe attempts to deal with this

dif~iculty

by asking,

~men

does a description give a material object of seeing?
First, a material object of seeing can't be given by a description of what is before my eyes when they are open and I am seeing.
For, if I arr" hallucinating, then in no sense do I
my eyes.

~

what is before

We can recall here her earlier example of the hallucinating

aimer who shoots his father; here, the father is not the naterial
object of aiming.
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Second, a description which is true of what is seen but which
doesn't give what is seen, gives

onlY

a material object of seeing:

For example, "I saw a man born in Jerusalem'' said of someone seen in
Oxford

whose birth I had not witnessed, may give a description true
' seen b
'
' ~1
o f wht
a 1s
u t '1n no sense g1ves
wh at 1s
The description
is non-intentional.
tomato, where

This is different from the case of seeing a

it might be argued that the words "a tomato" describe

something I couldn't

have~,

for a tomato has a back side which

no single view of the object can give.

Anscombe argues that seeing

a man who was born in Jerusalem is different from the case of seeing
a tomato, for "if you look at a tomato and take only a single view
you must see what might be only half a tomato:
a tomato 1s . 2
'

II

that is what seeing

'
So, whereas the words "a man born in Jerusa 1 em " glve

only a material object of seeing, the words "a tomato" (in "I see a
tomato") give an intentional as well as a material object of seeing.
But none of these examples tells us what a description which
gives a material object is a description of.
Third, a material object of seeing can't be given by a description which gives the intentional object of some other act.

For example,

a material object of aiming can't be given by a description which
gives only the intentional object of some other act, i.e., seeing.
For if something is only an intentional object of seeing, how can
it possibly be a material object of some other act - aiming<

This

particular puzzle arises from Anscombe's insistence that the material
use of "perceives" is the primary use.

Thus "what is only an inten-

tional object" is equated with "mere impression".

And the opposition

between "mere impressions" and what is given by a description of the
object of "perceives" in its material sense, is, as we have seen,
an epistemologically based one.
Finally, we cannot say that we have a material object of seeing
only if some intentional description is also true of what really,
physically exists.
shiny blur.

For I may see my watch, but see it only as a

In this case, the words "a shiny blur" are not true

of anything that physically exists in the context, but they may be
the only description I have of what I see.

1. Ibid., pp. 176-7.
2. Ibid., p. 177
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He can summarise these puzzles in the following way:

A material

object of seeing is given by a description which is true of what is
seen.

Here

the words,

11

What is seen 11 cannot mean {i) something which

physically exists and is before my eyes when they are open;
thing, like a man's being born in Jerusalem
I couldn't have seen;

(ii) some-

which, in the circumstances,

(iii) something which is given by

a

merely

intentional description of the object of this or any other act;
(iv) some physically existing thing of which some intentional description is true.
These puzzles are generated because in the examples discussed
there is a demand that the material object of seeing be something that
is non-intentionally characterisable, and it is impossible for
Anscombe's notion of "material object 11 as "that-which-is-given-bya-description-which-is-trUe-of-what-is-seen" to satisfy this demand.
The demand arises from the assumption that in merely intentional

uses of nperceiveslf the words which describe the object describe merely
what-appears-to-me.
are

~

appearances.

The things that are characterised intentionally
Mere appearances which are the objects of

purely intentional uses of "perceives" must be contrastable with the
objects of the material use of "perceives".

The material use of

"perceives" is epistemologically prior to the merely intentional use.
Therefore the contrast between the objects of perception in each
case must be a contrast between "what is a mere impression and
carries the possibility of error" as opposed to
impression and carries veridicalness 11

•

11

What is not a mere

Only the latter can be that

which constitutes the material object of "perceives

11
•

But, by the

same token, the latter can only be given by a description that is
non-intentional.

The demand is, therefore,that the material object

be something which is non-intentionally characterisable.

For what

is characterised purely intentionally is the mere appearance.
Anscombe's notion of "material object" cannot satisfy this demand,
for although "perceives" has a material object, perception is nonetheless
intentional.
We can see this demand in the way that the preceding problems
have been set up: a material object of seeing can't be dissociated
from the intentional object of seeing, for it is not just a real
physical, existing thing.

If we don't accept this then we dispense

with the intentionality of perception.

On the other hand, a material

object can't be parasitic on the intentional object.

Material objects

must be contrasted with mere impressions, but must not be assimilated
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to the category of real, .independently existing, physical things.
But the dualistic constraints of opposing the "mere impression" to
"the real" don't allow for any other alternative.
It seems to me that Anscombe's insight that the intentionality
of perception

m~st

be retained is correct.

However, she is mistaken

in seeing the alternative - that the material object must be parasitic
on the inteiltional object- as the onlv other alternative ..
i~plication

The

of insisting that this is the only other alternative is

that the intentional cannot be a means to the material object.

We

can demonstrate this by recalling Anscombe's remarks concerning an
act of perceiving a

to~ato.

What's given to me in a single perceiving

of a tomato (i.e., the intentional object of my perceiving)
soCJething which might be only half a tor.ato.

~be

1'he intentional object

of rny perceiving here is, in other words, something which admits
the possibility of error in my claim to perceive
this possibili

cannot be avoided.

11

a tomato".

And

a tomato consists

For

just in seeing what might be half a toCJato.
When we turn to the phenomenological approach to intentionality
in Chapter VI, we will see that a quite different account can be
given of the relation between intentional objects and what Anscombe
calls material objects in the kind of example discussed above.
anticipate:

To

The single perception of the tomato is but one of a whole

network of acts which, taken together, "intend" the "real" object.
The details of such an account CJust be postponed until later, but
the irr;nediate point I wish to make is this:

The single perception

of a tomato does give only a "half-tomato vie\'1

11

~

But this need not

be regarded solely as a "possibly-mistaken" perception.

instead be regarded as just one of

~any

It can

perceptions which constitute

the means to understanding what uperceiving a tomatou in its material
sense consists

in.

But, as we will see

later, this way of under-

standing the relation between what Anscombe calls "intentional" and
"material" objects requires an appeal to a three-levelled semantical
frameworK.
The constraints

of the dualistic framework which is implicit

in Anscombe's discussion

of intentionality become clear, when we

see that the possibility of treating intentionality as a means to
objective reference (whether we construe this as "the real" or as
"that which is given by a material object") is ruled o·Jt,

The

intentional is, as it were, a possible barrier to achieving objective
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reference.

This is so because the "merely intentional

11

is associated

with possibility of error - an association which is demanded if we
are to preserve the distinction between veridic:al and non-veridical
"perceivings", by insisting on the epistemological priority of the

material use of "perceives".

Accordingly, cases of hallucinating,

imagining, experiencing illusions, become cases of failed or

"perception".

So

~aken

on Anscombe's account, what we have been describing

in metaphysically-neutral terms as "objective reference" in the case
of intentional verbs like "perceives", comes to be associated with

the epistemological priority of veridical perception.

§5.

Concluding Remarks
The problem with which we began in Chapter III is that of

characterising ''objective reference" in the case of those psychological
acts exemplified by X's thinking of an existing Y.

For the relational

theorists, to say of such an act that it succeeds in achieving objective
reference is to say that the sentence "X thinks of Y" which describes
that act is an extensional sentence.
intentionality of those acts

This means a denial of the

or, on the more extreme consequence

of this theory, a denial of the intentionality of any "psychological"
acts.
On the irreducibility theory discussed in this chapter, the
sentence, "X thinks of Y is always intentional whether or not y
11

exists:

"The mere fact of real existence .•. can't make so very

much difference to the analysis of a sentence like 'X thought of
But

clearly, for Anscombe, the "mere fact of real existence" of the

object of thought is of

~orne

significance, for it is the source of

her problems in providing such an analysis.

When Y does exist (in

x's thinking of Y), the object of thought is nothing other than, or
in addition to, the real existing thing which might also be the object
of a physical act.

An existing object of thought is a material

object, where the latter is defined as that which is given by a
description which is true of what is thought.

However, there seems

to be no coherent account that we can give of what such a description
is a description of.

For, if thinking, aiming, perceiving, etc.,

(when directed to some real object) always have an intentional
object, there seems to be no satisfactory way of characterising the
independent reality of the objects of these acts.

l. Ibid., p. 161.
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The crucial advantage of the linguistic version of the intentionality thesis
activi~ies,

see~ea

to consist in the fact that psychological

because they are intentional, coulo be seen as capable

.
.
o f o b J~ct1ve
re f erence. l

Intentional acts and their objects are not,

as Brentano believed, "intra-rnental 11 relations and objects 1 sealed

off against the real or external world..

At the sap,e tip,e, however 1

this thesis means that the very concept of "the '"ental" as that which
is

characte~ised

by intentionality is threatened.

For when we ex-

plicate what the "capacity for objective reference" consists in, then
either (i) we are compelled to dismiss "the psychological"
altogether, in the manner of Russell

ana Quine, or

(ii)

if we wish

to retain the c:utonomy of the psychological, like Chishol:-o and
A~scombe, then we face the seemingly intractable problem of preserving
both the "reality" of the object and the intentionality of the act.
It is ironic that, in stating the problem of intentionality in
this way, the difficulties that beset Brentano's original version of
the intentio:1ality thesis seefil. to re-emerge.

Jrer:tar.o, like Ansco:::tbe,

...,as unable to combine an account of the object-directedness of mental

acts with a satisfactory account of the status of those objects.
And

fin ally, as in the case of Russell, Quine, etc., he was forced

to abandon the doctrine of intentionality altogether.
between Brentano's problem of intentionality and

The similarities

proble~s

surrounding

its linguistic re-formulation can only be drawn at a superficial
level.

The reasons for Ilrentano's difficulties, and the problematic

within which he attempted to remove these difficulties are significantly
distanced from the factors which lead to the puzzles concerning the
:-tost importantly, it

linguistic version of the intentionality thesis.

is no longer Brentano 1 s notion of "the raental 1' {i .. e., mental phenomena)

to which intentionality is ascribed.

The contrast of sentences about

psychological phenomena and sentences about non-psychological phenomena
is not just an analogue of Brentano's dualistic contrast of mental
as opposed to physical phenome:oa.
of that kind of dualism

In fact it constitutes a denial

espoused by Brentano, which sustains a notion

of "the mental" as that which is hermetically sealed off against
about the
psychological we break thorugh this dualism, for the language that
we use to talk about the mental- i.e., psychological- can succeed
in achieving reference to objects which are not

1.

~'

Ch. I §1.

11

rnental entities."
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The theories that we have been discussing in Chapters III and
IV are motivated by a shared concern to undercut a dualism of mental
and physical phenomena:

That is, the postulation of two mutually

exclusive classes of phenomena - the mental and the physical - con-

ceived of as a dichotomy of "inner

11

and "out.er

11

realms~

To say that

mental phenomena are intentional is to say that mental acts can
succeed in referring to real, existing objects, so that these acts
and their objects cannot be relegated to a domain which is hermetically
sealed against an extra-mental or "outer" realm comprising physical
phenomena.

To deny this dualistic conception of mental and physical

phenomena is to avoid the kind of mentalism which, as we have seen,
characterises Brentano's original account of the objects to which
mental acts are intentionally related.
Behaviourism - one version of which results from the RussellQuine approach discussed in this chapter - is one way of denying
dualism.

As the behaviourist sees it, when we consider ourselves

to be talking about so-called "mental" states of affairs, processes,
etc., we are really talking about quite different states of affairs,
viz., physical states of affairs such as dispositions to behave in
certain ways (Quine).

We might say of the behaviourist, generally,

that he denies dualism by attempting to "de-psychologise" the mental.
But, behaviourism is not the only way of denying dualism.

Implicit

in the approach of the "irreducibility theorists" like Chisholm and
Anscombe is the view that we can retain the autonomy of the mental
without thereby committing ourselves to the kind of dualism which
insulates the mental from the "real".
"the real

11

as the extra-mental.

Dualism compels us to regard

When "the mental" is released from

this dualistic setting, there need be no barrier to arguing that
mental activities can succeed in referring to the real.

In particular,

we can show that there is nothing mysterious about "the mental"
when we reflect upon the language we use to talk about mental activities.
The peculiarities about mental phenomena can be expressed as criteria
concerning the logical behaviour of sentences that we use to talk
about such phenomena.

We might say of such theorists that they deny

dualism by attempting to "de-mystify" the mental.
The different approaches to intentionality discussed in these
two chapters can now be
in which dualism is denied.

grouped according to the different ways
On the one hand, there are the

11

irreduci-

bility theorists" like Anscombe and Chisholm, who retain a notion
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of "the mental" as something which is irreducible

but who, by

releasing this notion fror.1. a dualistic setting,

it.

to "de-mystify"

On the other hand, there are those extensionalists like Russell

and Quine, whose orier.tatior. is behaviouristic.

These philosophers

seek to "de-psychologise" the me!1tal; reduce it to the physical.

The S?ecific kind of dualism, that is being resisted by the
philosophers under discussion is that commonly ascribed to Descartes:
a metaphysical dualisr.,, turning on the notion of

subs~ances

which are

grasped through their essential attributes, and its accon?anying
epistemological dualism which characterises the mental by privacy
. 'l ege d access.
an d pr1v1

1

1'"he metaphysical dualism is a dualism of substances.

Physical

substance is characterised by a hierarchy of predicates (attributes
such as "red" 1 "five metres long", etc.) falling under rrodes (such
as colour, dimension, etc. l, all of which ultim.ately presuppose the
predicate f(is spatially extended 11

•

Mental substar.ce is characterised

by predicates which do not presuppose extension.

The distinction

between mental and physical phenomena can thus be stated as a distinction between phenonena characterised by reference to mental predicates
as opposed to phenomena characterised by reference to physical
predicates.
The accompanying epistemological dualism is a dualism of ways
of knowing:

Mental phe:oomena whi.ch, for Descartes, are psychological

states including sensatior.s such as pain, are known to me directly,
that is, non-inferentially and non-observationally.

Physical pheno-

mena - that is, states, events and processes in the external world are known to me only on the basis of observation and inference.
Knowledge of the existence and character of such phenomena is always
open to the possibility of error.

Indubitability, which characterises

my knowledge of hlY own psychological states is absent in the case
of my knowledge of the external world and its objects.

~ental

phenomena are private for they are those phenomena to which I have
privileged access.
1. Whether, in fact, this involves a distortion of Descartes' own
views is an interesting question of scholarship in its own right~
But it is not ir.mediately relevant to this discussion. F'or our
concern is to identify the kind of dualisrr. and the specific notion
of "the mental" that is resisted by these philosophers, rather
than to trace the authorship of these ideas or the authenticity
of interpretations.

10

The kind of dualism that is denied by those philosophers under
discussion is, the!"l, that Cartesian-derived dualis:n of rr_ental and

physical phenomena in which "the mental" is tied to privacy in this
way.

To deny dualism is to deny that "the mentaln is in any way

mysterious:

It is to deny that nental activities are to be understood

as mysterious operations which perform the "shadow-drama on the ghostly
boards of the mental stage",

l

and that the obejcts of these acts

are to be understood as mysterious ite:ns in some "mental rr.useumn

The key to the resistance to the Cartes ian "men tal u
the word "mysterious"..

mysterious is, in the

2
a

here, is

VJhat makes mental operations and entities
fi~st

instance, the privacy which, on Descartes'

account, is tied to mental phenomena·:

,Human bodies are in space

and are subject to mechanical laws which govern all other bodies in
space.

Bodily processes and states can be inspected by external

observers ... ~ ..

But minds are not in space, nor are their operations

subject to mechariical laws.

The workings of one mind are not witness-

able by other observers; its career is private •.•. "

3

What makes the Cartesian "rr:ental" something mysterious can't
just be privacy, for privacy means privileged access, and hence,
inrnediate knowledge cr aw_areness

and; therefore 1 no mystery.

makes the privacy of the mental a source of mystery is this:

What

The

mental, if private, is (i) inaccessible to language users (as
Wittgenstein's well-known arguments against a private language have
shown), and (ii) i;,accessible to the scientific pr·ocedures of empiri-

cal inquiry. (As Ryle and others point out, scientific procedures
involve the observation of data.
non-observable).

Mental phenomena, if private, are

If nthe nental" is private in either of these senses,

then it is mysterious (i) vis-~-vis language, and

(ii)

vis-li.-vis

empirical inquiry.
flthe mental n
The first of these leads to the attempt to
4
but to shed "the private".
This is the way in which the irreduci-

l. Ryle (1949)

1

p. 63.

2. Quine (1968), p.

27.

3. Ryle (1949), p. 13.

4. cf. Kenny (1968) 1 pp. 360-l: "If Descartes' innovation was to
identify the mental with the private, Wittgenstein's contribution
was to separate the two." The irreducibility theorists belong,
clearly, to this lvittgensteinian tradition.
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bili ty theorists attempt to "de-mystify" the mental:
characterised by intentionality;

The mental is

intentionality includes the capacity

for objective reference; if the. nental is characterised by intentionality, then it cannot be !lecessarily

11

private 11

'l'he second of the

•

above considerations leads to the rejection of the mental along with

privacy.

This line of approach is represented by Russell's and

Quine's behaviourist theory, which attempts to "de-psychologise" the
mental by reducing it to the physical:
capacity for objective

refere~ce;

Mental p!"lenomena have the

objective reference is a feature

of sentences about physical phenomena; sentences about mental phenomena
are, therefore, reducible to sentences about physical phenomena;
therefore,

11

the 1!1ental, i.e.

1

private" is a myth and can be dispensed

\\'ith ..

Each of t!"lese approaches represents a different way of denying
dualism and the characterisation of the mental-as-private which is
associated with that dualism.

But each of these approaches depends

on asserting that the nental has the capacity for objective reference.
It is acceptance of this thesis that

accou~ts

for the irreducibility

theorists' belief that the mental can be retained without the
characterisation of privacy,

But it is acceptance of this very same

thesis, viz., that the mental can achieve objective reference, which

leads the relational and behaviourist theorists to reduce the mental
to the physical and thereby dispense with both the mental

!lli£

intentionality.
In both of these cases, Cartesian dualism is consciously
and deliberately denied.

However, although these theories resist

dualisrr., they do exploit !'c distinction of mental and physical phenomena
(or psychological vs non-psychological) in the course of
their theories.

argui~g

For, as with Brentano, intentionality is what marks

off the mental from the physical:

Intentionality is characteristic

of the mental as contrasted with the physical.

\Ve might say of these

philosophers that they make ase of a dichotomy of r.1ental and physical
(or psychological and non-psychological) while, at the same time,
rejecting a

conception of the difference.

The irreducibility

theorists make use of it in order to defend the autonomy of the mental
(characterised by intentionality); the relational and behaviourist
make use of it in order to repudiate one of the terms of that dichotomy,
viz., the mental (and therefore,

intentio~ality).
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But it is not clear how one can successfully maintain the claim
that a dichotomy of the mental and the physical can be exploited
without a commitment to dualism of some kind.

For one thing, although

Descartes' unsatisfactory notion of ''the mental'' is dismissed, the
contrasting notion of "the physical
seem to be retained.

11

(or a version of this) does

In terms of Descartes' dualism, "the physical"

is that which is characterised only by physical- i.e., non-mentalpredicates.

The distinction which is exploited by the philosophers

under discussion is one in which "the mental'' is alleged to be
"de-mystified" or

11

de-psychologised" but the contrasting notion of

"the physical" (or the

~nonpsychological'')

is a notion of that which

is characterisable without reference to an intentional {i.e., "mental"}

vocabulary.
I have so far been using the expression "capable of objective
reference" in a metaphysically neutral way, that is, without commitment to any theory about what ''objectivity of reference" might
consist in.

We can now see what content is given to this expression

by those who (in some sense) accept this as a capacity of the mental.
Because all of these philosophers are concerned with sentences
about the mental (or psychological) the "capacity for objective
reference" is to be characterised by appeal to language rather
than phenomena.
But it is the language we use to describe physical phenomena
which provides the paradigm of objective reference. For Russell,
"referring to x 11 is like "kicking x 111 - there must be some particular

x which is kicked.

The sentences we use to talk about physical

phenomena are extensional, i.e., they both imply existence and admit
substitutivity.
intentional.

They are

therefore, by Chisholm's criteria, non-

For the relational theorists, it is because these

sentences are non-intentional that objective reference is secured.
The result of this view, as we have seen, is that those acts
psychological or nonpsychological - which are directed to an
existing object are described in sentences which are extensional;
psychological acts which succeed in achieving reference are
non-intentional.

1. This analogy provides a very effective way of stating Russell's
view of reference. It was suggested to me, in different context,
by William Godfrey-Smith of the Australian National University.
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On Anscombe's account, the objective reference which is a
possibility for psychological acts

~eans

reference to something

physical - that is, something which rr,ight just as well be the object
of a physical act and therefoce describable lvithout reference to
the psychological or without the use of intentional language.
But, as we have seen, for Anscombe

the

arise from an attempt

to say that reference to such objects, when they are the objects
of psvchological acts, can be described in sentences which are
intentional.
On both of these accounts, in ten tionali ty is fundamentally
incorr1patible with objective reference:

Objective reference is a

feature of the lang:Jage we use to talk about physical phenowena;
because intentionality is what ZJarks off

senb;::~cet::

ubout the psycholo-

gical from sentences about the physical, the latter class of sentences
must be non-intentional; objective reference is, therefore 1 a feature
of non-intentional sentences.

The incompatibility of intentionality

with objective reference is quite explicit in the relational theory,
where sentences about psychological acts which succeed in achieving
reference are assigned to the category of the non-intentional; the
same incompatibility is, however, implicit in Anscombe's account,
which

atte~r.ts

to confine such acts to the category of the intentional

at the expense of the seemingly intractable puzzles surrounding the
notion of objective reference in the case of these acts.
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CHAP'rER V. SEcJSE AND 'l'H3 PSYCHOLOGICAL

§1.

Introduction
When objective reference is characterised relative to a two-

levelled sef!.a:ttical fr:uf:l.e\<.rork, serious

of intentionality.

afise

fo~

a theory

This was pacticularly evident in Chapter III,

where we examir,ed a theory of objective reference based explicitly
on Russell's theory of names.

At the same time, as we saw at the end

of the last chapter, this way of characterising objective reference
is one that successfully avoids mentalism
fulfils an important requirement for a

and 1 in this respect,
of intentionality.

The question arises \Vhether this same requirement - the avoidance

of mentalism - can also be fulfilled by a theory of intentionality
which appeals to Frege's notion of sense.

On the negative side,

a difficulty is raised by certain contemporary philosophers who
accept the Russell ian semantical framework.

On the one hand, philo-

sophers like Quine (who propose an extensionalist theory of language),
and, on the other, philosophers like Kripke and Putnam
a causal theory of names)

1

(who propose

argue that Fregean sense is tied to a

::'1entalistic theory of neaning.

For Quine, intensions (i.e., senses)

are what is nar:;ed by abstract nouns or noun expressions.

!-Ie argues

that a theory of language which admits intensions

one to the

co~~its

postulation of entities - viz., meanings -which exist in the mind.
For the causal theorists, intensions
in a psychological act.
chological state.

{i.e~,

senses) are what is grasped

They are said to be constituents of a psy-

The Fregean thesis that reference is a function

of sense is, therefore, interpreted as the thesis that reference is
a function of psychological considerations.

The charge of mentalism is, therefore, mounted on two levels:
For Quine, the intensionalist theory of language entailed by Frege's
2
theory of sense gives rise to ontological mentalism - the postulation
of mental entities; for the causal theorists, Frege's theory of sense
leads to a psychologistic

3

theory of the determination of reference.

Kripke (1972); Putnam (1975).
2 ~ sunr a 1 p. 3.

3. supra, pp. 13-14.

105

Before

we can attempt a defence of Frege, here, we must consi-

der why it is that sense is so readily dssociated with a mentalistic
theory of meaning.

It will be useful, at this point, to recall

summary his theory of sense which was discussed in Chapter II

to state the implications of this theory

1

in
and

where the notion of "meaning"

is concerned.
l.

Every sign necessarily has a sense

(meaning) but only contingently

a reference;

2.

Senses (meanings) are objective in that (i) they are abstract

entities, (ii) they are what is grasped by those who speak and
understand a common language, (iii) they are possible referents;
3.

Sense (meaning) is not the same as reference, for (i} a sign

must have a sense, but it need not possess a referencei

signs with different senses may have the same reference.

(ii) different
Where this

is so, the signs differ in cognitive value and then cannot, in some
contexts,be substituted for one another, salva veritate; (iii) the
sense is not the reference but the mode in which the reference is
presented.
4.

Sense (meaning) determines reference.
Frege's theory of sense entails the following:-

(I)

An intensionalist theory of language - that is, one which admits
1
intensional (non-extensional) constructions:
An expression which
occurs within an intensional context cannot be replaced by one different
in meaning but with the same reference or truth-value without disturbance to the truth-value of the whole sentence (3(ii)

above).

Frege explains this by saying that, in such contexts, the expression
which resists substitutivity refers to a sense. (2(iii)
(II)

A "mind-related" notion of meaning.

above).

According to 2 (ii), mean-

ings - senses - are what is grasped in cognitive activities such as
understanding the meaning of A, where ''A'' is some expression in a
l. It is necessary to re-state, here, the fact that the theory under
consideration is one from which Frege's "logical concerns" have
been isolated. (Cf., supra, pp. 32-5). Included amongst Frege 's
"logical concerns is the concern to construct a purely extensional
language. Within.such. a language, there would be a one-one correlation between the sense and reference of each sign- i.e., there
would be no instances of different signs with different senses
having the same reference. In such a language, the notion of sense
would no longer be central. But Frege, in offering us a theory
of sense, is offering us a theory from which these concerns have
been extracted.
11
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language.

Meanings are mind-related in the Hay that cognitive

activities such as understanding or "grasping the meaning of" are
mind-related~

Understanding cannot just consist in knowing the

reference of that term

for, by 3 (ii), there is a difference in the

cognitive value of two expressions with different meanings which
refer to the same object.

Moreover, by 3 (iii), understanding the

sense of an expression gives only one-sided "knowledge" of the
reference:

the sense is a means of identifying an object as the

referent of that term.
(III)

A theory of reference as that which is determined by sense:

The relation between a sign and its referent is always mediated by
sense .. (4)

above.

Thus which object is a sign 1 s referent- which

object is associated with a given sign - is something that is
determined by the sense.

It is this latter claim which is denied

by causal theorists who argue that the fixing of reference in the
case of names (including, perhaps, natural kind terms as well) is
determined, ultimately, by causal considerations from which "mediation
1
by sense" or by anything "mind-related" is excluded.
For Quine, it is (I) which leads to ontological mentalism:

His

opposition to Fregean sense is part of his objection to intensionalist
theories of language, generally; for the causal theorists, (II) and
(III) are seen to lead to a psychologistic theory of reference.
If these objections can be sustained, then our proposed theory
of intentionality will involve a circularity:

Intentionality of the

mental is to be characterised by appeal to Fregean sense; senses are
intensions; but

intensions are mental entities.

This seems to leave us with a dilemma:

If we aban.don the

Fregean framework then we fail in our attempt to construct an adequate
theory of the intentionality of the mental;

alternatively, if we do

invoke Frege's framework by appealing to his notion of sense, our
attempts to characterise intentionality involve a circularity:
tionality remains a mentalistic notion.

inten-

By way of resolving this

l. This is not to say that the causal theory is, like Quine's, a
theory which makes no appeal to "mind-related" notions, such as
speakers' intentions, beliefs, etc.
The point is, rather, that
none of these things is, at a fundamental level, the means by
which reference is fixed. See Appendix B.
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dilemma, I shall argue that the second of these claims is to be
rejected.

This means that Fregean sense must be dissociated from

mentalism, specifically from the ontological mentalism alleged by
Quine, and from psychologistic theories of the determination of
reference

as alleged by Putnam.

It is ironic that the charge of psychologism should be levelled
against Frege, here, for Frege regarded himself as a vigorous opponent
of psychologism, and it was his notions of sense and the thought
which he took to be the crucial weapon in his fight against psychologism.
For example, in his review of Husserl's early work, Philosophie der
1
Ar1. t h rnet1. k ,
Frege was able to show that, without recognition of the
distinction between ideas and the

though~Husserl's

analysis of

arithmetical concepts was irredeemably psychologistic.
Husserl's aim in his Philosophie Der Arithmetik was to show how
the.concepts and laws of arithmetic, which have logical status, have
their origins in subjective psychological acts.

He believed that

Brentano's descriptive method and the theory of presentations, with
2
its dichotomy of act and object, would enable him to carry out this
task.

He begins with the concept of multiplicity which is presupposed

by the concept of number (in the same way that the concept of colour
is presupposed by the concept of red).

The concept of multiplicity

arises from a mental act of collecting objects into a gtoup.

This

group exists only in virtue of the mental act of referring one term
to another and not in virtue of any ''internal" relationship depending
upon the properties inherent in the objects themselves.

The abstract

concept of multiplicity, and the arithmetical concepts which are based
on this, arise from reflection upon this mental act of collecting
objects together.

The group has objectivity over and above that of

its individual members; it can be talked about as a single entity,
and, in this respect, is something "other

th~n"

its individual members.

At the same time, the group as such only exists in virtue of subjective
psychological acts.

In this way

Husserl believed he had established

both the objectivity- i.e., the loaical status- of arithmetical
concepts, and, at the same time, the origins of those concepts in
subjective psychological acts.

l. Husserl (1891)

2. cf. supra, pp. 13-14. Here, we saw how the theory of presentations
with~dichotomy of act and object led, in Brentano's case, to
''subjective" psychologism.

lOB

However

Husserl's theory is based on Brentano's account of

presentations with its dichotomy of act and object.

I f the objects

of our acts are presentations, then so too are the concepts which

arise from the mental act of collecting those objects together.
Presentations are mental occurrences, and, for this reason, a
presentation-based account of the concepts of arithmetic can never
succeed in establishing the logical status of those concepts.
Frege's way of exposing the psychologism of Husserl's theory

1

was to show that a presentation-based account obscured the important
distinctions between ideas and the thought and between the sense and
reference of expressions.

must be observed

The first of these distinctions, he claimed,

if we are to establish the logical rather than the

psychological status of those concepts, and thereby avoid psychologism.
Frege points out that the notion of presentation obscures the dis-

tinction between ideas ("the subjective") and the thought ("the
objective"):
For example, one talks of this or that presentation as if,

separated from the presentor, it would let itself be observed
in public. And yet, no-one has someone else's presentation
but only his own, and no-one knows how far his presentation ~., that of red
- agrees with that of someone else; for the

peculiarity of the presentation which I associate with the word
'red', I cannot state

(so as to be able to compare it) .•••

With thoughts, it is quite different: one and the same thought
can be grasped by many people. The components of a thought,
and even more so the things themselves, must be distinguished
from the presentations which in the soul accompany the grasp-

ing of a thought and which someone has about these things.

In

combining under the word 'presentation' both what is subjective
and what is objective, one blurs the boundary between the two
in such a way that now a presentation in the proper sense of

the word is treated like something objective, and now something
objective is treated like a presentation.2

1. Frege (1894)

2.

~., p. 325.
The accuracy of Frege's representation of Husserl,
here, has been called into question. Willa<d (1980) for example,
has argued that Frege illegitimately identifies Husserl' s presentations with his (i.e., Frege's) "ideas". J3ut, nonetheless, he adds,
Frege was justified in many of his criticisms: "While Husserl did
distinguish the logical from the psychological - indeed, the book
in question is divided into its two 'Parts' precisely on the basis
of that distinction - he also did not know how to set them clearly
into an intelligible relation with one anothe<." (p. 48) Willard's
own conclusion is that the psychologism cf Husserl's early work
resulted from the inadequacy of the concepts borrowed from Brentano's
psychology to perform the task undertaken by Husserl.
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The theory of presentations, moreover, obscures the distinction
between the sense and reference of expressions - a distinction which,
for Frege, must be recognised if we are to explain the identity
relation in true statements of the form, a

=

b:

l

••• if words always designated presentations, one could never
say, 'A is the same as B.' For to be able to do that, one
would already have to distinguish A and B, and then these would
simply be different presentations,2
In the present chapter, we will see why it is that the notion
of sense or the thought, which Frege himself took to be crucial to
anti-psychologism, is, in its turn, regarded by some philosophers

as a notion tied to a psychologistic theory of reference.

The "critique

of sense", as it relates specifically to Frege, is an attack on the
thesis that meaning - i.e., sense - is mind-related.

It is argued

by Frege's critics that, if sense is mind-related, then it is a
mentalistic notion, in which case

we cannot consistently claim that

sense is, at the same time, a vehicle of reference.

The difficulty,

here, is that Frege offers us no theory of how sense is related to
the mind.

The seriousness of this deficiency becomes apparent in

the face of Putnam's critique.

In order to meet the kind of objection

raised by Putnam, Frege's theory of sense needs to be supplemented
by a non-psychologistic theory of the way in which sense or meaning
is at once (a) mind-related, and (b) a vehicle of reference.

In

Chapter VI we will see how Husserl's phenomenological account of
3
linguistic meaning and reference might be invoked to provide this
supplementation.
sense

I shall turn, now, to the different critiques of

so that we can specify the kind of mentalism that is imputed

to a Fregean-based theory of meaning and reference.

For any theory

about the relation of meaning and the mind which is invoked to supplement Frege's theory of sense must be one which escapes these
criticisms.

l, supra, pp. 26ff.
2. Frege (1894), p. 327. Frege claims that "psychological logicians"
also ''lack all understanding of definitions": "If words and
combinations of words refer to presentations, then for any two of
these only two cases are possible: either they designate the same
presentation, or they designate different ones. In the first case,
equating them by means of a definition is useless, 'an obvious
circle'; in the other it is false.• (p. 326)
3. This is the account offered in Husserl (1900-01), a work which marks
Husserl's "conversion" to anti-psychologism.
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§2.

Intensions and Hental Entities
Sentences which state, in propositional form, the content of

thought are a sub-class of intensional constructions.

The proposition

which is the content of thought is, on this analysis, an intensional
1
object- what Frege calls a sense or intetision.
Intensions are meanings construed as abstract entitiess

For

Quine, they are the entities named by obstract nouns and nounexpressions.

Quine claims that intensions or senses belong to tradi-

tional or pre-scientific theories of meaning.

These theories of

neaning are held to be objectionable because they are men tal is tic.
~!entalisn,

according to Quine, is the doctrine which says that

(a) neanings are discrete entities, and, (b) these entities exist
2
in the :nind.
According to mentalistic theories of meaning, meanings
are determinate entities, and the words are labels~ Quine also speaks
3
of the 11 idea idea":
P.1ean ing is a determinate idea with which a
word is associated.

the mentalistic viewpoint,

Fro~

synony~y

between

different expressions in a language consists in the correspondence
of different labels to the same

11

idea'1 or "meaning entity"; transla-

tion from One language to another consists in switching labels supplying a different expression for the sarr.e "idea, tt:ought, rr.eaningJ
4
propositionrt.
At the sernantical level, "ideas, thoughts, meanings
and propositions" are identified with Fregean sense:
intensional objects, that is to say intenSions.

They are

Intensions, for

Quine, enter into constructions which are opaque, that is, contexts
which do not admit quantification, and which are
functional.
darkness".

5

therefore non-truth-

Quine says of intensions that they are "creatures of
He says elsewhere

that "obscurity is the breeding
6
place of mentalistic semantics".
Intensions are, for Quine,

a product of mentalistic

se~antics

- they are mental entities.

Quine sees it, intensionalist theories of language commit one to
the existence of these "m'ysteriousn

1.

~a,

p. 25.

2. Quine (1968); Quine

(1973)

3. Quine (1973)' pp. 34ff.

4. Ibid. , p. 36.

5. Quine (1956)' p. 186.

6. Quine (1968)' P· 28.

entities~

As

lll

Quine's rejection of mentalism is central to (a) his thesis of

the indeterminacy of translation, and (b) his thesis of extensionality.
Quine•s indeterminacy thesis tells us that rival translations of a
native language may be produced, inconsistent with one another, but
each compatible with the totality of observed dispositions to verbal
behaviour of the native speakers.

l

In this situation

there is no

question of "the right" translation or of what the natives "really
mean".

Quine introduces the behavioural notion of "stimulus meaning",

which is simply a speaker's dispositions to verbal behaviour, to
replace the old mentalistic notion of

meaning~

For Quine, "Meaning

•.. is not a psychic existence; it is primarily a property of
2
behaviour.''
In giving up the view that meanings are mental entities what Quine calls "the museum myth", we give up an assurance of
determinacy.

Quine's indeterminacy thesis, then, involves (i) a

denial that there are fixed and determinate meanings; (ii) the claim
that meaning is "a property of behaviour'', and, therefore,
denial that meanings are mental entities.

(iii) a

It is not always clear

whether the inadequacies of mentalistic theories of meaning constitute
an argument for or a consequence of Quine's indeterminacy thesis.
But clearly, the- indeterminacy thesis involves the proposal of a
behaviourist theory of "meaning" to replace the old mentalistic theories.
Quine's extensionality thesis tells us (i) that
pense

dis-

with the mentalistic notion of meaning that is embodied in

the notion of "intension":
are

we~

opaque~

Intensions enter to constructions which

sentences which are opaque can be rendered as sentences

which are transparent, by manoeuvering the singular term occurring
in the opaque context into a position which is "purely referential"
(accessible to quantification)
with, and "meaning

11

~

in this way intensions are dispensed

is reduced to the truth-value of the newly-formed

extensional sentence.

Quine's extensionality thesis -or, at least

one aspect of i t - tells us, moreover, (ii) that we must dispense with
"Heanings", in the mentalistic

the mentalistic notion of meaning.
sense, are "scientifically useleSS

11

and, where scientific progress

l. Quine (1960), pp. 26ff.

2. Quine (1968) p. 27.

See also, p. 29.
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is concerned, they must be abandoned.

l

In terms of the extensionality

thesis, the only legitimate notion of meaning is one that is tied

to the extensionality of language.
The indeterminacy thesis, therefore, tells us that "meaning"
is to be re-identified as a property of b0haviour rather than as an
entity

in the mind.

"Meaning" is dissociated from "the mind 11 and

is re-located in the physical world, that is to say, in dispositions
to verbal behaviour.

This revised notion of "meaning" is one that

is released from intensionality and is tied instead to the extension-

ality of language.

The extensionality thesis tells us that mentalis-

tic notions are redundant and scientifically useless.

Sentences about
2
''the mental'' are translatable into sentences about "the physical".

As Quine sees it, the behaviourism of the indeterminacy thesis both
implies and is implied by the extensionalism of his theory of language.
This theoretical setting provides the context for Quine's claim
that (i) intensionalist theories of language admit intensions, and
(ii) intensions are mental entities.

In order to meet Quine's

objections to intensionalist theories of language, we must be able
to show either (i) that intensionalism does not (or need not) admit
·.intensions, or (ii) that intensions are not mental entities.

l. Quine

(l953a.) p. 214; Quine (1960), p. 264-5. Quine is not always
consistent on this matter. At times he concedes that it is a matter
of choice whether or not we include such entities amongst our
ontological commitments: Quine (1950), pp. 77-9; also, Quine (1960),
p. 221 .. Hov;ever, there is no equivocation on Quine's part about
the following:
If we are limning the true and ultimate structure
of reality, the canonical scheme for us is the austere scheme which
knows no quotation but direct quotation and· no propositional
attitudes but only the physical constitution and behaviour of
organisms." (Quine (1960), p. 221.)
11

2.

Quine is aware of the kinds of objections raised by Chisholm
(supra, p. 75-7); he actually cites Chisholm's thesis of the
i~cibility of intentional idioms as evidence for his indeterminacy thesis. He argues that the irreducibility of intentional
idioms is just one of many instances where indeterminacy infects
translational synonymy. lvhereas Chisholm and the irreducibility
theorists take Brentano's thesis as "showing the indispensibility
of intentional idioms and the importance of an autonomous science
of intention'', Quine himself takes that same thesis as "showing
the baselessness of intentional idioms and the emptiness of a
science of intentions".
Quine(l960), pp. 220-l •

113

Arguments for the first of these - for an intensionalism without
intensions - are not necessarily arguments in defence of Fregean

sense-

One can accept Frege's 9rinciple of non-substitutivity as a

principle of language without thereby accepting Frege's explanation
of that principle, viz., that the words resisting substitutivity refer
1
to a sense. This, in fact 1 seems to be true of Prior's intensionalism
for which the principle of non-substi tutivi ty plays a purely formal
role, and the notion of sense plays

role at all.

~o

However, for our

purposes, it is useful to pay some consideration to Prior's defence
of an "intensionalism-wi thou t-in tensions", for this will serve to

demonstrate one way of answering Quine's objection that intensionalist
theories of language commit us to introducing mental entities named
~

abstract nou:ts and noun-ex_pressions ..
For Quine, intensionalism is unacceptable for it admits inten-

sions and thereby corr®its us to the existence of entities named by
abstract nouns and noun-expressions..

'l'he view that intensional ism

means admitting intensions is a consequence of the claim that all
variables of quantification are name-variables..

the grammatical category of

expressio~s

That is to say,

they keep place for is that

of nouns, and nouns are expressions which stand for sorue non-linguistic

entity.

Any object which satisfies a quantified formula is said to

be the value of the bound variable (s) •

The set of objects which

constitute the values of the variable is the set of objects to which
we are ontologically commit ted:

"To be is to be the value of a

variable.~ If. it is only name-variables which are admitted, then

we must radically re-word

sente~ces

of ordinary language so that the

only variables which occur in them are ones that replace grammatical
nouns, or, if we are prepared to retain sentences such as "For some

q,, <j>x" (where the quantified variable

an expression of a

grammatical category other than noun}, then we must nomir.alise the
variable"¢", with the unwelcome consequence of admitting into our
ontology, "er.tities'' named by
adnit intensional

e~g.,

constr~ctions,

verbs, adjectives, etc.

If we

such as "A believes that p", then

the variable, "p", when bound by a quantifier, will be noninalised

thereby committing us to the existence of an entity i.e., an intension,
named by the (noun-)expression which "p" holds place for.
l. Prior (1968); also, Prior {1971), pp. 33-9.

2. Quine (1948)

Because,
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for Quine, intensions are mental entities, intensional senter.ces

must be radically re-warded so that r.on-nominal expressions are
eliminated from positions accessible to

q~antification.

Prior argues that {a) we can retain non-nominal variables, that
is, variables of a grammatical category other than nouns, and (b) that

is so doing, there is no need to treat these variables as if they
were nar:es of objects.

In the open sentence,

11

is red-haired",

X

the variable "x" can be said to take the place of a name, e.g.,

"Henry•1 , and, in a secondary sense, because names stand for non-linguistic objects or persons, the variable can be said to stand for the

person, Henry ..

In the sentence

11

Henry ¢ 1 s Tom", the verb-variable,

"¢' s", can be said to stand for - keep the
verb~

for - a transitive

But it is senseless to ask what it 'fstands for" in the secondary

sense which requires that there be some non-linguistic object for
which it stands.

Verbs (like adjectives, adverbs etc.) do not have

the job of designating entities.

Similarly, Prior

positional variable, "p" in ''James believes that
'

'

arg~es

the pro-

stands for a

sentence, but, since it is not the job of sentences to designate
objects,

there can be no secondary sense in which p can b6 said

to stand for some non-linguistic entity.
\<ihen these non-nor.,inal variables are bound by a quantifier,

they are not thereby

'Ihe sentence, "For some

nornir.alised:

$'sn;is true if some specification of it is true.

c,

Henry

A specification

is simply the replacement of the variable "¢" by an expression of

the appropriate grammatical kind,

"For

sorr~e

~-

1

a \Jerb--expression..

Similarly 1

p, James believes that p" is true if sorr:e specification

of it is true.
the variable

11

A specification of it is sir..ply the replacement of
p

11

by an expression of the same grammatical kind, viz.,

a sentence ..

Prior's arguments show us one way of dispensing with entities
named by abstract nouns without thereby rejecting intensionalism.

But the cost of this is t:he elimi:1ation of

For Prege,

there are such entities as intensions, but these entities must be
dissociated from Quine•s notion of an intension as a ttmental entityn.
Arguments for intensionalism with intensions do not necessarily
serve to help J.s, here.
are

concerned~

For, where

intensiona~ist

the notion of "intension

11

theories of language

is a purely for:"'!al one.

For

example, the formal systems of Church and carnap which admit intensions
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as values of variables, or those semantic theories which treat
intensions as functions across possible worlds, do not have any
fundamental bearing on the questions at issue

here,~.,

questions

relating to intensions or senses qua entities grasped in acts of
understanding.

We might say that the notion of "intension 11 which

features in such systems is a notion belonging to Frege's logical
concerns - the concerns of formal semantics - and, therefore, a
notion which plays no role in a theory of meaning.
Quine, it seems, does not make this separation, and the result
is a mis-statement of Frege's position vis-~~vis the notion of
intension as it relates to Frege's theory of meaning.

On Quine's

account, Frege's statement that (in intensional contexts) "the words
refer to a sense" is taken to mean "the words

~

an entity", where

the "naming" is the Russellian notion set against a two-levelled
semantical framework.

This interpretation is perfectly justified

where the notion of ''intension" is one relating to the construction
1
of a purely formal language- Frege's logical concerns.
Within the
two-levelled framework, there are only signs and referents (for
Quine, the entities to which we are ontologically committed; for
Russell, the objects with which we are acquainted}; what is referred
to by words occurring in an intensicnal context must, in terms of
this framework,be regarded as

en~ities

alongside material objects,

etc., which are the customary referents of most names.
But, as we have already seen, the setting for Frege 1 -s theory
of meaning is a three-levelled semantical framework.

If the notion

of intension which enters into Frege's theory of meaning is characterised relative to a two-levelled framework, the result is, inevitably,
2
a misrepresentation of Frege's position.
For, if we agree that
intensions are entities named, in a sense relative to the two-levelled
framework, then these entities will belong to what Frege calls "the
realm of things".

And yet, for Frege, intensions or thoughts "are

1. This is not to say that there are two notions of "intension''
that Frege operates with. As with the notion of reference (~upra,
pp. 32-5), the notion of intension "behaves" differently according
to whether we see it in terms of a two- or three-levelled framework.
2. The mis-statement of Frege's position, here, is analogous to
Russell's misrepresentation of Fregean sense which results from
the attempt to accommodate ~notion of "sense" within a two-levelled
framework. See Appendix A.
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not wholly unactual but their actuality is quite different from the
1
actuality of things."
They belong to the "third realm". Because
the constraints of a tv1o-levelled framework do not adMit a distinction
of sense and reference, no

11

third realm 11

-

the realrr, of thoughts

or senses which can be referred to - can be recognised.
But the inadequacies of characterising intensions by appeal to
a tv/a-levelled !:rar:tework, heref can bt: demonatrated without appeal

to Frege's ontology.

On Quine's account, intensions or meanings are

said to be mental entities or ideas.

For

, quite explicitly,

intensions, that is 1 thoughts, are public and shareable

therefore be distinguished from ideas
shareable.

and must

which are private and non-

The distinctions necessary for our understanding of

Frege's "intensions", here

viz., between sense and reference, and

be tween ideas and thoughts

are not available to one who is operating

within a two-levelled semantical framework; consequently, any notion
of "intension" which introd:..1ces such a framework will not be the
notion

o~

intension or the thought

v.. hich

relates to

Frege 1 s

theory

of meaning.

Fregean sense can be defended against the kinds of objections
arising from Quine's philosophy, simply by demonstrating that it is
not the notion of intension relating to Frege's theory of meaning
that is under cri ticisrr,

in his theory.

A more serious challenge to

Fregean sense, however, is that posed by the causal theorists to

whom we now turn.

Here, we find that, although there seems to be no

prima facie misrepresentation of Frege's notion of sense, the thesis
that sense is "mind-related" is interpreted to mean that sense is
tied to a psyehologistic theory of the determination of reference.
I

§3.

now turn to these cri:icisms.
Sense and Psychologism
The second line of criticism directed to Fregean sense is ini-

tiated by the ca'.JSal theorists.

Here, the main target of the attack is

Fr_ege 's thesis that re::erence is a function of sense

5

Because sense

is nmind-relatedn, this thesis is held to be an instance of the vie\.,.

shared by "traditional" philosophers,

z , that reference is a

function of psychological considerations - knowledge, beliefs, intentior.s, etc.

Theories which view reference this way are said to be

psychologistic theories of reference.

1. E'rege

(1918), p. 29.
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At a general level, it seems to be Russell's epistemologicallybased theory of reference which is taken as the model for such
theories.

At this level, the Fregean thesis that reference is a

function of sense is identified with the Russellian thesis that
reference is a function of acquaintance, and

by virtue of this

identification, is discredited as a psychologistic theory of reference.
Criticisms of Fregean sense are advanced at a more specific level
however, by Putnam, and it is here that we are able to see why sense

is taken to be a psychologistic notion and why it is that sense is
linked with the Russellian epistemology.

After a brief consideration

of the more general critique of psychologistic theories of reference,
I shall turn to Putnam's explicit criticisms of Fregean sense.
Proponents of the causal theory of names retain the Russellian
two-levelled sernantical framework, but claim to dispense with the
epistemological presuppositions on which Russell 1 s own theory of
reference is based.

Names necessarily refer, but, for the causal

theorists, this is a metaphysically-based necessity, rather than an
epistemological one.

l

l>loreover, the Russellian distinction between

names and descriptions is retained
theori~ts,

but, again, for the causal

this distinction turns on the logical features of names

rather than en epistemological considerations relating to the
corrigibly and the incorrigibly known.
There is both a positive and a negative aspect to the causal theory
of names.

The positive thesis which states that reference, in the

case of a name, is a causally-based relation, is not of immediate
concern to us here.

2

It is, rather, one of the negative theses which

is important to us -viz., the critique of those theories which hold
that reference is a function cf psychological considerations (knowledge,
beliefs, intentions, "information", etc.}. Russell is seen to be a
main protagonist of this kind of theory, for his Cartesian-derived
epistemology leads inevitably to a psychologistic theory of reference:
Reference, in the case of a genuine name, is, for Russell, a function
of our acquaintance with some object; reference, therefore depends
not just upon the existence of the object referred to, but on our
infallible knowledge of that thing's

existence.

Russell's theory

of reference might, therefore, justifiably be called a psychologistic
theory'of reference,

l. supra, p. 48.

2. See Appendix B.
3. ~· pp. 40ff.

3

insofar as any account of the determination
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of a name's reference will be, ultimately, a psychological account
viz., one in which a description of what is referred to by a name
involves a description of a psychological state or process
case, our acquaintance with what is referred to.

in this

l

Frege's thesis that reference is a function of sense is equated

with this discredited Russellian thesis, vi.?:_., that reference is
determined by psychological considerations.

A justification for

equating Frege's thesis with psychologistic theories
with Russell's in particular, is provided by Putnam.

generally, and

2

Putnam's

critique of Fregean sense is presented in the context of Putnam's own

version of the causal theory.

On this version, the causal doctrine

is extended to natural kind terms such as

11

Water 11

,

11

gold", etc.

Putnam argues that t:1e extension of such terms is fixed, not by
3
The theories
psychological considerations, but by causal ones.
under criticism

here

are those which equate meaning VJith intension

?r concept (in the case of a natural kind term) or with sense (in
the case of a name).

Intensions, senses and concepts

4

are said to

be notions tied to traditional, "mentalistic" theories of meaning,
and Frege's account of sense and reference is seen to be representative
of such theories.

Putnam says of such theories that (a) they involve

an unwarranted idealisation of meaning; (b) they assume that meaning
is a function of a psychological state; and (c) they entail a psychologistic theory of the determination of a term's reference or extension.

l. There is a corollary to this theory about reference in the case
of names: Because, in the case of ordinary proper names, the
reference is not something known by acquaintance, these "names" are,
for Russell, really disguised descriptions whose reference is known
only corrigibly. This aspect of Russell's account of names might
provide grounds for including this theory amongst ''description
theories" of names, these being theories which are also under
criticism by the causal theorists. With this move, Russell's
account of names as disguised descriptions wo4ld come to be identified with Frege's thesis that every name has a sense, where the
latter is taken to be a paradigm case of a "description theory"
of reference. See Appendix B.
2. Putnam (1975).
3. This is not to say that, for Putnam (or for any of the causal
theorists), ''psychological'' considerations are irrelevant to the
fixing of a term's reference. It means. rather that, for these
theorists, reference in the case of genuine naming expressions
(which, for Putnam includes natural kind terms), is ultimately a
causally-based notion rather than a "psychologically"-based one.
4. Putnam chooses as his example of a mentalistic notion cf meaning
the notion of a term's "intension
This he takes to be at once,
(a) a sense or concept associated with a term, and (b) the set of
necessary and sufficient conditions for something's being a member
of the extension of that term. He aims to show that "intension",
in either of these senses, is a mentalistic notion.
11

•
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According to Putnam, the equation of meaning with a term's
~.,

intension implies an unwarranted idealisation of "meaning" that a ''meaning'' is a discrete entity associated with a word.

This

idealisation is, in part, the result of one way of dissolving an
ambiguity surrounding the locution, "what some term, X, means."
11

The verb

means"

here

can sometimes be taken to mean

11

l

has as

extension"; sometimes it is taken in such a way that the expression
as a whole means "the intension of X
can never mean extension.

11
•

The nominalisation, "meaning",

Therefore, the idealisation of "meaning"

involves both the claim that meanings are entities, and, at the same
time, an insistence that "meaning"

= intension, never extension.

Two

terms may have the same extension, but differ in intension, as in
"creature with a heart" and "creature with a kidney".
the two expressicns have different meanings.
intension.

We say that

Here, meaning

=

The meaning (i.e., intension) of a term is the concept

associated with that term.

Concepts are mental.

Therefore, meanings

are mental entities.
Putnam concedes that philosophers like Frege and Carnap regarded
concepts or meanings as abstract entities.

However, '''grasping'

these abstract entities was still an individual psychological act.•
He adds:

2

"None of these philosophers doubted that understanding a

word (knowing its intension) was just a matter of being in a certain
3
psychological state."
In a general sense, a psychological state is,· for Putnam, a
state which is studied or described by psychology.

In the more speci-

fic·sense, it is a state which assumes the principle of ''methodological
solipsism":

"This assumption is the assumption that no psychological

state, properly so-called, presupposes the existence of any individual
4
other than the subject to whom the state is ascribed."
A psychological state is net necessarily private.
said to be in the same psychological state.

Different people may be
For example, "knowing

that I is the meaning of A", where "I" is an intension and "A" is a
term, is the same psychological state for whoever happens to be in it.

l. Putnam (1975)' pp. 217; 224.
2. !_bid.' p. 218.

3. Ibid.
4.

~··

p. 220.
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According to Putnam, traditional theories imply the claim that
"knowing the meaning of A", where "A'' is a term, is a matter of
''knowing that some intension, I, is the meaning of A''; if ''Il" and
''I '' are different intensions and ''A'' is a term, then ''knowing that
2
I 1 is the intension of A" is a different psychological state from
"knowing that I
is the intension of A."
2

We can summarise the theory of meaning imputed to traditional
theorists represented by Frege as follows:

Meanings are said to be

entities; they are the entities which are grasped in psychological
acts; knowing the meaning of a term is "just a matter of being in a
psychological state."

1

This last statement is said to be an "un-

. "2 on which traditional, mentalistic theories of
warrante d assumption

meaning are based.
The thesis that (a) knowing the meaning of an expression
(i.e., knowing its intension or grasping its sense) is just a matter
of being in a psychological state, together with the thesis that
(b) meaning determines reference, jointly entail a psychologistic
theory of the determination of reference:
of

meaning~

Reference is a function

meaning is a "constituent" of a psychological state, in

the sense that any account of meaning involves reference to the
psychological state of "knowing that .•• is the meaning of ••• ";
reference is, therefore, determined by psychological considerations.

1. Ibid., p. 219.

2. The second of the "unwarranted assumptions" on which traditional
mentalistic theories of meaning are based is said to be the thesis
that "intension determines extension". To equate this with Frege's
thesis that "sense determines reference" would involve a serious
over~simplification.
For, although Putnam is justified in treating
the Fregean notions of ''sense'', "intensions'' and "concepts"
interchangeably, insofar as these are all said to be grasped in
acts of understanding the meaning of a term, there can be no
·
justification for using the notions of "reference" and "extension"
interchangeably. For Frege, the reference (Bedeutung) of a predicative expression is a concept; the extension of a term, on the
other hand, is generally taken to mean the set of objects of which
that term is true. It is not clear, however, that Putnam is imputing this second "unwarranted assumption" to Frege,
so we will not be pursuing this question. His general arguments
to show that "sense", "intension", etc., are "psychological"
notions are (if successful) sufficient to show how the "authentic"
Fregean thesis,~., that sense determines reference, might be
regarded as a psychologistic thesis.
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§4.

Varieties of Mentalism
We are now in a position to specify the content of the different

kinds of mentalistic theories imputed to Frege.

To assist us in this,

let us introduce two protagonists of mentalistic theories of meaning:
Mr. Antiquine defends the kind of mentalism objected to by Quine -

the antithesis of Quine's own theory; Mr. Antiput defends the specific
mentalistic doctrine which Putnam finds offensive, and which is seen
to be the antithesis of a causal theory of reference.
Mr Antiguine's position is quite simple-minded.

He asserts

that meanings are determinate entities and that these entities exist
in the mind of a speaker.

The identity of these entities is known

either through introspection or else it is inferred through the
behaviour of the speaker.
behind the words.

They are the ''ideas", ''images'' or ''thoughts''

On the question of whether they are private, in

the sense of being possessable only by a single individual, he equivocates:

He insists, on the one hand,that they are inaccessible to

public scrutiny - they are not observable

because they are something

other than, and in addition to, items of behaviour.
in the sense that they are non-observable.

They are "private"

On the other hand, he

wants to explain linguistic communication in terms of attaching words
or sentences to "the same meaning".

And, moreover, he wants to say

that translation from one language to another consists in switching
the labels of the single identical entity which is

the"~

meaning".

This .suggests that these entities are somehow shared or common to
the minds of language-users.

Perhaps the introduction of the princi-·

ple of methodological solipsism would enable Mr Antiquine to maintain
simultaneously that these mental entities were both private, that is
non-observable, and shareable by common speakers of a language.
Mr Antiput shares the view that meanings are mental entities.
But his position is more sophisticated than that of Mr Antiquine.
For his mentalism is at once a conseauence of (a) his thesis that
meaning is a function of psychological state, and also the grounds
for (b) his thesis that reference is determined by psychological
considerations.
To understand the meaning of some term, A, is to be in a particular psychological state.

What makes "the meaning of A" a mental

entity, here, is the fact that it cannot be specified without reference
to the psychological act of understanding or grasping it.

The

psychological state comprises both the psychological act (of
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understanding) and the content of the act - what is grasped or
understood, i.e., "the meaning".

Thus

Mr. Antiput can argue that

even if it is asserted that concepts, for example, are Platonic
entities

or abstract objects, because they are tied to an individual

psychological act in this way

they are constituents of a describable

psychological state, and have

therefore

merely psychological status.

It is the assumption of methodological solipsism which "guarantees"
that the contents of such acts have psychological status.
ing"

The "mean-

which is grasped in an act of understanding has no status

independently of that psychological act.

To say that the content

of this act necessarily has psychological status need not mean that
such acts and their contents are private.

If understanding the

meaning of A is describable as a psychological state, then the principle of methodological solipsism does not prevent us from saying
that other people can be in the same psychological state.

But

nonetheless, on this view, meaning is mind-dependent.
Reconstructed in this way, Mr. Antiput's theory can be identified as a psychologistic theory of meaning.
in a psychological act of understanding
status.

~

Meaning -what is grasped

has merely psychological

Inquiries concerning meanings or concepts are, at a fund-

amental level, inquiries into psychological states.
But it is precisely these two psychologistic features of
Mr. Antiput's theory which are, for Putnam, the characteristics of
Frege's theory of meaning:

Mr. Antiput can acknowledge Frege's

resistance to treating concepts as mental particulars (by continuing
to admit them as abstract or Platonic entities), and yet still argue
that they are "mental entities" in the broader sense of having
psychological status:

"For even if meanings are 'Platonic' entities

rather than 'mental' entities ..• , 'grasping' those entities is
1
presumably a psychological state."
Furthermore, Mr. Antiput can
recognise the "public" aspect of meaning insisted on by Frege by
allowing that different people may be said to be in the same psychological state.
We distinguished earlier two forms of psychologism:

2

reductive

psychologism - according to which necessary truths were reduced to
empirical generalisations about mental processes, and subjective

1. Ibid., p. 22?..
2. supra, pp. 13-14.
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psychologism - according to which necessary truths were held to be
immanent to the act which grasped them.

As with reductive psycholo-

gism, Mr. Antiput's theory can secure the "public 1' aspect of the

content of thought- in this case, the meaning of a term- but, as

with all forms of psychologism, his theory is unable to assert the
independent status of what is grasped in an act of understanding.
What is grasped has only psychological status - it is part of a
particular, though shareable, psychological state, and belongs
therefore to the domain of psychology.
Mr. Antiput's second thesis - concerning the determination of
reference - is premissed on this psychologistic theory of meaning.
True to Frege, he believes that meaning determines reference.
is

in turn

determined by psychological state.

Meaning

Therefore refe renee

is determined by "psychological considerations".

~\fe

can

specify what these "psychological considerations" are.

moreover

"Understanding

the meaning of A" is equated with the psychological state of "knowing
that I is the meaning of A".

The psychological state

which involves an epistemological relation.

here

is one

Therefore, if reference

is determined by meaning, then reference is an epistemologically based relation.

At this point Mr. Antiput begins to lock like a

badly-disguised Lord Russell, for whom reference, in the case of a
name, is ultimately a matter of a special kind of knowledge- i.e.,
acquaintance.
Thus

Mr. Antiput's mentalism consists in

(a) a form of psychologism, according to which meanings which are
grasped in an act of understanding (i.e., the contents of psychological
acts) are said to have merely psychological statuSi and,
(b) an epistemologically-based notion of reference, according to
which reference is a function of the psychological state of knowing
what some term means.
For Putnam,

Frege is specifically identified with the first

of these, Russell with the second - the Fregean doctrine of sense
and the Russellian doctrine of acquaintance are alike tarred with
the "mentalistic" brush.

Putnam's critique is a direct denial of

two important theses which we have been defending:
(i)

He denies

that Frege's "thought" is objective- i.e., does not have mere

psychological status; and,
(ii) that there is a significant difference between the Fregean and
the Russellian theories of the determination of reference.
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The fact that Putnam is able to deny each of these claims is,
in fact; due to a deficiency in Frege 1 s theory of sense.
theory tells us that thoughts are objective, and
what is

in

understa~ding.

Frege's

thoughts are

Eut he provides no theory of how

sense or the thought can be both of these things.

He offers no

account of the way in which sense or the thought relates to the mind.

His theory of sense is

therefore

suscept:ble to the interpretations

discussed above which so readily equate the "r-;ind-relatedness" of
sense with a mentalistic notion of rr.eaning.
It will be argued in the next chapter that if the "mind-relatedness" of sense is explained in terms of an· intentional theory of the

relationship between meaning and the mind, then the charge of ps:lcho-

logism can be

avoided~

If sense is taken to be an intentional

notion, then we can show that sense or the thought is at once mindrelated

objective..

Moreover 1 if sense is taken to be an inten-

tional notion, then Frege's account of the determination of reference
can be successfuLly dissociated from Russell's epistemologically-

::Oased account.

For Russell's episteTI'ological relation of direct

acquaintance is a paradigm case of a

~-intentional

relation.
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CHAPTER VI.

____________________

INTENTIONALITY: THE VEHICLE OF
,

OIJJECTIVE REFERENCE

§1.

Introduction
Our deliberations in Chapter V have underlined the need to show

how sense can be at once

reference.

(a) mind-related, and

(b) a vehicle of

Frege's thesis that reference is mediated by sense is

threatened if the "mind-relatedness

1

'

of sense is explained ultimately

by appeal to a psychologistic theory of meaning.
What we require, then, is a non-psychologistic theory of the
way in which meaning relates to the mind.

Frege tells us that

meaning is what is grasped in an act of understanding, and

moreover

that meaning is what is grasped in common by those who communicate
a language.

But Frege does not give us a theory about the relation-

ship between the cognitive act and its

(public, shareable) content.

If Husserl's philosophy is to provide the necessary supplementation for Frege's theory of sense, then there are two requirements
that must be met:
(i)

his theory must incorporate Frege's notion of sense, and

there-

with Fregean three-levelled semantical framework;
(ii) his theory must be a non-psychologistic one.

§2.

Husserl's Theory of Intentionality:

The Fregean Connection

Husserl's theory of intentionality is a theory about acts of
1
consciousness. Consciousness consists in acts of intending some
object.

Perceiving, imagining, wishing for, thinking of, are differ-

ent ways of intending some object - they are all intentional acts.

1. The ascription of intentionality to acts of consciousness is
clearly derived from Brentano. However, the replacement of Brentano's
''presentations'' by "consciousness'' as the bearer of intentionality
signals Husserl's departure from Brentano's psychologism.
For
presentations are always immanently directed acts; objects of
consciousness, however, are in general ''transcendent" to the
individual act.
flusserl's theory of intentionality is developed
primarily in relation to the latter transcendently directed acts,
exemplified by perception.
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To say that consciousness is intentional is to say that all consciousness is

conscio~sness

of

something~ 1

But the object to which

the act is directed - the t'[intended object't - may or may not

exist~

Therefore it car.not be the existence of the intended object which
constitutes the intE'ntionality of the act.
consciousness consists

is correlated a

~

rather

The ir.tentionality of

in the fact that to every act, there

or rr:.e an in-g through which the act is directed

to its object, if it has one.
.3
a noema.

2

simply is to have

"To be

All consciousness, then, is to be understood in terms of an
act of A•s intending some object, B.

Perceiving, imagining, thinking

of, etc., are all instances of such an act.

The intentionality of

the relation between an act and its object in A's intending B is to
be understood in terms of the trichotomy:
act - noema (meaning) - object.
This trichotomy replaces Brentano's dichotomy of
.

act - o b Ject,

4

as the fraonework for elucidating the notion of intentionality.

l. Here again we see Brenta~o's direct influence on Husserl.
However, for Husserl, intentionality c0:1sists in the directedness
of acts, rather than in the correlation with an
2. l-ie must be careful to distinguish between:

(i) "the object which
is intended"; "the object to which the act is directed'J; "intended
object"; and, (ii) "the object as intended"; "the intended (perceived, remembered, etc.,) as such"~ The phrase "intentional
object", as we have been using it so far; is ambiguous as to
these two uses. I shall, therefore, avoid using it in connection
with Husserl. Instead, I sh2ll, in general use "intended object"
to cover the uses of the expressior:s in (i), and "noemall to cover
those in (ii) •

3. F¢1lesdal (1972), p. 422,
4. cf. ibid., p. 421-2. Here we see, in Husserl's post-psychologistic
thought, a recognition that we need to replace a two-levelled
franework by a three-levelled one, if psychologisM is to be avoided.
This, of course, was Prege's essential ins
in his scathing
review of Husser!' s earlier psychologistic work.
(Frege (1894)).
The question of whether Husserl's conversion to anti-psychologism
was the direct result of Frege's critique is a subject of continuing debate (see F¢llesdal (1958); Hohanty (1974); Willard (1980)),
but it is not of immediate concern here.
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Husser! says that

1

'the noema is nothing but a generalisation
l

of the idea of meaning to the field of all acts."

This statement

is the basis for F¢llesdal's authoritative and scholarly exposition
of Husserl's notion of noerna in terms of the notion of Sinn2
specifically, Frege's notion of Sinn.
F¢llesdal's exposition of
Husserl's notion of noema contains twelve theses, each of which
provides the justification for explicating the notion of noema by
appeal to Fregean Sinn.

The first of these states that the noema is

an intensional entity, a generalisation of meaning (F¢llesdal's
Thesis 1).

F¢llesdal points out that the noema has two components:

(i) the "noematic Sinn" which is common to all acts which have the
same object given in the same manner regardless of the ''thetic"

character of the act (i.e .. , of whether they are acts of perceiving,
remembering, expecting, etc.,) and ( i i) the

11

noematic cor relate" which

differs in acts of different thetic character.

(F¢llesdal's Thesis

2) •

He can now summarise F¢llesdal's exposition of noema in terms
of Sinn, by stating Frege's theses concerning sense and matching the
Husserlian theses against these.

(F¢llesdal 's theses are enumerated

in parentheses):1.

Every sign necessarily has a sense but only contingently a reference.

1'. To each act, there is correlated a noema (Thesis 7), although
there need not exist an object.
2. Senses are objective:

they are abstract entities or thoughts

which belong (ontologically) to the "third realm"; they are possible
referents; they are what is grasped in the understanding and communication of a language.
2'. Noemata are abstract entities (Thesis 8) and are, therefore, not
perceivable through the senses (Thesis 9).

In this respect, noemata

are comparable to Frege's "thoughts" which, although ontologically
independent of mere ideas, are still not to be located in the realm
of material perceptible objects.

Noemata can be known through a

special act of phenomenological reflection (Thesis 10) and this reflection can be iterated - the noema of an act can be made an object of
a further act of reflection (Thesis ll).

l.

~.,

p. 422.

This tells us that ncemata,

Cf. Husserl (1913), pp. 257-267.

2. F¢llesdal (1969).
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like Fregean senses, are possible referents.
of a special phenomenological act.

Noemata are the referents

Finally, noernata - or, more

specifically, the noematic Sinn (Thesis 2} - is what is common to
many acts which

intend

the same object in the same manner.

In this

sense, the noematic Sinn is the shared component in acts directed
to the same object.
3. Sense is not the same thing as reference.
3'. The noema is not the same thing as the object of an act (Thesis 4):
Different noemata may correspond with the same object (Thesis 6)
just as different senses may be correlated with the same referent.
Just as for Frege, sense is "a mode of presentation" of the object
rather than the object itself, so for Husserl, noemata are the modes
under which an object is given to different perspectives:

The iden-

tical object may be intended from a variety of different perspectives,
and this means that the identical object is intended through different noemata.

(Thesis 12).

4. Sense is the means by which reference is determined.
4'. Acts which are correlated with the same noematic Sinn intend
the same object although the converse does not hold (the same object
may be correlated with different noematic Sinne),

The object is

therefore a function of the noematic Sinn (Thesis 5) .

The noematic

Sinn is the means by which consciousness relates to an object
(Thesis 3).
12).

The noema is a complex system of determinations (Thesis

The object is

therefore

11

transcendent" insofar as it is

"intendable" under a multiplicity of perspectives, none of which,
individually, "exhausts" the object.
In recent studies of Husserl's phenomenology, we find that
F¢llesd.al's fundamental thesis of explicating Husserl's "noema 11
by appeal to Fregean sense has been extended and elaborated in some
very valuable ways.

For example, it has been argued convincingly

that Husserl's "noemata" are the very same entities as Frege's
intensional objects or intensions, and that Husserl's "transcendent
object" - the object which is intended or to which the act is directed can be identified with Frege's referent.

l

The identification of noema

with meaning or Sinn has prompted the suggestion that Husserl 's theory
of the intentionality of consciousness is to be understood on the
2
model of a semantic relation; because noema is equated with Fregean

l. Cf. Mcintyre

Kung

& Woodruff Smith (1971); (1975).
(1972), (1973), (1975); Hintikka (1976).

2, Olafson (1975).

Also Aquila (1974);
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Sinn, we can justifiably expect it to be

's theory of sense and

reference which provides the appl:"opriate serr,antic model ..

It is generally believed by those undertaking these explorations
that the ideas of Frege and Husserl are mutually illuminating.

My

own explorations, in the following pages, will be directed primarily
towards showing how Husserl's theory of intentionality and his
phenomenological approach to linguistic ;nean ing and reference can
assist us in overco1i1ing some of the difficulties which arise from the

Fregean semantic model.
F¢llesdal's fundamental insight was to demonstrate how Husserl
and Frege share a three-levelled framework - Husserl's trichotomy of
act - noema - object
being a parallel of Frege's trichotomy of
sign - sense - reference4
Because noema

= Pregean

sense, we can say that Husser! shares Frege 1 s

three-levelled

fra:ne•.vork.

Husserl's dist:.nction of act;

noerna and object, however 1 is the result of a phenomenological approach
to the intentionality of consciousness.

Frege's distinction of si,gn,

sense, referent belongs to a non-phenomenological theory of linguistic
meaning and

reference~

Our first task, then, is to show what is

distinctive about a "phenomenological approach" ar,d to show how it
is that this approach can yield distinctions which are compatible
with those drawn by Frege.

We can then see how a phenomenological

account of the intentionality of acts might be invoked to supplement
Frege's theory of sense.
Pheno:nenology is the description of the structures of intentionality.
structures.

This, as we will see, means a description of noematic
A phenomenological description of acts of consciousness

is undertaken from a particular standpoint, viz., the perspective
1
of the experiencing subject.
rrhis r,,eans that the description of

1. Cf, Brentano's descriptive psychology discussed ~, pp. 8-9.
Husserl originally called his phenomenology a "descriptive
psychology", but. abandoned this title to emphasise the fact that
phenomenology is not a branch of the natural sciences, nor is it
to be identified with Brentano's descriptive psychology.
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acts of consciousness m'..lst be free of any pres'-Ippositions which
appeal to "transce!1dent realities":

r~

phenol1enological description

cannot presuppose any Betaphysical theories concerning
reality of the object ir.tended in an act.

~or

e.g.

the

can it presuppose

a!l.y distinctions which are postulated "from outside" the phenomeno-

logical

Phenomenologically, intentionality cannot be

standpoint~

seen as a feature which

the nental from the physical.

l!'or

a distinction between mental and physical phenomer.a can only be
dra\¥n on the basis of our description of the intentiona.lity of acts
.

o f consciousness.

l

If phenomenology is to be pr:eSuppositicnless,

then our description

o~

acts of consciousness cannot presuppose either

the existence or the non-existence of the object to which the act
is directed (the

11

intended objectn}.

The insistence that phenomenology be

Husserl's way of severing

phenome~ology

descriptive sciences .2 In

''~resuppositionless"

is

from the empirical or

Husserl 's phenomenology of perception,

Husserl makes this point by introduci:1g the controversial notion of
the epoche.

The £E'£f:tl.£ is a methodological device whereby we suspend

or bracket questions concerning the existence or non-existence of a
spatia-temporal

"fact-world"~

Such questions belong to the "'thesis

of the natural attitude".

The natural attitude is that adopted (quite
4
legitimately) by natural or empirical scientists.
This perspective

embodies certain assumptions - for e:xample 1 that there exists a world
independently of my experiencing it, that this world consists of
objects which

confor~

to causal laws, that these facts and laws

pertaining to the external world are "given".

t·~ost

importantly, the

natural standpoint .involves a nnaturalisinglf of consciousness:
consciousness is regarded as a process or state, existing in time
(and, perhaps in space as well) alona with other events and states
5

of affairs.

In performing the eEoche, we bracket or disconnect the

1~

In respect of this pointt we can see why Brentano's approach is
non-phenomenological: Brentano's theory [)resuppcses a distinction
between mental phenoo1ena in terr:'.s of the objects of inner and
outer perception. It is against this setting that Brentano hopes
to state the descriptive features which are unique to r:!ental
phenomena- i.e., the objects of inner perception.

2~

Husserl's abandonment of the title, "descriptive psychology", rr:.ight
well be seen as linked with this intent.

3. Husserl (1913).
4.
5.

., pp. 101-3; lGS-6.
l (1911) pp. 79ff.

3

l3l

thesis of the natural attitude.

The result is a shift in attitude -

a shift to the phenomenological attitude towards consciousness and
its objects.
The

proble~s

surrounding the epoche - and these are usually seen

to be the practical proble~s in implementing the epoche - do not

irrmediately concern us here.

Its relevance to our preser.t concerns

is as follows: (a) the deployment of the epoche is consistent with
what Husserl means by a "presuppositionleSS 11 approach to consciousness;

(b) the notion of the epocn£ can be seen as an artificial way of
stressing that the truth of an intentional statement

and

therefore

the analysis of an intentional act - A intends B - does not imply
or presuppose the existence or

of the .intended object

~on-existence

(just as "A intends p" does not imply or presuppose any facts such
as the truth of "p"), and (c) it is llusserl' s way of distancing
phenomenology from those

e~pirical

scie~ces

which seek to describe

(and theorise about} consciousness and its cbjects as 'treal" events
located in the spatia-temporal "fact-world".
vlhat remains after the thesis of the natural attitude has been
suspended is the intentionality of consciousness:
eve~y

the fact that

conscious act (noesis} there cortesponds a noeMa.

~

The eooche,

as it were, wclears the way" so that the noenatic structures or
meanings, rather than the intended object, become the focus of our
investigation.

so, when Husserl says that by means of the epoche

we effect a change in attitude, he does not

a change of attitude
1
to the object of consciousness so:nehow 11 stripped of its existencen.
~can

It is not an attitude to the object at all, but a focussing on the
noematic structures of acts of

At the same time,

consciousness~

however, the noena is the means by which consciousness relates to
its object, when there is one.

so an investigation of, for example,

the perceptual noema will be a description of the perceived object
as oerceived.

This ll'.ay be illuminated by means of a familiar example

- that of my perceiving a tree.
A phenomenological account of my perceiving a tree v!ill distinguish between the act

o~

perceiving, the object

<~hich

is intended

in that act, and the perceived as such (the object as intended).
perceiving a tree, I perceive only one aspect of the object
maybe

only indeterrr.inately as a greenish object.

1. Jlf,cintyre & woodruff Smith (1971), p. 558;

and then

This single act

!"!· Kung (1975).

In
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of perception carries certain expectations - fer example, that the
tree has a back and sides not available to the present act of
perception.

But these expectations are "fulfillable" in further

perceptual acts as when I walk around the tree and perceive it from
different angles, when I touch it, perhaps co'Jnt the leaves_, and so
fcrth.

The

~oe~a

of the initial single act of. perception- the

perceived as such - points to or "refers itself to" further perceptual

acts which may or may not fulfil the initial expectations..

If, in

performing these further perceptual acts I find that 1 for example,
the tree has no back or sides - that it is a'cardboard facsimile,
or even

perhaps

that it is an hallucination - then my patter!'l of

the noerna of ITIY act then becomes a

expectations is frustrated:

different one with a different pattern of expectations.
The expectations carried by the ::1cerna are not always deteLminate -

we rc.ay, for example, expect to find certain colours on the hidden
sides of a tree but we may not be sure what colours we will find.
Or we may expect that there will be leaves on the other side, but
unsure as to how many.

Successive perceptual acts, while fulfilling

certain determinate expectations, will at the same time make
determinate many of those expectations which were previously left
open.

our experience of the tree throughout these acts becomes richer.

At the same time, however, there will be infinitely many expectations
1;hich are left indeterminate or unfulfilled.
haustible" or transcendent.
transc~ndent

1

The object is "inex-

S:o say that the intended object is

is not to say that what we experience (the perceived as

such) is something other than the object itself {the object which is
perceived), in the way in •.;hich some have held that the sense-impressions which we experience are something different from the thing itself
- 'the cause of those impressions..

\·ihat we experience

but under different modes or from different perspectives.

the object
To say

that the intended object is transcende!'lt means that (i) the same
identical object - the object which is perceived - is susceptible to
a variety of modes of presentation; (ii) that the object, which is
given perspectivally, cannot be identified with what is given in a
particular perspective; (iii) that no single act of perceiving "exhausts" the object - there are always further possible 01cts of
intending that object.

1. Husserl (1913), pp. 130ff.
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If pe!'ceiving were non-perspectival, then the object perceived
would be wholly present in the particular perceptual act.

It would

cone into being and cease to be with the perforrr.a:>ce of that act.
1
Such an item would be "immanentn to the act~
nThe inability to be
perceived

ir.~anently

.•• belongs in essence .,. to the thing as such,

to every reality
Thus the Thing itself, sirr.Eliciter, we call
2
transcendent."
The object which is perceived is that which can
only appear (is only perceivable) perspectivally:
can

1

"Spatial Being

appear 1 only with a certain 'orientation', which necessarily

carries with it sketched out in advance the system of arrangements
which makes

fres~

ponds to a certain

orientations possible, each of which again corres1

Way of appearing', which we perhaps express as

a being presented frorr. this or that 'aspect' and so forth."

3

Correlatively, we can say of an act of perceiving that the "possibility of passing over into detern:inate, ordered, continuous perceptual
patte.rns, which can always be contin·..ted, and are therefore never
exhausted",

4

belongs to the very structure of the act.

Perception

is nthe consCiousness of a single perceptual thing appeari:1g with
ever-increasing corr.pleteness 1 fro;n endlessly new points of view 1 and
c

with ever-richer determinations~~
Husserl's theory of the intentionality of perception enables
us to see how certain of the puzzles that plagued Ansco:nbe's account
6
of perception rr.ight be avoided. Husserl' s intended object - the
object which is perceived - is tra!1scendent and, therefore, !"lOt something which can be given under all its deterMinations in a single

1 .. Husserl's distinction between "inmanently directed" and "transcendently directedn acts replaces Brentano's distinction between
"innert'l and nouter 11 perception. He says that there are t1serious
objections" (Ibid., p. 124) to the latter way of speaking. Tbe
objections are, of course, to the distinction of mental and physical
phenomena presupposed by this manner of speaking.

2. Ibid. , pp. 133-4.
3. Ibid., pp. 134-5.
4. Ibid. , p. 135 ..

5. Ibid.

6.

~,
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act of perceiving.

Thus, like Ansco:nbets "mat'erial object", it is

describable indepenCently of any single act of perceiving it.

:aut" 1

- what,

on the other hand 1 a description of the perceived

fer Anscombe, is the "intentional object" - is a description of
noema, that is, of the mode in which the object is intended,

~he

At a

superficial level, Hu:sserl 1 s "noeraa" is a:1alogou.s to Anscombe •s

"intentional object", which

she says

non-existence, possible indeterminacy

is characterised by possible
and, in the case of descriptions

of the object, failure of substi tu ti vi ty.

In the case of the noena 1

the expectations which are carried may be frustrated (as when the
intended object does not exist); those expectations
nate; and

1

~ay

be indetermi-

because the noema gives only a none-sided" view of the

intended object, there will be other possible descriptions corresponding to other possible noemata, all of which are "true of" the intended
object, but none of which need be a description of the noema of
particular act.
But

although Husserl's "noemau shares these characteristics

of Anscornbe's "intentional object", the one cannot be identified with
the other.

For the relation between Anscombc's 11 intentional" and
1
"mater:!.al'l objects cannot be the same as the relation between the

ncema and intended object.

This becomes clear in the case of per-

ception - the paradig'll case of a psychological act which achieves
objective reference.
PerceptioYI
ion"

in the sense which Brentano called "outer percept-

and which, in Ansco:nbe's case, we described as "transparent"

perception, is described by Husserl as a ntranscendently directed"

act.

Because the object of perception in this sense is a transcendent

object,· that object can OYily be given "oYie-sidedly" in a particular
act.

So the sense in which the noema is "not the same thing" as

the intended object, is the sense in which the mode in which so:nething
is intended is different from the thing itself.
here

The difference

is not that between a "transcendently direct-ed•' act and an

"im1nanent1y directed" act, where the latter is an act in which the
object is wholly given.

The three-levelled

fra~ework

against which

the notion of noema is set, is one which allows us to say that the

noema is not the same thing as the intended object, without thereby
relegating to the noe:na the status of an object which is i:nrr.anently

1. A.nscombe, of course, is unable to state what this relation is ..
But her characterisation of nintentionaln and "hlaterialn objects,
respectively, enables us to say what this relation cannot be.

135

contained within ar. act.

(Analogously, in Frege's case, we can

distinguish sense from reference wi tho~1t thereby relegating sense

to the realm of ideas) •

Anscombe 's d istinct:lon of "intentional"

and umaterial" objects at times seems closer to Husserl's distinction
between

i~~~ently

and transcendently directed acts rather than to
(i~e. 1

his account of the relation between noema and intended
transcendent) object:
"perceives~·

use of

perceiving

here

\:<;hen she identifies the "merely intentional 11

with the sense-impression theorists

1

use, then

is to be regarded as an inrr,anently directed act

(in Husserl's terminology).

Although

it is true to say that the

sense-irr.pression theorists* account of perceiving corresponds to
11

Husserl's

co~ld

ir:tmanently directed 11 act, the latter

not

on

Husserl's account be described as a case of a "merely intentior..aln
use of nperceives».

F'or

an irr.manently directed act is one in which

an object is giver: non-perspectivally - it is, like Brentano's presentations, to be understood in terms of the dichotomy of act and

object.

It is precisely that

dochoto~y

which is denied by Husserl

in characterising inter.tionality by appeal to the noema.
In Anscombe's case

the

iCe~tification

of perceiving in its

IT,erely inter.tional sense with an immanently directed act yields
consequences which are incorr.patible with her thesis concerning
objective reference in the case of transparent perception {where
"perceivesN is used materially).

For. here

Ar.scombe wants to say

there is an intentional object but tbat this is not something other
than, or in addition to, the real existing thing.

To retain what

she takes to be correct about sense-impression theories, Anscorr.be
treats an "intentional object" as an 1'irnmanent objectu (in Husserl*s
sense).

To retain what she takes to be correct about realist theories

(the primacy of the material use of "perceives

11
)

1

she attempts to

say that the intentional object is nothing other than the real,
existing thing.

Neither of these theses allows for the possibility

of treating the: "intentional objectn as a means to achieving objective
reference in cases where "perceives" is used Baterially.

This is

bE-cause Anscombe 's account is coGched in terr..s of a dichotomy of

act

object,

rather than in terms c.f a trichoto:rr:y which allows c..n "intentional
object" to be treated as the means by which

objective.

\'le

intend something

Appeal to Husserl's distinction between transcendently-

directed and in;manently-Cirected acts shows us why Anscombe•s account

136

of intentionality is fundamentally incompatible with her thesis that
psychological acts, such as perceiving, can succeed in achieving
objective reference; appeal to Husserl's notion of the noema shows

us that this incompatibility can only be resolved by replacing the
dichotomy of act and object by a trichotomy in which the intentional
(i.e., the noema)is a means to achieving objective reference.

Husserl's account of the perspectival nature of perception
might also be invoked to defend Frege against the charge of scepticism
in relation to his thesis that, because sense gives us only a onesided view of the reference, we can never attain full knowledge of

that reference.

l

If the reference (of a name), which is known by

means of the sense, is transcendent in the way that for Husserl
the intended object of perceiving is, then it is something which

can only be given perspectivally.

To require that it be completely

- i.e. non-perspectivally -given is to require that

reference" be an imrnanently-d irected act.

2

knowing the

It is interesting to note

here that Russell's account of "knowing the reference
requirement.

11

11

fulfils this

For Russell, the reference of a name is something that

is known non-perspectivally - without mediation.

T0is is required

if we are to say in the case of names that the reference is known
incorrigibly.

But on this account the reference which is known

must be something immanent to the act of knowing so that, in this
context, Russell's theory of names is unmistakably a psychologistic
theory.
We can now return to Husserl's theory of the intentionality
of perception, and summarise it as follows:

The noema or meaning of

a perceptual act is the mode in which the object is intended in that
particular act.
intentional act.

The object which is perceived is a correlate of an
The relation between an act and its intended object

is an intentional relation -one that is mediated by a noema or sense.

l. supra, p. 28.
2. Ameriks (1977). points out: "Husserl recognizes that the epistemic
transcendence things have in the sense of not being completely
given is not in itself a proof of a real transcendence in the sense
of a separate existence. At this point .•• he is simply trying
to ••. ward off an ideal knowledge which would require the
perception of transcendent things to have precisely what is impossible, namely the character of immanent perception." (p. SOl}.
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This outline of Husserl 's theory of the intentionality of perception shows us how sense or meaning can be understood as "mindrelated".

For

here

the notion of sense plays a crucial role in

our understanding of the intentionality of acts of consciousness.
V~e

are now in a position to see how th:is theory might account for the

"mind-relatedness" of linguistic Meaning-

linguistic expressions.

i.e~,

the sense of

Referring to something by means of a ling-

uistic expression is one of many p:Jssl.ble intentional acts.

linguistic act in nA

The

to B" (by means of some linguistic

expression) is, like the perceptual act i.n "A perceives B" 1 an

instance of A's intending soe1e object, 13.

On Husserl's account,

linguistic reference - the relation between a sign and its referent is to be understood in terrr.s of an act which has the structure :-

act

object.

meaning (noerna)

He can now proceed to Husserl's own theory of linguistic meaning and
1
reference as elaborated in his Logical Investigations to see how
his theory of intentionality - a theory 8boht acts of

consciousne~s

- can provide us, specifically , with an account of linguistic sense
and reference.

§3.

Meaning as an

Inte~tional

Notion

Husserl introduces his theory of linguistic ('expressive")

meaning by distinguishing between the sign as physical phenomenon
and the sign as meaningful expression.

Khat makes the nete physical

sign a meaningful expression is the interpolation of an act:If we seek a foothold in pure description, the concrete
phenomenon of the sense-informed e::xpressio:1 breaks up, on the
one hand, into the physical phenoF<enon forming the physical
side of the expression, and, on the other hand, into
which give it meaning and possibly also int.uitive fulness,
in which its relation to an expressed object is
constituted. 2

A phenomenal sign - a concatenation of letters or a sequence of sounds
- becoJ:l_es an "expression

11
-

a meaning-endov:ed sign -with the perform-

1. Husserl (1900-Cl). My aim in this chapter is, clearly, not to offer
a chronological account of the development of !lusserl's thought.
I t is rather to identify the role of meaning within the context
of Husserl's theory concerning acts of consciousness generally~
before proceeding to the question of the way in which linguistic
neaning is, for Husserl, to be located within the same context.
2,

~.,

p. 280.
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ance of an act of intending something objective - what Husserl calls
an act of meaning
therefore

A meaningful sign - an expression - is

intending~

but the public aspect of a particular act of intending

something.

It is in virtue of this act -that the expression I:;eans

insofar as it means something, it relates to something
1
This "something objective" is the objective correlate

something, and
objective.

of the expression ..

When this "objective something" is actually given

in accompanying acts of intuitive fulfilment, then the relation
between the expression and its object is said to be cealised.

Alter-

natively, the expression may lack any basic intuition tha-t will give
2
it its ob]ect
in which case the expression still functions sig11

11

,

nificar;tly - it is still a meaning-endowed sign -but its relation
to an object is unrealised.

e .. g., names its object whatever the circumstances,
in so far as it ~ that object. B~t if the object is not
intuitively before one, and so not bE:fore one as a narr.ed or
meant object, mere meaning is all there is to it. 3
A~'

So

for example, in rr.eaningfully uttering the expression

"the

present ki:;_g of France", I perform an act of meaning-i:1tending.

The

ocjective correlate of the expression is the object I intend in
uttering that expression meaetingfully.

where there is no such object, my
or unfulfilled:

In this particular case,

~eaning-intention

remains empty

the relation between the expression and its

objective correlate is unrealised.

If we move from the level of talk

about expressio:1s and their correlates to the level of talk about
acts, then we can express this sarr,e point by saying that my act of
meaning intendi:1g is not accompanied by acts of meaning fulfilment.

The meaning intention of my act is not fulfilled in accompanying
intuitions.

The particular acts of mear.i:1g fulfilment are r for Husserl,

perception and imagination.

These acts may provide complete fulfil-

ruent (as in cases where what is intended is something self-evident)
or they rr.ay provide only partial Eulfilrr.ent.

Although acts of meaning

fulfilment may accompany acts of rr.eaning intending, t!1ey are not

co:1st i tuents of meaning.

For 1 as we have seen in the case of nthe

LIn a note (ibid., p. 28ln.), l!usserl remarks that he "often make(s)
use of the vaguer expression 'objective correlate' (Gegenstandlichkeit)
since we are here never limited to objects in the narrower sense,
but have also to do with states o£ affairs, properties,.~··"
2.

fi:?.!i!.,

3. Ibid.

p. 280.
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present king of

France~,

an act of meaning intending is performed-

a meaning intention or intending sense has been expressed - but there

are no accompanying acts of meaning f'.Jlfilment....

The meaning intent-

ion rerr.ains eflpty . .

In the case of the expression

"the present king of

France"~

the absence of meaning fulfilment is a function of err"pirical circumstances - my ut_terance of this exp::ession at this particular time

in history.

In the case of expressions like "round square" although,

once again, there is an act of meaning intending, this intention is
a priori incapable of fulfilrr.ent..

However, in the case of expressions

like "the president of the U.S.A. in 1979" where there is something
ansv;ering to the name or description, then we can say that the relation betwee_n the expression and its objective correlate is realised

or that the intention expressed is fu1filleo, if that object is
given in the rr.anner intended in accompanying acts of intuition:

"If the originally errpty neaning-intention is now fulfilled, the
~aming

relation to an object is realised, the

becomes an actual

conscious relation between the na:ne and the object na:YJed. "

1

We might renark at the outset that in his analysis of an "acteased" theory of linguistic meaning, Husserl 1 s examples of meaningful
expressions are referring expressions . . . nouns and noun-phrases.
Husserl calls them "names",.

But. clearly

than the Russellian sense of "names"

it is the Fregean rather

that Husserl exploits.

For a

name is still mecmingful regardless of whether or not there exists

any object named by it.

Moreover, when the object does exist (is

"intuitively before one ... "), it is by virtue of the rr"eanino of
the expression that the relation between the r.ame and its objective
correlate is realised_
In SUf':lJHary

·~e

can say thatt for Husserl, linguistic reference

- the relation between a sign and its referent - is an intentional
relation consisting of
(expressive) sign

This is so

meaning
(intending sense)

because linguistic reference is to be understood in

terms of an underlying intentional
have seen,

objective correlate.

~as

act~

An intentional act, as we

the following structure:-

act

l, Ibig., p, 281.

meaning

object.
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The specific act which "animates'' a sign - the act of meaning intending

- has the following structure:-

act of
meaning intending

meaning intention
(meaning content)

object.

We must now consider whether the meaning-content of an expression

the intending sense

''obj~ctive"

(or meaning intention) of the act - is

in the relevant sense.

That is to say, we must inquire

whether Husserl)s theory of the relation between an act (of meaning
intending) and its intending sense is a non-psychologistic theory.

§4.

Sense and Anti-Psychologism
The notion of meaning that emerges in Husserl's Logical

Investigations is one that is tied to his account of the intentionality
of consciousness.

Linguistic meaning is to be understood as the

expressed meaning-content of a particular kind of intentional act
an act of meaning intending.

On Husserl's theory, then, the relation

between meaning and the reind - the "mind-relatedness" of meaning
is accounted for in terms of the intentionality of acts.

But is this

a psychologistic theory of meaning?
Our discussions in Chapter V have taught us that there is no
single answer to this question.

We must be able to show

first

that Husserl's notion of meaning - the intending sense or meaningcontent of expressive acts- is objective in the same way that Frege's
"thought" is objective.

But we must then be able to show that

Husserl's theory of meaning is not vulnerable to the kind of objection raised by Putnam -viz., that enquiries concerning meaning are
ultimately "psychological" inquiries or inquiries into a psychological
state.
In embarking upon the first of these stages, we might recall
Frege's general criticism of Husserl's early psychologism.

Frege

accuses Husserl of transforming everything into the subjective by
blurring the boundary between subjective and objective.

As Frege

sees it, if the concepts and laws of arithmetic are presentations or
based on presentations, then what is objective (for Frege, "the
1
thought") is "shunted off into the subjective 11 ,
and, conversely,
11

the subjective

~or Frege, the private ''idea" or ''image"]

the appearance of the objective".

l. Frege (1894), p. 324.

2. ~·' p. 325.

2

acquires

To avoid the psychologism of
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transforming everything into the subjective, we must be able to

assert that what is grasped in an act of understanding is objective

-i.e., a thought- in contrast to the subjective.

For Frege, the

thought is objective insofar as "one and the same thought can be
grasped by many people.

The components of a thought, and even more

so the things themselves, must be distinguished from the presentations
which in the soul accompany the grasping of a thought and which
"1
'
someone h as a b ou t th ese t h 1ngs.

If a theory of meaning is to be

non-psychologistic, then meaning - what is grasped in understanding
-must have the objective status of Frege's "thought".
Frege's own way of characterising the objectivity of the thought
is one that appeals to an ontological distinction between ideas
(which are subjective) and thoughts

(which are objective).

Frege, ideas belong to the inner realm.
by the senses.

For

They cannot be perceived

Ideas Mare had" - tbat is, they cannot exist

indeper.dently of one who "has" the idea.

Ideas can be the content

of only one consciousness in a way which makes it impossible to speak
of someone else's having "the same" idee. as mine.
repeatable, non-shareable and private.

They are non-

This entails, for Frege,

the impossibility of their being amenable to judgemer.ts of truth and
falsity.
By contrast, the objectivity of thoughts is characterised in
the following way:
I mean by 'a thought' something for which the question of
truth can arise at all. So I count what is false among
thoughts no less than what is true •..• The thought, in itself
imperceptible by the senses, gets clothed in the perceptible
garb of a sentence, and thereby we are enabled to grasp it •.•

?

Because truth and falsity are ascribable to them, thoughts must be
shareable.
beliefs.

Thoughts are true or false independently of subjective
Thoughts, such as the Pythagorean theorem, are publicly

recognisable, and publicly shareable.

They are not the private con-

tents of individual minds.
Thoughts are, however, not perceivable through the senses and
are not, therefore, members of the "outer realm" of material
perceptible objects.

They are abstract entities.

Frege says that

thoughts belong to a "third realm" in that they display features of
both the inner and outer realms.

1. Ibid.
2. Frege

(1918), pp. 4-5.

142

Frege's ontological characterisation of the thought tells us
what it means to say that the thought is objective - it tells us
the characteristics which mark off the thought from the private and
subjective.

In this respect it states a "criterion of adequacy" for

a non-psychologistic theory about the re_lation between meaning and

the mind:

Meaning must have the objectivity of the thought.

This criterion is satisfied in the case of Husserl's theory
of linguistic meaning.

We can turn from a consideration of a

particular act of meaning intending (whereby a string of sounds
becomes a meaning-endowed expression) to a consideration of what is
"given 'in'" such an act: "We turn, therefore, from the real relation
of acts to the ideal relation of their objects or contents. A
1
The meaningsubjective treatment yields to one that is objective."
content of an act is not to be identified with the act itself:
the meaning of an expression, for example 1 "quadratic remainder",
is not an unrepeatable

so~nd-pattern,

but neither is to be identified

with a particular meaning-conferring experience.

The meaning of

"quadratic remainder" is something that remains the same no matter
how many times I utter it, and no matter how many different people
utter it (meaningfully).

The meaning of an expression is that which

remains the same throughout a plurality of individual intending acts.
Husserl gives us examples of cases of asserting and judging.
If I assert that the three perpendiculars of a triangle intersect at
a point, I do so on the basis of a judgement that this is so.

But

the meaning of what I assert is not to be explained by reference. to
my particular, subjective act of judging.

What I assert is something

which remains the same no matter who may judge of it, and no matter
on what occasion:
One therefore repeats what is in essence 'the same' assertion,
and one repeats it because it is the one uniquely adequate
way of expressing the same thing, i.e., its meaning .•• What
we assert in the judgement involves nothing subjective. My
act of judging is a transient experience: it arises and
passes away. But what my assertion asserts, the content that
the three perpendiculars of a triangle intersect at a point,
neither arises nor passes away. It. is an identity in the strict
sense, one and the same geometrical truth.2
l. Husserl (1900-01), p. 284.

2. Ibid., p. 285. ~. Frege (l918a.) p. 42n.: "We are probably best in
accord with ordinary usage if we take a judgement to be an act of
judging as a leap is an act of leaping ••.. Judging, we may say, is
acknowledging the truth of something; what is acknowledged to be
true can only be thought .•. , If a judgement is an act, it happens
at a certain time and thereafter belongs to the past."
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If the meaning of an expression is to be identified with the
particular individual act which expresses it, then our account of
meaning is a psychologistic one.

For meaning, in this case,would b€

a temporal event which comes to bt: and which ceases to be with the
temporal event of the utterance w!:ich expresses it; there would be

a plurality of meanings corresponding to the plurality of concrete
individual acts ..

The meaning-content is not a "real" (reell),

concrete, temporal event, in the way in which acts
nor is it "real"

the~selves

are;

(real) in the sense in which transcendent objects

are.

Because meanings are not real in either of these sensest Husserl
1
says that they are u ideal n.
Because the same self-ide:1tical content
is expressible in a plurality of individual acts, Husserl speaks of
meaning as a

"unity"~

Hence the mear1ing of an expression - the

self-identical meaning-content which can be brought to expression in
a plurality of real

i~dividual

acts- is said to be an "ideal unity".

By characterising the distinction of acts and their contents

as a distinction of real events as opposed to ideal unities, Husser!
can avoid psycho log ism of the kind opposed by Frege.

rhe meaning of

an expressior.- the intending sense- is, like Frege s
1

shareable,

"thought~,

atenporal and 1 in the case of propositional meaning,

capable of being judged true or: false..

Husserl 1 s "meaning", in other

words, is successfully marked off from the private, temporal, subjective act.
However, Husserl's way of distinguishing the objective (the
meaning-content of an expression) from the subjective (the individual
act) is very diffenmt fran; Frege • s 'day of distinguishing the thought
from the subjective idea or image.

Frege's distinction is one which

invokes the notion of ontological realms; 3usserlts distinction is
drawn phenomenologically - that is, by appeal to a phenomenological
description of the intentionality of acts.

11

f.ieaning", on Husserl's

account, is therefore an intentional notion - a notion tied to a
theory of the intentionality of acts of consciousness.

This is the

way in which "meaning", on Husserl t s accou:1t, is :mind-related ..
If meaning is an intentional notion {in Husserl's sense), is
it thereby a psychologistic notion

i~

Putnam's sense?

For Putnam, a

psychologistic theory of meaning is one which states that meaning is
determined by psychological state.

1. Mcintyre & v/oodruff Smith

Shareability of meaning is no

(1975), p. 119.
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defence against this criticism, for different people can be said to
grasp "the same'' meaning in the sense of being in· ''the same'' psycho-

logical state.
If Husserl's approach to the question of linguistic meaning in

Logical Investigations is a phenomenological approach, then the description of acts of meaning intending cannot belong to the domain
of psychology - they cannot be regarded as "psychological states" in
the wide sense as

states which are studied or described by psychology.

For we have already seen how Husserl dissociates phenomenological
analyses from those empirical sciences which assume the natural
attitude.
Moreover we can argue that the intentional acts described by
Husser! are not psychological states in Putnam's ''narrow sense''.

For a

psychological state

in this sense is one in which the object

of an act is regarded as immanent to the act.

As Putnam points out,

many cases of what we ordinarily mean by "psychological state 11 will
have to be radically reconstructed if they are to be treated as
psychological states in the narrow sense.

Putnam gives the example

of jealousy: " •.. In its ordinary use, xis jealous of y entails y
exists, and xis jealous of y's regard for z entails that both y and

z exist (as well as x, of course)

,.l

Taken this way, jealousy can

be called a psychological state in the ''wide sense''.

But, if we are

to treat jealousy as a psychological state in the narrow sense, then
we must "reconstrue jealousy so that I can be jealous of my own
2
hallucinations or figments of my imagination, etc."
l. Putnam (1975), p. 220.
2. Ibid. As Putnam sees it, this kind of reconstruction is necessitated
by the assumption of methodological solipsism, viz., the assumption
that "no psychological state .•• presupposes the existence of any
individual other than the subject to whom that state is ascribed."
(Ibid.) Stated this way, the assumption appears to be compatible
with the phenomenological principle which demands freedom from
presuppositions. But, if we do impute this assumption to Husserl,
then we cannot say that it is a principle necessitating re-construction of object-directed psychological acts as psychological
states in Putnam's narrow sense. Putnam, however, clearly takes
the principle of methodological solipsism as one deriving from
the Cartesian method of doubt: " •.. in fact the assumption was
that no psychological state presupposes the existence of the subject's body even", and adds: "This assumption was pretty explicit
in Descartes, but it is implicit in just about the whole of traditional philosophical psychology." (Ibid.) If the principle of methodological solipsism is one which itself presupposes Cartesian doubt,
then it cannot be the same principle as that of a presuppositionless
approach or of the epoche. For Descartes, the principle of methodological solipsism derives from the "denial of what is not known for
certain; Husserl's suspension of belief is (a matter of) 'taking
belief out of play'," Attig, (1980), p. 22.
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If object-directed psychological acts were to be described as
psychological states in Putnam's narrow sense, then they would have
to be construed as "imnanently directed'1 acts, in Husserl's termino-

logy, and

therefore

and object.

be understood in terms of a dichotomy of act

Because, for Husse:cl, acts such as x•s being jealous

of y are intentional acts which are to be analysed in terms of the
trichotomy of act, noema (rr,eaning} and object, they cannot be
psychological states in

Putr.a~ 1 s

narrow sense.

(Insofar as Frege's

notion of sense is to be understood by appeal to Husserl's theory
of intentionality, it would be just as wrong to say that, for Frege,
"grasping the sense" of some expression constitutes a psychological
state in Putnam's narrow sense.)

The claim that Husserl's approach in Logical Investigations
is a phenomenological one needs some justification, as many writers
take this work to belong to Husserl's pre-phenomenological phase.

Husserl, himself, provides this justification in his Introduction
to Volume II (German edition} of this work, where he insists on "The
necessity of phenomenological

invest~gations

as a preliminary to the

epistemological criticism and clarification of pure logic".

1

Although

pure logic is not itself concerned with the phenomenological analysis
of concrete thought-experiences, if we are to make the '1 Idea of logic"

and object of our research, then we must come to a f•.1ll understanding
and clarification of the fundanental concepts and laws of logic by
means of a phenomenological investigation into the essences of these
concepts and laws.

Phenorrenological analysis, in short, is a neces-

sary pre-requisite for all sciences:
·Phenomenology ••• lays bare the 'sources' from which the basic
concepts and ideal laws of pure logic 'flow', and back to
which they rr,ust once more be traced, so as to give them all
the 'clearness and distinctness' needed for an understanding
and for an epistemological critique, of pure logic. 2
Husserl is careful to dissociate phenomenological analysis
from descriptive psychology or from any of the empirical sciences.
Phenomenology, by investigating essences or the a oriori structures

of thought and knowledge experiences is, in fact, a \<ay of combating
psychologism which results from the confusion of the logical with
the psychological:
·Psychologism can only be radically overcome by a pure
phenomenology, a science infinitely removed fro:n psychology
as the empirical science of the mental attributes and states

1. Title of §1. of Introduction to Volume II (German edition} of
Husserl (1900-0l),
2.

~ ••

pp. 249-50.
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of animal realities. In ••• the sphere of pure logic, such
a phenomenology alone offers us all the necessary conditions
for a finally satisfactory establishment of the totality of
basic distinctions and insights. It alone frees us from the
strong temptation ••• to tum th<: logically objective into the
psychological. 1
Phenomenological analysis must be free from all metaphysical
as well as scientific and psychological presuppositions:
We must keep apart from the pure theory of knowledge questions
concerning the justifiability of accepting 'mental' and
'physical' realities which transcend consciousness, questions
whether the statements of scientists regarding them are to
be given a serious or- unserious sense, questions whether it
is justifiable or sensible to oppose a second, even more
emphatically 'transcendent' world, to the phenomenal nature
with which science is correlated, and other similar questions.
The question as to the existence and nature of 'the external
world' is a metaphysical question. 2
The phenomenological approach, as Husserl describes it here,
must be free frOIT, all unwarranted presuppositions and indifferent
to questions concerning the existence of an external

·~orld.

Phenomenological description is not an empirical scientific description which yields an empirical generality concerning real, temporal
events and mental

states~

Instead

it is the study of

11

essences",

that is to say, the necessary structures of thought or knowledge
3
experiences.
If we invoke Husserl's theory of intentionality to supply an
account of the way in which Fregear.: sense is t1i:1ind-related 11

,

then we

have legitimate grounds for claiming that Frege's theory of sense is
not psychologistic as Putnam alleges.

If sense is taken to be an

intentional no.tion, then it is false to say that meaning (i.e.,
sense) is determined by psychological state.
In summary, then, Husserl's notion of meaning has the same
objectivity as Frege's notion of sense or the thought.

But Husserl's

notion of meaning is founded upon a phenomenological theory of the
relation between meaning and acts of consciousness.

Frege's notion

of sense is therefore compatible with a phenomenological account
of t7le way in which meaning relates to
relatedness" of Fregean sense is

1. ~· p. 253.
2.

~

.. p. 264.

3. Cf. Solomon (1970).

11

the mind"-

u~derstood

If the "!ninO-

in terms of this
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phenomenological approach, then sense is to be understood as an
intentional notion, in which case it cannot be a function Of a
11

psychological state" as claimed by Putnam.

§5.

Meaning and Reference
Husserl's phenomenological account of expressive acts tells

us how linguistic meaning or sense relates to "the mind"- i.e., to

acts of consciousness.

But can this same approach sustain a theory

of the way in which meaning determines reference?

What are we to

understand by "reference' in terms of this approach?
1

approach compatible with

Is this

Frege's account of the relation between

the sense and reference of an expression?

I shall begin with the

last of these questions.
We have already seen how

to every act of meaning intending
1
there corresponds a meaning intention through which some object is
intended.

It is in virtue of such an act that an expression can be

said to have a meaning - the intending sense of the expression through which it relates to something objective - the objective
correlate of the expression.

For Husserl

the meaning of an express-

ion, which is an ideal unity, is not to be identified with the act
itself which is a concrete, temporal, real (reell) event,

Without

departing from the phenomenological standpoint, we can distinguish
between the particular act and the "content
we move to the level of discourse about the

of that act.

11

11

But when

Contentsn of acts -

what is "given in" these acts - we have a further distinction to
make.

If we look at what is given in these acts, we discern not

only the meaning-content but also the objective correlate of the
act:
Every expression not merely says something, but says it
of something: it not only has a meaning, but refers to
certain objects. This relation sometimes holds in the plural
for one and the same expression, but the object never
coincides with the meaning. Both, of course, only pertain to
an expression in virtue of the mental acts which give it
sense. And, if we distinguish between 'content' and object
in respect of such 'presentations', one's distinction
means the same as the distinction between what is meant
or said, on the one hand, and what is spoken of, on the
other. 2

1. Husserl's term is 11 Gegenstand 11
Mohanty (1964), p. 17.
2, Husserl (1900-01), p. 287.

-

the named or referred.

See
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Husserl's distinction

here

between the

~eaning

of an ex-

pression and the object referred to parallels Frege's distinction
1
between the .sense and reference of an expression.
Husserl 1 like
Frege,

re~arks

on the

asy~metry

of sense and reference - the fact

that expressions with different senses can refer to the same
object.

Like Frege, l!usserl points out tha:: the sense of an

expression cannot be identified with the object referred to, because
an expression may have a sense (be meaningful) even though there
~no

object to which that expression refers.

\'le can speak

:'Jeaningfully about objects which do not exist, such as "Pegasus"
or trround sguaresn.

Finally, for Husserl, as for Frege, meaning is

a deter:'Jinant of the reference of an expression:
An expression only refers to an objective correlate
because it means something; it can be rightly said
to signify or name the object throuch its ~eaning.
An act of meaning is the deter~inate ~anner in which
we refer to our object of the moment, though this mode of
significant reference and the meaning itself can change,
while the objective reference rec,ains fixed.2
Here

we see that Husserl's theory about acts of referring to

(i.e., intending) some object yields, as its logical consequence, a
particular theory of semantic reference, that is, a theory of
the relation between a name (a lincuistic item) and the object
referred to.

The particular theory of semantic reference, here

is

the Fregean one which entails:1. v;here a name, N, refers to something objective, 0, the relation,
11

N refers to 0' 1 is a relation th3t is r.:ediated by sC>nse or meaning;

2. There can be names which are mea:1ingful (have a sense) but which

do not refer to anything.
However, on Husserlts theory, the notion of
11

11

meaning" or

sensen which is contained in each of these theses is an intentional

notion - a notion tied to his theory of the intentionality of acts.
At this level, referring is an instance of an intentional act

must be seen as a relation between

t~e

and

subject of an act- i.ea,

so:ne person - and the object intended in that act.

Ne can say that,

at this level, we have a theory of "Eersonal" reference

which, in

l!usserl's case, is the theory that the relation between a person
(the one who uses the name) and an object referred to is an inten-

l. There is a terminological difference: Husserl's Bedeutung is
equivalent to Frege's Sinni Frege's Bedeutung is equivalent to
Husserl 1 s Geqenstand.

2. ____,
Ibid., p. 289.
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tional relation.

1

In short, we can say that a Fregean theory of semantic refer-

ence is, in Husserl's case, sustained by a theory of upersonalu
reference, specifically that theory which states that A's referring
too by neans of some expression is a case of A's intending o. -As
we have seen, for Husserl this means that A's referring to some
object, o, involves an act of meaning-intending which has the
following structure:
1' •

act

object.

meaning-conter.t

The point at which Husserl's theory of semantic reference converges

with his theory of

personal

reference is the notion of meaning.

':'he "meaning" which mediates the relation in 1

(at the level of

semantic reference) is the expressed meaning-content of the intentional
act described by 1 1

(at the level of "personal" reference).

At the level of semantic reference, both Husserl and Frege
accept the thesis that there can be names which have a sense but
which do not refer to anything. (2,

above).

This means that, at

the level of personal reference, we must admit the possibility of
"unsuccessful'* reference.

By this, I :nean the possibility of using

a name meaningfully even though there exists nothing to which that
name refers (in the semantic sense), e.g.,

11

Pegasus"~

Prege's own

concerns were confined to the level of semantic reference, so that,

1~

Russerl's theory of personal reference must, howeverr be distanced
from those theories of personal reference offered by e.g., Grice
and Searle, and by Donnellan (1966). Although these theories
appeal to the notion of "speaker's intentions'1 or "beliefs/information associated Vlith a name", they are set within a two-levelled
semantical framework -one which either (a) preve!lts us from sayir..g that linguistic sense or meaning is the '1 expressed meaning
intention of an act" (Grice, Donnellan) or (b) commits us to identifying the sense of a name with the descriptions into Vlhich a name
can be analysed (in the manner of Russell's Theory of Descriptions).
The discussions of Altham (1973) and Evans (1973) show that these
theories are genu~ne instances of the "description theory" of
names - a theory set against the two-levelled semantical framework.
See Appendix B.

150

although the possibility of "unsuccessful reference" (at the level
1
of personal reference) is implied by his theory, there is no account
of what this might consist in.

If, as we are urging, Frege's theory

of semantic reference is to be supplemented by Husserl's theory of
intentionality, then the latter rr.ust be one wb.ich a::.lows us to
distinguish between "successful" and
However, because

10

unsuccessfulu

reference~

at the level of personal reference, '1 refers" or

"referringu is an intentional notion - one which does not presuppose
or imply tha.t the object referred to exists or does not exist - our
distinction between successful and unsuccessful reference cannot be
drawr. by appeal to the existence or non-existence of what is referred
to.
Husserl's way of drawing this distinction is by appeal to the
notion of the fulfilment of a meaning intention.

The thesis that

names can be meaningful ever. though they do not refer to anything
can be re-expressed at the level of personal reference as the thesis
that:2'. The meaning intention of an act (of referring to something) may
remain empty.

That is to say, the<e may be no accompanying act(s)

of meaning fulfilment ..
To every act of meaning intending there corresponds a meaning
intention or intending sense; to every act of neaning fulfilling,

there corresponds a

~eaning

fulfilment of fulfilling sense.

Husserl

l. Furth (1964) reports that Frege suggests the following manner of
speaking: " ••• by the use of a name that denotes ('bedeuten')
a certain objectt a person designates {'bezeichnen') that object.
Thus 'designates 1 would differ from 11 denotes 1 in referring, not
to a semantical property of an expression - the property, for
examp::e, that belongs to a complete name A if there exists an
object x such that A denotes x - but rather to a ce<tain use made
by a person of an expression with respect to the denotation of
that expression. 'The Parthenon' denotes the Parthenon; but by
use of 'the Parthenon' I designate the Parthenon ••• " (p.xlix)
For Frege, a notion of personal reference must be recognised if
the category of assertions is to be introduced to correspond to
(acts of) judging. For judging is "my use of a sentence to assert
that the denotation of which the thought it expresses is a sense
is the True." Ibid. For Frege, assertions stand to judging in
the way that names stand to designating: "?he sense of a name
of a truth-value I call a thought. I furthec say a name expresses
its sense and denotes its denotation. I desianate with the name
that which i t denotes." (Frege (1893), p. 35).
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sometimes refers to the

intendi:~g

sense as "meaning simplicitertf -

a notion comparable to Frege's "sense".

The intending sense, as we

have seen, is not to be identified with the act of meanir.g intending
to which it corresponds, for the intending sense is the self-identical
content which can be brought to expression in a plurality of teMporal
acts.

Hhere a meaning intention is fulfilled, intending sense and
fulfilling sense coincide:
Wherever the meaning-intentio:J is fulfilled in a corresponding
intuition, i.e., wherever the expression actually serves to
nar..e a given object, there the object is constituted as one
'givent in certain acts, and, to the extent that our expression

really r,_easures up to the intuitive data, as given tn the same
manner in which the expression~ it .. ~. In the unity of
fulfilment, the fulfilling content coincides with the intending
content, so that, in our experience of this unity of coincidence,
the object, at once intended and 'given', stands before us 1
not as two objects, but as ~ alone.l
Fulfilrr,ent is not just the oivenness of the object referred
to, but the object as given in the manner intended by the expression.
Fulfilling acts are perception and imagination.
are, of

cou~se,

Both sorts of C'cts

intentional, or are directed to objects as

int~rded.

It is this ''intentional dimension" which constitutes the fulfilling
sense, when these acts constitute the fulfilment of a meaning i:1tention ..
Thus

perception, for example, can only constitute the fulfilment of

a :neaning intention if what is perceived is perceived as intended by
that act of meaning

intending~

The meaning intention determines the

reference in the sense that the object referred to is given by way of
fulfilment of that intention.
Fulfilment, then, is cooncidence of intending and fulfilling
sense.

It does not consist in coincidence of intending sense with

some actually existing object.
of Ns'Jccessful reference*'
meaning fulfilment.

The object referred to in the case

cannot, therefore, be the same thing as

But nonetheless it is related to fulfilment

indirectly, via the meaning intention which determjnes the reference:
The object referred to is given by way of fulfilment of the meaning
intention.
These considerations suggest that we must specify quite clearly
the way in which perception can be said to constitute a fulfilling
act.

It cannot be the fact that in the case of perception there

1. Husserl (1900-01), pp. 290-1.
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exists sorr.e object which nakes it - perceiving - a fulfilling
For imagination is, likewise, a fulfilling act.

act~

It is not the fact

of real existence which is relevant to an account of fulfilment, but,
rather

somethir.g like experienced presence.

Still less can it be the

"transparency" of perception which makes it a fulfilling act, if by
"transparency" we r;:ean direct or t.mmediated access to the real.

it is precisely that which

1

perception - the perceptual

For,
~

- which provides the basis for the notion of fulfilment.
Perception, gua f"lfilling act, relates to a theory of knowledge:

"Knowledge, as distinguished from mere thought, consists in

an intuitive fulfilment of an i:1tention acco:npanied by a consciousness

of the identity of the fulfilment with the intention."

2

When the object inteetded in such an act is given in either
perception or imagination, the relation between an expression and its
objective correlate is said to be realised.

The difference between

successf~l

and unsuccessful reference, then, is the difference between

a realised

a~d

objective

an unrealised relation between an expression and its

correl~te.

In or,e manner of speaking, then, what Husserl

describes as a realised relation is that which, for Russell, is called
a real relation.

But. in another sense it is totally rr,isleading to

equate the (Husser lian) realised relation with the (Russelliar.) real
relation, for to do this iB to mask those very differences which are
of

funda~ental

significance to our present investigations.

For Husserl, when the relation to an object is realised, "the
naming becomes an actual, conscious relation b_etween name and object
3
named."
The "actuality" of the relation here has nothing to do
with the independer.t existence or metaphysical reality of the object
- it is a descriptive feature of the mode in wtich the object is given.

1.

f!·

Dreyfus (196}), pp. 204-5, for whom perception is seen to be
a "fulfilling" act because it is referentially transparent. It
is this basically Russellian notion of perception which is assu:1ed
by Dreyfus in his critique of Husserl
(Dreyfus (1972)). On this
assu~ption, the contrast between perception and acts of meaningintending is seen as a contrast of refe~entially transparent and
referentially opaque acts rather than as a contrast of fulfilled
and "empty~ meaning intentions.

2. Mohanty (1964), p. 46.
3. Husserl (1900-01), p. 281 (my ei:'phases).
4~

Cf. Brentano. Although, as we find here, Brentano's descriptive
method has been retained, it is no longer tied to a theory of
presentations.

4
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Husserl is talking about our experience of meaningfully using
expressions.

The realised relation between

11

name and object na:ned"

must therefore be understood by appeal to acts - those acts which
fulfil the originally empty neaning, inte:otion.
If we accept Husserl 1 s account 1

11

SUCcessful 11 reference need

not be described by appeal to the fact of there existing some object
with which an expression is

It is to be characterised,

associated~

rather, as the realisation of

t~e

(intentional} relation between an

expression and its objective corelate.

The object referred to is, on

this account, the correlate of an act.

Accordingly

t~e

realisation

of the relation between the expression and its referent is to be
explicated in terms of fulfilment of
object.

t~ose

acts

w~ich

intend the

Unlike Eu'ssell's «real" relation, Husserl's ,.realised"

relation is still one that is mediated by sense or meaning,.

For Frege

reference 1 at the semantic level, requires the

existence of an object.

This May seem, prima facie

incompatible with

1

a theory of personal reference in whieh reference (in the sense of
intending so;ne object) does not imply existence.

This is not the case,

however, for we can demonstrate that, if we are to accept Frege's
notion of "names" as a class comprising both expressions which refer
to some existing object and expressions which do not refer to anything,
then, at the level·of personal reference our theory of tlreference"
Must be one which, like Husserl's1 does not irr,ply existence.

in showing this, I shall introduce the following conventions:
talking about reference at the semantic level .... i.e.

a property of a linguistic expression

1

To assist

In

reference as

I shall use the convention

"refers "; to indicate that reference is beir.g talked about at the
5
personal level, I s~all use the convention "refers ". Frege's theory
p

of se:nantic- reference states that:N refers

5

to o

~

(3x} x

~

o

(where "N" is a name}.

Russerl's tr.eory of personal reference states that:(i) A refers to o ---f-> (h) x
and

~

o

[ii) A refers too ---,'-'-(3x) x; o {where "A" is some person).
On Frege's theory of semantic reference, the fact of the exist-

enee of some objeet associated with a name is necessary for that
expression's being a sign which refers . But the fact of existence
5
is not necessary to that expression's being a nane. In this Frege
differs from Russell, for whom the

non-existe~ce

of the object means

not only that there is no referenee , but also that there is no nall',e.
3
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On Husserl's theory of personal reference, we can say that the
class of narr,es {a semantic category) is the class of expressions by
mea:1s of which we

refer~

p

Because, at this level, referring

to

p

something does not imply existence 1 the class of nal:ies will include
both expressions which refe·r S to existing things as well as expressions
which do not refer

s

to anything.

Eusserl's theory of referring

p

is,

therefore, compatible with the theory of se;nantic reference which

implies existence, and it is a theory which
5
necessitates that the category of names be one which admits names
requires that reference

which do not refer

5

to anything.

Husserl's account, therefo:-e, provides us with a way of answering
the question:
meaningful

How is it that a name, such as "Pegasus~'~, can be

when it does not refer to anything?

answering this was to deny that such expressions
as we have seen, tells us
refer to anything.

~names

Russell's way of
~ names~

Frege_,

must have a sense but need not

However, because Frege does not tell us how sense

relates to t;,e mind, his theory of eense is vulnerable to the charge

of mentalism as we saw in the previous chapter.

Husse~l*s

theory

of linguistic meaning and reference in terms of intentional acts
provides us with the non-psychologistic theory of personal reference
required to supplement Frege's theory in this respect.
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~pendix

A

Russell 1 S Arguments for the Dispensibility of "Sense"

For Frege, failure of substitutivity
co-referring expressions

salva veritate

of

in certain contexts, is explained by

appeal to the notion of "indirect reference".
means, for Frege, reference to a sense:
the sense of some expression,

E·

Indirect reference

We may wish to speak about

In this case, Frege says, the

customary sense of "p" becomes the reference of our discourse.

1

In

sentences containing quotation or reported speech, it is the (customary)
sense of the subordinate expression that the words refer to.

In

such contexts, substitutivity, salva veritate, of co-referring expressions fails.

It is only when words have their

11

customary reference",

that the truth-value of the sentence can be preserved throughout
substitutions of co-referring expressions which occur in that sentence.
The problem of sentences in which substitutivity fails is
re-stated in Whitehead and Russell's Principia Mathematica as the
problem of the "non-transparent occurrence" of a proposition.

A

proposition occurs "transparently" if that proposition is considered
non-factually - that is to say, if ''nothing is said about it, but
2
by means of it something is said about something else."
A proposition which occurs transparently is a vehicle of truth or falsity.
On the other hand, the occurrence of a proposition is said to be
"non-transparent" if that proposition is considered factually that is to say, if it is talked about:

A proposition, p, occurs

factually in "A believes p" or in "p is true".

The proposition, in

each of these statements occurs non-transparently or factually.

In

such cases, we are talking about the symbol or the belief.
Quine, in Word and Object

3

coins the expression, "referential

opacity" (or "non-transparency"} to contrast with the notion of
"referential transparency'', where the latter notion, as Quine himself
acknowledges, is derived straight from \vhitehead and Russell.
contrast, for Quine, applies to sentential contexts.

This

For Quine, the

notion of "referentially transparent context'' is tied to the notion

l. Frege, (1892), p. 59.
2. Russell

&

Whitehead (1913), p. 407

3. Quine (1960), pp. l4lff.
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of "purely

refere~tial

position", that is to say, the position which

is subject to substitutivity of identity.

Tte position of "Tully"

in the sentence, "'Tully was a Roman 1 is trochaict1 is not purely

referential, for if we replace it by a co-designating tern such as
"Ciceron, the truth-value of the containing sentence is

disturbed~

Because the occurrence of the singular terrr,, here, is not purely
referer1tial, the construction in which it occurs is said to be a

referentially opaque context.
~s

Referential transparency, therefore,

a feature of extensional cor.structions, for substitutivity is

evidence of purely referential position on which transparency of
context depends.

Frege is the acknowledged inspiration behind Quine's

basic notion of npurely referent.ial position"', here.

But Quine adds

a proviso to this acknowledgement, saying that "there is much in his
(Frege's) associated theory that I do not adopt."

l

What both Quine and Russell refuse to adopt is Frege 's notion
of

se~se.

Although Russell and Quine are here talking about the same

phenomenon as Frege - failure of

substit~tivity

in the case of co-

designating expressions - the re-casting of Frege 's t!"lesis of
nindir·ect referencef'!: as a thesis concerning unon-transparencytt of
occurrer:.ces or contexts has introduced minor but significant
change-s: {i) Whereas, for Frege, the thesis ls stated in terms of
"reference to a sense 11 1 in the

~ussell-Quine

re-statement there is no

mention of sense. (ii) l·lhereas Frege elaborates his thesis by appeal
to the contrast of customary as opposed to indirect reference, Russell
and Quine appeal instead to the contrast of transparent and nontransparent occurrences of propositions or contexts of sentences.
The departure from Frege is more radical than this, however.
The or:dssion of Fregean "sense,. from the Russell-Quine re-statement
of Frege's notion of ffindirect reference 11 is part of a much stronger
thesis, viz., that sense is

dispensible~

The origins of this view
2
Here Russell
are to be found in Russe11•s essay "On Denoting''.
mounts an explicit attack on what he takes to be Frege's notions
of

11

Sense'1 and

11

reference 11 and of the relation between

them~

Russell's

arguments concerning the impossibility of referring to a sense are
set against this background.

In place of Frege's theory, Russell

offers his own theory of denotation •..;hich, it is claimed, can solve
certain problems surrounding the notion of reference wltho'Jt invoking

l,

~.,

p. 142n.

2. Russell (1905), pp. 479-93.
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the

11

mysterious" r.otion of sense.

Russell translates Frege 's

as »meaning" and Frege 's "Bedeutung" as

"denotation~~.

11

Sinn"

'The significance

of these terminological changes will be Ciscussed later when we

raise the

q~estion

of whether it is, in fact, Prege•s notions of

ttsensetl and "reference>t which are the targets for Russell's criticisms.
Russell interprets Frege's account of the relation between
sense and reference as being the claim that this relation is a logical
relation expressed by the following:
denotation".

"the meaning denotes the

If it is not a logical relation

it, it is "wholly mysterious".

then, as -Russell sees

But the difficulty is that "we cannot

succeed in both preserving the connexion of meaning and denotation

~ preventing them from being one and

the same ."

1

For Russell, this

difficulty is denonstrated in attempts to talk about the meaning rather
than the denotation of certain expressions.
attempts proves, for Russell, the

The failure of such
of referring to the

i~possibili~y

sense of an expression.
Russell singles out a particular class of denoting expressions
to show this impossibility:
kind,

11

These are definite descriptions of the

the present r-:ing of France 11

,

"the first line of Gray's lli.9_y",

nthe centre of mass of the Solar systemtt, etc.

When phrases like

these occur in a sentence, the sentence is about their denotation,
when they have one.

spea~

lle says that i f we wish to

about the

~eaning

of such phrases, then we do so by enclosing the phrase in inverted

commas as follows:
The first line of Gray's Eleqy states a proposition.
"The first line of Gray's Elegy" does not state a proposition.
If C represents the denoting phrase in the first of these examples,
then we can say that when C occurs in a proposition, it is the
denotation we are

tal~ing

about.

Hence, in the first of these

sentences, we are talking about "The curfew tolls the knell of parting
day."

If we want to talk about the meaning of c, we put it in inverted

conmas, as in the second of the sentences given.

nut, by virtue of

the· logical relation between rr.eaning and denotation - "rr.eaning
denotes a denotationn - if the meaning of C occuLs in a proposition,
then the proposition is about the denotation.

~either

"the rr.eaning of *Cl" the subject of our proposition.

meaning of •c•n is the same as

I.

, p.lll.

•c•

by itself

can we make
For "the

and 1 if this occurs in
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a proposition then it is still the denotation that we are talkir.g
about, and not the ;neaning we want.
It is not just that nor.e of our available locutions will allow
us to denote the meaning we want - there can be no
that will do the job.

For the meaning of

c,

expression

if it were genuinely

referred to (i.e., denoted), would become a constituent of the proposition; IT.eaning denotes a denotation; therefore the proposition

Hould be about the denotation.

For any expression that is claimed

to successfully denote a meaning, we must give up the idea that
there is a logical relation between the meaning of that expression
and its denotation.

In this case 1 Russell concludes, the

rela~ion

remains uwholly mysteriousq.
Russell's attack on Frege and his own theory of denoting have
been subjected to severe and protracted criticisms which need not
concern us here.

However, the objections raised by Searle

inportance and ir.terest to our

prese~t discussion~

1

are of

Searle criticises

Russell s arguments (a} for the obscurities and inaccuracies -the
1

latter being Russell ts careless use of quotation marks;

"an initial mis-statement of Frege's position'',

2

(b) for

combined with

{c) a "persistent confusion between the notions of occurring as part
of a proposition (being a constituent of a proposition) and ~
3
fie concludes that Russell performs
referred to by a proposition .. n
a reductio ad absurdwn on what is, in fact, a denial of Frege 's account

of the relation between sense and reference.

It is the last two of

these criticisms, (b) and (c), which concern us here.
Searle points out that Hussell's arguments rest on the two
"explicit assunptionsn, viz.,
of a referring

expressio~

u

(1} When we wish to refer to the sense

we do so by enclosing the expression in

inverted commas.
(2) The sense of a referring expressi.on refers to
4
the referent."
The second of these is what Russell takes to be
Frege's thesis concerning the relation of sense to referencea

Rc:ssell, the corollary of (2) is t(2a)

For

nWhenever the sense of an

expression occurs in a proposition, the proposition referS to the
5
referent of that sense .. •t

L

Searle (1958).

2. ~., p. 141.

•

•

Geach (1972)' pp. 27-31.

3. Searle (1958)' p. 141.
4. ~., p. 137
5. Ibid.
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Searle states that these two assumptions are not to be found
in

's theory:

ient to give us the

First, enclosure by inverted
se~se

we use the expression,

of an

expression~

co~mas

is not suffic-

Rather, Frege says that

the sense of the expression ' ...... '« to
1
refer to the sense of an expressio.r..
Second, it is not strictly
11

true to say that Frege naintained that nmea!1ing denotes the denotation".

For Frege, it is the sign which refers, and it refers in virtue of
its sense:

A

sig~

expresses a sense, and by means of this it

refers to the referent.

Hence

assumption is also false:

Russell's corollary of this second

It is not the case that Frege believed

that, when the sense of an expression occurs in a propositio.r., the
proposition refers to the referent of that sense.
Russell's identification of ureferentT' with

11

constituent 11 of

a proposition imports a notion of "occurring in a proposition
is not present in Fregefs own account of

11

11

which

sense 11 and nreference".

Fregels account of the relation between sense and reference does
not admit the possibility of a referer.t's noccurring in 1; (in Russell's
sense) a pcoposi:ion.

It is the sign, ar.d not the sense that refers.

Every sign has a sense 1 a:1d may or may not have a reference.
by mear.s of the sense that a sign refers.

Thus

half, we can speak of anvthing noccurring in

11

It is

if, or. Frege's be-

a proposition, it will

always be the sense and never the reference which occurs.

Therefore,

in the case of propositions containing an indirectly referring expression (one which refers to a sense) it is not the sense referred
to that "occurs'', but only the sense by
(in this case to a sense) is

r.~eans

of which reference

achieved~

These arguments demonstrate that Russell's notions of "meaning"
and udenotation 11 are not the same as Frege 1 s notions of
"reference

11

•

11

sense" and

This is a consequence of (rather thar. a reason for)

a misinterpretation of Frege's thesis
sign, sense and reference:

concerni~g

the relation of

it involves a failure to accept that, for

Frege, sense is a means by which we refer.
Russell's

~isinterpretation

of Frege 1 s theory of sense and

reference here, is a consequence of interpret:ng Frege 1 s notions of
nsense 11 and nreference" in terms of a two-levelled semantical framework- the framework of Hussell's own theory of reference.

1.

~.,

p. 138

's
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notion o: sense and his theory concerning the relation of sense to
reference are tied, logically, to a three-levelled semantical framework.
This means that

(i)

any

atte~C,pt

to locate F'rege' s theory of sense and

reference within a two-levelled semantical framework will necessarily
involve a distortion of that theory and of Frege's notion of

sense~

Within such a framework "sense" logically cannot be a means to
deterrnini::1g reference, and "reference 11 logically cannot be that which

is determined by sense; (ii) Russell's arguments for the dispensibility
of Fregean sense within such a framework

in fuct

beq the question.

For his arguments assume a notion of reference as that which is not
mediated by sense; and, yet, the arguments presented are designed to

show that sense can be dispensed with- i.e., that it does not
mediate

reference~
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Appendix B
Tb!L.~ausal

'rhe causal theorists

1

Theory of Names
accept what they take to be the essen-

tial insight of Russell's theory of names:

a genuine name cannot

fail in its mission to refer to a particular, existing individual,
the capacity of guaranteeing reference is a logical feature of names;
descriptions cannot"guarantee reference.
however

Causal theorists claim

to dispense with that aspect of RL!ssell's own theory \vhich

they take to be :.:tnsatisfactory,

., the cartesian-Gerived epistemic

necessity which, for Russell, formed the basis for his assertion

that names guarantee reference.

Russell's epistemological presupposi-

tions are held to be doubly unsatisfactory.

Not only do they lead

to a psychologistic theory of reference - reference, in the case of
narr.es, being a fu:;ction of acquointa'71ce - but, in addition, they
lead to the exclusion of ordinary proper mmes from the category of

genuine na:Jes.

Because the bearers of ordinary proper names are not

objects of acquaintance (things whose existence is known for certain),

ordinary names must be regarded as abbreviated descriptions.

For

causal theorists, then, the necessity of names' referring must not
be confused with the episternic notion of

certainty~

Frege's thesis that every name necessarily has a sense is
interpreted by the causal theorists to mean that every name is an
abbreviated description

proper names

are)~

(i~

the way in which, for Russell, ordinary

Fregets thesis that the reference of a name is

determined by its sense is identified as a
names.

11

description theoryn of

A description theory of names is one which holds that (i)

every name is synony:nous with a Cefinite description (or set of such
descriptions) true of at most one object, and (ii) the object which
a name refers to is the object whic!: (uniquely) instantiates the
property or properties prescribed.

L

2

These are, primarily, Kripke (1972) and P~tnam (1975); but they
also include those like Altham (:973) and Evans (1973), who propose
an ''eclectic 11 version of the causal theory~

2. Included amongst the 'descriptio!"! theot:" ists" are Searle, Grice a::-td
Donnellan (1966), all of whom are seen as espousing a Fregean-derived
theory of reference. More recently, l<lcin tyre (1978 )' and \voodruff
Smith (1978) have suggested that Husserl P.ight also be included
amongst the description theorists. 'fhis is a res:..Jlt of {a) the
perfectly legitimate move of identifying Husserl' s theory of intentionality with Frege's theory of meaning, and (b) the assumption
of a Russellia!!-derived interpretation of Frege's theory of sense
and reference - an assumption whid: 1 in this thesis, I have atter..pted
to sho\Y is unwarranted . .
1
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The causal theory of names is proposed to replace or augment
the so-called ndescription

theo~y"

of names..

It is argued that

description theories do not do justice to the distinctive way in
which names refer:
partic:Jlars.
because any

Names necessarily succeed in referring to

But a description can never succeed in doing this
descriptio~

or set of descriptions which purports to

pick out a particular individual may, in fact, pick out the wrong

individual or more than one individual, or
all..

perhaps, no individual at

A genuine name 1 it is argued, cannot fail to refer in any of

these ways.

In the terminology of possible worlds semantics, a name

picks out the same individual in a:l possible worlds; for any given
Oeser iption, however., there are possible wo!:"lds in \'lhich that
description will be satisfied by the wrong ind:vidual, or by more

than one individual, or 'by no individual.

Therefore, it is claimed

that description theories are inadequate to explain reference in the

case of a name.

1

The causal theorists deny that ureference is determined by
sense" (the latter being interpreted as a description theory of names)
and argue
deterw.ined.

instead that reference, in the case of names, is causally
They argue as follows:-

1. Na:nes are what Kripke has called "rigid designators".
to say, they have the capacity to

pic~

That is

out the same individual in

all possible worlds in which that individ:Jal exists.
2 .Narces have this capacity because they are

(i)

Indexicality is exemplified by demonstrative reference whereby

the demonstrative is used to indicate, as opposed to describe, an
object in the immediate sensory context of

t~e

utterer.

Indicating

is different froro describing - it necessitates the presence of the
object picked out by the indicating utterance, such that the relation

between the utterance and the object indicated is a '1 direct 11 relation
one that is :1ot mediated

~y

descriptive information.

1'ames (i.e., ordinary proper names) are said to be indexical

(ii)

because they are introduced by means of a demonstrative, as when we
say,
naw.e

11

This is Fred 11 •

Here 1 nar..e -introduction is the conferral of a
by means of demonstrative reference (rather

than on what is described).

1. It is not always clear whether causal theories are urged in order
to "supplement the descriptive theory, to correct it, or both."
Altham (1973), p. 210.
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3..

The reference, which is fixed deli'.onstratively in the introduction

of the name, is preserved by means of a causally-based chain linking
subsequent u-ses of that name:

1

"A speaker, using a name 'NN' on a

particular occasion will denote some item x if there is a causal
chain of

reference~preserving

links leading back from his use on that

occasion ultimately to. the ite~ x itself being involved in a name. .
t rar.sac t 10n
.
. . t d u bh.1ng
. ... ~. .. 2 Reference,
acqu1r1ng
sue,h as an exp 1 lCL
in the case of a name is, therefore 1 a causally-based relation.

The causal theory, then, in its negat:..ve aspect, involves a
critique of (i) upsychologistic" theories of reference, and
description theories of names.
re?rese~ted

(ii)

The first of these is seen to be

by (a) that aspect of Russell's theory which accords an

epistemologically-based necessity to reference in the case of nameS;
and {b) the Fregean thesis which makes "sense" - a mind-related
noti.on - the determinant of reference.

The second

description

theories of names - is seen to be represented by (a) Frege's thesis
that sense determines reference, \\1 here

11

Sense 11 is equated with

descriptions which are synonymous with a name, and

(b) that aspect

of Russell's theory according to which ordinary pro?er names are held
to be disguised descriptions.
The positive aspect of the causal theory
although Russell's

however

shows that,

stemological presappositions are dispensed

with, his two-levelled semantical fr.a:nework is retained.

This becones

clear·when we examine the notion of nindexicality" which is said
to be a logical feature of names.
is its capacity to pick out

so~e

What makes an expression indexical
individual directly, that is, in

the absence of mediation by description.

Demonstratives are paradigm

cases of indexicals, for demonstrative reference- e.g.,

t

1

This is

A" - necessitates that the individual indicated by the demonstrative

be present within the sensory context of the utterance.

For Russell,

the directness of the relationship between an indexical expression
and what it picks out is an

e?istemolog~cal

directness.

res-triction of indexicality solely to the demonstratives,

Russell's
nrn

and

1. On the Kripke-Putnan version. On other versions of the causal
thecry, e.g., Evans', the causal relation is said to obtain between
the item (the 'intended referent') and the information possessed
by the speaker. See be:.ow.
2. Evans (1973), p. 191.
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nthis", and the

relegatio:~

of (disguised) descriptions
that what is picked out by

of ordinary proper names to the category

is a consequence of
uttera:~ces

~is

Cartesian belief

of these expressioi1S can only

be smEethi!1g with which we are immediately and incorrigibly acquainted ..

For the causal theorists, indexicality is said to be a logical
feature of names.

The justificaticn for this claim is seen to lie

in the fact that particular uses of a name are causally related to the
1
event of introducing that name by :neans of a demonstrative ..
In
this event, the demonstrative picks out sorr.e individual by indicating
(rather than by describing), and tt:e name is co:1ferred on \vhat is

indicated.

Thus the demonstrative fixes the reference of the

name in such a way that the sa!'le individual is picked out by that name
on subsequent occasions of use, even though the individual may be
absent frorr, the sensory context in which the name is uttered, and

even though no de:tlonstrative indication takes place when the name is
'Jsed referentially on subsequent

occasions~

Indexicality thus need

not be restricted to certain demonstratives (requiring the presence
of what is indicated}, but can be seen as a feature of non-demonstrative expressions which pick out the same individual in a.ll possible

worlds (i.e., rigid designators).

In this way, it is claimed that

the "guarantee of reference" which characterises na:nes involves a
metaphysically-based necessity, rather than an epistemologically based

one.
The causal theory does allow us to distinguish semantic from

personal reference, and, at the level of personal reference, admits
the possibility of appealing to speaker's intentions, beliefs, etc.,

-

wha~

are called epistenological considerations -without corr.mitment

to the vi.ew that reference is determined by these considerations.
For exa:nple, I may use the narr.e,
name and not as an abbreviated

11

Fred", referentially- i.e., as a

descriptio~

- and yet fail on that

occasion, to pick out any individual or I may pick out the wrong
individual.

For the causal theorists, this possibility of failure

1. It is not clear why causality, in preference to psychological
consideratior:s should be seen as a legitimate basis for something's
being a genuinely logical feature. A discussion of the strengths
and weaknesses of ~he causal theory is, however, beyond the scope
oi: our present concerns, these being to show the incompatibility
of that theory with Frege's own theory of sense and reference.
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is not a logical possibility for a name used referentially.

It is,

rather, a possibility relating to the epistemological aspects of the
use of a :-tame on a pacticular occasion.

If the name

11

Fredtt in

"Fred is bald" fails to pick out an individual or picks out the
''wrongn individual, then the sentence co:Jtaining that name may be

false, not because the name fails to refer, but because there is
something defective in the utterer 1 s knowledge or information about
what individual that name picks out.
of a name may be an erroneous use.
"rred 11 is a name of

That is to say, a particular use
The speaker's belief that the name

individGal may be mistaken.

For the causal theorist, it is necessary to admit this kind
of possibility of failure (i.e., of error) in the case of a name.
For, although names are assigned to the category of indexicals
(which means they are expressions for which failure of reference is

a logical impossibiEty), they must still be distinguished from

demonstratives {to avoid the Russellian consequence of a counterintuitively restricted class of genuine

names)~

The

possibility of failure of reference discussed above
uishes names, here.

11

epistemologica1'1

is what disting-

Demonstratives do not admit the possibility of

error on a particular occasion of usea
But even at the level of demonstrative reference, the causal
theorist can invoke the notion of a speaker's intentions 1 in indicating
some object,

jus~

as he can include reference to a speaker's intentions

to refer to some item on a particular occasion of use of a name.
In one sense

ther~,

the causal theory cannot be called a unon-

intentional" theory of reference:

The events which are linked by

the reference-preserving chain can be characterised by an appeal to
a speaker 1 S (or speakers') intentions to indicate some item by neans

of the demonstrative, or someonels intentions to refer to the same
thing that others refer to by means of the name.

But this cannot be

called an "intentional" theory of reference in Husserl's sense, for

reference in the case of a name remains a notion set within the
Russell ian two-levelled framework"

To see this, \'.'e might consider

the theory of "personal reference" which is inplied by the notion of
indexicality.
1. The fixing of reference can be a function of the intentions of a
community of speakers: Cf4 Putnam•s 11 division of linguistic labour'';
see also Evans (1973).
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The fixing of a name's reference by :neans of a demonstrative,
e .. g .. ''Tf:is is Fred", requires that

(a) there must be some item present within the ser:sory context in which

the demonstrative is uttered; and 1
(b) the item must be indicated.
Satisfaction of these joint requirements means that the indicating {in
condition {b)), be construed as a "non-intentional'' relation {in

Husserl 's sense}.

For, by condition {a}

1

"X indicates scme object,

o", presupposes the following:(;>x) x = o.
~rhe

relation/ here, is

Or!e

that is unmediated by description- i .. e .. ,

by the descriptive sense of the referring expression (for de:nonstra-

tives have ncne), or by beliefs, information 1 etc., associated with
the referring expression (for a demonstrative is not a name - it is
an index; we can entertain false beliefs about what is indicated
but the appropriate use of the index guarantees successful reference.)
Indexicality - the logical feature of names - is a notion set
within a two-levelled framework:

Indexicals - i.e., names and demon-

stratives- are expressions which refer without the mediation of sense.
Nhen a notion of "sense 11 is incorporated into tl;is franework, it is
equated with either
(i)

descriptions whioh are sy:10nymous with a nane, or

(ii)

infor~ation,

beliefs, etc., associated with a name.

Or. the first of these, Frege 1 s theory of sense and reference is
1
identified with a ndescription theoryn of names, and is criticised
for failing to do justice to the way in which names actually refer.
l3ut the assumption that there

a distinctive way in which nalT'_es

refer is one that belor.gs to the two-levelled semantioal framework,
rather than to

Frege'~

On the second line of interpretation, sense

is equated with t'epistemological" aspects of the use of a name on a
particular occasion,. In terws of this account, sense cannot be
considered a means to reference (in the Husserl-Frege sense), for the
reference of a name is fixed 1 independently of any beliefs or information I may possess about the
occasion of use.

na~e

or its bearer on a particular

On this interpretation,

"sense"~

the epistemo-

logical aspects of the particular use of a na;ne is an adjunct to
l. There are independent reasons for objecting to the identi~ication
of Fregean sense with "descriptions-synonomous-with-a-name 11 • See
Burge (1979).
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reference, rather than the mediator of reference.

Even if our version of the causnl theory is one which accounts
for

11

using a name to refer" in terms of speakPr's (or speakers')

intentions, it will still be a

11

non-intentional'' account in Husserl's

Evans, ::=or exarr.ple, compares personal !:'eference (using a name

sense.

on a particular occasion to refer) with perceiving and knowing.

But

tl:e latter are understood in terms of a causa:., and therefot:"e !22..!2-

intentional relation:

"Philosophers have come increasingly to realise

that major concepts in epistemology and the philosophy of mind have
causality embedded within them.

examp 1 es. t1l

Seeing and knowing are both good

On this version of the causal theory, the causal relation

is betvleen "an item's states and doings and the speaker's body of

information - not betv.,reen the item's being dubbed with a name and
•.
' s con t emporary use o f
t 'ne spea"er

1' t •

"2

11

Intending to refern, on

this version, is a causally-based relation, rather than an intentional
relation, in Husserl's sense:
of a name in the

com~unity

11

We must allow then that the denotation

will depend in a complicated way upon what

those who use the term refer to, but we will so understand 'intended
referent' that typically a necessary (but not sufficient) condition
for x's being the intended

~eferent

of S's use of a name is that x

should be the source of causal origin of the body of information
that S has associated with the name,• 3
If personal reference, in the case of a name is, fundamentally,
a causally-based relation, then it must be a non-intentional relation,
in Husserl 1 s sense.

If, at the semantic level, the guarantee of

reference in the case of names is explained by appeal to indexicality,
then this account will also be a non-intentional account.

l. Evans (1973), p. 197.
2. Ibid.

3. Ibid., p. 198.
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