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WILFRID SELLARS’ SEMANTIC SOLUTION
OF THE MIND-BODY PROBLEM

In his philosophical works Wilfrid Sellars (1912-1989) — like Ludwig
Wittgenstein — clearly distinguishes the domain of philosophy from that
of empirical sciences. Within the framework of this differentiation he
insists on a further sharp distinction between the concepts of empirical
or factual linguistics and those of pure semiotic. It is quite clear — thus
Sellars’s example — that formal logic and pure mathematics are not
empirical sciences nor do they constitute branches of any such science.
This distinction was historically gained from the development of pure
syntax. According to Sellars, pure syntax is concerned with ,rules
defining the formal structure of calculi rather than languages” (Sellars,
PPE 182). In a syntactic system understood in this sense we use neither
the concepts of designation or truth, nor of verifiability or meaningful-
ness. The concepts used in logic and mathematics — taken as examples
of such systems — are clarified through identification with concepts
which occur in the formation and transformation of definitive rules of
calculi. In this context, logic and mathematics are normative rather
than factual sciences. The basis of their norms is grounded in humanly
conceived rules.

Sellars’s aim is to develop a similar linguistic program for philos-
ophy. He searches for a kind of philosophical behavioristic psychology
— i.e. a psychology of rule-regulated behavior and a functional concep-
tion of meaning resulting from it. In this sense he supports Husserl’s
program to separate philosophy from empirical psychology. At the same
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time, he asserts that this program should be secured not through the
Husserlian reductions of transcendental phenomenology, but by the
pure theory of language, more precisely, by the pure theory of meaning.

In this paper predominantly I am going to concentrate on Sellars’s
early articles that are less commented on in philosophical works
concerning the functional kinds of semantics. In these articles Sellars
asks for — implicitly or not — a special 'via media’ between a rationalistic
understanding of meaning and the understanding of this term in
philosophical schools of thought like empiricism or descriptivism. The
philosophical method Sellars propagates consists of this *via media’ and
is used to achieve philosophical clarification. It usually consists of three
dialectical steps: constructing models of contrasting positions, modifying
them, and integrating them into one theory. If we answer negatively the
question of the possibility of such a ’via media’ in philosophy, we will,
according to Sellars, confront, among other things, the following
dilemma: we will have to assert the existence of concepts which do not
belong to empirical science, but without admitting the existence of
a domain of non-empirical objects or qualities together with mental acts
and intuitions for cognizing them.? Strictly speaking, as the modern
history of philosophy shows, that's not a dilemma. It is, of course,
a problem.

1. Psychologism

In the factual (e.g. psychological) context, language is for Sellars
a set of causally related events and habits. Furthermore, the distinction
between language and meta-language is in this context a factual distin-
ction between habits of different levels. The meta-language habits are
built upon the former in a causal sense. A task of empirical psychology
here is to characterize the factors leading to the adoption and abandon-
ment of language habits. For example *formal’ meta-languages might be
characterized, tentatively, by empirical psychology as habits relating to
the ’clarification’ or *unpacking’ of linguistic phenomena.?

An important point in Sellars’s semantic analyses is the criticism
and rejection of psychologism. Psychologism, as a theory of language,
mistakenly identifies philosophical — or in Sellars’s language
sepistemological” — categories with the categories of psychology,*

2 Cf. Sellars, LRB 290.
3 Cf. Sellars, RNWW 448.

4 Psychologism as the confusion of epistemology with psychology” (Sellars, RNWW
430).
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regardless of whether or not introspective or behavioristic psychology is
empirically on target. The basic error of psychologism is the treatment
of philosophical concepts as factual rather than metalinguistic concepts.
To continue with introspective psychology and with the theme of
’introspective reports’, we need, in the analysis of such reports, to add
semantic discourse to strictly behavioral language. This means
discourse which consists of such terms as 'means’, ’true’, stands for’.
The introduction of a semantic language requires for its part the
introduction of a metalanguage. The latter is necessary for human
reflectivity and for becoming a rational person.

According to Sellars, philosophical psychologism permeates both the
classical philosophical rationalist and classical empiricist traditions. In
the rationalist conception, psychologism appears in the account of such
terms as 'meaning’, ’truth’, and ’existence’ and it leads finally to
doctrines involving ’direct awareness’ and ’intuition’ of abstract
entitities (e.g. universals, propositions).® The rationalist account
includes a psychological relation of ’direct awareness’ between mind and
abstract entities and in the end it comes to the mistaken conclusion that
philosophical statements are factual statements, albeit of a peculiar
kind. Their conception in fact gives the grammar of philosophical
predicates, but mixes up this grammar with platonizing factualism. The
psychological relations about which the rationalistic conception is
speaking, are really ,Platonistic”. The source of this fact lies in the
nonsense of speaking of apprehending universals and propositions. On
the other hand — in accordance with Sellars — we have in Platonism
a sound logical or epistemological realism with respect to universals and
propositions.®

Psychologism in the classical empiricist tradition leads to the false
conception that all ’genuine’ concepts are ’factual’. Empiricism dismissed
indeed the platonistic misconception, but it still undertakes to factualize
semantics and epistemology. The result is the well-known attempt to
identify the grammar of philosophical predicates with the grammar of
psychological predicates. Classical rationalism — as noted — is for Sellars
essentially sound as a naive syntax of philosophical predicates and it
should be integrated into the empiricist tradition. The important duty
for each rationalist is to put away the illusion that he is making factual

5 Sellars’s reconstruction of the classical rationalist argument gives this argument the
form: 1st. premise — concepts relating to meaning and truth are significant, 2nd. premise
— these concepts do not belong to the empirical sciences, 3. conclusion — therefore there
exists a domain of non-empirical qualities and a corresponding apparatus of acts and
intuitions. Cf. Sellars, LRB 290.

6 Cf. Sellars, ENWW 649.
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statements. Nevertheless, to integrate the rationalistic and empiricistic
positions, the latter position must assume one thing: that there exists
a certain group of concepts which, when they are recognized at all to
fall within the province of the philosopher, are hurled into the psycho-
logical dump known as pragmatics. These concepts are as genuinely
philosophical and non-factual as those of pure syntax.”

2. Reconciliation of rationalism and empiricism

The appriopriate 'model’ for the reconciliation of rationalism and
empiricism Sellars finds in the use of the ethical ’ought’ (in its
categorial sense). He rejects both ethical naturalism, where ’ought’ is
logically reducible to descriptive ’is’, and ethical non-naturalism
(intuitionism), where ’ought’ is neither logical nor causally reducible to
’is’. His own position is of the non-naturalistic kind: ’ought’ is not
logically reducible to ’is’ (or general to descriptive concepts), but it is
causally reducible.® Ethical ’ought’ has a cognitive meaning, which is
not definable in descriptive terms. 'Ought’ is first understood as ,the
observance of a rule” (Sellars, LRB 294). This means that by using
’ought’ we have to do normative discourse. Users of this discourse may
be conveying about themselves and their community that which cannot
be said without using this kind of discourse. ’Ought’ could be assimi-
lated to the logical and physical musts’.’ The Wittgensteinian task of
the philosopher is to exhibit the complex relationships which exist
between normative and other modes of discourse — and above all
— between mentalistic discourse, and semantic discourse, with these two
discourses now being closer to each other.

" Cf. Sellars, ENNW 647. Empiricism, like rationalism, Sellars concludes that, has to
lose its factual illusions. Traditional empiricists assume that each element of the
grounding observation knowledge can be acquired independently of other grounding
perceptual knowledge. On the contrary, Sellars insists that there is a logical dimension
in which observed propositions are basic and that there is another logical dimension in
which the observed reports rest on the world view that is grounded on them, cf. Sellars,
EPM 170.

8 Cf. Sellars, SSMB 221n. ,Thus, a Non-naturalist who holds that the only way in
which moral obligation can enter into the causal explanation of human history is via facts
of the form Jones thinks (feels) that he ought to pay his debt, would be holding that Ought
is, in the above sense, causally reducible to Is” (ibidem, 222).

® Really this is a Kantian assimilation. ,Now Kant saw this quite clearly. He pointed
out that moral action is action because of a rule, and said that to say this is equivalent
to saying that to act morally is to act ’so that I could also will that my maxim should
become a universal law’. If he had said instead that to act morally is to act as though the
truth of the corresponding generalization depended only on the occurrence of that action,
his claim would have been essentially identical with ours” (Sellars, LRB 299f.).
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The term ’rule’ is for Sellars internally bound to the term ’action’. He
distinguishs between actions which merely conform to a rule and
actions which occur because of a rule.' To the first type belong many
of the trained animal behaviors. The second types of activities — Sellars
calls them ’rule-regulated activities’ — are of a higher level than those
which are produced by simple animal training procedures. This
situation is attributed to the fact that perhaps all animal behavior is
tied to the environment in a way which much characteristically human
behavior is not. Also human beings learn habits of response to their
environment — in Sellars’s terminology ’tied behaviors’ — in a manner
which is essentially similar to that in which animals learn. In the case
of human beings, any such ’behaviors’ will be indeed modifiable by rule-
regulated symbol activity, i.e. the human mind in action. But they
remain the basic tie between the complex symbol behavior and the
environment in which the humans act. Besides tied behaviors, the
human being has a structure of developed systems of rule-regulated
activity. This activity makes up human intellectual symbolic activity
and Sellars calls it free’ activity. 'Free’ doesn’t mean uncaused - in
contrast to the trained animal tied behavior. The structure of rule-
regulated activity constitutes our human understanding of the world in
which we live, and also our history and future.

So far, as an action merely conforms to a rule, a rule is not a rule
but a mere generalization (with the supplement — a rule is not
something totally different from a generalization). A rule, on the one
hand, exists as a generalization written e.g. in nerves. And existing in
its proper element a rule has the logical form of a generalization. On
the other hand, the rule is not merely a generalization formulated in
the language of neurophysiology, or a generalization that finds its well-
known expression in a declarative sentence. A rule finds its expression
only in declarative grammatical forms complete with such terms as
’correct’, 'right’. The last terms distinguish the grammatical forms of
a rule from that of a generalization. The formulations of rules suggest,
according to Sellars, that a rule is an embodied generalization which ,,...
tends to inhibit the occurrence of such events as would falsify it — if it
weren’t already false, that is, for the generalizations which lie at the
core of rules are rarely if ever true, and unless they could (logical or
physical possibility) be false, they could scarcely function as rules”
(Sellars, LRB 299). With this background, Sellars specifies his own
semantic position which he calls New Nominalism:

10 Cf. Bremer, Rekategorisierung statt Reduktion, 81ff; Bremer, W. Sellars’ behaviori-
stische Gedankentheorie, 156ff.
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(NN) ,The New Nominalism takes 'means’ or ’designates’ to be
a purely formal term, that is to say, a term which as little stands for
a feature of the world as ‘implies’ or ’and’. It has nothing to do with
psychological acts, intuitions, or, indeed, with experience of any kind.
It refers to no psychological act, intuition or transaction of any sort”
(Sellars, RNWW 431).

As nobody would say that such syntactical predicates as ’and’, ’implies’,
or ethical ought’ are empirical or factual predicates, so it would be with
purely semantic ‘means’. Who would say that ’implies’ stands e.g. for
a feeling of an abstract entity called ’implies-ness’?

On the other hand, Sellars does not deny that 'means’ in certain
contexts is an empirical predicate.!! But the formal concept of designa-
tion’ is essentially bound up with that of the conformation rule. This
type of rule does two things: (i) it distinguishes the primitive predicates
of a language from one another and (ii) it restricts the formation of
compound sentences out of atomic sentences which involve these
predicates. The meanings of the (primitive) predicates of a language are
now formally specified in terms of conformation rules which discrimi-
nate between them in terms of the structures of relational sentences.

3. Versions of nominalism and realism

The different versions of philosophical psychologism commonly assume
that the analysis of meaning is essentially a factual issue. The complete
avoidance of psychologism can be achieved by drawing a clear distinc-
tion between the epistemological (philosophical) and the factual sense
of meaning. Although the epistemological use of ‘'meaning’ is a recon-
struction of the psychological use, the two must be kept conceptually
distinct. Sellars differentiates between two forms of philosophical
psychologism in semantics: nominalism and realism. Both of these iden-
tify the meaning of a linguistic expression with an object of immediate
awareness. Such identification is for Sellars unacceptable. His leading
contradistinction comes directly from his theory of meaning and above
all from his theory of abstract entities. To show his position we have to
distinguish between three types of nominalism and two of realism.

(a) Ontological nominalism negates not only the existence of extralin-
guistic abstract entities and their postulation but also the existence of
linguistic meanings.

11 Cf. Sellars, ENWW 652.
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(b) Psychological nominalism denies that we learn the meaning of
linguistic expressions through direct intellectual awareness of the
abstract entities.
(¢c) Logical nominalism, or ,psychologism in the narrower sense”
(Sellars, RNWW 431), assumes a relational theory of meaning, but it
turns down the pretended mental experience of abstract entities. Logical
nominalism then identifies the extralinguistic terms of semantic rela-
tions with subjective private ideas and thus loses intersubjectivity of
linguistic meaning.'? This type of nominalism restricts the objects of
immediate awareness to immanent ideas, to individual non-repeatable
mental contents. The content of a linguistic expression is also identified
with an idea in the mind of its possessor. The ideas vary from one
individual to another and in the same way vary the uses of expressions
with the effect of excluding the intersubjectivity of language.
(d) Ontological realism recognizes the need for intersubjective discourse,
but it accepts the relational theory of meaning. The objects of direct
acquitance are nonlinguistic terms of the semantic relation. There exist
constant, publicly accessible abstract entities which are objects of
immediate knowledge and which form the intersubjective senses of
linguistic expressions. These entities are the intentional contents of
classically conceived mental acts. For Sellars ,the intentional is that
which belongs to the conceptual order” (Sellars, SM 23). In his BBK,
Sellars formulates a conception of intentionality in terms of the
Thomistic conception of ,intellectual words” (ibidem, 49, 51). The
intentionality of intellectual acts is then determined by the semantics
of the intellectual words. ’Epistemologism’ in Sellars’s terminology is
a philosophical theory that asserts the direct knowledge of abstract
entities and leads to ontological realism with respect to such entities.™
(e) Logical realism sees the entities of language as a universal instru-
ment for understanding the world.

To preserve intersubjective linguistic meaning, (that is, logical
realism) ontological realists enlarge the domain of direct awareness to
include concepts and propositions as well as perceivable objects and

2 Cf. Sellars, RNWW 431.

18 Sellars explicitly accused Husserl of epistemologism while acknowledging that
Husserl’s conceptualism differs from ontological realism by making objective noematic
contents distributively but not collectively independent of mental acts (cf. Sellars, RNWW
430-431). He wavered about Frege’s status as an ontological realist. ,Although Frege
insists that the entities he calls senses have a being which is independent of being
conceived by particular minds of particular occasions — thus correctly insisting on their
public character — he does not seem to take the tough early Russell line that they are
independent of thought altogether” (Sellars, SM 65-66).
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private ideas. For Sellars, the common point uniting these different
approaches is the confusion of the semantic and psychological frames of
reference. He argues that in logico-epistemological contexts statements
about the meaning of terms are non-factual statements, statements
,which are true or false in a purely formal sense, and decidable (in
principle) on purely formal grounds” (Sellars, ENWW 652). If we do not
see these two different concepts of 'meaning’, we run the risk — sooner
or later — of falling into the classical misconception of mind as appre-
hending universals and propositions. On the other hand, to be clear,
Sellars insists that: ,The classical conception of mind as apprehending
universals and meanings is based on a confusion of the logical with the
psychological frame of reference. To deny that universals ’exist’ when
speaking in the framework of logical analysis (logical nominalism) is as
mistaken as to assert that universals ’exist’ when speaking in the
framework of the psychological description of thought (ontological
realism or Platonism)” (Sellars, APM 567).!

With regard to abstract entities, Sellars’s position — called ,psycho-
logical nominalism” — avoids both logical nominalism and ontological
realism. At bottom he defends, with regard to universals, logical or
epistemological realism, and assumes after all that each of the following
three sentences is true: (1) Universals exist; (2) Some mental events
mean universals; (3) It is nonsense to speak of any psychological
relationship between mental events and universals. The proposed key
to solving the problem of universals, and indirectly the problem of
meaning, makes explicit the ambiguities of the two terms ’existence’ and
‘meaning’, with ‘meaning’ as a term from the domain of epistemological
analysis (more exactly, ’epistemological semantics’), and from the
domain of empirical psychology. In the latter case, ’meaning’ is
a descriptive term in empirical psychology, relating to habits of response
to and manipulation of linguistic symbols.

The ’via media’ between descriptive and semantic analyses of
meaning constitutes Sellars’s thesis: it is nonsense to speak of meanings
or senses as data, or as intuited objects of any kind. The formal
linguistic alternative to psychologism is the endorsement of logical
realism together with psychological nominalism. The general strategy
is to put together realistic talk about universals and nominalistic
discourse about linguistic expressions, while preserving a sharp
distinction between semiotic and psychological analysis. Keeping logical
realism does not lead to the intuition of some ideal contents. The ,new

 In APM see also for Sellars’s interpretation of the difference between Platonist and
Aristotelian accounts of universals (ibidem, 567).
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way of words” — on which Sellars’s 'via media’ concentrates — provides
an alternative understanding of the familiar metaphorical claim that
the mind apprehends universals. Sellars’s argumentation referring to
this subject has two steps: first, he turns the contents of classically
conceived mental acts into the intentions of linguistic expressions, and
second, he treats intensions as interlinguistic rather than extralingui-
stic entities. The intensions are interlinguistic in the special sense of
language as model type and they have to be distinguished from the
specific sign-designs that embody them in the natural languages.’®

4. Nonrelational conception of semantics

When we usually say that a term means or stands for something, we
think, that we catch the sense of this term. How does this work? On one
traditional account, in this way: a linguistic act in which this term or
expression occurs has a particular directness toward extralinguistic
entities. Semantic sentences relate then the terms they dezl with to
extralinguistic entities and in this sense the phrases ’,...” means ---’ or
’,...” stands for ---’ are relational. If the terms that stay to the right of
‘means’ were used in the way they are used in ordinary discourse, we
could assume that they refer to certain extralinguistic entities.
Linguistic acts would then be able to be directed to such entities and
the sentences could be taken to present relations between these entities
and the terms mentioned on the left side. On the traditional account
normally the terms that stay on the right of ‘means’ are used in an
ordinary way (and not in that way which is found in Sellars’s account
of semantic sentences). The sentence, as such, confirms then a relation
between the expression mentioned on the left-hand side and something
in the extralinguistic order, which is mentioned by a standard use of the
expression on the right hand side.

Sellars’s conception is a different one. The terms to the right of
‘means’ are neither used in such an ordinary way, nor are they
mentioned. Suppose that they were only mentioned. Then we could
understand what semantic sentences express without understanding
what determinate relationship to non-linguistic reality is said to be
enabled by the expressions that the sentence deals with, in the
linguistic acts in which those expressions occur. But such understanding
is, according to Sellars, not possible. The terms that stay on the right-
hand side are used in a special way — they are ,exhibited”.

15 Cf. Sellars, SM, cap. 3, 4.
16 In Sellars’s words: ,not mentioned but used — used in a unique way; exhibited, so to
speak” (Sellars, EPM 163).
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A semantic sentence of the form ’,...” means ---’ is not to be under-
stood as expressing a relation between ,..” and ---; but as using
a version of the copula is to express a sortal classification of linguistic
roles having the form:’,...” is a ---’. Expressions like 'means’ or ’stands
for’ are versions of the copula. Terms on the left side of is mention
a word or phrase whose meaning is unknown, while terms on the right
side function as a predicate-term, using a known word or phrase to
illustrate and so to convey the meaning. The semantic 'relations’ are
ultimately illustrative or functional classifications. ’,E” stands for __’
like ’,E” means ---’ classifies the tokens of graphical types ,E” as tokens
of determinate types of linguistical function, which is illustrated
through ---. Both of these sentences have the same logical form: they
contain the functional dot-quotation (the last term will soon be
explained).

The exhibited-use is therefore different from using words in general
because it doesn’t refer to an object or entity. The terms are supposed
to exhibit their own rule-governed use.'” If the relevant rules were
formulated explicitly, it could be said that there must be certain
relations between: (i) uses of the expression in question, now as
elements in the real (non-linguistic) order and (ii) other elements in this
order, elements which can be — in contrast to elements in (i) — through-
out extralinguistic. Sellars calls the linguistic terms of these relations
Jnatural linguistic objects”, and the relations itself — ,picturing”
relations.'® These relations are kinds of causal correlations between
the material realisation of sign-designs (natural linguistic objects) and
y,natural objects” in the surroundings of the language user. The problem
is with the properly capturing of Sellars’ understanding of the relation-
ship between linguistic rules and picturing relations. It is crucial to his
story that picturing relations are extensional, while rules are formu-
lated in terms of intentional ’ought’s.’® Picturing relations are kinds
of causal correlations.

The rules require a certain determinate relatedness to extralinguistic
reality on the part of occurences in the real order in which speakers

7 T would say that in such semantic sentences we have also to do with a different kind
of mentioning, different from mention words in general. We suppose, namely, that this
mentioning is for persons who understand the terms mentioned.

18 Specifically, although we may, indeed must, know that these linguistic objects are
subject to rules and principles — are fraught with ’ought’ — we abstract from this
knowledge in considering them as objects in the natural order. Let me introduce the term
‘natural linguistic object’ to refer to linguistic objects thus considered” (Sellars, TC 212).
For the theory of picturing, cf. Sellars, SM 136nn.

% 1 be indebted to prof. dr. J. Rosenberg for this specification.
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make ordinary use of the expression that figures on the right-hand side
of a semantic sentence. By dint of such nonordinary use to which the
term is put there, the certain determinate relatedness to non-linguistic
reality is reflected into what the sentence says about the term men-
tioned on its left-hand side. But the sentence itself relates that term
only to another term. In that way, a sentence that claims a relation
between terms is able to bring up the share made by the term men-
tioned on its left-hand side to the intentional character of linguistic acts
in which the term figures.

To show what is technically going on and to achieve clarity about the
occurences of words in various linguistic or metalinguistic capacities,
Sellars makes use of various quoting devices. Why will our common
practice of mentioning words by double quotes not do here? Because
there is first off all a distinction between word tokens and word types,
a distinction which concerns: (i) the natural order and (ii) the order of
signification (or in other words — logical, or functional order).”® To
mention written words as tokens of written marks in natural order
Sellars usually uses hyphens (e.g. r-e-d). To mention words in the
natural order as types of designs he uses asterisk quotes (e.g. *red*).
*Red* refers to items of the design-type illustrated between this
quotes.”’ When he mentions words as tokens in the signification-order,
he usually uses double quotes (e.g. ,red”). To mention word as belonging
to a type in this order (he calls them ,linguistic kinds”), he uses dot-
quotes (e.g. erede). It is important to remember that star— and dot-
quotes form common-nouns, which take articles and plurals. The
relevant logical grammar is illustrated by: In English, a *red* (or:
*red*s) is a erede (or: are °redes).

The semantic sentences are consequently put in the order of
signification: they classify words as role players. The linguistic types are
capable of realization in different languages, and so we have a formal
method for dealing with interlinguistic questions of meaning-identity.
The terms *czerwony* and *rot* express then the same conceptual
intension, erede, if they play the same linguistic roles in their natural
languages that *red* is playing in English. In the preceding sentence,
for instance, the star— and dot-quoted expressions are being used as

2 Sellars introduced also the order of thought, where word tokens are mentioned by
<red> and word types by <<red>>. The last types form sortal predicates pertaining to
conceptual episodes, cf. Sellars, SM 160.

% 1 shall use dot quotes to form the names of the expressions ... which is realized in
English by the sign design illustrated between them. I shall use asterisk quotes to form
the name of the sign design illustratet between them, thus *red* is the name of the sign
design which in English is the written word ,red” (Sellars, AE 627).
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abstract singular terms (roughly, as if they were proper names of such
abstract entities as types, roles, intensions, or kinds) rather than as
common-nouns classifying natural linguistic objects. Terms between the
asterisks (*---*) refer to sign-designs in a given natural language. Dot
quoted terms, (erede), are sortal predicates which are used to classify
the items which play the role played in our language by the sign-design
between the dot quotes. Descriptively different sign-designs in the same
or different languages can play the same semantic role. The metalingu-
istic rules define types of linguistic roles and they leave undefined the
real character of the sign-designs that can be used to play that role. The
sign-designs indicate these types when they are governed by the same
metalinguistic rules rather than define the interlinguistic intensions.
Functional linguistic types are able to be structurally realized in
different languages.

Dot quoting is one of Sellars’s inventions used in specifically seman-
tic contexts. To see its enlightened ability and advantage, we must
return to the semantic phrase with which we began: ’,E” (in L) means
..... In many arguments and papers, Sellars points out the varied cases
of ,the meanings of the meaning” (to use Putnam’s well-known phrase).
From the beginning of his publishing, with regard to this point, he
worked with two principles: (i) the irreducibility of the semantic predi-
cate ‘'means’ to an object-linguistic psychological predicate is similar to
the irreducibility of normative ’ought’, (ii) 'means’ as a semantic predi-
cate plays significantly different conceptual roles in different linguistic
contexts. These roles include among other things: ‘means’ as a transla-
tion phrase, as ’stands for’, as 'names’, as ’connotes’ and as ’denotes’.

Sellars focuses his attention on ‘means’ as ’stands for’ or ’denotes’

phrases in which ’,E” (in L) means ...’ is equivalent to ’,E” (in L stands)
for its sense’ or ’,E” (in L) denotes triangularity’ or ’,E” (in L) denotes
triangular items’. The term to the right of ’stands for’ is an abstract
singular term in L or in another natural language.?
With his well-known example where: ’,Dreieckig” (in German) stands
for triangularity’ Sellars argued that the usual analysis of such phrases
like: (linguistic item) R (non-linguistic item) is syntactically unperspi-
cuous and philosophically misleading. Abstract terms (,-ity”) are also
special illustrating-contexts and serve the same purposes as functional
quotation. The abstract terms are illustrative meta-linguistic kinds of
designs for linguistic functions.

In that way e.g. the extensional Carnap-Tarski semantics according
to Sellars assumes that two types of entity, standing in some relation

22 Cf. McCarthy, The Crisis of Philosophy, 158f.
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R to each other, can be identified: an item in the language and an item
in the world.?® The proposed analysis of semantic phrases stands in
need of rational reconstruction. This reconstruction could be shown
through the following steps:

— The abstract singular term ’triangularity’ will be be replaced by
a distributive singular term (DST) — the etriangulare. Sellars calls such
terms distributive singular terms (DSTSs) ,,... for the predications made
of them distribute over the many objects which satisfy the predicates
from which they are formed” (Sellars, BLM 18).

— The dot quoting (etriangulare) indicates that it is a special sort of
DST - a metalinguistic DST.

— The phrase ’stands for’ is strictly speaking a nonperspicuous classifi-
catory copula used to classify the phrases on the left-hand side by the
metalinguistic DST.

— DSTs in the place of predicates are treated as special type of
classificatory predicates; and metalinguistic DSTs are treated as sortal
predicates that classify a linguistic expression in terms of the concept-
ual role it plays. The conceptual role itself is determined by the
appriopriate set of metalinguistic rules.

Accepting these premises Sellars reconstrues the sentence ’,Dreiec-
kig” (in German) stands for triangularity’ as ’A ,dreieckig” (in G) is
a etriangulare’. The metalinguistic sortal predicate a etriangulare will
be now used to classify the sign-designs in a given language which play
the same conceptual role played in the base language (i.e., the language
being used) by *triangular*s. Semantic statements of this classificatory
type require for their full understanding an insight into the Wittgen-
steinian irreducibility of different types of linguistic statements or
modes of discourse (e.g. descriptive and explanatory, normative and
metalinguistic). These modes are functionally complementary, although
logically distinct. We can draw up three such types of linguistic
statements.

The first of these types expresses the matter-of-factual uniformities
involving sign-designs and the circumstances in which they are used.
Thus we have empirical generalizations which do not involve ‘'means’ as
a semantic predicate. These generalizations are not semantic sentences
in the strict Sellarsian sense, but object-linguistic relational statements.
They assert a connection between linguistic items in the spatiotemporal

2 Sellars implies that the kernal idea of this semantics (he frequently puth both of
these names together) and its word-world relations is ,quite Augustinian” (Sellars, EPM
162). That is in my opinion not correct because also in Tarski-Carnap semantics we can
say that the concept of such word-world relation is made clear only in terms of how these
relations help us understand the possibility for operations with words in a language game.
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order and the extralinguistic occasions of their use. Here’s where
picturing belongs. Such specifications of picturing relationships are not
actually semantic statements at all.

The second type are strictly semantic statements which contain
‘means’ as an irreducible metalinguistic predicate. These statements are
— see my reconstruction — non-relational but classificatory sentences.
They are used to classify sign-designs in terms of their rule-governed
conceptual roles. The semantic sentences are indeed logically irreducible
to factual statements asserting semantic uniformities, but they entail
statements of a factual sort.

The third type of statements are metalinguistic rules. They consti-
tute the conceptual roles played by the sign-designs and in the case of
language as type, they are stipulated rules formulated in the metalan-
guage. These rules could be found out empirically and then explicitly
investigated to find out the sense of controversial linguistic phrases.

The result of Sellars’s reconstruction is a many-leveled psychological-
nominalistic linguistic theory that preserves logical realism in his
framework. Sellars adopts the three-dimensional semantics of Frege,
but incorporates it within the analysis of meaning which Wittgenstein
proposes in his Philosophical Investigations. He connects in a very
sophisticated way logical realism and nominalism. That fact differenti-
ates him from e.g. Quine and Carnap. Quine substitutes the theory of
reference for the theory of meaning, while Carnap indeed preserves the
theory of meaning but gives it a relational interpretation. The synthesis
accomplished by Sellars modifies Carnap by constructing a non-
relational semantics and completes Quine’s theory by showing that it
presupposes a reconstructed theory of meaning.?

5. The naturalistic philosophy of mind

Within the framework of his ,theoretical mentalism” Sellars models
unexpressed thought episodes (either ,conceptual episodes” or ,intellec-
tual acts”) on the model of expressed linguistic acts. The structure of
this account of meaning carries over into how we conceive the inten-
tional character (the ,aboutness”) of unexpressed thought. A thought
episode’s being intentionally directed toward an element in the real
order is analogous to, say, a linguistic episode’s containing an express-
ion that functions as a name of an element in the real order. Such
»aboutness” does not have be conceived as a relation between an
element in the conceptual order and an element in the real order.

% Cf. Sellars, SM 60-115.
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However, according to Sellars’s theoretical mentalism, the content of the
relation (wholly within the conceptual order) that is affirmed by
a statement of aboutness is more or less constituted by relations that
would appropriately connect conceptual episodes considered as entities
in the real order to other entities in the real order. But if the semantic
relations between the conceptual order and the real order do not exist,
then we also get a nonrelational conception of intentionality.

Sellars’s program concerns not only the reconstruction of nonrelatio-
nal, functionalistic semantics, but also the problem of abstract entities.
His conception of the status of linguistic intensions finds repercussions
— through the account of the intentionality of openly linguistic terms
—in the philosophy of the mind. One of the central problems in this
philosophical area is to ask for an naturalistic conception of
intentionality.

».. the problem whether intentional concepts relating to minds
can be reduced to nonintentional concepts, whether concepts of
sense qualities, or physicalistic concepts, or both, and if so, in
exactly what sense of ‘reduced” (Sellars, MMB 84).%

It is important to remember that in Sellars’s account of semantic
elements in the conceptual order can stand in content-involving or
semantic relations only to other elements in the conceptual order. Even
so he claims to be an empiricist regarding the philosophy of the mind.
In particular, he accepts irreducible intentionality as the mark of
mentalistic discourse, but rejects the classical theories of the mind.
A semantic analysis of intentional discoures proposed in this way has
to both be an alternative to the classical theories of the mind and give
support to a naturalistic theory of the mind. Sellars asserts that
acceptance of intentionality coincides with a naturalistic account of the
mind. In this manner the developed argument will avoid on the one
hand the consequences of substantive and logical behaviorism and on
the other the traditional body-mind dualism. Sellars’s concepts of
intentionality and, bound with it, the concept of mentalistic discourse
represent a special kind of behavioristic account. He will ... show
exactly in what sense it includes something (reference or aboutness)
which is not to be found in the language of behavioristics”.?® The
analysed theory of the mind can be better called 'nonpsychologistic
naturalism’.

% Sellars argues that the ,non-relational character of ‘meaning’ and ’aboutness” is ,to
be the key to a correct understanding of the place of mind in nature” (Sellars, SM ix).
% Chisholm/Sellars, ITM 508.
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Sellars’s semantic approach to the philosophy of the mind integrates
scientific realism with a many-leveled linguistic pluralism. The ’via
media’ method that he proposes takes a provisional model of the classi-
cal theory of the mind. That model is put together from three premises:

1. Public linguistic episodes can be characterized in semantic terms.

2. Mental acts can be characterized in the terms of intentionality.
Mental acts are expressed by public linguistic episodes (so called
’performances of overt speech’).

3. Semantic discourse about public linguistic episodes is to be
analyzed in terms of discourse about the intentionality of the mental
episodes.”

In his theory of the mind — which could also be called ’semantic
theory of intentionality’ — Sellars abandons the third premise and
modifies premisses one and two. The theory is based on the reconstruc-
tion of classically conceived mental acts as mental speech episodes. He
reconstructs the intentional contents of those episodes as the interlin-
guistic intensions of both outer and inner speech. Such reconstructed
categories of philosophical semantics then are used to analyze the
intentionality of the mental acts reconceived as episodes in inner
speech.

Sellars’s semantic theory of intentionality sees meaningful public
linguistic acts (thinkings-out-loud) — which he calls ,thoughts,” — as the
expression (in the sense of ’causal expression’) of inner episodes. The
inner episodes, *that p’ — he calls these episodes ,thoughts,” — are inner
speech episodes, i.e. the mental expression ’that p’. Thoughts, are
characterized by the categories of intentionality, and they are conceived
in an analogous way as theoretical entities which are postulated by
scientific theory. They are not of course merely theoretical entities,
because e.g. we have direct access to our thoughts. Sellars’s Genius
Jones introduced the framework of these thoughts as a proto-theory in
order to explain:

»-- the fact (among others) that a person’s verbal propensities and
dispositions change during periods of silence as they would have
changed if he had been engaged in specific sequences of various
types of candid linguistic behaviour called ’thinkings-out-loud ...”
(Sellars, SM 151).

At first (as Genius Jones introduced them) the framework of thoughts,
was only theoretical. Later its users were trained in the first-person-

T Sellars, EPM 177-178.
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reporting use of this framework. Thoughts, are only functionally but not
descriptively similar to public acts of thinking-out-loud. The same
semantic categories — the same semantic roles — can be applied to
thoughts, as to thoughts,. Thoughts, are propositional intensions which
are expressed (in the sense of ’express their meaning’) by sentential
public linguistic episodes.?® According to Sellars, it is possible to
analyze and to understand semantic discourse about public linguistic
acts without the classical idea that imperceptible inner speech episodes
are the cause of such acts.

The semantic sentence <<,E” (in L) expresses [in the sense that
a linguistic episode semantically expresses its meaning] the thought,
that p>> is an irreducible special quality of all kinds of mental and out-
loud discourse. That special quality can be applied as equally well to
out-loud as to mental speech episodes and it cannot be reduced to
linguistic factual discourse. If such be the case, we will be in a frame-
work of various kinds of psychologism. Why? Because the semantic
sentence does not assert behavioral facts. It only signifies that such and
such facts about the role of ,E” (in the behavioral economy of L-users)
are taking place. As Sellars concludes, the categories of intentionality
are semantic categories in terms of which we speak about public speech
acts.

Sellars’s naturalistic philosophy of the mind is based on the
conceptual priority of thoughts, (thinkings-out-loud) and contrasts it
with the causal priority of thoughts, (inner episodes). To use the
Aristotelian differentiation we can say that, in the Aristotelian order of
being, unobservable thoughts, are causes of thoughts,; whereas, in the
Aristotelian order of understanding, our concept of thoughts, are
derived from concepts of the observable use of thoughts,. Each person
has inner intentional episodes to which they have direct but not
infallible epistemic access, and that access can occur without being
expressed by public episodes. The model for inner episodes is semantic
and not behavioral discourse about public linguistic episodes. That
explains why intentionality is an irreducible special quality of inner
episodes. Certain behavioral facts about episodes of thinking-out-loud
are signified but not asserted by the semantic sentences. These
behavioral facts are the model for the inner episodes, with the inner
episodes being conceived as in the order of causes. Semantic sentences
indeed convey behavioral information, but they cannot be reduced to
pure behavioral terms.

%8 Cf. McCarthy, The Crisis of Philosophy, 160ff.
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6. Conclusions

The naturalistic philosophy of the mind avoids psychologism by
accepting the irreducibility of the language of metalinguistic discourse
(and its semiotic terms) to the language of behavioral discourse (e.g.
behavioral descriptions).

Sellars’s theory of nonrelational semantics states that when we use
abstract concepts we do not refer to abstract entities. His theoretical
mentalism claims that our language about states of consciousness
(thoughts,/,) does not refer to abstract entities. According to Sellars, to
say that states of consciousness constitute a kind of evidence which is
independent of a language is the same as to say that thought, refers to
abstract entities, which would be an example of ,myth of the given”.
The myth of the given can be in this context characterized as the
assumption that the intentionality of consciousness is a primary special
quality, a kind of foundation for the intensionality of linguistic
expressions. Sellars denies this. He claims that mental episodes are
episodes of inner speech and that their intentionality comes from their
intensionality (i.e. from the linguistic functions of inner speech). Such
a thesis does not represent reductive but only ,methodological”
behaviorism: the mental episodes are not only dispositions to public
linguistic performances but they are also ,occurrent events”, which we
model on the basis of such linguistic performances. Ontologically, these
entities have a status analogous to the status of theoretical entities (e.g.
molecules) and they have to be conceived as causally relevant entities.

Sellars’s endorsement of the primary intentionality of language
works against the classically conceived primary intrinsic intentionality
of thought. The intrinsic intentionality of thought can be expressed via
the derivative intentionality of language. This makes his philosophy of
the mind more interesting from the explanatory point of view than e.g.
the accounts of nonreductive materialism, because it avoids metaphys-
ical confusions about the irreducibility of the intrinsic, autonomous
intentionality of thoughts. Sellars maintains his theory of the manifest
mind against the reductionist attack without supposing that thoughts
by themselves carry over their intentionality on the derivatively
intentional expression of thought in language. His ,methodological
behaviourism” detaches the intrinsic intentionality of thoughts from the
psychology and phenomenology of the manifest image of the mind.
Thoughts do not walk ahead of language, and language is not a vehicle
for the expression of them.* Through such an account of thoughts, the

% R. Chisholm is dedicated to the thesis that without intentionality, the terms and the
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problems of psychology could be explored in a new way. This account
would call attention to the fact that the description of the relation
between the intentionality of thought and the intentionality of language
takes place in a metalinguistic theory. This theory is about language
and does not presuppose an ontology of mental phenomena.*

"Means’ or ’denotes’ expresses a connection between elements of the
linguistic order. The idea of this connection is burdened with the
normative ‘ought’ and its irreducibility to descriptive language. That
connection allows that in semantic sentences we do not have to take
into account the Carnap-Tarski semantics, as Sellars understands this
semantics. The idea of such a connection makes sense only in the
context of the way in which it enters into determining the conditions
under which whole sentences are correctly or rightly asserted. The
‘means’ of semantic sentences should be seen as a sentential operator,
in whose domain come to pass specifications of relation which hold
between linguistic items. Sellars views semantic sentences as ’ought’
sentences whereby linguistic patterns governed behaviour, formulable
in nonsemantic terms.®! These patterns constitute the semantics of
linguistic expressions.
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W. SELLARSA SEMANTYCZNE ROZWIAZANIE
PROBLEMU CIALO-UMYSL

Streszczenie

Wilfrid Sellars (1912-1989) — podobnie jak Ludwig Wittgenstein —
wyraznie oddziela pojecia nauk empirycznych od pojeé czystej semiotyki,
czy, w jego jezyku, czystej epistemologii. Logika i matematyka — jako
przyklady systeméw czysto syntaktycznych — nie sg zdaniem Sellarsa
naukami empirycznymi, lecz naukami normatywnymi, opartymi na
regulach. Normatywnosci podobnego typu Sellars poszukuje dla filozofii,
ktéra miataby byé swoisty epistemologig czy tez psychologig rézng od
psychologii empirycznej. W tym sensie popiera on husserlowski program
oddzielenia filozofii od psychologii empirycznej. Twierdzi jednak, ze
program ten nalezy realizowaé nie przy pomocy redukcji transcendental-
nej, lecz przez odwolanie sie do czystej teorii jezyka, a konkretnie do
odpowiedniej teorii semantycznej (teorii znaczenia). Praca nad tq teorig
zajmowala Sellarsa przez cale zycie.

W moim artykule koncentruje sie przede wszystkim na wczesnych
pismach Sellarsa (tj. do ukazania si¢ jego EPM/1956), ktére prawie nie
sg omawiane w literaturze. Sellars poszukuje w nich drogi posredniej
pomiedzy racjonalistycznym rozumieniem znaczenia a rozumieniem
empiryczno-psychologicznym, postepujac wedlug dialektycznej metody:
konstruowanie modeli ujeé przeciwnych, modyfikowanie ich i tworzenie
wlasnej teorii. Jezeli takiej drogi, zdaniem materialisty Sellarsa, nie
znajdziemy, to staniemy w koricu przed problemem koniecznosci
uznania istnienia pojeé¢ nalezacych do nauk empirycznych bez réwno-
czesnej mozliwosci dopuszczenia istnienia nie-empirycznych objektéw
razem z mentalnymi aktami dla ich poznania. W gruncie rzeczy
poszukiwanie owej via media to poszukiwanie okre§lonego rodzaju anty-
psychologistycznej semantyki. Psychologizm niestusznie utozsamia
filozoficzne kategorie semantyczne z kategoriami psychologicznymi.
Obojetnym przy tym jest, czy chodzi o psychologie behawioralng,
empiryczng czy introspektywnag. W psychologii racjonalistycznej psy-
chologizm prowadzi do semantycznych tez o ’bezposredniej §wiadomosci’
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wielkosci abstrakceyjnych (np. uniwersaliéw), w psychologii empirycznej
do traktowania poje¢ jako czegos faktycznego, do identyfikacji orzeczeni
psychologicznych z orzeczeniami filozoficznymi.

Poprzez dialektyczne lgczenie empirycznego i racjonalistycznego
rozumienia pojeé¢ Sellars poszukuje dla swojej semantyki podobnie nie-
empirycznych poje¢ jak te z czystej syntaktyki. Modelem takiego
polaczenia moze byé, jego zdaniem, polgczenie etycznego naturalizmu
(Cpowinien’ jest logicznie redukowalne do ’jest’) oraz intucjonizmu
(powinien’ nie jest ani logicznie ani przyczynowo redukowalne do ’jest’).
Sellars jest antynaturalistg: ’powinien’ nie jest definiowalne w termiach
empirycznych, lecz jest okreslone poprzez przestrzeganie regul. Dyskurs,
w ktérym wystepuje ‘powinien’, jest tym samym dyskursem normatyw-
nym, a zadanie filozofii Sellars widzi w realizacji wittgensteinowskiej
metody przejrzystej ekspozycji, to jest w ukazaniu zwigzkéw pomiedzy
dyskursem normatywnym i innymi rodzajami dyskursu; szczegélnie
pomiedzy dyskursem mentalnym a semantycznym, ktére sa ze sobg
$cisle zlaczone. Termin 'regula’ jest dla Sellarsa wewnetrznie zwigzany
z terminem ’dzialanie’, przy czym chodzi mu — w odréznieniu od
wyéwiczonych zachowan zwierzat — o dzialania kierowane regula.

Zakladajac powyzszy model Sellars okresla swoje wlasne stanowisko,
nazywajac je nowym nominalizmem: ’znaczy’ jest czysto formalnym
terminem, ktéry tylez samo oznacza cechy przedmiotéw, co logiczne
terminy typu ‘implikuje’ czy *I’. Termin ten nie ma réwniez nic wspélne-
go z psychologicznymi aktami czy intuicjami. Oczywiscie Sellars nie
neguje, iz w pewnych kontekstach ’znaczy’ moze by¢ empiryczno-
psychologicznym orzeczeniem, ale nie jest on takim w jego semantyce.
Wedlug Sellarsa semantyczne zdanie ’,...” znaczy ---’ nie jest — jak
w semantyce klasycznej —jakas relacja pomiedzy elementem jezykowym
a pozajezykowym. Terminy wystepujace po prawej stronie ’znaczy’ nie
sg jego zdaniem ani uzywane ani cytowane (klasyczne rozréznienie
w zdaniach ze ’znaczy’), lecz sg one uzywane w specyficzny sposéb, sg
one ‘'wystawione’. 'Wystawione’ uzycie nie odnosi sie do jakiego$ objektu,
a wyrazenie ’znaczy’ mozna traktowac jako specjalny przypadek tgcznika
‘jest’, ktéry po prostu wyraza klasyfikacje rél jezykowych. Na przyklad
w zdaniu ’,red” znaczy czerwony’ slowo ‘czerwony’ spelnia te same role
(funkcje) w jezyku polskim, co stowo red’ w jezyku angielskim, dlatego
moze ono byé¢ zapisane jako (w liczbie mnogiej): ’,red’s” sg eczerwo-
nyemi’, gdzie punktowy spos6b cytowania wskazuje, ze ,czerwony” nie
jest nazwa, lecz tzw. dystrybutywnym pojedynczym terminem. Seman-
tyczne relacje okazuja sie¢ wiec byé funkcjonalnymi klasyfikacjami
wyrazen.

Funkcjonalna semantyka jest dla Sellarsa czescig naturalistycznej
filozofii umystu, w ktérej podstawowym pytaniem jest pytanie o status
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intencjonalno$ci: czy pojecia dotyczace intencjonalnosSci mogg byé
zredukowane do pojeé nie-intencjonalnych (empirycznych). Jezeli jednak
—wedlug semantyki funkcjonalnej — nie ma relacji pomiedzy porzgdkiem
pojeciowym a rzeczywistym, otrzymamy tym samym nierelacyjne pojecie
intencjonalnosci. Sellars pokazuje, w jakim sensie pojecie intencjonal-
noSci (oraz zwigzane z nim pojecie mentalnego dyskursu) moze byé
o czyms$, odnosi¢ sie do czego$, nie bedac zarazem pojeciem czysto
behawioralnym. Swojg teorie umystu nazywa naturalizmem niepsycholo-
gicznym. Jego semantyczne rozwigzanie problemu cialo-umysl laczy
realizm naukowy z pluralizmem jezykowym. Jego via media zaklada, ze
wypowiadane glo$no epizody jezykowe mozna charakteryzowaé w termi-
nach semantycznych, a akty mentalne — w terminach intencjonalnych,
przy czym ich intencjonalnosé jest rekonstruowana jako miedzyjezykowa
intensjonalno$é zewnetrznych i wewnetrznych aktéw wypowiadania sie.
Sellarsa semantyczna teoria intencjonalnosci traktuje akty glo$nego
wypowiadania sie (w jego terminologii ‘mysli,’) jako wyrazenia (w sensie
przyczynowym) epizodéw wewnetrznych (mysli,), jednakze intencjonal-
noéé mysli, nie jest zaprzyczynowana przez mysli,, W swoim teoretycz-
nym mentalizmie Sellars postuluje istnienie mysli, analogicznie do tego,
jak teorie naukowe postulujg w celach wyjasniajacych istnienie wiel-
ko$ci teoretycznych (dodajmy, ze chodzi tutaj o analogie metodologiczna,
gdyz do wlasnych mysli mamy bezposredni przystep, a do wielkosci
teoretycznych nie). Te same kategorie semantyczne mogg zatem byé
przypisywane zaré6wno do my$li; jak i do mysli,. Dyskurs semantyczny
mozemy zatem analizowac¢ bez odwolywania si¢ do klasycznej ideii nie-
postrzegalnych wewnetrznych epizodéw mentalnych, ktére sg Zrédlem
intencjonalnosci mysli,.

Podkreslanie przez Sellarsa pierwotnej intencjonalno$ci mysli, stoi
w sprzecznosci z klasycznymi (Brentano, Chisholm) teoriami, przypisu-
jacymi wlasnie my$lom, pierwotna intencjonalno$é. Opis relacji
pomiedzy intencjonalno$cig mysli i intencjonalnoscia jezyka zachodzi
u Sellarsa w teorii metajezykowej. Teoria ta jest o jezyku i nie potrze-
buje ontologicznych zatozen o fenomenach mentalnych. "Znaczy’ wyraza
polaczenie pomiedzy elementami porzadku jezykowego. Polaczenie to
pozwala zauwazyé, ze zdan semantycznych nie mozemy analizowaé za
pomoca semantyki Carnapa-Tarskiego. Zdania semantyczne nie dotyczg
faktéw behawioralnych. "Znaczy’ w zdaniach semantycznych moze byé
traktowane jako operator zdaniowy, w ktérego zakresie dokonuja sie
specyfikacje relacji zachodzacych pomiedzy terminami jezykowymi, ktére
jednak poprzez odpowiednie reguly sa zwigzane z postrzeganiem
otoczenia i z dzialaniami. Tak rozumiana semantyka jest podstawowg
cechg charakteryzujaca Sellarsowskie rozwiazanie problemu cialo-umyst.



