How does one tell whether a word has

one, several or many senses?

WILLIAM P. ALSTON

£ Mr Wiggins is certainly correct in supposang that the answer to the tithe queston
should be based on an account of what it is for a word to have a certain meaning, and
the assocated account of how specifications of word-meaning are to be tested. If we
takea Lockean view according to which having a meaning is a matterof being regularly
used as the sign of a certain (Lockean) idea, then the job of showing that “necessary '
has several different meanangs is quite a different affair from what #t would be if we
accept the view that for a word to have a certain meaning is for utterances of that
word to stand in certain causal relations with physacal stimwli and ‘or overt responses,
For my part 1 share with Mr Wiggins, and many other theorists, the comviction that
for a word to have a certain meaning is for it to make a certain contribution to some
appropriate semantic propernty of semtences in which #t occurs, a property that we
may dub “sentence-meaning . | say “dub’ because 1 doubt that there s emough talk
about the meaning of semfemces (unlike the situation vis-a-vis words), to vield any
substantial pre-theoretscal concept properly so called. The kind of sentence property
that 1 belseve both Mr Wiggins and 1 (along with others) have in mind is most per-
spicuously indicated in ordinary language by some such term as “what the sentence
can be used to say " (in a sense of say in which “what he sasd ' is not symonymous with
‘what semtence he uttered *), or more barbarousdy, the sentence’s “saying potentsal .
Mr Wiggins wishes to explicate this notion in terms of the conditions under
whach an indscative semtence can be used to make a true statoment (or, i has lingo,
the conditions under which an utterance of the sentence will be factually hoensed).
He correctly anticipates that some will find this approach intolerably restncted, and
1 count mysalf among that number., 1 think it not too vaulting an ambstion to scarch
for 3 more general account of ‘saying potentials ' of sentences, such that the poten-
tzality of semtonces of a certain sub-class for being wsed to make statements would be
a special case of this more general notion, | have clsewhere provided the bogannsgs
of such an account, uung the term ‘illecutionary act potential ' (This s mof
Austin's concept of an illecutionary act, whatever that is, though | did fikch the term
from himn,) Roughly, for 2 sentence to have 3 certan illocutsomary act potentul s for
® 1o be subjoct to 2 rule that enjoins members of the language community from
witering the sentence, in certasn hands of contexts, unless certaimn specified conditsons
hedd. Thus the central illocuticeary act potential of ' Please pass the salt " would be
speaficd by making it explict that a rule is in force in the Englsh language com-
munity that could be roughly formulated as follows:

* Philosaphy of Lawgwape (Exglewood Cliffs, N.J. : Prentice-Hall, 1¢64), pp. 34 11
[35])
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Ome is not to utter * Please pass the salt " in a normal® context unless the following
conditions hold :

1. Semenne, H, 15 bang addressed.

2. It & possible for H 1o pass the speaker some salt,

3. The speaker has some interest in getting H to pass him some salt.*

For the special case where the illocutionary act, a potential for whach = in
question, » somethang statemental or assertive, something that is straightforwardly
true or false, the conditions imbedded in the rule would coincide with the truth
conditions for the statement. Thus the most basic illocutsomary act potentzal for
“My uncle sodd his wiredess ' could be specified by making it explicit that the follow-
mg rule is in force in the English language community

One is not to witer * My uncle sold his wircless”™ in a normal context unless the

following conditsons hold :

1. Some particular uncle, x, of the speaker is contextually indicated,

2. At some time prior 10 the time of utterance, x sold a wireless that had

belonged 1o him.

Thes the flling for the spechicaton of Wlocutionary act potentsal for this semence
would coencade with what Wiggins calls conditions for the utterance being factually
licensed. Any doubt as 1o whether a certain set of conditions, ¢.g. those listed above,
do constitute the trath conditions for the statement (or conditions for an utterance
of the sentence being factually bcensed), would equally be a doubt as to whether the
sentence is subject 10 a ruleof the above sort that requires yust those conditions to hold.

Instead of continuing the exposition of my views on sentence-meaning, 1 shall
address myself in thas paper to problems that have specifically to do with destimguish-
ing senses of words. Let us take it as agreed between Wiggins and mysclf that we
have some appropriate sense of ‘sentence-meaning”, and that we are thinking of a
meaning of a word as a comstant contribution it makes to the meaning of any sentence
mn which # occurs with that meaning. Then how are we to concave the job of
determuning bow many sevses 2 word has? Again | ind myselfl i sympathy with the
general thrust of Wiggine” account, A word s properly assigned s many senses a5
necessary to sccount for the facts about the meanenps of sestences in which st occuns,
I should like to put more sfress than Wigging docs oa the incradicably systemuc
characrer of the evaluation of parmicular semantic hyvpotheses, given this approach 1o
meaning. (Though I have no reason o think he would disagree with what | am
about to say.) If dictionary emtries are 10 be evaluated in terms of the "readings ' oe
"interpretations” of sentences they yield, any given emry will have 1o be evaluated in
congunction with a number of other semantic hypotheses. Suppose that [ have two
p oposed entrses for “run® (as a transitive verb), very roughly as follows : (a) sperate,
(&) force, togother in each case with whar Wiggins calls “directives” and what Katz
calls “selectsom rostrictions " Obviously we can’t wse these entries by themselves 1o
denive any readings for any sentences, c.g., “How long have vou been runming the
esgrane? ' of " You are goang to run me imto debt”, To derive readings for these sen-
tences we need not only entries for ‘run’, but 3o entries for the other words,
specifications of the systactical structure of the semtences and comstituent complex

¥ Thes gualficr s meant to relle out such congexts as those in which the speaker is acting

a play or pvag an cxampde of 3 requess,
b Tttt of conditions = intended to be dlustrative rather than exbhastive.

© Phalwophy of Lagwage (New York: Harper and Row, 1o68), pp. 354 .
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and what Katz calls ‘projection rales”* which for a given kind of
complex expression tell us how to go from facts ke the above to a reading for the
whole expression. Thus on this approach dictionary entries cannot be tested in
isolation, one-by-one, any more than can any other constituents of the semantic
description of a language. Just as a particular general hypothesis in science can be
empinically tested only in the context of some system of principles, so with particular
semantic and syntactical hypotheses abowt a particular language.

Thas means that our title problem merges into the very large methodological
problem : How can we formulate and evaluate a semantx description of a language?
For the above conssderations show that my justification for supposing that, e.g.,
“run” has at least two meanings, operate and foree, can be no greater than my justi-
ficatson for supposing that an adequate Jexicon for English would include two such
entricos for “run”, The most fundamental justification of this latter clasm would be, of
course, the demonstration that 3 given leucon contaning theses emtres s an
adequate enc, and, as indicated above, we could not show that without showing that
an dcqum semantsc descnptson of the lnguage could be constructed usang thas
kexicon.” Thus an wdeally thorough treatment of thas particular muhodolopal
problem would include comsideration of all the msethodological problenss snvolved in
the formulation and evaluation of the semantic description of & language and the
compoments thereof, This includes sach peoblens

t. What form should dictiomary entries take?

2. Wha form should the specifications of semtence-meaming take?

3. What facts about sentence-meaning can be used as data for the testing of
semantic systems, and how can these facts be gleaned from the behavior of
language users?

& All the methodological problems imvolved in developing the syntactical descrip-
tron of a language.

These problems do not come piecemeal. Language itself is so systematic that the
investigation of language fails to be equally systematic oaly at its peril.

32 Rather than emit obdter dicta on such large issues as these, 1 shall tum 1o the
consideration of a more modest methodological problem, one small enough to be
sllumenated in the time st my disposal. Suppose that we find ourselves required to
decide whether a given word is used in the same or different senses in two contexts,*
but we do not have the time, resources, or ingenuity to consider this problem in the
light of some propesal for a complete semantic description of the language. Thas is a
situation im which lexacographers and philosophers often find themselves, For the
traditional lexicographer such problems come up in the course of deading on a set of
entrees for a word in a dictiomary of the usual sort, one with much more modest
pretensions than the ideal lexicon about which we have been talking, For the philo-
sopher, on the other hand, they most usually arise in the course of giving analyses of

* Ina

* Ths not o say that | cannot be jusified in semantic claims without having established
them in this full-dress fashion. If cne could net knos, or e justified in believing, many things
witheut being able 10 grve sdeally complete pstificanons of them, we would be in & pretry mess
= ey arens of thought.

€ Than is 2 Jows ambitioon taak than that of determining what serne the woed has o cach of
these comtexts, although the Jexicographer abaays, and the philsopher sametimes, asks »
Queston like this =» the course of trying 1o arawer the moee ambitious question,



18 WILLIAM P, ALSTON

the concepes expressed by certain terms. [f a philosopher is concerned to analyze the
concept expressed by “ remember " over a certan stretch of contexts, he will have to
determine how many semses the word has over that stretch, so that he will know how
many concepts to analyze. Again, if 2 philosopher A claims that *true” as it occurs in
(1) What you say s true.

means corresponds 1o the facts, and then B attacks this by pointing out that one can be
a true friend without corresponding to any facts, then if A is to defend his analysis
he will have to either show that B's claam is mistaken, or show that in

(2) He is a true friend.

“truc ' s used in & sense defferent from the one in which he is interested, My relatively
modest methodolopacal question is @ what devices, short of a consideration of schemes
for a complete description of the language, can we deploy for the resalution of such
questions? And what dificulties will we encounter in this enterprise?

It may be useful to sharpen our intuitions and initially formulate our principles in
the comtext of some pedestrian examples far removed from difficult and philosophi-
cally exciting terms like ‘troe” and “remember’. For thas purpose, consder the
occurrences of the humble term “run’ in

(3) Harold Stassen i still renning.

(4) The boundary ran from this tree 1o that tree.

(&) Joha ran from this tree to that tree.

(&) The engine s sull runsang.

(7) Is the vacuum cleaner still rusning?

We may pose as our imitial sample problems: how can we show that “run’ has st
Jeast two senses in {3), but only one sense in {§)7 And bow can we show that "run’
has different senses in (4) and (), but the same sense n (6) and (7)?

If these are to be precise questions, we shall have to make explicit what resources
we are allowing our inquirer, | suggest that we regard himn as capable of making
reliable padgments of (3t least approximate) sameness and difference of semtence
meaning. Thas he can determine that (6) and (7) have different meanings, that {4)
and

(%) The boundary extended from this tree to that tree,

have the same meaming, and that (3) has at least two different meanings. Moreover
we shall regard himn as capable of determining what entaslment relations hold be-
tween sentences, e.g., that (6) entadls * The engine is in working conditson ', That is,
we are going 1o trust his ' intuitions ' about the semantic relations of semtences taken
as (sermantically) umanalyzed wnits, even though, lacking a fine grained semantic
descrption of the language, or even a proposal for such, he is unable at this stage to
analyze sentence-meanings into the components contributed by the words that make
up the sentemce. In granting ham even these relatively crude capacitios we are making
smme large, and recemtly highly controversial, assumptsons about the possibality of
drawing a line between what one means by a sentence and what happens to be tree of
the subject matter, between the analyte and the symthetic, and »0 on, But for
puarposes of this paper we can do mo more than nite these assamptions in passing.

Proceeding, armed with these tools, 10 our sample problems, the first thing to note
is that the tools do not suffice in and of themselves for the resalution of the problems.
It does not follow just from the fact that (4) and (5) have dfferemt meamings that
‘run’ is used in a different sense in them. To establish that we have o rule out the
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possability that other features of thes semtence pairing, e.g.. the interchange of “ The
boundary " and * John’, are solely responsible for the difference in sentence-meaning,
After all, {6) and {5) differ in meaning too; but here we are not inchned to attnbute
this ditference, even in part, to a difference in the sense of ‘run’. Again, admatting
that (3) can be used to say two quite different thangs, why attnbute thas ditference to
Eifferemces in senses of * rum '? The mere fact that there are two different measangs of
this sentence is compatible with a sumber of alternative hypotheses, e.g., that ose of
the other words, e.g., "still”, has two difforent senses in this context, or that the
sentence ¢an be grammatically construed in two differemt ways. And yet we are
strongly inclined to attnbute the plurality of sentence-meanings to 3 plurality in the
senses of "run’. How can these inclhimations be pustified !

If we had adequate analyses of the measings of cach of these sentences, we could
read off from those analyses what cach sentence-constituent contributes to the whole.
Hence we could say shet the contnbution of “run” i to the measing of {3) and w
the meaniag of (3), thereby determining whether it s the same contribution in each
case. But this is just what we do mot have, short of an adoquate systematic sensantics
of English. What we are looking for o the closest approximation 1o thas precedure
that is possible within the specified himitatsons. A technique that looks promsing s
that of partal substitution. Although we cannot say sl *run’ contnsbutes to the
meaning of (4) and of {g), we can try vanious substitutions for “run’ in each of the
two sentences, notng which ones do and which ones do not preserve sentence-
meaning. Thus we can preserve (approximately) the meaning of {4) while substitut.
ing “extend’ for ‘run’, and we can preserve (approximately) the meaning of (5)
while substituting 'locemote spaingily ¥ for "ran’, but opposite substitutions will
produce a marked change in (or destroy) sentence-meaning. Similarly, if we consider
two contexts n which (3) would be used o say differemt things, in one of these
contexts sentence-meaning can be preserved by a substitution of “actively seck
public office " for " run’, in the other context sentence-meaning can be preserved by a
substitution of * locomote springily ' for ' run’, but agasn not vice versa. These results
support the claim that at least part of the difference in semtence-meaning s due to
differences in the senses with which ' run ' is used. What this technique gives us is an
indirect, symptomatic approach as a substitute for an unavailable direct account of
the underlying structure. This technique is related to the ideal demonstration as a
symptomatic diagnosss of a disease is redated to a pathological description. The fact
that mon-convertible replacements for “run” in (4) and (5) will preserve semtence-
meaning is taken as a symptom of a change of sense in “run’ between {4) and (3),
Just 3 an increase in body temperature is taken as a symptom of an increase in
infection somewhere in the body. Let us consider the assamptions we make in per-
forming this symptomatic inference. 1 will begin with the same-sentence case, since
the other case involves all the assumptions present there, in addition to some others,

Let us consider two situations, S, and S,, in which (3) s being used to sy two
different things. In S, we can say the same thing by

{9) Harold Stassen is sull locomoting springily.

In S, we can say the same thing by

{10) Harold Stassen o seill actively secking public office.

but not vice versa. This would seem 1o show conclusively that in 8, “ran’ s being

* 1 am usag ths phaase a5 an abdaeviation for “move rapedly by spriaging steps 5o that
Where is a0 instant s each step when sother foot touches the greund”.
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Mwmuckw&hngu bcomunpnaoly but not the same thing as
‘actively sock public office’ and in S, vice versa. Since 'locomote springily " and
"actively sock pubhc office ' are not imerchangeable in thes semcnml context, they

do not mean the same thing in this context. Therefore, since "ran’ is synonymous

with the one in S, and with the other in S, it mvust have different meanings in S, and

However, without falling into the last extremities of Cartesian scepticism we can
note the following possibility, which, if realized, would throw off this inference,
Suppose that some other word or words in the sentence frame * Harold Stassen s still
— " shifts its meaning in the course of ome of these substitutions, e.g,, the substitu-
tion of “actively secking public office’ for “runnang . In that case the fact that in 5,
{10) has the same meanming as {(3) would not show that in 5, ‘run’ has the same
meaning s ‘ actively seck public office”, It would show the oppouc. For if some pant
of the frame changes its meanang, and the subststute for *ran’ = a synonym, then the
resulting semtence woukd have a lnﬂnm meaning from {3). Under those conditions,
(10) would have the same measang as (3) only if “actively seeking public office ' were
to differ in meaning from * runsing ” is such 3 way 23 1 neutralize the other differen-
ces in the sentences. By the same argument we can show that if some part of the
frame were 10 shift its meanang through the substitution, the fact that (3) (in S,) and
(9) differ in meaning does not show that *run’ and “lecomote springily " daffer in
meaning in this context. For even if they have the same meaning in this contest, (3)
and {(9) would differ in meaning because of the semantic shaft clsewhere in the
semtence, These comsiderations show that in using the substitution test we are
assaming that the rest of the sentence holds fast semantically. If we had to justify
such an assumption we would have to carry out substitutions with respect to each of
the other constitatents of the sentence, We would have to show, e.g,, that “sull’
can be replaced by * yet ', raftw meawsng in both {3) and (g). But this argument would
be subject to asalogous ssumplions concernang the semantse fixity of the rest of
these sentential contexts, as well 28 the assamptions that * yet " has the same meaning
in the two sentences. Hence the attemnpt 1o justify every such ssumpton one-by-one
would lead 1o an infinite regress. It would seem that at seme point we are forced 10
mvoke a principle of simplicity, according 10 which terms are held 10 retain the
same meaning over two contexts unbess we are forced to recognize a difference.

Consader now the case where we make non-convertible substitutions in differem
sentences, e.g. (4) and (5). {(5) has the same meaning as

(11) John lecomoted speangily from this tree 10 that tree,
bt not the samne measang as

{12) John extended from this tree to that tree.
whereas in (4) ‘ran’ is replaceable by "extended " but not by *locenoted springily”.
From this we infer that *ran " has different meanings in (4) and {g). Here the reason-
ing is subject 1o the same assumption as in the same-semtence case, viz,, that in each
substitutson the rest of the sentence remains semantically fixed; but there is an
addisonal problem that stems from the difference. in sentence-comtexts. Foe suppose
that "extended ' shifts its meaning from (8) 1o (12). In that case the face that ()
preserves the same meaning under a substitution of “extended ' for *ran’ while (35)
does not, does not show that “ran* does not have the same meaning in (4) and (5).

For even if "ran’ has the same meaming in both contexts, we would not expect tlm
meaning 10 be preserved in both contoxts under a substitution of * extended” for ‘ran’,
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if “extended * has a different meaning in the two contexts, We would expect just the
reverse, Thus the substitution test employed here assumnes that our substituends,
“locomoted springaly ' and ‘extended’, do mor have different meanangs in the two
contexts, And again any attempt to justify this assumption would lead ws to make
further analogowus assumptions,

I uncover these assumptions not in order to show that we are mever justified in
concludsng that a word has two different senses in two contexts, a conclusson [ would
not embrace, but rather to re-emphasize the syatemic character of imvestigations in
thas arca, & in other arcas of language. If we had a workable sermantic description of
the whole language, cach component would receive its juuiﬁalion froen its presence
in the system, which s turn would be justifiod by the face that it would do what we
«poaawmnbcdamptwnoh language 1o do.® But so long as we are confined to
piecemeal inquirics we will correspondingly be forced, at any stage, to rely on as-
sumptions of sameness and difference of meaning that have roceived mo justsficatson.
While thus is our condstion we are undoubtedly well justsfied here, as elsewbere, in
proceeding on the basis of principles of simplicity Ble the ane cited two paragraphs
back, and in these terms we are often justified in drawing conclussons as to samencss
of difference of sense. But ideally such conclussons are provisional, pending a syste-
matic development of a total semantics of the language.

It is mot in every case of 2 suspected difference in meaning that we are able to carry
out substitutions just for the woed in question. Sometimes the semtence meaning
cannot be so neatly dissected, and we have to get aloag wuth stll more indirect
indications. Consider

(13) [ ran ham a close second,
and

(14) He always runs evensthing together.

I daresay we will not find any substitutsan for “run’ in either of these semtences
which, while Jeaving the rest of the sentence unchanged, will preserve sentence
meaning. We can find near-cquivalents of the two semtences as wholes. Thus (13)
has about the same meansng as

{15) T placed second, close behind him,
and (14) has about the same meaning as
{16) He fails to dsstinguish things sufhciently,

(15) and {(16) are so different from each other that wt encourages ws 1o say that *run’
must have some different meaning in {11) and (14). Mareover the fact that (15) is
concerned with the speaker’s rank in the results of some contest, while (16) is con-
cerned with failing to make distinctions, encourages us to say that in {13) “run’
means something like be ranked as, while in (14) *ran’ means something ke confivie.
But only something like, After all, what we have in {15) and (16) are paraphrases
of whole semtences in which several comstituents are replaced and the structure
changed, Hemce thas technique fails to panpoint the semantic contribution of “run’.

The same disability sttaches to the demonstration of mutually non-substitutable
entalments, (13) but not {14) entails that the speaker was 1n some contest, whale
(14) bent not (13) emtails that the person referred to has boen talking aboss several

* This is not to deny that any judgments we make about the adequacy of 2 104l system are
haghly fallible, nor thae grven any such system we are hkels 8o comatruct, it s highly hikely that
# better one could be constrocted.
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ditingushable togace. But again it = the whole sestence that has this implication
0 cach case, and there remains 3 question s to what this shows us sbout the specific
semantic comtnbutson of “run’,

In these cases our comclusons do not have even the kind of peovisional validiny
enpoved by those based oa the word-substitution 1est. Here our grounds are shakier
because bess explacit. In the case of the former we could identify assumpeions such
that if these ssumptions were correct the conchasions would be ennbl'nbed. Fur.
thermoree the assumptions were of the same type as the conclusion in guestion, and
so any one of them could itself be 1ested, subject, of course, to the same necessity for

on other like assumptions. Nothing like that is possible here. Since we
have no resources, analogous to the word-substitution test, for prying the sentence
apart semantically, we are unable to identify any testable assumptsons on which our
conclusion depends.® Such basis as we have is intuitive rather than discursive. It
socms 10 us, as we mouth the sentences, that the word ‘run’ is “doing something
differemt " in the two cases, But of course such improssions are notoniously fallible.
That is not to say that they are worthless, We frequently have to make do with this
sort of thang in an undeveloped stage of a dsapline, and the improssions of sensitive
trained obwervers are by no means to be taken hghtly. Neverthelos it i salutary to
realize just what status our conchasions have,

3 [should now like to spply the results of the last section to a consideration of some
cases in whach philesophers find themselves called on 10 decade questions of same-
ness or difference of meaning. In many such cases the phalosopher s able 1o make use
of thcpinpoinudubsdmio. test. Thus we can show thar ia(u}but not (2) “ree’
mbtreplmdby correct”, whale in (2), but not in (1), “1ree’ can be replaced by
“real”. Again, aphnlocophndomphslomphnmlp&ycbologynu) want to distinguish
the senses of “want” in the most common uses of
C(17) I want an e cream soda,

and

(18) That child wants a pood spankang,
This he can do by pointing out that in {17) bt not (18) “want” can be replaced by
"have a desire for’, while in (18) but mot (17) "want’ can be replaced by “need”,
These conclusions will have the status we carlier saw such conclussons 1o have. That
w, they can be considered justified, given certain plausible assumpons that can
evther be acoepted on a simplicity pnnciple or investigated in the same way & the
conscluaons i question,

Wiggins' contentions about “good’ employs this techmique. T take him 1o be
clasming that

(19) She has good legs.
has several meanings such that in one and only one of these meanings ‘good” can be
replaced by beautiful* sefte sentonce-meanang, in ome and only one meanieg of the
sentence good” can be replaced by “healthy " and so0 on. Let me just note in passing
that the only senous oppasation to Wiggine' thesse will come at the level of sentence-
meaming. One who wishes 1o maintan the usavesity of “good ' will (be well advised
to) claim that {19) s used with the same meanang (s used to make the same

* OF comrse one mreght say ﬂm&tou\dumn.cg. that “run’ has different senses s 1y
and (14 depends on the smumption that “run * comriutes ot least part of the difference in the
mwanings of the two sentences, Dot the = just our conclusion over again.
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assertion) in all the contexts of whach Wiggins is thinking, and that the differences 1o
which be alludes are differences in the considerations that are relevant to the evalua-
tiom of this one and the same assertion in one or another comtext. In other words, the
defender of umivocity would challenge Wiggins' claim that (19) sometimes means the
same as ‘ She has beautiful legs’, sometimes the same as * She has healthy legs’, ete.
He would maintain that each of those latter semtences means more than (19) ever
means, for it adds to the claim made by {19), a claim about the proper criteria of
evaluation for that comtext. Thus the main issue here has to do with the relation of
meaning and criteria for evaluative terms (or sentences), 1 do think that if Wiggins'
claims on the sentonce-meaning Jevel are granted, there can be no serious dowbt that
he is correct about the word “good”,

However the philosopher is not always in a positson to carry out the word-
substitutson text, Suppose that 3 philesopher has proposed an analysis of “see” such
that one of the definang conditions consists of the actual cxsstence of the object of
saght in the physical emvaronment of the percesver, Now he s confronted with
locutions like

(20) 1 see Mt Rainier before my mind's eye.
where there s obviously no implication that Mt Rainier o actually in the phywcal
enviromment. He replies, of course, that this & a dafferemt sense; he means to be
elucidating the concept of seeing a0 the exercise of 3 sense organ, not the concept of
the exercise of visual imagination. But how can he show that the word “see’ 1 used
in different senses in (20) and

{21) The clouds have lifted; I now see Mt Rainier,

He can, of course, find equivalents to {(20) of a sort net available for (21). Thus (20)
is roughly equivalent to * I have a mental image of Mt Rainier ' and vo * I am visaali-
zing Mt Rainder ", while (21) is paraphrasable in no such ways. But does this show
that ‘sce’ is used in different senses in (20) and (21)7 A partisan of the single sense
view will (be well advised 10) concede that these results show that “see xin the mind's
eve ' has a different meaning from *see x'. For the former phrase, but not the latter,
can be replaced by 'have a mental image of x” or *am visualizing x". But this is not
at issue. The question is as to whether the word “see” itself makes a different con-
tribution to the meaning of the two phrases, One who maintains that it does not can
hold that the difference in meaning in {30) and {(21) comes just from the presence of
‘im the mind’s eye’ in {20) and not in {31). And unless we can pry apart these
phrases by making substitutions just for “see”, we will have no argaaent against him,

Again suppose that H. P, Grice is attempting to separate out and amalyze a
specally *semantic ' sense of “mean * as used of speakers, 2 sense of “mean " in * What
S meant (by what be said) was —', such that from a statement of thas form we can
derive a specification of the sense in which he was using whatever sentence he
uttered, or a specification of what the semtence meant as he was usng t on that
occasion® In order to focus on thi we shall have to filter out other senses of
‘mean” as wed of speakers, e.g., i

(22) What do you mean?

together with answers thereto. Sametiomes (22) 15 a request for 3 justification of what
was said ("1I'm not going to the party’, *What do you mean, you're not going 7).
Somectimes (22) is 2 request 10 be more specific (Doctor: ' You'll be out of the

* See b aricle * Mosning ', reprinced in this volome, pp. 53 &
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boapital soon.” *What do you mean, “won ™2"). We shall want 1o distinguish these
senscs of (22) and correlatod sommes of ' mean — " from the case in which (22) isa
request for a more imtelligible paraphrase of the sestence uttered. But can we show
that 'mcan’ has differest meanings, in (22), in cases of these three sons? Let us
agree that the oquivalents of the whole sentence are different in the three cases. In
one it is * What w your justification for saying that?’, in another it is * Be more specis
fic’, in the third, 'Give me a paraphrase of your sentence that I can understand ",
Bt how do we show that these differences in sentence-meaning are due to differences
im the sense of *mean” rather than, or as well as, differences in the meaning of “what”
or ‘do’, or differences in grammatical structure? It certaimly soems intuitively
plausible to suppose that differences in the sense of *mean " must be at least partially
responsible, but how to show thas?

Again, suppose that in the course of trying to understand emotion-concepts, 1 foel
the need to distinguash ‘ occurremt " from * duspositsonal * wses of emotion terms, Tha
s, I want to show, ez, a difference in the seases of “afraad ' in

{23) 1 have always been afraid of snakes.
an]
{24) When he stanted toward us I became very afraid of ham.

The search for nos-convertible replacements for *afraid * alone is doomed to failure
because any substitution that will work m ome, c.g., "frightenad ’, will work mn the
other s well, If "afraid ™ has different senses in these comtexts, o does “frightened ',
We may then be led 10 poisting out differences wn entaslment parterns. Thus (23)
entasls * Usually when 1 see snakes | get frightened’, but there is o comparable en-
tailment for (24), €.g., * Usually when be stares coward wus, | get frightemed *. But of
course this is a difference between (23) as a whole and (24) as a whole. We still have
not shomw that this difference is due, at Jeast in part, to a differemce in senses of
“afraid”,

In these three cases our conclussons have the purely intuitive character we have
scem carlser to attach 1o such conclusions, Agan thas s not to clam that the con-
clussons should be abandoned, but only to point out where we arc at thes stage of the
RAmC.

I have been surveying cases in which the phalasopher i 10 a relatively good posstion
to establish dufference of meanang, and less favorable cases in which, severtheles, it
scems plausible 10 suppose that there s a difference of meaning which would be
established with more adequate devices. Now | want to call attention to some cases
in whach philosophers make blatantly ungustified claims of multivocality through
neglect of some of the points set out above,

Often when [ feel inclined to cavil at multivocality claims the controversy is
peoperly located #t the sentence-meaning level. Thus B, F, McGuiness maintains
that "wast " must be wsed in 2 differemt sense when talkang of conscious and of un-~
cosmcious wants.* He bases this claim on the claim that * P wants 5 entaals “ P knows
that he wamts 5' when we are usang * want ' s an ordsnary sense of the term, but not
when we are talking about repressed wants, (Hence & semtence of the form ' P wants
S" means something different an these two comtexti.) If he is right abowt this dif-
feremce in sentence-meaning, his multivocality clam is surely justified, but 1 see no
reason to accept the entaidment claim. Agmn Norman Malcolm sotoriously main-
tains that *He had a dream last night* has a meaning different from its erdinary

U1 Know What | Wamt", Prec. Arine. Soc., NS, avil, 19467,
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meaning if it is based onn REM cvidence rather than on the subject’s repocts on
awakenang.® For the semtence will be logically related to dafferemt *crmerial” state-
ments in the two cases. Agasn if this ditference of sentence-meaning can be estab.
lished, it will be at least very plassble to suppose that the word *dream ' has different
meaning in the two comtexts. Bur again | do not feel constrained to recognize that
what I am peepared to take as decisive evidence enters into meanang in the way
Malcolm supposes.

From the point of view of this paper the more interesting cases of philosophacal
folly are those in which the putative differences in sentence-meaning are uncontros
versial, but where word-multivocality is inferred from this without heeding the
cautions insisted on earlier. The most Bagrant cases are those in which a multiphcty
of senses 1 ascribed to some term on the ground that different sentences in which it
occurs are tested or verified or established differently, Thus ‘there is” s saad to have
different meanings in

{25) There is a fireplace in my stady.
and

(26) There is a prime number between 6 and 10,

on the grounds that the justificatsons of these two statements are widely different,
There » no doubt that the yustificatsons are widely different and that {2g) and (26)
have dafferent meanings (not that we needed an appeal to verifiability to show that).
However thas is radically insufBcient to show that “there is ' has dafferent meansngs in
the two sentences. It would seem that the difference in meaning between * fiseplace
iamyaody and ' pame namber between 6 and 1o uqm«wl‘ucm toyoeldlhe
dafference in meanang between (26) and (26) that & reflected in the differem § 3um-
Bcations. Aralogous remarks are to be made about the samilar argument that "tree’
has different meanings in

(27) It is true that there is a fireplace in my study.
and

(28) It s true that there is a pime number between 6 and 10
on the grounds that {29) and (28) are tested in radcally different wayvs, Once more
the differemce in what follows It & true that ' in the two cases i quite safficient 1o
account for that difference.

Agan phalosophers will argue for multvocslity from differences in patterns of
emtmiment, heedless of the possibility that these differences may be explained by
differences in other constitutents of the sentence. Thus 'koow ' is sasd 1o have dif.
feremt semses in

{29) 1 know that | fed desturbed,
and

{30) I know that my car s in the garage.
on the grounds that (29) i1s cnuM by * I feed disturbed ".* while (30) 15 not entasled
by *My car is in the garage . But it sull remains to be shown that this difference in
entailment patterns reflects a difference in the meaning of “know’, utb« than just a
difference between ‘[ feel disturbed’ and "My car is in the garage’. Again, it is
commen for phalosophers to hold that even when we restrict ourselves to specifica-

* Dveawmung (Loadon: Routledge and Kegan Paal, 1959), p. So.

' This entadment is itsell haghly disputable, but | shall accepe it for the purpeser of thes
illustration,
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tions of lnguistic mng “mean ’ has a different meaning dcpendmg on wbahcl’
we are cdmg of a ‘categoremats” word like " thermometer " or a synal«orem&nc

word bke “if", Thes claim = rarely given any justification other tham a question-
begging one to the offoct that & favored analysis of the concepe of meaning (usually
of a referential sort) applies to the former but not to the latter. But one might try to
pustafy the claim by puntmg out that ““Thermometer™ means furtrumes! for
measuring temperatare’ eonmls that “thermometer” denotes instruments for measar-
ing temperature, whereas *“If™ means provaded that’ does mot entail that “sf”
denotes ‘ provided that'. However, even if we grant this estailment clam, it will
mot follow that ‘ mean ' has different senses in the two contexts. For the difference in
entailments may be adequately accounted for by the ditferences between “thermo-
meter " and “instrument for measuning temperature’ on the ome hand and “if ' and
‘provicdded that ' om the other. In other words, it may be that these expressions past
have different hinds of meanings, not meanings in dufferent senses of “mean’.

4 We have seen that the attempt to decide questions of multivocality peecemeal is
beset with serious difficulties. In the most favorable cases we have to depend on
assumpaions that receive such justification as they have from considerations of
simplicity. In less favorable cases our conclusions rest on usadulterated intwitson,
pending more systematic constructions. Now it mey be that these dafficulties are not
basic problems for the philosopher just because, eonmrytoﬁmm\pm the
phalesopher, unkke the kexicographer, docs not have to settle guestions of word-

multivocality, It o true that most philosophers who have thought of concepeual
asalysis & 2 linguastic esterprise have thought of it as essentully concerned with the
meanengs of words. Thus much meta-ethics has been concentrated on questsons
about the meaning(s) of ' good ’, there has been much talk in epistemology about the
meaning(s) of "know' and so on. Bun it may not be necessary for the analyrical
philesopher to couch his problems in this way. If one is trying to understand value-
judgments, or moral yjudgments, it is not essential for the accomplishment of that
purpose to provide a set of dictionary entries for “good ' that would be satisfactory as
a part of an adoquate semantic descnption of English, To meet that requirement the
entrics would have to be such as to vidd, together with the appropmate other parts of
the deseription, acceptable interpretatsons of any sentence, declarative or otherwise,
in which *good ' occurs, However it scema that ane could armve at a phalosophically
luminating understanding of value-judgments just by givieg patterns of inter-
precation for sentence-types, hike ‘x s 2 good ¢, without attempring to spell out
what is contnbuted 10 the imerpretation of the whole sentence by each of s
meaningful components. (Many philosophers would prefer 10 call such resalts
“contegtual definitions” of *good *, for various contexts). Again if | am interested in
understandsng hnguistic meaning, then | am interested in giving imerpretstions of
sentences of the form ‘x means y', where x is a vanable ranging over linguistic
exprosmons, sentences of the form ' P knows what x mno'. ctc. It is mot essential
for this purpose that [ determane whether or mot “mean * has the same sense in these
contexts as it does in various comtexts where ot is used in conjunction with wmthlng
other than designations of linguistic expressons, c.g ‘I mean Susic’, or That look
on his face means trouble *. Here too we can give interpretation of the senlence-types
with which we are concerned without geang inte therr fine semantse structure, Again,
philosopbers who make claims about “there is” and "true’ of the sort we crittized a
few pages back may not have to make such claims in order 1o accomplish their main
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purposes. [t may be that they too can restrict themaelves to the semtence-level, e.g.,
by just pointing out the differences n what we are saving in uttering sentences like
{25) and (26), wathout having 0 trace these differences to differences in the mean-
ings of 'there 1’ in these semtences,

I am mot clasming that it & never important for the phalosopher, gua philosopher,
o provide adequate dictiosary entnes, or 1o establud word-multivocality. The
boundaries of what philosophers do gue phalasophers are 100 fuzzy 1o permit us 1o
establish such a claim. | hete tred 1o sugpest, via & few examples, that often when
philosophers think they are esentully concerned with word-meaning, they are really
concerned with the measang or interpretation of sentence-types, and that they can
formulate their semantic hypotheses in termn of sentence-sized units, thereby
aveading the special difBculties one encounters in analyzing sentence-meaning into
the semantic contributions made by the various measngful constituents of the
sentence. This sapgests, in turn, one rexson for not assemilating the job of the analy-
tical philosopher 1o that of the lexicographer. It would sull remain true that the
questson of this paper is crucial 1o the methodology of lisguistics, even if not 10 the
methodology of analyrical philesophy.
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