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26-27 DU MOT A L'IDEE : LE DANGEREUX SAUT VERS LES CIEUX PLATONIQUES

The word “dog” is a universal, just @seg is a universal. We say, loosely, that we can utiersame
word “dog” on two occasions, but in fact we uttelotexamples of the same species, just as when everse
dogs we see two examples of the same species. Bhignes no difference of logical status betweeg and the
word “dog”: each is general, and exists only irntanges. The word “dog” is a certain class of vetltsrances,
just asdog is a certain class of quadrupeds. Exactly sinmdanarks apply to the heard word and to the written
word.

It may be thought that | have unduly emphasizedery wbvious fact in insisting that a word is a
universal. Buthere is an almost irresistible tendepahenever we are not on our guard, to think ofcsidnas
one thing, ando argue that, while there are many dogs, thevaorel “dog” is applicable to them all. Hence we
come to think that dogs all have in common a certainine essence, which is what the word “dog’lyeal
means. And hence we arrive at Platml the dog laid up in heaven. Whereas what we really have is a number
of more or less similar noises which are all agille to a number of more or less similar quadrupeds

28 COMBINATOIZE : LE PARADIS DES LOGICIENS

By using black print on white paper, we make ea&ttet stand out sharply against its backgroundsThu
a printed page consists of a set of discrete asdyeelassified shapes, and is in consequence Eidogs
paradise. But he must not delude himself into timgkhat the world outside books is equally chagnin

29 LE LANGAGE S'APPREND ET SUTILISE PAR L'USAGE, PAS PAR OES IDEES

It is obvious that knowing a language consist imgisvords appropriately, and acting appropriately
when they are heard. It is no more necessary tabbeto say what a word means than it is for aketar to
know the mathematical theory of impact and of pties. Indeedin the case of many object-words, it must be
strictly impossible tesay what they mean, except by a tautology, for it ithwhem that language begins. You
can only explain (say) the word “red” by pointirgg2omething redA child understands the heard word “red”
when an association has been established betwedre#ind word and the colour red; he has masteeespibken
word “red” when, if he notices something red, habie to say “red” and has an impulse to do so.

20-31 / 186 LE LANGAGE VISE L'ACTION CHEZ AUTRUI

In adult life, all speech, like the calling of anm@, though less obviously, is, in intention, in the
imperative mood. [...Jvhen in adult life,you use a word, you do sas a rule, not only because what the word
“denotes” is present to sense or imagination deeause you wish your hearerdimsomething about.if...]

We may say, generally, that speech consists, withesexceptions, of noises made by persuitis a
view to causing desiredctions by other personslits indicative and assertive capacities, howevemain
fundamental [...]. It is interesting that languagm state facts; it is also interesting thatah state falsehoods.
When it states either, it does so with a view tes@idg some action in the hearer [...]

[...] The purpose of words, though philosophers sézifiorget this simple fact, is to deal with matters
other than words. If | go into a restaurant anceordy dinner, | do not want my words to fit intesystem with
other words, but to bring about the presence ofl fdacould have managed without words, by takingatvh
want, but this would have been less convenient.

A LES MOTS-0BTETS AFFICMENT



At the lowest level of speech, the distinction begw sentences and single words does not exishidAt t
level, single words are used to indicate the sémgibesence of what they designate. It is throung form of
speech that object-words acquire their meaning,imuklis form of speech each word is an asserfio}. Thus
the meaning of object-words is fundamental in theoty of empirical knowledge, since it is throuplerm that
language is connected with non-linguistic occuresnin the way that makes it capable of expressingijrécal
truth or falsehood.

36-37 OE LIDEE A LA CLASSE : LA SAINE DESCENTE OES CIEUX PLATONIQUES

| say “A.” Then | say “what did | say?” Then youpig “you said ‘A.”” Now the noise you make when
saying “A” in this reply is different from the nasl originally made; therefore, if “A” were the nanof a
particular noise, your statement would be falsés tinly because “A” is the name ofkass of noises that your
statement is true; your statement classifies theenomade, just as truly as if you had said “yaukied like a
dog.” This shows hovanguage forces us into generality even when we mish to avoid it [...] Strictly, we
ought not to say “I said ‘A’ ”; we ought to say shid an ‘A.’ " All this illustrates a general pripte, thatwhen
we use a general term, such as “A” or “man”, we r@we having in our minds a universal, but an inctato
which the present instance is similar

L) UN NOM PROPRE NEST PAS UN NOM-CLASSE

A proper name, in practice, always embraces mamyroences, but not as a class-name does: the
separate occurrences @arts of what the name means, nostances of it.

44 UNE AMBIGUITE TYPIQUE

“Day precedes night” and “night precedes day” asthlirue. There is thus, in such cases, an absd#nce
logical homogeneity between the symbol and its nmgarthe symbol is a universal while the meaning is
particular. This kind of logical heterogeneity &ry liable to lead to confusions.

45-46  PERCEPTION PRIMITIVE DU TEMPS : OE LA CERTITUOE

When | hear the sentence “Brutus killed Caesaperceive the time-order of the words; if | did niot,
could not know that | had heard that sentence abhdCGaesar killed Brutus.” If | proceed to assée time-order
by the sentences'Brutus’ preceded ‘killed’ ” and “killed’ preceded ‘Caesar,’” | must again be awafethe
time-order of the words in these sentences. We,rithestefore, be aware of the time-order of evemtsaises in
which we do not assert that they have time-oraerptherwise we should fall into an endless regrédsat is it
that we are aware of in such a case?

65 LE SENS OES MOTS PEQMET L WTENTION

A sentence, we shall say, differs from a word byiitg an intention, which may be only that of
communicating information. But is from the meanings of words that it derives tower of fulfilling an
intention For when a man utters a sentence, it is owinthéomeanings of the words that it has power to
influence the hearer’s actions, which is what theager intends it to do.

66 WITTGENSTEIN

The words that we use never exhaust all that wilaay about a sensible experience.

70 / 293 ILLUSION DU MOT-IDEE PLATONIQUE

I can only utter an instance of the word, not trardvitself, which remains immovably in a Platonic
heaven. [...]Jthe sort of generality thaeems to be involved in the repeated use of the wordc¢kl is an
illusion; what wereally haveissimilarity. [...]

All use of language involves a certain universalityfact, but not necessarily in knowledge. [...]
Repetition and universalityn fact, are of the essence of the matter,language consist of habits, habit involves
repetition and repetition can only be of univers8st in knowledge none of this is necessary, since we use
language, and can use it correctly, without beingra of the process by which we acquired it.

81-82/85/92  COMPRENOZE UN MOT-OBTET : PAQ ASSUCHTION (MESCI L'HABITUDE)



The meaning of an object-word can only be learnhégring it frequently pronounced in the presence
of the objet. The association between word andabhige just like any other habitual associationg.e.that
between sight and touché. When the associatiobéas established, the object suggests the wordhendord
suggests the object, just as an object seen sgggessations of touch, and an object touched indér&
suggests sensations of sight. Association and heeit not specially connected with language; they ar
characteristic of psychology and physiology gergraddow they are to be interpreted is, of courselifficult
and controversial question, but it is not a questibich specially concerns the theory of language.

As soon as the association between an object-watdvhat it means has been established, the word is
“understood” in the absence of the object, thabisay, it “suggests the object in exactly the saemse in
which sight and touch suggest one another.

[...] children learn, in time, to utter noises appiate to objects that are sensibly present, and,the
almost immediately, they learn to use the sameesoishen they desire the objects. As soon as tlés ha
happened, they possess an object-language: olsiegtgest their names, their names suggest themthaird
names may be suggested, not only by the preserthe objects, but by the thought of them.

[...]

An object-word is a class of similar noises or utterances suelh, tihom habit, they have become
associated with a class of mutually similar ocences frequently experienced at the same time eobthe
noises or utterances in question.

94/97  NIVEAUX OES MOTS "vRAl' ET "FAUX"

the object-language does not contain the worde™tamd “false,” or logical words such as “not,” ;’or
“some,” and “all.” [...]
The words “true” and “false” [...] are to be appliedly to sentences of the primary language.

99 VERITE PREMIERE (DE LA CERTITUDE), FAUSSETE EVENTUELLE DANS LA CONVENANCE AVEC L USAGE

So long as a man avoids words which are condemskattions, and confines himself to words that can
describe a single experiendes possible for a single experience to show thatwords are true

[...] So long as your words merely describe pres&ptgdences, the sole possible errors are lingulistic
and these only involve socially wrong behavioutt, fatsehood.

102-108/111 DISTONCTIONS

Disjunctions]...] arise in practice in the form of choicéou see a sign post saying “To Oxford,” and
presently you come to a fork in the road whereghgmo signpost. You then believe the proposit@xford is
along the right-hand road or Oxford is along thetand road. [...]

Psychologically,'or” corresponds to a state of hesitatifn.]

Hesitation arises when we feel two incompatibleutaps, and neither is strong enough to overcome the
other. [...]

A disjunction is the verbal expression of indeaisior, if a question, of the desire to reach a degis

[...] if we know “p or q,” surely we know something about the world? T tuestion we may answer
yes in one sense ando in another. To begin with reasons for answerimg [...] the straightforward
correspondence theory of truth, which is validhia primary language, is no longer available whésgidctions
are concerned.

[...] clearly, you know something about the world whgu know a child has been born, even though
you do not know its sex.

[...] From the psychological point of view, thereasclear distinction [between disjunctive predicates
and others]A predicate is disjunctive is we feel a desire ¢ézide alternatives which it leaves opédmot, it is
not. But this is not quite adequate. The altermatinust be such as the predicate itself suggestérelevant
possibilities. Thus “boy” is not to be consideradjuhctive because it leaves open the questionk‘darfair?”
Thusa predicate is only disjunctive if stiggests a questionand whether it does so or not depends solely upon
the interests of the person concerned.

All our knowledge about the world, in so far asiexpressed in words, is more or less generagusec
every sentence contains at least one words thatoisa proper name, and all such words are general
Consequently every sentence is logically equivaterda disjunction, in which the predicate is replady the
alternative of two more specific predicates. Whethesentence gives usfeeling of knowledge or of doubt
depends upon whether it leaves open alternativilisgcdor actions and emotions or notEvery disjunction



which is not logically exhaustive (i. e., not stah“A or not-A”) givessome information about the world, if it is
true; butthe information may leave us so hesitant as to whad that it isfelt as ignorance

[...]"This is metal” may satisfy us for some purpasfs others, such a statement must be replaced by
“This is iron or copper or etc.” and we must seekl¢cide which possibility is realize@ihere is no point in the
growing precision of language beyond which we camum our language can always be rendered less inexact,
but can never become quite exact.

Thusthe difference between a statement which is disjum@nd one which is not do@®t consistin
any difference in the state of affairs which wouoidke it true, busolely in the question whether the difference
between the possibilities which our statement lsaen is interesting to us or not

There is another situation in which a disjunctioaymarise in practice, and that is where there is
imperfect memory. “Who told you that?” “Well, it waeither Brown or Jones, but | can’t remember which]
Basic propositions, when they are expressions e$qnt experience, never contain the word “or” ke
experience is verbal; batemories can be disjunctive

[...]

It is obvious that “the book momewhere in the room” cannot be a judgement of perceptyan; cannot
perceivesomewhere, you can only perceiviere.

113-115 NECESSITE OES MOTS LOGIQUES

The non-mental world can be completely describetthont the use of any logical word, though we
cannot, without the word “all,%tate that the description is complete; but when we camnthe mental world,
there facts which cannot be mentioned without & af logical words. [...] while the word “or” doestroccur
in the basic propositions of physics, it does oénwsome of the basic propositions of psychologyesit is an
observable fact that people sometimes believemtisipns. And the same is true of the words “nasg@rhe,” and
“all.”

[...] logical words, though not necessary in desagbiphysical facts, are indispensable for the
description of certain mental facts.

126 LINOISTINGABILITE NEST PAS TRANSITIVE

Let “S” stand for “indistinguishability.” Then, gan two patches of colour, we may observe that the
shade of one patch has the relation S to the otWercan, however, rove that S does not imply idgntor
identity is transitive, but S is not. That is toysgiven three shades of coloyry, z, existing in three visible
patches, we may haweSy andy Sz, but notx Sz Thereforex is not identical witle, and thereforg cannot be
identical with bothx andz, although it is indistinguishable from both. Wenaamly say thak andy are identical
if x Sz always implieyy Sz, and vice versa.

140/142 "C’esT" ET "TE"

the perceptive effect begins with the words “tt/e$ and the reminiscent effect with the words “that
was.”

[...] the phrase “I am” can always be replaced by thagghfthis is,” or vice versaWhich of the two
phrases we use depends upon accident or prejMiEsay “I am hot” rather than “this is hotness,ivié are hot
from exercise and not because of the surroundimgpeeature. But when we go into the engine-room sffip,
we say “ouf! it is hot here,” which is equivalenbghly) to “this is hotness.” We say “this is &,tandintend
to make a statement about something which is no¢lsna part of our own biography. But is the wotdss” is
to apply, as is should, to something that we diyestperience, it cannot apply to the cat as aeabj the outer
world, but only to our own percept of a cat. Thuss must not say “this is a cat,” but “this is a gtcsuch as we
associate with cats,” or “this is a cat-perceptiisTphrase, in turn, can be replaced by “I am eatgptive,”
which asserts a state of myself, and is true orctgxéghe same occasions as those on which | amtezinp
(rashly) to say ‘this is a cat,” and on which | amstified in saying “this is a cat-percept.” Whag wirectly know
when we say “this is a cat” is a state of ourselliks being hot.

Thus in every statement containing “this” we maystitute “what I-now notice,” and in every
statement containing “I-now” we may substitute “Wwisacompresent with this”.

149-150/152-153 PERCEPTION PAZ UN SENS : LES AUTRES SENS ANTICIPENT

In our reaction to a sensory stimulus there arettveoretically distinguishable elements, first,ttlae
merely to the stimulus, second, that due to is tbabiconcomitantsA visual sensation is never pure: other



senses are also stimulated in virtue of the lawatiit When we see a cat, we expect it to mew, to fei] and

to move in a cat-like manner; if it barked, or flike a stone, or moved like a bear, we should Bgpee a
violent shock or surprises. This sort of thing l@aslo with our belief that we see “objects,” andrdi merely
have visual sensations. [...] what is important iat teensations are rounded out by spontaneous in@ges
expectations of their usual accompaniments.

[...] by virtue of the law of habit, the experiengce] is [...] accompanied by whaiume would call
“ideas,” but whichl should prefer to call “expectatiofisvhich may be purely bodily states. In any cakese
expectations deserve to be called “beliefs,” ashadl find later when we come to analyse belief] [...

To sum up this part of our discussion: In our emwvinent it frequently happens that events occur
together in bundles—such bundles as distinguisat drom another kind of object. Any one of our snmay
be affected by a stimulus arising from some charatic of the bundle in question. Let us suppbsestimulus
to be visual. Then physics allows us to infer ffgiit of certain frequencies is proceeding from tfdgect to our
eyes. Induction allows us to infer that this pattef light, which, we will suppose, looks like atcprobably
proceeds from a region in which the other propertie cats are also present. Up to a point, we eanthis
hypothesis by experiment: we can touch the cat, @ok it up by the tail to see if it mews. Usuallye
experiment succeeds; when it does not, its faieasily accounted for without modifying the lagfsphysics.

(It is in this respect that physics is superiorgimorant common sense.) But all this elaborate vedrikduction,

in so far as it belongs to common sense rather gwagnce, is performed spontaneously by habit, vhic
transforms the mere sensation into a perceptiveerexqce. Broadly speaking, a perceptive experigaca
dogmatic belief in what physics and induction showbe probable, it is wrong in its dogmatism, batally
right in its content.

[...] While [...] none of the inferences from the pestige experience is certain, the inferences drawn
from the sensory core have a higher probabilitynttiaose drawn from the other parts of the perceptiv
experience. This can only be denied by those whaviling to deny physics or physiology.

157 VOCABULAIGE & HABITUDE, PERCEPTION & SCIENCE

Our empirical vocabulary is based upon words haaistgnsive definitions, and an ostensive definition
consists of a series of percepts which generatebia. When the vocabulary has been masteredpériseption
that gives us the primary knowledge of mattersagt ipon which science is based; and perceptivevienige,
prima facie, demands egocentric words in its verbal expression

158-159/161 OU SUTET VERS L'0BTET

every object-word, in its primitive use, has an licipegocentricity [...] But [...] this egocentricitis
no part of the meaning of the word “hot” as it ¢xig a developed language. The word “hot” mearig trat
quality in occurrences whichf the occurrences are suitably related to me, wdkenthem causes of my
utterance of the word “hot.” In passing from “hot “this is hot,” we effect an analysis: the qualihot” is
freed from egocentricity, and the formerly impliegjocentric element is rendered explicit by thedsdthis is.”
Thus in a developed language object-words suchats’“red,” “smooth,” etc., are not egocentric.

[...] the egocentricity in such a proposition as $ths hot” lies, not in what is known, but in the
causation of our knowledge and in the words by meafnwhich we express it. The words “this” may be
replaced by something that is strictly a name, $4&Y" denoting that whole complex of qualities which
constitutes all that | am now experiencing. Theeéngpnal truth asserted when | say “this is hotl thién be
translated into the words “hotness is part of WA'this form, what | have learnt from perceptiorréady for
incorporation in impersonal science.

[...]

The above theory has the consequence that we caxpoess our knowledge without names for
complex wholes, and that we can be acquaintedagithplex wholes without knowing of what constituettitsy
consist.

155 / 165-166 / 169-170 / 173 / 189 / 390-291 / 295 / 414 L'EXPERIENCE PRIMITIVE FONOE

The question of data has been, mistakenly as kithitixed up with the question of certainfihe
essential characteristic of a datum isthat it is not inferred. It may not be true, and we may not feel certain
that it is tre. The most obvious example is memory. We knowrtenory is fallible, but there are many things
that we believe, though not with complete assuramiee¢he basis of memory alone. [...]

[...] We assume that percepti@an cause knowledge, althoughniay cause error if we are logically
careless. Without this fundamental assumption, kaulsl be reduced to scepticism as regards the malpir



worlds. No arguments are logically possible eifloeror against complete scepticism, which must dmitted to

be one among possible philosophies. It is, howetegr,short and simple to be interesting. | shalgrefore,
without more ado, develop the opposite hypothesisprding to whictbeliefs caused by perception are to be
accepted unless there are positive grounds foctnegethem

[...] My momentary knowledge consists largely of meymoand my individual knowledge consists
largely of testimony. But memory, when it is veddl, is related to a previous perceptive premiss] a
testimony, when it is veridical is related to soome’s else perceptive premises. Social empiriceked theses
premisses of other times or other personthefempirical premises for what is now accepted, dnud evades
the problems connected with memory and testimohys & plainly illegitimate, since there is reagorbelieve
that both memory and testimony sometimes deceivd. The paramount importance of perception, in any
tenable form of empiricism, is causal. Memory, wheegridical, is causally dependent upon a previous
perception; testimony, when veridical, is causagpendent upon some one else’s perception. We mgy s
therefore: ‘All human knowledge of matters of fact is in peatsed by perceptior [...] It is fairly clear that
part of thecause of my believing in the Straigts of Magellan istiecartain people have seen them, but this is not
theground of my belief, since it has to be proved to merédher made probable) that such people have h&s suc
percepts. To me, their percepts are inferencegneatises.

[...] Perception affords for the belief evidence whis considered the strongest possible, but which i
not verbal.

[...]

We thus arrive at the momentary perception asehsetlquestionable thing in our experience, and as
therefore the criterion and touchstone of all ottestainties and pseudo-certainties.

[...] I start from sentences about particular ocamees, such as “this is red,” that is bright,” “ln@am
hot.” The evidence in favour of such a sentence is h@ratentences, but a non-verbal occurretieewhole of
the evidence is contained in a single such occurrence, and nothing that happens at any other time or place
can confirm or confute this evidence. Previous occurrences are conceroagsally in my use of language: |
say “red” because of a habit generated by pastrexpes. But the manner in which the habit was &atrs
irrelevant to the meaning of the word “red,” whiddmands upon what the haisitnot upon how it came about.

[...]

Throughout the above discussion, | have not beeteading that what Carnap says is mistaken, but
only that there are certain prior questions to besiered, and that, while they are ignored, thatiom of
empirical knowledge to non-linguistic occurrencesmot be properly understood. It is chiefly in eltiaig
importance to these prior questions that | diffenf the logical positivists.

The most important of these prior questionGsin anything be learnt, and if so what, from alsing
experience?...]

It is customary now-a-days to dismiss contemptyotist atomic view of sensation as it appears in
Hume and his followers. [...] What is not hypothetisawhatis noticed, not whatould be noticed; and whas
noticed has, | maintain, just that atomicity andcdeteness which the critics of Hume reject. Theyndt, as
empiricists should, start from data, but from aldidhat they have inferred from data but use taréidit the
kind of thing that can be a datum.theory of knowledge, what is fundamental is ciotj, not sensation

1M SAVOI? COMMUN & savoig PRIVE

The man who is constructing an encyclopaedia isempected himself to conduct experiments; he is
expected to compare the opinions of the best aitiftgrand arrive, so far as he can, at the stanseientific
opinion of this time. Thus in dealing with a scifintquestion his data are opinions, not directestsations of
the subject-matter. The individual men of sciermmyever, whose opinions are the encyclopaedisémjsses,
have not themselves merely compared other invéstigjaopinions; they have made observations andlected
experiments, on the bases of which they have beepaped, if necessary, to reject previously unamsno
opinions. The purpose of an observation or exparimgeto give rise to a perceptive experience, assalt of
which the percipient has new knowledge, at firsiepupersonal and private. Others may repeat tperxent,
and in the end the result becomes panudic knowledge; but his public knowledge is merely é&steact or
epitome of private knowledges.

All theory of knowledge must start from “what d&now?” not from “what does mankind knowRbr
how can I tell what mankind knows? Only by (a) paed observation of what it says in the books & haitten,
and (b) weighing the evidence in favour of the vigwat what is said in the books is true. If | anp€micus, |
shall decide against the books; if | am a studémuoeiform, | may decide that Darius did not sdyatvhe is
supposed to have said about his campaigns.

[...] the point is thatmy knowledge as to matters of act must be based opquerceptive experiences,
through which alone | can ascertain what is reckag public knowledge.



192-193 / 198  MEMOI?E ET HABITUOE

It is by no means easy to distinguish between mgraod habit. [...] we have a habit of making a
record of an event that for any reason is importanis, either in writing or by creating in oursedva verbal
habit. We do the latter, for example, if, when we mtroduced to a man, we repeat his name ovewaeadto
ourselves. We may do this so often that, when wé see him, we think of his name at once. We age #aid,
in popular language, to “remember” his name, butiaw@ot necessarily recall any past event.

198-199 MeEMoige ET savoie

Is it possible to build up our knowledge of thetpasthis way by means of records and verbal habits
alone?][...] There is no doubt that we could, without thelhof memory, knowsomething of the past. But |
think it is clear that, in fact, we know more oétpast than can be accounted for in this way. Ahiiewwe must
admit that we are sometimes mistaken as to whathimk we remember, some recollections are so nearly
indubitable that they would still command credeagent if much contrary evidence were produced.

207 L'EMPIRISME NE PEUT SE SAVOIR

empiricism; as a theory of knowledge, is self-riefyt For, however it may be formulated, it must
involve some general proposition about the dependence of krdyeleupon experience; and any such
proposition, if true, must have as a consequergeitiself cannot be known. While, therefore, engisi may
be true, it cannot, if true, be known to be sosTiowever, is a large problem.

229 / 237-238 / 242 NATURE OU "SENS" O'UNE PHRASE : ETAT OE CROYANCE

the significance is a state of the believer, oherta set of such states having certain similaritie
possible form of such a state is a complex imageatber a whole set of similar complex images.desaform a
language, but the language differs from that ofdsan the fact that it does not contain any nonsehs extend
the definition of “significance” beyond atomic sentes is obviously only a question of logic.

[...] [Propositions] are to be defined as psycholabend physiological occurrences of certain sorts —
complex images, expectations, etc. Such occurremaesexpressed” by sentences. When two senteraes h
the same meaning, that is because they expressathe proposition. Words are not essential to pitpos.
The exact psychological definition of propositiagsrrelevant to logic and theory of knowledge; tdy thing
essential to our inquiries is that sentences siggoimething other than themselves, which can bedhee when
the sentences differ. That this something mustdyelmlogical (or physiological) is made evidentthg fact
that propositions can be false.

[...] There are states which may be called statébelfeving”; these states do not essentially ineolv
words. Two states of believing may be so related we call them instances of the same belief. inaa with
suitable language-habits, one of the states whicaniinstance of a given belief is that in whichutiers a
certain sentence. When the utterance of a certgitesce is an instance of a certain belief, theeser is said to
“express” the belief. A spoken sentence is “sigaifit’ when there is a possible belief that it “eqses.”

256 R0LES OU LANGUAGE

Language serves three purposes: (ipdecate facts, (2) toexpress the state of the speaker, (3)alter
the state of the hearer.

261 PLUSIEURS ETATS OE CROYANCE

The one word “belief” should, | think, be repladey several. First: perception, memory, expectation.
Next come habit-inferences, of the kind that Hurmesiders in connection with causation. Last conlibeiate
inferences such as logicians sanction or cond¢mih Suppose | am a Dictator, and ab.51. on October 22
some one attempts to stab me with a dagger. Asudt iif reports by the secret police, | believe thé is going
to happen; this is (or at least may be) a logicalfgrential belief; it may also be a belief proddcby habit-
inference. At 4:59 | see a known enemy taking agdagrom its sheath; at this momerexpect the assault. The
inference to the immediate future is now not logibait habitual. A moment later, the assassin reigsbavard,
the blade pierces my coat, but is stopped by tivé ghchain armour that | wear next the skin. Aistinstant,
my belief is a matter of perception. Subsequerttig, villain having been beheaded, | have the egped of
“emotion recollected in tranquillity,” and my bdiieas become one of memory. It is obvious that mgilly and



mental state is different on these four occasitimajgh what | am believing is the same throughiouthe sense
that it can be indicated in the same words, vidélieve that at 5. M. on October 22 an attempt is made to stab
me with a dagger.”

270-271 DECOUVERTE O'UNE EQREUR

the sole method of discovering error is, | belietes experience of surprise owing to a disappointed
expectation.

[...] Expectation makes us say, ‘the dos will bark&rception makes us say, ‘the dos is not barking”;
memory makes us say, “l| expected the dos to b&@k.ive may expect the dos not to bark, and be sagri
when he does. But | do not see how this simples¢ @d known error can be dealt with except by theve
combination of perception, expectation and memuoryyhich either the expectation or the perceptiamstibe
negative.

290-291 TEMOIN O'UNE VERITE

When | say “the sun is hot,” interpreted as in [itgsl travel further from experience, since “hatiw
means, not “hotness,” which | have experienced,“batise of hotness,” which | have not experiencete
verifier of “the sun is hot” is not only unknowriké that of “you are hot,” but unimaginable. My grals for
believing “the sun is hot” (interpreted as in plegdiare thus even more remote from the verifier.

[...]

When | say “l am hot,” | am aware of the verifigrich is my hotness. When | say “you are hot” or
“the sun is hot,” I am not aware of the verifier.

326-337 £, « P» OU « QUE P» 7

the distinction betweerp" andp is not the most important for our problem.

The important distinctionin this discussionis not between” and p, but between what expresses
and what iindicates. This distinction is not confined to propositioitsexists also in the case of object-words. If
| exclaim “fire!” | express my own state and indiean occurrence different from my state. [...]

[...] Let us put for p” the sentence “B is hot.” When we say that A badethat B is hot, we are saying
(roughly) that A is in a state which will lead hitfihe speaks, to say “B is hot” or something hgvihe same
significance. We are not saying that these worésimrA’s mind; he may be a Frenchman who, if hekspo
would say “B a chaud.” We are, in fact, saying mughabout thewvords “B is hot,” but only about what they
signify. Therefore there should be no inverted casnmandve should say: “A believes thpt” Here“that” is
essential

We should sayy is true” or
think this assumption is wrong. [.wle should say: “it is true that” not

[...]

It has been suggested to me by Mr. N. Dalkey titaAi believes that B is hot,” the wordthat B is
hot” describe what isexpressed by “B is hot” when this is a complete sentence. [...] This viewkesait
necessary to draw a sharp distinction betwg#nahd “thatp.” Whenever it isreally “p” that occurs, we can
preserve the principle of extensionality; but when‘that p” that occurs, the reason for the failure of the
principle is that p” is not, in fact, occurring.

p’is true.” It is generally assumhéhat we should say the latter, but |

p’is true.”

244 TIERS EXCLU OU EMPIRQISME ?

we have to consider [...] whether to sacrifice the t& excluded middle or to attempt a definition of
truth which is independent of knowledge.

The difficulties of either view are appalling. lfendefine truth in relation to knowledge, logic eplse,
and much hitherto accepted reasoning, includingelararts of mathematics, must be rejected as thv&alit is
we adhere to the law of excluded middle, we shatl burselves committed to a realist metaphysicctvimay
seem, in the spirit if not in the letter, incompédi with empiricism. The question is fundamentald af the
greatest importance.

268-369 SENS (EXPERIMENTE) ET SIGNIFICATION (TRANSCENDANTE)

it should, I think, be conceded thraganing is limited to experience, bsignificance is not.



As regards meaning: [...] Hume’s principle, “no ide@&hout an antecedent impression,” certainly
applies to learning the meaning of object-words] [It] also applies to logical words; “not” must ke its
meaning from experiences of rejection, and “or'hiogxperiences of hesitation. Thus no essential woxlr
vocabulary can have a meaning independent of exquei Indeedny word that can understand has a meaning
derived frommy experience

As regards significance: This transcends my petsexperiencewhenever | receive information; it
transcends the experience of all mankind in work§iation. We experience “Hamlet,” not Hamlet, but our
emotions in reading the may have to do with Hanmlet,with “Hamlet.”

332-383 (RESUME) PROPOSITIONS, FAIT, VERITE, VERIFIABILITE, EMPIZISME

To sum up the results of this long discussion: Wihatcalled the epistemological theory of truth, if
taken seriously, confines “truth” to propositionsaging what | now perceive or remember. Since ne
willing to adopt so narrow a theory, we are driventhe logical theory of truth, involving the pdsfity of
events that no one experiences and of propositimatsare true although there can never be evidandeeir
favour. Facts are wider (at least possibly) thategiences. A “verifiable” proposition is one haviagcertain
kind of correspondence with an experience; a “trpedposition is one having exactly the same kind of
correspondence with a fact [...]. Since an experieace fact, verifiable proposition are true; bugerd is no
reason to suppose that all true propositions arifialde. If, however, we assert positively thaeth are true
propositions that are not verifiable, we abandoremmpiricism. Pure empiricism, finally, is belieMey no one,
and if we are to retain beliefs that we all regaatid, we must allow principles of inference whiate neither
demonstrative nor derivable from experience.



