
Introduction

In tro duc tion to Wilfrid Sellars: No tre Dame Lec tures 1969-1986

“A flower in the crannied wall,” Sellars de scribes these Lec -
tures while pluck ing his phi los o phy out of the cran nies, roots and
all.1 “One of the ba sic tasks that phi los o phy has to do is to raise
ques tions,” he re marks, “to open up con cep tual pos si bil i ties…phi -
los o phers should not re gard them selves as merely owls of Mi nerva
who come back in the night af ter the day is done. They should also
be “her alds of the dawn” who cre ate the cat e go ries in terms of
which sci ence is re ju ve nated.”  In this, the No tre Dame Lec tures do
not dis ap point. As a mea sure of the  fru ition of the mon u men tal
changes Sellars en vi sions and his hope of a re uni fi ca tion of sci ence
and phi los o phy, the lec tures stand alone. From the pointed cri -
tiques of Parmenides, Plato, Ar is totle and  Wittgenstein, to the
play ful scold ing of Carnap, Berg man, Firth, Chis holm and Quine,
Sellars en cour ages phi los o phers to take up the chal lenge of giving
direction to the future of the cognitive sciences. 

Time and the world or der pro vide a re cur ring theme for the lec -
tures. Yet they un fold into the na ture of time it self, events, facts, ex -
is tence, con cep tual change and mean ing—all of which play a
crit i cal role. The No tre Dame Lec tures even il lus trate Sellars’ ex as -
per a tion with him self be cause he was slow to rec og nize the in eluc -
ta ble de vel op ment of his own the ory of events, facts, and time. 

1 See “What Re ally Ex ists 1969” in the lec ture tran scripts (avail able on line,
key word search ‘Sellars No tre Dame Lec tures’). The lec ture ti tles as signed by 
the  No tre Dame Ar chives at the Hesburgh Li brary have been re tained ex cept
where com bi na tion seemed ap pro pri ate.



Of ten funny and re lent lessly meta phys i cal, the No tre Dame
Lec tures aim at Sellars’ fa vor ite tar gets: Relationalism and
Givenness.2 But like a mas ter crafts man de ter mined to clean out the
toolshed, he is equally de ter mined not to throw any thing out. If an
idea served but can serve no lon ger, per haps it’s time to un der stand
why it worked as well as it did for so long? So, dis ap point ment will
likely greet those look ing for a new sys tem to re place the old sys -
tem: for Sellars, get ting there is def i nitely the fun. If any thing, what 
strikes us as re mark able about these Lec tures is the dis play of
Sellars’ abil ity to cut right to the heart of an is sue. “Turn him to any
cause of pol icy, The  Gordian knot of it he will un loose,” and once
cut, he is on to an other. At times, the No tre Dame Lec ture’s play ful
com mon sense over shad ows the fact that they pro vide a cross-sec -
tion of Sellars’ views dur ing a time of en er getic de vel op ment.
Since the lec tures in clude por tions of pub lished pa pers, they pres -
ent a price less op por tu nity to see the lec tures with em bel lish ments
by the au thor. The run ning com men tary, sup ple mented by shrewd
ques tions from an his tor i cally pro fi cient and  in sight ful au di ence3

pro vides sub tle clues to Sellars’ think ing on the fu ture of a va ri ety
of core top ics. Al though the tapes were at times vir tu ally un in tel li -
gi ble and, of course, con tained no di a grams, the tran scrip tion is
rea son ably ac cu rate and ad e quately in dexed for those with
paleographic aspirations. Sellars ha bit u ally made up words—in the 
Pla tonic sense—har ness ing ex ist ing terms for his own de vice and
this pre sented an ad di tional chal lenge. Re gret ta bly some tapes in
this long se ries were un avail able but per haps one day they will be
tran scribed. With the no ta ble ex cep tion of con tri bu tions by RWS
(Sellars’ fa ther), McMullin and the anon y mous par tic i pants in the

2 Events

2 Relationalism con trasts with Inferentialism (see, Rob ert Brandom’s Ar tic u -
lat ing Rea sons).  Inferentialism is dif fi cult. Couched in one met a phor or an -
other (which WS play fully char ac ter izes as “zap ping,” “grasp ing,” “24
Karat”), com mon sense clings to the Ar is to te lian’s Relationalistic leg acy:
know ing is the mind’s be com ing “like” the ob ject. Phe nom en ol ogy is epis te -
mol ogy. This “nat u ral sim i lar ity” de fined intentionality for so long, an al ter -
na tive to which Inferentialistic the o ries can ap peal has yet to take root.
Sellars, stand ing at the thresh old of Inferentialism, re jects the givenness upon
which the ed i fice of Relationalism stands but wants to re ha bil i tate phe nom en -
ol ogy—not toss it aside. This cre ates a meta phys i cal ten sion, seen through out
the lec tures, be tween Sellars’ dot-quote anal y sis and his phe nom en ol ogy. 

3 Ernan McMullin and Cornelius Delaney, for ex am ple.



Q&A, most of the available tracks are included. The transition from 
track to track is included for reference purposes.

It was Sellars’ habit to de velop his views in the course of on go -
ing pre sen ta tions to grad u ate stu dents and grad u ate fac ulty and to
give them a de but at No tre Dame. My own work with Sellars over -
lapped many of the lec tures that ap pear here. Sellars’ run ning com -
men tary on pub lished pa pers pro vides in sights that would
oth er wise have been lost.

Events

Of a cer tainty, there are no events or facts. The evo lu tion of
Sellars’ the ory of events serves as the key stone of this in tro duc tion. 
It is n’t that time, facts and events pro vided an un usual chal lenge to
Sellars. It is rather more like Kant, who saw that once all the other
prob lems were solved, the na ture of time and space flowed from the
so lu tions. In these lec tures, while he ac knowl edges the evo lu tion of 
his views from the writ ing of Em pir i cism and the Phi los o phy of
Mind, the treat ment of events is the only case where he ac knowl -
edges an earlier mis take.

Wilfrid Sellars [here af ter ‘WS’] be gins “Time and the World
Or der” by re call ing his dis cov ery that the ‘prob lem of time’ was ri -
valed  by only the ‘mind-body prob lem’ in the de gree to which it
im me di ately tan gled him in all the ma jor con cerns of phi los o phy.
As we read TWO, our exegetical task be comes dou bly dif fi cult be -
cause, while he sees the ar gu ment in “Time and the World Or der” as 
com menc ing with fa mil iar puz zles about truth and time, from our
per spec tive, the con text has re ceded into the his tory of phi los o -
phy.4 The es say be gins by ad dress ing C. D. Broad’s at tempt to re -
spond to McTaggart’s work on the un re al ity of time. And nat u rally,
like any pe riod piece, it be gins right in the mid dle of their story: WS 
ex am ines Broad’s re sponse to McTaggart al most ad se ri a tim as
these re sponses ap pear in por tions of the Ex am i na tion of

3

4 The ab bre vi a tions for Sellars’ works are stan dard and ap pear in James
O’Shea’s Wilfrid Sellars (Pol ity, 2007), Willem deVries Wilfrid Sellars
(Ithaca, 2005) and any edi tion of Sellars’ works pub lished by Ridgeview
Press.



McTaggart’s Philsophy vol umes I and II.5 As a re sult, it makes
TWO a work to be avoided by those with out a sense of his tory.
Some of the di a lec tic ap pears to come “out of the blue” for any one
un fa mil iar with the con tem po rary tex ture of their de bate. Sellars
fre quently char ac ter ized time in ways that were com mon dur ing
those ex changes but which of ten leave a con tem po rary au di ence
with a sense that they have missed an im por tant in gre di ent in a rec -
ipe. Since it is not nec es sary for us to start from scratch, our
progress will not be slowed by a need to reconstruct the analytical
machinery from the earlier period. 

As WS ad mits, dur ing the course of the No tre Dame Lec tures, 
TWO in cor po rates a mis taken the ory of events. His re mark able
apol ogy for the er ror ac knowl edges the sig nif i cance of the mis take: 
a meta phys i cal mis take about the ul ti mate na ture of re al ity. The
far-reach ing changes that his new the ory of events  bring about
were never car ried out. How ever he does pro vide enough sug ges -
tions on how to pro ceed so that we are able to do some of the
renovation ourselves.

It will be nec es sary to pre sup pose a ba sic fa mil iar ity with the
use of dot-quot ing (fig ure 1) as a means for tack ling thorny on to -
log i cal is sues. A “dot-quote primer” is pro vided in an ap pen dix to
the tran script of the No tre Dame Lec tures for those un fa mil iar with
the ma chin ery WS puts in place.6 

His tor i cally, fa mil iar ity with Carnap, Wittgenstein and a mod -
est ap pre ci a tion of the his tory of phi los o phy suf fice to bring out the
ef fect of the dot-quotes. With a minimal amount of vi o lence to our
his tor i cal in teg rity, the ef fect can be brought out as fol lows. Speak -
ing from the 1st per son, phenomenological point of view, we have
con cepts per tain ing to things (1st in ten tions), con cepts per tain ing
to con cepts of things (2nd in ten tions) and so on up the se man tic lad -
der. ‘Con cepts’ are mis named be cause, be ing noth ing more than

4

5  Ex am i na tion of McTaggart's Phi los o phy  by C. D. Broad, vol ume I and II,
(Ox ford Uni ver sity Press, 1933).

6 Re cent stud ies by James R. O’shea, Wilfrid Sellars: Nat u ral ism with a Nor ma -
t ive Turn (Pol i ty,  2007),  and Willem A. DeVries,  Wilfrid Sellars
(McGill-Queen’s, 2005) give all the es sen tials. In the Space of Rea sons: Se -
lected Es says of Wilfrid Sellars (HUP, 2007) by K. Scharp and Rob ert
Brandom pro vide key texts while Brandom’s Tales of the Mighty Dead: His -
tor i cal Es says in the Meta phys ics of Intentionality (HUP, 2002) puts them in
con text.



va ri et ies of conceiv-ings, there is noth ing static or atomistic about
them: each is re solved into, as the peri pa tetic scho las tics would say, 
a role or “of fice” which con sti tutes what it is to know the very thing
to which the con cept per tains. It is knowl edge clas si cally con strued 
as the mind be com ing like the ob ject—knowl edge at its best, what
it is like to be a knower. But the fea ture of Sellars’ ac count that
would have the peripatetics hurl ing them selves out of win dows is

his in sis tence that the in ter est ing fea tures of thought are be yond the 
reach of in tro spec tion, in tu ition, self-con scious ness, self-any thing
re ally. Those items of which we can be im me di ately aware are left -
overs from the Pleis to cene—chunks of col ored stuff—and even
that his con tem po rar ies got wrong. Thus, when one thinks about the 
se man tic func tion ing of “thoughts” or “words” and the way their
“of fice” is con sti tuted by the “priv i leges and du ties” that make up
the of fice (the “web” that makes them what they are), one needs an
en tirely new met a phor. As we move up the se man tics lad der, in tro -
spec tion is a worth less, empty met a phor yet it is up the semantic
ladder, into the breach of the “inferential web,” so to speak, where
all the interesting things are happening. 

As his met a phor for “con cepts,” Sellars uses the met a phor of
Chess and Tess (Texas-chess) but the pieces of any for mal game
will serve; even Bat tle ships fir ing Guns in Conway’s Game of Life
works as a healthy in tu ition pump. The idea is to wean one self away 
from the Relationalism—re la tional the o ries of mean ing, ref er ence,
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the ‘city’ triangularity the lion

city city city

type quality kind

tokens instances

names classifier

the ‘the ‘city’’ type

the universal triangularity

the species the lion

Fig ure 1. Here “type,” “qual ity,” “kind” are on par as are the trio “the ‘city’,” “tri -
an gu larity,” “the lion” and de scend ing to the world, as are the trio made of the three
cit ies, the three tri an gles and the three lions. First, imag ine re plac ing the sin gle
quotes with dot-quotes, then, “tri an gu larity” would be treated like “the ‘city’” on
the left but would be play ing the clas si cal con cep tual role played by the kind term,
‘the lion’ on the right. Hence, “tri an gu larity” is a dis guised “the  tri an gu lar” func -
tion ing like lionkind but we call it a qual ity. Climb ing the se man ti cal lad der an other
rung, yields thoughts of the ‘•the•city••’ which merely  re flects the clas si cal dis -
tinc tion be tween “be ing tri an gu lar” one step down, and “be ing tri an gu larity” up a
step. The scho las tics re serve this third level for “log i cal uni ver sals” or “meta phys i -
cal uni ver sals”and treat “con cepts” as dy namic roles or “of fices” forming the cog ni -
tive econ omy.



de no ta tion, stand ing for, ex em pli fy ing etc.—and change to a diet
of in cred i bly com plex se man tic re la tions, that is, the syn tac tic ac -
tiv ity that brings about the se man tic ac tiv ity. Sellars’ view is easy
to un der stand but dif fi cult to in ter nal ize: in tro spec tion and re flec -
tion, how ever men tally chal lenged, seems so good and served so
well that it is a shame to see them go. As a point of ref er ence,  Fig ure 
1 will serve to il lus trate how Sellars’ dot-quotes “re late” to or di -
nary quotes. A rough idea of how they work serves the im me di ate
pur pose be cause WS pro vides a considerable amount of
commentary in the course of the No tre Dame Lectures.

In tro duc ing Events

The best way to in tro duce the story of Sellars’ change of heart
on events, is to re late how my own puz zles about the the ory of
events came about. While study ing WS’ anal y sis of mean ing, a
ques tion de vel oped that could n’t be re solved, the more I thought
about it, the more con fused I got. Dur ing a  dis cus sions, I asked him
the fol low ing ques tion, “the the ory of events pre sented in TWO
com ple ments the dis cus sion of mean ing that oc curs in, for ex am -
ple, Truth and Cor re spon dence, be cause in both, events are ob jects
“in the world”—ba sic de riv a tive ob jects in the one and lin guis tic
events in the other—but in your later work, for ex am ple, MCP,7

events are not in the world.
WS’s im me di ate re sponse will have to wait be cause un less one

knows the rel e vant back ground it is im pos si ble to get his jok ing re -
ply. In stead, it’s nec es sary to spell out the con flict be tween the later 
the ory of events and the anal y sis of mean ing be fore giv ing WS’s
so lu tion to the prob lem. We can be gin by look ing at the the ory of
mean ing and lin guis tic events. This will al low us to ab stract away
from the phi los o phy of time—to which we will re turn af ter fin ish -
ing with the problem regarding events.

The first point is meth od olog i cal and con cerns a pre ferred strat -
egy that WS uses to great ef fect—due to his sin gu lar ge nius for
strik ing right at the heart of a prob lem. WS com ments that
Reichenbach gives us a pro ce dure for go ing from state ments about

6

7 I will use ‘MCP’ for “Meta phys ics and the Con cept of a Per son” in stead of the
stan dard, ‘MP’. 



events to state ments about things: a pro ce dure found in the “In tro -
duc tion” to Reichenbach’s El e ments of Sym bolic Logic.8 What WS
ap pears to mean is Reichenbach’s method of  “ra tio nal re con struc -
tion”  (fol low ing Carnap) for reg i ment ing lan guage.  We can see the 
method of ra tio nal re con struc tion play ing a part when we re al ize
that WS’s ap pli ca tion of the no tion of mean ing is not to speech or
thought as cur rently con ceived. Our cur rent con cept of thought al -
ready con tains the re sources that Sellars is try ing to ex plain so he
ra tio nally re con structs our cur rent model of speech and thought
into one that is not in use. In the re con structed ver sion, thought is
con strued as the level of overt, mean ing ful lin guis tic ex pres sion
which is mere event and not ac tion (i.e., not un der writ ten by in ner
thought ep i sodes). The ra tio nal re con struc tion puts aside our cur -
rent ex pla na tion of speech in terms of thought. Ac cord ing to
Sellars, the re con structed ver sion does not pre sup poses the con cept 
of thought. Thus, the re con structed ap pli ca tion of the con cepts of
mean ing are  not to  the no tion of speech as cur rently con ceived.
The ra tio nal re con struc tion is mo ti vated by a “myth” that al lows us
to see the plau si bil ity of an “evo lu tion ary” sce nario in which it was
rea son able to adopt our cur rent model of thought.9 The subsequent
reconstruction of our model of speech occurs at the end of his myth
about conceptual development.

Armed with ap pro pri ate warn ings about meth od ol ogy and his
pro posal to use overly sim pli fied mod els, it is ap par ent that in the
late 50’s, Sellars thought of events as ob jects in the world in a nar -
row sense that in cludes Soc ra tes, Caesar, and Cassio but not tri an -
gu larity—which is in the world in a broad sense.10

Names, he notes, con note cri te ria and name the ob jects which
sat isfy these cri te ria. We have dis tin guished be tween two rad i cally
dif fer ent kinds of ob ject which we may il lus trate, re spec tively, by
Soc ra tes and by Round ness. Roughly the dis tinc tion is be tween

7

8 TWO, 542. The ac tual ap pli ca tion of Reichenbach’s method oc curs in sec tion
48, where Reichenbach de scribes what he thinks of as a means for reg i ment ing
con ver sa tional lan guage.

9 Lec ture notes from one of WS’s lec tures on the “myth,” the Myth of Jones fol -
lows this in tro duc tion.

10 See the lec ture “Lan guage and Mean ing 1969” for his use of mod els.



those ob jects which are con cepts and those which are not. Non-con -
cep tual ob jects can be further subdivided.

26. Non-con cep tual ob jects can be roughly di vided into ba sic
and de riv a tive. De riv a tive ob jects can be in for mally char ac ter -
ized as those which are re ferred to by noun ex pres sions that can 
be elim i nated by con tex tual def i ni tion. In this sense events are
de riv a tive ob jects in the phys i cal-thing frame work. State -
ments about the events in which phys i cal things par tic i pate can 
be re duced to state ments in which all the non-pred i ca tive ex -
pres sions re fer to phys i cal things.’ In the frame work of ki netic
the ory, as clas si cally pre sented, the ba sic ob jects (granted that
we can speak of the o ret i cal ob jects) would be individual
molecules.11

In terms of the de vel op ing treat ment of ab stract en ti ties from
“Gram mar and Ex is tence: A Pref ace to On tol ogy” in 1960 through
“Ab stract En ti ties” in 1963, Sellars po si tion above can be put by
con trast ing two ways of be ing in the world:

(a) an item is in the world in the nar row sense when it does not
in volve lin guis tic norms and roles (it is not “dot-quoted”)

(b) an item is in  the world in the broad sense which does in volve 
lin guis tic norms and roles (it is “dot-quoted”) from the stand -
point of a fel low par tic i pant.12

On this view, Sellars circa 1957, would say

Cir cu lar ity and tri an gu larity are in the world in the broad
sense

but,

Caesar’s cross ing and Cassio’s lov ing are in the world in the
nar row sense.

Sellars con tin ues:
Ac tu ally, the re la tion be tween an ep i sode ex pres sions and
tensed state ments which are about things rather than ep i sodes

8

11 LT (The Lan guage of The o ries), 1961, para graph 26.
12 WS com ments on the care with which “in the world” should be han dled, TTC

(To wards a The ory of the Cat e go ries), 65. Here the for mal cat e gory, state of af -
fairs, has the ma te rial cat e gory, event sub sumed un der it.



[events] is quite sim ple, and has been for mu lated with rea son -
able clar ity by more than one phi los o pher.13

The “phi los o pher” is Reichenbach whose “trans for ma tions”
Sellars finds il lu mi nat ing and there fore, are worth paus ing to
consider.

Reichenbach

It serves the in ter est of com plete ness to take a pass ing glance at
Reichenbach’s event anal y sis al though noth ing cru cial hinges on
it. Some of what Reichenbach pre sup poses, WS flatly re jects but
WS re fers to it any way so it’s worth a look. 

The dis tinc tion be tween events and things, ac cord ing to
Reichenbach, plays a role in daily life. An in au gu ra tion, an as sas si -
na tion, a mar riage are events, not things; lan guage con tains
event-ex pres sions which are of ten de scrip tions, not proper names.
For example,

the in au gu ra tion of Ken nedy took place in Wash ing ton, 

or 

the as sas si na tion of Ken nedy fol lowed the Bay of Pigs in va -
sion. 

The first con tains a two-term re la tion be tween an event and a thing,
the sec ond, a re la tion be tween two events.  It is of ten pos si ble to
elim i nate event-ex pres sions, as in the first sen tence above, which
can be stated in equiv a lent form

Ken nedy was in au gu rated in Wash ing ton

In the sec ond, Reichenbach thinks that the equiv a lent state ment
must con tain a time. As a re sult, al though the event-ex pres sions can 
be elim i nated, new event ar gu ments in the sym bols for time, ‘t2’
and ‘t1’ can not elim i nated and time points are, events (“classes of
si mul ta neous events” as he refers to them):

Ken nedy was as sas si nated at t1 and the Bay of Pigs was in -
vaded at t2.

9

13 TWO, 542.



In deed, time se quence can be for mu lated only as re la tions be tween
events. 

Us ing the term ‘sit u a tion’ to re fer to the ob ject cor re spond ing
to a prop o si tion, by de scrib ing a sit u a tion in a prop o si tion com -
posed of a func tion and ar gu ment, the sit u a tion splits into ar gu -
ment-ob ject and pred i cate-ob ject (i.e., prop erty or at trib ute). As
seen above, a sit u a tion can be split in two ways. 

Thus, a sen tence that is about “things” (‘Ken nedy was in au gu -
rated’) can be trans formed into a sen tence about events, an E-sen -
tence (‘Ken nedy’s in au gu ra tion took place’) by means of the
fol low ing. Sup pose the ‘*’ stands for a meta-lin guis tic func tion
tak ing thing-sen tences into event pred i cates. So, ‘is the in au gu ra -
tion of Ken nedy’ is the value of the func tion for the ar gu ment ‘Ken -
nedy is in au gu rated.’ The event term ‘the in au gu ra tion of

Ken nedy’ is a def i nite de scrip tion that is sym bol ized us ing the ‘ι’
and where ‘vi’ de notes the event:

(ιv)[f(Ken nedy is in au gu rated)]*(v )

To sym bol ize ‘the in au gu ra tion of Ken nedy took place’ we have:

(�x)(x = (ιv)[f(x1)]*(v ))

us ing ‘f(x1)’ to stand for the thing-sen tence and the brack ets to in di -
cate the scope of the as ter isk ‘*’. The pro ce dure is com pletely gen -
eral. Ac cord ing to Reichenbach, ref er ences to events can be
re placed by ref er ences to things (and vice versa): The gen eral trans -
for ma tion rule (§48) is 

f(x1) ≡ g(v1) 

where ‘v1’ de notes the event, and ‘g’ the event prop erty. The un -

usual ‘ ≡’   (not re pro duced here) in di cates that the con nec tive in -
volved might in clude P-im pli ca tions (see §60). The trans for ma tion
for ‘f(x1)’ and ‘g(v1)’ is wholistic in the sense that wholes are equiv -
a lent to each other with out a di rect cor re spon dence between the
parts.

By the equiv a lence, an event and its prop erty can be de fined in
terms of a thing and its prop erty; the ex am ples above il lus trate the
two ways of split ting a sit u a tion; these he calls, thing-split ting and
event-splitting. Switch ing to the meta lan guage, we can show that

10



an event-ar gu ment and its pred i cate can be de fined as a func tion of
a thing-ar gu ment and its predicate.

Let ‘ f(x1)’ mean ‘Ken nedy is in au gu rated’, ‘g’ is the pred i cate
‘in au gu ra tion of Ken nedy’, that is a func tion of both the pred i cate
‘is in au gu rated’ and the ar gu ment ‘Ken nedy’.  Reichenbach uses an 
as ter isk for the in di ca tor of the tran si tion to event-split ting and
writes the func tion ‘g’ (from the trans for ma tion rule above) in the
form ‘[f(x1)]*’ Thus, the ex pres sion ‘g(v1)’ can be re placed by
‘[f(x1)]*(v1)’. The ar gu ment ‘v1’ is the name of the event that has the
prop erty [f(x1)]* and has a value given the pred i cate ‘is in au gu -
rated’ and the ar gu ment ‘Ken nedy’. Since de scrip tions are used to
de note events us ing the func tion ‘[f(x1)]*’; the event-ar gu ment sign 
‘v1’ can be writ ten in a form prev a lent in con ver sa tional language,
according to Reichenbach, namely, 

the in au gu ra tion of Ken nedy took place

or,

( ιv)[f(x1)]*(v )

Sim i larly, in a case of thing-split ting, we might have the fol low ing

The de struc tion of Carthage made Rome the ruler of the
Med i ter ra nean.

Let x1= Carthage, d = be de stroyed, y1=Rome, z1= Med i ter ra nean, r
= ruler, m = make and,

v1 = (ιv)[d(x1)]*(v)

u1 = ( ιu)r(u,z1)

To ex press event-split ting we have,
m(v1, y1, u1).

11



On tol ogy: Sellars 1957

Re turn ing to the dis cus sion of events of the late 50’s, WS gives
a sim pli fied ver sion of Reichenbach’s trans for ma tions in deal ing
with the state ments with which TWO be gan, namely,

(1) S was  ϕ1

(2) S is ϕ2 now

(3) S will be ϕ3 

which he mod i fies14 for the pur poses of dis cuss ing ep i sodes to be

(1′) S be came ϕ1

(2′) S is be com ing ϕ2 (now)

(3′) S will be come ϕ3 

for which we have an equiv a lence schema that serves to show “how
the lan guage of ‘ep i sodes’ or ‘events’ is re lated to a sim ple tensed
state ment”15 with which TWO be gan. Namely,

(1′) S be came ϕ1 S’s be com ing ϕi took place

(2′) S is be com ing ϕ2 (now) S’s be com ing ϕi is tak ing place

(3′) S will be come ϕ3 S’s be com ing ϕi will take place

The ep i sode ex pres sions on the right are “de riv a tive from the

tensed state ments to the ef fect that S is (or was or will be) ϕi in ac -
cor dance with” the schema above.16 The equiv a lence schema
serves as one of the con tex tual def i ni tions (re ferred to ear lier) that
al low us to elim i nate event-ex pres sions. In gen eral, on the first re -
con struc tion for the lan guage of events, ref er ence to event ex pres -
sions can be elim i nated by con tex tual def i ni tions, thus,
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14 Tak ing ad van tage of Reichenbach’s idea of “event-split ting.”
15 TWO, 541.
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Caesar’s cross ing the Rubicon took place

is re duced to

Caesar crossed the Rubicon

that elim i nates the ref er ence to an event via the ex pres sion, ‘Caesar’s

cross ing,’ in fa vor of a tensed state ment about a chang ing thing, namely,

Caesar. Thus, we have a gen eral rec ipe, a trans for ma tion schema, for re -

plac ing event state ments in fa vor of the state ments in volv ing changing

things:

is tak ing place          Vs

S’s V-ing     took place         ≡     Ved

                  will take place             Will V

As a re sult, 
we note that there are two kinds of sin gu lar term which can be
de rived from tensed state ments of the kind rep re sented on the
right-hand side of [the above]: that-clauses, thus

(a) that S will be come ϕi,
and ep i sode-ex pres sions, thus, 

(b) S’s be com ing ϕi.17

“Sin gu lar terms” as in (a) “are a spe cial kind of state ment-men tion ing de -

vice and are metalinguistic in char ac ter.” Sellars notes 
This be ing so, we can ap pre ci ate the truth con tained in
the idea that ep i sodes are more ba sic than facts; for ep i -
sode-ex pres sions, un like that-clauses, are in the ob ject
lan guage.18 

How ever, we are cau tioned against sup pos ing that ep i sodes are the
en ti ties of which the world is ‘made up,’

for al though it is cor rect to say that ep i sode-ex pres sions ‘re fer
to extralinguistic en ti ties’—in deed, to ep i sodes—the above
ac count tells us that ep i sodes are de riv a tive en ti ties and rest on
re fer ring ex pres sions which oc cur in tensed state ments about
things.19
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In an ef fort to drive this point home, WS warns against think ing that 
causal re la tions ob tain be tween events.20 Since ep i sode ex pres -
sions oc cur in the ob ject lan guage and in P-im pli ca tions (phys i cal
im pli ca tions) like the singular terms in

The lit mus pa per’s be ing put in acid (phys i cally) im plied its
turn ing red

this wrongly gives the im pres sion that phys i cal im pli ca tion is a re -
la tion in re be tween events. In fact, ep i sode-ex pres sions are
grounded in tensed state ments about things which “must be that-ed
(in ef fect, quoted) to serves as the sub ject of state ments to the ef fect
that some thing phys i cally im plies some thing else.”21 WS cau tions
us against an over zeal ous re li ance on the existence of events:

We must now re mind our selves that al though we have per mit -
ted our selves to speak above with out qual i fi ca tion of a frame -
work of events, these events have a de riv a tive sta tus in the
sense that sin gu lar terms re fer ring to events are con tex tu ally
in tro duced in terms of sen tences in volv ing sin gu lar terms re -
fer ring to things. And we must re mind our selves that in the
frame work of things it is things which come to be and cease to
be, and that the event which is the com ing to be or the ceas ing to 
be of a thing it self nei ther co mes to be nor ceases to be but (like
all events) sim ply takes place. On the other hand, all
metricizings in the frame work of things is a mat ter of the lo cat -
ing of events, in clud ing the events which are the com ing to be
and ceasing to be of things.22

Once again, we see that events (in the sim pli fied model of the thing
frame work) are in tro duced through con tex tual def i ni tions but that
ul ti mately, events are the com ing to be or ceas ing to be of things,
the on set of changes, as it were.
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20 Here he is ex plic itly part ing com pany with Reichenbach’s anal y sis.
21 TWO, 543.
22 TWO, 572. Since the con cepts of “event” and “fact” are not frame work neu -

tral, to get a sense of the thing-kind frame work, re call, that for the
Parmenideans, Be ing is the ul ti mate sub ject, one, ho mo ge neous and in di vis i -
ble. Out side of Be ing there is noth ing that serves as a prin ci ple of in di vid u a -
tion, mul ti pli ca tion and dis tinc tion. Ar is totle—speaker for the thing-kind
frame work—ad mits the ab so lute ness, unity, in fin ity and im mu ta bil ity of Be -
ing but de nies its ho mo ge ne ity by in tro duc ing ac tu al ity/po ten ti al ity (mo tion). 
De ny ing that Be ing is a univocal con cept, Ar is totle uses mo tion to in tro duce
dis tinc tions which are, ul ti mately, merely re ver ber a tions in Parmenides ul ti -
mate ab so lute. Noth ing can be out side this ul ti mate unity. 



Events: Sellars 1934

Sellars of ten pointed out that one can not put ev ery thing in jeop ardy
all at once, af ter all, we have to stand some where. Still, it should be
ob vi ous that al though the pre cise tex ture of the no tion of an ep i sode 
is key, he rel e gates it to a footnote

The term ‘ep i sode’ will be used, for the time be ing, in a broad
sense in which no dis tinc tion is drawn among ep i sodes, events,
states, etc. These dis tinc tions will be sub se quently drawn to a
de gree of pre ci sion which suf fices for the pur poses of this pa -
per.23

The “de gree of pre ci sion” is in ev i dence later, 
To be gin with, some thing must be said about the sta tus of the
very term ‘ep i sode.’ That it is a com mon noun, and that “There
are ep i sodes” has the same gen eral form as “There are lions,” is 
clear. But more than this we can say that ‘ep i sode,’ like ‘prop -
erty’ and ‘re la tion,’ is a ‘cat e gory word’; and to say this is to
say that like the lat ter pair it is the coun ter part in the ma te rial
mode of a log i cal pi geon hole for a cer tain class of ex pres sions
in our lan guage. Thus,
(77) E is an ep i sode
tells us no more about E than is ex hib ited by
(78) E is tak ing place or has taken place or will take place 
and serves to in di cate that the sin gu lar term rep re sented by ‘E’
is the sort of term which be longs in this type of con text. Thus,
to say that there are ep i sodes is, in ef fect, to say that some thing
ei ther is tak ing place, has taken place, or will take place: And
as say ing this it is equiv a lent to (though it does not have the
same sense as) a state ment to the ef fect that some thing is ei ther
pres ent, past, or fu ture.24

For any one keep ing score, it ought to feel as if the us age of ‘ep i -
sode’ hov ers just at the edge of the light as well as on the edge of be -
ing (in con sis tently) in the world in the nar row sense and in the
world in the broad sense. For, on the one hand, WS writes,

This be ing so, we can ap pre ci ate the truth con tained in the idea
that ep i sodes are more ba sic than facts; for ep i sode-ex pres -
sions, un like that-clauses, are in the ob ject lan guage.25

But, on the other, re marks, 
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But first a ter mi no log i cal re mark is in or der. It will un doubt -
edly have been no ticed that in the pre ced ing sec tions the term
‘ep i sode’ has, with a min i mum of warn ing, been stretched to
cover items which would not or di narily be so des ig nated.
Thus, we would not or di narily say that the state ment ‘The soup
is salty’ re ports an ep i sode, even though it does re port some -
thing that “co mes to pass.” Thus, we dis tin guish, for ex am ple,
be tween ‘ep i sodes’ and ‘states.’ It is no easy task to botanize
the var i ous kinds of tem po ral state ment, or to find a plau si ble
term for the broader cat e gory to which both ep i sodes (‘the salt -
ing of the soup’) and states (‘the be ing salty of the soup’) be -
long. Per haps they might be lumped to gether un der ‘out come.’
For the time be ing, how ever, I shall avoid any dis cus sion of
states, and limit myself to episodes proper.26

“Well,” one is in clined to ask, “are they or aren’t they?”

Sellars 1934, in his the sis pro vides some clues:
…it seems wise to de fine an event as a se lected por tion of the
be hav ior of a phys i cal sys tem. It is an im pli ca tion of this def i -
ni tion that an event may be com plex both in the sense that more
than one ex is tent is con cerned, and in the sense that a com plex
change is in volved. An event is not an on to log i cal unit or quan -
tum of be ing…Thus we speak of (the event of) the ap ple’s rot -
ting, and, in the case men tioned above, of (the event of) the
au to mo bile ac ci dent. Such us age is en tirely le git i mate. How -
ever, the im por tant fact is that the be hav ior of the ap ple is no
more a self-ex is tent en tity than its struc ture. Thus the on to log i -
cal sit u a tion meant when an event is re ferred to con sists of
chang ing phys i cal con tinu ants…It is this ca pac ity of the hu -
man mind to per ceive and ex pe ri ence change, that ren ders pos -
si ble the type of ref er ence to things in volved in the con cept of
an event. On to logi cally there are no events. How ever in a sense 
there are events, just as, to use an anal ogy there are struc tures
or forms, for the hu man mind is able to dis crim i nate as pects of
re al ity, while at the same time rec og niz ing the categorial fea -
tures of ex is tence. We re fer a be hav ior to things just as we re fer
a spa tial struc ture to things, and just as in the latter case we
speak of the squareness of the peg, so we speak of the death of
Queen Anne.

Ac cord ing to the Phys i cal Re al ist that Sellars de fends, change is
in-the-world in a nar row sense. But, as WS notes in an other con -
text, 
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For the term ‘ep i sode’ is elas tic enough to cover a great deal of
ter ri tory. If any thing which oc curs or takes place is to count as
an ep i sode, then when ever an ob ject changes from hav ing one
dis po si tion to an other, the change is an ep i sode.27

What more can be said?28 

Mean ing: Sellars 1962

Rather than con coct ing a di rect an swer, let’s ex am ine an other con -
text in which ‘ep i sode’ or ‘event’ plays a cen tral role: the the ory of
mean ing. An ex cur sion into the core the ory of mean ing de vel ops
in sight into WS’s po si tion on events better than oth ers. The No tre
Dame Lec tures con tain enough in tro duc tions to the me chan ics of
the the ory of mean ing to suit most ap pe tites, so a min i mal level of
fa mil iar ity will be as sumed.29  It was pre vi ously noted that WS’s
model of lan guage con tains cru cial sim pli fy ing as sump tions in the
man ner of Carnap and Reichenbach but also other central
assumptions occur: 
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27 SRTT (Some Re flec tions on Thoughts and Things), 108.
28 See Chrucky’s ac count of the WS’s im ages, An drew Chrucky, Fordham Dis -

ser ta tion, 1990, Chap ter 2-4, see www.ditext.com/chrucky/chru-0.html, pro -
vides a em i nently ac ces si ble ac count of the Man i fest and Sci en tific Im ages
and how they fit into the Sellarsian scheme. One can dis agree with much of
what Chrucky has to say and still re gard it as an in ter est ing way of look ing at
WS’s pro ject. When Chrucky ar gues that  events in the nar row sense be long to
both the Man i fest Im age and the Sci en tific Im age, he parts com pany with
Sellars. Per haps it would help to point out that over the years, I heard WS in -
vent and pop u late count less ver sions of the Im ages: they were cre ations of the
on go ing di a lec tic, to be used in or der to gain the higher ground which, when
done, meant that the Im ages served but could serve no lon ger. It was of ten like
that. Once, when I was giv ing a ver sion of what I thought he was say ing in TTC
(To wards a The ory of the Cat e go ries) , by “If there is knowl edge of
spatiotemporal ob jects, then these ob jects con form to gen eral truths sat is fy -
ing such and such con di tions” is, as a whole, an an a lytic state ment be long ing
to tran scen den tal phi los o phy,” he said, chuck ling,  “yes, that’s all there, per -
haps like the oak is in the acorn!” “Right,” I re plied, “but your acorns have
acorns in side of them.” One of the great ben e fits of the No tre Dame lec tures is
that we get to see how this di a lec tic un folds while pieces of the lec tures ap pear
and re ap pear in var i ous other works, pol ished and re mas tered. Ex cept for his
apol ogy over the mis-steps by “Sellars 1957” in the the ory of events, I don’t re -
mem ber any other case of philo soph i cal con tri tion.

29 The ap pen dix “A Dot-Quote Primer” pro vides a de tailed sum mary of the ma -
chin ery if one should find nec es sary more pre ci sion.



It must not be for got ten that the se man ti cal char ac ter iza tion of
overt ver bal ep i sodes is the pri mary use of se man ti cal terms,
and that overt lin guis tic events as se man ti cally char ac ter ized
are the model for the in ner ep i sodes in tro duced by the the ory.30

Again, re call that WS works with a “myth” if you will, a ra tio nally
re con structed no tion of thought and lin guis tic ep i sodes so here he
em pha sizes the par a sitic char ac ter of thought: it is par a sitic upon
languaging. But, he also claims that the lin guis tic ep i sodes them -
selves in their pri mary sense as bear ers of mean ing are not to be
con fused with in scrip tions or ut ter ances which are the prod uct of
languaging.  The point that the events are the bear ers of meaning is
often repeated:

It is of ten said that it is peo ple rather than ut ter ances which
mean. But ut ter ances are peo ple ut ter ing; the claim in ques tion
is true only in the triv ial sense in which cer tain move ments are
a waltz only in so far as a per son mov ing in cer tain ways is a
per son waltz ing.31

Ep i sode ex pres sions that pick out the ver bal be hav ior of lan guage
us ers are in the ob ject lan guage:

The fa mil iar saw that words have mean ing only be cause peo ple 
mean things by them is harm less if it tells us that words have no
mean ing in ab strac tion from their in volve ment in the ver bal
be hav ior of lan guage us ers.32

Words are mean ing ful be cause they com prise ver bal ac tiv ity, ver -
bal ep i sodes. In scrip tions or ut ter ances—ob jects that are not
events—have mean ing only in the de riv a tive sense,  in the sense
that they are par a sitic upon the ep i sodes that give them life. The
mere in scrip tions or the words, ab stracted from the lin guis tic ep i -
sodes are ob jects but not events. They can not have mean ing in the
pri mary sense. “But why?” we might ask, “why is that sense that
they have mean ing de pend ent on something more primary?”

Truth and Cor re spon dence (1962) gives the most com pre hen -
sive ac count of the the ory of mean ing dur ing the pe riod and WS
con tin ues to re fer to the ex pla na tion there all the way to the end of
the No tre Dame Lectures. 

18

30 EPM (Em pir i cism and the Phi los o phy of Mind), 188.
31 FD (Fa tal ism and De ter min ism), 151, 1966.
32 LTC (Lan guage as Thought and Com mu ni ca tion), 523, 1969.



Relationalism

The No tre Dame Lec tures could not con tain a more sus tained
at tack on a philo soph i cal po si tion than the at tack on Relationalism.
And of course, the en gine of Relationalism is the “means ru bric”
con strued on the fa mil iar re la tional model.  “Re la tions, re la tions,
re la tions!” Sellars says, strik ing the po dium, “I want to get rid of all
of them! All of them!” In deed. The purge be gins with the “means
rubric.” 

Sellars of fers a re con struc tion of the “means ru bric” that has
since be come part of the philo soph i cal land scape.  WS at tacks the
key stone of Relationalism: namely, that mean ing state ments of the
form

S (in L) means p 

that is, the means ru bric, are re la tional state ments that as sert a re la -
tion be tween lin guis tic and nonlinguistic items.  For WS, both the
terms in the mean ing re la tion must have mean ing and there fore
must both be long to the lin guis tic or der.  Mean ing state ments, he ar -
gues, are spe cial ized the o ret i cal de vices that func tion to say that
one lin guis tic en tity is a coun ter part of an other or, as he fre quently
puts it, that two words, sen tences, or lin guis tic items have the same
use or role.

Some times re ferred to as the “net work the ory of mean ing,” it
in vokes the met a phor of words as mean ing what they do be cause of
their com plete role in the “cog ni tive econ omy,” the com plete ac tu -
al iza tion of trans ac tions and ex changes—the web—in which a term 
is caught—on anal ogy with the way that the rules of a game, say
Chess, con sti tute each “piece” by “vir tue of the pat terns they make” 
when pro duced in a “chessing-around” frame of mind.33
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How ever this should not leave us with the im pres sion that there
is a sim i lar ity be tween

‘Rot’ (in Ger man) means red

and 

‘rot’  and ‘red’ have the same use.  

Aside from the fact that the sec ond men tions the word ‘red’ but the
for mer does not, the dif fer ences Sellars fo cuses upon rest on his
view that the for mer pre sup poses that the speaker knows how to use 
the word ‘red’.  In us ing the means ru bric, one is be ing asked to re -
hearse their use of the word ‘red’, so the theme is one of mean ing as
trans la tion: if one wants to know what ‘Rot’ means, sit down, brew
a cup of cof fee and re hearse the use of ‘red’ in Eng lish if we want to
un der stand how to use ‘Rot’. “The trans la tion use of ‘mean’ gives
ex pres sion to the fact that the same lin guis tic role can be played by
dif fer ent ex pres sions.”34

To ex plore the dif fer ence be tween the con text of the means ru -
bric and or di nary trans la tion state ments, Sellars in tro duces his no -
tion of dot-quotes to rep re sent a spe cial form of quo ta tion and
ar gues that mean ing state ments can be re garded as if they em body
this spe cial form of quo ta tion which is an ex ten sion of the his tor i cal 
con ven tions that de vel oped into or di nary quo ta tion.  While or di -
nary quotes form ex pres sions that have an intra-lin guis tic use,
dot-quoted ex pres sions have an inter-lin guis tic use as well. Fur -
ther more, dot-quoted ex pres sions are more gen eral than or di nary
quoted ex pres sions be cause they pick out sim i lar i ties of role, and
ig nore the em pir i cal dif fer ences be tween the ex pres sions which
play the role in different languages.

Thus, 

‘Rot’ (in Ger man) means red

is an a lyzed as a phrase which ac tu ally in volves a spe cial ized form
of quo ta tion,

‘Rot’ (in Ger man) means CredC.
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Sellars takes the sec ond to be a way of say ing

‘Rot’s (in Ger man) are CredCs 

so he takes the “means ru bric” to be a spe cial ized form of a cop ula
the chief ad van tage of which co mes when we re al ize that dot-quot -
ing func tions as a per spic u ous re place ment for the nominalization
red ness:

we get an in ter pre ta tion of ab stract sin gu lar terms
which is a pow er ful tool for deal ing with prob lems
in the phi los o phy of lan guage and the phi los o phy of
mind. For to make this move is to con strue ‘stands
for’ as a spe cial ized form of the cop ula ‘to be’, the
sur face fea tures of which (a) in di cate that the sub -
ject mat ter is lin guis tic rather than, for ex am ple,
mil i tary or re li gious; (b) make pos si ble such con -
trasts as those be tween ‘stands for’, ‘con notes’, ‘de -
notes’, ‘re fers to’ and ‘names’…35

In TC, WS de vel ops the idea that learn ing to use words re quires
learn ing the many-lay ered rules of a lan guage and, as a re sult, ex -
hib it ing the uni for mi ties in lin guis tic be hav ior brought about
through those rules.36 The net work of roles, that is, the net work
which con sti tutes the mean ing of the terms in a lan guage bring it
about that lan guage pic tures the world, the cen tral and es sen tial
func tion of lan guage, 

the sine qua non of all oth ers, is to en able us to pic ture the
world in which we live.37

While the shift ing, dy namic uni for mi ties that con sti tute the pic tur -
ing are brought about by the nor ma tive struc ture we char ac ter ize as
the web of mean ings, pic tur ing it self is a mat ter-of-fac tual re la tion
be tween sys tems of items that are in-the-world in the nar row sense
in a way that does not in volve norms:
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36 Lev els of lan guage mir ror move ments up and down the se man tic lad der. WS

uses his con tem po rar ies’ in abil ity to know where they are on the lad der to
great ef fect. To his ears, their pro nounce ments must have sounded like a be -
gin ning phi los o phy stu dent con fus ing use and men tion. 

37 TC (Truth and Cor re spon dence), 46.



If pic tur ing is to be a re la tion be tween ob jects in the
nat u ral or der, this means that the lin guis tic ob jects
in ques tion must be long to the nat u ral or der. And
this means that we must be con sid er ing them in
terms of em pir i cal prop er ties and mat ter-of-fac tual
re la tions, though these may, in deed must, be very
com plex, in volv ing all kinds of con stant con junc -
tions or uni for mi ties per tain ing to the lan guage user
and his en vi ron ment. Spe cif i cally, al though we
may, in deed must, know that these lin guis tic ob jects 
are sub ject to rules and prin ci ples—are fraught with 
“ought”—we ab stract from this knowl edge in con -
sid er ing them as ob jects in the nat u ral order.38

The dis tinc tion in volv ing lin guis tic ob jects in the nat u ral or der,
that is, ob jects in the world in the nar row sense that does not in -
volve norms, con trasts with lin guis tic ob jects that are in the world
in the broad sense—the dot-quoted coun ter parts—which in volve
the con cep tion of norms and stan dards.

The no to ri ously Ja nus-faced dot-quoted ex pres sions can not be
viewed in iso la tion be cause, al though as nat u ral lin guis tic ob jects,
they are treated as if dis crete items in the world in the nar row sense,
like any other func tion ally char ac ter ized ob ject, it is an il lu sion
borne of the “ab strac tion” men tioned: a prolate spher oid that hap -
pens to be an Amer i can or Ca na dian foot ball makes an abys mal
Soc cer ball. Sim i larly, the items that con sti tute a world-map can not 
be bro ken-off and re garded in de pend ently. In other words, one
must not lose sight of the fact that the dot-quoted ex pres sions giv -
ing rise to the nat u ral lin guis tic ob jects are in the world in the broad
sense. As Sellars notes in a re lated con text, while nat u ral lin guis tic
ob jects are in the world in the nar row sense, the cor re spond ing
dot-quoted expressions, 

are “in the world” only in that broad sense in which
the ‘world’ in cludes lin guis tic norms and roles
viewed (thus in trans lat ing) from the stand point of a
fel low par tic i pant.39
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Thus, when WS re marks that “the only ob jects in the world are par -
tic u lars,” by that, he means, in the world in the nar row sense that
ex cludes lin guis tic norms and roles.40 In a sense, there re ally are no
lin guis tic ob jects in a broad sense—in the sense that they are en ti -
ties of which the world is ‘made up’—to steal a phrase from TWO.
The dis tinc tion be tween the ways items can be in the world pre sup -
poses the dis tinc tion be tween the nor ma tive and the non-nor ma tive
so the world in cludes only lin guis tic ob jects in their em pir i cal, de -
scrip tive or mat ter-of-fac tual terms.41

While the terms in the means ru bric are both in the world in
the broad sense be cause they in volve the con cep tion of norms and
stan dards, “pic tur ing is a com plex mat ter-of-fac tual re la tion.”42

Pic tur ing…is a re la tion, in deed, a re la tion be tween two re la -
tional struc tures. And pic tures, like maps, can be more or less
ad e quate. The ad e quacy con cerns the ‘method of pro jec -

tion’.43

The “re la tional struc ture” is spa tial in, as it were, a coarse sense
which we’ll con sider later. The cru cial point is that the nat u ral lin -
guis tic ob jects un der pin ning mean ing it self are in the world in a
nar row sense:

A state ment to the ef fect that a lin guis tic item pic tures a
nonlinguistic item by vir tue of the se man ti cal uni for mi ties
char ac ter is tic of a cer tain con cep tual struc ture is, in an im por -
tant sense, an ob ject lan guage state ment, for even though it
men tions lin guis tic ob jects, it treats them as items in the or der
of causes and ef fects, i.e. in re rum natura, and speaks di rectly
of their func tion ing in this or der in a way which is to be sharply
con trasted with the metalinguistic state ments of log i cal se -
man tics, in which the key role is played by ab stract sin gu lar

terms.44
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40  NS , 11, In deed, NS  can be taken as an at tempt to make clear the two sense of
be ing in the world.

41 WS of ten ex hib its a Kantian play ful ness when deal ing with the se man tic and
syn tac tic lad ders. Once, dur ing an ar gu ment over one of the Pitts burgh Pi rates
be ing over paid, I said that it does n’t re ally mat ter be cause debts aren’t in the
world in the nar row sense, to which WS re plied, “Sure they are, I pay debts
with dol lar bills [as he pulled one out of his pocket and waved it in my face] and 
this dol lar bill is in the world!”

42 SM (Sci ence and Meta phys ics), 136, 1966.
43 SM, 135.
44 SM, 137.



The Strat egy is clear (ig nor ing the ex ag ger ated ap peal to ‘the
or der of causes’): WS drives home the point that the tra di tional
construal of the means ru bric ig nores the dis tinc tion be tween mean -
ing and pic tur ing, the dis tinc tion be tween forms of re al ity—be ing
in the world in the broad and the nar row sense—and con fuses the
uni for mi ties brought about by norms and stan dards with the norms
and stan dards them selves.

Events: Sellars 1957 

Sup pose now that we take the 1957 anal y sis of mean ing and
turn it on the state ment made ear lier about the “fa mil iar saw” that
words mean be cause of their in volve ment in ver bal be hav ior, that
is, we turn it on the the ory of events? In par tic u lar the event,

Jones says ‘fa’.

Lin guis tic events, ep i sodes of ut ter ing or in scrib ing have mean ing
in the pri mary sense—they are in the world in the nar row sense. Of
course, lin guis tic events taken in the full-blooded nor ma tive sense
that con sti tutes roles are not in the world in the nar row sense. But,
lin guis tic events in so far as they con sti tute the com plex mat -
ter-of-fac tual pic tur ing re la tion as nat u ral lin guis tic ob jects are in
the world in the nar row sense. We are re minded of the topic in TC:

My topic, there fore, can be given a pro vi sional for -
mu la tion as fol lows: Is there a sense of ‘cor re -
spond’, other than that ex pli cated by se man tic
the ory, in which em pir i cal truths cor re spond to ob -
jects or events in the world?45

Ul ti mately, al though TC vac il lates be tween the cor re late of the
prod uct of the inscribings of the per fect in scriber, namely, the in -
scrip tions, and the inscribings them selves as lin guis tic events, the
in scrip tions are in volved in a merely sec ond ary or accidental sense.

Ear lier, WS pro vided an ac count of what it means to say that
events are de riv a tive ob jects and there fore, talk about events can be
elim i nated by means of Reichenbachean trans for ma tions (con tex -
tual def i ni tions) in fa vor of talk about chang ing things. How do the
trans for ma tions work on a lin guis tic event? For ex am ple, 
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Jones says ‘fa’.

Re call that WS in tro duced a trans for ma tion schema:

                  + is tak ing place            Vs
S’s V-ing   * took place            /   Ved
         . will take place             Will V

The trans for ma tion schema, how ever, does not ap ply to the fol low -
ing ep i sode ex pres sion:

Jones say ing that fa

which would re duce to,

Jones says that fa

be cause it is not one of the ap pro pri ate forms:

        + is tak ing place        
…            * took place     
     . will take place    

These forms will re duce, for ex am ple, 

Jones say ing that fa took place

to

Jones said that fa

but will go no fur ther.
Since events are de riv a tive ob jects, the ex pec ta tion would be

that state ments about the lin guis tic event of Jones say ing that fa are
eliminable in fa vor of state ments about Jones which, given the un -
der ly ing on tol ogy, seems bi zarre.       

The the ory of mean ing ex ac er bates the prob lem be cause in ad -
di tion to peo ple languaging, lin guis tic events, as we have just seen,
oc cur in the pic tur ing re la tion

… pic tures 01

yet not only does the lin guis tic event of Jones say ing ‘fa’ fail to fit
the rec ipe for elim i na tion via con tex tual trans for ma tions, it con -
tains an el e ment that is, as WS says in the lec tures, that-ed. While

25



Reichenbach’s trans for ma tions will take us from an event-ar gu -
ment to a thing-ar gu ment, the trans for ma tion it self is a wholistic
trans for ma tion which, for our pur poses, means that that-ed item is
ineliminable.46 To this point, the the ory pro vides no rec ipe for
trans form ing em pir i cal de scrip tive ex pres sions re fer ring to events
into ex pres sions for lan guage-us ers. 

In deed, one searches in vain for a way of han dling,

...is an event

be cause, for Sellars 1957, there is no need for an Ab stract En ti -
ties-type treat ment, events are in the ob ject lan guage, afer all.
What, then, are we to make of 

Jones’ V-ing is an event,

which, as a de riv a tive ob ject, is sup posed to be re duc ible to a state -
ment that men tions only Jones? Reichenbach’s trans forms were n’t
de signed to deal with cat e go riz ing state ments. But where do we
turn, then, when we leave the nec es sary ab strac tion of in scrip tions
and look for cash in terms inscribings and ut ter ings?

The up shot is that the rec ipe for treat ing lin guis tic events, pre -
sented in WS 1957, does not work in the pic tur ing re la tion. As a re -
sult, the trans for ma tions, the con tex tual def i ni tions, in short, all the 
ma chin ery as so ci ated with state ments that have mean ing in the pri -
mary sense which are also events does not co here with the treat ment 
of pic tur ing. It is as if Sellars, hav ing been hyp no tized by the treat -
ment of the de riv a tive ob jects—in scrip tions and ut ter ances, for ex -
am ple—fo cused on what he him self re garded as an ab strac tion. The 
cor re spond ing lin guis tic events, which, as the pri mary bear ers of
mean ing should have been the pri mary tar get of the dis cus sion, re -
main unanalyzable by the avail able transformations.   
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Events Redux: Sellars 1969

By the late 60s, WS had grown in creas ingly dis sat is fied with
the 1957 anal y sis of events—a dis sat is fac tion that first finds ex -
pres sion in MCP.47 That it both ered him is ev i dent in these lec tures
when, many years later, he still re gards the early treat ment of
events as a sig nif i cant mis take. By the early 70s, there were ques -
tions about the on tol ogy of events.48 As a re sult of WS’s dis sat is -
fac tion, the on tol ogy of events is brought in line with the treat ment
of ab stract en ti ties gen er ally. Still, WS proved to be fairly co quett -
ish about the way the 1957 treat ment of mean ing should be re for -
mu lated now that he had taken the pri mary bear ers of mean ing out
of the world in the nar row sense.49 Since it seemed to me that the re -
for mu la tion of the event anal y sis and the the ory of mean ing were
on a col li sion course, it led to some fairly per sis tent badg er ing. My
ex as per a tion amused WS but one day, he pointed out the gen eral di -
rec tion that a so lu tion would take. The story goes like this.

In Sellars 1957, events are in the world in the nar row sense,

Caesar’s cross ing the Rubicon

is an other way of say ing,
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47 Meta phys ics and the Con cept of a Per son, see foot note 6, p. 230.
48 Jack Nor man was work ing on events, WS re fers to his work much later in

FMPP (Foun da tions for a Meta phys ics of Pure Pro cess, 7, p. 64) yet Jack’s
treat ment meshes with the 1957 anal y sis. Jack worked with Barry Ham il ton on 
the on tol ogy of events, Ham il ton got me in ter ested. To say that I was com -
pletely baf fled by the di rec tion of WS’s think ing at the time would be an un der -
state ment.  With Ham il ton lead ing the way, He and I worked through Sellars’
the ory of mean ing and tried to un ravel its re la tion ship to the event anal y sis.
Al though Barry could put the prob lem into a sen tence, it was dif fi cult for me to 
get WS to re spond: the path al ways seemed to be pro tected by chal lenges that
WS wanted met be fore I could frame the prob lem. Note that Chrucky's event2
is not a ex actly what WS has in mind for “event” in the Peircean ideal frame -
work in which events are  pro cesses. For one thing, Broad's phenomenological
ap proach to de riv ing events2 does not work for WS. WS uses Prit chard’s strat -
egy—as he men tions in the lec tures—we eas ily mis take cer tain ex pe ri ences
for events. In deed, part of the prob lem with the rel a tiv is tic in ter pre ta tion of
time and events rests on just this sort of con fu sion.The on tol ogy Broad wants
is com pletely wrong as it brings events and time into the ground floor. Sim i -
larly, WS in tro duces events in the fine-grained sense as part of our reg u la tive
ideal—not as Chrucky im plies, as part of the thing-kind frame work.

49 In ad di tion, lin guis tic events started to play a more prom i nent role as he
pushed the VB model of men tal events.



Caesar crossed the Rubicon.

Thus, char ac ter iza tions of events, as de riv a tive ob jects, can be re -
placed by state ments men tion ing only the “chang ing things” par tic -
i pat ing in those events. Lin guis tic events, on the other hand,
con sid ered in mat ter-of-fac tual terms and stand ing in com plex mat -
ter-of-fac tual re la tions to ob jects in the world so as to con sti tute a
dy namic pic ture are ob jects in the world. If the for mer gives us
“events” in the Pickwickean sense, surely the lat ter gives us events
in the Cheshire cat sense. 

Sellars 1969, in con front ing these is sues, puts events in the
world in the broad sense and tells us that the pair above in volve 
“truth.”

Thus the next thing to note is that the con cept of
truth is the head of a fam ily of what might be called
alethic con cepts: ex em pli fi ca tion, ex is tence, stand -
ing in (a re la tion), (an event’s) tak ing place, (a state
of af fairs) ob tain ing, be ing in (a state), and many
oth ers.50

Thus,
There clearly are such things as events; and the
events in which a per son par tic i pates do con sti tute a
se ries. But if we look at one such event, say, the
event of Caesar cross ing the Rubicon it be comes ap -
par ent that what can be said by re fer ring to the event
in which Caesar par tic i pated can also be put with out 
such ref er ence. Thus, in stead of say ing, 

the event of Caesar cross ing the Rubicon took place

we can sim ply say,

               Caesar crossed the Rubicon. 

In deed, it is clear that in or di nary dis course
event-talk is in some sense de riv a tive from sub -
stance-talk.51
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50 NAO (Nat u ral ism and On tol ogy), 100.
51 MCP (Meta phys ics and the Con cept of a Per son), 226; AAE (Ac tions and

Events), 53,



While WS wants to hold the line on the “de riv a tive” sta tus of
event-talk, the con cept of “de riv a tive” un der goes a meta mor pho -
sis:

28. Turn ing now to the on to log i cal im pli ca tions of the
above anal y sis, the next point to be no ticed and stressed
is that ac cord ing to it events are not ob jects, save in that
very broad sense in which any thing that can be talked
about is an ob ject. Thus the only ob jects proper in volved
in Soc ra tes’ run ning are Soc ra tes him self… talk about
events is a way of talk ing about things chang ing. Thus
there are no events in ad di tion to chang ing things and
per sons.
73. In other words we must take into ac count the fact that
ac cord ing to that anal y sis, ‘run ning’ as an event sortal is
a metalinguistic nominalization of ‘to run’, as ‘be ing red’ 
is a metalinguistic nominalization of ‘is red’… while, of
course, there are events, there re ally are no events, for
events are not ba sic items—at oms—in the fur ni ture of
the man i fest im age. This claim was sup ported by two
lines of thought: (a) we can al ways re treat from state -
ments which in volve event lo cu tions, and which os ten si -
bly make a com mit ment to a do main of events as ob jects
in the world, thus

A run ning by Soc ra tes took place
to state ments which do not, thus

Soc ra tes ran.
(b) Since (a), by it self, is com pat i ble with the claim that it 
is events, rather than things, which are pri mary, the dom i -
nant con sid er ation was, ac cord ing to our anal y sis, that

event lo cu tions be long one step up the se man tic lad der

and re fer to lin guis tic or con cep tual items, rather than to

items in the world.52

As he puts it in the lec ture “Per spec tives 1986,” lec ture II,
So what we have then is the sen tence
    Soc ra tes runs
and we also have the event sen tence
    a run ning by Soc ra tes took place.
The lat ter is what I want to fo cus at ten tion on be -
cause what you can say in a sim ple sub ject pred i cate
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sen tence like ‘Soc ra tes runs’, we can also say by
means of the lo cu tion, 

a run ning by Soc ra tes took place.
Now ‘tak ing place’, it should be clear, is a cousin of
‘ex em pli fies’. The last time I was char ac ter iz ing ex -
em pli fi ca tion as equiv a lent to “true of,” for ex am ple

a ex em pli fies tri an gu larity
is a higher or der se man ti cal state ment to the ef fect
that a cer tain ab stract en tity namely tri an gu larity, is
true of a. I called ‘ex em pli fies’ an alethic ex pres -
sion, re fer ring to the word ‘true’ and what I want to
sug gest now is that when we say that

a run ning by Soc ra tes took place
what we are re ally do ing is say ing 
   that he runs is/was/will be true of Soc ra tes.

Thus ‘tak ing place’ is an alethic ex pres sion.
The ear lier trans for ma tion schema from TWO is re placed:

The ge neric form of events, sen tences, and, hence,
of ac tion sen tences is:
        +took place
S’s V-ing *is tak ing place
        .will take place 
I have pro posed that this ge neric form be re con -
structed as:
      +was true 
That S Vs  *is true 
         .will be true53

Thus, for Sellars 1969, 
Soc ra tes’ run ning too place

has, the form
That Soc ra tes runs was true

which is per spic u ously an a lyzed as
The CSoc ra tes runsC was true

and tells us that state ments of that type were once cor rectly
assertible. The trans for ma tion of event-talk turns out to be a spe cial 
case of the truth move. 

30

53 AAE (Ac tions and Events), 60.



Events, for Sellars 1957 con flated a metalinguistic state ment
with the state ment that it is about. While in the ear lier the ory it was
events in the world in the nar row sense that were de riv a tive ob jects
and de pend ent on sub stances, it is now event-talk that gives us de -
riv a tive sortal ex pres sions ap ply ing to items that are in the world in
the broad sense. In deed, events are a spe cies of prop o si tion. Yet,
prop o si tions are a type of lin guis tic event! As WS re marks,

The prop o si tion that-p…would rather be an event-
or ac tion-type which ‘in volves’, in a man ner by no
means easy to an a lyze, the prop o si tion that-p…54

And, ac cord ing to the the ory of mean ing, the pri mary use of
dot-quoted ex pres sions is the clas si fi ca tion of lin guis tic events:

Thus what we are re ally clas si fy ing are lin guis tic
ac tiv i ties…when all the proper moves have been
made,

Jones said that snow is white
be comes
    Jones •snow is white•ed.55

We can form con trived verbs that serve as the ba sis for the prop o si -
tional ex pres sions:

Thus, in 
Jones says that it is rain ing

the “it is rain ing” is be ing used to form the name of a
lin guis tic type of which, if the state ment is true,
some Jonesean ver bal be hav ior is a to ken. Oth er -
wise put, some Jonesean ver bal be hav ior is an •it is
rain ing•.56

So, 
to •it rains•

will be the avail able verb that ap plies to items that are in the world
in a broad sense. 

The prob lem is that pic tur ing re quires ob jects in the world in
the nar row sense so lin guis tic events could not en ter into the pic tur -
ing re la tion ex cept when con sid ered in mat ter-of-fac tual terms (as
nat u ral lin guis tic ob jects). The ex cep tion works for Sellars 1957
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be cause events could be so con strued. But it does n’t work for
Sellars 1969.

The event
    Caesar cross ing the Rubicon

is an a lyzed by the dot-quoted ex pres sion,
the •Caesar crossed the Rubicon•

which is to be un der stood in terms of the lin guis tic role and gov ern -
ing norms of the phrase that is il lus trated. Events have been moved
up the lad der away from pic tur ing and, if we were to take the ap -
proach given above from the lec ture Per spec tives 1986 Lecture II,
the ex pres sions in volve “a higher or der se man ti cal state ment to the
ef fect that cer tain ab stract en ti ties namely [an event], is true of
[Caesar].” Events are no lon ger in the world in the nar row sense nor
are they “de riv a tive ob jects.” In deed, they are not “ob jects” at all
ex cept in the sense in which they are treated as “for mal uni ver sals”
or used “in sec ond in ten tion.”57

The Truth Move

Al though Sellars pro vides clues as to the res o lu tion of the ten -
sion be tween the 1957 treat ment of events and the 1969 treat ment,
the ba sic in sight is con tained in the “truth move” as he calls it in the
lec ture “Con cep tual Change 1969” and also in the lec ture “What
Re ally Ex ists 1969.”58 WS com ments,

38. How does ‘that-fa’ func tion in ‘Jones says
that-fa’ (where ‘says’ is used in the sense of
‘thinks-out-loud’)? To an swer this ques tion, we
must ask a prior ques tion:
How does “ ‘fa’ ” func tion in “Jones says ‘fa”’?
The an swer is that “ ‘fa’ ” func tions as an ad ver bial
mod i fier of the verb ‘says.’ Lan guage can be writ -
ten, spo ken, ges tic u lated, etc., and ‘says’ serves to
pin down the mo dal ity of a languaging to ut ter ance.
If speech were the only mo dal ity, or if we ab stract
from a dif fer ence of mo dal ity, we could re place
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Jones says ‘fa’
by
Jones ‘fa’s,
i.e., use the ex pres sion-cum-quotes as a verb.
Roughly, to ‘fa’ would be first to ‘f’ and then to ‘a.’
39. It is be cause there is a range of ver bal ac tiv i ties
in volv ing the ut ter ing of  ‘fa’, e.g., as sert ing, re -
peat ing, etc., that we give it the sta tus of an ad verb
and hence, in ef fect, re quire that even in the case of
sheer think ing-out-loud there be a verb which it
mod i fies.59

Con sider, then, the lin guis tic event of
Jones’ •Snow is white•ing

that pic tures the snow. To do this job is must be an ob ject in the
world, and, un der the anal y sis, the ex pres sion be comes,

the •Jones •Snow is white•s• 
Com pare, 

that x Vs is true of Jones 
which re duces to

•Jones •Snow is white•s•s

re fer ring to sen tences con sist ing of the con trived verbs that we con -
structed ear lier. 

Or, mak ing the alethic char ac ter clear,60

(The event of) Jones V-ing took place

has, in the first place, the form

That Jones Vs was true

and, made more fully ex plicit, has the form

The •Jones Vs• was true.

and car ries us, via the truth move, to

•Jones •Vs•s• •snow is white•s/Vs61
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“Which tells us, in first ap prox i ma tion,” WS says, “that ex pres -
sions con sist ing of a •V•s ap pro pri ately con cat e nated with an
•Jones• are true62 and, by Wittgenstein’s in sight, the ex pres sion
applies to 

•Jones•s

hav ing a cer tain char ac ter. “I am in deed com mit ted to the fol low -
ing,” WS writes, “•a•s [•Jones•s] are STs…” but “not mere STs but
PROPSs.”63 Granted, WS goes on to say, the in stances of
•Jones•V•s•s are ob ject, they are “not ob jects which, con sid ered as
a lin guis tic role play ers, are mere sin gu lar terms.”64 But, since

•Jones•s are sin gu lar terms,

the ma te rial mode equiv a lent of which is

Jones is an ob ject

in deed, a ba sic ob ject, then the anal y sis re veals the sense in which 

(The event of) Jones •snow is white•ing

is Jones (as a lan guage user). Lin guis tic events are lan guage us ers
and, in the pri mary sense, it is per sons (the ul ti mate ob jects so to
speak, the par tic u lars named by BSTs) as lan guage us ers that pic -
ture the world:

the pri mary mode of be ing of “ex pres sions” is peo -
ple speak ing…Thus what we are re ally clas si fy ing
are lin guis tic ac tiv i ties.65

Thus, for Sellars 1969, for rea sons sim i lar to those given for the ex -
is tence of states of af fairs, 

There re ally are events

is true but, in the fi nal anal y sis, 

There re ally are no events in the world (in the nar row
sense)
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which is the ma te rial mode for mu la tion of the re al iza tion that the
sin gu lar terms which os ten si bly name events turn out, in the for mal
mode, to be metalinguistic  pred i cates.66

“On the re vised the ory of events,” I asked WS, “if
lin guis tic events aren’t in the world in the nar row
sense, how can they pic ture?” He re plied, “Events
don’t pic ture, peo ple do!”

And that is the end of the story with which we be gan. Whereas tri an -
gu larity is an easy move up the se man tic lad der be cause it ar rives at
the fa mil iar form of be ing tri an gu lar, there’s no run-ity, run-ness or 
run-hood that stands above run so, in stead, we lean on run ning that
man ages to dis guise its metalinguistic or conceptualistic ped i gree.
If we aren’t on our guard, events tend to es cape into the world in the
narrow sense.

Time

Time is in trou ble. Of course, there re ally is no time but it is not
merely that. For, just as Sellars 1969 re vis ited events, the treat ment
of time in Sellars 1957 must be re vis ited. As one can an tic i pate,
Sellars 1957 takes time to be de riv a tive as he con strued events to
be.67While he re jects the view that con cepts per tain ing to time are
ex plic itly de fin able in terms of re la tions be tween events (and,
there fore, not de riv a tive en ti ties in his tech ni cal sense), he de fends
the no tion that time is the coun ter part of em pir i cally as cer tain able
re la tion ships between events. WS poses the problem, 

“But,” it will be said, “even grant ing that some thing like the
po si tion you have been sketch ing can stand the gaff, you have
not yet shown how met ri cal re la tions be tween em pir i cally as -
cer tain able ep i sodes can be de riv a tive from nonrelational tem -
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po ral facts con cern ing things. For, as you your self have
in sisted, if things are the only ba sic in di vid u als, then all re la -
tional tem po ral facts per tain ing to ep i sodes must rest on
nonrelational tem po ral facts pertaining to things.”68

WS’s first view is con sis tent with this early treat ment of time
be cause events are in the world in a nar row sense. So what hap pens
when, as Sellars 1969 avers, there aren’t even any ep i sodes in the
world in the nar row sense upon which to hang tem po ral facts? What 
of time then?

Chang ing Things: Sellars 1949

An is sue has been wait ing in the wings since the start: why
isn’t talk about “chang ing things” smug gling in the con cept of an
event? For the his tor i cally sen si tive phi los o pher, the an swer to that
ques tion is bound up with a peri pa tetic slo gan fa mously rid i culed
by Des cartes: motus est actus entis in potentia, quatenus est in
potentia.69 And of ten finds ex pres sion in WS’ claim that men tal
“acts” are not “ac tions” (events).70 

The treat ment of events in TWO takes place within the
explanatory frame work of kinds of things.  A good idea of what WS
has in mind emerges in APM.71:

It is es pe cially sig nif i cant to the his to rian of phi los -
o phy that the thing-na ture frame work, though his -
tor i cally prior to and more “nat u ral” than the
event-law frame work which was to dom i nate sci -
ence from the sev en teenth cen tury on, could be cor -
rectly an a lyzed only by a phi los o pher who has a
clear con cep tion of a law of na ture…the lan guage of 
things and prop er ties, states and cir cum stances,
where it is ap pro pri ate, sums up what we know.72
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68 TWO, 552
69 Mo tion is the act of be ing in po tency, in as much as this is in po tency.
70 In case one won ders why WS wor ries so lit tle about de ter min ism, the an swer is 

rooted in his ra tio nal re con struc tion of talk about “men tal events” which, once
defanged, be come “ac tu al i ties” which “take place” but aren’t events. And, of
course, for him, since there are no events in the nar row sense, a de ter min ism
that rests on re la tions be tween par tic u lars can’t get off the ground.

71 APM (Ar is to te lian Phi los o phies of Mind), 1949; re printed in KPKT (Kant and
Pre-Kantian Themes: Lec tures by Wilfrid Sellars), (Ridgeview, 2002).

72 APM , n 22  .4.



Now, he notes, that al though the elab o ra tion of con cepts within the
thing-na ture frame work may be roughly hewn com mon sense, it is
an ex plan a tory frame work:

It fol lows from what we have been say ing that con -
cepts of kinds of things are the ways in which com -
mon sense crys tal lizes its ex pe ri ence of the world,
and that this crys tal li za tion con tains the com -
mon-sense grasp of nat u ral laws, crude and in com -
plete though this grasp may be. To the phi los o pher it 
is an in ter est ing and im por tant fact that com mon
sense thus for mu lates its un der stand ing of the world 
or der in terms of a frame work which, when cor -
rectly an a lyzed, is seen to be log i cally more com pli -
cated than that of a func tional cor re la tion of
events…I con clude, then, that the con cept of the na -
ture of a thing, in so far as it is a co her ent one, can be
an a lyzed in terms of the con cept of dove tail ing set
of dispositional prop er ties which spec ify both the
states by which it has re sponded to its his tor i cal cir -
cum stances, and the states by which it would have
re sponded to other cir cum stances.73

How then, do the dis po si tions get called into play? WS re marks,
Pro cess must not only de pend on, it must also some -
how be de rived from fac tors which are in trin si cally
im mune from change or be com ing… Now, things or 
sub stances change; but it does not even make sense
(ex cept met a phor i cally) to say that the na tures or
forms of things change. Thus, change is im pos si ble
un less there is more to things than their forms.

In the thing-na ture frame work the spe cific cor re la tion of states and
cir cum stances, the on to log i cal fruit ful ness, the over flow, arises
from the pow ers, the po ten ti al i ties of things which are the “more”
to which WS re fers.74
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73 APM 22 .
74 WS ac knowl edges his in debt ed ness to C.D. Broad’s dis cus sion of

dispositional prop er ties and the con cept of the na ture of a thing in An Ex am i -
na tion of McTaggart's Phi los o phy (1933), Vol I. pp. 142-151, 264-278. See
also chap. X of his The Mind  Its Place in Na ture.



Mo tion in the thing-na ture frame work is de fined by el e ments
com mon to all cat e go ries of be ing. There are two such el e ments:
po tency and act. As the Ar is to te lian—the pro gen i tor of the
thing-na ture frame work—sees it,  mo tion is not a purely pas sive
po tency; for there can be rest in what is sim ply pos si bil ity. A house,
prior to be ing built, can re main in def i nitely in the state of mere pos -
si bil ity. Mo tion is not per fect act, ei ther; for once the house is built
it re mains in per ma nent act and all the mo tion has ceased. Mo tion,
then, is not purely a po tency nor purely an act, and yet we can de fine 
it only through po tency and act. Hence it must nec es sar ily be an ad -
mix ture of act and po tency, it must par tic i pate both in act and in po -
tency.75 As Aquinas summarizes it:

We must re al ize, then, that some thing may be in act
only, some thing may be in po tency only, and some -
thing may be mid way be tween pure po tency and
per fect act. What is only in po tency is not yet be ing
moved; what is al ready in per fect act is not be ing
moved but has al ready been moved.76 

Hence a thing that is be ing moved is some thing that is in be tween
pure po tency and act, some thing that is partly in po tency and partly
in act. 

The slo gan, which Des cartes scorns, rests on the ex plan a tory
ma chin ery pe cu liar to the thing-kind frame work of com mon
sense—a frame work dom i nated by the bi o log i cal met a phors of
growth and de cay ( “met a phors” to us). Chang ing things are things
in mo tion. Things move be cause of the dove tail ing set of
dispositional prop er ties.77 Ac tu al i ties are not acts or events, WS is
fond of ac cus ing his tor i cally chal lenged determinists of con fus ing
“men tal ac tu al i ties” with “men tal events.” Our con cept of an event
is not frame work neu tral and does not have a place in the ba sic
thing-kind frame work. 
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75 I am bor row ing from DeRegnon’s leg end ary dis cus sion here.
76 Phys ics, III, les son 2.
77 Ac tu al ity and po ten ti al ity are not non-ex plained ex plain ers but the trip down

that rab bit-hole can just as eas ily be found in C.D. Broad who, by the way,
warns against us ing mo tion in the man ner we have but goes on to use it any way. 
Suarez, in par tic u lar, was fa mous for his at tempt to drill down from ac tu al ity
and po ten ti al ity to some thing more ba sic—but that is a dis cus sion for an other
oc ca sion.



The dis cus sion of time be gins with state ments about chang ing
things:

It is time, there fore, that we faced the fact that if we
are go ing to take things as our only prim i tive log i cal
in di vid u als, we must find a nonrelational way of
talk ing about chang ing things by the use of tensed
verbs which pro vides a log i cal ba sis for state ments
about top o log i cal and met ri cal re la tions be tween
events when it is trans lated into the de rived frame -
work of ep i sodes and events which we have been
con cerned to an a lyze.78

It helps to draw a dis tinc tion be tween talk about ‘event’ in a
course-grained sense and ‘event’ in a fine-grained sense. In the
Sellars of TWO, the dis tinc tion be tween the Man i fest Im age and the 
Sci en tific Im age had not yet crys tal lized. As a re sult, it is easy to
con fuse cases which would later be split neatly be tween the two. A
prob lem ex ac er bated by the fact that many of the in ter est ing cases
in volve the fail ure to dis tin guish be tween cases in which one is
mov ing on from an im age and cases in which one is aban don ing an
im age.79 If one reads the ref er enced sec tions of C.D. Broad through
Sellarsian eyes tuned to the char ac ter and dif fer ences be tween con -
cep tual frame works, one co mes up with a rea son able ap prox i ma -
tion of what WS has in mind by ‘event’ in the coarse-grained sense
of the thing-kind frame work. The gen eral dis tinc tion be tween a
course-grained ex plan a tory frame work and the “fine-grained” ex -
plan a tory frame work per sists through out WS’ works.80

How ever, where C.D. Broad finds facts and events as ul ti -
mate on to log i cal cat e go ries,81 WS takes se ri ously the idea of an
event as mo tion in the clas si cal sense de scribed above and there fore
talk about events is of ten re placed by talk about ac tu al ity and po -
ten ti al ity. The con cept of an event, we might say, evolves with WS’
the ory of events and moves from be ing a mem ber of the “mo tion”
fam ily (where it is “in the world” in the nar row sense as a chang ing
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78 TWO, 551.
79 When I was pes ter ing WS about this ques tion, the an swer came in the form of

CC (Con cep tual Change).
80 2 MFC (Mean ing as Func tional Clas si fi ca tion), 418; NO, 64;SM, 53; OAFP

(On Ac cept ing First Prin ci ples), 309, for ex am ple.
81 C.D. Broad, es pe cially, 151.



thing) to be ing a mem ber of a con cep tual cat e gory of items “in the
world” in the broad sense un til its fi nal trans po si tion into the ul ti -
mate reg u la tive (Peircean) sci en tific frame work as pure pro cess.
Not, mind you, the pro cesses of C.D. Broad un less Broad has first
been squeezed through the Man i fest Im age cum Sci en tific im age
rep er toire of categorial dis tinc tions.82 

The emerg ing Ar is to te lian thing-kind frame work that in cludes
events (as chang ing things) in a merely coarse-grained sense can -
not even sup port de ter min ism—it would be in co her ent.83 The ac tu -
al ity-po ten ti al ity dis tinc tion, by which Ar is totle el o quently solved
the Heraclitean prob lem of change, underwrites event-talk.

Time: Sellars 1957

Re turn ing now to the prob lem of time—now that we have some
idea of the coarse-grained (and frame work rel a tive) con cept of an
event—what is the sta tus of time in the com mon sense world? Since 
it is a ques tion that WS sets out to an swer in TWO, one ex pects an
an swer to be forth com ing.84 Since Time is bound up with events,
one would ex pect that as with events, Time finds a place in the com -
mon sense world in a coarse-grained sense:

What is of some what greater in ter est, how ever, is
that our anal y sis throws light on the sense in which
‘there are’ tem po ral re la tions at all. For while there
clearly are tem po ral re la tions be tween events, the
lat ter (we have ar gued) have a de riv a tive sta tus in
the sense that state ments about events are, in prin ci -
ple, trans lat able into state ments about change able
things. If we put this some what mis lead ingly by
say ing that ‘ul ti mately’ or ‘in the last anal y sis’ there
are no such things as events, we must also say that
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82 A dif fer ence which should be ap par ent when read ing, say, C.D. Broad, 142.
83 Sellars would ar gue that the con cept of an event re quired for de ter min ism

does n’t ar rive on the scene un til af ter the Cartesians. If one in vokes a re la tion
be tween par tic u lars to ground de ter min ism, WS ar gues against the idea at
length in his treat ment of  Spinoza, see  KPT  (Kant and Pre-Kantian Themes)
for his dis cus sion. For a dis cus sion of ep i sodes as ac tu al i ties, see, for ex am ple, 
Sellars-Aune Cor re spon dence; SM (Sci ence and Meta phys ics), 31, 70-71,
156-157; FD (Fa tal ism and De ter min ism), 153; ME (The Meta phys ics of Epis -
te mol ogy), 3; MP (Meta phys ics and the Con cept of a Per son) §45.

84 TWO, 527.



‘ul ti mately’ or ‘in the last anal y sis’  there are no
such things as tem po ral re la tions.85

Events: Sellars 1969

But, we must ask, “By drag ging events, in the nar row sense, out 
of the world by the scruff of their meta phys i cal necks, and putt ing
them in the world in the broad sense, have n’t we done the same to
time? Af ter all, if events aren’t ob jects, there is noth ing for there to
be tem po ral re la tions be tween.” Given the dis cus sion above, we
can feel com fort able with the on to log i cal im pli ca tions:

Turn ing now to the on to log i cal im pli ca tions of the
above anal y sis, the next point to be no ticed and
stressed is that ac cord ing to it events are not ob jects, 
save in that very broad sense in which any thing that
can be talked about is an ob ject. Thus the only ob -
jects proper in volved in Soc ra tes’ run ning are Soc -
ra tes him self, and such other unproblematic ob jects
as sand and gravel.86

And, in deed, on the new the ory of events, al though events aren’t
ob jects in the world in the nar row sense, we have a means of  talk ing 
about them:

With a qual i fi ca tion to be con sid ered in the next sec -
tion, talk about events is a way of talk ing about
things chang ing. Thus there are no events in ad di -
tion to chang ing things and per sons.

And since this is so, it would seem that tem po ral re la tions must fol -
low their relata up the meta phys i cal lad der and out of the world in
the nar row sense. In deed, WS fol lows up with the re mark:

An other, but closely re lated, on to log i cal point:
There are no tem po ral re la tions.87

Nor, for that mat ter are there in stants,
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85 TWO, 550.
86 FMPP (Foun da tions for a Meta phys ics of Pure Pro cess), II, 28.
87 FMPP, II, 30.



In stan ta neous C#ings are to be con strued not as
build ing blocks in the world, but rather as entia
rationis [lin guis tic/conceptualistic en ti ties] tai -
lored to fit the entia rationis which are in stants.88

Later we will have to con sider how WS in cor po rates Prichard’s rea -
sons for chal leng ing the view that time, events or mo tion can be
prof it ably char ac ter ized as perceivables. For now, let’s con tinue
with the pres ent line of thought. Al though the words WS uses dif fer
slightly, the idea re mains the same: events are in the world in the
broad sense—the no tion of entia rationis al lows him to touch bases
with the philosophia perennis in a way that he finds es sen tial. But,
whereas in Sellars 1957, the tem po ral re la tions were not in the
world in the nar row sense be cause there were no events in the nar -
row sense, Sellars 1969 takes a dif fer ent strat egy: C#ings don’t re -
ally have du ra tion be cause there aren’t any in the req ui site sense
and there are no tem po ral re la tions be cause, aside from the fact that
their os ten si ble relata are gone, tem po ral ex pres sions are not re la -
tional. In FMPP, they are “con nec tives” which is as it should be: on
the later view of events, events are sen tences, not sin gu lar terms:
the material mode

that S Vs is an event
is an a lyzed by

the •S Vs• is an event sen tence (EPROP),
con nec tives, as WS goes on to point out, are needed to “con nect”
them. Al though,

The•the •S Vs•• is a ST, 
and, thus, an ob ject, in the ma te rial mode, it is not an item that can
stand in tem po ral “re la tions,” it is a kind. 

WS was, at the time, un able to give an ad e quate for mal iza tion
of event-talk, so he never dis cusses fur ther the “con nec tives” in the
ap pro pri ate sense ex cept to point out some of the logic re quired  of
them:

In the pas sage re ferred to in [TWO and NO], note 5
above, I char ac ter ized the above ex pres sions as
‘tem po ral con nec tives’ to em pha size that like the
log i cal con nec tives they are not re la tion words. I
now think it better to con strue them as ad verbs, and
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88 FMPP, II, 120. 



await an ad e quate the ory of ad ver bial mod i fi ers for
fur ther il lu mi na tion.89

So what are we to make of the ear lier claim, 
I have ar gued else where that tense—in that broad
sense which in cludes both tensed verbs and such in -
di ca tor words as ‘now’—is an ir re duc ible fea ture of
tem po ral dis course. In other words, the tem po ral as -
pects of the world can not be cap tured by dis course
from which all ‘tensedness’ has been elim i nated. I
shall not reargue this the sis which, af ter all, is
widely held, on the pres ent oc ca sion. I shall sim ply
take it to be an es sen tial part of the larger story I am
try ing to tell.

Ear lier, we came to grips with the sense in which events are in the
world in the broad sense and, in our dis cus sion of mo tion in the
thing-kind frame work, we have pointed out a sense in which
“events” are in a coarse-grained way, in the world in a nar row sense
(as chang ing things). Can we do the same for time? Sellars re marks, 

…there is the idea that time has the sta tus of a
quasi-the o ret i cal en tity the ul ti mate par tic u lars of
which are mo ments. Ac cord ing to the lat ter in ter -
pre ta tion, met ri cal re la tion ships be tween pe ri ods
and mo ments of time would be ‘ide al ized’ coun ter -
parts of em pir i cally as cer tain able met ri cal re la tion -
ships be tween ep i sodes per tain ing to ev ery day
…things.90

In the lec tures, WS ad dresses the sense in which time is in tro -
duced as a met ri cal frame work rather than as part of the con tent of
the world. So, how then, is time bound up with “state ments con -
cern ing em pir i cally as cer tain able met ri cal re la tions be tween ep i -
sodes [in the coarse-sense] per tain ing to things of ev ery day life?”91

43

89 FMPP, II, 34. Al though WS re fers to Jack Nor man’s work, Jack con tin ued
along the lines of Reichenbach who re garded events as in the world in the nar -
row sense.

90 TWO, 551.
91 TWO, 551.



The use of tensed state ments is a ba sic fea ture of the thing-kind
frame work and, even if one could pry it loose from the frame work
of time, 

tensed dis course with these [tem po ral] con nec tives, 
but with out the frame work of time, would con sti tute 
a most prim i tive pic ture of the world.92

WS ar gues for the ineliminability of tensed dis course and the ul ti -
mate in co her ence of those who ar gue for “time less facts” the
detensed lan guage of which con sti tutes the neu tral foun da tion for
these more ba sic items.93 

Leav ing aside the dis man tling of pro po nents of a ba sic
detensed lan guage (con tained in the text), it is n’t dif fi cult to see
what WS has in mind by the claim,

This makes it dou bly im por tant to see that ep i -
sode-ex pres sions are grounded in tensed state ments 
about things, where these state ments, since they are
not sin gu lar terms, must be that-ed (in ef fect,
quoted) to serve as the sub ject of state ments to the
ef fect that some thing phys i cally im plies some thing
else.94

And in deed, on the the ory of events for Sellars 1969, re call that in
the anal y sis of events, events are prop o si tions, and so, are a sub cat -
e gory of PROP, e.g., EPROP.95

Jones putt ing the lit mus pa per in acid is an event,
not an ob ject

which is an a lyzed in the ma te rial mode as
That Jones put the lit mus pa per in acid is an event,
not an ob ject

and be comes, in for mal mode, 
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92 TWO, 552.
93 TWO, 531-532. The “ir re duc ible el e ment of tensed dis course about things

which is at the heart of our world pic ture,” 577. That there is a place for the
detensed lan guage is shown by Sicha in his Math e mat ics.

94 TWO, 543.
95 Ex ploit ing the ter mi nol ogy of the Sellars-Rosenberg cor re spon dence, Jan u -

ary 16, 1973.



The •Jones put the lit mus pa per  in acid• is an
EPROP, not a ST.96

Co in ci den tally, on the fine-grained anal y sis in the later the ory of
events, as WS says in TWO, ‘The •Jones put the lit mus pa per  in
acid•’ is not a sin gu lar term once it has been suit ably “that-ed” and
causal state ments are metalinguistic in char ac ter. 

Turn ing to time in the coarse-grained sense, WS of fers the fol -
low ing, 

The temp ta tion to think of the con tin uum of events top o log i -
cally con ceived apart from spe cific met rics as the ba sic re al ity
which in cludes these met rics as spe cific pat terns of top o log i cal 
re la tion ship is a mislocation of the fact that met ri cal dis course
about events is rooted in premetrical tensed dis course in which
we talk about do ing this or that while (be fore, af ter) other

things do this or that in our im me di ate prac ti cal en vi ron ment.97

Leav ing aside the is sue of events in the broad sense that con sti tute
the top o log i cally or dered con tin uum, let’s ex am ine how they might 
be said to be “rooted in premetrical tensed discourse.”

Time Again

What we’ve got so far cre ates a ten sion be tween Time as a re la -
tion be tween events which are not in the world in the nar row
sense—in which case there re ally are no tem po ral re la tions—and
Time as a re la tion be tween events in the broad sense—in which
case there are tem po ral re la tions. And we need to point to WS’s
view about fea tures of the Man i fest Im age that help make sense of
these claims. In other words, we need to see what he is get ting at
when he re marks above, “tem po ral as pects of the world can not be
cap tured by dis course from which all ‘tensedness’ has been
eliminated.” 
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96 If events are prop o si tions, then the ex pres sion which trans lates ‘event’ into the 
for mal mode must stand for a spe cies of sen tence. Here we are coin ing the
phrase ‘E-sen tence’ for that spe cies of sen tence.

97 TWO, 573. For the Kantian, time and space are the me di ums by (through)
which we en coun ter things do ing this or that, here or there.  



It is n’t nec es sary to go far be cause the rel e vant dis tinc tions can
be found in Sci ence and Meta phys ics:

Let me be gin by draw ing fa mil iar dis tinc tions. In
the first place, be tween: (a) what I shall call, for rea -
sons which will shortly emerge, ‘fine-grained’ or
‘the o ret i cal’ Space…(b) Con trast ing with this there
is what I shall call ‘coarse-grained’ or em pir i cal
Space. It, too, is an in fi nite in di vid ual, but it is an in -
di vid ual the el e ments of which are pos si bil i -
ties—roughly, pos si ble re la tions of per cep ti ble ma -
te rial things.98

…Coarse-grained (or em pir i cal) Space con sists of
pos si ble re la tions of coarse-grained ma te rial things
to one an other. Here, the re la tion of ‘oc cu py ing a
place’ is a spe cial case of that in ter est ing kind of re -
la tion which is ‘re al iz ing a pos si bil ity’.99

WS makes a great deal out of the fact that Kant’s con fu sion about
the sta tus of coarse-grained space was re flected in both his on tol -
ogy about space and his on tol ogy about time—a point that will turn
out to be cru cial later on. But, for now, it suf fices to ex plore the
coarse-grained or em pir i cal space100 that finds its way into our ev -
ery day, man i fest-frame work-phys ics. For cer tainly, coarse grained  
em pir i cal space must be in the world in the nar row sense oth er wise
“pic tur ing” would n’t ex ist nor would the Jumblies be able to say
any thing.101

C.D. Broad’s dis cus sion of McTaggart pro vides the con text
within which WS’ dis cus sion of time and the world or der takes
place. Since the ac count it self takes place within the phe nom en ol -
ogy of time, it is pos si ble to mine it for in sight with out get ting lost
in Broad’s dis tinc tions: press ing is sues of his day have been ex -
changed for prob lems of our own. Aside from that, Broad pre sup -
poses the on tol ogy of facts and events which we don’t want to

46

98 SM (Sci ence and Meta phys ics), 53, ‘crude geo met ri cal’ con cepts in ME (The
Meta phys ics of Epis te mol ogy), 204.

99 SM, 54.
100 Again, the ac tu al ity-pos si bil ity re la tion ship of the thing-kind frame work hov -

ers in the back ground.
101 Sellars uses Ed ward Lears’ fic tional  “Jumblese,” the lan guage of the Jumblies 

to il lus trate his the ory of pred i ca tion, see the lec ture “Per spec tives 1986,” lec -
ture II. 



pre sup pose.102 Thus, much of what he has to say needs to be trans -
posed to a dif fer ent key. 

Coarse-Grained Time and Space

For the Kantian, Time and Space are the me di ums by which we
ex pe ri ence thing-kinds.103  Yet, how is that pos si ble if there is no
time? A clue to the an swer lies in WS’s ac cep tance of his re con -
struc tion of the Kantian ap proach ac cord ing to which time, some -
how, in some way, lives in our ex pe ri ence of the world or der.104 For
our pur poses, this will give us use ful met a phors for talking about
time. 

The some how pres ence of Time at the com mon sense level, as
WS re gards it, ap pears in tensed Eng lish in the form of Tense (5)
and as pect: a change un folds in a way (as pect) and “takes place”
yes ter day, to mor row or now (tense). In this re spect, “tense” bears a
re sem blance to the spa tial “place” by lo cat ing change rel a tive to a
view point (ei ther the speaker mo ment or a ref er ence event rel a tive
to the speaker) and “as pect” re sem bles the way pos si ble re la tions of 
ma te rial things are dis trib uted through out the change (the way
things might be “manys” or “ones”): the “shape” of a change, so to
speak. The pre ci sion of the or der ing in a change, like that in space,
can be re fined to an ex tent that de pends on only the lim its of one’s
meta phys i cal mi cro scope—ad verbs (yes ter day), com plex noun
phrases (Stardate -314063.34746888274, 3rd house on the left un -
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102 For a sus tained at tack on the con cept of “fact” see ME. 
103 I will para phrase some of the Ste ven’s Pinker’s Google lec ture on his own

work. To me, his Kantian sen ti ments and joy with the func tion of verbs make
his views easy to re con struct as suit ably Sellarsian and I do so in what fol lows.
Al though Pinker puts events and time in the world, it is done in such a way that
it can be made to il lu mi nate WS’s sim ple model about coarse-grained time and
events (the world or der) with out too much vi o lence to ei ther . Since WS does -
n’t use a lin guis tic anal y sis in TWO, it makes the rel e vant dis tinc tions harder
to fol low and this is where Pinker’s ap proach shines.

104  With the sig nif i cant mod i fi ca tion that ob jects are representeds in space and
time–but more of this later, see also KPKT (Kant and Pre-Kantian Themes:
Lec tures by Wilfrid Sellars), chap ters 16-17.



der the over pass). In our coarse-grained em pir i cal space, it is
enough that change is de ter mi na ble rel a tive to a “view point.” It
need not be fixed like a dig i tal clock as long as the gen eral
flow—“com ing abouts” in time de canted into the flow things—is
ob served (there-then, here-now), the coarse-grained mea sure of
change (em pir i cal time) does n’t wait for pre ci sion, and ig nores ab -
so lute de tail (al though by pil ing on de scrip tions, it can gen er ate de -
tail like it was there-then at 42.19N 122.51W elev. 5304’ at
Stardate -314063.34746888274).105 It is as pect and not tense that
of ten plays a key role in il lus trat ing em pir i cal time much in the way
that shape plays a key role for nav i gat ing em pir i cal space. It of ten
ap pears in WS’s (and Broad’s) ex am ples
as an open-ended pres ent pro gres sive
(cross ing) or closed-ended com plete mo -
tion (ran) while the “in stan ta neous” or
“momentaneous” punctate verbs (kick,
smack) typ i cally give way to the ex plicit
ap pear ance of ‘now’. The ‘now’ as a crude 
met ri cal con cept, works like the no tion of
a point-bound ary on a sim pli fied em pir i -
cist’s ac count of a bounded line. For ex am ple,  in a black cross
drawn on a white page, one line is lim ited at the junc ture by the hor i -
zon tal line; they in ter sect at the point, the limit.106

The point here [see fig ure at the junc ture of the
cross] can be thought of as the limit of the bound ary
and it co in cides, as it were, with the limit of the
white. There is a limit there. We ac tu ally ex pe ri ence
the white as lim it ing the black and the black as lim it -
ing the white: the ex pe ri enc ing of a limit. By ‘point’
is not meant some thing like a dot that has extensity;
the point is the in ter sec tion of the lines which are
bound aries: they would be lim its. One ver ti cal line
is lim ited at the junc ture by the hor i zon tal line; they
in ter sect at a point.107
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105 WS does n’t dis cuss cases that use a ref er ence time, the per fect tenses, “The
CEO of GM will have been fired by then,” “The CEO of Mor gan Stan ley had
earned a bil lion dol lar bo nus by the crash of 2008” so let’s omit it.

106 ME, 205.
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Space car ries time along with it: if the course-grained no tion of a
line is treated as the end or bound ary of a one-di men sional rib bon
(in which, lin guis ti cally speak ing, the other fea tures are ig nored),
then “cut the end off the fish ing line leader,” makes per fectly good
sense. “Time stuff,” then, when treated as a thing-kind tak ing up
res i dence in coarse-grained space, de vel ops sim i lar “bound aries”
as when one is asked “to be gin their lec ture when Jones is fin ished.” 
For the par tic i pant in the man i fest world, time is par a sitic in the
sense that tense and as pect treat stuff and things in the thing-kind
frame work as stretch ing along di men sions with a cer tain shape (as -
pect) and some how rel a tive to the op er ant view point (tense). Lo ca -
tions in coarse-grained time, like lo ca tions in coarse-grained space
while sim pli fied (near/far), stretch neb u lously and in def i nitely
back ward and in eluc ta bly for ward from me, the speaker, or form
part of the pres ent scen ery with ad verbs keep ing an in ven tory of the 
sa lient de tails (yes ter day, a long long time ago).

Grant ing with Sellars108, that some how at the level of com -
mon sense, time is en coded in tense and as pect, tense works, in a
premetrical frame work, like prep o si tions and other spa tial terms to
lo cate rel a tive to a view point while as pect pro vides a “shape” for
changes and that the “hap pen ings in time are pack aged like the flow 
of mat ter”109, we have a rea son ably com fort able pic ture of the way
that the man i fest im age ac count of coarse-grained time and
coarse-grained space as in the world in the nar row sense are em -
bed ded in the lan guage of com mon sense. 
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108 Ste ven Pinker pro vides com men tary on verbs from which one can ex trap o late
on to log i cal con sid er ations. The sub tlety with which time-talk merges with
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come to mean sim ply “the past” and “the fu ture” but “per sons” are the ini tial
ul ti mate sub jects while other things are treated as trun cated per sons, peo ples’
“do ings” and “plannings.”

109 See Ste ven Pinker’s Google lec ture on the “Stuff of Thought” be cause it is not
pos si ble to do jus tice to his sug ges tive ac count.



Ab so lute Be com ing

From this it fol lows that C.D. Broad’s no tion of “goings-on,”
“hap pen ings” and the like, his pro cesses, Sellars chooses not pry
loose from thing-kinds.110 In deed, while Sellars finds a place for
pro cesses, Broad’s ab so lute pro cesses do not be long to
phenomenological re duc tion tak ing place within the Man i fest Im -
age. If any thing for WS, Broad’s ab so lute pro cesses rep re sent the
core of the change of con cep tual frame works as we move away
from the Man i fest Im age. One can see that while Sellars 1957 lo -
cates events in the world in the nar row sense, C.D. Broad’s fla vor of  
event is not part of Sellars’ ba sic fur ni ture of the world. WS is clear
about the de riv a tive sta tus of events even if he has yet to come up
with the means for ar tic u lat ing “…is an event” in a way that works
for both the Man i fest and Sci en tific frame work. In the later the ory,
once events move one step up the se man tic lad der, their treat ment
falls un der the ap proach taken to con cep tual change in general. 

“Ab so lute Be com ing” which Broad must treat as a non-ex -
plained ex plainer, WS treats gin gerly in TWO111 be cause, as he
thought at the time, it is one of the fun da men tal forms of event ex -
pres sions in the thing-frame work where events are in the world in
the nar row sense:

While things are re ferred to by names, the fun da -
men tal form of event ex pres sions in the thing frame -
work is in di cated by the fol low ing: 

    ‘S’s be ing Φ, 

    ‘S’s be com ing Φ, 
  ‘S’s V-ing (or be ing V-ed )’ (where ‘V’ rep re -
sents an ap pro pri ate verb). 
Both ‘S’ and ‘S’s be ing V’ are sin gu lar terms, but
their sta tuses within this cat e gory are rad i cally dif -
fer ent. We have al ready had quite a bit to say about
the ‘ex is tence’ of events and, in deed, of past, pres -
ent, and fu ture events within the frame work of
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things. It is time we said some thing about the ‘ex is -
tence’ of things them selves.112

Thus, he re marks, these ex is tence state ments about things are “ir re -
duc ibly tensed as state ments about the qual i ta tive and re la tional vi -
cis si tudes of things.” Putt ing,

(135) S ; is, was, will be C Φ113

in par al lel terms that make ex plicit the ex is ten tial claim, gives us

 (135) S ; ex ists, ex isted, will ex ist C114

The ques tion, “What is the anal y sis given to these ex is tence state -
ments?” is an swered, in part, in the mon u men tal GE (Gram mar and
Ex is tence: A Pref ace to On tol ogy).

In the piv otal GE (1958), the ex am i na tion is di rected against
the then cur rent dog matic read ing of ex is ten tial claims: that, for
example,

S is a man
is to be un der stood as,

(�K) S is a K
which gives the ap pear ance of a com mit ment to the ex is tence of en -
ti ties of a higher or der. In ter est ingly, WS notes,

Even if we could take it as es tab lished that to quan -
tify over ad jec tive, com mon noun, and state -
ment-vari ables is not to as sert the ex is tence of
qual i ties, kinds or prop o si tions, we would sooner or
later have to face the fact that or di nary lan guage
does in volve the use of the sin gu lar terms and the
com mon nouns which raise the spec ter of Pla ton -
ism—and, in deed, that we do make the ex is tence
state ments which the Platonist hails as the sub -
stance of his po si tion. For we do make such state -
ments as ‘There is a qual ity (thus tri an gu larity)
which . . .’ ‘There is a class (thus, dog-kind—or the
class of white things) which. . .’ , and ‘There is a
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prop o si tion (thus, that Caesar crossed the Rubicon)
which . . .’ . These state ments, gen u inely ex is ten tial
in char ac ter, make forth right on to log i cal com mit -
ments. Or are these com mit ments, per haps, less
forth right than they seem? Can they, per haps, be ‘re -
duced’ to state ments which make no ref er ence, ex -
plicit or im plicit, to on to log i cal categories ?115

To put it some what dif fer ently, 
that Caesar crossed the Rubicon is a prop o si tion

is the ma te rial mode, or categorial coun ter part of the for mal mode,
that Caesar crossed the Rubicon is a sen tence

which WS sug gests leads the way to ex tri cat ing our selves from
Plato’s beard:

That ex is ten tial quan ti fi ca tion over pred i cate or
sentential vari ables does not as sert the ex is tence of
ab stract en ti ties. I then sug gested that if the only
con texts in volv ing ab stract sin gu lar terms of the
forms f-ness, K-kind and  that-p which could not be
re for mu lated in terms of ex pres sions of the forms ‘x
is f, x is a K’, and ‘p’ were cat e go riz ing state ments
such as ‘ f-ness is a qual ity’, ‘K-kind is a class’ , ‘p is
a prop o si tion’, then we might well hope to re lieve
platonistic anx i eties by the use of syn tac ti cal ther -
apy.116 

Aside from the gen eral treat ment of categorial state ments such as
(�K) S is a K

as
S is some thing,

GE brings us no closer to an ac count of 
…is an event

and it seems clear that the sta tus of events con tin ues to elude be -
cause there is a re luc tance to press the point. What would ac count
for the hes i ta tion?

An an swer, of sorts, sug gests it self by fol low ing the treat ment
of ex is tence state ments in TWO. 

Once we re al ize that ‘ex is tence’ is not to be con -
fused with ‘ex is ten tial’ quan ti fi ca tion, we are in a
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po si tion to note that whereas such rad i cally dif fer -
ent ex is tence state ments as
(147) Ei sen hower ex ists
and
(152) Tri an gu larity ex ists,
not to men tion
(153) Lions ex ist
and
(154) Num bers ex ist,
have in com mon the gen eral form
(155) (�x) x sat is fies the cri te ria for be ing called
(an) N,
there is a rad i cal dif fer ence be tween the first and
sec ond mem ber of each pair, a dif fer ence which
con cerns the na ture of the cri te ria. And once we re -
flect on these dif fer ences we note that what ever may 
ul ti mately be true of (152) and (154), the ex is tence
state ments con cern ing Ei sen hower and lions es sen -
tially in volve a re la tion to the per son mak ing the
state ment. For to say that Ei sen hower ex ists is to im -
ply that he be longs to a sys tem (world) which in -
cludes us as knowers (i.e., lan guage us ers). In other
words, such state ments as that Ei sen hower ex ists
have an in ti mate log i cal con nec tion with state ments 
which give ex pres sion to their own lo ca tion in the
frame work to which be longs the ref er ent of the
state ment (in this case Ei sen hower), i.e., to ken-re -
flex ive state ments. And the to ken-re flex ive state -
ments in ques tion are those which for mu late the
nexus of ob ser va tion and in fer ence in terms of
which the claim that there is some thing which sat is -
fies the cri te ria for be ing called Dwight D. Ei sen -
hower would be jus ti fied.117

WS is do ing more than deplatonizing syn tac tic ther apy, he sug gests 
that ex is tence state ments re veal some thing about the char ac ter of
our com pan ions in this world, but what sort of thing would that be?
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We gain some in sight into the fea tures of our ob ser va tional frame -
work that are be ing re vealed:

Again,
(159) There are fu ture things
is to be un der stood as a de rived state ment which
rests on
(160) S is fu ture @/@ ‘S will ex ist’ is true
and, hence, on
(161) S will ex ist.
Here we find a cru cial dif fer ence be tween things
and events (in the thing frame work), for, as we saw,
(95) There are fu ture ep i sodes
does not rest on
(162) E will ex ist
but rather on
(163) E will take place
which is equiv a lent to a state ment of the form
(164) S will V.118

We take “‘There are ep i sodes’” to be equiv a lent to ‘Some thing is
tak ing place, or has taken place or will take place.’

In other words, as al ready men tioned, events (of the first the -
ory) have a de riv a tive sta tus in the sense that sin gu lar terms re fer -
ring to events are con tex tu ally in tro duced in terms of sen tences in -
volv ing sin gu lar terms re fer ring to things.119 From which it fol lows 
that the “com ing to be and pass ing away” in the thing frame work
does not mean the com ing to be or pass ing away of events (as Broad
or Reichenbach saw it) be cause al though events take place, events
are con tex tu ally in tro duced, not named, al though they are not, in
Sellars 1957, lin guis tic en ti ties, nei ther are they pri mary ex is -
tents.120 Broad’s puz zle ‘How can tem po ral re la tions ob tain be -
tween an item which ex ists and one which does n’t ex ist if  aRb e
(�x)(�y) xRy?,’ (i.e., in the Man i fest Im age, the relata must ex ist),
does not arise un less one con fuses ex is tence state ments with ex is -
ten tial quan ti fi ca tion and ‘...ex ists’ with ‘...takes place’.121
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The fam ily of con cepts (ear lier, later, past, pres ent, fu ture,
now, then and so on) which make up the frame work of or di nary
tem po ral dis course rests on an ir re duc ibly perspectival struc -
ture.122 But time as a mea sure of events is a mea sure of things, the
foun da tion of tem po ral dis course is rooted in premetrical tensed
dis course and nonrelational tem po ral con nec tives of talk about
things or per sons do ing this or that while, be fore, af ter, other things
or per sons do ing this or that in our perspectively im me di ate en vi -
ron ment, the rel e vant ur-con cepts per tain ing to the tem po ral:123 

it seems to me to be per fectly clear that the ba sic in -
di vid u als of this uni verse of dis course are things
and per sons–in short the ‘sub stances’ of clas si cal
phi los o phy.124

Hap pen ings in time come pre pared like the con tin ual flow of sub -
stance-stuff that gets chopped into seg ments and relabeled in the
flow of ex pe ri ence as ‘events’. The ir re duc ibly perspectival char -
ac ter ex erts its in flu ence in the rel a tively few seg ments into which
the hap pen ings in time are pack aged. Leav ing aside as pect–how
hap pen ings be gin, un fold and end–our tensed lan guage lo cates rel -
a tive to a view point in fairly coarse terms that are sen si tive to di rec -
tion (be fore, af ter) ig nore ab so lutes (much like the spa tial near/far
from me or from a ref er ence point) and col lect globs of change with
the im pre cise sign posts of tem po ral ad verbs (now, yes ter day, while) 
and the track ing con cepts (be fore and af ter, at the same time). 

Time as ex pressed in the premetrical gram mat i cal ma chin ery
of lan guage is eas ily run to gether with the metricization of a pre cise 
top o log i cal sys tem of re la tions but the lat ter is a reaxiomatization
of the frame work of chang ing-things-in-tem po ral-dis course. To be
premetrical means that miss ing is time as a con tin u ous, pre cisely
mea sur able econ omy.  Rel a tive to the ‘now’ of speak ing, changes
with out du ra tion (hit, jump, swat, kick, knock, coldcock) are as pre -
cise as nec es sary for our “be ing in the world” in the spe cious pres -
ent, but the pres ent in this sense, for those un cor rupted by
phi los o phy, is of ten no more than the du ra tion of the sta ble state be -
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fore the brain shakes it self off the pres ent bias by mov ing on to the
“What’s new?” stage:

It is of ten said that we must avoid ‘spatializing’
time. State ments to this ef fect are in vari ably con -
fused, for in so far as they im ply that we should not
think of time in met ri cal terms they are ac tu ally a
con tra dic tion. But they do con tain in sights which
ac count for their vi tal ity. These are the in sights that
chang ing things are not to be iden ti fied with their
his to ries, that time as a mea sure of events is also a
mea sure of things, and that the foun da tion of tem po -
ral dis course is the use of tensed verbs and
nonrelational tem po ral con nec tives.125

Al though not ex plic itly rec og nized as such, as pect plays a
key role in the ab sorp tion of the tem po ral into the premetrical gram -
mat i cal ma chin ery of the ra tio nally re con structed tensed lan guage
of TWO. For, not only does it ap pear through out the cor pus in the
form of ex am ples cast in the pres ent pro gres sive (cross ing the
Rubicon, S’s V-ing), but it also bears the weight of the key stone
con cept of the perspectival.126 As we have seen, the two gate keep -
ers of the tem po ral in WS’ reg i mented thing-na ture frame work are
tense and as pect. Where lan guage em ploys tense to en code the “lo -
ca tion” of a hap pen ing, so to speak, in time (Caesar crossed,
crosses, will cross the Rubicon), as pect en codes the perspectival
fea tures of our en coun ter with the world, its struc ture as
point-of-viewish.127 To make the Kantian point, knowability es -
sen tially in vokes  a perspectival re la tion ship be tween the per son
see ing and the ob ject en coun tered128 and this re la tion is en coded in
gram mar as as pect. A per son can take a swing in their in stan ta neous 
pres ent, or jog over the field, which is con tin u ous or atelic, and they
can slide into home which, for many (the “it’s not how you play the
game, it’s whether you win or lose” crowd), is the “end-point” of
the whole en ter prise. Im por tantly, as pect im plic itly ex presses the

56

125 TWO, 574.
126 For ex am ple, in IKTE (The Role of Imag i na tion in Kant’s The ory of Ex pe ri -

ence), Para graph 25; KTI (Kant’s Tran scen den tal Ide al ism), para graph 49;
TTC (To wards a The ory of Cat e go ries), 51; and through out TWO.
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point of view taken on a chang ing thing (from its Latin roots,
aspicere). How many mono lin gual Eng lish speak ers have been
over whelmed in learn ing a for eign lan guage that uses dif fer ent
verb forms if one is watch ing a de vel op ing, on go ing change from
the in side (so, He was cross ing the Rubicon) or, as com plete from
the out side as in he crossed the Rubicon? Per haps tense and as pect

are in de pend ent: S be comes φ can hap pen a long time ago, to day or
sooner or later (tense) no mat ter what our point of view (as pect).
As pect en codes one’s view point on some thing coming-about. In
ordinary discourse, it does duty for the philosophers’ “now.” 

The char ac ter iz ing of a hap pen ing from a cer tain point of
view di vides into “states” and “ep i sodes.”129 The lat ter are ei ther
telic or atelic (cross ing the Po to mac vs row ing around). And, from
our point of view, ep i sodes can be durative (jog ging) or
momentaneous (punch ing the time card). When the view is from
the in side, here-now be fore my eyes, as it were, the imperfective as -
pect ap pears as the pres ent pro gres sive, the pro gres sive as pect (the
De cider is de cid ing) in con trast to the com pleted or per fect as pect
(the De cider has/had de cided) when the view is from the out side,
there-then be fore my eyes, so to speak, the pri mary pic ture of the
world in the frame work of things is a tensed pic ture of which as pect
is an ir re duc ible part. In deed, to gether, they con sti tute time and the
world or der:130

The ex is tence of the world as well as of the ‘events’
which make it up is ir re duc ibly perspectival. The
struc ture of the world as a tem po ral struc ture is ir re -
duc ibly perspectival—though not, as we have seen,
‘sub jec tive’ in any pe jo ra tive sense.131

The the ory of events of Sellars 1957, is not an ti thet i cal to the
spa tial char ac ter of ex truded sub stance-stuff in the wake of the re al -
ity of a per son’s ut ter ances which in clude this, here and now: one
must be com fort able with “cut ting of the end,” “mov ing the meet -
ing time for ward” (mean ing “back ward”) or ex tend ing “too far
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over the bound ary” and, of course, the in eluc ta ble flow of
time-stuff. 

How ever, events as non-prop o si tional sin gu lar terms did not
ac com mo date the in tu ition that they are to be lo cated in the fab ric of 
con nec tives which op er ate on sen tences. 

In any case, there is no doubt that spa tial re la tions, the me dia
of outer sense, are cen tral to the pic tur ing re la tion. Is it not also the
case that in some sense, the use of tensed lan guage rests on the ex is -
tence of the me dium of time in outer sense? We are re minded of
Renatus132 who lo cates space and time, in some sense, among the
char ac ter is tics of re cep tiv ity as such—which is what, WS notes,
should be meant by the forms of sen si bil ity.133 In deed, that there
are such char ac ter is tics in the world in the nar row sense (as fea tures 
of com plex nonconceptual rep re sen ta tions) un der writes the abil ity
to have con cep tual rep re sen ta tions to guide minds. 

These char ac ter is tics, and the J-di men sion in par tic u lar (as
we shall shortly see), give WS’ an an swer to Kant’s awk ward prob -
lem of ac count ing for ob jec tive suc ces sion: as Weldon notes, the
prob lem of pro duc ing “a ce re bral oc cur rence which can make pos -
si ble any dis crim i na tion be tween a suc ces sion of ap pre hen sion and
an ap pre hen sion of suc ces sion.”134 Or, as WS puts it,

In the case of Time a care ful Renatus would dis tin -
guish be tween,
a con cep tual rep re sen ta tion of a bang fol low ing a whiz

and,
a con cep tual rep re sen ta tion of a bang fol low ing a con cep tual
rep re sen ta tion of a whiz…

A Renatus who has pon dered the way in which our
con cep tual rep re sen ta tions of the spa tial struc ture
of phys i cal states of af fairs are guided by ‘coun ter -
part’ fea tures of our sense im pres sions will be led to
spec u late con cern ing what it is about our
nonconceptual representings which guides the un -
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der stand ing in its rep re sen ta tion of tem po ral re la -
tions.135

For WS, it is pos si ble to cap ture the re spect (that which guides) in
which a se quence of im pres sions be comes an im pres sion of a suc -

ces sion by in tro duc ing a highly the o ret i cal con cept: the τ-di men -

sion.136 The τ-di men sion is it self 2-di men sional, in some sense, as
WS rep re sents it. His dis agree ment with C. D. Broad on the na ture
of the temporal arises from the fact that Broad’s treat ment is
unapologetically phenomenological137 and not, I think, be cause he
thinks the t-di men sion must be im pov er ished (with fewer di men -
sions).138  

While the τ-di men sion is not part of the thing-frame work, it
does help one un der stand why WS held onto the view of how the
pri mary pic ture of the world or der re flected in the thing-frame work 
is ir re duc ibly tensed and there fore, tem po ral in the coarse-grained
premetrical sense. Let us con sider it.

The phenomenological ac count of time that Broad of fers, once
ap pro pri ated by WS, tends to strad dle the in ter face be tween the
coarse-grained premetrical Man i fest Im age and Sci en tific Im age
while Broad re gards the ac count as rig or ously phenomenological.
In other words, WS would deny Broad the fruits of his
phenomenological anal y sis and ar gue that, if any thing, it con sti -
tuted an at tempt to move on from the Man i fest Im age. Thus, Sellars
would re ject what for Broad, was a ground floor distinction, namely 
that

Spa tial ex ten sion and the oc cur rence of spa tial re la -
tions pre sup pose tem po ral du ra tion and a cer tain
de ter mi nate form of tem po ral re la tion.139

For WS, not only is time not in the world in the nar row sense (as it is
for Broad) but it is, as we have seen, nonrelational. 
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135 SM, 231.
136  FMPP, II, ¶133-137 con tains the ex pla na tion for Weldon’s prob lem.
137 “A Re ply to My Crit ics,” in The Phi los o phy of C.D.Broad, (Tu dor, NY, 1959),

p. 772.
138 While strug gling with the no tion of per sis tence, in re sponse to my ques tion,

“how does a C#-ing have di men sion?,”  WS re sponded, “sound fills a room
does n’t it?”

139  Re ply, 269.



With re spect to the spe cious pres ent, Broad mis tak enly sup -
poses, notes WS, that the or der ing in the tem po ral di men sion must
be one which “in volves an introspectable (sen sory or quasi-sen -
sory) fea ture.”140 Nat u rally, of course, Broad’s ap proach is
through-and-through phenomenological so WS’s point must be
granted. And, as much as one might want to cheer for Broad’s el o -
quent de fense of his cri tique in the Ex am i na tion, WS’s par si mo ni -
ous ac count may work given that it is em bed ded in the com plex
re la tion ship be tween frame works and very pow er ful on to log i cal
con sid er ations.141 I say “may” work sim ply be cause WS did not
have the time to elab o rate on the Carus’s lec tures claim that

In ad di tion to con tin u ing through the pe riod t1 t2 at

the τ zero point, the C#ing is con tin ued in an other
man ner. Met a phor i cally it moves to the right in the

τ-di men sion.142

The weight upon the use of “met a phor i cally” here can be seen from
the fact that it is the ex pli ca tion of the phe nom en ol ogy of this very
no tion that leads Broad to his 3-di men sional rep re sen ta tion of time. 
Could it be open for Renatus to ar gue that within the coarse-grained
premetrical dis course of chang ing things, our tensed dis course pro -
vides the seeds for some thing like what Broad re gards as
presentness? As far as con cerns the coun ter part of the Spe cious
Pres ent in the Sci en tific Im age, its length ap pears to be de pend ent
on tem po ral in ter vals that re cur in stud ies of vi sual tim ing.143 This
com plex ity may have as its Man i fest coun ter part the as pect which
makes our ex pe ri ence of the world ir re duc ibly perspectival (swung
when it was cross ing the out side cor ner). It is the perspectival id io -
syn cra sies of speak ers and think ers, which, in re la tion to dif fer ent
points of view, have the perspectival (‘sub jec tive’) char ac ter is tics
of pastness, presentness, and fu tu rity that find a home in tensed dis -
course.144 
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140  FMPP, II, §146.
141 Vol. II, Part I, of the ex am i na tion (281-288) and his Re ply, 772.
142 FMPP, II, §133.
143 For ex am ple, I’ve men tioned the 3-sec ond rule that av er ages the brain’s

switch ing of a task and ask ing, met a phor i cally speak ing, “What’s new?”
144 Why, af ter all, is it the  “World Or der”? Be cause the pri mary pic ture of the

struc ture of the world is ir re duc ibly tensed and perspectival where time, in the
coarse-grained sense as a mea sure of events in the coarse-grained sense, is



As char ac ter ized be fore, the premetrically tem po ral co mes in
coarse pack ages of in def i nite time gobs. The speaker’s now or ders
the time-gobs rel a tive to it by even more open-ended way-points:
be fore-and-af ter, at-the-same-time, this-while-that. Un like the
way-points on your GPS, how ever, these show no ev i dence of a
con tin u ous, re spect ably mea sur able com mod ity. A dis crete hap -
pen ing (cross the street) con trasts with a non-dis crete or con tin u -
ous one (stroll ing around the park) with frayed edges in stead of
per fect end points (come over af ter the end of your walk). The an a -
logue would be like talk ing about space sim plistically (near to me,
far from me) rather than in terms of so phis ti cated met ri cal concepts.

Thus it ap pears that the re con structed Spe cious Pres ent, not
only yields Weldon’s se quence of representings as a rep re sen ta tion
of a se quence but also must ac count for what ever Broad has in mind
by his “presentness.” WS com plaint against Broad lies in the
phenomenological char ac ter iza tion of “de grees of presentness” but 
might there not be a deeper in sight here that ac counts for WS’s own
use of “met a phor i cally-to-the-right”? It is not hard to be per suaded
that Broad brings in the in ten sive mag ni tudes of presentness as an
an ti dote for the ex ten sive char ac ter iza tion of changing things. 

Per haps there is some thing about the in trin si cally point of
viewishness of our ego cen tric im po si tion on the world or der that
would ac count for the coarse-grained premetrical ur gency of what

is “met a phor i cally mov ing to the right” in the τ-di men sion? From
our point of view, we carve hap pen ings in the world at the joints
(whim si cally, it’s stuff that can slip away, we’re run ning out of
time) but no tenses ex ist for a greater pre ci sion than the three-way
lo ca tions: three amor phous re gions de fined rel a tive to our
perspectival ego. We have (1) the spe cious pres ent that ex ists as the
fun da men tal unit within which premetrical tem po ral dis tinc tions
are ir rel e vant rel a tive to the oc ca sion of speak ing. Swirl ing be hind
our pres ent lo ca tion, we have (2) the past stretch ing back ward in -
def i nitely and we have (3) the fu ture that goes from now un til the
Hitch hiker’s Res tau rant at the End of the Uni verse. Our ir re duc ibly 
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also a mea sure of things. The premetrical tem po ral con nec tives or adverbials
(while, be fore, af ter) in volve state ments about things. It is the al lure of the
perspectival that may have lulled Kant into the view that Time was the me dium 
for in ner sense and, there fore, of only in ner representings. 



perspectival ex pe ri ence is em bed ded in the tense and as pect of our
tensed dis course about the world. Al though not as ro bust as the
qual i ta tive di men sion sought by Broad, it sug gest that some how
there is a coarse-grained, non-con cep tual coun ter part of what we
come to feel is the mov ing im age of eter nity even if, be yond this,
there is lit tle we can say within the re sources of the Man i fest Im age. 
In the coarse-grained sense, Time is change, but in the fine-grained
sense it is, as WS says in echoing Aristotle, the measure of change: 

I want to sug gest that time is the real num ber se ries,
the se ries of real num bers as cor re lated with cer tain
mea sur ing pro ce dures.145

Phe nom en ol ogy of Mind

In ad di tion to the on tol ogy of events, the phe nom en ol ogy of
mind makes a sur pris ing ap pear ance in several  Lec tures. One im -
me di ately won ders, “what is it do ing there?” Af ter all, one of the
more re mark able fea tures of WS’s phe nom en ol ogy has to be that he 
does not think that the real mys ter ies of the mind yield to
phenomenological anal y sis. In deed, was it not this at ti tude that in -
flu enced Rorty and the Church lands?  “But,” some one im me di ately 
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145 See “Per spec tives 1986,” Lec ture III. For an ac count of num ber in a man ner
con ge nial to WS’ pro ject, see Jeffrey Sicha’ ad mi ra bly clear ac count in A
Meta phys ics of El e men tary Math e mat ics, (U. Mass Press, 1974). It is clear
that WS used Sicha’s ap proach as a re source for parts of his for mal ism and, for
this rea son, Sicha’s text fills lecunae in the Sellarsian di a lec tic, see Sicha's
"Re con struc tion of the Nat u ral Num bers," p. 141, in his  Meta phys ics of Math -
e mat ics. 



re sponds, “does n’t that mean that there is no such thing as in tro -
spec tion, self-aware ness, in deed, con scious ness!? But why, then,
do peo ple per sist in hav ing such re sponses?” Like Kant’s “thing
in-itself,” for WS, one can ac tu ally say a great deal about
“introspectibles” but the re sults def i nitely won’t meet the ex pec ta -
tions of good ol’ fash ioned com mon sense. Af ter all, a new ex pla na -
tion that does n’t tell a story about why the old one worked as well as 
it did is n’t acceptable to WS so he is going to have a story to tell.

Like the wealth of Tantulus, the fruits of our men tal par tic i pa -
tion are es sen tially out of reach, that is to say, they are categorially
out of reach:

34. It is a most sig nif i cant fact, as I have pointed out
else where, that the clas si fi ca tion of thoughts, con -
strued as clas si cal men tal ep i sodes, per mits of no
such easy re treat to a non-func tional level. Roughly, 
our clas si fi ca tion of thoughts, con strued as ep i -
sodes which be long to a frame work which ex plains
the ka lei do scopic shifts of  say ings and pro pen si ties
to say, is al most purely func tional. We have only the
fog gi est no tion at what kinds of ep i sodes,
nonfunctionally de scribed, per form the rel e vant
func tions, though phi los o phers of a sci en tific ori en -
ta tion are pre pared to char ac ter ize them ge ner i cally
as neurophysiological. As a re sult, phi los o phers un -
aware of this al ter na tive strat egy have the il lu sion of 
an ultimacy of the con cep tual func tion ing of
thoughts which is re spon si ble for con tin u ing philo -
soph i cal puz zles about how men tal acts are to be fit -
ted into a nat u ral is tic pic ture of the world.146

The im plicit defanging of an in tro spec tive ap proach to anal y sis is
de liv ered with kid-gloves but con sign ing cen tu ries of sur vey ing
the men tal land scape to the “fog gi est no tion,” can not be con strued
as faint praise. As he re marks in the Carus Lec tures,

To put it bluntly, the fruits of pains tak ing the ory
con struc tion in the psy chol ogy and neuro-phys i ol -
ogy of sense per cep tion can not be an tic i pated by
screw ing up one’s men tal eye (the eye of the child
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146 AAE (Ac tions and Events), 189.



within us) and “see ing” the very man ner-of-sens -
ing-ness of a vol ume of red.147

Doubt less, WS’s po si tion is not meant to warm the hearts of those
who have the “eye-as-a-cam era” view point or the
“mind-as-the-mir ror-of-na ture” ap proach to time and the world or -
der. In WS’ hi lar i ous at tack on all fla vors of Relationalism in the
No tre Dame Lec tures, he un der mines ev ery sup port that gives aid
and com fort to those who would “sur vey” the fur ni ture of the
mind.148 ME con sists, in large mea sure, of an equally sus tained at -
tack on ev ery ca non i cal va ri ety of ap pre hen sion un der vir tu ally ev -
ery de scrip tive met a phor that has been mo bi lized to cap ture this
im mac u late con cep tion of the mind. 

For those whose theo log i cal per sua sion de mands “events,”
“time” and “cau sal ity” to be in-the-world in the nar row sense, the
pre ced ing dis cus sion of this tri une world or der has them run ning
for the door. WS’s ap par ent as sault on our “ac cess” to our own
men tal states of fers them all the more rea son to flee.149

To see how WS de vel ops the “story” per tain ing to
phenomenological anal y sis (pre vi ously men tioned), H. A.
Prichard pro vides a good place to start. WS ex tends Prichard’s view 
to states of the self and, as he did with RWS (Roy Wood Sellars),
WS re gards his own view that sen sa tions are the o ret i cal items as an
al ter na tive to Prichard’s “en light ened” form of in tro spec tion if you
will.  Prichard sim ply does not go far enough. 

In the No tre Dame Lec tures, WS re marks that Prichard re -
sponded to charges that, some where along his meta phys i cal
journey, he has lost the world!

It goes with out say ing that the last thing to do is to
min i mize the dif fi culty. If there is any sphere in
which we seem ex empt from the pos si bil ity of er ror
it is [in ner and outer] per cep tion. How can we, it is
nat u ral to ask, make a mis take as to what we see or
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147 FMPP (Foun da tions for a Meta phys ics of Pure Pro cess), I, 82, p. 19.
148 See the lec ture “Lan guage and Mean ing 1969.”
149 Sicha’s pa tient elab o ra tion of the dif fer ence be tween what we see and what we

see “of” some thing in KTM  (Kant’s Tran scen den tal Meta phys ics) as well as a
sim i lar ac count by WS in ME is not likely to as suage any body’s fears. How -
ever, it does of fer a glimpse into WS’s view with out it be ing clouded by the
fears of those who have a des per ate need for the real of to day to ex ert its pres -
ence. 



feel or hear? And how is it pos si ble to do so not
merely some times but nor mally, if not al ways?150

The tongue-in-cheek tone not with stand ing, Prichard takes se ri -
ously the task of talk ing his au di ence out of their dif fi cul ties. He
puts his fin ger on the break ing-point:

The [tra di tional] anal y sis, it seems to me, is quite
mis taken, since it re solves the hav ing or ex pe ri enc -
ing a sen sa tion or, as I would rather say, the per ceiv -
ing it, into a par tic u lar way of know ing it, which, so
far as I can see, it is not.151 

That the at tempt to drive a meta phys i cal wedge be tween “ap pre -
hend ing” or “get ting-at” what is sensed and the mere hav ing an im -
pres sion, sen sory state and so on, oc cu pies cen ter stage in ME is
hardly worth re peat ing. Prichard thinks

what is or di narily called per cep tion con sists in tak -
ing, i.e., re ally mistak ing, some thing that we see or
feel for some thing else;152

a point which WS sym pa thet i cally re lates dur ing the course of the
No tre Dame Lec tures. Al though Prichard ex presses the hope that
we could work our selves out of this ha bit ual mis tak ing, he notes
with mock se ri ous ness, that no mat ter how hard we try, the sun will
al ways ap pear to rise and to set. Fur ther more, he finds the tar get of
such meta phys i cal ther apy re mark ably elu sive in the case of touch:

I con fess that I can not get far ther than say ing that
when, for ex am ple, that oc curs which we should or -
di narily call my feel ing a hard, smooth, and lumpy
ob long-shaped with my hand, I am tak ing cer tain
ex tended feel ings of a kind with which ev ery one is
fa mil iar for a hard, smooth, lumpy ob long body. It
looks, no doubt, as if on the gen eral view it ought to
be pos si ble to say more than this.153  

For Prichard, the moral of the story for which he has been ar gu ing
is, like WS ar gues in ME, that what we call see ing or feel ing a body
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150 See the lec ture “Per ceiv ing and Per cep tion 1973” and Prichard’s Knowl edge
and Per cep tion, (Ox ford, 1950) from lec tures and es says dur ing 1927-1938,
p.62.

151 Prichard, 63.
152 Prichard, 52.
153 Prichard, 64.



con sists in mis tak ing some thing for a body–a po si tion that com mon 
sense re sists be cause,

first, the al most uni ver sal ten dency to take it for
granted, with out se ri ous con sid er ation, that per cep -
tion in its var i ous forms is a par tic u lar way of know -
ing some thing, with the con se quent im pli ca tion that 
no mis take is pos si ble as to the char ac ter of what we
re ally see or feel; and, sec ond, the re luc tance to ad -
mit that col ors and feel ings of touch, though de -
pend ent on us as percipients, are ex tended.154

Now WS, of course, wants to re place the en tire ed i fice of “ap pre -
hen sion” or 24-Karat ac cess to the facts but, un like the case of
fine-grained space and time which he does n’t find in the world,
phenomenological re duc tion bears fruit. That is, as he puts it in the
No tre Dame Lec tures, the con cep tual anal y sis that drills down,
roughly, to the proper sensibles, yields some thing that lies at the
non-con cep tual core of ex pe ri ence. The fact that our
phenomenological re sources have reached the end of their ex plan a -
tory tether, as Prichard sees, does not erase the fact that there is
some thing, some how pres ent in our phenomenological con fron ta -
tion with the world.155 WS spends a con sid er able amount of time in
ME dis man tling Prichard’s type of sensa, so he ob vi ously does n’t
ac cept Prichard’s com mit ment to “ob jects” and all that this in -
volves. On the other hand, as he points out dur ing the Lec tures, the
“new new ma te ri al ists” whether they know it or not, court ide al ism
with their re jec tion of sec ond ary qual i ties. To these ide al is tic ten -
den cies, WS re sponds that as a Sci en tific Re al ist, he is com mit ted to 
the ex is tence of color and, there fore, since the cur rent categorial
struc ture of Cog ni tive Sci ence can not ac com mo date the suc ces sor
of color, the philo soph i cal task is to engage in the con ver sa tion with  
scientists nec es sary to bring about a structure that can. 

So, al though Prichard hits a wall (“I con fess that I can not get
far ther...”), WS finds merit in the ap proach pro vided that one bears
in mind the fact that sen sory states are in tro duced as ex plan a tory

66

154 Prichard, 68.
155 Could we ex tend those re sources? No. But, we can move on to a dif fer ent con -

cep tual frame work that would give us ac cess to that of which we were ear lier
only dimly aware. The idea of aug ment ing the Man i fest Im age to ac com plish
the same thing is a trap, a snare of givenness.



items in the Man i fest Im age—a po si tion that had not oc curred to
Prichard (or Sellars’ fa ther, RWS for that mat ter).

Just what the suc ces sor of color will be re quires, as Sicha ex -
plains in his in tro duc tion to KTM (Kant’s Tran scen den tal Meta -
phys ics: Sellars’ Cassirer Lec tures and Other Es says),  the ex plo -
ra tion of the cur rent stage of the Man i fest Im age in an ef fort to
ar tic u late the char ac ter of the pro jec tion of this frame work (the rel -
e vant frame work fea tures) into the Sci en tific Im age. In case one
would be wondering, “What is the cur rent stage of the Man i fest Im -
age?” An an ec dote pro vides the an swer: Jay Rosenberg once said,
in re sponse to a ques tion about iden ti fy ing what frame work one is
in, “if you ask a kid, “what’s wa ter,” she says, “H2O.” But, if you
ask her, “what’s milk?” she says, “white stuff that co mes from a
cow.” 

Con scious ness

One fi nal theme in the Lec tures should be em pha sized. WS’s
fre quent com ments about the na ture of con scious ness are likely to
go un no ticed. Even when deal ing with the is sue of con scious ness,
ex professo, as for ex am ple, in the anal y sis of pain or in the Carus
lec tures, af ter plow ing through such a work, the stu dent is likely to
ask, “What does this have to do with con scious ness!?” In deed. Af -
ter all, in the kind of hard-nosed vari ant of Prichard’s take on in tro -
spec tion that WS de vel ops, what goes for outer sense, must go for
in ner sense. Worse yet, the fons et origo of the myth of the given has 
to be in ner sense—if Givenness is n’t rooted out at its source, he’ll
never be rid of it. Once again, as in the case of color, and like Kant’s
thing-in-it self, a great deal can be said about the na ture of con -
scious ness even if in ner-sense too, is based on a mis-tak ing.
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In the lec ture “Com mem o ra tion 1970,” WS re marks on the
two com mon uses of the word ‘con scious ness’.156 First, con sider a
spe cific ques tion, “What Is Sen sory Con scious ness?”  

On the one hand, ‘con scious ness’ is a ge neric term for the
qual i ta tive char ac ter it self of var i ous kinds of per cep tual ex pe ri -
ence. The qual i ta tive char ac ter, i.e., the contentual char ac ter, is the
qual i ta tive di men sion of the ex is ten tial con tent of a phys i cal sys -
tem.157 Al though the No tre Dame Lec tures bring out the fact that
this view more closely ap prox i mates that of RWS, we can let it
stand for the mo ment.

When we be lieve in our selves to be in an ir ri ta ble mood, the
irritation which con fronts this be lief is an el e ment of the very ir ri ta -
bil ity be lieved (as would sens ing redly in the color case). In this
sense, we par tic i pate in what is be lieved in.158 What we par tic i pate
in is part of that qual i ta tive di men sion of the con tent of our be ing.
Con scious ness as un der ly ing our “be liefs in” forms the contentual
as pect of our di rect con fron ta tion with the world, our par tic i pa tion
in it—we have be liefs about it (sec ond level be liefs) but from the
out side, so to speak. Rather, it is the sub ject of our per cep tual be lief
which, be cause it is a state of the self, is  part our selves re sponded to 
as a some how something present.159

On the other hand, when we go on to talk about our sen sa tions
and be liefs be ing in con scious ness, we use the term “con scious -
ness” in a very dif fer ent sense, a sense which per tains, not to first
level be lief but to sec ond or der (or higher) be lief.160 Con scious ness 
in this sec ond sense does not per tain to per cep tual ex pe ri ence and
does not, then, per tain to what we see of ob jects (i.e., con scious ness
as the ma te rial mode of what we see of an ob ject).  Of course, what
some find so abrad ing in Sellars is that, 

Con cepts per tain ing to men tal acts are func tional
and leave open the ques tion of their qual i ta tive or
contentual char ac ter. (This lack of spe cific
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156 This lec ture is later in cor po rated into DKMB (The Dou ble-Knowl edge Ap -
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157 DKMB,18.
158 DKMB,10. As sub ject, it is what is taken, what un der lies what is  “be lieved in.”
159 “Be lieve in” is a highly tech ni cal con cept for WS, see the lec ture “Sci en tific

Rea son and Per cep tion 1977.”
160 It is in the lat ter sense that Dennett, for ex am ple, used it.



contentual as pect is what makes us want to think of
men tal acts as “di aph a nous.”)161

Thus, be yond ge neric char ac ter iza tions of the func tional char ac ter,
it is dif fi cult to say any thing about con scious ness in the sec ond
sense—even by Prichard’s some what re laxed stan dards.

 Sellarsian Phenomenology

At this point in the dis cus sion, we stand at the thresh old of
WS’s phenomenological ap proach. Yet, in his pa pers for pro fes -
sional phi los o phers, “phe nom en ol ogy” is no tice able by its ab -
sence. As in ME and PKT, it plays a far greater role in the No tre
Dame Lec tures once one knows what to look for. To this end, it is
worth while re trac ing WS’s steps to the lec tures by echo ing the in -
for mal ap proach taken in ME and PKT. 

What one sees some thing as is what is packed into the sub ject
term of the ex pe ri ence. It is what ever is not in ques tion. When we
see some thing, we “straight off mis take it for some thing else” ac -
cord ing to Prichard, and it is this sort of “im me di acy” that WS em -
pha sizes by in vok ing Cook Wil son’s no tion of “think ing with out
ques tion”162 when a novel cir cum stance makes us erupt with a
spon ta ne ous blurt ing-out-loud (Dang! [I missed] The bus!).The
“be liev ing in” is a spe cial kind of oc cur rent be liev ing—think ing
with out ques tion. The rest, what might be called into ques tion, be -
longs in the pred i cate. We can iso late what we take for granted,
what is not up for grabs and we sep a rate that from what we can go on 
to ask about it or how it seems to us.

We want to take se ri ously the idea that the dif fer ence be tween
what is taken for granted and not up for grabs, i.e., what is be lieved
in, the sub ject term of our think ing, is not the same as what we be -
lieve about it, i.e., the way it seems: be liev ing-as (in the case of be -
liev ing in) must be dis tin guished from seem ing.

The sub ject of a per cep tual be lief, what is be lieved in, is given
by a com plex dem on stra tive, for ex am ple, this gray ish black
smooth pave ment with the jag ged fac ing edge. The com plex sub ject 
is the first or der of a per cep tual ex pe ri ence. A per cep tual ex pe ri -
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ence in which the there is an ac tual qual ity of gray ish black, i.e., it is 
not merely be lieved in. As WS might put it us ing RWS’s ter mi nol -
ogy, the ac tu al ity in volved con sti tutes our ex is ten tial con fron ta -
tion with the world, how ever, it does not con sti tute the very
some how pres ence par tic i pated in—that is non-conceputal.

When we feel a pain, the di rect re sponse in volves an ex is ten -
tial con fron ta tion of the evok ing by that which evokes, whereas
what we be lieve about it, nor mally does not.163 What we per ceive
of an ob ject—the be lieved in—the dem on stra tive, con sists of qual -
i ta tive fea tures of the im age model that are pres ent as ‘be lieved
that’ in the pred i cate.164

The categorial fea tures of oc cur rent qual i ties change as we
switch con cep tual frames. Ac cord ing to Sellars, the task of phi los o -
phy is to say what con cep tual struc tures could evolve. We don’t
have ad e quate cat e go ries for the mind-body prob lem and we do not
have a the ory that pos tu lates a dif fer ent categorial struc ture. In the
Car te sian recategorization, the pinkness of phys i cal ob jects be -
came the “pinkness” of sen sa tion not by be ing a dif fer ent qual ity
but by be ing the same con tent in a dif fer ent cat e gor i al form.165 The
his tor i cal con tro versy over the sta tus of sec ond ary qual i ties is a se -
ries of at tempts to recategorize the proper-sen si ble fea tures of ex -
pe ri ence.166 What does it now mean to say we see the very pinkness
of the pink ice cube?  It is to say that some thing, some how cu bical
and pink in phys i cal space is pres ent other than as merely be lieved
in (first or der) or as be lieved that (sec ond or der).167 As Prichard
contends,

…the moral…is that these dif fi cul ties can not be re -
moved by any thing short of al low ing that what we
call see ing or feel ing a body con sists in gen u inely
mis tak ing cer tain sensa for a body…our re luc tance
to al low this [is due to as sum ing] that per cep tion in
its var i ous forms is a par tic u lar way of know ing
some thing…and sec ond, the re luc tance to ad mit
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that colours and feel ings of touch, though de pend -
ent on us as percipients, are ex tended.168

Of course, WS’s ex tended anal y sis in cludes the char ac ter is tics
that ob jects em bed ded in a perspectival world must have—Sicha’s
anal y sis in KTM at tempts to ad um brate what they are.  Sim ply put,
the pink is some thing ac tual which is some how a por tion of pink
stuff, some how the sort of item which is suited to be part of the con -
tent of a phys i cal ob ject but it is not, in point of fact, a por tion of
phys i cal stuff.169 

On oc ca sion, WS would say that Kant’s great in sight was to see
that per cep tual in tu ition had the form

[A] is M
where [A] was the sheer re cep tive core of the ex pe ri ence (and,
there fore, non-con cep tual). In terms of the dis cus sion in ME, this
would in volve the idea that in the case of the evok ing of a spon ta ne -
ous be lief

this-cu bical-chunk-of-pink132 is M170

the com plex dem on stra tive sub ject forms a unique to geth er ness
with [A]. It would be open to the Evo lu tion ary Nat u ral ist like RWS
to ar gue that what ever ur-con cepts are in voked by the sub ject must
have been the by-prod uct of the plas tic ity of the per cep tual sys tem
em bed ded in a hos tile en vi ron ment. But WS was more in ter ested in
cases like bod ies which move in our egocentrically perspectival
world-view which could not be re duced with out re main der through
in ge nious phenomenological re duc tion and, there fore, re mained
ta bles, chairs, and boats go ing down stream. While the rem nants of
adap tive changes brought about in the Pleis to cene are sig nif i cant,
for one of a Kantian per sua sion who thinks of vi sion as a con struc -
tion pro ject, watch ing the el e va tors move, de spite saccadic sup -
pres sion, transaccaddic mem ory, and the rest of evo lu tion ary
tool box, is an ob ser va tion that is a real work of art. It’s a long way
from the big city den i zen’s watch out for red lights to George of the
Jun gle’s insula screaming ‘red things are ripe and ed ible’. WS tries
to be sensitive to both: 
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The dif fi cult thing about this the ory is that it holds
that we have a nat u ral ten dency to make a rad i cal
mis take. To ex pe ri ence sen sa tion and to take those
sen sa tions, as it were, to be fea tures of ex ter nal ma -
te rial ob jects. That is the most con ve nient way na -
ture could think of to get us to dis crim i nate be tween
ob jects. Af ter all, this mis take is a use ful mis take
be cause we would be ex pe ri enc ing ob jects in terms
of qual i ties which dis crim i nate be tween them: some 
are green, some are red, some are here, some are
there, some are cir cu lar, some are rect an gu lar. Does
it mat ter that in the course of dis crim i nat ing be -
tween ob jects, we are mak ing this ba sic mis take of
tak ing (from a philo soph i cal, not phys i cal, point of
view) our per cep tions to be ac tual con stit u ents of
the world out there? As I said, there is no rea son to
sup pose that this is im pos si ble. Let us be very care -
ful here. I said there is a rad i cal mis take in volved
and that was tak ing the sen sa tion to be at tached to a
ma te rial ob ject. But there’s a sort of aura of truth in
here be cause we also be lieve that there is a blue
book in a cer tain place. And that is true. So this is a
mix ture be tween a rad i cal mis take and a hum drum
truth; our be liefs would be a cu ri ous mix ture of an
exciting, surprising mistake and a humdrum
truth.171

WS’s treat ment of the phe nom en ol ogy of mind—con scious -
ness in the two senses ad um brated—re sem bles Kant’s treat ment of
the ding an sich in that it turns out that a great deal can be said about
such an in trin si cally in ac ces si ble item. None the less, what can be
said is n’t likely to give aid and com fort to WS’s op po nents:
givenness has been around a long time and is n’t like to go qui etly
into that good night. 

WS’s pub lic re la tions prob lem arises be cause of his sum mary
re jec tion of “in tro spec tion,” “in tu ition,” “con scious ness,” “im me -
di ate in tro spec tion” etc., as a 24-Karat aware ness of re al ity, that is,
as re veal ing any thing that would be a use ful start ing point for be lief 
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but, in ter est ingly, it does not fol low that “ex pe ri ence at its very in -
cep tion” (to use Santayana’s phrase) con sists of sen sa tions va -
cantly stared at by an un tu tored mind!172 So WS grants that
phe nom en ol ogy can take us all the way to the some how-pres ence
of. He grants that the rip en ing ac cu mu la tions from evo lu tion dur ing 
the pleis to cene emerged, through the plas tic ity of the brain, as the
“unique to geth er ness” that is ul ti mately re spon si ble for the
“of-ness” of thought:173 

Now might it not be the case that this men tal state here has both
the char ac ter of be ing a sense im pres sion of a cube of pink and
also the char ac ter, what ever it is, by vir tue of which it in tends
this cube the pink?  It would be, in terms which I will be ex plor -
ing later on, a kind of nat u ral, un learned way which ma tures
and a ref er ence, an in tend ing oc curs…but rather the sense im -
pres sion is, as I put it, the very ve hi cle of the in tend ing. (Lec -
ture II, Per ceiv ing and Per cep tion 1973)

Cog ni tive Sci ence is in the busi ness of fig ur ing out the “ma te -
rial as pect” of the “sen su ous di a lec tic” that evolved—phi los o phy
sug gests the ap pro pri ate cat e go ries. 

73

172 See Sellars’ re mark on Santayana in the lec ture “Sci en tific Rea son and Per -
cep tion 1977.”

173 In Unamuno’s use ful met a phor.


