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standing of the terms and concepts in which these problems are 
embedded. 

KNUT ERIK TRANdY 
UNIVERSITY OF OSLO, NORWAY 

AN ATTACK UPON REVELATION IN SEMANTICS' 

THIS attack stems from Norway and its leader is Professor 
Arne Naess. Naess is without question and almost without dis- 

pute the leadilng figure in Norwegian philosophy and he has formed 
the " Oslo Group " which specializes in " Empirical Semantics. " 
" Empirical Semantics " is an attempt to formulate and verify 
hypotheses about the uses of words, while avoiding any entangle- 
ment with philosophical commitments. The practitioners are Nor- 
wegian philosophers and social scientists, and each one is or has been 
a student of Naess. Perhaps the best way of approaching this at- 
tack is to observe the primary " inadequacies " of contemporary 
empirical philosophers through the eyes of the members of the Oslo 
Group. 

Professor Harald Ofstad complains: 

At the present stage of analytic philosophy we very often encounter questions 
such as: "What is the correct analysis of the sentence 'P could have decided 
differently' I " This question is often asked although the analyst is aware 
of the fact that the sentence is used in different ways. One reason for asking 
this way is the analyst 's lack of familiarity with techniques for studying 
actual usage. He knows that asking for the usages of the sentence is apt 
to lead on to problems of an empirical kind; problems that he has not learned 
to handle. Hence, he goes on working with his encapsulated problems.2 

Ofstad's point is that the sentence in question does not have a 
single correct analysis. Moreover, an adequate determination of 
stock uses of this sentence requires inter-disciplinary research in 
philosophy, sociology, social psychology, and depth psychology. In 
his major publication 3 Ofstad lists six directions of interpretation 

1 The author of this essay was the recipient of a Fulbright Research Fel- 
lowship to Norway, 1953-54, and is indebted to Professor Arne Naess and 
Mr. Jakob Mel0e for their criticisms of an earlier draft of this essay. 

2 "Analyses of: 'P could have decided differently in the situation S'," 
Proceedings of the XIth International Congress of Philosophy, Brussels, 
Belgium, Vol. XIV, 1953, p. 128. 

3 An Inquiry into the Freedom of Decision (in four volumes), Publica- 

tions of the Institute for Social Research, Oslo, Norway, 1953. I should add 
that in this essay I am discussing only those aspects of Ofstad 's work that 
are clear-cut examples of Empirical Semantics. The "Inquiry'' demonstrates 
that Ofstad canliot be catalogued under any philosophical school. 
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of the sentence scheme "The person P decided freely in the situa- 
tion S," and each of these directions generates "reference classes," 
subinterpretations. For example, the first direction, "Freedom as 
Absence of Compulsion," yields sixteen "precizations." In the 
development of each precization, Ofstad has ready at hand data 
and procedures from the social sciences and the history of philoso- 
phy. This voluminous work, certainly the richest production com- 
ing from the Oslo Group, is a striking example of a determined 
effort to apply empirical scientific procedures to the clarification of 
a traditiolnal philosophical problem, i.e., the problem of the freedom 
of the will. 

Mr. Ingemund Gullv'ag criticizes the logical empiricist approach 
to meaning on the grounds that it presupposes 

a precise 'objective' criterion of mealning, a general principle by means of 
which a sentence, a text, in abstraction from any interpreters etc., was to be 
pronounced significant or meaningless. . . . They [logical empiricists] never 
seem to have considered the application of meaning criteria a problem. They 
apparently disregarded problems of empirical investigations of usage, al- 
though frequently assuming or presupposing empirical knowledge of usage; 
they neglected the development of adequate concepts and methods for such 
investigations.4 

It is important to note that Gullv'ag and other members of the Oslo 
Group do not insist that in all cases empirical procedures should 
be incorporated in the construction of meaning criteria. What 
disturbs them is that some sets of meaning criteria, in this case 
those of the logical empiricists, presuppose empirical data, and yet 
no systematic empirical procedures are exhibited or, so far as one 
can tell, followed. There is the further point that an empirical 
criterion of meaning is said to be nothing more than an "unsup- 
ported guess" unless it has been systematically tested: 

In order to test it systematically it is hardly sufficient that a single person 
registers his own reactions to this or that sentenice, or makes pronouncements 
based on intuitions, or undertakes scattered observations of others' usage.5 

Mr. Herman Tonnessen is perhaps the most vigorous of all in 
the fight against revelation in semantics. We are told that the 
''most usual" procedure in analyzing a linguistic expression is for 
the analyst to ask himself and sometimes a few others what the 
expression means and then to record the ansvwer. This "cathedra" 
procedure is: 

characterized especially by the fact that it submerges the amazed reader in a 
true Amazon flood of results of the supposed brainwork of the thinker, while 

4 "Criteria of Meaniing and Analvsis of Usage," Synth&se, Vol. IX, 1955, 

p. 347. 
5 Ibid., p. 343. 
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the activity in itself with admirable discretion and heroic self-forgetful reti- 
cence is shouded in a stubborn silence heavy with profound thoughts.6 

T0nnessen, on the contrary, has undertaken an empirical study 
of the terms "type," "typical," "typisk," etc., beginning with a 
collection of occurrences of these terms in philosophical and sci- 
entific literature. He also has collected occurrences from ordinary 
discourse. By studying the contexts within which these words ap- 
peared, questionnaires were constructed and submitted to a large 
number of people. As a part of a combined sociological and 
semantical study, he investigated the use of "private enterprise'> 
in a similar fashion. Again, questionnaires were constructed and 
submitted; and a panel of Norwegian semanticists evaluated them, 
presenting hypotheses concerning the stock uses of "private enter- 
prise" in contemporary Norwegian society. 

T0nnessen emphasizes the difficulties that confront the scientist 
who constructs and interprets the questionnaires. He is especially 
concerned with the situation where an analyst confirms a descrip- 
tive characterization of a word by presenting an example that con- 
vinces the respondent. For example, suppose one says: "Value 
statements really are commands stated in misleading grammatical 
forms. When we tell the child who is reaching for his sister's bar 
of candy, 'Stealing is bad !', we intend to modify his behavior, and 
that is the point of value statements. " Often we fail to distinguish 
clearly between a situation where it is suggested to us that a par- 
ticular case exemplifies a theory and we respond affirmatively to 
the suggestion; and a situation where we initiate the subsumption 
of a particular case under a theory without having someone place 
the theory in question in a favored position with respect to its 
competitors. It is not at all odd to speak of the latter situation as 
"confirming" or "verifying" the theory, but if one insists that the 
former situation "confirms," or "verifies" the theory, he must 
acknowledge that these words are being stretched and strained be- 
yond their capacities. 

The works to which I have referred thus far are satellites, and 
the central constellation around which they are clustered is In- 
terpretation and Preciseness,7 finally published by Arne Naess in 
1953 after many years of painstaking work. What I shall try to 
do is to determine the conception of philosophy governing the ac- 
tivities of the Oslo Group and its originator. 

Naess' philosophy is in part a reaction against the analysis of 
philosophical problems from the perspective of formalized logical 

6 "The Fight against Revelation in Semantical Studies," Synthe'se, Vol. 
VIII, 1950, p. 231. 

7 Oslo, Norway, 1953. 
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procedures. He makes it clear that he is not objecting to the 
development of modern logic, but he is objecting to the conception 
of "artificial languages" as "ideal" in contrast to which historical 
languages are thought to be inferior and imperfect. Some con- 
temporary logicians analyze traditional philosophical problems by 
using formalized techniques, e.g., Russell's theory of descriptions, 
Quine's nominalism, and Tarski's definition of truth. In the course 
of developing these analyses, formulas are presented for rewriting 
sentences from ordinary language. In many cases, it is asserted 
or presupposed that the rewriting of these sentences constitutes an 
analysis of the primary meanings or stock meanings of the sen- 
tences. Naess believes that such assertions or presuppositions are 
unjustified: 

Dialogues with those who are philosophically uneducated convinced me that 
acceptance of intuitions reported by the philosophically sophisticated about 
the verbal and conceptual habits of others leads to confusion and error. 
These dialogues also convinced me that if one places expressions from an 
everyday language into a logical machine, one's interpretations are likely to 
be unsatisfactory unless one has empirically confirmed information about the 
conventional uses of these expressions. My reference here is not only to the 
use of 'not' 'if-then' 'true', 'possible', 'necessary' etc., but also to the use of 
terms in physical, biological, psychological, and other inquiries in which logi- 
cal or mathematical calculi are meant to be employed.8 

If we wish to find out what are the meanings of words and phrases 
in historical languages, a formalized logical machine can be of little 
more than marginal assistance. The abstraction of a verbal element 
from its context and the subsequent "analysis" of that element 
may yield interesting and valuable information. It may even 
signal the birth of a new metaphysics, an intriguing poem, or an 
impressive religion. But it will not yield, unless coincidentally, 
an accurate report of the meaning of that verbal element in its 
natural home. Naess says of his major work: 

This work concentrates on cognitive aspects of verbal communication, i.e., the 
attempt to convey information. But spoken and written expressions are not 
abstracted from the context of individuals' speaking, writing, listening to 
and reading these expressions, as is legitimately done in pure logical analysis. 
The basic materials for us are occurrences of utterances. Thus, 'It rains' 
is in itself no immediate object of our concern, but we are concerned with 
'It rains' as uttered or heard, or instances of that sentence in texts.9 

To English and American readers, both philosophical and liter- 
ary, this sort of contextual analysis will scarcely come as a shock. 
Is this not what William Empson, R. P. Blackmur, and Cleanth 
Brooks in literary criticism and Ludwig Wittgenstein, P. F. 

8 Ibid., p. vii. 
9 Ibid., p. 1. 
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Strawson, and Norman Malcolm in philosophy have been engaged 
in for a number of years? Naess is somewhat inclined to answer 
"Yes" but even more inclined to answer "No." He adopts the 
disarming procedure of insisting upon the "trivial" character of his 
work and denies that he is attempting to solve or even work with 
the problems that philosophers have traditionally and recently 
puzzled over.10 I find this tactical maneuver disingenuous and 
propose to show that some of Naess' procedures are significantly 
related to some of the "procedures," if that is the name for them, 
of the Oxford Philosophers. Consideration of the question of the 
relation of "New Criticism" to Oslo Semantics must be reserved for 
some other occasion. 

The reason why Oxford Philosophers attend to the uses of ex- 
pressions is well known. Gilbert Ryle points out that our prede- 
cessors (and some of our contemporaries) spoke frequently of 
"concepts" and "ideas" corresponding to expressions, and of the 
" meanings" of expressions. Although there is nothing intrinsi- 
cally insidious about these ways of talking, speaking of "concepts" 
and "ideas" corresponding to expressions 

encouraged people to start Platonic or Lockean hares about the status and 
provenance of these concepts or ideas."1 

and speaking of the "meanings" of expressions led some philoso- 
phers and logicians to look for entities which have verbal expres- 
sions as their names. On the other hand, speaking of the "uses" 
of expressions draws 

our attention to the teachable procedures and techniques of handling or em- 
ploying things, without suggesting unwanted correlates.'2 

The metaphor which refers to the "logical behavior" of verbal ex- 
pressions appears and reappears in Oxfordian writing. 

Naess does not contrast meaning to use and uses these words 
interchangeably in his writings. He undoubtedly is opposed to 
the " 'Fido '-Fido" fallacy and surely does not wish his semantic 
techniques to manifest symptoms of Platonism or Lockeanism. 
But he is not at all sure that he knows what we are talking about 
when we talk about the "uses" of expressions. Ryle says of separate 
words: 

Either a person knows or he does not know how to use and how not to misuse 
them.1B 

10 Ibid. 
11 "Ordinary Language," Philosophical Review, Vol. 62, 1953, p. 172. 

12 Ibid. 
'3 Ibid., p. 176. 
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This, of course, is a highly restrictive and prescriptive use of " use. " 
Within Naess' philosophy (or perhaps I should say "system"), an 
adequate descriptive definition of "use" would involve positing a 
continuum, of which the extremes would be "use" and "misuse." 
If we wish to find out how "use" or any other expression is used, 
then Naess believes that we should be theoretically committed to a 
tedious procedure in which we utilize the procedures of the "soft" 
or social sciences. The procedures that he refers to are sampling, 
testing, interviewing, systematic behavioral observation, group ex- 
perimentation, content analysis, coding, statistical processing, etc. 
Naess complains that Oxford Philosophers are committed to a kind 
of empiricism that presupposes systematic research and yet they 
rely upon deduction and intuition: 

It is our contention that this lack of trainiilg has a highly dangerous effect, 
namely to make young philosophers strangers to the habits and atmosphere 
which penetrate research in the least mature sciences, to systematic observation 
of the sampling variety, construction of highly tentative hypotheses with well 
known defects, stress upon step by step testing of hypotheses, mistrust of vague 

generalizations, sense of being engaged in a vast, collective research work, 
extending through centuries and engaging people from all parts of our 
planet.14 

It is a mistake to interpret Naess as being primarily concerned 
with the mistakes of the members of the cult of ordinary use. After 
all, this cult has been criticized severely and well by Waisman.15 
Let us assume that words are used in all sorts of different ways 
and that we need often to attend to subtle distinctions between 
distinct, but barely distinct, uses of words. Naess is interested 
in the principles whereby we decide on the limits of one use as 
contrasted to another, and in the principles whereby we apply 
such adjectives as "stock," "ordinary," "proper," and "ap- 
propriate, " to the substantive "use." One almost begins to wonder 
whether there is such a thing as a "stock" use of a word, or, to 
be in the mode, whether it is fruitful or illuminating to speak of 
"stock" uses of words. This dazed condition, of course, may be 
the consequence of a nasty mental cramp, but surely it is the job 
of Oxford Philosophers to provide therapy. Naess, one gathers, 
is not only willing to be a patient but insists upon a cure. 

Let us assume that we have identified a few stock uses of a given 
word or phrase. This provides us with a surface map of uses, and 
the task remains of describing one, two, or more of these uses. 
English philosophers today speak frequently and stridently about 

14 "Philosophers and Research in the Soft Sciences," Proc. of the XIth 

Inter. Cong. of Phil., Brussels, Belgium, Vol. VI, 1953, p. 257. 
15 "Analytic-Synthetic IV," Analysis, Vol. 11, 1951, pp. 115-124. 
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the implicit rules governing an identified use of an expression. 
Suppose, to borrow an example from Gilbert Ryle's stable of ex- 
amples, one says: "It is improper to use adverbs of success with the 
verb 'win', so that one could never say 'He won the race success- 
fully'." I might claim that we do speak or might speak of winning 
races successfully or unsuccessfully. Oxford philosophers would 
then inform me that I was speaking nonsense or that I had identified 
a distinct sense of the word "win," or of the words "successfully" 
and "unsuccessfully." Thus the Oxford position becomes irrefut- 
able at the price of stipulative triviality. Naess, on the other hand, 
attempts to approach the vertical dimensions of uses with his clumsy 
empirical techniques. His position is certainly not irrefutable but 
it is possibly not trivial. 

The question remains, however, as to whether Naess has made 
any positive contribution to analytic philosophy. Let us suppose 
that Naess' empirical techniques yield confirmable hypotheses con- 
cerning multiple uses of such verbal units as "true," "certain," 
"probable," etc. What is the philosophical point of these surveys ? 
This question assumes a glaring prominence when Naess concedes: 

In many, if not most, situations, cognitive communication is sufficiently well 
analyzed by uses of common sense, intuitions or deductions.16 

In addition to raising the question of whether these techniques 
are indispensable or useful, one can also question their appropri- 
ateness and reliability. Some of the techniques developed by Naess 
rely upon statistical surveys, and it is not at all clear that the 
description of a stock use of an expression is assisted by counting 
the noses of those who employ it in this way.'7 Furthermore, his 
procedures rely heavily upon questionnaire inquiries, and his hy- 
potheses are therefore based upon meta-occurrences, not occur- 
rences, of expressions. Naess is thoroughly aware of the wide 
chasm that often separates an occurrence and a meta-occurrence 
of an expression, and does everything that one can to allow for 
these separations. In this area, however, perhaps doing everything 
that one can is not enough. 

Let us suppose that in a questionnaire, call it QS1A, one hun- 
dred per cent of the subjects say that the following sentences, 
chosen by them from other similar sentences, express the same as- 
sertion: "It is true that there is a God"; "It is perfectly certain 
that there is a God." Then we may say that "true" and "per- 
fectly certain" are QSlA-synollymous, and this will be a short- 

16 Interpretation and Preciseness, p. 3. 

17 Cf. Ryle, "Ordinary Language," Philosophical Review, Vol. 62, 1953, 
p. 177. 
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hand way of referring to the above results. Naess, quite naturally, 
wishes to say more than this, and what he wishes to say is that 
these test results are relevant confirmatory evidence for the syn- 
onymity of these expressions. Here we need a clear-cut hypoth- 
esis about the meaning of "synonymity" as it is used in the preced- 
ing sentence, and Naess' failure to provide such a hypothesis in 
this and other cases makes one wonder what can be the usefulness 
of his techniques. 

Naess is convinced that philosophers, if not ordinary people, 
frequently give conflicting and erroneous reports about the mean- 
ings and uses of words, and he refers to disputes between Malcolm 
and Black on "know," Carnap and Reichenbach on "probable," 
and Moore and Stevelnson on "good." 18 In these controversial 
areas, then, it would be desirable to apply systematic empirical 
procedures in order to discover the linguistic uses and conceptual 
commitments of the man in the street. Even if we suppose that 
those procedures will do this job, their philosophical significance 
remains instrumental merely. 

At times, however, Naess speaks as though philosophy consisted 
in the performance of marginal tasks: 

In contemporary philosophlical literature questions are raised and answered 
whieh admittedly are empirical. Why not try to test the answers by pro- 
cedures used in contemporary science? That is one way philosophy can be a 
mother science. But one cannot expect professional psychologists, physicists 
or others to do the job-they have their own favorite questions. The phil- 
osophically inclined may carry it out himself. After some empirical work a 
new discipline with scientific status may evolve. The philosopher may then 
change his subject-science takes over.19 

Within this conception, philosophers are empirical settlers who 
move from one outpost to another, constructing skeletons of edifices 
that they never completely clothe. In his Filosofiens historie, Naess 
has this to say about philosophical problems: 

Problems which one is able to set up in a fairly well delimited way, but 
which researchers have not been able to tackle with satisfactory results by 
means of existing methods in the special sciences, belong to philosophy.20 

There is a superficial resemblance between Naess' conception of 
philosophy and Wittgenstein's statement: 

A philosophical problem has the form: 'I don't know my way about'.21 

is Interpretation and Preciseness, p. vii. 
19 An Empirical Study of the Expressions 'True', 'Perfectly certain' 

and 'Extremely probable', Oslo, 1953, p. 5. 
20 0slo, 1953, p. 4. 
21 Philosophical Investigations, p. 49. 
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For both men, philosophy is the attempt to learn one's way, but 
Wittgenstein also says of philosophy: 

It leaves everything as it iS.22 

Naess is as impatient with a philosophy that leaves everything as 
it is, as he would be with a zoologist who refused to dissect. Phi- 
losophy is a mother science which gives birth to new sciences, 
impatiently and systematically shifting its subject matter and 
procedures. This is an extremely laudatory conception of philoso- 
phy, and my confidence in philosophers is not so unlimited that I 
feel them to be uniquely qualified to perform this task. Leibniz 
was the inventor of a new science in the field of mathematics. In 
addition to being a philosopher, Leibniz was a gifted man. Arne 
Naess is a gifted man too, and it may well be the case that he has 
initiated a new scielnce in the field of communication theory. Let 
us not, however, take these local and exceptional cases as paradigms 
of philosophical inquiry. 

CAMPBELL CROCKETT 
UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI 

REMIARKS ON THE CONCEPT OF SENSATION 

I 

THE concept of sensation has two rather distinct (though niot 
unrelated) uses in philosophy. According to one use-let us 

call it use A-we speak of visual or auditory sensations. The red 
color I see is a visual sensation and the sound of the ringing bell 
is an auditory sensation. Accordilng to the other use-use B-we 
speak of such sensations as toothaches, itches, and tactual sensa- 
tions. Within this second use, however, we shall have to distin- 
guish between three different uses: (a), (b), and (c). An (a) use 
will be a sensation which can be described as a sensation of some- 
thing wet, something smooth, or something hot. A (b) use will be 
a sensation describable in such terms as itching, burning, pricking, 
or stabbing. And a (c) use will be a senisation describable as pain. 

In what follows I shall concentrate on the B-use and shall say 
Tiothing on the A-use. 

II 

Sensations are regarded as causally depenidenit upon adequate 
physiological processes. Sin-ce these processes are the cause, the 

22 Ibid. 
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