On Concept and
1
Object
[This paper was first published in 1892 in the Vierteljahrsschrift fur
•wissenschaftliche Philosophie, 16, pp. 192-205. As the opening paragraph
indicates, it was written in response to Benno Kerry's eight articles 'On
Intuition and its Psychical Elaboration', which appeared in the journal
from 1885 to 1891, the second and fourth articles, in particular, criticizing Frege's views. Kerry was Privatdozent in philosophy at the University of Strasburg until his death in 1889.2]
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In a series of articles in this Quarterly on intuition and its psychical
elaboration, Benno Kerry has several times referred to my Grundlagen
ihr Arithmetik and other works of mine, sometimes agreeing and somelimes disagreeing with me. I cannot but be pleased at this, and I think
i he best way I can show my appreciation is to take up the discussion of
i he points he contests. This seems to me all the more necessary, because
his opposition is at least partly based on a misunderstanding, which
might be shared by others, of what I say about concepts, and because,
even apart from this particular reason, the matter is important and difficult enough for a more thorough treatment than seemed to me suitable
in my Grundlagen.
The word 'concept' is used in various ways; its sense is sometimes
psychological, sometimes logical, and sometimes perhaps a confused mixlure of both. Since this licence exists, it is natural to restrict it by requiring that when once a usage is adopted it shall be maintained. What I
decided was to keep strictly to a purely logical use. The question whether
ill is or that use is more appropriate is one that I should like to leave
1
Translated by Peter Geach (TPW, pp. 42-55/CP, pp. 182-94). Page numbers in the
tiiui'Kin are from the original journal. The translated text here is from the third edition
nl V/'U", with minor revisions made in accordance with the policy adopted in the present
Volume in particular, 'Bedeutung' (and cognates such as 'bedeutungslos') being left
linliuiislated, and 'bedeuten' being rendered as 'stand for' as in the second edition (but
Willi ilie (icrman always in square brackets following it), unless otherwise indicated. For
illm ussioii of this policy, and the problems involved in translating 'Bedeutung' and its
IIIKIIIIU'N, see the Introduction, §4 above.
' C I /'If, p. 87//V.V, p. ')(>, editors' In.
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on one side, as of minor importance. Agreement about the mode of
expression will easily be reached when once it is recognized that there
is something that deserves a special term.
It seems to me that Kerry's misunderstanding results from his unintentionally confusing his own usage of the word 'concept' with mine. This
readily gives rise to contradictions, for which my usage is not to blame. |
Kerry contests what he calls my definition of 'concept'. I would
remark, in the first place, that my explanation is not meant as a proper
definition. One cannot require that everything be defined, any more than
one can require that a chemist decompose every substance. What is
simple cannot be decomposed, and what is logically simple cannot have
a proper definition. Now something logically simple is no more given
us at the outset than most of the chemical elements are; it is reached
only by means of scientific work. If something has been discovered that
is simple, or at least must count as simple for the time being, we shall
have to coin a term for it, since language will not originally contain
an expression that exactly answers. On the introduction of a name for
something logically simple, a definition is not possible. There is nothing
for it but to lead the reader or hearer, by means of hints, to understand
the words as is intended.
Kerry wants to make out that the distinction between concept and
object is not absolute. He says: 'In a previous passage I have myself
expressed the opinion that the relation between the content of the
concept [Begriffsinhalt] and the concept-object [Begriffsgegenstand] is, in
a certain respect, a peculiar and irreducible one; but this was in no way
bound up with the view that the properties of being a concept and of
being an object are mutually exclusive; the latter view no more follows
from the former than it would follow, if, e.g., the relation of father and
son were one that could not be further reduced, that a man could not
be at once a father and a son (though of course not, e.g., father of the
man whose son he was)'.
Let us fasten on this simile. If there were, or had been, beings that
were fathers but could not be sons, such beings would obviously be quite
different in kind from all men who are sons. Now it is something like ,
this that happens here. A concept - as I understand the word - is predicative^ On the other hand, a name of an object, a proper name, it
quite incapable of being used as a grammatical predicate. This admittedly
needs elucidation, otherwise it might appear false. Surely one can just:
as well assert of a thing that it is Alexander the Great, or is the number
194 four, or is the planet Venus, as that it is green or is a mammal? | If]
anybody thinks this, he is not distinguishing the uses of the word 'is'
In the last two examples it serves as a copula, as a mere verbal sign of I
predication. As such it can sometimes be replaced by the mere personal)
It is, in lui't, the HrJfiitunK ol ii Kniiiimiiliciil pmliuiU'.
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suffix. Compare, e.g., 'Dieses Blatt ist griin' and 'Dieses Blatt grunt'.^
We are here saying that something falls under a concept, and the grammatical predicate stands for [bedeutet] this concept. In the first three
examples, on the other hand, 'is' is used like the 'equals' sign in arithmetic, to express an equation. 8 In the sentence 'The Morning Star is
Venus', we have two proper names, 'Morning Star' and 'Venus', for the
same object. In the sentence 'The Morning Star is a planet' we have
a proper name, 'the Morning Star', and a concept word, 'planet'. So
far as language goes, no more has happened than that 'Venus' has been
replaced by 'a planet'; but really the relation has become wholly different. An equation is reversible; an object's falling under a concept is an
irreversible relation. In the sentence 'The Morning Star is Venus', 'is'
is obviously not the mere copula; its content is an essential part of the
predicate, so that the word 'Venus' does not constitute the whole of the
predicate. 0 One might say instead: 'The Morning Star is no other than
Venus'; what was previously implicit in the single word 'is' is here set
lonh in four separate words, and in 'is no other than' the word 'is' now
really is the mere copula. What is predicated here is thus not Venus but
no other than Venus. These words stand for [bedeuteri] a concept; admitleilly only one object falls under this, but such a concept must still
ulways be distinguished from the object. 0 We have here a word 'Venus'
lliai can never be a proper predicate, although it can form | part of a
predicate. The Bedeutung^ of this word is thus something that can never
incur as a concept, but only as an object. Kerry, too, would probably
not wish to dispute that there is something of this kind. But this involves
Nilmitting a distinction, which it is very important to recognize, between
what can occur only as an object, and everything else. And this distinction would not be effaced even if it were true, as Kerry thinks it is, that
(here are concepts that can also be objects. There are, indeed, cases that
wciii to support his view. I myself have indicated (in Grundlagen, §53)
lluit a concept may fall under a higher concept - which, however, must
hoi be confused with one concept's being subordinate to another. 4 Kerry
* I IINI- the word 'equal' ['gleich'] and the symbol '=' in the sense of 'the same as', 'no
Hlln't lliiin', 'identical with'. Cf. E. Schroder, Vorlesungen iiber die Algebra der Logik (Leipzig,
INUII), Vol. 1, §1. Schroder must however be criticized for not distinguishing two funlUinriiinlly different relations: the relation of an object to a concept it falls under [subsumplliih|, iiiid ihe subordination of one concept to another. His remarks on the Vollwurzel are
IlkrwiNc open to objection. Schroder's symbol € does not simply take the place of the copula.
'' I',1 \n\~(iruiidlagen, §66, fh. [fn. R, p. 113 above].
" t'.I mv drutidlugen, §51 [p. 102 above].
* 111 mv paper, 'Ober Sinn und Bedeutung', shortly to appear in the Zeiluhrifl fur Phil.
Will filiil. Kriiik |pp. 151 71 above].
' i'hi' difference here cannot really be captured in Hnglish (literally, 'This leaf is green'
lllil 'Thin leu! greens'). A better example in English would be the pair of sentences 'This
Hmtiin IN walking' and 'This person walks'.
' k¥v \< 10 1 above.

184

On Concept and Object

does not appeal to this; instead, he gives the following example: 'The
concept "horse" is a concept easily attained', and thinks that the concept 'horse' is an object, in fact one of the objects that fall under the
concept 'concept easily attained'. Quite so; the three words 'the concept "horse"' do designate an object, but on that very account they do
not designate a concept, as I am using the word. This is in full accord
with the criterion I gaveF - that the singular definite article always
indicates an object, whereas the indefinite article accompanies a concept word. Kerry holds that no logical rules can be based on linguistic
distinctions; but my own way of doing this is something that nobody can
avoid who lays down such rules at all, for we cannot understand one
another without language, and so in the end we must always rely on other
people's understanding words, inflexions, and sentence-construction in
essentially the same way as ourselves. As I said before, I was not trying
to give a definition, but only hints, and to this end I appealed to the
general feeling for the German language. It is here very much to my
advantage that there is such good accord between the linguistic distinction and the real one. As regards the indefinite article there are probably
no exceptions to our rule at all for us to remark, apart from obsolete
formulas like 'Ein edler Rat' ['Councillor']. The matter is not so simple
196 for the definite article, especially in the plural; but | then my criterion
does not relate to this case. In the singular, so far as I can see, the matter is doubtful only when a singular takes the place of a plural, as in the
sentences 'The Turk besieged Vienna', 'The horse is a four-legged
animal'. These cases are so easily recognizable as special ones that the
value of our rule is hardly impaired by their occurrence. It is clear that
in the first sentence 'the Turk' is the proper name of a people. The second sentence is probably best regarded as expressing a universal judgement, say 'All horses are four-legged animals' or 'All properly constituted
horses are four-legged animals'; these will be discussed later. 0 Kerry
calls my criterion unsuitable, for surely, he says, in the sentence 'The
concept that I am now talking about is an individual concept', the name
F

Grundlagen, §51; §66, fa.; §68, fa. on p. 80 [see pp. 102, 113, 115 above].
Nowadays people seem inclined to exaggerate the scope of the statement that different
linguistic expressions are never completely equivalent, that a word can never be exactly
translated into another language. One might perhaps go even further, and say that the
same word is never taken in quite the same way even by men who share a language. I
will not enquire as to the measure of truth in these statements; I would only emphasize
that nevertheless different expressions quite often have something in common, which I
call the sense, or, in the special case of sentences, the thought. In other words, we must
not fail to recognize that the same sense, the same thought, may be variously expressed;
thus the difference does not here concern the sense, but only the apprehension [Auffassung],
shading [Beleuchtung], or colouring [Fdrbung] of the thought, and is irrelevant for logic.
It is possible for one sentence to give no more and no less information than another; and,
for all the multiplicity of languages, mankind has a common stock of thoughts. If all
G
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composed of the first eight words stands for [bedeute] a concept; but he
is not taking the word 'concept' in my sense, and it is not in what I
have laid down that the contradiction lies. But nobody can require that
my mode of expression shall agree with Kerry's.
It must indeed be recognized that here we are confronted by an awkwardness of language, which I admit cannot be avoided, if we say that
the concept horse is not a concept," whereas, e.g., the | city of Berlin
is a city, and the volcano Vesuvius is a volcano. Language is here in a
predicament that justifies the departure from custom. The peculiarity
of our case is indicated by Kerry himself, by means of the quotationmarks around 'horse'; I use italics to the same end. There was no reason to mark out the words 'Berlin' and 'Vesuvius' in a similar way. In
logical discussions one quite often needs to say something about a concept, and to express this in the form usual for such predications - viz.
to make what is said about the concept into the content of the grammatical predicate. Consequently, one would expect that the Bedeutung
of the grammatical subject would be the concept; but the concept as
such cannot play this part, in view of its predicative nature; it must first
he converted into an object,1 or, more precisely, an object must go
proxy for it. We designate this object by prefixing the words 'the concept', e.g.:
'The concept man is not empty'.

11 ere the first three words are to be regarded as a proper name, 1 which
can no more be used predicatively than 'Berlin' or 'Vesuvius'. When we
say 'Jesus falls under the concept man', then, setting aside the copula,
I he predicate is:
'someone falling under the concept man',
und this means [bedeutet] the same as:5
Itiinsformation of the expression were forbidden on the plea that this would alter the coniciii as well, logic would simply be crippled; for the task of logic can hardly be performed
wiiluuit trying to recognize the thought in its manifold guises. Moreover, all definitions
would then have to be rejected as false. [Cf. PWLB, pp. 239ff. below.]
" A similar thing happens when we say as regards the sentence 'This rose is red': the
Hiiiiiimatical predicate 'is red' belongs to the subject 'this rose'. Here the words 'the
Ittiimniatical predicate "is red"' are not a grammatical predicate but a subject. By the very
in I of explicitly calling it a predicate, we deprive it of this property.
' ('I. my (irundlagen, p. X [p. 90 above].
1
I call anything a proper name if it is a sign for an object.
1
I li'R' is one occasion on which Frege's use of the German word 'bedeutet' is most
mutually translated as 'means' in the horizontal sense distinguished in the Introduction (see §4). But given l'rcgc's conception that the Hakuiung of a concept word is the
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'a man'.
But the phrase
'the concept man'
is only part of this predicate.
Somebody might urge, as against the predicative nature of concepts,
that nevertheless we speak of a subject-concept. But even in such cases,
e.g. in the sentence
'All mammals have red blood'
we cannot fail to recognize the predicative nature K of the concept; for
we could say instead: |
198

'Whatever is a mammal has red blood',
or:
'If anything is a mammal, then it has red blood'.
When I wrote my Grundlagen der Arithmetik, I had not yet made
the distinction between sense and Bedeutung^ and so, under the expression 'judgeable content', I was combining what I now designate by the
distinctive words 'thought' and 'truth-value'. Consequently, I no longer
entirely approve of the explanation I gave on p. 77 of that book,6 as
regards its wording; my view is, however, still essentially the same. We
may say in brief, taking 'subject' and 'predicate' in the linguistic sense:
K

What I call here the predicative nature of concepts is just a special case of the need
of supplementation, the unsaturatedness, that I gave as the essential feature of a function
in my work 'Function and Concept' [see pp. 130-48 above]. It was there scarcely
possible to avoid the expression 'the function/(x)', although there too the difficulty arose
that the Bedeutung of this expression is not a function.
L
Cf. my essay, 'Uber Sinn und Bedeutung' in the Zeitschrift fur Phil, und phil. Kritik
[pp. 151-71 above].
concept itself, then since Frege's point is that the two phrases 'someone falling under the
concept man' and 'a man' are expressions for the same concept, it would not be wrong
to use a term such as 'refers to' here, reflecting the vertical sense; though one may well
suspect that 'bedeutet' is being used in both senses here, which would certainly make
'means' the more appropriate translation, being equally ambiguous in English. The two
phrases that are being said to 'mean' the same have in common not merely sameness of
'reference' (compare e.g. 'a man' - 'ein Mensch' and, say, 'a rational animal'), but some
other element of 'meaning' as well.
6
See GL, §66, m. (fn. R, p. I l l above).
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number 2, nor about - 2 , but about a concept, square root of 4; viz. that
it is not empty. But if I express the same thought thus: 'The concept
square root of 4 is realized', then the first six words form the proper
name of an object, and it is about this object that something is being
said. But notice carefully that what is being said here is not the same
thing as was being said about the concept. This will be surprising only
to somebody who fails to see that a thought can be split up in many
ways, so that now one thing, now another, appears as subject or predicate. The thought itself does not yet determine what is to be regarded
as the subject. If we say 'the subject of this judgement', we do not
designate anything definite unless at the same time we indicate a definite kind of analysis; as a rule, we do this in connection with a definite
wording. But we must never forget that different sentences may express
the same thought. For example, the thought we are considering could
also be taken as saying something about the number 4:

a concept is the Bedeutung of a predicate; an object is something that
can never be the whole Bedeutung of a predicate, but can be the Bedeutung
of a subject. It must here be remarked that the words 'all', 'any', 'no',
'some', are prefixed to concept words. In universal and particular affirmative and negative sentences, we are expressing relations between concepts; we use these words to indicate the special kind of relation. They
are thus, logically speaking, not to be more closely associated with the
concept words that follow them, but are to be related to the sentence as
a whole. It is easy to see this in the case of negation. If in the sentence
'All mammals are land-dwellers'
i lie phrase 'all mammals' expressed the logical subject of the predicate are land-dwellers, then in order to negate the whole sentence we
should have to negate the predicate: 'are not land-dwellers'. Instead, we
must put the 'not' in front of 'all', from which it follows that 'all'
logically belongs with the predicate. On the other hand, we do negate
(lie sentence 'The concept mammal is subordinate to the concept landdweller' by negating the predicate: 'is not subordinate to the concept
hind-dweller'.7
If we keep it in mind that in my way of speaking expressions like 'the
concept F' designate not concepts but objects, most of Kerry's objections already | collapse. If he thinks (p. 281) that I have identified concept and extension of concept, he is mistaken. I merely expressed my
view that in the expression 'the number that belongs to the concept F
is the extension of the concept equinumerous to the concept F' the words
'extension of the concept' could be replaced by 'concept'. 8 Notice carefully that here the word 'concept' is combined with the definite article.
Besides, this was only an incidental remark; I did not base anything
upon it.
Thus Kerry does not succeed in filling the gap between concept
und object. Someone might attempt, however, to make use of my own
Nlntements in this sense. I have said that to assign a number involves
Ntiying something about a concept; M I speak of properties ascribed to a
concept, and I allow that a concept may fall under a higher one. N I have
culled existence a property of a concept. 9 How I mean this to be taken
IN best made clear by an example. In the sentence 'There is at least one
nquare root of 4', we are saying something, not about (say) the definite
M
N

(IruiuUagen, §46 [pp. 98 9 above].
iinmiUagen, §53 [pp. 102 3 above].

' C I . C.SH, p. 175 above.
" CI. (>'/., §68, In. on p. HO (In. S, p. 115 above).
" On llie looseness of this formulation, sec In. In on p. 103 above.
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'The number 4 has the property that there is something of which it is the
square'.
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Language has means of presenting now one, now another, part of the
| thought as the subject; one of the most familiar is the distinction of
active and passive forms.10 It is thus not impossible that one way of analysing a given thought should make it appear as a singular judgement;
another, as a particular judgement; and a third, as a universal judgement. 11 It need not then surprise us that the same sentence may be conceived as saying something about a concept and also as saying something
about an object; only we must observe that what is being said is different. In the sentence 'There is at least one square root of 4' it is impossible to replace the words 'square root of 4' by 'the concept square root
of 4'; i.e. what is suitably said of the concept does not suit the object.
Although our sentence does not present the concept as a subject, it says
something about it; it can be regarded as expressing that a concept falls
under a higher one.° But this does not in any way efface the distinction
between object and concept. We see to begin with that in the sentence
'There is at least one square root of 4' the predicative nature of the
concept is not belied; we could say 'There is something that has the property of giving the result 4 when multiplied by itself. Hence what is
said here concerning a concept can never be said concerning an objectj
In my Grundlagen I called such a concept a second-order concept [see p. 103 above];
in my work 'Function and Concept' I called it a second-level concept [see p. 146 above],
as I shall do. here.
'" Cf. BS, §3 (pp. 53 4 above); §9, last para. (p. oK above).
" (In the possibility of alternative analyses, cf. US, §(> (pp. d*) H above).
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for a proper name can never be a predicative expression, though it can
be part of one. I do not want to say it is false to say concerning an
object what is said here concerning a concept; I want to say it is impossible, senseless, to do so. The sentence 'There is Julius Caesar' is neither
true nor false but senseless; the sentence 'There is a man whose name
is Julius Caesar' has a sense, but here again we have a concept, as the
indefinite article shows. We get the same thing in the sentence 'There
is only one Vienna'. We must not let ourselves be deceived because
language often uses the same word now as a proper name, now as a
concept word; in our example, the numeral indicates that we have the
latter; 'Vienna' is here a concept word, like 'metropolis'. Using it in this
sense, we may say: 'Trieste is no Vienna'. If, on the other hand, we |
substitute 'Julius Caesar' for the proper name formed by the first six
words of the sentence 'The concept square root of 4 is realized', we get
a sentence that has a sense but is false; for that so-and-so is realized (as
i he word is being taken here) is something that can be truly said only
i oncerning a quite special kind of objects, viz. such as can be designated by proper names of the form 'the concept F\ Thus the words
'i he concept square root of 4' have an essentially different behaviour, as
regards possible substitutions, from the words 'square root of 4' in our
original sentence; i.e. the Bedeutungen of the two phrases are essentially
different.
What has been shown here in one example holds good generally; the
behaviour of the concept is essentially predicative, even where someihing is being said about it; consequently it can be replaced there only
hv another concept, never by an object. Thus what is being said coni cining a concept does not suit an object. Second-level concepts, which
ioncepts fall under, are essentially different from first-level concepts,
which objects fall under. The relation of an object to a first-level
concept that it falls under is different from the (admittedly similar)
relation of a first-level to a second-level concept. To do justice at once
lo the distinction and to the similarity, we might perhaps say: an object
lulls under a first-level concept; a concept falls within a second-level
concept. The distinction of concept and object thus still holds, with all
ItK sharpness.
With this there hangs together what I have said (Grundlagen, §53)
about my usage of the words 'property' and 'mark'; 12 Kerry's discussion
gives me occasion to revert once more to this. The words serve to sightly relations, in sentences like 'tf> is a property of T ' and '(£> is a mark
dl i2'. In my way of speaking, a thing can be at once a property and
N mark, but not of the same thing. I call the concepts under which an
object falls its properties; thus
" Sec pp. 102 5 above. The (icrmiin word translated here as 'mark' is 'Merkmal'.
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'to be <I> is a property of 7""
is just another way of saying:
T falls under the concept of a <£>'.
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If the object 7" has the properties 0, X and 'P, I may combine them into
Q; so that it is the same thing if I say that r has the property Q, or,
that r | has the properties 0, X and *F. I then call 0, X and f marks
of the concept Q, and, at the same time, properties of F. It is clear that
the relations of 0 to T and to £2 are quite different, and that consequently different terms are required. r falls under the concept 0, but
Q, which is itself a concept, cannot fall under the first-level concept 0,
only to a second-level concept could it stand in a similar relation. £2 is,
on the other hand, subordinate to 0.
Let us consider an example. Instead of saying:
'2 is a positive number' and
'2 is a whole number' and
'2 is less than 10'
we may also say
'2 is a positive whole number less than 10'.
Here
to be a positive number,
to be a whole number,
to be less than 10,

appear as properties of the object 2, and also as marks of the concept
positive whole number less than 10.

This is neither positive, nor a whole number, nor less than 10. It is
indeed subordinate to the concept whole number, but does not fall under
it.
Let us now compare with this what Kerry says in his second article
(p. 424). 13 'By the number 4 we understand the result of additively
combining 3 and 1. The concept-object here occurring is the numerical
individual 4; a quite definite number in the natural number series. This
object obviously bears just the marks that are named in its concept, and
" Frege's original text mistakenly referred to p. 224.
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n o others besides - provided we refrain, as we surely must, from counting as propria of the object its infinitely n u m e r o u s relations to all other
individual n u m b e r s ; " t h e " n u m b e r 4 is likewise the result of additively
combining 3 and 1.'
W e see at once that my distinction between property and mark is here
quite slurred over. Kerry distinguishes here between the n u m b e r 4 and
'the' n u m b e r 4. I m u s t confess that this distinction is incomprehensible to m e . T h e n u m b e r 4 is to b e a concept; ' t h e ' n u m b e r 4 is to b e a
concept-object, and n o n e other than the numerical individual 4. It needs
no proof that what we have here is not m y distinction between concept
and | object. It almost looks as though what was floating - though very
obscurely - before Kerry's m i n d were my distinction between the sense
and the Bedeutung of the words 'the n u m b e r 4 ' . p But it is only of the
Bedeutung that we can say: this is the result of additively combining 3
and 1.
Again, h o w are we to take the word 'is' in the sentences ' T h e n u m b e r
4 is the result of additively combining 3 and 1' a n d ' " T h e " n u m b e r 4
is the result of additively combining 3 and 1'? Is it a mere copula, or
does it help to express a logical equation? In the first case, ' t h e ' would
have to be left out before 'result', and the sentences would go like this:
'The number 4 is a result of additively combining 3 and 1';
' " T h e " number 4 is a result of additively combining 3 and 1'.
In that case, the objects that Kerry designates by
'the number 4' and '"the" number 4'
would b o t h fall u n d e r the concept
result of additively combining 3 and 1.
And then the only question would be what difference there was between
these objects. I am here using the words 'object' a n d 'concept' in my
accustomed way. I should express as follows what Kerry is apparently
trying to say:
'The number 4 has those properties, and those alone, which are marks of
the concept result of additively combining 3 and V.
I should then express as follows the sense of the first of our two sentences:
'To be a number 4 is the same as being a result of additive combination
of "5 and 1'.
'' (If. my essay 'IJbcr Sinn unci Bcdeulunn' cited above.

192

On Concept and Object

In that case, what I conjectured just now to have been Kerry's intention
could also be put thus:
'The number 4 has those properties, and those alone, which are marks of
the concept a number 4'.

204

We need not here decide whether this is true. The inverted commas
around the definite article in the | words '"the" number 4' could in
that case be omitted.
But in these attempted interpretations we have assumed that in at
least one of the two sentences the definite articles in front of 'result'
and 'number 4' were inserted only by an oversight. If we take the words
as they stand, we can only regard them as having the sense of a logical
equation, like:
'The number 4 is none other than the result of additively combining 3
and 1'.

The definite article in front of 'result' is here logically justified only if it
is known (1) that there is such a result; (2) that there is not more than
one. In that case, the phrase designates an object, and is to be regarded
as a proper name. If both of our sentences were to be regarded as
logical equations, then, since their right sides are identical, it would
follow from them that the number 4 is 'the' number 4, or, if you prefer,
that the number 4 is no other than 'the' number 4; and so Kerry's distinction would have been proved untenable. However, it is not my present task to point out contradictions in his exposition; his way of taking
the words 'object' and 'concept' is not properly my concern here. I am
only trying to set my own usage of these words in a clearer light, and
incidentally show that in any case it differs from his, whether that is
consistent or not.
I do not at all dispute Kerry's right to use the words 'concept' and
'object' in his own way, if only he would respect my equal right, and
admit that with my use of terms I have got hold of a distinction of the
highest importance. I admit that there is a quite peculiar obstacle in
the way of an understanding with my reader. By a kind of necessity of
language, my expressions, taken literally, sometimes miss my thought}
I mention an object, when what I intend is a concept. I fully realize that
in such cases I was relying upon a reader who would be ready to meet
me halfway - who does not begrudge a pinch of salt.
Somebody may think that this is an artificially created difficulty; that
there is no need at all to take account of such an unmanageable thing
as what I call a concept; that one might, like Kerry, regard an object'!
falling under a concept as a relation, in which the same thing could occur:
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now as object, now as concept. | The words 'object' and 'concept' would
then serve only to indicate the different positions in the relation. This may
be done; but anybody who thinks the difficulty is avoided this way is
very much mistaken; it is only shifted. For not all the parts of a thought
can be complete; at least one must be unsaturated or predicative; otherwise they would not hold together. For example, the sense of the phrase
'the number 2' does not hold together with that of the expression 'the
concept prime number1 without a link. We apply such a link in the sentence 'The number 2 falls under the concept prime number'; it is contained in the words 'falls under', which need to be completed in two ways
- by a subject and an accusative; and only because their sense is thus
unsaturated are they capable of serving as a link. Only when they have
been supplemented in this twofold respect do we get a complete sense,
a thought. I say that what such words or phrases stand for [bedeuten]
is a relation. We now get the same difficulty for the relation that we were
trying to avoid for the concept. For the words 'the relation of an object
to the concept it falls under' designate not a relation but an object; and
the three proper names 'the number 2', 'the concept prime number', 'the
relation of an object to a concept it falls under', hold aloof from one
another just as much as the first two do by themselves; however we put
ihem together, we get no sentence. It is thus easy for us to see that the
difficulty arising from the unsaturatedness of one part of the thought
can indeed be shifted, but not avoided. 'Complete' and 'unsaturated'
are of course only figures of speech; but all that I wish or am able to
do here is to give hints.
It may make it easier to come to an understanding if the reader
compares my work 'Function and Concept'. 14 For over the question
what it is that is called a function in Analysis, we come up against the
same obstacle; and on thorough investigation it will be found that the
obstacle is essential, and founded on the nature of our language; that
we cannot avoid a certain inappropriateness of linguistic expression;
mid that there is nothing for it but to realize this and always take it into
uccount.

" CI, pp. I W 40 above.

