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Meaning, let us remember, is not to be identified with
naming.' Frege's example of 'Evening Star' and 'Morning Star',
and Russell's of 'Scott' and 'the author of Waverley', illustrate
that terms can name the same thing but differ in meaning.
The distinction between meaning and naming is no less important at the level of abstract terms. The terms '9' and 'the number
of the planets' name one and the same abstract entity but
presumably must be regarded as unlike in meaning; for astronomical observation was needed, and not mere reflection on
meanings, to determine the sameness of the entity in question.
The above examples consist of singular terms, concrete and
abstract. With general terms, or predicates, the situation is
somewhat different but parallel. Whereas a singular term purports to name an entity, abstract or concrete, a general term
does not; but a general term is tr'413 of an entity, or of each of
many, or of none The class of all entities of which a general
term is true is called the extension of the term. Now paralleling
the contrast between the meaning of a singular term and the
entity named, we must distinguish equally between the meaning
of a general term and its extension. The general terms 'creature
with a heart' and 'creature with kidneys', for example, are
perhaps alike in extension but unlike in meaning.
Confusion of meaning with extension, in the case of general
terms, is less common than confusion of meaning with naming
in the case of singular terms. I t is indeed a commonplace in
philosophy to oppose intension (or meaning) to extension, or,
in a variant vocabulary, connotation to denotation.
I See above, p. 9.
Bee above, p. 10, and below, pp. 107-115.
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synonym 'bachelor'. We still lack a proper characterization of
this second class of analytic statements, and therewith of analyticity generally, inasmuch as we have had in the above description to lean on a notion of "synonymy" which is no less in need
of clarification than analyticity itself.
In recent years Carnap has tended to explain analyticity
by appeal to what he calls state-descriptions.' A state-description is any exhaustive assignment of truth values to the atomic,
or noncompound, statements of the language. A l l other statements of the language are, Carnap assumes, built up of their
component clauses by means of the familiar logical devices, in
such a way that the truth value of any complex statement is
fixed for each state-description b y specifiable logical laws. A
statement is then explained as analytic when it comes out true
under every state description. This account is an adaptation of
Leibniz's "true in all possible worlds." But note that this version
of analyticity serves its purpose only if the atomic statements of
the language are, unlike 'John is a bachelor' and 'John is married', mutually independent Otherwise there would be a statedescription which assigned truth to 'John is a bachelor' and to
'John is married', and consequently 'No bachelors are married'
would turn out synthetic rather than analytic under the proposed criterion. Thus the criterion of analyticity in terms of
state-descriptions serves only for languages devoid of extralogical synonym-pairs, such as 'bachelor' and 'unmarried man'—
synonym-pairs of the type which give rise to the "second class"
of analytic statements. The criterion in terms of state-descripCarnap [3], pp. Off; 141, pp. 70ff.
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their more philosophical moments. I n explication the purpose
is not merely to paraphrase the definiendum into an outright
synonym, but actually to improve upon the definiendum by
refining or supplementing its meaning. B u t even explication,
though not merely reporting a preexisting synonymy between
definiendum and definiens, does rest nevertheless on other preexisting synonymies. The matter may be viewed as follows.
Any word worth explicating has some contexts which, as wholes,
are clear and precise enough to be useful; and the purpose of
explication is to preserve the usage of these favored contexts
while sharpening the usage of other contexts. I n order that
a given definition be suitable for purposes of explication, therefore, what is required is not that the definiendum in its antecedent usage be synonymous with the definiens, but just that
each of these favored contexts of the definiendum, taken as a
whole in its antecedent usage, be synonymous with the corresponding context of the definiens.
Two alternative definientia may be equally appropriate for
the purposes of a given task of explication and yet not be synonymous with each other; for they may serve interchangeably within
the favored contexts but diverge elsewhere. By cleaving to one
of these definientia rather than the other, a definition of explicative kind generates, by fiat, a relation of synonymy between
definiendum and definiens which did not hold before. But such
a definition still owes its explicative function, as seen, to preexisting synonymies.
There does, however, remain still an extreme sort of defini-
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save brevity and convenience, of the redundant language. Hence
the definiendum and its definiens may be expected, in each case,
to be related in one or another of the three ways lately noted.
The definiens may be a faithful paraphrase of the definiendum
into the narrower notation, preserving a direct synonymy' as
of antecedent usage; or the definiens may, in the spirit of explication, improve upon the antecedent usage of the definiendum;
or finally, the definiendum may be a newly created notation,
newly endowed with meaning here and now.
In formal and informal work alike, thus, we find that definition—except in the extreme case of the explicitly conventional
introduction o f new notations—hinges on prior relations o f
synonymy. Recognizing then that the notion of definition does
not hold the key to synonymy and analyticity, let us look further
into synonymy and say no more of definition.
3. Interchangeability
A natural suggestion, deserving close examination, is that
the synonymy of two linguistic forms consists simply in their
interchangeability in all contexts without change of truth value
—interchangeability, in Leibniz's phrase, mita vett:tate.' Note
that synonyms so conceived need not even be free from vagueness, as long as the vaguenesses match.
According to an important variant sense of 'definition', the relation
preserved may be the weaker relation of mere agreement in reference; see
below, p. 132. But definition in this sense is better ignored in the present
connection, being irrelevant to the question of synonymy.
Cf. Lewis i n p. 373.
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scam veritate everywhere except within words. The question
before us, to resume the thread at last, is whether such interchangeability is a sufficient condition for cognitive synonymy.
We can quickly assure ourselves that it is, by examples of the
following sort. The statement:
(4) N e c e s s a r i l y all and only bachelors are bachelors
is evidently true, even supposing 'necessarily' so narrowly construed as to be truly applicable only to analytic statements.
Then, i f 'bachelor' and 'unmarried man' are interchangeable
nava veritate, the result:
(5) N e c e s s a r i l y all and only bachelors are unmarried men
of putting 'unmarried man' for an occurrence of 'bachelor' in (4)
must, like (4), be true. But to say that (5) is true is to say that
(3) is analytic, and hence that 'bachelor' and 'unmarried man'
are cognitively synonymous.
Let us see what there is about the above argument that gives
it its air of hocus-pocus. The condition of interchangeability
snivel veritate varies in its force with variations in the richness of
the language at hand. The above argument supposes we are
working with a language rich enough t o contain the adverb
'necessarily', this adverb being so construed as to yield truth
"This is cognitive synonymy i n a primary, broad sense. Carnap
(i8), pp. 56ff) and Lewis ([2], pp. 83ff) have suggested how, once this
notion is at hand, a narrower sense of cognitive synonymy which is preferable for some purposes can in turn be derived. But this special ramification of concept-building lies aside from the present purposes and must
not be confused with the broad sort of cognitive synonymy here concerned.
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For most purposes extensional agreement is the nearest
approximation to synonymy we need care about. But the fact
remains that extensional agreement falls far short of cognitive
synonymy of the type required for explaining analyticity in the
manner of §1. The type of cognitive synonymy required there is
such as to equate the synonymy of 'bachelor' and 'unmarried
man' with the analyticity of (3), not merely with the truth of (3).
So we must recognize that interchangeability salvo veritals,
if construed in relation t o an extensional language, is not a
sufficient condition of cognitive synonymy in the sense needed
for deriving analyticity in the manner of §I. I f a language contains an intensional adverb 'necessarily' i n the sense lately
noted, or other particles to the same effect, then interchangeability salve veritate in such a language does afford a sufficient
condition of cognitive synonymy; but such a language is intelligible only in so far as the notion of analyticity is already
understood in advance.
The effort to explain cognitive synonymy first, for the sake
of deriving analyticity from it afterward as in §I, is perhaps the
wrong approach. Instead we might t r y explaining analyticity
somehow without appeal t o cognitive synonymy. Afterward
we could doubtless derive cognitive synonymy from analyticity
satisfactorily enough i f desired. We have seen that cognitive
synonymy of 'bachelor' and 'unmarried man' can be explained
as analyticity of (3). The same explanation works for any pair
of one-place predicates, of course, and i t can be extended in
obvious fashion t o many-place predicates. Other syntactical
categories can also be accommodated in fairly parallel fashion.

va (no longer veritate but)
tions arise, indeed, over cases
not pause for them, however,
us rather turn our backs on
ess ourselves anew to that of
Rules

ost naturally definable by
n refinement, the appeal to
to synonymy or definition.
l-o'-the-wisp, and synonymy
nly by dint of a prior appeal
at the problem of analyticity.
tement 'Everything green is
indecision over this example
anding, an incomplete grasp
extended'? I think not. The
ded', but with 'analytic'.
culty in separating analytic
ordinary language is due to
e and that the distinction is
icial ,language with explicit
as I shall now attempt to

ed in the truth functional sense.

point evident.
For artificial languages and semantical rules we look naturally to the writings of Carnal). His semantical rules take
various forms, and to make my point I shall have to distinguish
certain of the forms. Let us suppose, to begin with, an artificial
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ingless—as meaningless as asking which points i n Ohio are
starting points. A n y finite (or effectively specifiable infinite)
selection of statements (preferably true ones, perhaps) is as
much a set of postulates as any other. The word 'postulate' is
significant only relative to an act of inquiry; we apply the word
to a set of statements just in so far as we happen, for the year
or the moment, to be thinking of those statements in relation
to the statements which can be reached from them by some set
of transformations t o which we have seen f i t t o direct our
attention. Now the notion of semantical rule is as sensible and
meaningful as that o f postulate, i f conceived i n a similarly
relative spirit—relative, this time, to one or another particular
enterprise of schooling unconversant persons in sufficient conditions for truth of statements o f some natural o r artificial
language L. But from this point of view no one signalization of
a subclass of the truths of L is intrinsically more a semantical
rule than another; and, if 'analytic' means 'true by semantical
rules', no one truth of L is analytic to the exclusion of another."
I t might conceivably be protested that an artificial language
L (unlike a natural one) is a language in the ordinary sense plus
a set of explicit semantical rules—the whole constituting, let us
say, an ordered pair; and that the semantical rules of L then are
specifiable simply as the second component of the pair L. But,
by the same token and more simply, we might construe an
artificial language L outright as an ordered pair whose second
11The foregoing paragraph was not part of the present essay as
originally published. I t wm prompted by Martin (see Bibliography), as
was the end of Essay VII.
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it may be asked, of the verification theory of meaning? This
phrase has established itself so firmly as a catchword of empiricism that we should be very unscientific indeed not to look
beneath it for a possible key to the problem of meaning and the
associated problems.
The verification theory of meaning, which has been conspicuous in the literature from Peirce onward, is that the meaning of a statement is the method of empirically confirming or
infirming it. An analytic statement is that limiting case which is
confirmed no matter what.
As urged in §1., we can as well pass over the question of meanings as entities and move straight to sameness of meaning, or
synonymy. Then what the verification theory says is that statements are synonymous if and only if they are alike in point of
method of empirical confirmation or infirmation.
This is an account of cognitive synonymy not of linguistic
forms generally, but of statements." However, from the concept
of synonymy of statements we could derive the concept of
synonymy for other linguistic forms, by considerations somewhat
similar to those at the end of §3. Assuming the notion of "word,"
indeed, we could explain any two forms as synonymous when the
"The doctrine can indeed be formulated with terms rather than statements as the units. Thus Lewis describes the meaning of a term as "a
criterion in mind, by reference to which one is able to apply or refuse to
apply the expression in question in the case of presented, or imagined,
things or situations" a n p. 133).—For an instructive account of the
vicissitudes of the verification theory of meaning, centered however on
the question of meaningfulness rather than synonymy and analyticity,
see Hempel,
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complete symbols defined i n use;" also i t is implicit in the
verification theory of meaning, since the objects of verification
are statements.
Radical reductionism, conceived now with statements as
units, set itself the task of specifying a sense-datum language
and showing how to translate the rest of significant discourse,
statement b y statement, i n t o i t . earflap embarked on this
project in the Atifbau.
The language which Carnap adopted as his starting point was
not a sense-datum language in the narrowest conceivable sense,
for i t included also the notations of logic, up through higher
set theory. I n effect i t included the whole language of pure
mathematics. The ontology implicit in i t (that is, the range of
values of its variables) embraced not only sensory events but
classes, classes of classes, and so on. Empiricists there are who
would boggle a t such prodigality. Carnap's starting point is
very parsimonious, however, in its extralogical or sensory part.
In a series of constructions in which he exploits the resources of
modern logic with much ingenuity, Carnap succeeds in defining
a wide array of important additional sensory concepts which,
but for his constructions, one would not have dreamed were
definable on so slender a basis. He was the first empiricist who,
not content with asserting the reducibility of science to terms•
of immediate experience, took serious steps toward carrying
out the reduction.
If Carnap's starting point is satisfactory, still his construeIs See above, p. 8.
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corporate body."
The dogma of reductionism, even in its attenuated form, is
intimately connected with the other dogma—that there is a
cleavage between the analytic and the synthetic. We have found
ourselves led, indeed, from the latter problem to the former
through the verification theory of meaning. More directly, the
one dogma clearly supports the other in this way: as long as it
is taken to be significant in general to speak of the confirmation
and infirmation of a statement, i t seems significant to speak
also of a limiting kind of statement which is vacuously confirmed,
ipso facto, come what may; and such a statement is analytic.
The two dogmas are, indeed, a t root identical. We lately
reflected that in general the truth of statements does obviously
depend both upon language and upon extralinguistic fact; and
we noted that this obvious circumstance carries in its train, not
logically but all too naturally, a feeling that the truth of a
statement is somehow analyzable into a linguistic component
and a factual component. The factual component must, i f we
are empiricists, boil down to a range of confirmatory experiences.
In the extreme case where the linguistic component is all that
matters, a true statement is analytic. But I hope we are now
impressed with how stubbornly the distinction between analytic
and synthetic has resisted any straightforward drawing. I am
impressed also, apart from prefabricated examples of black and
white balls in an urn, with how baffling the problem has always
17 This doctrine was well argued by Duhem, pp. 303-328. Or see Lowinger, pp. 132-140.
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analytic statements, which hold come what may. Any statement
can be held true come what may, i f we make drastic enough
adjustments elsewhere in the system. Even a statement very
close to the periphery can be held true in the face of recalcitrant
experience by pleading hallucination or by amending certain
statements of the kind called logical laws. Conversely, by the
same token, no statement is immune to revision. Revision even
of the logical law of the excluded middle has been proposed as a
means of simplifying quantum mechanics; and what difference
is there in principle between such a shift and the shift whereby
Kepler superseded Ptolemy, o r Einstein Newton, o r Darwin
Aristotle?
For vividness I have been speaking in terms of varying
distances from a sensory periphery. Let me try now to clarify
this notion without metaphor. Certain statements, though about
physical objects and n o t sense experience, seem peculiarly
germane t o sense experience—and i n a selective way: some
statements to some experiences, others to others Such statements, especially germane to particular experiences, I picture
as near the periphery. B u t in this relation of "germaneness"
I envisage nothing more than a loose association reflecting the
relative likelihood, in practice, of our choosing one statement
rather than another for revision in the event of recalcitrant
experience. For example, we can imagine recalcitrant experiences
to which we would surely be inclined to accommodate our system
by reevaluating just the statement that there are brick houses
on Elm Street, together with related statements on the same
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myths on the i3a me footing with physical objects and gods,
neither better nor worse except for differences in the degree
to which they expedite our dealings with sense experiences.
The over-all algebra of rational and irrational numbers is
underdetermined by the algebra of rational numbers, but is
smoother and more convenient; and it includes the algebra of
rational numbers as a jagged or gerrymandered part." Total
science, mathematical and natural and human, is similarly but
more extremely underdeternained by experience. The edge of
the system must be kept squared with experience; the rest,
with all its elaborate myths or fictions, has as its objective the
simplicity of laws.
Ontological questions, under this view, are on a par with
questions of natural science.
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Carnap ([6], p. 32n) has recognized that
t
o
he is able to preserve a double standard for ontological questions
and scientific hypotheses only by assuming an absolute distinc"Cf. p. 18 above.
"L'ontologie fait corps avec la science elle-meme at no pout en etre
separee." Meyerson, p. 439.
II Above, pp. 12f; below, pp. 102ff.
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