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Chapter  1 

Introduction

During the process of writing my last paper1, I stumbled upon an idea which I had not encountered 

before. This does not mean that it had not been thought of before, only that I had never heard of it. 

Still, when researching similar theories I could not find it present in toto, and if it exists2, I believe 

my version still deserves a thorough exposition. This idea will make up the core of my dissertation. 

It is, I believe, an answer to what Rorty called philosophy's “central concern”. Which is, “to be a 

general theory of representation, a theory which will divide culture up into areas which will 

represent reality well.” (Rorty, 1979, p.3.) Below I separate it into four parts: 

(1) When one speaks, one often presents at the same time a number of incommensurable truths. (2) 

These truths stand in relation to differing orders of reality, and can be placed in at least two 

functional categories: The descriptive, and the prescriptive. They are separated in this way by the 

nature of their truth functions. (3) I define truth function as the criteria a string of words must 

necessarily meet in order to be called true. The former, descriptive truth function is traditionally 

supported by a correspondence theory of truth (CToT): The members of the descriptive strings3 are 

true if and only if they correspond with a fact of the world. The latter, prescriptive truth function can

be supported by a pragmatic theory of truth (PToT): Strings within this set will be true if and only if 

they achieve their ends. (4) Both of these truth functions, this paper will argue, work together within

language by way of the deployment of more than just plain linguistic tokens. By plain linguistic 

tokens, I refer to words similar to the words you are reading now, with no living context, inflection, 

intonation, or emotional charge. (5) Finally, this paper will argue that of the two types of truth 

1 Chipchase, 2017.

2 One could argue that this thesis is a combination of the early, and the late Wittgenstein.

3 When I refer to meaning expressed by a sentence, I will use the term 'proposition'. Though, if I am unsure of the 

precise nature of the sentence, I will simply refer to it as a string.
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function mentioned, philosophy accords with the prescriptive, and the pragmatic. And if one applies

the CToT to this type of discourse, one is likely to become confused.4  

1.1

Defining the Truth

Proper Names & Definite Descriptions: When extending this argument, when I refer to the logical 

truth, I refer to the truth ascribed to plain linguistic tokens and their connections absent any "extra-

linguistic" facts. (Carnap, 1988, introduction.) When this paper speaks of a designator it refers to a 

proper name, or a definite description.  A proper name is precisely what it sounds like: The name of

a person, or a place, and so on. A definite description as outlined in Naming and Necessity is a 

precise semantic definition of some fact. (Kripke, 1980.) Technically put, it can be thought of as a 

description of a fact which follows the logical form: "x such that Px" where only one x satisfies P 

within an actual, or possible world. For example, if x is an object and P is as a property unique to 

that object, then the sentence: "The dissertation (x)... written by Jonathan Chipchase (P)" is a 

definite description of this bundle of words, and refers to this dissertation if and only if there is one 

x (bundle of words) which satisfies the criteria of being P... of being a dissertation written by 

Jonathan Chipchase. Well, since this is the only dissertation I have written, and since my name is 

Jonathan Chipchase, that proposition is a definite description of this paper.  

Correspondence Theory of Truth: The CToT can be traced back to at least Aristotle, who said of 

the truth in his Metaphysics: "To say that that which is, is not, and that which is not, is, is a 

falsehood; therefore, to say that which is, is, and that which is not, is not, is true.”5 This line of 

thought can be traced from that period, up the historical line, to the theory of logical atomism as 

worked on by Russell, and Wittgenstein at the dawn of the 20th Century. Where, the truth is a 

relational property which holds between a sentence, and a fact of the world. And, within this 

system, the sentence: "The King of France is bald"... is true if and only if there exists a King of 

4 This is what I believe Wittgenstein meant by language "gone on holiday".

5 I first read this quote in Haack's Philosophy of Logics (p. 88), though it can be found in the Metaphysics also.
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France, and if and only if he is bald. With this criteria to hand, one can check the truth of the above 

statement with a quick Google search: "Image of the current King of France." (Should France have 

a King.) From there, one can see whether he is bald or not, and thus, whether the proposition 

represents a fact, or not. Technically put, the truth satisfies Tarski's T-schema (in a non-traditional 

way): S is true iff P (where 'S' names P.) If one defines P as an object of an actual, or possible world,

and S as the referential proposition. Non-technically, a sentence is true if what that sentence 

describes is a fact of the world. Though, there are deep problems with this type of truth theory. 

Namely, for atomism, that any particular structural isomorphism between propositions and the 

world does not seem to be able to satisfactorily explain how even simple descriptions appear to 

entail more than their physical counterpart. (Haack, 1978.) For example, take the image below: 

If one notes the structure of the proposition, and then the structure of the corresponding fact, their  

isomorphism is poorly calibrated. As "it looks as if the fact has two components; the propositions, at

least three." (Hack, 1978, p.92.) Which I take to mean, the corresponding fact omits the relative 

relation between the speaker, the cat, and the man as denoted by the term “left.” And things become

even more difficult for the theory when one includes fictional, or mathematical objects, or colour, 

and so on. Consider, for example, the difficulty of explaining the truth of these propositions in a 

CToT: “Sherlock Holmes wears a hat.” “Two plus Two equals four.” “I can see the red of the 

horizon.”

Pragmatic Theory of Truth: James, the famous American pragmatist, once said of God: “if the 

hypothesis of God works satisfactorily in the widest sense of the word, it is true.” (James, 1907, p. 

299.) This uncovers one of the core principles that the pragmatic philosophers propagate against the

rigidity of correspondence. But also, it makes clear a common pitfall philosophers often fall for 
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while interpreting them. Which is: Often, a caricature of the consequence of this theory is made, 

where the truth becomes synonymous with whim. This is stated well in a book by Rand, which 

characterises a particular faction of pragmatism as believing: “If there is no such thing as an 

objective reality, men’s metaphysical choice is whether the selfish, dictatorial whims of an 

individual, or the democratic whims of a collective are to shape that plastic goo which the ignorant 

call “reality,”.” (Rand, 1988, p.194.). This is not the pragmatism I've come to understand, though, it 

can be useful to paint a picture of this sort first opting to add the details bit by bit. Therefore, this 

paper will offer a simplified conceptualisation of pragmatism, just before the in-depth analysis. A 

basic view of pragmatism might be: The ends justify the means: If a sentence works for a practical 

purpose, then it is true. 

1.2

Between Correspondence and Pragmatism

One example to make clear the difference of these truth functions is: 

P1. "Evolution is true." 

Pragmatically, P1 is comfortably a true statement, as there is a profound body of theoretical and 

empirical evidence for the truth of it, and a majority would agree that there is no reason to suppose 

that it will be overturned. It is, on the contrary, and extremely powerful explanatory tool, and it's 

utility cannot be seriously questioned. However, some philosophers, Nagel, for example, have 

pushed back against the anti-teleological consequence of this theory, and have thus claimed that it is

incomplete, or wrong. (Nagel, 2012.) Therefore, since all doubt has not been eliminated as to the 

finer details of the theory, one might find it philosophically unsettling to make the case that P1 is 

true in a CToT. As there is a possibility that what the proposition entails does not accord with reality

in at least some of the details. Evolution is the theory we take to be true so long as it explains all of 

the facts. But that does not preclude the possibility of another theory being proposed in the future 

which fits the facts better. This is only an example however, and there are flaws with it. For 
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example, it takes referencing the theory of evolution to be arbitrary. (It takes “evolution” to be a 

homogeneous set of beliefs.) But, as Nagel and the neo-Darwinians disagree, so do the evolutionary

biologists on some of the details. Though, since disagreements in the latter case does not depend on 

drastic changes to the theory, it makes a good example of the distinction, in any case. To continue, 

and to present an argument opposed to the simplistic view of pragmatism as offered above; it seems 

the founders intended a more complex combination of the two theories of truth as outlined above, 

rather than just pure utility. For example, none of the founders reject the CToT... And Pierce 

considers it a "nominal" explanation. (Hartshorne, 1931.) Further, Haack argues that James, Dewey 

and Pierce all commit themselves to a type of CToT. (Haack, 1976.) Though, in this version of the 

CToT it is important to note their use of “reality” as opposed to “fact.” Which is because: If the 

founders hold a true sentence corresponds with “reality” and not “fact.” Where “reality” need not 

be a “fact” in as much “fact” relates to a physical state of affairs. Then, because “reality” is an 

extension of “real”, and real is an honorific term. Meaning, we can decide as a collective what to 

consider real, though we cannot decide facts in the physical sense. For example, take the value of 

money. The value of money is not a physical fact, though it is certainly real. The proposition (M) 

"Money has value." Is true in the pragmatic sense, as the value of money is considered a part of our 

reality, and greatly affects our lives: From our living conditions, to whether we live at all. Still, 

whether the sentence (M) is true in a CToT is not clear to me, and I do not think it is. Since there is 

no empirical fact, nor object anchoring the human peculiarity of assigning value to paper, or coins. 

And that value can be negated at any moment. Therefore, the founders use of “reality” as opposed 

to “fact” is of considerable importance. One might consider, as Searle does, the value of money as a

social fact. And then, one could see whether this social fact fits with the definition of a fact of the 

world, or a fact of reality (in the honorific sense). Searle defines a social fact as a fact involving 

collective intentionality... And the fact that money has value as an institutional fact. He then goes on

to detail that if one is driving without any regard for the rules, one is still driving. But, one cannot 
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play chess without following the rules of chess. If one ignores the rules of chess, one is no longer 

playing the game of chess. The first rule Searle considers a regulative rule, while the second he 

calls a constitutive rule. The former is an example of an activity (driving) which is regulated by the 

rules, whereas the latter is an example of an a activity (chess) who's existence is based on the 

application of the rules. One exists, and is constrained by rules. While the other exists by way of the

application of the rules. Searle then argues that institutional facts are a subset of social facts, and 

are constitutive rules. (Searle, 1995.) Well, if this is the case, then money is money because we play 

the game "money" by that particular rule set. And this game does not fall under a CToT which uses 

worldly fact as an anchor, but it does fall under the founders version of the CToT as they change the 

traditional term, “fact” for “reality”. To continue with the founders commitments, below is a 

summation of them as presented by Haack:

There are many interesting claims above, but as far as this dissertation is concerned, it will present a

variation on Haack's account of truth (who argues that pragmatism is a breed of correspondence), by

extending a theory where the CToT and the PToT  are only one half of the full picture, where 

neither are metaphysically privileged, and where both have an equality of burden placed upon them.

In this theory there is no hierarchical structure to place the PToT, or the CToT above one another. 

This paper also draws the distinction between strict correspondence (concerning the facts of the 

world) and pragmatic correspondence (concerning reality) following the founders; and in doing so, 

it extends a theory of truth6 which, I believe, accommodates both strict fact, and social fact alike. 

6   The commitments of this theory will follow the structure of the truth tree as outlined on p. 26.
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Chapter 2

Referencing Orders of Reality 

The argument which this paper wishes to push on with relies on whether or not there are strings 

within the language faculty which reference differing orders of reality (which cannot be reduced to 

one another). This arguments needs to include the commitment that one order, for example, the 

biological order, cannot be fully reduced to another, say the atomic order. Otherwise, one might 

reject one of the core struts which hold it up by arguing that all orders of reality, and so, social fact, 

are reducibility to some physical fact. And that it is only the lack of information, or the limit of 

human knowledge, which makes one order seem unequal to the other. One could argue that physics 

in its varying forms will one day explain a complete theory of psychology, if only our species had 

the required knowledge, and a machine powerful enough to deal with the variables. Therefore, one 

could argue that all social facts are a higher order property of physical facts, which will one day be 

explainable as physical facts. And the distinction I made in the previous chapter would be false. 

This would mean that the orders of truths as they relate to differing orders of reality would be equal 

in terms of content, though they would go about their specific descriptions of reality in different 

ways. To use an analogy, one might think of this preposed equality of content as being similar to the

equality of two sentences in different languages, but which mean the same thing, expressing that 

meaning in different ways. But as far as science is concerned, this does not seem to be a tenable 

solution to me. Therefore, I am going to argue from a position of anti-reducibility, and rely on the 

multiple-realisability thesis. But first, let this paper outline what reductionism, and anti-

reductionism are, and further, whether or not this paper requires an ontological anti-reductionism, 

or an epistemological anti-reductionism. Nagel defines reductionism as the notion that all things in 

the Universe follow a universal law which govern their base constituents: That physics will one day 

describe everything. (Nagel, 1996.) The antithesis of this idea is anti-reductionism, and there are 
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further distinctions to be made. Some philosophers argue that one cannot have a complete reduction

to physics because there are simply too many variables, and this concerns the limits of human 

knowledge, and is called epistemological anti-reductionism. Others argue that it is part of the nature

of the Universe that it cannot be explained through one universal law, which is called ontological 

anti-reductionism. The former, epistemological anti-reductionism is not hugely contentious, as 

mapping the physical variables present in even a tiny ecology is quite impossible by today's 

standards. The latter is more difficult, and is not required for the purpose of this paper. All that is 

required is the reasonable, pragmatic assumption that with our mammalian brains, the utility of the 

compartmentalisation of orders of reality by differing modes of exploration, require us to access 

them in differing ways. And the tools which we use to access them, say biology, or chemistry, 

cannot be reduced to one another. And so neither can our way of speaking about them. To support 

this thesis, this dissertation will evoke Putnam's argument from 1975. The argument begins with the

observation that a round metal peg fails to fit through a wooden board with a square hole because, 

well, there are two differing levels of explanation. The first description of reality relies on the 

geometry of the peg, meaning the peg does not fit because of its shape. Any solid peg and board 

would have the same problem. The second description relies on an explanation of the particles 

making up the objects, and relies on their specific solidity. That they are made of metal, and of 

wood. It is true that the peg will not fit through the hole because of (a) its shape, and also (b) the 

specific organisation of it's particles. There are a number of ways in which the general geometrical 

truth might be realised, as the organisation of the particles which make up the solid can be changed 

while the geometrical fact remains the same. Therefore, in the geometrical explanation, the precise 

material of the object is not contained within the explanation. But in the atomic explanation, the 

specific type of solidity and their interaction is the only consideration. This is a remark on 

referential focus, and the general principle which is being evoked can be stated thusly: The physical

facts as they relate to physics deal in fermions, bosons and their relations, as Rosenberg often puts 
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it7, and such truths can not be perfectly matched with the truths of geometry. They are ways of 

conceptualising reality by means of different lenses. But one can go further than this, as it appears 

that in the one space you sit there are descriptions of you relating to physics, chemistry, biology, and

so on... And that they describe one and the same thing at differing levels of possible description. 

Therefore, they appear to have different rules relating to what one considers true based on their 

specific field. And though, there is a relation between these truths, they do not seem reducible. For 

example, whilst ignoring the possible philosophical problems concerning what actually constitutes 

the I within the following strings, take these:

P2. It is true that you are fermions, bosons and their relations. 

P3. It is true that you are chemicals, and reactions. 

P4. It is true that you are your occupation. 

"They are not reducible? But the truth of each proposition relies on the one before it!"

Here is the problem: The order of atoms appears to be what makes the second order truth about 

chemicals true, in that that organisation of those atoms is what makes those chemicals those 

chemicals. Further, the organisation of those chemicals appears to be what makes the higher order 

biological truth true also, and so on. Therefore, there seems to be a reliance on the ascension of 

truth orders such that the most primitive order of truth is fermions, bosons and their relations. And 

one must work up from there if one is to be serious. This intuitive reduction is where the physicalist 

get their theoretical bite. Within this framework, one moves up from the basic building blocks of 

matter, and so it makes intuitive sense to assume that a bottom up explanation is the right one. But 

this is akin to assuming that the structure of atoms which makes up a block of gold is equal to the 

block of gold present in one's experience, colour and all. Or, that the numerical frequency of light 

7 He often says this, or variations of this, for example: "All of the facts about fermions and bosons determine or "fix" 
all of the other facts about reality..." Disenchanted Naturalism, Kritikos, volume 12, January – April 2015. ISSN 
1552-5112  
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which we call “blue” is equal to the colour blue in our perception. Otherwise, when one takes atoms

to be the bedrock of reality in the reductive sense, one would seem to deny the very existence of 

colours at all. (Rosenberg, 2011.) And this does not seem to be a tenable solution for obvious 

reasons. One argument against such an equality of such descriptions, specifically relating to the 

experience of colour, is proposed by Jackson. This can be paraphrased into the following: Imagine 

that there existed a neuroscientist called Mary, who lived her entire life in a black and white room. 

Though she had never seen colour, she had become a specialist in the field of colour, and knew 

every physical fact concerning it. The frequencies of light, for example, or the biological system 

which operates on it. Well, when Mary leaves the room for the first time, and experiences the colour

of a rose for the first time, would she learn something new? (Jackson, 1982.) If you are inclined to 

answer in the positive, then you take the experience of colour to be something more than a sum of 

all the physical facts which relate to it. This need not be an ontological commitment however, and 

may be rooted in the differing explanatory systems that we use to explain such phenomena. Thus, 

the argument regarding the possible reducibility between higher, and lower order levels of reality 

seems unlikely based on our present theories. And therefore, we can either accept the reductive 

view along with its unpalatable conclusions. Or, we can accept the non-reductive view that Mary 

would learn something new in her experience of colour for the first time. I accept the latter, which 

also props up the appealing view that psychological facts, and physical facts are both facts in and of

themselves; though they are not reducible to one another, as they are facts of a different type.8 Okay,

but is bottom up the right way to conceptualise reality? Well, would it make equal sense to assume 

that a top down explanation was the right explanation, had I taken the course of arguing that our 

knowledge of fermions, bosons, and their relations necessarily comes from our cognition, and 

therefore, our consciousness. Meaning, the social landscape which breeds this order of thought must

take primacy in our description of reality. Well, it is the bedrock from which all knowledge of 

8 Whether, or not, they require different truth functions is still to be answered, and is dealt with in 'The Great Humean 
Divide' (p. 22).
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reality arrives to our species, so shouldn't we work down from there? But now we have two 

competing theories, with answers at opposite ends of what we consider foundational regarding our 

conception of reality. Does reality begin bottom up from the bosons, or top down from the 

thoughts? Realism and idealism connect here, and seem to be born from this paradox. And both the 

PToT and CToT have their role in uncovering the full picture of why this is the case, while also 

presenting a possible answer. This appears to be the case because when one leans too heavily on 

either of the ontological commitments of these theories, their roads inevitably lead into the brick 

walls of either pure relativity, or impossible objectivity. Which is why this paper will take the strong

position that no level of reality ought to be taken as foundational, nor any truth theory 

metaphysically privileged. And that the CToT, and the PToT must necessarily be considered equal 

in terms of the value of their truth. "But... it either has to be top-down or bottom-up?" 

Do both positions begin from the same order of reality? No! One starts at the order of thought, and 

the other at the level of fermions, bosons and their relations. Then why assume that one must take 

primacy, when the the order of reality these strings describe is not the same? If we follow Searle's 

definition of a social fact, which need not be anchored on to the physical at all, and which appears 

contingent upon use; then we see a type of fact which is derivable only by means of our desire for 

some outcome. Because, isn't that what it means to follow a particular rule set? To want, or desire 

some specific outcome. Which means, social facts have an emotional undercurrent, and their truth 

conditions do not appear to require any physical object, or world-word correspondence. The truth of

them, which is similar to the example presented in P4, depends in varying degrees on collective 

intentionality and desire. This does not mean that social truths have no anchor to the world, or that 

the system which gave birth to this type of truth was not originally anchored to the world. But only, 

that they do not require this anchor to now be considered a part of our reality. We can make social 

truths become a part of our reality from this position. Again, think of the example of the value of 

money. The ascription eventually requires not an inch of object correspondence, nor any paper or 
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coin whatsoever. (There are types of currency today which follow this type of paradigm.)9 Further, 

as a rule can forever change, there is a level of indeterminacy inherent within those types of 

pragmatic social truths. And can't the same can be said for prescriptions which are judged in the end

by their utility? Where the function, or use of social truths can evolve as the requirement of the 

people it serves changes. Well, is this not be seen throughout history? Where a moral prescription 

was once taken to be self-evidently true, and which now is taken to be self-evidently false? This 

small claim requires no example, as every century bears witness to the truth of it. At this point, I am

reminded of Wittgenstein's pointing out, in his lecture on ethics, that moral propositions are 

indeterminate, blurry, and unfixed by their very nature. (Wittgenstein, 2014.) This appears to be the 

case because with any moral equation, there is apparently an appeal to the objective truth, rather 

than the collectively subjective, social agreement. And as the logical truth is judged similarly to the 

mathematical truth, in that it has the appearance of being absolute, so, the conclusion of such a 

logical moral equation, or the propagation of any perfect moral system by way of logic, would be 

by definition a force for tyranny. It would hang the indeterminate emotional content forever over the

fact. And the moral proclamation which is considered perfect in its creation, would be considered as

such for all time. Thus, it would necessarily make its own negotiation a logical impossibility, and by

corollary, the contextual dependence of ethics would be annihilated. And as this is the entire 

foundation of the game, it's professed completion would be the cause of it's destruction. In any case,

from this discussion, it seems not unreasonable to move forward with the position that the language 

faculty references different orders of reality, and that that which makes one level true is not entailed 

by the other. 

9 Bitcoin is one example of such a currency.
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Chapter 3

Bi-Truth Conditions: Singular Sentences

 

If the reader grants this dissertation the possibility of differing orders of reality, and their place 

within the language faculty as argued for above, then it's time to show that there are also 

incommensurable truths present within the same string of words. (To isolate the phenomena.) That 

there are two lines of possibility leading from a singular string of words, which, depending on the 

listener's presuppositions, and perhaps their metaphysic, relate to differing orders of reality. 

(Differing orders which are reliant on different truth conditions, again, as argued for below.) This 

can be seen as analogous to the micro/macro explanation of the peg, in which one interpretation of a

sentence would relate to the micro, and another to the macro... Though the possibility for both might

be contained in one string. Which would require us to consider the possibility that prescriptions 

based on a pragmatic relationship with correspondence can reference a different order of reality. For

example:

 

P5. The peg will not fit through. 

B1. When seen by G... P4. is true because of geometrical reasons.

B2. When seen by P... P4. is true because of physical (relating to physics) reasons.

Whether P5 is true appears to have two corresponding belief structures (B1 and B2), depending on 

whether a person is well versed in geometry, or physics. Thus, whether they are speaking from their 

specialised perspectives. Otherwise, a person with no knowledge of geometry, or physics could 

speak these propositions without understanding, and still claim to have said something true. But this

does not seem quite right. If one considers the Chinese Room experiment as proposed by Searle, 

which can be put: If one imagines being in a room with batches of Chinese writing, and instructions
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on how to correlate them to English. Then one could be given a batch of Chinese questions, read the

instructions on how to answer them in English, and then produce the answers in Chinese. But while 

one may become so good at this that the responses (from outside of the room) would become 

indistinguishable from a fluent Chinese speaker...  Never the less, Searle says that one doesn't have 

any understanding of the language (Searle, 1984.) Therefore, it seems more than just replicating 

output is required for understanding a language. And without understanding, it would be difficult to 

imagine how a person could say something true. A simple way of conceptualising this is, if I copy 

out all of the symbols from a book of mathematics, though I do not understand them. Then I am not 

saying anything true of mathematics, though someone with understanding might take me to be. The 

other category we have not investigated is the category of prescription. While prescriptions seem 

not to be of the domain of physical facts, it is possible to consider them as social facts. This is 

because prescriptions can be considered rules for generalised outcomes, and not an attempt to depict

physical reality specifically. And if that is true, it would seem that they are defined by constitutive 

rules. For example, while it is a physical fact that a gold has the atomic number 79... Gold is also 

something valuable. The former accords with a CToT and the latter with the PToT, or a social theory

relating to the satisfaction of what constitutes the application of the term, and not the physical 

properties of the gold itself. Though in this game, the value is predicated by the physical properties. 

The value is not linked with them. And one is a part of the game of defining an object in physical 

terms, and the other is a part of the game in which we use the term to loosely conceptualise our use 

for the object. Thus, both truth functions are required to explain the full application of the word 

"gold" in real life. Take the propositions below:

P6. The atomic number of gold is 79. 

P7. Gold is valuable. 

16



There are belief structures built not only from correspondence which is P6, or from each field which

extends from them... But also what we desire when we focus our attention on the world in any of 

those ways. Thus, it seems that when one uses the term gold (which connects both P6 and P7), one 

extends not only a strict fact, or a belief structure which contains a web of those type of facts.  But 

also, one extends a social fact containing a secondary belief structure, which contains a web of 

those different types of facts, also. Therefore, the one word sentence: "Gold." Appears to reference 

two  differing orders  of reality, and that which makes one true, versus the other appears are not one 

and the same condition. To take another example, read through the strings below:

P8. "There is a chair!"   =

B3. There is an object with four legs, a back rest and so on. (T/F? Answer: CToT.)

B4. There is an object you can sit on. (T/F? Answer: PToT.)

Whether or not the belief framework extending from P8 is true or false is not determined by the 

designator solely, though it does appear to depend in one sense on the designator. But it also seems 

to depend on something beyond analyticity. When one might not be speaking of a chair in the strict 

sense. Here, the sentence can still be pragmatically be true if the object of the social fact is satisfied.

To frame this better, take the below thought experiment:

The Tiny Chair Experiment: Two women are sat at a bar having a heated debate. One has been 

stood at the bar for some time and says: "My legs are so tired from all this standing, can you see a 

chair?" Her friend looks around and answers: "Look, over there, there's a chair!" While saying this, 

she points her finger to something in the corner of the room. The friend with the tired legs walks 

over only to find a chair that stands 10cm high by 10cm wide. She walks back over to her friend 

angrily and says "You have played a trick on me, that wasn't a chair! Only a toy chair!" Here is the 

problem: The tiny chair fits the analytic criteria of a chair. If my child took that chair to her teacher 
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and said: "This is a chair." Her teacher would agree. But the meaning within the first example is 

charged with the emotional desire for rest which is running over the analytic descriptive. (The 

fingers which extend, and then begin to close over an answer have their inclinations, too.) Equally, 

if the friend would have said "There is a chair." And would have pointed with her finger to a large 

stone, this sentence would have been true should the stone have been comfortable enough, and 

suited the needs of the tired woman in this contextually dependent instance. This is because in the 

pragmatic sense, or in the social sense, if one asks for what is normatively used to fulfil a function, 

and is offered an object which will satisfy that function to the extent that the speaker requires, then 

the object of the statement has been fulfilled: The answer is true enough to be true. If on the other 

hand, my child began using a large stone as a chair for one of her toys, and started to describe it as  

such, I would correct her: "No, that's a stone." Because in the latter instance their isn't the 

satisfaction of the emotional desire relating to the logical truth of the analytic proposition. Nor is it 

a social fact that sometimes dolls use stones as chairs. Interestingly, whether or not we are 

referencing the CToT level (the object level), or the PToT (the social level) can be pinned down in 

certain circumstances to phenomena as obvious as intonation. This appears to be because 

intonation, or inflection are emotional signifiers. They signify a change in emotional charge. To 

surmise, the commitments of this paper thus far can be stated: There are differing orders of reality 

referenced by language. These orders range from the physical to the social. Neither the physical, nor

the social are metaphysically privileged and so neither are to be taken as foundational. Further, there

can be a single sentence which references two differing levels of reality, and as such single 

sentences which presents incommensurable truths.

3.1

Description, or Prescription?

In some propositions, what tips the scale of whether we follow the truth conditions of one system or

the other appears to depend on whether there is emotional content charging the semantic content. 
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When I say semantic content, I mean the content of plain linguistic tokens. And when I say 

emotional content, I mean the emotional charge of a given proposition. This can be thought of as the

desire that the speaker has in mind when they extend the proposition, or the object of their sentence.

This is similar to the idea proposed by Austin, where one of the felicity conditions for a request 

within his speech act theory was the sincerity condition. Here, Austin argues that when making a 

request, one of the conditions which makes the request successful, is that the speaker genuinely 

desires the hearer to perform said task. (Austin, 1962.) This is a traditional example of what I call 

emotional charge. Here is another example:

P9. "Where's the chair?" Response: "There's the chair."  

P10. "Where's the chair?" Response: "There's the chair."

The context of P9 is thus: The speaker had come to a shop with his friend to select a few items, 

one of which was a chair his friend had seen the day before. The appearance of the chair was 

unimportant and not mentioned. Only that the object his friend had seen was a chair. 

The context of P10 is thus: The speaker is asking her friend where the chair she had sat on before 

was, so she might sit on it herself and rest. 

The former string also deals in a desire, namely, the desire to purchase a chair, although the object 

of the proposition is to purchase something which fits the descriptive criteria of being a chair, just 

so that it might be bought. This is different to the later proposition, as whether or not the object fits 

the criteria of being a chair is neither here nor there. The object of this string of words is the 

fulfilment of the desire to rest. And as long as the object referenced is an object which would be 

justified socially in being called a chair, in that it can fulfil the duty of a chair in relation to a 

specific desire, then it is enough of a chair to be called a chair.  Before I leave this area of argument 

for a time, grant me a small tangent in which to speculate on what has just been proposed. Namely, 
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that the satisfaction of a motivation state is a contextual parameter of the truth of a prescriptive 

string. Since motivational states are dependent on what they're aiming towards, let us imagine how 

the above theory might cope with an injection of psychology. Specifically, how they define 

motivational state, or perhaps, even the biological system where emotions entail the strengthening, 

or weakening of neural bonds by way of chemical release within the game 'motivational state' in 

order to direct human behaviour towards a specific goal, (though, these are different orders of 

analysis and are not reducible), to see whether there is an apparent link. Take one current academic 

definition of 'motivational state': 

"Another of Hull's contributions to this area includes the idea that motivation is determined by two factors. As 

described above, the first is the need state or drive. The second is incentive, that is, the presence of an external stimulus

which predicts a future reduction of the need of the animal. For example, the presentation of food would constitute an 

incentive to a hungry animal. By the process of secondary conditioning, other stimuli which predict food can also 

become incentives as described in section 5.6. " (Christian Balkenius, Lund University Cognitive Studies 37.) 

If this contribution is accurate, it appears to correspond with both a CToT and a PToT.  It requires a 

theory which offers an accurate representation of external stimulus, and a theory of pragmatic 

prescription to wrap the value judgement laden goal orientation, around the physically mapped 

environment. Though, this system being described through Darwinian theory is reliant on whether 

or not it is pragmatically true in itself. As the biological mechanism of emotion is selected, and was

not selected on the basis of direct correspondence, but rather, how well it performs the evolutionary 

task of self and species wide survival. And, as one can conceive of a situation where a lie is more 

likely to aid survival than the truth, for example: Where a patient is certainly going to die, but is 

told that their recovery is possible, in the effort to balance the line between getting their hopes up in 

vain, and giving them the will, through hope, to fight off what is killing them. Then, the truth in the 

strict sense is not required for the natural selection of this system, and the logical consequence of 
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this theory is the truth theory of pragmatism taking primacy over correspondence. Still, this is just 

an aside, and more will be said on it later. For the moment, let this paper continue by granting that 

you accept the distinctions it made, as it appears clear that in certain circumstances what a sentence 

refers to can be changed, and it's meaning shifted from one order to another, with a slight contextual

change. This change need only be tonal, or can even be based on the listeners appreciation of what 

the speaker wishes to obtain with their speech. Grant me further, that in certain circumstances, 

whether or not the conditions which makes a proposition true are not given wholly in the semantics,

but are contextual, and dependent the order of reality the speaker is referencing. Then... 
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Chapter 4

The Great Humean Divide

In the last part of book III of Hume's Treatise of Human Nature, he writes... 

“I cannot forbear adding to these reasoning's an observation, which may, perhaps, be found of some 

importance. In every system of morality, which I have hithero met with, I have always remark'd that

the author process for some time in the ordinary way of reasoning, and establishes the being of God,

or makes observations concerning human affairs: when all of a sudden I  am supriz'd to find, that 

instead of the usual copulations of propositions, is, and is not, I meet with no proposition that is not 

connected with an ought or ought not. This change is imperceptible: but is, however, of the last 

consequence. For as this ought, or ought not expresses some new relation, or affirmation. 'tis 

necessary that it shou'd be observ'd and explain'd; and at the same time that a reason be given, for  

what seems altogether inconceivable, how this new relation can be a deduction from others, which 

are entirely different from it. But as authors do not commonly use this precaution, I shall presume to

recommend it to readers,  and am persuaded that this small attention would subvert all vulgar 

systems of morality, and let us see, that the distinction between vice and virtue, is not founded 

merely on a relation of objects, nor is it perceived by reason.”    

The dictum of this paragraph can be stated thus: There is no fact of the matter from which one can 

derive an ought. An "ought" is a value judgement and an "is" is a fact. One might be able to infer a 

moral proposition from an emotional state and a fact combined. Where one might say: "I don't want 

to go to jail. Therefore I ought not kill." But this inference is not possible without the emotional 

state (want, desire) which is not a fact in the material sense. To go further, if one says: "There is the 

shipwreck of the Titanic." One makes a description which relies on a theory of correspondence to 
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fulfil its truth. Meaning, whether or not that proposition is true relies on whether or not the actual 

shipwreck of the Titanic is being witnessed, and referenced. Though, I cannot say in the same 

breath: "You ought to be kind to people." And then look around for some fact in order to prove this 

string is true. Nor can I make any solid predictions about it. It is only derivable from the 

combination of the fact (a metal with the atomic number 79) and my desire (I am hungry) which can

be used to draw the inference: "There is gold, and I am hungry. Therefore, I ought to take the gold 

to buy food." Though, such a proposition is a reality in a social sense, and most would accent to its 

truth. Still, though it is clearly a reality, there is no fact which accords deductively with the 

prescription of actions in the correspondence sense, at all. The prescription is a flux of emotional, 

and representational content. There is no objective criteria for proving its truth. Equally: "It's wrong 

to kill babies." Is not a fact in the correspondence sense, and cannot be deduced from a fact. And it 

appears to fit the criteria of  Searle's definition of a social fact, and thus, to be anchored in the 

constitutive rule predicated by the practicality of agreeing – in response to the emotion of not 

wanting to have offspring murdered – that we should all follow the equilibrium setting rule: Do not 

kill babies. Which is an over-arching truth designed for its utility in satisfying the emotion in 

relation to the principle of survival, both of the individual and of the species.

 Here, the difference rests on what underpins either extension:

"There is the shipwreck of the Titanic." 

Is true if there is an object which fits the analytic criteria of the ship called "the Titanic". 

"It's wrong to kill babies." 

Is true if there is an social fact which fits the criteria of "wrong" (negative emotional response) 

standing in relation to a fact of the aforementioned action. (Killing babies.)
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Where the difference of their form can be represented:

"There exists a ship (x), which historically holds the properties of (P) being called unsinkable, and 

yet sank... etc."

“There exists a social fact (S) such that it’s wrong (W) to commit the act (x) of killing babies (P).”

The former is what anchors the description in reference to an object of the world, as the terms 

which are made can be reduced, and defined with categorical precision. The latter is over-arching, 

and focused on the facts as they hold to social equilibrium, and the satisfaction of emotion. This 

latter type of truth is the type I am going to concern myself with for the next few chapters, as this 

paper will argue that this type of truth function when applied to mythological, religious, and 

philosophical texts can account for their appearance of deep truth, despite their apparent lack of 

correspondence with strict reality. This divide between descriptions and prescriptions will be called 

in this paper the Humean divide and will be separated by strict reality and social reality, or by the 

descriptive, and prescriptive canyons. To surmise, the commitments of this paper thus far can be 

stated: There are differing orders of reality referenced by language. These orders range from the 

physical to the social. Neither the physical, nor the social are metaphysically privileged, and neither 

are to be taken as foundational. Further, there can be a single sentence which references two 

differing levels of reality, and as such, single sentences which present incommensurable truths. One 

distinction between physical, and social facts is that social facts appear to be a combination of 

physical facts, and motivational states. Meaning, there is an emotional relation between physical 

facts and desires, such that the strings of social facts, or prescriptive sentences more generally, can 

be anchored into reality dependent on their ability to describe some fact in relation to the 

satisfaction of a goal.     
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4.1

The Prescriptive Side of the Humean Divide 

It was around the campfire, when people used to conjecture as to the nature of our reality, that  our 

myths were born. In his book, Wtizel argues that the core of our mythologies began this way in the 

black night of the stone age, before being separated in their family tree of mythologies into two 

great divides. This occurred as our race divided, and thus, the myths were spread across the world in

various, interconnected forms. The main split of human mythology within the aforementioned 

family tree are named Laurasian, and Gondwanan. The former speaks of God's themselves, and our 

dependence on them. The birth, and the destruction of the human race. And the genesis, and demise 

of the Universe. In this branch of myth, there is generally a battle against some behemoth, before 

the planet is made acceptable for human life. The latter branch speaks of human creation and 

culture, and speaks nothing of the creation of the Universe. In this branch of mythology, humans are

sometimes created from the materials of wood, blood, or animals. And any God mentioned, retracts 

back to their Godly realm after the creation. (Witzel, 2012.) Such ideas once were at the core of our 

belief systems, and from these ideas came other myths. But are our interpretations of them fair? Do 

they mean what they appear to mean? It is at this point I wish to speak of the truths buried within 

such myths, which first came to my attention when reading Wittgenstein's Remarks on Frazer's 

Golden Bough. In this paper, Wittgenstein attacks the simplistic analysis of ancient cultural rites, 

and claims it is woefully ignorant to view them literally. Such interpretations take cultural 

behaviours such as dancing to produce rain causally, which, Wittgenstein rightly remarks, is not 

their purpose at all. I was thinking of this recently, while re-reading Homer's Odyssey and could not 

help but be surprised by the truths hidden within it. Similar to when I first read Dostoevsky, there 

appear to be image-based representations of the practical struggles which our human lives contain, 

and also, methods which the author suggests one might observe in order to overcome them. These 

are clearly not descriptive in the correspondence sense, as they are often fictional. But still, there are
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prescriptions within them which are certainly real, and true in the general over-arching sense. For 

example, Peterson argues in a lecture on the mythological representations that the story of Jonah 

being cast from the ship, and swallowed by a whale is representative of death, and rebirth. That, 

when Jonah is taken under to the depths of the sea, that that is a symbolic representation of a 

"descent to the underworld", which means: “[In your life] you will spend time underground... When

you are faced with things that will terrify you into a paralysis... [which]  will take you underneath 

your normal set of assumptions." (Peterson, 2012.) Betrayal, the death of a family member, or even 

the death of a dream are all interventions in life which Peterson claims hold elements that can have 

this type of "predatory" relationship with human psychology. Which can "devour them" 

metaphorically, so to speak. And such experiences do take people out of their normal, predictable 

world view, and into something analogous to hell. And it is only when they have reconstructed their 

miscalculations, or their erroneous world view that can they healthily return to the realm of the 

living. This conception Peterson puts thus: "People have the ability to die and be reborn at different 

levels of analysis." Which seems true of reality at least from a psychological perspective. Thus, one 

can accommodate the Jonah story pragmatically, and again, not in a correspondence sense. I will 

elucidate the point with this truth tree which carries all the commitments of the theory I have 

sketched, thus far:

 

Correspondence theory:  Proposition is 'T' iff...

                                         (a) It is strict (corresponds with facts of the world)

                                         (b) It is pragmatic (corresponds with reality)

Pragmatic theory:             Proposition is 'T' iff...

                                         (a1) Whether or not (an a string) has utility.  

                                         (b1) Whether or not (a b string) accords with a social fact.

(While keeping in mind the distinction between descriptive and prescriptive truths, 

and their form.)
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P11. "Jonah was eaten by a large fish, and was taken deep within the sea."

If we take P11 and apply (a) then P11 is clearly false. There was no man called Jonah who was 

eaten by a whale. However, if we apply (b) we can say that those images, and their relations do 

correspond with a social reality. There is a connection from (b) to (b1) in that in that (b) appears to 

be accepted as a social fact. (That you will be eaten (metaphorically) and taken deep within the sea 

should you act as Jonah did.) Which means: It seems to be true in our pragmatic system that those 

images come to represent: (b) Something that can be called real. And (b1) that is accepted as a 

social fact. Therefore, P11 is both (a) false, and (b) true. It is false in the sense of (a) because it fails 

to meet the criteria of the description as outlined above. And true because it fits the prescriptive 

structure. Thus, with this theory one can say that there appear to be strings of sentences that 

reference differing orders of reality, and that those changes require a change of the truth function 

one uses... If one admits that there are over-arching truths in such stories, though they are not true in

the correspondence sense. This Peterson agrees with it seems, when he claims within the same talk 

that this level of meaning is an abstraction which ought not be seen by the lights of the Newtonian 

metaphysic, but by a Darwinian metaphysic. (Or rather, since both were scientists, the metaphysic 

that comes from taking either of their theories as foundational. Their theories philosophical 

consequences.) This fits with this papers distinction of descriptive, and prescriptive truths nicely, as 

Newton's theories attempt to objectively describe the world, and Darwin's is underpinned by 

pragmatic utility. This commitment is made clear by Peterson when he argues the following (I'm 

paraphrasing): An instruction manual on how to make, and then detonate an atomic bomb would be 

true in the correspondence sense, or by a Newtonian metaphysic, should it work. Even if it caused 

the destruction of our race. But if it caused the destruction of our race, while it is true in the 

Newtonian sense, in the Darwinian sense it clearly missed an important portion of information; 

namely, it's creation ended our species. Thereby, in a Darwinian sense it would be false. Equally, if 

we are analysing these mythological stories by the CToT truth function (a) we will see only fiction 
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and nothing else. Whereas, if we look through the lens of PToT with a Darwinian focus (b) we will 

see prescriptions which are image-based representations of truths, though, which are larger than a 

single instance. Though they do not accord with facts in the strict sense as they are generalised, and 

are often charged with emotion. They are true in the over-arching sense that they represent social 

facts. Similar to the way mythologies have historically presented truths through image-based 

representations, and that art uses pure imagery, which is interesting to me. There is a gray area 

between the two in fact, which can be seen from the earliest method of propagating mythologies, 

which are metaphorical, or image-based by their nature. For example, with cave paintings, 

tapestries, engravings, and so on. Which makes me wonder why this was the mechanism by which 

the earliest myths were passed along. With, what seems to be a required ability to imagine 

ourselves, or the story itself unfolding along with us, in order for us to understand what was at the 

heart of these stories. How do these images assist us in the comprehension of social facts? If 

prescriptions cause one to act by way of empathetic imagination, or by way or emotional relation to 

such possible facts, then perhaps that is the way to cash them out.

4.2

Image-based Representations

The next question to answer is: "How can a proposition cause one to act in a certain way (be 

prescriptive) without being a description of some fact?"   

This question has already gone some way to being answered, and one need only make a point of the

image-base, or metaphorical style of mythological, religious, or philosophical strings in order to 

begin uncovering the truth. For example, Gibbs argues that metaphors are embodied simulations of 

reality. (Gibbs, 2006.) The first example he gives of this is thus: On a University campus there is a 

poster which states in bold letters: "Stomp out racism." Under these words lies a picture of a large 

black boot. Upon questioning a few students as to their understanding and reaction to this poster, 

Gibbs noticed that they all imagined racism as some form of object, or creature, that could be 
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crushed under the foot physically. From this, Gibbs argues that people imagine physically stomping 

an object identified by the concept racism. This, he surmises in the following manner: People often 

comprehend metaphors by simulating with their bodies the meaning alluded to by the metaphor. 

The next point to make clear is what is meant by simulation.. One good example from Gibbs is 

when one is reading a scene, or a map, one can imaginatively construct that scene, or terrain, and in 

doing so, "create a mental model" with the information given. (Gibbs, 2006... Denis, Cocude, 

1988.) After doing so, one can then mentally move around this mapped model. The paper concludes 

by saying that the core of our metaphor comprehension is our simulating, or acting out by way of 

simulation, the concepts that those metaphors place together. Well, it appears to make intuitive 

sense, as well as following Hume's emotional anchor, that what we require from a prescriptive 

proposition, is a schemata such that when we hear it, we imagine ourselves in this or that position. 

And this appears to me, to be what moral philosophers have been doing since the birth of 

philosophy. To further show the connection between metaphor comprehension, philosophy, and 

embodied simulation, I would like to make a quick detour to the land of philosophical thought 

experiment.

4.3

Thought Experiments as Simulations

Since the days of Plato, philosophical thought experiments have been used argue for, or against 

philosophical positions. One of the most famous examples comes from Plato's Republic and has 

been coined 'The Allegory of the Cave':

"People live under the earth in a cave-like dwelling... Stretching a long way up toward the daylight is its entrance, 

toward which the entire cave is gathered. The people have been in this dwelling since childhood, shackled by the legs 

and neck. Thus they stay in the same place so that there is only one thing for them to look that: whatever they encounter

in front of their faces. But because they are shackled, they are unable to turn their heads around. A fire is behind them, 

and there is a wall between the fire and the prisoners...." 
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What continues from this point is an argument that the words used to reference the objects that are 

passed along the space between the fire and the prisoners would come to them to represent those 

shadows on the wall in front of them, and not the objects themselves. It is in this way Plato then 

transposes the metaphor into his own theory, and argues that a person who has no knowledge of the 

Platonic forms is much like the prisoners, in that they use words to reference the shadows of objects,

but not the objects themselves. The objects, in this argument, are the forms from which we earth 

dwellers can have no direct knowledge. But why explain this theory in such a way? Why uses 

image-based representations of a given situation (call it situation 'S') to explain a theory (call it 

theory 'T') such that... These bundles of words, and the images they reference, somehow manifest 

themselves as explanatory tools in the role of person B understanding person A's theory?

This can be thought of as...

Person A has a theory. 

They use an image-based representation of 'S' to elucidate a point relating to 'T' such that... 

In the comprehension of 'S' person B gains understanding of 'T'. 

If one considers the embodied simulation theory of metaphors, that when one comprehends a 

metaphor one runs a cognitive simulation of the physical outcome of what such a collection of 

concepts might entail, then we may be getting closer to why philosophers use such thought 

experiments. If they work by way of a similar mechanism, then when we simulate what the 

philosopher suggests, we imagine a situation where we might possibly experience what is being 

suggested. And if, the inner logic  of our belief structures allows us to think a simulation plausible, 

we are more inclined to accept it. And if we can simulate that experience, further, we can get a 

handle of the connection of these concepts. Experience is, after  all, the holy grail of a truth bearer. 

But further, if we accept the distinction that social facts, and in particular, prescriptions require an 

emotional relation between a fact and a person, then not only do philosophical thought experiments 
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aid us in our understanding of the logical possibility of a situation by means of testing our current 

belief structures with an embodied simulation. But, they also engage our emotions and allow us to 

see the perspective that the author of the thought experiment desired from us. To surmise, before we

continue with the application of this theory, the commitments of this paper thus far can be stated: 

There are differing orders of reality referenced by language. These orders range from the physical to

the social. Neither the physical, nor the social are metaphysically privileged, and neither are to be 

taken as foundational. Further, there can be a single sentence which references two differing levels 

of reality, and as such: single sentences which present incommensurable truths. One distinction 

between physical, and social facts is that social facts appear to be a combination of physical facts, 

and a motivational state. Meaning, there is an emotional relation between physical facts and desires,

such that the strings of social facts, or prescriptive sentences more generally, can be anchored into 

reality dependent on their ability to describe some fact in relation to the satisfaction of a goal. This 

theory can help explain how myths, fictions, philosophies and art in general appear to contain truths

which do not correspond with fact. The connection between myth, fiction, philosophy and art is 

their use of imagery, and this is because image-based representations are comprehended through 

embodied simulations (simulations of experience); and thus, when a philosopher uses a thought 

experiment to support a theory, they are placing  the reader in simulated experiential, and emotional 

relation to their theory.    
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Chapter 5

Applying the Theory

The difficulty here is deciding precisely which philosophical problems I ought to outline in order to 

make this investigation as efficient as possible, whilst considering the possibility of failing to 

present an argument with too wide a scope. Therefore, in  answer to this problem, I have decided to 

take three examples: A famous thought experiment, a famous philosophical conception, and a 

philosophical propositions, and apply the theory to them. 

1. Let us begin with the thought experiment: The Trolley problem. (Foot, 1967.)

"... it may rather be supposed that he is the driver of a runaway tram which he can only steer from one narrow track on 

to another; five men are working on one track and one man on the other; anyone on the track he enters is bound to be 

killed." (P. 3)

The purpose of this question appears disarmingly simple: Is it morally right to leave the track and 

have five people killed, or to change the track and have one killed? Let us make one distinction 

before we begin. Foot makes another two examples in the same paragraph, all aiming to get to the 

same point across by differing examples. It is not the precise situation which is at question here, but 

rather, only whether the trade of one life for five is ethically permissible: Is it right to make a 

decision (x) which ends one life (O) but saves five (F)? It is important in our analysis first, to 

understand whether we are expecting a prescriptive, or a descriptive sentence in response to this 

question. A description would outline the facts, and would be of the type: An object which has this, 

or that property. Such that there appears, as in the example at the very start, where the cat is to the 

left of the object, to be no room for a relational property. Whereas the form of the prescription gives

us access to the question at hand, namely: Does their exist the social fact (S) such that the act (x) of 

32



changing the tram (or not) stands in relation to the emotional response (W) wrong? We should 

attempt next to apply the truth criteria of either (a) or (b) to the sentence, to see whether or not it 

entails a theory of correspondence, or of pragmatism. Since what Foot is “getting at” is not the 

specific instance of the trolley, but rather, the general principle of trading one life for five, there are 

two parts which I want to unpack. The value judgement of one versus five is key, and it can be 

stated thusly: “Is one priceless thing worth five?” The second can be thought of as: When placing a 

person in the simulation of this thought experiment, their hand on the cold iron which changes one 

track to the other and so on, how would it feel for them to make that decision? Logically, one and 

five priceless things are equal in value, and emotion has no part to play in the logic of the decision. 

But practically our feelings do come to sway our decision, thus, what is being offered is a 

simulation a possible event, expecting the readers emotional relation to that. And where there is no 

possible final logical answer. What is interesting in this example is not the example itself, but the 

arguments made by philosophers in attempting to justify their decision of either leaving the cart on 

the original track, or changing it. Of how they engage with the general principle of the trade. The 

core of this experiment appears to rely on when asked to make a trade, where there is no clear 

answer, but a possible difference in blame attribution, how should they act? Or...

(1) Here is a state of affairs with a value judgement attached.

(2) One cannot answer (1) without affirming, or rejecting the judgement.

(3) How does one move forwards?  

Since Foot's experiment deals in a generalisation of the trade principle, and not the specific in 

instance of the trade itself, it is clearly not a fact in the strict sense. Whereas, the generalisation 

itself holds true for many specific instances, and so, is part of our reality. Which means it is part of 

the (b) strata in the truth tree. Now is (b) (is it wrong/right?) a social fact? No, not at this moment. 
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Which is precisely the utility of the philosophical puzzle. It intends to investigate, and settle 

positively, or negatively on the pragmatic social fact of this generalised principle. At this moment, 

we have no definite answer, and to be honest we may never have one. Yet the type of fact, and so, 

the type of truth which may arise appears to be prescriptive, actionable, pragmatic and thus... For 

the moment the theory this paper has been concerned with appears to be doing as predicted. Now, 

let us move swiftly to a second famous example.

2. Let us apply this theory next to a famous concept: Plato's concept of good. 

(Which may apply to Universals, more generally.)

In book IV of The Republic... Plato says of the good that it is to reason, what the sun is to vision. It 

is the source of truth and reason,  and that which causes the “right and and beautiful.” To continue 

with this analogy: The sun is what makes vision possible. Thus the good appears to be what makes 

reason possible. But, how does that which causes the possibility of reason cause the “right and the 

beautiful”? It seems to me that Plato is suggesting that that which is right and beautiful, can only be 

discovered through reason by the light of the good. Just as what is presented by our vision can only 

be discovered when it is illuminated by the sun. But how can one define value judgements, as the 

beautiful, in order to get a full understanding of the implications of this Platonic thesis? As this is 

important to our application of what Plato intends, let us first explore a contemporary Neoplatonist 

account of beauty, working backwards from there. Who better to start with than Kant, who defines 

the judgements of taste (such as the beautiful), as “not judgment[s]... of cognition, and... 

consequently not logical but aesthetical... whose determining ground can be no other than 

subjective. Every reference of representations, even that of sensations, may be objective... save only

the reference to the feeling of pleasure and pain, by which nothing in the object is signified, but 

through which there is a feeling in the subject as it is affected by the representation.” (Kant, 1987, 

S1.) Kant's conception is that the beautiful is the subjective application of pleasure or pain upon the 
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world. Which makes intuitive sense when one considers the beautiful in this way: As the subjective 

human application of pleasure or pain upon the world itself: As a judgement regarding whether or 

not an object satisfies a desire, and therfore, produces pleasure, or pain. Though one may desire 

pain, too. And it is short-sighted to conceptualise desire as standing only in relation to pleasure. One

can gain much pleasure from pain, or much pain from the feeling of pleasure. The former can be 

witnessed in the most innocent form, from the suffering one endures with no small pleasure, in the 

pursuit of some ardous goal. Though this is a small example, I require even less to explain the pain 

one can feel through pleasure. (Consider guilt, or shame.) A second, extremely clear definition of 

beauty is given by Santayana in The Sense of Beauty (p. 31): "In less technical language, beauty is 

pleasure regarded as the quality of a thing... Beauty is a value, that is, not a perception of a matter of

fact or of a relation: it is an emotion, an affection of our volitional and appreciative nature: An 

object cannot be beautiful if it can give pleasure to nobody: a beauty to which all men were forever 

indifferent is a contradiction in terms." This fits with Kant's conception, so that we might offer our 

definition of beauty as: 

The pleasure one feels when witnessing x which is not a part of x itself. Our emotional relation to x,

such that x gives us pleasure. 

To return to the initial question, what is the cause of this phenomena such that it can be understood 

as a conception of the good? Again, let us return to Santayan (p. 30): "But emotions are essentially 

capable of objectification, as well as impressions of sense; and one may well believe that a 

primitive and inexperienced consciousness would rather people the world with ghosts of its own 

terrors and passions than with projections of those luminous and mathematical concepts... [this] 

mythological habit of thought still holds its own at the confines of knowledge, where mechanical 

explanations are not found..." Here, the point appears to be that the representation of our emotions 
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can govern people in some way. That one can share an emotional relation with an object x, such that

that object and ones emotional relation to that object (E) are represented as an object of the form: 

Ex. Whereof, the listener not only understands the factual object I am representing (CToT), but how 

I feel about it (PToT). Yet in this representation, they take the two orders referenced, one of the 

world, and the other of my relation to the world, as one complete description. To clarify: They take 

the emotional relation to be a part of the object itself, and thus: How they ought to feel about it. 

It is an emotionally instantiated indicator: a warning, afirmation, condemnation, and so on. 

Therefore, in answer to the initial question: Plato's conception of the good can be seen as that 

which causes the right and the beautiful. That which causes the beautiful appears, in the literature I 

have read, to be the human relation between an observer and an object, such that it gives one 

pleasure. And also the objectification of that emotional relation to the object, such that both are 

represented as the object (with the properties Ex. (Not as a part of our relation to x.)). Therefore, 

Ex taken as x in this way acts as a sign, or a warning, that suggests to others how they ought to act 

when they come to an object by virtue of that emotional relation. Which, appears to me to fit 

exactly with the combinatory picture of the CToT and the PToT this paper has argued for. In the 

emotional relation, the PToT is the theory one requires, and not anything like the CToT as that 

which is being referenced is not an object of the world, at all. And, therefore, it appears Plato's 

conception of the good -- as that which makes beauty possible -- is the possibility of the 

objectification of our emotional relations to a state of affairs, such that one represents those 

relations as facts in themselves. "What is good?" By the lights of this theory it may be seen as thus: 

If an action is praiseworthy, then such an action, as is good for the individual, or the collective, 

which gives one a pleasure, can be objectified along with the action itself. Here sprouts the ideal 

form of good, as those acts which give one pleasure, and are objectified, are conjoined with one 

another under the generalisation: Good acts... acts which have the property of being good. This 
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cognitive slight of hand can be outlined: The human emotional relation to a factual action, our 

valuing an act as good becomes the good act. Which makes one ask, in the face of this 

representation of a relation as a fact: 

"If there are good acts, what is goodness?" (This is an inversion of the process.)

3. The third, and final example is a philosophical proposition, and is the first premise of David

Chalmer's zombie argument. 

(Full disclosure: there have been times when I have disscussed this argument, both with peers and professors, where I 

have been accused of not fully representing Chalmer's argument. Therefore, I will make every possible effort to present 

it fully, before applying the theory this dissertation extends.)

To make sure I outline this argument correctly, I will rely heavily on Frankish's detailing of the 

zombie argument. (Frankish, 2007.) In this paper advocating anti-zombies, Frankish begins by 

outlining the zombie argument, itself. He makes the distinction that an object is a physical dupicate 

if an only if it is a duplicate in all physical respects. He then continues to explain that philosophical 

zombies are duplicates of people in all physical aspects, only that they lack conciousness. Further, 

he states that the zombie argument for dualism relies on a number of propositions: (a) zombie 

conceivability. (b)... if (a) is conceivable, then it is metaphysically possible and (c)... If (a) and (b) 

therefore: (d) consciousness is non-physical. This argument appears to be logically sound, and has 

had a wide impact on academic philosophy. So, before we apply the theory one last time, it is 

important to understand what Chalmers means by conceivability, and possibility. This, he outlines 

in his paper: Does Conceivability Entail Possibility? (Chalmers, 2002.) Within the first few pages of

this paper, Chalmers claims that metaphysical conclusions appear to be matters of metaphysical 

possibility. For example, "if one domain is reducible to another, the facts about the second should 

metaphysically necessitate the facts about the first. So it is metaphysical possibility that is relevant 

[in the jump from epistemic, to modal, to metaphysical claims]." He continues by outlining why 
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there is some plausibiliy in the claim that conceivability can inform one about metaphysical 

possibility. (And not physical, or natural possibility.) Chalmers then uses a most interesting 

example, which I believe elucidates the crux of his whole argument. He claims that it is 

metaphysically possible that an object could travel faster than a billion kilometres per second, 

though, this example is physically impossible in our world, as it goes against all we know of our 

Universe. Still, Chalmers claims that it is not metaphysically impossible, since one can conceive of 

a possible world in which an object can go faster than a billion kilometres per second, and since 

conceivability can inform one about metaphysical possibility: Therefore, an object which can travel 

faster than a billion kilometres per second is a metaphysically possible. To support the argument, 

Chalmers formulates quite a few distinctions. One of the first is between primary conceivability 

which is based on the a priori nature of the concepts applied, and secondary conceivability which 

relies on counterfactuals. (Or, as Frankish puts it in the aforementioned paper, if what is being 

described "might have obtained, given how the world actually is." (Italics my own.) (Frankish, 

2007.)) To clarify this distinction, Chalmers uses Kripke's example of the planet Venus: Which is 

called Hespurus by the day, and Phosphorus at night. Since it is not conceivable in the actual world 

that Hespurus, and Phosphorus might be discovered to be spatially different planets, as those terms 

do in fact refer to the same planet, it is not secondary conceivable that: "Hespurus is not 

Phosphorus."  But it is primary conceivable that the planet which is visible in the morning, and the

planet which is visible in the evening could be in a different possible world, different planets: Thus, 

it is primary conceivable that: "Hespurus is not Phosphorus." A second example to elucidate 

the distinction is given by Frankish, who explains that water is neccesarily H20... However, one 

cannot maintain this as an a priori truth, and thus, it is primary conceivable that water is not H20. 

(In the sense that a substance with the properties we ascribe to water is not H20.)  

Chalmers makes two more important distinctions. First, he outlines ideal conceivability which is 

when "S is conceivable on ideal reflection." Chalmers evokes the idea of an undefeatable reasoner, 
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which seems possible in principle, and claims that if this undefeatable reasoner can conceive of S 

without contradiction, then S is ideally conceivable. And finally, he distinguishes between positive 

and negative conceivability: Negative conceivability is the conceivability of S such that the 

possibility of S has not been ruled out. Positive conceivability is when a person can construct within

their imagination a situation where S appears logically, or actually coherent: Where S appears 

possible. Finally, Chalmers uses this theoretical framework to support the conclusion: That ideal 

positive conceivability implies primary possibility.  That is: If an ideal reasoner can conceive of S in

their imagination, such that in some possible world S exists, then S is a metaphysical possibility. To 

finalise this explanation, and to raise what I believe is the weakness of his thesis: 

Allow me the use of one last quote before my final explanation, and conclusion: 

"Once we know how the world is qualitatively, we are in a position to know what our terms refer to and whether our 

statements are true... Given enough qualitative information (typically information about physical and mental states... we

are in a position to know what our terms refer to. This reflects common practice in the theory of reference: in thinking 

about reference of a term in actual and hypothetical situations (considered as actual)... From here, reference can be 

determined. Does conceivability entail possibility? There are a few difficulties with the thesis... [it isn't obvious as to 

what "what a term refers to" means]... there may be a degree of indeterminacy in the reference of our terms over and 

above what is present in the truth-values of our statements. Examples might include terms like "number" and 

"symphony"..." (P. 24.)

With all this talk of possible worlds, and truth-values, it appears to me that Chalmers has taken for 

granted that all of his statements (with enough information) are meant to refer to actual, or possible 

worlds. That they can be true or false within actual, or possible worlds. But, within Chalmers thesis,

it appears to me that there is at least one statement which does not describe physical or mental 

states, either in possible, or actual worlds. Rather, the purpose of the statement is to present an 

embodied simulation, which causes a person to have an emotional relation to a fact. Thus, this is 

statement which does not entail truth values by way of description in correspondence sense at all. I 
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refer here to the first proposition (FP), which is based on the conceivability of zombies. I believe 

that Chalmers' theory presents one with the emotional relation of believability. But before we get 

into that, there is another flaw even if we accept the reasoning behind such conceivability. Let me 

outline this possible flaw, before getting into what I believe is the main problem. This flaw is: If I 

argee that a zombie is a description of a person P' in a possible world W' such that there exists P', 

with the physical characteristics [X, Y, Z] who looks and behaves precisely as person P (with the 

physical characteristics [X, Y, Z])... And yet in world W' person P' has no conscious experience. 

Then while this can feel right, and it appears plausible to say one can conceive of it clearly. Suffice 

to say, this amounts to saying one can imagine a world W' in which the appearance of world W is 

missing our imagination, or that which makes possible worlds possible in the first place. At least 

epistemologically speaking the argument rests on the shakey assumption that one can positively 

conceive of a possible world W' -- from a possible world W -- where there is no epistemological 

access to possible worlds. And if I take myself to be person P in possible world W... Chalmers 

argument suggests that I can conceive of P' in W' where P' cannot conceive of possible worlds and I 

can. But are we not behaviourally identical? Thus, there is a meta-issue which seems, somewhat 

ironically, to be founded in my inability to positively conceive of the situation as it pertains to the 

premises. That being said, there does seem to be a powerful truth behind what Chalmers is arguing 

for with respect to the link between conceivability, and metaphysical possibility. Only I do not think

it extends to the positive conceivability of denying a physical, behavioural duplicate the possibility 

of possible worlds from a possible world. This is, I believe, an effect of the what possible world 

semantics relies on in the first place, which is namely, the use of concepts, along with experience, to

simulate other possible configurations of reality. Although, that is just a speculative comment, and I 

do not attribute any real weight to it.
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At the beginning of this chapter... I argued that Foot's thought experiment dealt in the generalisation

of a value judgement, where the generalisation holds true not just for one but for many instances, 

and so was a part of our reality and not a strict fact. Which means it is part of the (b) strata of the 

truth tree, and is therefore a part of the PToT. This is because it appears to make a set of particulars 

(strict facts) into a second order fact, such that the object level, and the group level require differing 

truth functions. That is what Foot's many examples of the same trade of lives accomplishes in 

bringing out: What is general between the different situations. For another example, I might say: 

"That is a pile of sticks." However, if I focus on a member of the pile, I am not focusing on the pile. 

That a group of sticks is a pile is not definable in terms of individual sticks, and unlike the 

kilogram, which can be divided into a thousand grams, the pile cannot be defined by how many 

sticks one can separate it into. (For, how many sticks makes up a pile? The answer is 

indeterimnate.) Similarly, while a statement describing a stick is a strict fact, where an example of 

such a statement might be: "That is a stick." A pile of sticks is a value-judgement, or a 

quantification of a group of strict facts, corresponding to a truth which relates to many particular 

instances. Thus, the social fact, from which we can derive that the statement: "That is a pile." Is not 

(only) a description of a state of affairs. There is also a judgement related to it. While the two 

statements appear grammatically equal, one is a strict fact, and the other represents a judgement: An

emotioal relation, along side the fact. Where, the term "pile" cannot be considered purely 

descriptive, and instead, as a representation of a fact/value-relation: (Ex) as though it were, 

grammatically, a description of some object (x) in itself. Which is how statements of the form: 

"That is a '___x' " are generally understood. This, I believe, is the cause of no end of philosophical 

confusion. Equally, I believe if Chalmers had used only strict facts as the constituents of his 

argument instead of zombies, as he does in his examples (the case of Hespurus and Phosphorus, for 

example)... Then, I believe he would make a powerful case that conceivability informs 

metaphysical possibility. He appears to be extending a useful thesis in this regard. But, it also seems
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to me, that when he places such non-descriptive terms such as zombies, in propositions, he is 

mistaken. Mistaken when he presents a conceptual simulation of a world in which zombies exist as 

a logical proof of their metaphysical possibility. This is because, though it appears conceivability 

when anchored to simpler facts of the world can provide a good guide as to what is metaphysically 

possible. If one goes so far as to include all that is imaginable, though difficult to unpack, let alone 

detail... And thus, that which may contain many conceptual contradictions... As "conceivable"... 

Then the argument cannot prove what it sets out to prove, and this notion of conceivability serves to

undermines the whole project. 

I argued at the start of this, for example, that it was difficult to conceive of a possible world in 

which there was no access to possible worlds. But now let me go further. The truth is, when I try to 

conceive of a physical dupliate of myself without inner states, I cannot conceive of anything but a 

simplistic form which I can check. Glossy but uninformative. And therefore, I cannot understand 

the full impliations of the conceptual arrangement I create. Rather, this experiment is different from 

those simple, well defined conceptual experiments which are used as his examples. As, for example,

that which makes a triangle, a triangle is such that I cannot conceive of a square triangle. Or, what 

makes a planet, a planet is such that I cannot conceive of two planets being physically distinct in 

space and time, while sharing the same referent. Or, that knowing two terms refer to the same 

planet, I must know that they refer to the same spatial object. And therefore, the question of whether

one can conceive of a possible world in which Hespurus is, or is not Phosphorus. Or, whether there 

exists possible worlds in which objects can be square triangles... Seems an altogether different 

cognitive function from conceiving a possible world where physical, and behavioural duplicates of 

you or I exist, only lacking their inner states. The variable orders of description required even for a 

low-resolution description of such a conceptual construction, simpy requires more cognitive power 

than is possible from the human brain. And on personal reflection, when I try to conceive of such a 
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thing, I can only conceive of it as in some movie, the idea of a zombie; with all possible 

contradictions hidden behind a wax of believability. Which is a feeling, and not a fact. Leading me 

to a further point: Whether or not such a conception contains contradictions appears also jugement 

of taste. And contradictions within such a complex and detailed conception may be hidden by the 

very inconceivability of the finer details of the arrangement. But, as though one could hold in their 

head even the smallest portion of the facts relating to one world... That it can with two! Or contrast 

them with seriousness, or their schemata with any coherence! We, who cannot hold two sentences 

together at the same time in our heads. Well, that doesn't seem true to me at all. Yet I have heard 

academics say that the possibility of conceiving such a zombie is not really the issue with the 

argument. They can conceive of such a thing, or, at least they feel like they can. And such a feeling 

is enough of a proof for them to prove to themselves that they can, such that they begin to move 

forwards. This obvious flaw is made harder to uncover by the fact that when one attempts to 

conceive of some state of affairs, one attempts positively to invest oneself in a world where such a 

state of affairs is possible. For example: If a person asks me to conceive of a squared triangle, I 

make every attempt to construct a positive belief in the possibility of such an object. (What might it 

look like, or feel like?) Oh, I twist, and turn, and try to accomplish all the mental gymnastics 

required to conceive of the thing. But, if I ask you now to take a moment and to conceptualise a 

zombie Chalmers, stood up, and giving equally brilliant reasons for zombies. Such philosophical 

insights... While lacking those inner states which correspond to his behaviour. Or, if I invite you to 

conceive of a zombie father looking over his zombie daughter, both smiling, laughing. (While she 

rides her bike for the first time...) But, that you must also imagine now that there is no feeling 

behind their pantomime, no light behind their eyes. Perhaps, then, the veil of conceivability will 

begin to crack, and show that what was once appeared easy to conceive, is more difficult than first 

imagined. That, in the case of strict facts, I can cognitively simulate scenarios which relate to 

possibility such that, when I witness a stone falling, in future simulations, stones will abide by the 
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logic of falling. That I can imagine where stones do not fall, also, because of my knowledge of 

stones, and how gravity relates to them. Or, that I can imagine a number of more complex 

situations, which due to their increased size, and variability, lose their precision... Weakening their 

connection with probability even metaphysically speaking. Then I believe one must  come to the 

conclusion that the more we expect from our concepts, the smaller our expectation ought to be on 

their accuracy. The proof they can give. With this argument outlined, along with my initials 

concerns about it... Let me apply the truth tree to Chalmers' first proposition (FP) to see if any 

understanding is gained.   

FP. "One can conceive zombies."

Since this paper has already decided to argue for a non-reductionist account of reality,  it will 

assume that all that is implied by "conceiving" cannot be described by the purely physical. Nor does

it seem to make intuitive sense to judge a statement referencing the concept "zombies" as a strict 

fact, either. Though, the proposition does appear to be true if one follows the 'b' strata of the truth 

tree, as the statement: "You can, or cannot conceive of zombies." Appears to have some truth value, 

which therefore, must anchor to some fact of reality. (If not a physical fact of reality.) Though, this 

reality does not appear to be a strict fact, and appears to be a social fact, and so true in the PToT 

sense. Further, this understanding of the proposition appears to cash out not only the apparent truth 

value of the statement itself, but also goes some way to combining two competing views of two 

promiment philosophers regarding this argument.  

By the letters published in The NewYork Book Review... It appears that Dennett views the human, 

zombie distinction as nonsensical because humans are basically zombies in the sense Chalmers 

means. This takes the (FP) through the CToT lense. Dennett appears in this regard to be an 

eliminavist regarding consciousness, simply because he argues that all properly considered, the 
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strict facts are all the facts. That qualia are the special effects of the Cartesian theartre, and that 

biology is to blame for it all: He is making a distinction between the theatre, or the reality as we 

accept it, and the strict facts the world. Dennett then places his ontological chips on the strict facts. 

Whereas Searle claims that Dennett is making the case that there is no difference between zombies, 

and non-zombies  (as the physical parts make up all the parts of both). And then Searle looks 

puzzled at him, says the is clearly are differences, and proceeds to pinch himself. This is because 

Searle's ontological chips are placed on the subjective, value-jugement PToT of this thesis. Thus, he

is really arguing that Dennett is denying his ontological commitment to the reality of non-strict 

facts. (Searle, Dennett, 1995.) But both Searle and Dennett are right in their arguments I think, and 

what distinguishes their claims is precisely the importance they place on the ontologies of strict 

facts versus reality. Whereas, the theory I propose can accomodate both, from the first person truth 

and reality that Searle describes with the PToT. And the third person, objective ontology of Dennett 

through the CToT. Perhaps with a final note, that the whole institution of philosophy seems to be 

operating by a similar error. That, perhaps, what seperates the physicalists, and the dualists is 

precisely this relativiy regarding what one considers their foundational ontology: 

Strict fact, or reality. Therefore, all philosophical examples, as far as I have investigated them and 

can tell, appear to be statements that are members of the PToT.  That philosophical problems are 

problems of reality, though not of strict reality as defined by strict facts. That the power of myth, 

literature, and philosophy is the power of the objectification of judgements, and emotions. Which, 

can be used in conjunction with strict facts, to guide, or prescribe certain actions, or emotional 

relations. These pertain to human relations outside of the scope of pure description. 

As that which is most human appears somewhat impossible to describe. 

We may pass the Turing test; why, or whether or not this is a sufficient proof of our humanity is, 

and always will be... Beyond description.

(I believe.)
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Conclusion

Within this dissertation, I have attempted to outline a theory of reference that could cope with at 

least two specific demands: (1) Of describing the facts of the world. (2)  Of explaining the truths 

behind the peculiar human enterprises of mythology, art, literature... And most importantly that of 

philosophy. Which is because (as far as I am concerned): It is quite impossible to ignore the fact that

these great bodies of human effort contain truth within them. However, it is also painfully clear to 

me that the truth which they contain is very different to the type of truth which the natural sciences 

are concerned with. Or, even, perhaps, the type we have come, as modern people, to expect. 

Unfortunately, I am sure that there have been times when, upon reaching the limit of my own 

abilities, that I have presented certain arguments without precision. Or, perhaps I have presented 

them in a poor order. Or without the academic rigour they so rightly deserve. While all this may be 

true, I have tried my best in that regard, and can only hope that what I intended to show has been 

shown, at least to some degree. So perhaps, another might become interested in the possibility 

which I have investigated, and then venture to do a better job than I could hope. Oh, but that being 

said, I am happy enough with this effort to feel a little confident that the principle position of my 

philosophy has been shown. And my hope is that by the work of this dissertation, it will not 

inconceivable to imagine that when we speak: We can reference different orders of reality. That we 

can speak of strict facts, or of social facts. That such facts can be true of the world, and also true 

because of our relation to the world. (Because we think of the world in such and such a way.) That 

one can relay a strict fact, or can objectify an emotion with a strict fact. And thus, represent not just 

the world: but my world. That, what is being represented is not always just a description, but rather, 

sometimes a description wrapped in an emotion: A prescription, an emotional relation. That 

philosophical propositions are of this type, and are best understood in this way, through this lens, by

these lights... etc. And so on... Fin.
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