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A Passion for Specificity presents the email interchanges between 
Marco and Russ as they actually occurred, warts and all, so the reader 
gets an unfiltered view into the conversation. However, there were two 
places where, for space considerations, we shortened interchanges that 
we judged to be perhaps too burdensome for the reader. For 
transparency, we present those two passages here in the Companion 
Website. Below is the editing from the book’s pages 274-275 (the 
editing of pages 165-170 is also on the website). The material that is 
printed in the book is in blue; the rest is as was in the original 
email. 
 
Page 274, middle of the page: 
 

About (1), you yourself get to be one judge of the severity of my badgering: your own sampling 

included some speculation on the first and second sampling days that inner speech was present in 

your experience. I’ll present a transcript below. Did you feel pressure from me to abandon talk 

about inner speech?  

 About (2)… 

. 

. 

. 

 You may wish to consult Hurlburt (2009a), which is largely reprinted as chapter 10 of 

Hurlburt (2011a). 

 Here’s a transcript of a portion of your first-sampling-day interview. Let’s see how inner 

speech is reported: 

Transcript RTH Comment 

[Marco had described the entire experience of this 

sample beginning at about 2:20 into the audio. He gave 

an overview that included a brief description of the 

beard incident beginning at about 2:40. Then we 

clarified the concept of the moment of the beep, during 

which we determine that the act of scratching the beard 

had concluded before the beep began. Then we 

discussed other aspects of the sample and returned to 

the beard at about 8:25. 

 



Editing in pages 274-275 page 2 

8:25 

R: And then there’s the scratching of your beard… 

 

M: Yeah. 

 

R: …that is somehow remains in your experience even 

though you're no longer scratching. 

 

M: Yep. 

 

R: So how…how, what… how is…how is that in your 

experience? 

 

 

This is, I think, an open-

beginninged, level-playing-field re-

awakening of the discussion of the 

beard scratching. 

M: Hm. Like an afterimage, or something. I mean, it’s 

difficult to…to say exactly. 

 

Note that your first foray describes 

this experience as being sensory: an 

afterimage is sensory, not 

cognitive... 

R: Well let me…So…so is this a feeling in your 

fingers? Or a feeling in your beard? Or a feeling in your 

neck? 

 

M: No. No. Yeah. It’s more cognitive, it’s more about 

the thought of the scratching, I would say. 

 

…so I follow the sensory lead… 

 

 

…but you change course to the 

cognitive. 

9:05 

R: A hah! So not a, not a sensory thing but a… 

 

M: No. I mean, it may have some sensory component, 

but it was mainly thinking about the scratching.  

 

R: OK. [M: Yeah.] So it’s not so much… and by 

sensory I guess I was being a little bit more, well, 

[chuckles] I’m not sure what I was being, but so it’s 

more about the scratching than about feeling the 

scratch. Is that correct? More cognitive about the 

scratching…? 

 

M: Yeah. Yeah. 

 

R: OK.  

 

I’m happy to abandon the sensory… 

 

…but you reinvoke the sensory and 

introduce the cognitive “thinking 

about”… 

 

 

…so I follow your cognitive lead. 

M: But I’m, yeah, I’m not, not sure, I mean, I was 

perhaps 70% cognitive and 30% sensory or something. 

[R: OK] I mean, it was not distinctly cognitive…. I 

think it was more cognitive than sensory, but I wouldn’t 

go, I mean, as far as to say that it was only cognitive. 

 

So a description that started sensory 

is now only 30% sensory and 70% 

cognitive. But the cognitive portion 

is highly qualified: “not distinctly,” 

“I think.” 
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R: OK. So this is the first beep on the first sampling 

day, and so this is the first conversation you’ve had like 

this, [M: Yeah] and so, so we’re expecting that we’re 

gonna have to sort of muck our way through this trying 

to figure out what we mean by “cognitive” and 

“sensory” and whatever, and that’s [M: mm hm] the 

way this process is [M: OK]. So about the cognitive 

aspect about this, [M: Mm hm] are you [pause] well, 

can you be more descriptive about wh… 

 

 

 

My aim is to be supportive of the 

struggle (and it is indeed a struggle) 

without taking sides. 

 

 

 

I continue where we left off: about 

the cognitive. 

M: Hm…hm… I think it has to do with, um, inner 

speech, with, um [pause], yeah.  

 

 [pause] 

10:45 

 

This is the first mention of inner 

speech. First the experience was 

sensory; then it was cognitive and a 

little bit sensory; then it was inner 

speech. Furthermore, this 

appearance is highly subjunctified: 

every word in this sentence other 

than “inner speech” is a 

subjunctifer, and the two pauses are 

also subjunctifiers. So your 

grammar-producer is telling us that 

“inner speech” is not to be taken as 

simply a straightforward 

description. 

R: And…I’m not sure I’m understanding that. 

How...how does it have to do with inner speech? I’m 

not disbelieving, [M: No!] I’m just not understanding.  

I match your subjunctification 

pretty well, I think. That is, I do not 

push you to over-clarify. 

M: Yeah. Yeah. Like, yeah, a thinking, a thought 

process, um [pause] Yeah [pause] 

There are eight subjunctifiers in that 

sentence. Furthermore, the entire 

answer is not responsive to the 

question, which was about inner 

speech. Your grammar-producer is 

shouting at us that “inner speech” is 

not to be taken as simply a 

straightforward description.  

R: Oh, I, so by by “has to do with inner speech” you 

mean you were somehow saying to yourself something 

about the beard? Or the scratching? 

Note that I mildly lead you back 

toward inner speech. 

 

M: Hm. [sighs] This again is nonresponsive to the 

question. When a Yes/No question 

is answered with “Hm. [sighs],” the 

answer should not be taken as Yes. 

R: And I’m not trying to talk you into that or out of 

that, I’m just trying to understand what you mean by 

I don’t think I am discouraging you 

from reporting inner speech. 
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quote “has to do with inner speech.” 

M: Yeah. Hm. Yeah, maybe Yes. Yeah. I think so. 

11:30 

 

R: And…and assuming…. 

This is not responsive to my trying 

to understand about inner speech.  

M: Um, I mean, if I was saying this, or rather hearing it 

from, from myself, I mean I was,…but the, but again, 

I’m not sure that saying and hearing are….they seem 

too, too (again, it depends on how we define it) but they 

seem to be too sensory to me. It’s more abstract, it’s 

more, um, it’s not, y’know, it’s not a [pause] an 

imagining someone, y’know, it’s not, it doesn’t have a 

strong sensory component. 

 

12:00 

 

 

An exercise for the reader: count the 

number of subjunctifications in this 

paragraph. My answer below. 

R: OK. Well are there words involved in this? 

 

M: Yeah, I think so, yeah. 

 

R: And what are the words? 

 

M: I have no idea. 

 

I get 18 subjunctifiers in the 

previous paragraph. We may 

quibble about some, but either way 

it is a lot. 

R: OK. And, and, and how about the meaning or the 

content or whatever of [M: Hm.]… So I could imagine 

about the w…[M: yeah] it could be about the scratching 

or it could be about the beard or it could be about the…. 

 

M: It could be something like, “I was just scratching my 

beard.” 

 

R: So a, so, so a sort of self-referential noting of what 

just has happened. 

 

M: Yeah, yeah. 

 

R: OK. But as far as you know the words, quote, “I’ve 

just scratched my beard” unquote [M: hm] are not 

present, or if, or…. 

 

M: No [slightly distressed?] They’re more like a 

paraphrase of what was going on. 

 

R: OK. So some kind of cognitive…. 

The remainder of the interchange 

follows; I’ll comment on it with 

more specificity if you like. But to 

my ear everything you say about 

inner speaking is highly 

subjunctified throughout. 
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M: I’m not aware of any words, I mean of any specific 

words, but I think they were, yeah, that’s a way of 

rendering what was going on [R: OK] at that moment. 

 

13:05 

 

R: So there’s some kind of cognitive recognition of 

having scratched [M: Um hm], having just scratched 

your beard… 

 

M: Yep. 

 

R: …and if put into words it would be something like, 

“I’ve just scratched my beard,” but it doesn’t seem to be 

in words… 

 

M: No. 

 

R: …it’s just some noting, some cognitive awareness. 

 

M: Well, it seems to be in words, but I wouldn’t be able 

to say what was, those words were, and also I wasn’t 

hearing those words or saying them in a way that I was 

conscious of. 

 

13:45 

 

R: OK. And the, and is it I’ve just scratched my beard 

as opposed to I’ve just scratched my neck? 

 

 

M: Mm hm? [sighs] Yeah. Hm. [sighs] Hm. Yeah, I 

think the beard came first. 

 

R: So the beard is the sort of the focus of this aspect of 

your experience, not so much the neck. 

 

M: Yeah. Yeah, [R: OK]. Yeah. 

 

R: You don’t sound too confident about that.  

 

M: No. [sighs] No. 

 

R: OK. And, and, that, I’m not, I want to emphasize 

that I’m not being at all critical about that. This is the 

way [M: No!] this is the way it is. We’re trying to 

figure out what’s going on, and there’s a lot…there are 
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a lot of variables we have to iron out [M: Yeah! sure!] 

and so not being sure is good as far as I’m concerned. 

 

I do indeed remain highly skeptical about whether your experience at beep 1.1:  

 Your subsequent sampling is characterized by nearly 100% sensory awareness. 

 Your subsequent sensory awarenesses do not include any self-referential cognitive 

awareness such as you describe here.  

 Your subsequent sampling is not characterized by inner speaking, except while reading.  

 Inner speaking is very often over-reported on the first sampling day. 

 Sensory awareness is very often under-reported on the first sampling day (Hurlburt, 

Heavey, and Bensaheb, 2009) 

 Your first day references to inner speaking are hugely subjunctified 

 You can give no experiential details about the inner speech (voice, tone, etc.) 

 You can give no verbal details about the inner speech (words, etc.) 

 I did not badger you out of reporting cognition or inner speaking. If anything, I 

encouraged it. 

 

 Your first day sampling was quite typical in this regard: your talk was discursive and 

highly subjunctified. I didn’t say to you, “Marco! Your talk is highly subjunctified! Don’t talk 

like that!” Instead, I simply ask you to clarify exactly what you mean. As a result, I think, your 

talk on subsequent sampling days became much less subjunctified, because (I think) you pay 

more attention to actual phenomena and less attention to presuppositions, and thereby become 

more confident about the actual phenomena, and therefore need to equivocate less. 

 Because I do not rely on my own hunches about the role of subjunctification 

(subjunctification can arise from sources other the intrusion of presuppositions) and so on, I 

typically simply throw out the first sampling day’s results. 

This has been a long answer, so I restate your original comment: “This line of reasoning 

is based on the assumption that people’s experiences are always somewhat similar to 

themselves.” That is, I think, a gross oversimplification: This line of reasoning is based only in 

part on the assumption that people’s experiences are always somewhat similar to themselves. 

You certainly were similar to yourself when it comes to (non-cognitive) sensory awareness, and 

that would probably be enough to conclude that your first day experience was of non-cognitive 

sensory awareness. But that you are similar to yourself across all your sampling days is not the 

same thing as assuming that “people’s experiences are always somewhat similar to themselves.” 

I don’t assume that people’s experiences are always similar to themselves: instead, I examine the 

evidence that leads or does not lead me to conclude that the particular individual with whom I 

am sampling has experiences that are similar to himself. 

But much of this discussion is moot: I generally throw out the first sampling day results. 

 

 

 

Now I respond to comments you made in your June 2 turn. 

 
The remainder of Chapter XXII is as in the original correspondence. 


