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PREFACE

This paper reports, in sore cases with critical
remarks, on a few relatively recent ideas and theories
concerning ontology. The first chavter is dcvoted to
a brief exanination of the ontologiczal aspects of
Bertrand iussell's theory of descriptions and other
singular terms. 1In chapter two a comparison is dravm
between Ruscellt's and /. V. uine's theories of singu-
lar ternis which is then followed by an exposition and
ezarination of Quine's theory of the "ontological com-
nitrments" implicit in constructional systems. In the
final chanter a few problens are discussed connected
with tke type of nominalisza vhich has been proncsed in
recent years by l.elson Goodman.

To bring togetiier thiese three authors is not an
accldent. They all have contributed to the clarifica-
tion of the problem of existence by using methods sinmi-
lar in spirit. Due to thils similarity in nethod one
can clearly observe‘an invortant difference as to the
basis of their investigations. In .uscsell's case the
basis for ontology 1s largely epistenology. For Juine
and Goodman, on the other hand, epistemologcy is onto-
logicelly irrelevant. This ebandonment of epistermological
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considerations by these two authors results in wvhat nay
be called the logistic apvroach to ontolozy.

The author is greatly indebted to rrofessor Zenry S.
Leonard, under whose constant instruction and supervision
this worx was undertaizen and acco::plished. Ile also wishes
to express his sincere thenikis to Frofessor Lewis . Zerby,

whose discussions of related topics proved irmensely valu-

eble.
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"The explanatory purnose of philosophy is
often misunderstood. Its business is to explain
the emergence of the more abstract things from
the more concrete. It is a complete mistake to
ask how concrete particular fact can be built
out of universals. . . In other words, philo-
sophy is explanatory of abstraction and not of
concreteness."--A. N. Whitehead

L. TRrRCDUCTION

l. Ontology and Abstraction

The language of science, and perhaps, to a certain
extent, also our ordinary language, interpret concrete
experience toward generality and abstractness. Language
usually abstracts, generalizes, systematizes. But lan-
guage itself can become the object of analysis and inter-
pretation. In such a case the process is oftentimes the
reverse. In using language to interpret systematically
concrete experience we advance toward the more abstract,
but in interpreting language itself we sea;ch for the
nore concrete., To interpret language systems in the di-
rection of concreteness is to try to discover their basis,
i.e., the most concrete and ultimately given elements of
experience. The scientist, and, in some sense, the man
in the street, are preoccupied with abstractive systemati-
zatlon of concrete experience. The interpretation of lan-
guage itself is left for the philosopher. The scientist

and the common man use languace to talk about experience,
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the philosopher, in many cases, taliks about languege itself.

Lach science develops an abstractive scheme to explain
concrete facts. ‘''hese concrete facts constitute the subject
natter of a given science and they are, for the scientist,
simply given, i.c., the character of their givenness and
their status in the total framewori of experience are hardly
ever recognized by the scientist as problems. Philosophy,
on the other hand, malies i1t its business to inquire into the
character and scope of this givenness of concrete facts
which the scientist presupposes but neglects. Guestions
lixe " hat does it mean to be given%" and " hat is ultimate-
ly given in experience?" are philosophical questions par

excellence. In the course of such investigations it might

very well turn out that what is presupposed as given by the
scientist or by common sense, can not be seid to be given
philosophically. sSeside systematizing experience, the phil-
osopher's job involves, therefore, interpretation and cri-
tique of gystematization itself.

By the ultimately given in exzperience 1 do not mean the
inmediately given or the datum. 'the ultimately given makes
no claim to episveizological priority. +<whe ultimately given
in eixperience is the actual and micht perhaps be better de-
scribed as that which is relevant for experience. In that
sense it is simply everything that there is. 1he search
for the ultirmately given elenents of experience as the basis

for abstraction and for scientific system building is
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therefore not evistemological but ontological.

2. The Three Fhases of Cntology

In this endeavor to criticize abstrcction by finding
its basis as the ultimately given, we can distinguish
between three vhases. Some philosopliers confine their
reasoning to devising methods of exact discovery of the
scope of the subject matter of given abstractive schemes.t
It is by no neans obvious vhat exactly a given system as-
sumes as given or as existing. The ordinary notion of
"naming", for exenple, will prove inadequate as a criterion
for Jjudging what a given system or language pattern presup-
poses as existing. "Cerberus" is a name but it nanmes no-
thing, i.e., it names a nonexisting entity. Similarly
"meaning™ will not constitute such a criterion, as we can
easily have two meanings but only one corresponding entity,
as, for exanple, in the case of M.Iorningstar™ and "Zvening-
star". igain, it is not at all clear what is presupposed
as existing by even so simple a statement as "Tiger is big-
ger than cat." Is 1t only individual tigers and cats or
also the abstract things "tigerhood" end"cathood"? 1Is it
only tigers and cats or all animals? Is it only the ani-
mals but no other physical objects? Is it also the relation
"bigger than™? Is it all dyadic relations? Is it relations

in general? To investigate what and how linguistic forms do,

lIn recent years ‘uine, more than others, has been
engaged in ontological investigations of this type.



in fact, overate as unambiguous indications of existing
entities is therefore not a trivial natter.

Such investigetions attemdt, tihen, to establish rules
in terns of which we cun dcterizine what exactly a gclven
systen or langcuagze pattern does presuppose by way of entities.
“’e have to notice that such ontological enquiries are about
existing abstractive scheres and not themselves systematic
treatments of the ontolozical problem. Then we enquire into
the ontological presunpositions or comnitrents of a systen
we only ask wvhat exists in terms of that systen, we do not
asik wvhat exists in general. To discover the exact ontologi-
cal assucptions of a given system, in other words, leaves us
in complete dariiness as to how to evaluate the results of
our discoveries.

The next phase is the direct trectment of the ontologi-
cal nroblemn within a "constructional system".l Such systema-
tic treatments can utilize the rules and devices developed in
the first phace as the criteria through which the range of
the universe of the systen in question is discovered. I1If a
"constructional system" is general enough it will operate as
a £hema for other systems with more limited subject matter.
Cnce the ontology of the wider system 1s accepted, the onto-

logical problen i1s thereby e&lso solved for such more limited

lCarnap's Der Logische fufbau der Tlelt, Berlin, 1928
and Goodman's ‘The Structure of jippearance, Cambridge: Harvard

University Press, 1951 can be listed as eramples of such con-
structional systens.




systers as the wider system accorriodates as a schena. The
advantage of this more direct trectrent of the ontological
problem within a "constructional system™ is that the accepta-
bility of the range of the universe of such a system 1s not
left to be judged solely by eppeal to instinct and comrion
sense but is judced in terns of the coherence and adeguacy
of the system itself.

The third phase is the treatment of the ontological
problem in terns of systems which claim to be not merely
coherent and adeguate but also necessary. This claim to
necessity gives to such systems their (in the traditional
sense) netaphysical character. . "constructional systen"”
is usually looked upon as only one among several equally
possible systems. .4 metaphysical system of the more
traditional kind claims to be the only true explication
of the structure of the universe. Furthermore, the range
of the subject matter of a "constructional system", al-
though being very wide, still has its recognized linits:

a "constructional system" purports to explicate only a
seciient, however large, of the total universe. A "meta-
physical system", on the other hand, clains to cover the
universe in its'totality. sccordingly the ontological
doctrine contained in such systems 1s held to be compel-
ling not only to a variety but to all possible more linited
systems and theories. The range of all possible systems is

deternined by the universal character and scope of experience



itself, The ontological question becomes, therefore, for
the pronponent of a necessary metapaysical systen, the ques-
tion of what does experience as such disclose as the ulti-
mately given or the actual. A "netaphysical systen", in
other words, purports to exhaust the scope of ultimate

reality.

3. Ontology and Universals

That which is ultimately given in experience, we said,
is that which is. Traditionally, that which is has been
conceived to be nost generally either concrete particulars
or abstract universals, and the ontological disputes have
centered largely around the cuestion whether only concrete
particulars can be said to be or exist, or whether the
abstract universals should also be included in the cate-
gory of existence or being. I shall argue that the problem
of universals, as traditionally conceived, really involves
two problems which should be kept separate from each other.
The first of these problems I shall conceive as the problem
of universal or repeatable and of particular or unrepeatable
elements of experience. The second problem I shall conceive
as the problem of individual and nonindividual (e.g., clas-
sial) entities. Traditionally one has treated the distinctiom
of particular from universal and of individual from nonindivid&

ual by and large as parallel distinctions so that "particularw

and "individual", as also "universal™ and "nonindividual",



have becone almost neirs of s:nonyms. rollowing Goodman,
T shall arcue thet these distinctions do not run vnarallel
but cut across each other. These questions shall be dis-
cussed nainly in the third chapter of the present paper.

In the previous two chapters I shall be concerned with the
ontological asnects of Lussell's and quine's theories about
singular terms. It is hoped that from this discussion
clarifications of the notion of existence will ¢rcdually
erterce wnich can then with some gein be applied to the

problen of the existence of universcls.



Chiabutint Ong

RUSSHLL'S 10y O ZXISLENCE

1. lleaning and Entities

Vle can formulate meaningful sentences about things
which we say do not exist. 77 can thus say "Unicorms are -
white," or "The round sjuare is a triangle" and know what .
we mean. It may be asked: IZow is it possible to under-
stand these statements if their gramnatical subjects do
not exist? To many philosophers the difficulty has ap-
peared so grave that they have felt compelled to argue
that therefore the unicorns and the round square nust
be allowed to exist in sore sense. "Unicorns" or .
"round square",lthey have held, do not denote in the .
ordinary sense but in a special "logical" sense. Thus:
the unicorns and the round square, although not having
actual existence have been said to have a "logical®
existence of some sort. IHowever, by following this line
of reasoning there will be no limit for nultiplying exis-
tence in our universe. according to an argument in Plato's
Sophist even not-being itself would have to be accommodated
in our universe. The ileatic Stranger argues that to deny
the existence of not-being is a self-contradiction because
that which plainly is not is unutterable, unspeakable, un-
thinkable. Iot-being cannot be said or thought not to be,

otherviise, what is it that ve say or think that there is not?

-8-



7o take mere meaningfulness of words in sentences to
be the sign of the existence c¢f corresponding entities
would therefore not do. If meaning would grant existence
entities could be multiplied at will, as every figment of
our imagination would then have to be included in our uni-
verse.

snother way of dealing with the difficulty of inter-
preting sentences like "Unicorns are white," or "The round
square is a triangle™ has been to admit meanings as entities.
In our exarmples the predicates "is white" and "is a triangle"
could be thought of as being sustained by the meanings "uni-
corn™ and "round square™ respectively. In this view, mean-
ings would become metephysical entities of some sort and
constitute a separate category or realm of being. 'The sen-
tences "Unicorns are white™ and ™ihe round square is a
triangle™ would be conceived not}any more as being about .
any "logically" existing objects but as being about the .
metaphysical entities--meanings.

Aside from the vagueness of "meanings" as a category
or realm of entities there are, in general, two objections
to this view. Fkirst, meanings are extremely multifarious.
Once admitted, they would make us end up with the same un-
pleasantly nunerous and complex universe as when unicorns
and round squares were adnitted as "logically" exzisting
objects. irom the standpoint of econony and simplicity

it makes 1little or no difference whether we say that for
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each meaning there is a corresponding entity or we conceive

of meanings themselves as entities. Secondly, to view
sentences as being about meanings, rather than about things,
persons, or events, seems far fetched. Sentences like "Iorses
are white" or "The square is a triangle" are, it would seen,
about horses and the square and not about the meanings "horse"
or "square". Iowever, there is nothing in the form of these
sentences that would distinguish them from our examples about
unicorns and the round square. If, on the other hand, we say,
e.Z., that "Eorses are white™ is about horses but "Unicorns
are white" is merely about a meaning because horses exist as
physical objects but unicorns do not, our argument would com-

nit an ignoratio elenchi. "Iorses are white™ purports to be

about physical objects because the word "horse' has spacio-
tenporal connotations and not because there are horses.
Clearly "unicorn® has similar connotations. ~The fact that
there are physical objects which are horses but there are
none which are unicorns is irrelevant as to the question of
what "Horses are white" and "Unicorns are white" purport to
be about.

To say that "Unicorns are white" or "The round square
is a triangle" are about meanings and not ebout any objects,
would thus have the curious consequence that we would have

to claim the same for all sentences.

2. llames and Descriptions

Russellt's theory of descrivtions arose as a criticism~
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of ontological arguments such as I have cheracterized
above asg resulting from certain apparently puzzling features-
of our ordinary language. Broadly speaixing, the two claims -
of Russellt's criticisa are (1) that descriptions of the form:
"the so-and-so" are radically different from names and (2) -
that the meanings of certain phrases occué&ng in proposi-
tions do not enter those propositions as their constituents.-

Russell makes the first claim by arguing that descrip- -
tive phrases of the form "the so-and-so" are not names be- -
cause they do not, as names do, directly refer to objects. .
Furthermore, descriptions, for Russell, never designate -
objects, whereas names always do. Zven if a description -
describes the same entity as a name names, Russell claims
that the description does no£ designate that entity.

Russell makes his second claim by treating phrases
of the form "the so-and-so"™ as incomplete symbols, i.e.,
as symbols void of meaning in isolation. “he meanings of
such phrases, Russell claims, can be analysed and defined
only within and together with more complex expressions in
which they occur. The meanings of such phrases, Russell
argues, are therefore not constituents or parts of proposi-
tions in which they occur.

I shall first examine Russell's distinction between .
names and descriptions, the discussion of descriptions
as"incomplete symbols" will be taken up in a later sec-

tion. A name, for Russcll, "is a simple symbol directly -
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designating an individual which is its meaning."l The
meaning of & name is given by pointing to its designatum. -
If the designatum is a thing, person, etc., the name is
only a "relative™ nane, if it is a particular sense datum
or a certain universal, it is an "absolute name". The
meaning of e nane is glven as an item in direct experiencs,
and no meaning acheres to the symbol prior to the direct .
cognition of its designatum. Descriptions, on the other
hand, describe matters of fact because they possess fixed
meanings prior to and indepnendent of the matters of fact
which they describe.

Let us talte the following example:

(1) Xomer is the author of the Iliad,
and let us assume that "iomer" functions in that sentence
as a "logical name," i.e., that it designates an actual
entity, the man who lived so and so many years ago. /e
have to notice then that the name "Ilonmer™ applies only
because we, so to speax, nae it apnply, i.e., its appli-
cation is fully dependent on volutary acts and persistency
of habit among human beings. In other words, its applica-
tion is quite arbitrary and conventional. TFurtherzore, the
whole meaning of the word "Homer" deriveg from the accep-
tance of this convention as establishing "IIoxzer" as a denion-

strative symbol pointing to the actual individual. The mean-

lzertrand Russell, Introduction to lathematical Philo-
sophy. London: George illen & Unwin, Ltde., 1919, p. 174.
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ing of the word “iouer" as a name is the indivicdual lomer
and the symbol "Ilomer® is neaningless when detached fron
its rcferent. The description "the author of the Iliad,"
on the other hand, applies to or is true of the actual
nan (vhatever his neme) because he, that man, actually
sat dowvm and conposed the Iliad. 7“he description "the
author of the Iliad" describes a property which we,
correctly or incorrcctly, attribute to tie actucl man
Ilorer in sentences liite "Ilomer is the author of the
Iliad," "Iloumer was blind," etc. Descriptions describe
physical and other facts and are not, like names, merely
conventional sym.bols.l "The author of the Iliad™ describes
and does not name a property; it describes that property by
virtue of being a complex symbol with a meaning fixed pre-
viously to its application. Its fixed meaning derives fron
the conposite meanings of its parts "author,™ "Iliad," etc.
The meanings of these parts fix the meaning of the entire
descriptive phrase by virtue of whicih the phrase is then
cazable of describing a fact.

''he noint that nanes are different from descriptions

is also argued by Russell as follows:® Let us interpret the

11t may be argued, of course, that also descriptions
depend on conventions, althcugh more indirectly than nares.
All words (symbols) are "conventional." This, however, seens
irrelevant to the point in question.

2Bertrand Russell,"The Philosophy of Logical itomism."
uind, 1918-1919, reprinted by the Department of Fhilosophy,

University of liinnesota, pp.43-44.
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proposition
(1) 1Iomer is the author of the Iliad
as identifying the actual man Ilomer with a description.
The fact "the author of the Iliad"is not a name can then
be shown, Russell claims, by substituting in (1) e.g.,
the expression "omerus" for the cxpression "the suthor
of the 1lied:"
(2) omer is Ilonerus
If we then interpret in (2) both "Homer" and "lomerus"
s names, (2), Russell claims, will be tautologous and
not any different from "Homer is lomer." (1), on the
other hand, is an empirical statement and therefore (1)
and (2) are not instances of the same propositional func-
ticn at all. If, however, we interpret (2) as including
two descriptions, (2) would mean that the person called
I‘lomer is also called Homerus, or
(3) (9x)(x is called Iomer)=(?2x)(x is called Homer-
us) which would be analogous to the proposition
(4) The blind poet of Greece is the author of the
Iliad. 5cain, (3) and (4) are not tautclogous but empirical.
After the initiation of the meaning of a name through
cognitive acquaintance with its designatum has been conven-
tionalized, names might often function as descriptions. Iy
using the word "Homer," for exarple, we usually describe
rather than name an object. By "Homer" we micht mean "the

author of the Iliad,™ "the blind poet of Greece," or the
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like. In this manner words like "Iiomer," "Caesar," "Bill"
function not as names but as abbreviated descriptions and

identify entities by describing one or more of their prop-
erties. Usually we identify objects by describing their

properties and not, in Russell's sense, by naming them.

In naming, i.e., in fixing the meaning of a symbol through
direct reference to some elements in our knowledge by ac-

quaintence, the identity of that element is presupposed,

it 1s the elezment in experience under consideration.

3. lames, Description, and Desicnation

Even if a description describes the same object as a
name names, a description does not name and therefore does
not designate that object. A name for Russell, as we said,
"is a simple symbol directly designating an individual
which is its meaning."l A description, on the other hand,
never directly designates an entity. 1Vhile names are the
sort of thing which always have decsignata, descriptions are
the sort of thing which never do. Descriptive symbols such
as "the blind poet of Greece," "the author of Taverly,"
"the British foreign secretary™ merely describe character-
istics or properties and they do not designate the objects
the properties of which they describe. However, in many

cases descriptions do have designata in the sense simply

1Bertrand Russell, Introduction to Itathemetical Phi-
losophy. London: George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1919, p. 107.
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that the objects described exist. Thus the description
"the blind noet of Greece™ has FHomer for its designatum in
the sense that gccording to historians there probably was

a nan wvhose nane was Homer and who fits our description.

It seens, therefore, that "designates," for Russell, is not
the semantical relation between a symbol end its referent.
In Russell's writings the supposedly logical distinction
between names and descriptions is tied up with its episte-
mological counterpart, i.e., with the distinction between
xnowledge by acquaintance and knowledgse by description.
Mames, for Iussell, are symbols which directly designate
all and only those objects with which we are cognitively
acquainted. Descriptions, on the other hand, are logical
constructs which lacik such direct reference to such objects.
For Russell a syrbol has a designatum if and only if it is
a nene, i.e., a deconstrative symbol pointing to an object
with which we are cognitively accuainted, and a symbol does
not have a desiznctum merely because it is taken to have a
referent.

''he epistenological distinction betiween knowledge by
acquaintance and knowledge by description determines thus,
for Russell, by way of analogy, the supposedly logical dis-
tinction between names and description. All end only those
things with which ve are cognitively ascquainted can be
nepned. 7Things knovm merely by description we ceannot nane.

It seems, however, that epistemological considerations can
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hardly serve as arguments for the tenability of logical
distinctions. The question whether analogies between
epistenological and logical distinctions are thorough-
going is a question which neither epistenology nor logilc
is able to decide alone.

The epistemological distinction between knowledge
by acquaintance and knowledge by description serves for
russell furthermore as an ontological criterion. For
Russell, not only the logic of names but also ontology is
tied up with epistemolosy. Thcese and only those entities
exist which we know exist (1) through direct acguaintance
or (2) through inference. Thus, for example, I might
directly Imow that a patch of carmine in the center of
ny visual field exists sinply because I directly perceive
it. But I might use inference and also claim to know that
there are tigers in India, although I have never been there
and seen them. JAcquaintance with objects gives us direct
Inowledge about their existence and therefore their existence
is no problen. ‘'the existence of entities not knovm by direct
acquaintance, i.e., knovmn merely by description, on the other
hand, constitutes a problem. 73le can know whether a so-and-so
exists only throuch inference. All entities knovm by acquaint
ance must exist; whereas entities known only by description
might or might not exist. But only objects known by acquaint-
ance can be named. Consequently, only existing entities can

be named, but both existing and nonexisting entities can be
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described.

isccording to kussell, i1f sentences "Did Lomer exist?"
be meaningful, ordinary proper names like "Iomer," "Caesar,"
n5311" should not be treated logiceally as proper names at
all but as truncated descriptions. ‘‘hus the sentence "vid
zomer exist?" when written out more fully wvould become; for
example: "Did the blind poet of Greece exist?" Similarly,
"oner exlsts" becones "rhe blind poet of Greece exists,"
or the likxe. imussell argues that if "ilormer" were a "logical
nane," the sentence "Homer exists" would be analytic .and
tautologous as the negation of "Hdmer exists," "Honer does
not exist,™ would be self contradictory. 'l'o use 'Homer"
as a "logiéal name™ is to presuppose the fact that Lomer
does exist and therefore "Ilomer does not exist," where
"Ilomer" 1s a proper nace, asserts both that Homér exists
and does not exist.

e must notice, however, that "“Homer exists™ becomes
analytic only if we accevt fmussell's interpretation of
names. furthermore, "Homer exists™ becomes then analytic
only in the sense that we cannot say that Homer does not
exist, and not of course, in the sense that the fact of
Homer's existence is a necessary fact. Clearly, Iomer's
existence is an enmpirical fact which might have happened
(as it probably did) or mizht not have happened. "Iomer
exists" is analytic only if we choose to use words in a

certain (viz., Russell's) way. In ordinary Inglish, "Homer
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exists" is clearly not analytic and disregarding other con-
siderations which misht speak for Russell's usage, at this
point, i.e., choosing between the analytic or empirical
{'synthetic") character of ™Homer exists," 1t seens that
ordinary Znglish should be preferred. To be able to say
both that Homer exists and that Homer does not exist is
clearly an advantage as it enables us to talk more directly
about the empirical fact of Homer's existence. In Russell's
language, however, in order to talk about Ilomer's existence

we nust first translate "Homer"into a description.

4, Are Descriptions Constituents of Propositions?

The second claim of Russell's theory of descriptionms,
we said, is that descriptions are void of meaning in isola-
tion and therefore not constituents of propositions in which
they occur. Russell claims that the phrases of the forn
"the so-and-so™ can not be analysed as they stand; we can
analyse only sentences in which they occur. The true analy-
sis of a phrase such as "the autiior of the Iliad" is there-
fore the analysis of sentences, "The author of the Iliad was
blind," "The author of the Iliad was Creek,"™ and the like.
Russell claims that in the course of this analysis the des-
cription "the author of the Ilizd" is broken up and disap-
pears. Let us choose "/ he author of the Iliad was blind"
as our exaiple. The analysis proceeds then as follovis: the
proposition ":he author of the Iliad was blind" is divided

into three coriponent assertions such that the proposition
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"The euthor of the Iliad was blind" is logically equivalent
to their conjunction.

(1) A4t least one person conposed the Iliad,

(2) At most one person corposed the Iliad,

(3) There never was a person who composed the Iliad
but was not blind.t

Trom this analysis it appears, Russell claims, that the
proposition "The author of the Iliad was blind" does not have
"the author of the Iliad" for its logical subject. The propo-
sition is not of the form "x was blind." It is not about the
actual individual who composed the Iliad but rather about the
proverty "blind." It says that the property belongs to only
one object which at the same time has also a certain other
property, viz., the property of having coriposed the Iliad.
Consequently in the proposition "The author of the Iliad was
blind" the descrintion ™the autior of the Iliad" does not
occur as a constituent of that proposition. According to
Russell the only constituents of a prorosition are those
things viith which we are directly aoquainted.z Or, and this
is only to put the same thing differently, the constituents
of a proposition are only those things for which we have names

For Russell the description "the author of the Iliad" is

lop. cit., p. 177, also G. E. lioore, "Russell's Theory of
Descriptions," in Faul Arthur Schilpp, ed., The Philosophy of
Bertrand Russell. Ivanston, Ill.: The Library of Living
Philosophers, Inc., 19486, p. 180.

2Bertrand Russell, "inowledge by .Acquaintance and by De-r
scription.” Procedlng§ of the ‘Lristotelian Society, 1910-11,
pp . 118-120 .
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only a constituent of the sentence "The author of the Iliad
was blind" and not a part of the proposition which that
sentence ex:resses. The description "the author of the
Iliad™ is a part of the sentence only as a concrete shape
or sound and it does not designate the actual individual
Homer as a part of the proposition which the sentence ex-
presses. The proposition expressed by "Ilomer was blind,"
on the other hand (where ":omer" is a lbgical name) does
have Homer for one of its constituents, but i1t is not the
seme proposition as the one expressed by "The author of

the Iliad was blind." Descriptions, for Russell, occur in
propositions only in the sense that they are parts of the
verbal expressions of those propositions. Descriptions do
not occur in propositions In the sense that they directly
designate objects which are parts or constituents of those
propositions. Only names directly designate or denote such
objects.

Russell's theory of descriptions and names is thus
based on the fundamental distinction between sentences and
provositions. A sentence is a mere string of marks but the
proposition is the denotation of the sentence. The whole
question of propositions as entities is, however, confused.

What sort of entities are pronositions? In An Inquiry into

1l
l’eaning end Truth Russell claims that the meaningfulness of

1zertrand Russell, An Inquiry into lleaning and Truth.
New Yorx: /. V7. Norton & Company, Inc., 1940.
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sentences involves two things. A sentence "sicnifiles" a
"subjective state" and it "indicates" a fact. The fact
that a given sentence "indicates" can be hardly the proposi-

tion, as in that case there would be no false propositions.

3

(-

The proposition as the "subjective state'" or "belief" which

t

a given senternce "signifiles," on the other hand, has its
own objections. The "subjective state™ as an entity nust
be the state of a metaphysical "soul" or "mind" as no
behcvioristic conception of Russell's "subjecctive states™
or "beliefs" vould justify the existence of such entities.
Furthermore, as Yittcenstein has argued, such "subjective
states™" wviould be merely another s;mbolisu, perhaps only
of a more intirmate kind, and therefore on a par with
sentences as nere verbcl expressions.

Several other possibilities for interpreting proposi-
tions as entities rerain: they can be conceived as ZFla-
tonic ideas, as "possibilities™ or, with I'rege, as truth-
values. It i1s outside the scove of this paper to discuss
any of these interpretations. Ior our purposes we shall
only re:iaris that novhere in ussell's vritings does one
fird an unambiguous and direct treatment of the ontological
aspect of provositions. Conseduently, the parallelisa be-
tvveen the two distinctions, nanes versus descriptions, and
propositions versus sentences, avpears to be a mere assuip-

tion.
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5. Ixistence and Descrivntions

According to Lussell, then, descriptions occur in
propositions only in the sense that they are constituents
of sentences which express those pronositions and there
are no constituents in such propositions which directly
corresvond to the descriptions in then.

In the occurrence of descriptions in propositions
Russell distinguishes between tvio cases. Descriptions
have either "primery" or "secondary" occurrences. 4 des-
cription has a "secondary™ occurrence when it occurs within
a proposition which is only a part of sore larger proposi-
tion. t/hen this is not the case, the description has a
"primary" occurrence. Thus, in the pronosition:

(1) The unicorn by the lake is white,
the descrintion "the unicorn by the lale™ has a "orimary"
occurrence., JIn the nroposition

(2) I velieve the unicorn by the lake is white,
hovever, the description has only a "scecondary" occur-
rence. Agcin, in

(3) The unicorn by the la:e is not white,
the occurrcence of the description ig either "primary" or X
"secondary."™ 1Its occurrence in (3) is "primery" if we
conceive (3) as an instance of the propositional func-
tion "x is not white;" its occurrence is "cecondary"

if we conceive (3) as an instance of "x is white" and
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then negate the proposition.

Russell contends that in the event of a "primary“
occurrence of a descrintive phrase in a provosition,
the existence of the entity described is presupposed
and a part of that proposition. In respect to our example,
"The unicorn by the lake exists,"™ is thus a part of the
proposition, ™The unicorn by the lake is white," and that
proposition is therefore false if no unicorns in fact exist.
The fact that we agree that unicorns do not exist does not,
however, melke the pronosition "The unicorn by the lake is
not white™ false, if the description in that proposition
has a "secondary" occurrence; on the contrary, our proposi-
tion would then be true. These last considerations evoke
the question of what is Russell's meaning when, in connec-
tion with descriptions, he uses the vord "exist."

In respect to names, we saw that to say that an entity
exists is, for russell, to say that the entity in question
is an item in our direct cognitive experience. But in what
sense does an entity exist which we know only by description®?

The problem of existence is, for Russell, bound together

lBertrand russell, Introduction to llathematical Philoso-
§g%. London: George Allen & Unwin, Ltd., 1919, pp. 179-

« Bertrand russell, "The Philosophy of Logical Atomism."
1ind, 1918-1919, reprinted by the Department of Philosophy,
University of liinnesota, pp. 46-47. A. K. Vhitehead and
Bertrand russell, Principia llathematica. Vol. I, 2nd ed.
Cambridge: The University Press, 1925, pp. 68-69.
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with the notion of a provositional function. '‘he most
inportant thing to be said about propositional functions
is that they are either "true iﬁ all cases," "true in

sorie cases,™ or "false in all cases."l To say that a
propositional function is always true or true in all cases
is to say that it is "necessary."z "o say that it is only
soretimes true or true in some cases is to say that it is

possible.n®

ind finally, to say that a propositional func-
tion is never true, or that it is false in all cases, is to
say that it is "iig:possible."4 These properties of proposi-
tional functions, &Xussell explains further, involve the
vords, "everything," "sozmething," "nothing," "all," and
"some." Russell calls such words "denotative phrases®™ or
"incor:plete symbols."5 They are "incomplete symbols" be-
cause they, exactly lilke phrases of the form "the so-and-
so," have no "meaning in isolation." The meaning which

they do have, Russell claims, depends on the context in

lpertrand Russell, Introduction to Ilathcmatical Phi-
losophy. ZLondon: George isllen & Unwin, Ltd., 1919,
Chapter Xv.

®loc. cit.
SLoc. cit.
4Loc. cite.

5"Incomplete synbols" is a more inclusive category than
"denotative phrases." Incomplete symbols include descrip-
tions, classes, and relations whereas denotative phrases
are only descriptions. ‘e have been using the term "descrip-
tion" in the sense of "definite description.™ Descriptions
can also be ambiguous descriptions. "Zverything," "something?
"nothing," "a man," "some men," "every man," "a royal person,"
"sone twentieth century statesman," "all revolutionary move-
ments," etec., are all ambiguous descriptions.



which they occur. Thus,

(1) ¢(everything) or (x)(¢x) means "¢x is true for
all values of x,

(2) ¢(nothing) or (xﬂ(¢x) means "Ppx is false for all
values of Xx,

(3) ¢(something) or (ix)(¢x) mecns "@x is true for
sone values of x.

ITere (3) expresses the fundenental meaning of existence.
To say that for ¢x something is the value of x, or that
there is a value of x, or that#)x is true for some values
of x, or that ¢x is possible, 1s to express the fundamental
neaning of existence. XZxistence, in other words, is for
Russell essentially a property of propositional functions.
To'say that "Unicorns exist™ or "Tables exist®™ is not to
séy anything about unicorns or tables but is rather to
assign a certain property, namely "possibility," to the
propositional function "x is a unicorn™ or "x is a table.”
In accordance with the above interpretation of existence
Russell's contention that propositions conteining a primary
occurrence of a description have the existence of the described
object for one of its parts can be proved as follows. “he
proposition "The autihor of the Iliad was blind" we analysed,
according to Russell, into the conjoint assertion of

(1) At least one person conposed the Iliad, or

lsertrand xussell, "On Denoting." 1ind, 1905, reprinted
in Merbert Feigl and Wilfrid Sellars, Readings in Philosophi-
cal inalysis, riew york: Appleton-Century-Crofts, inc., 1949,
p. 104.
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(3x) (px),
(2) At most one person composed the Iliad,or
¢x.fy.3.i;& X3y,

(3) There never was a person who cormposed the lliad
but never wes blind, or

~3x) (Px.~¥x).
‘'he proposition "The author of the Iliad exists," on the
other hand, is ecquivalent to the conjoint assertion of
(4) At least one person comnposed the Iliad, or
(Jfox),and
(5) At most one person composed the Iliad, or
’x.Qny,y.x-y.
Fere (1) and (2) are identical with (4) and (5) and
therefore "The author of the Iliad exists" is a part of
the prorosition ™ihe author of the Iliad was blind."
We have to notice that (4) and (5) together, and not
(4) alone, make up the meaning of the existence of the des-
cription in question. If (4) alone were involved, the propo-
sition "rhe author of the Illad was blind" would be true also
if there weretwo or more persons who compdsed the Iliad.
This, however, our provosition does not allow. ZPhrases of
the form, "the so-and-so"inply the uniqueness of the object
in questioh and consequently the meaning of existence ex-
pressed by "3" in "(ax)Qx" would, in respect to "definite"
descriptions, not do. An adequate description of the mean-
ing of the existence of a description must express what is

asserted by both (4) and (5) above. This is accomvlished
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by the following definition:

(6) =1(7x)(¢x).=:(3b) :px.2 .x=b,’
to say that a description exists is to scy that there is
exectly one object which satisfies a given condition.

A description has a "primary' occurrence in proposi-
tions of the form Y(7x)($x). 1I1f fx.ix.xsb, then to say
that ¥(7x)(¢x) is to say that¥b. Lence we have

(7) Y(1x)(fx).§:(3b):bx.!x.xab:fb.z
rrom (7) by distribution of quantifiers we get

(8) 1”(1::)(4)1:).3:.(5b):Qx.!x.x-b:.(sb).}’b.
replacement in (8) eccording to (6) gives us

(9) Yi7x)($x).2:E1(1x) (px) . 1) b
fron which we cun easily deduce

(10) ¥(7x) (§x) O:E1(7x) W
;sny proposition which contains a "primary" occurrence of
a description implies the existence of the described entity
and contains, thus, the existence of that entity as one of
its parts.

6. The Formalistic Intervpretation of Descriptions as
Constltuents of Provositions.

Russellt's claim that descriptions are not parts of

propositions is, as we saw, tied up with the notion of

1., N. vhitehead and Bertrand Russell, Principia ilathe-
matica. Vol. I, 2nd ed. Cambridge: The University Press,

1925, *14.02.
2Ibid. *14.101.
SIbid. *14.2.
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propositions as metaphysical entities. If the notion of
propositions as entities were abandoned it is possible to
offer a different interpretation of description as "incom-
plete™ symbols. In that case, to say that (7x)(¢xﬂ in
\f(Ix)pr) is an "incomplete" symbol, i.e., that it disappears
in the analysis

(1) ¥(7x)(px) =: () :hpx.2_.x=b Yo,
is to say simply tl.at the definition of (Jx)(fx) is contex-
tual. The only thing we would be concerned with is the
expression (7xj(¢x) and to say that its definition is con-
textual is to say that we do not ascribe meaning to (7x)q#x)
ags it stands but only to more complex exnressions such as
?ﬂ1x)(¢x). The expression (7xj(¢x) is clearly a part of
the expression \r(7x)(¢x) and the fact that (7x)(¢x) has

disappeared in the definiens of (1) would mercly mean that
we can write other expressions which are logically equiva-
lent but need not contzain ell the parts of our initial
expression. The sane can be sald about other expressions
that Russell lists as "incoxplete"™ symbols, l.e., classes
and relations. ZFurthermore, there are obviously many more
expressions than these three, descriptions, classes and
relations, that have the characteristic of being defined
contextually. For example, we do not define "if, then,"
and the logical "and"™ as they stand, but we define only
more conplex expressions in which they occur:

(2) p3q.=.vpvg
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(3) p.q.=.~(~pv~q).

If by saying that an expression has no meaning in
isolation or is an "incomplete" symbol we simply mean
that the expression is defined contextually, l.e., we
define only certain uses of it, then there are many more
expressions than Russell lists which are incomplete symbols
and have no reaning in isolation. But to claim, in addition,
that by calling a synbol an "incoaplete® symbol we mean that
the meaning of that symbol does not enter into propositions
in which they occur or that the symbol is not a part of propo-
sitions in which it occurs, is, if we adopt the formalistic

intervretation of pronositions, simply false.

7. Sunmary of Criticisms

In Tussell's logic the existence of entities cannot
be talked about directly in terms of names. All questions
about existence of entities has to proceed via descrip-
tions. This, it seems, is an unnecessary coxmplication. It
is extra=-linguistic considerations, as we saw, that moti-
vated Russell to maite the sharp distinction between names
and descriptions. The distinction between names and descrip-
tions was determined by the epistemological distinction
between knoviledge by acquaintance and knowledge by descrip-
tion. Linguistically it seems clear that no distinction need
be made between names and description. In ordinary language
the sentence "Did Honer exist?" is as meaningful as "Did '

the blind poet of Greece exist?" I one considers logic as
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ruch as possible a neutral tool, free frox epistenological
and metaphysical biases, one should drop the distinction
between names and descriptions.

It can be arcued whether our approach to losic should
be enistenological or whether we should taite a riore nurely
lincuistic attitude, but iwssell himself favors the linguis-
tic approach. Russell has argued that the shortcomings of
the Aristotelian logic were mainly due to the too close
connection between‘metaphysical beliefs and linguistic ex-
pressions. The problem of substance could not be fruit-
fully discussed, Russell points out, simply because the
notion of substance was, so to speak, a built-in feature
of the lanpuage of Aristotelian logic. One night ask
whether the same sort of criticism can not be made of
Russell himself. Ve can claim that the problem of existence
cannot be dealt withhn terns of Russell's logic because
"existence" is a bullt-in feature of that language. Thus
in the formula

(x).¢x.3.¢z
the existence of the object designated by z is presupposed
although no record of this presuonnosition appears in this
synmbolism. The existence of z cannot be explicitly stated
as we cannot, according to Russell, write:

(x)a’x.E!z.3.¢z.

Sinilarly in
4z.o. (Qx)Qx



the existence of z is presupposed but cannot be explicitly
stated, i.e., we cannot vrite

4)2 JIlzD. (31)4)::.

Existence, as substance for Aristotle, is therefore,
so to speck, a buillt-in feature of Russell's logic.
Furthermore, we pointed out, the epistemological distinc-
tion between inowledge by acquaintance and knowledge by
déscription has also more directly an ontological signifi-
cance. Things lnovn by acgualntance are directly known to
exist, whereas the existence of things knovm by description
rust be inferred. I'or russell, in other words, ontology is
largcely deternined by e:lstemology as from our ways of

knowing he infers to the ontological structure of the world.
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WULESE'S wWinORY OF "OLTOLOGIC.AL COLiTut iuwsY

1. "Singular" and "ueneral" Ixistence Statements

. . . . . s 1
Quine, in his article "Designation and EZxistence,"

corrences his discuscion of existence by nmeking a distinc-
tion between what he calls "singular® and “general™ exist-
ence statements. The distinction is irportant and as fol-
lows. A "singular" existence statecent is of the form
nThere is such a thing as so-and-go." AMvgeneralvexistence
statenent, on the other hand, has the form "There is such
a thing as a so-and-so," or more briefly "There is a so-
and-go" or "There are so-and-sos." Irramples of singular
existence statcments would be: " There is such a thing as

zZros," ™jihere igsuch a thing as Harry Truman," "There is

such a thing es Burgundy," "ilhere is such a thing as tiger,"
" here is such a thing as triangularity," "There is such a
thing as pilety." Zxamples of general existence statexents

are statements such as "l here is such a thing as a tiger,"
mihere are tigers," "There are pious people,™ ™l'here is a
wine called Burcundy," "There are gods," "There is such a

thing as a god."

lvillard Van Orman Juine, "Designation and Existence."
The Journal of Philoso»nhy, 1939, ppe. 701-709. 7“he whole of
this section is based mainly on this article.

-3
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General existence statelnrents say that there is at least
one entity wiiich satisfies a certain condition or fits a
certain description. In logic general existence staterzents
are exyressed in terms of existential quantification. 7e
could thus rewrite all our examples of general existence
statements by using existentially bound variables:

3x)(x is a tiger),

(3x)( x is a person. x is pious),

(3x)(x is a wine. x is called Burcundy),

(3x)(x is a god).

In logical symbols, general existence statements thus
refer to entities always through a bound variable. In
ordinary speech the place of the bound variable can be
filled by a pronoun such as "which" or "sonmething which."
If we rewrite our examivles of general existence statexents
by malkking use of such pronouns they become:

There is sonmething which is a tiger.

There is something which is a person and which is pious.

There is something which is a wine and which is called
Burgundy.

There is something which is a god.

In singular existence statements, on the other hand, one
refers to entities not through a bound variable or an undeter-
mined pronoun but through gramnatical names. In our examples
of singular existence statements, for instance, we refer to
entities through "Zros," "Harry Truman," "3urgundy," "tiger,"

"triangularity," and "piety." It is clear that these words



are not "logical names" in kussell's sense. These vords
only intend to name entities and the question whether they
do name entities in the semantical sense is left onen
corpletelye.

e have to notice also that our examples include, as
gramnatical names, what are usually called concrete and
abstract words, and that consequently the entities the
existence of which one asserts in singular existence
statements can be both concrete and abstract. Thus, "There
is such a thing as Iarry ‘'runan® asserts the existence of
soriething concrete; whereas, "™ihere i1s such a thing as
piety" asserts the existence of sorzething abstract. Fur-
thernore, even if a word is concrete it can, in a singular
existence statement, purport to designate something abstract.
A concrete word which turns up in a singular existence state-
ment purports to designate sorething abstract if it is a

general and not a singular term.l

Thus although the word
ntiger™ is concrete, "There is such a thing as tiger" as-
serts the existence of soriething abstract, viz., the
property "tigerhood." In a similar manner also general

existence statements can affirm the exictence of both

concrete and abstract entities, as can be shovn by examnles

lSingular terms are terms which refer, sonetimes am-
biguously, only to one object, e.g., "Harry iruman," ".ros,"
"this man,™ "I," "you."™ General terns are terms which can
be significantly prefixed by such words as "z11," "any,"
"sone, etc.



such as "There are nwibers," "lhere are functions,™ ™rhere
is such a thing as a good perfornance." '‘'he distinction
between singular and genercl existence statencnts is there-
fore not the distinction between statements viich assert

the existence of concrete objects and statenents which
assert the existence of abstract properties or things.

The distinction is rather the distinction between state-
ments which assert the existence of certain entities, either
concrete or abstract, by referring to those entities through
the use of a variable or a pronoun and statements which
assert the existence of certain entities by referring to

these entities through grarmetical names.

2. Language and mxistence

Singular existence statements, then, are of the general
form ™ihere is such a thing as so-and-so."™ In a specific
instance of statenents of this general form the phrase "so-
and-so" gives place to an expresslon which purports to desig-
nate an object, property or thing and the statement 1s true
just in case there is, in fact, such cn entity. ‘'‘he state-
ment is false if tkhere is no such erntity. U‘herefore, nouns
which occur in singular existence staterients and purport to
desigcnate or name might or might not designate or nane in
the semantical sense. ‘ie cannot assume that the mere occur-
rence of a noun in a sentence means tihat that noun desig-
nates an existing object or entity. Such an assuaption was,

as we saw, involved in the tyve of fallacious reasoning that
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Russell's theory of descriptions was intended to refute.

ve recall that in our discussion of iussell's theory of
existence a curicus problem was said to arise vhenever

we wanted to deny the existence of sorie entity. JSentences
like "uros does not exist," or "ihere is no such thing as
Zros," so it seemed, vere paraddxical. If such a statement
were true, i.e., i1f there viere in fact nothing that "Lros"
designated, the statenent would seem to be void of subject
rnatter and therefore neaningless. One argued, therefors,
that in order to rescue the meaningfulness of the statement
"ihere is no such thing as nros," .uros must exist if not in
spacio-temporal, tnhen at least in some ''logical"™ sense.
'+his assunption, however, as we saw, kussell has pointed
out, rests on the failure to realize that meanings are
really of two sorts. 7Jords have meaning either by virtue
of the fact that we are directly acquainted with their
referents or the meanings of words are nerely descriptive.
‘'he latter is the case with "Zros:" 1its meaning is any
descriptive phrase that we agree is sufficient to identify
it. Any appropriate dictionary would give us the meaning
of the viord "iZros™ and it would give the meaning apart from
any question of existence. ixistecnce is not a matter of
lexicography or gremmar. 1t is other considerations than
those of mere neaning that could settle the question of
vhether Lros in fact exists.

e saw that russell's approach to the question of



existence was at least in nart epistenological. Sone
meanings, Russell contends, core derived from direct
cognitive acquaintance with certain things in the world.
words with such meanings are, for Russell, "logical nanes"
alviays designating and the problem of existence can be solved
therefore, at least partly, through enistonolozy. A certain
shade of blue, for examnple, exists because 1t is the sort of
thing which we directly perceive. On the other hand, vheth-
er such a thing as HLomer exists Iussell cannot tell by rely-
ing merely on epistemnology. Homer is the sort of thing which
he knows only by description. In order to decide whether
things knowvn descriptively exist, one has to look outside
of epistenolosye.

If one abandons Tusscll's enisterological approach to
ontology, as Quine seems to do, one might find oneself in
the sarme position in respect to all things es Russell finds
himself in respect to Homer and unicorns. The problem of
universals and the controversy between norinalists and

1

platonists™ 1is largely the question of what is required by

vay of entities in order that our language be meaningful.
According to Russell, among singular teris,only names reguire
the existence of sone entities in order to be neaningful.

The meanings of names are the eilsting entities which nanes

designate. Descriptions, on the other hand, being "incomnlete™

l’I‘o use "platonism™ in place of "realism" is a practice
introcduced by Zuine in order to avoid the ambiguity of "realism."
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synbols, arse meaningful only in certain linguistic con-
texts in which they occur and they do not presupoose the
existence of any entities as a condition of their meaning-
fulness. Conseguently, if one abandons kussell's notion

of "logical" names and treats all singular terms as des-
criptions, the meaningfulness of language would not involve
any question of existence at all, and the question whether
sonne words designate existing objects would becore meaning-
less. ‘ithout an epistemological criterion of meaning, it
vould seemn, all words become descriptions in Russell's
sense and will have meaning only on a nerely linguistic
plane. Dut from a purely linguistic standpoint there is
no more reason to say that "blue," 'horse," and "table"
designate or stand for entities than there is to say that
"ynicorn" and "=Zros,™ or even such words as "up," "and,"
"if" desicnate or stand for entities. 411 words, "blue"

as much as "Zros" or "up,"™ have nmeaning in the sense that
they are capable of deternining the meaning of staterients
in which they occur, but they need not have any meaning
apart from such statenents. Their reaning will be determined
contextually and not through direct reference to existing
objects. A radical nominalist might interpret all terms in
ordinary speech as syncategorenatic expressions, useful for
construction of sentences and for comrmunication, but in no
way reflecting matters of fact o. other extralinguistic

realities. llany things, no doubt, will continue to exist



but lanpuage will say nothing about their exiétence as the
connection between languace and the existence of entities
would thus have disanneared completely. Consequently the
distinction between noriinalism and platonisn would becorne

a pseudo-distinction. Therefore, once the epistemoleogical
approach to ontology, such as Dussell's, has been abandoned,
we nust, in order to avoid ontological anarchy, devise other
nethods throuch which the connection between language and

the extralinguistic realities can be re-established.

3. The Zpistenological and Semantical Theory of llames

guine contends that language does reflect extralinguis-
tic realities end that the 1ssue between nominalism and platon-
ism as an issue between different ontological doctrines is by
no means neatinsless. To use Quine's ovn terms, our use of
lancuece often involves us in "ontological commitnents.®
Before we return to the direct examination of Tuine's theory
of ontolosical comnitments of lancuage we shall extend our
preliminary discussion of .uine's ontological theory through
a further comparison with Russell.

For LRussecll, we saw, existence was not a predicate and
to write "x exlistcs" vhere x can be replaced by a Ylogical"
nare was nonsense. To egsert or deny existence is to assert
or to deny that a propositional function is possible. In
other words, the assertion or denial of existence involves
always & variable. Such assertions of existence viiich in-

volve 'a variable and in imussell's sense say that a proposi-



tional function is possible are, for Juine, the general
existence statement. Singular existence statements, on
the other hand, would be, for Russell, meaningless if
the phrase "There is such a thing as" were followed by
a "logical™ name. Thus for example "There is such a thing
as carnine" would be meaningless if, on epistemological
grounds, we decide that "carmine" stands for a shade of
color with which we are directly acquainted. Such
epistemological considerations are, for Quine, irrelevant.
Quine holds that we can treat of existence on a purely
semantical level. The logic of names, we saw, wvas for
Russell essentially an epistemological study. Iliames for
Quine, on the other hand, can be treated apart from
evistemology. Such a treatment of names can be called the
semantical theory of names as opposed to Russell's epis-
temological theory. To treat of names on the semantical
plane is to conceive of them as inessential and eliminable
features of language, i.e., they can always be eliminated
by descriptions.

Ve might say that Russellt's "logical' names are epis-
temnologically primitive terms and not only abbreviations of
logical abstractions, viz., of descriptions. In §27 of his

Mathematical ngicl Quine has shovm how such epistemologically

lWillard Van Ormen GQuine, llathematical Logic. New York:
1/« W. llorton & Company, Inc., 1940. Iror further discussion
of names see also Quine's liethods of Logic, New York: Henry
Iolt & Company, 1950, §56, "On Universals." Journal of
Symbolic Logic, 1947, ppe 74-84, and "On V'hat There Is."
Review of lietaphysics, 1948. pp. 21-38.







or otherwise primitive terms or nanes can be easily elimi-
nated in favor of abstractions in terms of primitive predi-
cates. Thus, instead of adopnting, e.z., "iurope™ as a
prinitive tern of geography we can concelive of "IZurope'"as
a descriptive abstraction built out of the matrix "eur x"
vhich we cen write "(7x)(eur x)." In such an abstraction
the vrimitive concevt of geogravhy does not appear at all
as a singular term or name but as a predicate. Through
this device the "primitiveness" of names that we want to
ezploy in a given discourse can be always raised to the
level of predicates and the logic of names can be thus
separated from extra-logical considerations such as those
of geography or epistemology. JLYor any name we can always
find a predicate, trivially, as we did in the case of
"Zuropes or otherwise, as kussell has done in the case of
"Scott" and "Homer," and by means of such a predicate we
can then expand the nane into a description.

Let us for example take the term "carmine" and suppose
that it is, in Russell's epistemology; a logical nane for
a particular shade of color. ‘e might then insist that
wvhat we learned by direct accuaintance should not appear
as a nanme but only as a predicate and to properly symbolize
we rust write "(2x)(x is colored carmine)" or "(72x)(car x),"
and not just "carmine." That is then epistenoclogically
pricmitive or ostensively defined is the predicate and not

a nane. 7This should make no difference to epistemology
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as vie are not refuting the claim that there is the experience
in cuestion. The difference that it maies to ontology is
that we have eliminated the source of confusion between
epistemology and ontologcy by isolating epistemolosical
assunptions from our logic.

Quine's senantical theory of names differs from Russell's
epistenological theory of names by the fact that vhen for
Russell "logical"™ names have some causal connection with
experience and cannot be eliminated from languege, then for
Quine the alleged connection that singular terms have with
experience can be made explicit throush a predicate and

grammatical names can always be renlaced by descriptionse.

If such replacement of a grammatical name is, in fact, not
nade, the singular term in question is treated as a 'semnan-
tical" name and claimed to designate an object. Such a
claim, however, need not be made on epistemological grounds.
All singular terms are, for Quine, logically equivalent
to descriptions and therefore the meaningfulness of names
in sentences in which they occur does not in any way pre-
suppose that there zctually are entities which those terns
purport to name. 4 singular existence statement such as
mihere 1s such a thing as carnine" is therefore not meaning-
less but ascerts the exiztence of carmine, or the fact that
"carmine™ designates, or that "carmine" is a "semantical"
nane, and the question whether carmine exists on episteno-

logical grounds is in no vay presuvposed in that statement.



The statenent is true or false on any grounds that we find
enpropriate for our ontoclogicel criteria. The statenent
affirms the existence of cariiine beccuse it exnlicitly

says so but the fact which it affirms it does not presuppose.
If we essert the statement "ihere is such a thing as carmine,”
then we do so beccuse we vent to recognize "carmine" in our
ontolocy as desigcnating an entity, and that not necessarily
on epistexolosical grounds.

To say that nenes can always be renlaced by descriptions
is to say that names and descriptiocns are logically ecuivalent.
Ilovever, if we do not replace then by descriptions, we commit
ourselves to the belief that the entities in question exist.
In that case we are treating singular terns not merely as
grammatical names but as "semantical" nemes. To treat a
singular term as a semantical name is to treat it as an
ontological primitive. 7Jhat is ontologically prinitive,
however, need not be enistenologsicelly primitive.

For ‘uine, then, it is not through names that the onto-
logically important connection is established betireen language
and extra-linguistic natters of fact. Jiny ostensive use of
nanes in a language can be repnlaced throuch the use of osten-
sively defined predicates. 1Iio ontolozical commitments are
made through the use of names. lames are ontologically
irrelevant. I.owever, one question might be raised at this
voint. Grented that no ontological cormitments are made

through nares, because all names can be easily expanded into



descriptions a la 7Tuine, and thus lose their "enistenologi-
cal prinitiveness,”" one might still argue that these des-
criptions will still nake direct relerence to eixperience
because they are built up by mneuns of ostensively defined
predicates. One might remark, in other words, that although
through Quinets method we escape from ontological commit-
nents in respect to names, we will make the saie ontological
conmitnents through the use of primitive predicates which

we enploy to translate nates into descriptions. We will not
attempt an answer to this criticism at this point: the
topic will be discussed again in later sections. a4t the
present we shall be content with the assertion that nanes,

as nanes, are ontologically insignificant.

4, oxistence and Varilables

Vhat then, if not names, does establish the connection
between language and the extra-linguistic realities? TFor
cuine it is variables and their gramnatical equivalents,

ronouns such as "sozething," "something which," tkrough which
this connection is made.

The truth velue of a singular existence statement does
not affect the truth value of other ordinary staterieats in
which the word wvhich followvis the phrase "there is such a
thing as" in the singuler existence staterent appears in
the position of the grammatical subject. Ior example, the
truth value of "There is such a thing as Zros" does not af-

fect the truth dr falsehood of statements such as "Sros was



—46-

for the Greeks the god of love" or "Zros was worshipped by

1 Ilowever, the truth value of "ihere is such

the Greeks."
a thing as Iros" has other effects. If our singular exist-
ence statenent is true, any statement having "sros" for
its subsject will be about the entity wros. If "There is
such a thing as Xros" is true, "uros was worshipped by the
Creeks"™ will be about uLros and will inply the consequence
that something was worshipped by the Greeks, or

(3x) (x was worshipped by the Greeks).
If, however, "ihere is such a thing as wros" is false, and
"Iros™ designates nothing, no such consegquence will follow.
Singcular existence statenents, therefore, are connected vith
other staternients of our language. If a singular existence
statenent is true, any sentential expression which has the
word following the phrase ™ here is such a thing as" in the
position of its subject will be about the entity whose
existence is affirmed by that singular existence statement.
Such sentential expressions, in thelr turn, will imply a
general existence statement to the effect that there 1is
soriething or that there is an X which satisfies the condition
specified by that sentential expression. If we affirm a sin-
gular existence statement, e.g., "lhere is such a thing as

aros" we must consider the existential generalization

;Notice that, strictly speaking, according to iwmssell,
the two propositions expressed by these two sentences should
be considered false, as they have the existence of "Zros" as
a description for one of their parts.
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(3x)(s ¢« ¢« X « « o) to follow from any statement of the
form ", « o LTr0S .+ . " that we want to affirm. If, on
the other hand, vie deny a singular existence statement
no such inference can be drcvm. Let us take a few more
examples.

If we want to affirm the singular erxistence statenent

(L) ‘1here is such a thing as Burgundy,
a sentential expression such as

Burgundy is a wine

will have the consequence tiiat there is something which

is a wine, or
(3x)(x is a wine).
If we affirm
(2) There is such a thing as Larry Trunman,
e o o HATTYy Truman . . .
will have the consequence
(3X) (e o ¢« X o o o)e
The entity affirmed by the singular existence statenient
does not have to be concrete. Thus, if we affirm
(3) “here is such a thing as pilety
Piety is good,
will have the consecuence
(3x)(x is good)
and
e« o« o plety o« .
will have the consequence

(3Z) (e o ¢« X o o o)e
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"o say, then, that a singular existence statenent is
true we can describe as saying that existential generali-
zation in resvect to corresvcnding sentential expressions
is a valid form of inference. Such an inference is valid
if and only if froo true sentences, such as "surgundy is
a wine," and "Harry wrunman 1s the president of the United
States," only true general exlistence staterients, such as
(Ix)(x is a wine) and (Ix)(x is the President of the Uni-
ted Stateg), will follow.

Eows, accordinz to this criterion can we distinguilsh
betiwieen singuler existence statements such as ™rhere is
such a thing as Zros," and " here is such a thing as Ilarry
‘ruman?"  ‘the latter, one will ordinarily say, is true,
wvhereas the forrer 1s false. . false singular existence
statenent will maize the corresponding operation of existen-
tially generalizing invalid. U‘hus, for example, although

(1) (3x)(x was worshipped by the Greeis)
oy be considered as a true consecuence of a true statezent
"iros was worshipped by the ureciis," we cun find other true
statenients in respcct to which the opveration of existentially
generalizing will not yield true statements. 7/ are inclined
to say that

(2) Iiothing is identical with Zros
is true, i.e., that there is no entity which is _ros. ihe
rcsult of existential generalization in respect to "_ros,
hovever,

(3) (3x)(iothing is identical with x),



is false.

On the basis of the foregoing discussion Quine can now
define a "sernianticzl" name (an expression which desisnates
an object) as an expression in respect to which the operation
of existentially generalizing is valid. A word W designates,
or is a "semanticzl" name, if and only if existential generali-
zation in respect to VW leads from true sentences only to
other true sentences.

In the case of existential generalization vie drop the

narie by renlacing it with an existentially bound variable.

There is another basic form of inference or logical opera-
tion where nanes can be interchanged with variaebles. In

the case of specification we drop the universally bound

variable and replace it by a nacme. Thus, for example,
(4) (x)(x was created by God)

will lead to
(5) Iarry Truman was created by God.

f existential generalization is valid in respect to a
given tery, specification is also valid in respect to that
term. Let us assume that existential generalization in
respect to "Iarry Trwaian" is valid. A false statement such
as

(6) Iarry Truman is the first president of the United
States

will give us then
(7) (@x)~(x is the first president of the United States)

wvhich is the same as



(8) ~(x)(x is the first president of the United
States.

The falsehood of « . « Farry Truman . . . thus entails the
falsehood of (x)(e ¢« « X « « o) and therefore the truth of
(x)(s ¢« « X « « o) entails ' the truth of . . . Harry Tru-
[an « o« .

Quine claims further that the use of variables in ex-
pressions (3x)(e « « X o + «) &and (x)(s o« « x « « o) is
basic in the sense that all expressions containing free
variables can be translated into expressions containing
only existentially or universally bound variables. Ix=-
pressions containing free variables are, for Guine, merely
. abbreviations for expressions containing only bound variables.
lTames can be therefore defined more generally as those expres-
sions which, according to the usual logical laws, can replace
or can be renlaced by variaebles. liames, in other words, are

substituends of variables. The substituends of variables,

however, are not their values. The substituends are merely
terns, whereas values are entities. Thus the range of
values of a variable is not constituted by its substituends
but by the entities named or desigrated by its substituends.
To surmarize the above discussion Guine cites four al-

ternative ways to claim the seme thing as is clained by a

1
Willard Van Orman Cuine, "Designation and Zxistence."
The Journal of Philosophy, 1939, p. 708.
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singular existence statenient. "There is such a thing as
Eros" is the sune as to scy

(1) +the word "Zros" designates,

(2) the word "iros" is a (semantical) nane,

(3) the word "zZros" is a substituend for a variable,

(4) the entity Zros is a value of a variable.
Names, however, as we saw, are inessential to language and
can be easily eliminated in favor of descriptions. 'e are
left, therefore, in essence, with the fourth alternative.
It is the variables of a language throuch vhich direct
reference is nade to extra-linguistic realities. "The uni-
verse of entities is the range of values of variables. To

be is to be the value of a variable."2

5. The Theory of "Cntolorsical Commitments

(uine sumnarizes his ontological theory as follovs:
I'he ontology to which an (interpreted) theory
is committed comprises all and only the objects
over which the bound variables of the theory
have to be construed as ranging in order that
the statenents affirmed in the theory be true. o
“uine is not interested in the "ontological truth" about
the world but only in the "ontological comrmitments" of a

given constructional theory or systemn. According to Quine's

37111ard Ven COrman Quine, "Ontolosy and Ideology.™
FPhilosonhiczl Studies, 1951, p. 1l.
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theory we cannot decide which entities in fact exist in
the total universe, we can only decide what a discourse
(most widely a linguistic behavior) presupnposes as exist-
ing. :wuine's ontological standard is therefore only a
preamvle to ontological doctrines which interpretative
systematizations of experience contain and is not direct-
1y an ontological doctrine itself. 1llany other philosophers
have attacked the problem of ontology more directly, i.e.,
within an enistemological or metaphysical system. Thus,
for exarple, we discovered that ussell's ontology was
determined by his epistemological distinction between
knowledge by acauaintance and by descrivtion. ¥or a dif-
ferent type of example, Thitehead has develored, mainly

in his Process and Realitz,l a metaphysical system and has

tried to solve the ontological problem of scientific ab-
strection within the framework of that system.

For T/hitehead that which is given in experience is all
that there is, it is the full universe. Something is
gilven in experience by entering into a relationship with
the "immediate occasion," i.e., with the "individual act
of judgment." If anything does not enter into a relation-
ship with the immediate occasion there is no possible
knowledge of it, in fact it would not exist, it would be

a rnere nothingness. %hitehezd's ontological doctrine is

1a. N Whitehead, Process and &eality. I'ew York: The
lacmillan Conpany, 1929.
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further elucideated within his wider theory of prehensions.
Within Vhitehead's system there are a number of ways
("modes of prehension") in which an occasion can enter
into a relationship with or prehend other entities. ZFrom
the standpoint of ontology it is necessary only that an
interrelatedness of sorie sort exist between occasions in
order that these occasions would form a togetlierness vhich
can be termed the universe. These interrelationships
between occasions are, hoviever, determined by what ‘hite-
head calls "eternal objects." Occasions as such are niere
inarticulated togetherness and enter into intelligible
relationships with each other only by being determined
by eternal objects. It is the eternal objects (rouchly
specking the universals) that nalte scientific abstraction
vossible. The universe is thus, for Vhitehead, constituted
by the two ultimate realities: actual occasions and eternal
objects (or their eight subdivisions or the categories of
existence: Mactual occasions or entities,™ "prehensions,"
"nexus," "subjective forms," "eternal objects or forms of
definiteness,™ "pronositions,""™wmltiplicities,” and "con-
trasts")., 7These realities forn the ultimate basis for all
scientific theorizing and system building.

In contrast with Whitehead, Guine's contribution to
ontology is indirect, and in a sense, ‘incomplete. Quine,
unliize Vhitehead, does not offer a systenatic interpreta-

tion of the realities of the world but is concerned only



with questions which come prior to any such interpretative
system building. To be engeged in such prior investigations
by incuiring into the ontological commitments of given sys-
tens in {uine's terms, 1s, so to speax, to try to solve the
ontological problemn by not comnitting oneself ontologically.
Vhitehead, on the otherAhand, endeavers to solve the ontologi-
cal problems of scientific abstraction by making ontolosical
comnitments of universal consequence.

Quinet's ontological theory raises the cuestion of exist-
ence on a lingulstic plane. Juine's theory maXes no direct
reference to eiperience as sucli but only to interpretative
languace systcms which, in their turn, do make direct refer-
ence to experience. A different ontological standard of
linguistic or logistic character has been proposed by Gustav
Bergmann.l In order to formulate his standard, sSergmann
first adopts the rather speculative fiction of an "ideal
lenguage.” Nothing is really said abcout the total range
of entities in the worlcé vhea we limit our discourse to
one arong several theories or systems with linited subject
natter. The theory under consideration would have to have
the scope of an "idecl language" and to exhibit the ulti-
ncte categoreal features of the viorld befcre vie can maze
any cleim to universality. TFor Bergnann an "ideal language"

is a "formally constructed linguistic schema that is complete

liustav pBergrnann, "A I'ote on Cntology." ZPhilosophical
cstudies, 1950, pp. €9-92.







~55=

and adequate.™ It is comrlete if "everything'™ can be said
in it and it is adequate "if by informally discoursing
about it in ordinary Znglish we can discolve all philo-
sophical puzzles."l By appealing to such "ideal language”
Bergmann reformuletes uine's ontological standard to the
effect that not variables but "descriptive constants" are
said to be the channel through which reference is made to
existing entities. Ly liniting himself to predicates of

the first tyve he says ". . . properties of the first type

Zist in a world if in spealzing about an ideal language of
this world I find it to contzain undefined descriptive con-
stants that are substitution instances for its predicate
variables of the first type."z such descrintive constants,
hoviever, ZJuine points out, are alviays eliminable.5 ‘'he
nethod of elimination is the same as the one described in
section one for the elimination of names. xsfter such elimi-
nation of descriptive constants we would be left only with
predicates as the only constants. Constant predicates, how-

ever, Luine claims, in no way presuppose the existence of

corresponding universal entities. 4ccording to uine the

11bid., p. 89.
2Ibid., p. 91.

SWillard Van Orman Quine, "Ontology and Ideology.™
Philosonhical Studies, 1951, p. 13. l.athematical Logic.
Cambridge, liass.: HDarvard University Press, 1947. 27,
llethods of Logic. ITew Voriz: IHenry Ilolt & Company, 1950,
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question of constant predicates belongs to that part of
metanhysics which he cells "ideology." The questions cbout
constant precdicates are those about ideas or meanings and
not questions about the existence of entities. OCntology

is the inquiry into the real constituents of the world,
vvhereas ideology is the part of metaphysics which incuires
into what ideas constitute the basis for our thinking. In
semantics we should malre a similar distinction. The gues-
tion of the ontolozy of a system is a question which belongs
to what Juine calls the "theory of reference," vhereas the
question of meaningss or ideas employed in a syste:z belongs
to what Quine calls the "theory of neaning."™ The theory of
reference comnrises the study of such concents es nening,
denotation, extension, coextensiveness, values of variables,
end truth. The theory of meaning, on the hand, would treat
of such concepts as synonyny, analyticity, syntheticity, en-
tailment, intension. TFor the salie of clarity in ontological
investigations these two theories should be kept apart al-
though, Quine remarks, they are mutually complenentary.

A further disagreenent with CQuine's treatment of ontology
has been exnressed by Carnap.l Althouch he seems to accept
Zuine's standard for judcing vhat entities a given theory
presupposes, Carnap maxes a further distinction. In respect

to investigations into the ontological cormitments of given

lrudolr Carnap, "impiricism, Semantics, and Ontology."
Revue Internationale de Philosophie, 1950.
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theories or systems we should, varnap contends, distin-
guish between tvio kinds of questions. 7T/henever we wish to
talk about a new kind of entitlies, we have to introduce a
new way of s»neaixing. This new way of speaking Carnap calls
the framework of the new entities in question. The intro-
duction of such framewori involves first a new general

term, a predicate of higher logical type than the terms
designating the entities in question. Such a predicate
enables us to say that a particular entity belongs among

the entities in question. Thus if the entities that we want
to consider are simple qualities of physical objects such as
*"red," "carnine,®" "blue," the general predicate that we
need might be, e.g., "proverty." In terms of this predi-
cate we can then forrnulate stetements liice "Red is a proper-
ty," "Carmnine is a property," etc. The second step in the
introduction of a framewori of entities is the creating

of variables of the new type such that the entities in ques-
tion will be the values of those variables. In terms of such
variables general staterients about the new kind of entities
can then be formulated. In respect to such franewvorks two
kinds of existence questions can be raised. The "internal"
questions are raised within the framework. Thus if our
frazeworic 1s that of physical objects, we can ask, e.s.,

"Is thers an ashtray on ny desi?" "Is ZIros real or nerely
inaginary?" "Do physical atoms exist?" Such internal ques-

tions are all empirical questions and slhiould be enswered



through enpirical investigations. iTom these questions we
rmust distinguish the "external®™ cuestions of existence.

The external questions of existence are not asized witliin

a given frazneworl: but are questions cbout the reality of

a given framewori itself. Such questions, however, Carnap
holds, are not tiheoretical questions at all. To accept

the frameworxk of physical objcets, for example, does not
enount to a theoretical belief which 1s capable of being
either true or false. ©To accept the existence of the

world of physical objects, is nothing more than to accept

a certain form of language. Sut the accentance or rejec-
tion of a forz of language, Carna» holds, is not a theoreti-
cal but rather a practical matter. <Traditional ontology,

as far as 1t is concerned with external existerce questions,
Carnan» tlierefore ceclares to be reaningless.

Quine, on the othier hancé, holds that a nucleus of signifi-
cance inherent in traditional ontology has to be preserved.
This nucleus of significance is exactly the part of tradi-
tional metaphysics which ‘uine's theory of ontological com-
nitrients purports to define.

Carnap's distinction between external and internal exist-
ence questions, Quine points out, is essentially the distinc-
tion between vhet ‘uine calls "category questions" and "sub-

1

class questions.” The category cuestions Quine defines as

lWillard Van Orman uine, "On Carnap's Vievis on Cntolocy."

Philosonhical Studies, 1951. po. 65-72.
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the existence questions which purport to exheust the entire
range of a particular kxind of variables or the entire range
of a particular existence category. 7The subclass cuestions,
on the other hand, do not purvort to exhaust the entire
range of a particular kind of variables., ihere to draw

the line between caterory questions and subclass questions
depends, however, solely on how the range of different
kinds of variables is determined. If, for example, in our
lancuage tiliere is only one kind of varieble to refer to

all classes, the questions of existence in respect to all
entities that wie construe as classes will be subeclass ques-
tions. If both qualities and nuzbers, for examnple, are
censtrued as classes, i.e., as values of class variables,
the questions of e:xistence of both qualities and numbers
will all be subclass questions. If, hovever, a particular
kind of variables is avpropriated for tie exclusive use of
referring to nwibers, the question concerning the existence
of all numbers will be a category question.

Furthermore, Quine argues, the distinction between the
external (or category) cquestions and the internal (or sub-
class) questions depends on the accentance of the theory of
types. OCnly in a languace where styles of varlables are
separated froa one another thrcugh syntactical rules, will
the distinction be of any consequence. Iowever, such strict
conpartrentalization of variatles as well as the underlying

dichotonization of the enalytic and synthetic, (uine rejects.
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It would be outside the scope of the present paper to dis-
cuss Guine's reasons for these rejections. JFor the purposes
of the present study it is more relevant to observe the con-
nections between Carnap's distinction between the two types

of existence questions and the type of constructional nominal-
ism developed by CGoodrman and which we shell discuss in Chap-
ter Iil.

The distinction betvieen external and internal existence
questions, we said, presupnoses a tight division of variables
into logical tyves. Goodman's nominalism, however, proposes
to use variables of only one logical type. ‘he only variables
that a nominalist will recognize will be ones that talie only
individuals for their values. ‘'he only otaer logical type
involved in noninalistic constructions is the tyne of predi-
cates of individuals. OCn the predicate tyne level, however,
the noninalist will recognize only constants. But such con-
stants we recnarked, are without ontological significance.

In a nominalistic system the rarge of individuel variables
is universal: everythinz in the universe can be considered
as their values. Q(uestions cvbout the existence of particu-
lar entities as well as about the existence of broad types
or categories of being will therefore, all of then, be inter-
nal questionsg as they must be asited within the frameviork of
individuals. The only external cuestion vould be that con-
cerning the franewori of individuals itself. But the indivi-

duals, are, for the nominaliste, all that vie can legitimately
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say that there is. <‘herelfore, for the nominalist if there
are no individuvals, there will be nothing; a negative answver
to the question about the reality of individuals will imply,

at least for the nominalist, nihilisn.



CHAPIER LHHER
TiH ON1OLOGLCAL ASPECLS OF GOOLLAN'S
LHE SWRUCHUKE OF APPRARANGE

l. Prelininary biscussion of “er:s

L8 for Quine, so also for Goodnan, the gquestion of
ontology is that of cuantification over variables and the
difference between nominalism and platonism is ontolozical
in that sense. Roth of these authors agree that in order
to be able to decice whether a systen is nominalistic or
platonistic we have to detect and consider the "ontologi-
cal coruiitnents™ inplicit in that system. If the "onto-
logical commitnents™ of a system involve certain entities
not admissible to nominalism the systex: is called platon-
istic, and a systen is nominalistic only if it is free of
any such commitments. In their joint article "Steps Toward
a Constructive Nominalism"l both Juine and Goodman have
stated that nomninalism is the doctrine of renouncing ab-
stract entities, in other words, the entities to be excluded
fron a nominalistic universe are those of the abstract kind.
in that article "concrete object or entity™ is treated syn-

omously with "concrete irndividual®™ and it seens that the

lIIelson Goodmen and V. V. Quine, "3teps ‘'oward a Con-

structive Noninelism." The Journal of Symbolic Logic, 1947,
pp L 105-122 .
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concrete individuals are talzen to be all the individuals

. 1
tiat there are. In the Structure of ~Appearance,” however,

Goodman recognizes abstract individuals.and the xind of
entities the recognition of which, for Goodnan, makes a
systern platonistic are not the abstract objects but rather
the nonindividuals--classes, predicates, relations, proposi-
tions.. But one has to notice that "abstract,™ for Goodman,
has a rather svecial sense. IYor him "abstract" means
"qualitative™ and is thercfore not contrasted with "concrete"
in the saze way as "concrete" neaning "particular" is con-
trasted with "universal.® In that sense the distinctions
concrete-abstract and individual-nonindividual do not co-
incide. Sone abstract or qualitative entities, such as
qualia for example, are treated by Goodran as individuals.
Furtherriore, he points out, it is possible to construe even
the most concrete object as a class of other objects, and
theréfore as a nonindividual.z Instead of making "abstract
object" synonymous with "nonindividual" and "concrete ob-
Ject" synonymous with "individual," Goodman treats ™ab-
stract™ and "concrete™ as predicates of individuals. Such
treatient of these terms is, of course, appropriate only
within a noninalistic system as, for tie nominalist, the

neaning of "predicate of individuals"™ is stretched to cover

. lNelson Goodman, he Structure of ippearance. Canmbridge,
1.ass.: IHarvard iUniversity Press, 1951.

2

1bid., p. 150.



neanings and serve purposes wiaich are in platonistic systens
dealt with through the use of nonindividual terms such as
classes, relations, etc. So for example a simple sense
quality or quale is for the platonist not an abstract individ-
ual but rather a class of concrete objects.

The terms "universal™ and "particular" are treated by
Goodrian uch in parallel with "abstract' and "concrete
although, here again, we discover that these traditionally
synonyrous distincticns do not coincide. <“he rather special
treatzent of these terms "particular,! “universel," "concrete,™
and "abstract,™ is effected by Goodran throuch the introduc-
tion of a division of constructional systems into realistic
and varticularistic systems. ‘e shall come to a closer ex-
arzination of realism and varticularismn in a later section.

The irnediately following section we shall devote to the

riore pressing task of clarifying the term "individual.®

2. 1Individual

1’08t generally there are two choices in answer to the
question: what determines an individual? /e can say (1)
the individuality of something is determined by its"thisness,®
or "haecceity," i.e., by a quality not expressible in general
terms, (2) the individuel is constituted by the totality of
specifiable and general qualities vhich it hes or vants. In
opposition to both of these views we might say that the defi-
niteness of an individual is revealed to us empirically and

consider "individual" as a sinmple term not explainable in
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other more simple or basic ter:ms.

1f we talke individuality to be a uniqueness of fornm
or of essence inexplicable in general terms we would have
to adnit the possibility of there beingtwo exactly similar
end yet distinct individuals. VWhat a given individual
precisely is,'we would be unable to describe. Consequent-
ly we would be forced to deny the basic intelligibility
of the world or to abandon the belief that the world is
constituted of individuals.

The second prooosal provesg egually defective because it
rests on the doctrine of substance. If the individual is
determined by the totality of its qualities, in what sense
can it be sald to be separate from this totality? <uali-
ties can be said to inhe;e in the individual as attributes
inhere in the substance. DBut this "inhering" of qualities
and attributes is fatally obscure. In this view the meta-
physical notion of individual or of substance 1s claimed to
be prior to that of attribute or quality but it cannot be
nade logically prior as the existence of a substance can be
defined only derivatively from the existence of its quali-
ties.t

It seems, then, that "individual" cannot be defined at
all: either we define it as "thisness" or "haecceity"™ or

we define it by its predicates, in both cases the definition

lSee,'e.g., Bertrand Russell, Philosophy of Leibniz.
London: Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1900,
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viould be of no ex;lanatory value. “he third proposal for
solving the problem of what constitutes an individual, we
said, was not to attempt a reduction of "individual" to a
more fundamental notion at all and to treat "individual"
as a sinple term. The reasons in favor of this proczdure
can be summarized roughly as follows. Iiot to attempt a
definition of individual which will go beyond stipulating
or exnlaining the role of "individual" in formalistic
systems frees one from the necessity of belief in some
definite metaphysical structure of the universe at this
point. To say that an individual is revealed through
exverience is to treat it as a brute fact. Then we discover
an individual throush experience we discover it as reacting
asainst or being in some relationship with some other things,
but experience does not reveal the metaphysicul essence or
character of these relationships or reactions. 4An individ-
ual is sinply something which is found to have its place
in the world of experience. Vhat constitutes an individual
is conceptually obscure but experience itself is obscure in
the same sense, Zxperience does not corne in ready nade
pacxages and its content, in other words, the content of
individuals, is to be explored and not judged at a priori.
Once we abandon the metaphysical gquestion two directions
of study concerning the individual still remain. There is
first the tasi of establishing a formal calculus of in-

dividuals similar in purpose to the propositional and class
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calculi.l Secondly, we right develop a comprehensive con-
structional systen vhere certain entities are construed as
individuals.2 isfter the establishment of such calculil

and systens of individuals the gquestion of vhat constitutes
an individual can be answvered by reference to the most
general fectures of these calcull and systens.

So, for examdle, we can say that in reference to the
calculus of individuals developed by Leonard and Goodnan
an individual is wvhat can be an argument for the primitive
predicate "discreteness" ("J "). TFurthernore, we shall
find that "individual™ is construed in charp contrast to
"class.”" Jn individual differs from a class by being
capable of being subdivided into parts which themselves
are individuals vhereas to say that a portion of the world
is a class is to superinpose upon that portion a definite
schene of subdivision.into members and sub-classes. If
three elements a, b, ¢ are said to constitute the class
®, a, b, ¢ will be the mernbers of &« and the couples (a,b),
(b,e), (a,c) will be examples of sub-classes of & but ac-
cording to the type theory (a,b), (b,c), (a,c) cannot be
nembers ofa « On the other hand if the elenents a,b, ¢

are sald to form an individual A, the suus a+b, bec, asc

lz.¢., H. S. Leonard and lielson Goodman, "’he Calculus
of Individuals and Its Uses." The Journal of Symbolic Logic,
194:0, pP. 45"55.

2E.g., I'elson Goodman, The Structure of ivppearance.
Cambridce, llass.: Iarvard University Press, 1951.
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are parts of » in the szre sense as a, b, ¢ are parts of
Ao

Further infornation as to what constitutes an individ-
ual can be discovered in intervretative or constructicnal
systens which meke use of the calculus of individuals as
a part of their '"general apparatus."l If in uninterpreted
calcull "individual®" is treated in respect to its formal
features, coxprehensive interpreted systens endeavor to
show what individuals there are in e:ixperience. ror a
ncminalistic ohilosopher, i.e., for a philosopher who treats
elenents of experience exclusively as individuals, however,
"is an individuel" is a universal precicate and does not
involve any specification as to what elenents of experience
can be talen as individuvals. for further specification we
have to consider which individuals in a system are chosen
for the "basic units* and which individuals are construed
as the "atomic individuals" in theaet system. DBasic units
are those individuals which satisfy at least oie o the
"special primitive predicates" of a system, and the atonmic
individuals are those individuals which do not have any other
individuals as systematic parts.z ilowever, the basic units and
the atomic individuals are more fundamental only in relation to

t»e various systens, and it might very well be that the basic

lA term used by Goodman.

zror further discussion of basic units, atonic individ-

uals and special primitives, see below.
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individuals of one system undergco a completely different
treatnent in some other system or are not recognized at

all.

3. lTominalisn

In order to discover of vhich entities a given theory
treats we have to look at the bound veriables of that
theory. A theory treats or affirms as existing exactly
these entities over which the bound variables of quantifi-
cation of that theory range. according to Guine, we re-
marked, if a theory assumes as existing or treats of uni-
versals or of abstract entities or of non-individuals the
theory is nletonistic and is opposed to nominalistic
theories which admit only particulars, concrete objects and
individuals as their legitimate subject matter. Goodnan's
interpretation of nominalism-platonism controversy, we re-
rnariked also, is noticeably different: it i1s at the scme tine
nore specialized and less rest&ictive.

Goodran's aepprcach is more specilalized in the sense that
althougch he adonts ‘uinet's doctrine of the "ontologcical com-
mitments," his primary interest does not seem to lie in
ontology but rather in ways and means of theory construction.
For Goodman, 1t seems, nominaslism is prinarily a question of
restricted means for system building and only secondarily a
question of restricted ontology although he fully recognizes

the inter-connectedness of these two questions.
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Due to this more specialized interest Goodrian draws a
nurber of distinctions wvhich allow him a less restrictive
reforrmlation of the dictum of nominalism. In CQuine's
discussion the terms "abstract," "universal," and "non-
individual" are lumped together: they are 21l said to
sirnify entities inadmissible in nominalistic constructions.
Goodnen provides systenatic definitions of each of these
terrs and points out the inadecuecy of treatins then as
synonyms. For Goodman, nomninalism does not have to avoid
abstract entities and universals. If an abstract entity,
such as a quale or a suan of qualia, is systematically con-
strued as an individual, it can be included in a nominalis-
tic universe.t 4ll non=-individuals, however, Goodman claims,
have to be excluded. Individuals can be conceived as the
elenents represented by the variables of the lowest logical
typve of a system. Iion-individuals, such as classes, rela-
tions, predicates, are represented by variables of higher
types than those of individuals. The dictun of nominelism,
according to Goodman, thus rules out quantification over
variables other than those ranging over individuals.

This requirement of noninalism pertains to what Gocdman
calls the "general apparatus™ of a system and not to its

2

*gpecial basis."” The general apparatus of a system consists

1 . .
For discussion of "abstract" and "universal®" see below.

zFor discussion of "special®™ or "extralogicalM bases of
systcmns see below.
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of the "basic logic" or the truth-functional algebra
together with the calculil of higher logic of vhich the
systen makes use. ‘'he basic logic comnrises logical terns
and ideas, primitive or defined, such as the stroke func-
tion of the truth-functional incomratibility, the notion of
logical negation, disjunction, conjunction, implication,
and assertion. It further comprises the general theory of
real and apparent variables, the idea of propositional
functiona and the concept of formal:efuivalence. In other
words the basic logic of a systen may be said to consist
only of the material covered by sections 4 and B of the

first part of the first volure of Principla llathematica

called respectively "The ‘Theory of Deduction" and the
"Theory of iApparent 'v’ariables."1 In addition to these
two theories a system might adopt the calculus of classes
and relations or the calculus of individuals or both as

varts of its general apparatus. The requirenents of

nominalism are concerned with those parts of the general
apparatus of a systea vhich are not its basic logic, i.e.,
they are concerned with the admissibility or inadnissibility
of these parts of logic which treat of classes, relations,
and predicates. Considered as unirnterpreted calculi,

neither the calculus of classes nor the calculus of individuals

Liith a few items, such as the axiom of reducibility,
definition of "being of the same type," definition of iden-
tity excluded.
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presupposes that there arec classes or individuals. "They
can be looxed upon as neutral tools of analysis which do
not involve any presupposed ontology. If, however, these
calculi are incorporated in an interpreted or construction-
al system, which claims to treat not of terzs but of real
elements of the world, their ontological neutrality can

not be retaired. To maxe free use of the calculus of clas-
ses in a constructional system is to commit oneself to the
‘belief that there exist elements of the world which are
classes. The use of the calculus of individuals, of course,
has for its consequence the admittance of individual enti-
ties. But practically all systemns assumne the existence of
individuals and to escape this assumption seens pointless.
The more important fact resulting from the use of the cal-
culus of individuals in systems is that it can effect a
reduction of the more ponulous ontologies of vlatonistic
systems.

Similerly as to classes the platonistically minded
philosopher, in his endeavor to interpret experience, can
neke free use of predicates of individuals (i.e., predicates
which take individuals for arguwients, or predicates on the
first type level) and of predicates of predicates of individ-
uals (i.e., predicates which teaiie predicctes on the first
type level for arguments, or predicates on the second type
level) etc. '‘he noninalist, on the other hand, must confine

himself to predicates of individuals, i.e., to predicates on
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the first type level. lioreover, the predicates of individ-
vals cannot, for the nominalist, be treated as variables
but only as constants. 7o adnlt predicates of individuals
as values for variables is to comnit oneself to the exist-
erce of these predicates or functions. The use of constant
predicates, however, as we shall see, involves no such con-
nitnent.

To confine oneself to the use of constant predicates of
individuals curtails drastically the means of theory con-
struction. If the platonist can talkx about the predicates
of individuals and the classes which they define, tae nom-
inalist can talk only about individuals. All that the platon-
ist can say about predicates, functions, relations, and the
classes wihich they define, the noninalist rust say only by

1 The only constant

sveakzing of the individuals involved.
predicates of individuals of which the traditional logic
treats are the two-place predicates of dradic relations
"jdentity" and "diversity." The taslt of the nominalist is
therefore to find an econonical set of ccnstant predicctes

of individuals which is capable of expressing what is more
commonly exnressed in terms of constructions based on a more
extensive logical type hierarchy. A large part of the nomin-

alist's lebors, in other words, must consist of the utiliza-

tion and refinement of the calculus of individuals in which

liow these restrictions exactly affect the practice of
systen: building can be seen frox the two examples in section
4.
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the logic of constant predicates of irdividuals is treated.
zowever, the nominalist is allowed to utilize the plato-
nistic portions of locic in a restricted sense. Ile can do
so if ho consistently refuses to interpret the language of
nonindividuals and treats it as an abacus. This treatment
can be effected through the establishment of a formal syn-
tax which exhibits the formal rules according to which the
platonistic machinery of deducticn and computation is run.
the aim of such a syntax is to nelke it unnecessary to assunme
that nonindividual terms which occur in the platonistic
languarse have an ontological foundation. The platonistic
language will be considered as not referring to any elenents
in our actual experience and as free froz ontological com-
nitments. <The only meaning that would be left to nonindivid-
ual terms would be one similar to the "mezning" that we at-
tribute to the beads of a computation table. “The formal
syntax itself, hoviever, which makes it possible to look at the
language of nonindividuals solely as a piece of convenient
nachinery has to be forrulated according to the requirements
of nominalism.l Goodman points out that the forzulation of
such rules will provide often great difficulties and to over-
come these difficulties would enable us often to dispense

with large parts of this auxiliary machinery of platonistic

l.n attenpt to develop rules which would enable us to.
look at mathematics as such an abacus can be found in i.elson
Goodnan and V. V. uine, "Steps Toward a Constructive Nominal-
ism." Journal of Symbolic Logic, 1947, pp. 105-122.




logic altogcether. ‘ifhe problems which notivated us to seek
the aid of some platonistic language viould then be solvabls,
to a large eixtent, directly in our nominalistic language

itself.

4. ‘o Examnles

Nominalism then, is a proposal to restrict the neans of
lieory consgtruction. 'he mein restriction is that quantifi-
cation is not permissible over variables other than those
representing individuals. Let us talite an example.

Suppose that we want to define the predicate "is an
ancestor of" when the predicate "is a parent of" is already
available in our systei. For the platonistic philosopher,
who can make free use of classes, a familiar method, devel-
oned by Iregce, is readlly available.l

Let us for "x is a parent of y" write "rxy" and for
" is an ancestor of yM "*Pxy." "FPxy" can then be defined
in terns of "Pxy" as follows:

(1) *Pxym(o )[y&«. (z)(w) (wega .Pzvi.D.zEX) .D.xgu],
which can be read: Xx is an ancestor of y if and only if x
belongs to every class,®, to which y belongs and to wvhich also
every parent of every member of ® belongs.

This definition is clearly platonistié as it includes a

quantified class variable, and it is therefore inadmissible

lcf. the exemplification of this method in /illard Van
Crman juine, liethods of Logic. ILew York: IHenry Iolt & Company,
1950, p. 239,
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for the noninalist. ‘‘he nominalist has to find other means
for constructing the same definition. ¥irst, the nominalist
has to replace the class variable "&" by a varlable which
represents only individuals., JSecondly, the membership re-
lation of the class cclculus nust be replaced by sone two-
place predicate which takes only individuals as its argu-
mentse. One such predicate is the predicate "is a part of"
of the calculus of individuals. Throush these replacements
and in close analogy with Yrege's method the nominalist
will then arrive at the following definition:

(2) *Pxygla)[yca.(b)(c)(cCa.Fbe.I.0<a) d.x¢e]
which can be read: x is an ancestor of y if and only if x
is a part of every individual a of which y is a part, and of
which also every parent of every part of a is a part.l

BDoth of these constructions, the platonistic and the nom-
inelistic, accomplish the same purpose with an equal precise-
ness and unambiguity. 7Vhich of these constructions is more
intuitive can be debated, it only hapvens that the platonistic
method is more readily available than the noninalistic: the

platonistic logic of classes is far more fully developed and

lrelson Goodman and . V. Suine, op. cit., p. 109, require
that in order to gain closer conformity with cormon usage the
above definition should be supplenented by the stipulations
that x is distinct from y and that x is a parent and that y
has a parent. The first stipulation prevents the anomaly of
counting y among his ovm ancestors, the second insures that
x and y are single whole organisns, capeble of parenthood.
Cur definition would then become:

*Pxy.&:xey.(dd) (Pxd).(de) (Pey).(a)|y¢a.(b)(c)(cca.Pbc.

-bea).d.xa].
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present in logic books than the nominalistic calculus of
individuals. The nominalistic logic, or the calculus of
individuals, is not enough advanced in power, and complexity,
to talte the place of its platonistic rival. Liany construc-
tions that are easily accomplished in platonistic logic
prove impossible in nominalistic logic.

Let us talze another example. In constructional systens
we often want to introduce comparative size predicates. Ve
night start by stipulating first what it means to say that
two elements of our system are of ecual size. TFurther predi-
cates like "is smaller than" or "is bigger than" can then be
easily defined in term of the predicate "is of the same size."
If our elements are classes the construction of the predi-
cate "is of the same size" is automatically available: *73,1

of Principia Mathematica is a biconditional theorem to the

effect that two classes are similar, i.e., have the same nun-
ber of terms,if and only if they constitute the domain and
the converse domain of a one-one relation:

(3) osmp.=.(3R).R€1-1.8=D'R.M=Q'R.
For the nominalist, however, who instead of dealing with
classes deals with sums of individuals,no similar construc-
tion is available. ZFollowing (3) and, again, by replacing
‘"is a merber" by "is a part™ the nominalist might say that
two sums of individuals a and b are of the same size 1f and
only if there is a predicate which relates each individual

which is a part of a to exactly one individual which is a
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part of b; and each individual vhich is a part of b to
exactly one individual which is a part of a. In other
words, two suns of individuals, a and b, are equal in
size if and only if there is a one-one predicate which
correlates the individucls contained in a with those con-

tained in b, and vice versa:

(4) a sm b.S:.(?P):(x)(y)(z){{(ny.sz):yrzﬂ.
(Pxz.Pyz)oxxy]} . (x)[ Fy)PxyHxca].
(y) [(3x)Pxy .&.y¢b] .
This construction, however contains the quantified predi-
cate variable P which, from the noninalist's point of view,
constitutes a fetal anonaly. It seens that for the nominal-
ist there is no way to define the size predicetes such as
"is of the same size" on the basis of his general apparatus
at hand and he would have to adopt the size predicate such

as "is of equel size" as a new prinitive.l

5. ™o Possible i.1sconceptions of Ilominalisn

A noninalistic lancuage, then, admits only individual
variables and constant predicates of these. The noninalist
can treatv only individual terms, i.e., terns construed as
belonging to the lowest logical type, as variables. Terms
which belong to the next higher type level, i.e., terns
which are construed as predicates of individuals, the nonin-

alist has to treat as constants. Goodmen points out that

1, . ) .

48, for examnle, Goodnan does for the reclative size of
individuals waich are suns of cualia. Iielson Goodman, ov.
cit., p. 2C6.
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there are nc. further restrictions on the type of predicates
which can eappear in a noninalistic language. So, for example,
it does not matter vhich words or expressions occur within
predicates. ~/hich words are contained in the predicates of
a systematic language is of no ontological consequence. It
does not matter how nlatonistic a predicate sounds as long
as it is predicated of individuals and not of nonindividuals.
As long as vie can consider, for examnple, the predicate "belongs
to some class satisfyins the function I"™ as a single unit it
will not have for its consequence "there are classes" or
"there are functions." To bar the words "class" and "func-
tion" from the above predicate is pointless as the occur-
rence of these words is trivieal and easily elininable. If
the predicate "belongs to sone class satisfying the function
" can be looked at as a single unit, i.e., as a certain
string of marks, it can be replaced cuite arbitrarily by,
say, "is fective" or by any other linguistic invention that
we might want to choose. Such a replacemnent concerns the
predicate exnression "belongs to some class satisfying the
function F"as a whole and not any of its parts. If the
noriinalist endeavors to eliminate all platonistically sound-

ing words throughout his discourse, then i1t is a matter of

literary pride and often of no ontological significance.
The second point that Goodman raises against the possible
misconceptions of the tenets of nominalism is that nominalism

does not limit what can be taken as individual. Ior the
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noriinalist, only individuals exist and therefore in a
noninalistic universe there would be nothing from which to
distinguish individuals. In other words, for the nominal-
ist anything can be an individual. The decision what will
be the range of individuals of a given system is directed
by the choice of its subject matter. To decide what the
individuals of a system will be is, so to speair, to decide
what will be talked about.

In a conprehensive systematic interpretation of the world
or of experience the question‘arises, what does experience
disclose as individuals, i.e., as its content? e might,
for example, ask whether experience is more basically made
up of experiences of physical reslities of some sort or wheth-
er experience is only phenomenal. In other words, we are con-
fronted with epistehological questions.

The choice of subject matter of a system does not, of
course, in itself, constitute an ontological decision. The
biologist, for exanple, does nct by any means claim that
only organisns exist or that they exist more reall& than the
minerals and rocis of the geologist. In a similar manner,
neither physicalism nor phenomenalism need imply an ontologi-
cal doctrine. Both the phenomenalist and the physicalist
can be compared with the biologist who directs his attention

to a particular pvhase or segment of the total reality. The

paysicalist can be said to attend primerily to physical ob-

Jects and events, whereas the phenomenalist is at the first
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place interested in plienomena end presentations, and neither
of then has to claim either that only physical objects and

processes or that only phenomena exist.

6. Particularistic end Realistic Systens

In The Structure of Appearance Goodmen's primary concern

is with phenonenalistic systems. Iecide the division of
phenorenalistic systems into nominalistic systems and pla-
tonistic systems, Goodman further divides them into realis-
tic and particularistic systems. This division, similar
to the distinction between nominalistic and platonistic
systens, cuts across the traditional distinction between
nominalism and reclism. Thus the characteristics which

are traditionally attributed to nominalism are shared by
noninalism, in Juine's sense, and by particularism of
Goodrnan's version. The features of the traditional real-
ism, again, are divided between realism, in Goodman's sense,
and platonism.

The distinction between particularism and realism is
independent of the distinction between nominalism and pla-
tonisne. The latter distinction, we saw, depends on what
entities, individual or nonindividual, are adritted as
existing. The distinction between particuvlarism and real-
ism, on the other hand, depends on whether a system admits
only particulars or also nonparticulars as its "basic units.”
Broadly spealiting the basic units of a system are these ele-

ments in terms of which other elements of that system are



explained. Goodman defines them as those individuals
which satisfy at least one of the "special prinitive
predicates" of a given system. The specicl primitive
predicates of a systen are those predicates vhich more
specifically determine the subject matter of that systen.
They can be contrasted with the primitives included in
the "zeneral apraratus" or "logic" of a system. Thus the
"gtroke functional incompatibility"™ is a common primitive
to all constructivist systems and the primitives "over-
lavs" or "discreteness" are corrion primitives to all con-
structivist systems which moke use of the calculus of
individuals, but none of these specify the elements in
experience of which a given system treats. The fundamental
elements in experience of which a given theory treats, or
the basic units of that system, eare the members of the
fields of predicates which that theory introduces as primi-
tives; thus, for example, the basic units for Goodman are
qualia and sums of qualia other than concreta as they sat-
isfy the two-place relational predicate "is with."™

A phenonenalistic system is realistic if its basic units
are "on-concrete qualitative elements (such as qualia)"l
and it is particularistic if the basic units are "concrete
spatially or temporally bounded particulars (such as phenom=-

enal events)."g Goodnan's own system is realistic as its

l17elson Goodman, op. ci
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ey Do 107.

2Loc. cit.
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basic units, individucls which satisfy the primnitive "is
with" ere non concrete, they are qualia and sums of qualia
vhich are not concreta. Jualia, Goodnan cxplains, are
arrived at by dividing the stream of erperience into its
snallest concrete parts and these, in thelr turn, into cinm-
ple sense qualities or cualia. Thus, a visucl concretun may
be divided into a tirme, a visual field place, and a color.
These qualitative elenents and the suas of then which are
short of being concreta (by lacking at least one quale)

are nonconcrete. In terns of these cualitative nonconcrete
elenients Goodnan then endeavors to exnlein other elenents
in experience such as concreta.

If concreta, color-snot-noments, for exaiple, are chosen
as besic units and the qualitative elements such as quealia
are explained in terms of these the resulting systen is
called particularistic. A4As an exanple of such particular-

istic systemns, Goodmon cites Cernap's Der Lozische Aufbau

der Vlelt. For Carnap the basic units are the Clementarer =

lebnisse which es terivorally bounded sections of experience
are concrete entities.

liore generally for Goodman "vhether a system is real-
istic or not depends upon whether it admits nonparticulars
as individuals."l Goodnan's own systen is then realistic
because it recogrnizes nonparticular individuals. How wve

can call Carnap's system of the Aufbau particularistic by

lLoc. cit.
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the same toizen is however not so clear. «an ambiguity
arises from the fact that, unlike Goodman's systemn,
Carnap's system is »nlatonistic. 4 clear cut division of
systems into realistic and pnarticularistic systens ac-
cording to Goodman's criterion seems possible only if
those systems are all nominalistic.

The individuecls, for Carnap, are the basic units or the

Zlerentarerlebnisse which, as vie sald, are concrete parti-

culers. IHowever, "individual" for Carna > means sorething
quite different from what it means for Goodman. For Good-
ran, who adopts the calculus of individuzls, individual is
soriething which satisfies nredicates like "overlapving,"
"is a part of," etc. TYor Carnap, on the otiher hand, an

individual (Elementarerlebnis) is exactly that which does

not overlap and is not a part of some other individuals in

his systen sinply beccuse the Tlementarerlchiaisce are atonic

and they are the conly individuals that Carnap's system rec-
osnizes., If Carnap vwould have taken for the basic units
elenents which can be said to overlan or be part of somre
other elerent in his system (and can be said to be individ-
uals in that sense) these would have been qualities. DIut
cualities, for Carnap, are nov individuals at all, but clas-
ses.

This enomaly in the avplicatioan of Goodwan's criteria
to platonistic systems results Irom the ambiguity of the

term "individuzl." The meaning of "individual"™ for the






=-85=

noninalistically minded philosopher vho makes systematic
use of the calculus of individuals is quite different from
its usuel presystematic meaning. For a philosopher of the
noninalistic bent, like Goodman, "individual" means, as

ve saw, sonmething which belongs to the lowest type of a
type hierarchy. Traditionally and more usually "individ-
ual" is treated nore or less synomymously with "concrete
rarticular.” Goodman endeavors to show, however, that

the meaning of "individual" should be separated from thet
of "particular®™ and that nonparticulars can be treated as

individuals.

7. Individuals and Qualification

The nominalist's endeavor to admit only individual
entities does not, in itself, determine what can be regarded
as individual: it can be both particular and nonparticular
or universal. /nd a system built on norconcrete qualitative
elenents, i.e., & system having nonconcrete elenents for
its basic units, can, Goodaan contends, still retain its
nominalistie character. To supvort the contention that
abstract qualitative elements can be treated as individuals,
and are therzfore net irreconcilable with nominalism,

1

Goodnan uses the followins argument. The arcument rests

on the distinction between the qualitative elements

Lie1son Goodman, op. cit., p. 108.
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themselves and the entities ("properties," "attributes")
which would be desirnated by predicates that involve those
qualitative elenments if those predicates are considered as
designeting nonindividual entities. The distinction, to
put it in other words, is that between a term which nanes
a quality such as "carnine" and the predicate in which that
term occurs such as "hag the color carmine." To consider
the predicates such as "has the color carmine" as desig-
nating would be to commit oneself to the existence of non-
individual entities, but to consider only terns like "car-
mine"™ as designating does not, Goodman contends, involve
eny such comritnent and is reconcilable with nominalisn.
The systexatic construction of abstract or qualitative
elenents on the basis of traditional platonistic logic
cormits us to the belief that there are nonindividual en-
tities such as functions and classes. So, for examnle, on
the basis of platonistic logic we can render the sentence
"The lampshade is carmine,”" or "The lampshade has the color
carnine," in other words, & relation between tvio clexments
X and y such that y is a color quality and x is an object
colored by y, through introducing; the propositional func-
tion "x is carmine® cf which "a 1s carnine'™ can be consid-
ered as a value. If ve consider "x is carmine" as a constant
function of the gencral form "@x," as a platonist would, we
have ccrmitted ourselves to the belief thot there are func-

tions. Cther constructions based on platonistic logic which
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nalkke use of concepts such as classes and relaticns will
have similar consequences. So, for example, the rendering
of the sentence "The la:psihade is carmlne™ by "The lamp-
shade is a nmerber of the clasc of carnine objects" will
introduce classes.

/e can, however, construct the requisite ccnnection
betvween these tvo elements x end y without either intro-

ducing a pronositional function or assuning that one of

these elenents is a nonindividual. A noixinalistic con-
struction cen be effected by trecting both = and y as
individuals and by introducing a two-place constvant predi-
cate of individuals as a new primitive. .Jin alternative
viay can be concelved by using some more generzal predicate
such as "is a nart of" or "overlaps" in vhich case, y has
to be stipulated first as the s»ecific color cuality Ycar-
mine" and X as a visual concretwi; "x is cormine" can be

then sirply rendered by "y overlars x" or "y is a vart of

P

~ 1

“- e

The fact that Tor psychological reasoas cualities are
perhaps more naturally construed as clasces of concreta,
i.ec., we are inclined to sey that a quality is what is
corummon to a number of objects, does not constitute a con-

clusive argument for the preferred vhilosovnhical acceptability

lror practical purposes of systen building we will be
interested, of course, in the systcnatic rendering of nore
general predicates of the ordinery language such as "is a
quality of." Cf. Nelson Goodnan, od. cit., p. 185,

—
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of such constructions. PYsychological preferability is a
vacgue and shel:y foundetion: 1t can be brecucht about more
easily by persucsion and avpeal to authority than by analy-
sis. ihen analysis elone is concerned, even the most con-
crete object or ohenomenon can be construed as a class.
A8 ussell has nointed out concrete thaincs, such as tables,
cheirs, and percons can be concelved as logical fictioms,
i.e., as bundles of classes ol scxse data and prescntations.l
The question whetier things or nonconcrete sensory prec-
entations are in some, vernapns epistemoclogical, sense the
rnore fundanent:l elenients ol exverience is a question vhich
analysis clone is unable to judge. “o cnswer this cuestlon
would recuire evidence of an exvnerimental nature. .S long
as such exnerimentcl evidence, of perhaps a psychological
zind, is lacking, there seens to be no criterion for Jjudcing
whether concreta or cualities must be the basic and atonic
elements for the systemnatic interpretation of experience.
Murthernore, even if such evidence were provided, it need not,
from the standpoint of aralysis clone, influence fthe choice

between concreta and qualities as the ontologically more basic

1"So that, if one takes sense-data and arronges together
all those sense-data thet apvear to differcnt veownle at a
given nmonent and are such as we should ordinarily say eare
appearances of the saue physical object, tnen the class of
sense-data will ¢ive you sonetliing that belon~s to physics,
nanely, the chair at this nonent." Bertrand :mussell, "The
Fhilosophy of Locical .itozmism." lonist, 1¢18-1919, reprint-
ed by the Department of Fhilosovhy, University of wiinnesota,
Pe. 63.



units of the universe. .iside from epistemological considera-
tions of an experimental nature tliere are only the considera-
tions of constructional acceptabllity that can affect this

choice,.

8. Tke Problem of Universals

The logical tyve hierarchy of platonistic logic becones
an ontological hierarchy when incorporated in construction-
al systems. The construction cof sorie elements of experience
as classes will result in the nccessity of distinguishing
between realms of being. The being of classes appears
different fron the being of individuvals which constitute
themn. This consequence has caused a debate between nomin-
alisn end realisn of the treditional sort vwhich, because of
its endlessness, has begun to appear futile. Traditionally,
classial entities, i.e., qualities, universals, or ideas
have been conceived as either lower or higher in their degree
of reality than the individuals according to the temperaments
end tastes of different philosophers. In constructional nom-
inalism the logic involvcd includes only two levels of tyve
and no ontological cormitments are made on the second, i.e.,
predicate, type level. The conceiving of such constructional
noninalism will therefore have the merit of eliminating large
portions of the debates about the degrees of reality thet
entities can be said to possess. Nominalism, by offering

parallel nominalistic constructions with a finite type
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hierarchy or by making it possible to treat the platonistic
constructions as a mere "manner of specking," will lessen
the ontological weight of constructional platonism.

To treat certain elenents of the world as classes 1is
to divide the world into realns of being. If beside in-
dividuals also classes ere said to exist, we will have to
distinguish between entities of at least two ontological
sorts. But if only individuals are sald to exist, no such
distinction 1s necessary.

Aside from the purely "logical" reasons, i.e., aside
Tfrom recsons resulting from ways of theory construction,
the notives for dividing the world into different realms
of being heve been of & more intuitive sort. These intui-
tions have centered mainly around the terns "particular”
and "universal." In a vay these intultive opinions about
the difference betveen particulars and universals have played
a more fundanental role in metaphysics end ontology than the
"]osical®" division of entities into classes and individuals.
Their role has been more fundamental because they have often
preceded and motivated the division of entities into individ-
uals and classes. ..n individual entity has been said to be
en individual because it is a perticular; and a class has
been said to be a nonindividucl entity because it is a uni-

versal. If we agree that all elements of experience can be

constructed equally well as individuals and as classes,we

cannot argue that certain entitlies are narticulars and certain
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others universsls because they are individuals or clacses
resvectively. Thether an entity 1s construed &s a class
or as an individucl depends nerely on the mcde of analysis
which ve adopt.

The terns "particular" and "universal," on the other
hend, seem to be tied up more closely with facts. Then
we refer directly to exnerience we discover that certain
elenents in it are repectable vilereas certain others are
unrevneatable. For example, a color quality is repeatable
in the sense that i1t can occur at different places and at
different times. & concrete color-spot-moment or an Illenm-

entarerlebnis of Carnep, on the other hand, 1s unrcpeatable.

. 03

Therefore ve ccll gualities such as colors, universals; and

concreta such as color-spot-riorients or Blecmentarerlebnisse

particulars.

This does not méan, nowever, that we cun label once and
for all certain elexnents of einperience as pcrticulars and
certain others as universacls. All that we caon cleixn 1s that
in "brute®" cxperience ele.ieats oi both reneatable and un-~
renecatable kind occur and the terns muniversel" and "parti-
cular" are therefore rleaningfully epplicable. Dbut all brute
experience and what 1t discloses is conceptuually obscure.
Zxperience does not disclose the character of the relation-
ship that governs the division of elerents into universcls

and particulars over eny considerable variety oI cases.
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The universal of onse norent of actucl exverience 1is rfol-

lowed by the exnerience of eanother with a completely un-

el

Irs 0L our ci-

o

related character. Sinilarly the particul:
nverience belong to a vast and confused variety. «nd there
secerns to be no guarantee against the possibility that ex-
verience will nresent "inconsistently" with 1tself elenents
vhich a»vnear as varticulars on one occasion and as cualita-
tive or relationzl universals on others. The neat arrange-
nent of universals and »narticulars into cuality classes and
sense reclms is more lilkkely to reflect conventional and
pregmatic convenience than any thoroughgoing rationality
of the world.

In terms of a given system, hoviever, we can provide
a consistent and unarbiguous division of elements of ex-
verience into universals and perviculars. This is possitle
because of the fact that a given system chooses a specific
segrient or area from the totality of experience. & given
systen nalzes reference to this segment or area alone and
bans any systematic reference to facts and phenoriena out-
side of this realm. The meanings of terms like "particular"
and "universal" or "concrete" and "abstract" are therefore
¢ivorced from their possible vre-systematic necnings. ile
vill know how to apply these teims to special cases within
the framewori:i of a systematic conteit, but we cennot deter-
nine presystematically what these cases are. Teras like

"particular" and "universesl" are, so to speak, transcendental,



=93~

i.e., they determine the systematic division of elements of
exnperience into entities designated by them, but the predi-
cation of these terms in special cases depends on that sys-
ternatic context which they heln to build.

For the nominalist universal terms designete or nane
en entity only if they are construed as individuvals. Tor the
nominalist no universal term, in fact no term vhatever, desig-
nates if it is construed as a nonindividual such as a class.
“Whenever such platonistic constructions are encountered the
nozinalist will, therefore, try to substitute for ther nomin-
alistic constructions vhich meke use only of individuals or
try to interpret the platonistic construction synczterore-
natically. In no case, then, for the noninalist does a uni-
verscl teirnr introduce a nonindivicdual entity. ZFor the real-
isticclly minded nominalist such as uwoodman it might, hovever,
introduce a universal entity. out even in such a case his
ontologcy will differ racically from that of & platonist. ‘the
realistic noninalist will introduce only a certain limited
nwiber of universal entities into his universe. Ile will
introduce exactly these universals vhich he chooses to con-
strue as individuals in his system. If his task is to analyse
evperience he micht introduce certain sense oguclities such as
colors, visual field nlaces, etc., but by no means will his
comxmitnents to the existence of such qualities involve the

introduction of all the other "abstract® entities such as

those comzonly desicnated by such words as '"number,"
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"circularity," "femininity," "catness," or whatnot. The
platonist, on the other hand, vill introduce an infinity of
universals. For kim "universal" is synoanymous with "class"
and the Infinite hierarchy of classes will bring with itself

an infinite multitude of universals.
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