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V I . Semantics, Chitology, and E p i - o n t o l o g y . 

We can no longer evade present need f o r a hard l o o k a t ont o l o g y , w i t h s i d e 

glances a t the a s s o c i a t e d semantics. I would g l a d l y forego t h a t examination here, 

f o r the i s s u e s are so r e c o n d i t e t h a t even t o e x p l a i n why they matter i s i t s e l f a 

task of co n s i d e r a b l e d i f f i c u l t y t h a t r e q u i r e s me to stake c o n t e n t i o u s p h i l o s o p h i c 

c l a i m s . But there can be no systems t h e o r y , nor indeed any e x p l a n a t o r y s c i e n c e , 

without o n t o l o g i c a l foundations t h a t are p e r f o r c e i m p l i c i t i f not made e x p l i c i t ; 

and the commonsense o n t o l o g i c a l i n t u i t i o n s t h a t support o r d i n a r y s c i e n c e d e c e n t l y 

enough too q u i c k l y crvmsble under the sometimes-intense l o c a l i z e d p r e s s u r e s of 

deep a n a l y s i s o f " s t r u c t u r e . " 

I f the n o t i o n o f " e x i s t e n c e " were s u f f i c i e n t l y f o u n d a t i o n a l f o r human a f f a i r s , 

ontology c o u l d be d e f i n e d as the theory o f our u s a g e — a s i t i s and as i t should b e — 

of sentence schema 'x e x i s t s ' . ( T h i s s i n g u l a r form, i l l u s t r a t e d by 'Satan e x i s t s ' , 

must not be conlused wixn general e x i s t e n c e scnema =ps e x i s t ' , e.g. 'Demons e x i a i ' . 

Although o n t o l o g i s t s o f t e n s l i g h t s i n g u l a r e x i s t e n c e i n f a v o r o f g e n e r a l e x i s t e n c e , 

we s h a l l see t h a t the former has primacy over the l a t t e r . ' ' ) However, the l a b e l ' e x i s t s ' 

^*^B e x i s t ' i s ambiguous between ( i ) 'Something ( i . e . something t h a t e x i s t s ) i s 

a ^ ' and ( i i ) 'Everything t h a t ia a fi e x i s t s ' . Most o n t o l o g i s t s have presumed 

t h a t 

r e a d i n g ( i ) ; and t h i s i s indeed the one t o f a v o r , except^to do so without argument 

evades the b a s i c q u e s t i o n o f " e x i s t e n c e . " I t i s e n t i r e l y sound t o contend t h a t 

( i i ) i s t a u t o l o g i c a l and t h a t ( i ) ' s i . e . - p a r e n t h e s i s i s o t i o s e ; but e s t a b l i s h i n g 

t h a t t h i s i s so i s p r e c i s e l y what a theory o f ontology needs t o ac c o m p l i s h . 

i s not where ontology l i v e s . The r e a l a c t i o n concerns which expressions i n our 

language should be conceded a c e r t a i n e l i t e semantic s t a t u s . I f we t h i n k t h a t 

expression 'a' i s s u i t a b l y p r i v e l e g e d , t h e most e m p h a t i c a l l y e x p l i c i t way f o r us 

to acknowledge t h i s i s by a s s e r t i n g 'a e x i s t s ' . But we r e v e a l our committment i n 

that respect through our o r d i n a r y use o f 'a' r e g a r d l e s s o f what, i f anythingy we 
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v o c a l i z e about a's " e y i s t e n c e . " 

The semantical essence o f ontology i s r e f e r e n c e ; What there i s i s j u s t what 

can i n p r i n c i p l e be r e f e r r e d t o , and the o n t o l o g i c a l p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s o f my/your 

language l i e i n the l o c u t i o n s by which I/you p r o f e s s t o t a l k about ( i . e . r e f e r t o ) 

something. But even p r o v i s i o n a l l y g r a n t i n g t h a t t h i s i s so (though I have not y e t 

argued i t s c a s e ) , a s c r i p t i o n o f the l a b e l ' r e f e r e n c e ' i s s t i l l not what co n f e r s o n t i c 

s t a t u s . The a s s e r t i o n " a ' r e f e r s ' ( e q u i v a l e n t l y , " a * has a r e f e r e n t ' ) i s j u s t the 

m e t a l i n g u i s t i c counterpart of 'a e x i s t s ' : Both are post-hoc devices t o endorse our 

acceptance o f e x p r e s s i o n 'a' i n a s p e c i a l l i n g u i s t i c r o l e ; and t h a t r o l e , together 

w i t h i t s o n t i c i m p o r t , i s independent of whatever wise or f o o l i s h p h i l o s o p h i c views 

we may p r o f e s s on r e f e r e n c e and e x i s t e n c e . ( O n t o l o g i c a l r e a l i s m i n one v e r s i o n or 

another i s a p h i l o s o p h i c a l d o c t r i n e t h a t one l i v e s . ) 

What i s t h i s seminal l i n g u i s t i c r o l e ? I t i s simply n o m i n a l i t y . or "noun-ness," 

i . e . the job done by names/nouns/noun-phrases. A c c o r d i n g l y , the t h e s i s t o be developed 

Ii c i c i a t h a t r o u g h l y speaking, my commitment tz vhct there i s , i . e . t o whst " c x i s t c ^ " 

i s demarked by j u S t the e>T>ressions I use as nominals. But so simple an account o f 

p r a c t i c a l ontology needs s h o r i n g a g a i n s t a number of c o m p l i c a t i o n s , one o f which i s 

i n f a c t the main reason why ontology i n t r u d e s i n t o systems theory i n the f i r s t p l a c e . 

To b e g i n , what i s a "nominal" anyvay? I n p a r t , t h i s i n i t i a l problem i s the 

obscure generic nature o f the e n t i t i e s presumed by even the most f a m i l i a r o f our 

l i n g t i i s t i c c a t e g o r i e s . Nouns, a d j e c t i v e s , v e r b s , a r t i c l e s , and other expressions 

v a r i o u s l y c l a s s i f i e d by grammarians are not j u s t e x t e r n a l s t i m u l u s p a t t e r n s (even 

were the n o t i o n o f " s t i m u l u s p a t t e r n " i t s e l f a t a l l c l e a r ) ; they a l s o i n v o l v e the 

i n t e r n a l e f f e c t s o f these s t i m u l i on persons who "know the language" i n which these 

are e x p r e s s i o n s . I s h a l l here make no attempt whatever to c l a r i f y what are these 

t h i n g s , "expressions," such t h a t the same s t i m u l u s p a t t e r n can correspond t o d i f f e r e n t 

expressions i n d i f f e r e n t languages or even i n d i f f e r e n t c o n t e x t s o f usage w i t h i n the 

same language. I simply want t o put on r e c o r d a t the outset t h a t a nominal (or any 

other word or phrase) i s not j u s t a symbol-sequence; i t i s a symbol-sequence cum 
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meaning, so t h a t two occurrences o f the same e x t e r n a l language d e v i c e may or may not 

be instances o f the same word or phrase. (Thus i f I complain, 'Damn; I l e f t my l e f t 

glove i n my bag, and my bag's i n the c a r ' , the second word i n t h i s u t t e r a n c e i s not 

the same expr e s s i o n as i t s f o u r t h word. Yet the two occurrences here o f l e t t e r - s t r i n g 

«my#bag' do demark the same e x p r e s s i o n , e l s e I c o u l d not p r o p e r l y be taken t o imply 

t h a t I l e f t a glove i n something t h a t i s i n the c a r . ) Having acknowledged t h i s , I 

s h a l l r e v e r t t o c o n v e n t i o n a l treatment of words/phrases/expressions as something t h a t 

we can i d e n t i f y s i m p l y by e n c l o s i n g i n quotes the symbol-sequences through which, 

b e r e f t of quotes, we endeavor communication. Even s o , i t i s important to a p p r e c i a t e 

that what we designate i n t h i s f a m i l i a r way i s cqntesft dependent and r a t h e r mysterious 

i n n a t u r e . 

Given, t h e n , t h a t i t makes sense t o i d e n t i f y some e n t i t y 'a' as a p a r t i c u l a r 

word or phrase i n my langiiage, what i s i t f o r 'a' t o be, or not to be, a "nominal" , 

( i . e . name/noun/noun-phrase) f o r me, and why should I t h i n k t h a t any such grammatical 

category can be d l s t l n g u i s n e a i n the f i r s t p l a c e ; I uave a l r e a d y appealed t o t h i n 

-V 

n o t i o n i n S e c t i o n I , but s a i d l i t t l e t h e r e to j u s t i f y i t s assumption and n e i t h e r 

w i l l I now succeed i n e s t a b l i s h i n g i t as c o n c l u s i v e l y as I would l i k e . I c o u l d j u s t 

c l a i m — a s seeirs t r u e e n o u g h — t h a t t o anyone capable o f r e f l e c t i n g upon h i s own 

language usage i t i s i n t u i t i v e l y e v i d e n t not o n l y t h a t such a l i n g u i s t i c r o l e e x i s t s , 

but a l s o t h a t i t and p r e d i c a t i o n j o i n t l y c o n s t i t u t e language's most b a s i c s y n t a c t i c 

a r t i c u l a t i o n . But i f so, there should be t e s t s t h a t can diagnose whether a given 

occurrence o f an e x p r e s s i o n 'a' i s f u n c t i o n i n g as a nominal. And even more import-

a n t l y , i t should a l s o be p o s s i b l e t o say i n what way i t matters whether 'a' i s a 

nominal i n a given c o n t e x t . Such t e s t s and i d e n t i f i a b l e import can indeed be found. 

But because they are v a s t l y complicated by ambiguity, context dependency, i d i o m , 

and the s u r f a c e grammar of markers f o r t e n s e , animacy, number, e t c . , my present 

treatment of t h i s matter must remain s u p e r f i c i a l and fragmentary. 

B a s i c a l l y , a p a r t i c u l a r occtnrence o f 'a' i n a sentence '... a ...' ( a l t e r ­

n a t i v e l y annotated, i n a sentence ' P ( a ) ' or 'Pa') f u n c t i o n s as a nominal t h e r e j u s t 

i n case t h i s sentence i s a n a l y t i c a l l y e q u i v a l e n t t o 'a i s such t h a t ... i t ...' or 



to some i d i o m a t i c paraphrase t h e r e o f t h a t a d j u s t s the copula and demonstrative f o r 

an appropriate marking of t e n s e , gender, and manber. (By "sentence" I s h a l l mean 

any meaningful d e c l a r a t i v e sentence, though I h e s i t a t e t o make t h a t c l a r i f i c a t i o n 

e x p l i c i t f o r f e a r o f a g i t a t i n g problems i n the a t t i t u d i n a l aspects o f mental a c t s 

— a s s e r t i o n , query, command, e t c . — t h a t I s h a l l f l a g r a n t l y a v o i d here d e s p i t e the 

need f o r any s e r i o u s account o f language usage t o d e a l e x t e n s i v e l y w i t h them.) 

Present n o t a t i o n a f o r a sentence c o n t a i n i n g e x p r e s s i o n 'a' i n t e n d s the 

marker 'a' t h e r e i n t o r e p r e s e n t J u s t one occurrence of the e x p r e s s i o n a b b r e v i a t e d 

by 'a', so t h a t 'a' may occur elsewhere i n sentence schema as w e l l . 

But m u l t i p l e occurrences o f 'a' can a l s o be t e s t e d f o r simultaneous n o m i n a l i t y . 

Thus i f a ... a i s e q u i v a l e n t t o 'a i s such t h a t ... i t ... i t 'a' 

f u n c t i o n s as a nominal, and moreover as the same nominal, i n both o f i t s i n d i c a t e d 

occurrences i n a ... a When l a t e r I w r i t e ' P ( a ) ' (or 'Pa') f o r a sentence 

c o n t a i n i n g an expression 'a' d e c l a r e d t o f u n c t i o n n o m i n a l l y t h e r e i n , we may a l l o w 

that the b r e v i a t e d by 'P( ) ' 

which are s i m u l t ^ e o u s l y f i l l e d i n ' P ( a ) ' by 'a' f u n c t i o n i n g i n these m u l t i p l e 

occurrences as the same nom.inal. 

To i l l u s t r a t e the "such-that^' t e s t ' s a p p l i c a t i o n t o everyday E n g l i s h , observe 

t h a t 

[6.1] John i s b a l d 

i s e q u i v a l e n t to 

John i s such t h a t i t ( i . e . he) i s b a l d , 

but i s not e q u i v a l e n t to any o f 

I s i s such t h a t John i t b a l d . 

B a l d i s such t h a t John i s i t . 

I s b a l d i s such t h a t John i t . 

A l l three of t h e s e , l a t t e r w o r d - s t r i n g s are i n f a c t i n t u i t i v e l y meaningless, though 

the middle one's s i m i l a r i t y to 'Baldness i s such t h a t John has i t ' may g i v e an 
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l l l u s l o n o f meaning. On the other hand, [ 6 . 1 ]'s prima f a c i e paraphrase, 

[ 6 . 2 ] John e x e m p l i f i e s b a l d n e s s , 

i s e q u i v a l e n t t o 

Baldness i s such t h a t John e x e m p l i f i e s i t , 

but riot t o 
B a l d i s such t h a t John e x e m p l i f i e s i t - n e s s . ' 

Thus the "such-that" t e s t shows t h a t 'baldness' i s a nominal i n [ 6 . 2 ] (as i s a l s o 

'John'), and thereby makes i t e x c e e d i n g l y d i f f i c u l t to r e g a r d [ 6 . 2 ] as s t r i c t l y 

e q u i v a l e n t t o [ 6 , 1 ] . (More on t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n l a t e r . ) This t e s t a l s o diagnoses 

complexely phrased and nested nominals. Thus i n 

[ 6 . 3 ] The man i n the t o r n s h i r t swore a t h i s c h i l d r e n , 

'the man i n the t o r n s h i r t ' , 'the t o r n s h i r t ' , and ' h i s c h i l d r e n ' a l l q u a l i f y as 

nominals by "such-that" paraphrasing ( e . g . , 'His c h i l d r e n are such t h a t the man i n 

the t o r n s h i r t swore a t them'), whereas 'man', ' s h i r t ' , and c h i l d r e n ' , i n t e r a l i a , 

do n o t . 

The r e s u l t s o f t h i s tesjt are by no means always d e c i s i v e (e.g. when a p p l i e d 

to phrases beginning w i t h an i n d e f i n i t e a r t i c l e ) , though presimvably t h a t l a r g e l y 

r e f l e c t s a m b i g u i t i e s i n the l o c u t i o n t e s t e d . Thus t o decide whether 'the man' 

f u n c t i o n s as a nominal i n [ 6 . 3 ] , we must f i r s t judge whether our understanding o f 

[ 6 , 3 ] would remain u n a l t e r e d by s e g r e g a t i n g ' i n the t o r n s h i r t ' from 'the man' by 

commas. (This a l s o n i c e l y i l l u s t r a t e s the profound context dependency of what we 

denote by p u t t i n g l e t t e r - s t r i n g tee-aich-ee-gap-em-ay-en i n l i n g u i s t i c quotes.) 

Neither i s "such-that" paraphrasing the o n l y way to diagnose whether 'a' f u n c t i o n s 

nominally i n '.^. a ...'. An even b e t t e r t e s t i n some r e s p e c t s i s whether 'a' can 

be meaningfully r e p l a c e d t h e r e i n by some demonstrative ( ' t h i s ' , 'here', e t c . ) or 

demonstrative phrase (e.g., 'those b i g ones over t h e r e ' ) . For 'a' t o be demarked 

as f u n c t i o n a l l y nominal i n '... a ...' by the demonstrative t e s t i t i s not necessary 

t h a t 'a' be synonymous w i t h i t s demonstrative s u b s t i t u t e , but o n l y t h a t the l a t t e r 
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can m e a n i n g f u l l y go proxy f o r 'a' i n t h i s c o n t e x t . (Thus, 'John loaned h i s r e c o r d s 

t o Mary l a s t n i g h t ' can be m e a n i n g f u l l y transformed by demonstratives i n t o 'Ite loaned 

those t o Ijer t hen'. I n what sense these demonstratives "go proxy" f o r the expressions 

they r e s p e c t i v e l y r e p l a c e i s a t r i c k y q u e s t i o n t h a t need not be addressed here. More 

g e n e r a l l y , the grammar of nominals engages our usage o f demonstratives and pronouns 

w i t h much g r e a t e r intim.acy than can be done j u s t i c e on t h i s occasion.) 

A f u r t h e r c o m p l i c a t i o n f o r any t e s t o f n o m i n a l i t y , when the symbol sequence 

'a' expresses d i f f e r e n t nominal concepts i n d i f f e r e n t c o n t e x t s , i s t o judge which 

sense o f 'a' occurs n o m i n a l l y i n '... a ...'. Vfe can do t h i s without e x p l i c i t t a l k 

of meanings by a s k i n g whether the 'a' t h a t occurs n o m i n a l l y i n some p r e v i o u s l y 

appraised context ' P ( a ) ' f u n c t i o n s as the same nominal i n •... a ...', and t e s t f o r 

t h i s by judging whether these two sentences are j o i n t l y e q u i v a l e n t t o 'a i s such t h a t 

both P ( i t ) and ... i t ...'. But some ambigoiities i n 'a' or the sentence schana t h a t 

embeds i t are so s u b t l e t h a t none o f the t e s t s c i t e d so f a r are completely r e l i a b l e . 

A f u r t h e r c l a s s o r r e l e v a n t t e s t s i s to f i n d yoked p r e d i c a t e s '?]^( ) ' and -FgC ) ' 

such t h a t 'a' occurs n o m i n a l l y w i t h the same sense i n both ' ^ ^ ( a ) ' and ' £ 2 ( 3 ) ' i f 

i t occurs nominally i n e i t h e r , and then t o t e s t the occurence o f ' s ' i n '... a ...' 

agai n s t i t s occurrences i n both '^^^(a)' and ' £ 2 ( 8 ) ' s e p a r a t e l y . An example o f 

such an a p p r a i s a l w i l l be given i n f n . 7, below. 

' When one attempts t o d i s c e r n l i n g u i s t i c p r i n c i p l e s t h a t govern whether 'a' 

occurs n o m i n a l l y i n a p a r t i c u l a r context '... a ...', i t becomes q u i c k l y e v i d e n t 

t h a t '... ...' determines t h i s f u l l y as much as does 'a'. I n the main, i f 'a' 

fun c t i o n s n o m i n a l l y i n '... a ...' and 'b' i s s u b s t i t u t e d f o r 'a' t h e r e i n , 'b' a l s o 

f u n c t i o n s n o m i n a l l y i n '... b ...' i f the l a t t e r i s meaningful a t a l l ; whereas i f 

'... a ...' i s meaningful but does not use 'a' n o m i n a l l y , then n e i t h e r does any 

s u b s t i t u t i o n f o r 'a' t h e r e i n g i v e i t s replacement a nominal f u n c t i o n i n t h a t c o n t e x t . 

(For example, the l e t t e r - s t r i n g 'John's dog' r e a d i l y expresses a nominal i f g i v e n 

h a l f a chance; but i t does not do so i n 'John's dogged p e r s i s t e n c e enabled him t o 

succeed', and n e i t h e r can any other e x p r e s s i o n when put i n i t s p l a c e . ^ ) Acct>rdingly, 
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% h e b r a c k e t s i n '[John's dog] d i e d r e c e n t l y ' and '[John's dogjged p e r s i s t e n c e ...' 

demark two occurrences o f the same l e t t e r - s t r i n g , but not o f the same e x p r e s s i o n , 

i . e . vehicle-cm-meaning. The e s s e n t i a l p o i n t here i s t h a t no l e t t e r - s t r i n g can 

express a nominal i n the second bracketed c o n t e x t , whereas whatever i s put i n t o 

the f i r s t one must f u n c t i o n n o m i n a l l y there i f the r e s u l t i s to be a meaningful 

sentence. 

when '... a ... i s a sentence formed by etrbedding e x p r e s s i o n 'a' i n sentence schem.a 

..,' ( e q u i v a l e n t l y , schema '... x . . . ' ) , i f 'a' f t i n c t i o n s n o m i n a l l y i n 

"... a ...' I s h a l l c h a r a c t e r i z e '... ...' ( o r '... x ...') as a p r e d i c a t e and 

imply thereby t h a t f o r any e x p r e s s i o n 'b', i f b ...' i s a meaningful sentence 

then 'b' occvirs as a nominal t h e r e i n . Thus i n p a r t i c u l a r , when I s t i p u l a t e t h a t 

'P( or ' P ( x ) ' , or more b r i e f l y 'P' i s t o a b b r e v i a t e some " p r e d i c a t e " whose 

completion by 'a' i s a sentence ' P ( a ) ' , i t w i l l be redundant t o add t h a t 'a' abbre-

^ v i a t e s an exp r e s s i o n t h a t f i j n c t i o n s nominally, i n ' P ( a ) ' . 

-V 

One v i r t u e o f the "such-that" t e s t f o r n o m i n a l i t y i s i t s c l o s e t i e t o what i s 

perhaps the most s i g n i f i c a n t consequence o f nominal f u n c t i o n , namely, i t s grovmding 

of q u a n t i f i c a t i o n and g e n e r a l i z a t i o n . I f 'a' i s demarked as nominal i n '... a ...' 

by the l a t t e r ' s equivalence t o 'a i s such t h a t ... i t ...', then both o f these 
t 

sentences are a l s o e q u i v a l e n t t o 'a i s something such t h a t ... i t -which i n 

t u r n e v i d e n t l y e n t a i l s 'Something i s such t h a t ... i t ,.,'. More f o r m a l l y , i f 

'... a ...' i s a ( d e c l a r a t i v e ) sentence i n my language, then f o r every place-marker 

( l o g i c a l v a r i a b l e ) 'x''not a l r e a d y i n p r e d i c a t e ' . . . _ _ . . . ' , '... a ...' l o g i c a l l y 

e n t a i l s '(92)'«« 2 j u s t i n case 'a' f u n c t i o n s as a nominal i n '... a ...'. 

A l s o , i f a ...' and ' E v e i y t h i n g t h a t i s P i s a l s o S' are both sentences i n my 

language, they j o i n t l y e n t a i l ' I f a i s P then a i s S' j u s t i n case 'a' f u n c t i o n s 

nominally i n a ...'. (This holds even when p r e d i c a t e '... ...' i s t o t a l l y 

u n related t o 'P' and '3'.) Moreover, t h i s i n f e r e n c e remains e s s e n t i a l l y sound a l b e i t 

w i t h weakened c o n c l u s i o n i f the s t r i c t u n i v e r s a l c o n d i t i o n a l i s r e p l a c e d by a 
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p r o b a b i l i s t i c g e n e r a l i t y such as 'Ps are u s u a l l y fis'. I f u r t h e r s u g g e s t — t h o u g h 

the l o g i c of a m p l i a t i v e i n f e r e n c e I s s t i l l t o o obscure t o a l l o w any s o l i d p r o o f o r 

even f o r m a l i z a t i o n o f t h i s c l a i m — t h a t we can make r a t i o n a l i n d u c t i v e e x t r a p o l a t i o n s 

from data statements only by g e n e r a l i z a t i o n on the expressions t h a t occur as nominals 

t h e r e i n . The r o l e o f nominals i n i n f e r e n c e , e s p e c i a l l y i n a m p l i a t i o n , i s f a r too 

vast and unexplored a t o p i c f o r s e r i o u s d i s c u s s i o n here; but I submit as a t h e s i s 

f o r f u t u r e e l a b o r a t i o n t h a t nominals are e s s e n t i a l t o any r a t i o n a l i n f e r e n c e whose 

r e l e v a n t form cannot be expressed w i t h i n j u s t the p r e p o s i t i o n a l c a l c u l u s , and t h a t 

the p r a c t i c a l import o f which p a r t i c u l a r e x p r e s s i o n s f u n c t i o n aa nominals f o r me 

l i e s most i n d i s p e n s i b l y i n how these a f f e c t the d i s t r i b u t i o n o f c r e d i b i l i t y w i t h i n 

my b e l i e f system. 

What I have o f f e r e d so f a r i s fragments of an account o f the nominal l i n g u i s t i c 

r o l e . But what i s i t f o r me to a c c e p t , or not t o a c c e p t , a p a r t i c u l a r e x p r e s s i o n 

'a* i n t h i s r o l e ? This i s r e a l l y a two-stage q u e s t i o n : F i r s t i s whether 'a» i s 

nominal f o r me i n meaning, i . e . whether t h i s concept complex as I understauu l o l a 

" 'If 

one t h a t I c o u l d use n o m i n a l l y . I f i t i s , as i d e n t i f i e d by a t e s t t o be d e s c r i b e d 

i n a moment, l e t us say t h a t 'a' i s l i n g u i s t i c a l l y nominal f o r me. By s a y i n g t h a t 

'a' i s a nominal i n my language, w i t h o u t r e f e r e n c e t o a i ^ p a r t i c u l a r sentence i n 

which i t o c c u r s , I mean j u s t t h a t 'a' i s l i n g u i s t i c a l l y nominal f o r me. But secondly, 

even i f 'a' i s l i n g u i s t i c a l l y nominal f o r me, I may s t i l l not accept i t f u l l y i n 

t h i s r o l e . I f I do so accept i t , l e t us say t h a t 'a' i s o b j e c t i v e l y nominal f o r 

me, or b e t t e r , t h a t the degree t o which I accept 'a' as a n o m i n a l , i s the degree, 

ObJ[[a], to which ' a ' o b j e c t i v e l y nominal f o r me. Sym b o l i z i n g the l a t t e r by 

'Obj[a1' without e n c l o s i n g 'a' in,quotes i s a k i n t o s y m b o l i z i n g the c r e d i b i l i t y I 

give to a sentence ' P ( a ) ' by ' G r [ P ( a ) ] ' . There i s an important connection between 

Cr and Obi t h a t w i l l emerge as I t r y t o c l a r i f y what i t i s f o r me t o accept a 

l i n g u i s t i c nominal. 

There are s e v e r a l ( r e l a t e d ) ways to t e s t whether a given e x p r e s s i o n 'a' i s 

l i n g u i s t i c a l l y nominal f o r me. The s i m p l e s t i s t h a t t h i s i s so j u s t i n case- 'a' 
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occurs as a nominal i n some sentence "... a i n my language. But t h a t may r a i s e 

the q uestion whether 'a' can f u n c t i o n n o m i n a l l y i n any sentence f o r me i f I do not 

f u l l y accept 'a' as o b j e c t i v e l y n o minal. I n f a c t , my p r e v i o u s l y o f f e r e d t e s t s f o r 

nominal f u n c t i o n do not r e q u i r e t h a t the nominal i n q u e s t i o n be acceded f u l l o bjec­

t i v i t y ; but s i n c e i t s t i l l remains t o c l a r i f y what i s a t i s s u e i n o b j e c t i v e n o m i n a l i t y , 

I cannot y e t show t h a t the l a t t e r i s not a f a c t o r i n , e.g., "such-that" p a r a p h r a s i n g s . 

A c c o r d i n g l y , we may a l t e r n a t i v e l y say t h a t i f b i s a sentence i n which 'b' 

occurs n o m i n a l l y f o r me ( o r , i f degrees o f o b j e c t i v e n o m i n a l i t y are r e l e v a n t , i s 

accepted t h e r e i n to the h i g h e s t degree o f n o m i n a l i t y by me), then 'a' i s l i n g u i s t i c a l l y 

nominal f o r me j u s t i n case a i s a (meaningful) sentence i n my language. 

B e t t e r y e t , the concepts o f " p r e d i c a t e " and " l i n g u i s t i c nominal" can be d e f i n e d 

simultaneously, without appeal t o any other nominals, by s a y i n g t h a t 

i s a p r e d i c a t e and 'a' i s a l i n g u i s t i c nominal f o r me j u s t i n case 'There i s some­

t h i n g such t h a t ... i t ...' and '... a ...' are (meaningful) sentences i n my language. 

Henceforth, I s h a l l suppress e x p l i c i t r e c o g n i t i o n o f l i n g u i s t i c r e l a t i v i t y by speaking 

o f an expression a^ being or not b e i n g a l i n g u i s t i c nominal, or a sentence, or a 

p r e d i c a t e , e t c . , without r e f e r e n c e t o whom, or i n what language, these expressions 

do or do not have t h i s s t a t u s . 

Wien 'a' i s l i n g u i s t i c a l l y nominal ( f o r me, or whomever), l e t us a l s o say 

th a t any sentence '... a ...', or more p r e c i s e l y the sentence schema '... _ ...' 

i n which sentence '... a .•..' embeds 'la', i s an o b j e c t i v e or " r e f e r e n t i a l l y t r a n s ­

parent" context f o r 'a' j u s t i n case 'a' f u n c t i o n s as a nominal i n a ...'. (We 

may understand ( i ) "Nominal 'a' occurs o b j e c t i v e l y i n sentence 'P(a)'," ( i i ) " ' P ( a ) ' 

i s an o b j e c t i v e context o f nominal 'a'," and ( i i i ) "'P( ) ' i s a p r e d i c a t e i n sentence 

'£(&)'» as a l l e q u i v a l e n t t o " ' a ' f u n c t i o n s as a nominal i n 'P(a)'.") Not a l l 

sentences c o n t a i n i n g .a nominal 'a' are prima f a c i e o b j e c t i v e c o n t e x t s f o r 'a', 

however, not even when 'a' i s w h o l l y contained i n a c l a u s e which by i t s e l f would be 

an o b j e c t i v e context f o r 'a'. For example, 'the next Canadian Prime M i n i s t e r ' occurs 

o b j e c t i v e l y i n 'The next Canadian Prime M i n i s t e r w i l l be unmarried' but not i n 
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e i t h e r ' I t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t the next Canadian Prime M i n i s t e r w i l l be unmarried' or 

i n 'John hones t h a t the next Canadian Prime M i n i s t e r w i l l be unmarried'. And i n 

'John's given name i s ' J o h n " , the f i r s t but not the second occurrence o f 'John' i s 

o b j e c t i v e . Indeed, s e n t e n t i a l c o n t e x t s f o r nominals t h a t are n o n - o b j e c t i v e , or 

" r e f e r e n t i a l l y opaque," have r e c e i v e d i n t e n s e d i s c u s s i o n i n modern ph i l o s o p h y of 

language. T r a d i t i o n a l l y , nominal 'a' i s r e f e r e n t i a l l y t r a n s p a r e n t or r e f e r e n t i a l l y 

i two 

f C o n s i d e r i n g t h a t j^occtirrences o f the same l e t t e r - s t r i n g need not demark i n s t a n c e s 

of the same l i n g u i s t i c e x p r e s s i o n , i t i s i n f a c t a v e i y n i c e q u e s t i o n whether 

i t i s l o g i c a l l y p o s s i b l e f o r the v e r y same e x p r e s s i o n t o occur as a nominal i n 

one context but not i n another. But t h e r e i s e v i d e n t l y more i n common, s e m a n t i c a l l y , 

t o the two occurrences o f 'John' i n 'John's name i s ' J o h n " than t h e r e i s t o the 

two occurrences o f ' l e f t ' i n 'I l e f t my l e f t glove ...'; and I s h a l l p r o v i s i o n a l l y 

concur w i t h the p r e v a i l i n g presumption t h a t whatever i s common t o the f i r s t 

i n s t a n c e - p a i r buu nuL the second i s what ccek t c capture by the not'^nn n f 

"same ex p r e s A o n . " That t h i s assumption c o u l d w e l l be w o n g does not matter 

here, insomuch as nothing I say i n t h i s essay r e q u i r e s i t t o be the case t h a t 

nominals do not always f u n c t i o n n o m i n a l l y . 

opaque i n sentence '... a ..,' a c c o r d i n g t o whether, f o r any nominal 'b', ',.. a ...' 

and 'a = b' j o i n t l y e n t a i l '... b ..,'. Jfy present c r i t e r i o n f o r " o b j e c t i v e occurrence" 

of nominals, which I equate w i t h r e f e r e n t i a l t r a n s p a r e n c y , does not d i s p u t e t h i s 

t r a d i t i o n but proposes an a d d i t i o n a l demarkation o f o p a c i t y , namely, t h a t i f 

nominal 'a' i s r e f e r e n t i a l l y opaque i n sentence '.,. a ...',^the l a t t e r i s not 

equiv a l e n t t o 'a i s such t h a t ... i t ...' and does not e n t a i l 'SMnething i s such 

th a t ... i t ...':^ 

^ I avoid e x h i b i t i n g s p e c i f i c s here because the matter i s not p a r t i c u l a r l y germane 

to present concerns and my present c r i t e r i o n f o r n o n - o b j e c t i v e c o n t e x t s ( r e f e r -

e n t i a l opacity)—^^namely, t h a t the nominal i n t h a t p o s i t i o n not f u n c t i o n as a 

nominal t h e r e i n — c a n be d i s p u t e d ( c f . f n . 2 ) . P a r a d i g m a t i c a l l y , 'John f e a r s 
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t h a t Mary w i l l be l a t e ' i s an opaque context o f 'Mary'; and perhaps most w i l l 

agree w i t h me t h a t t h i s sentence i s not e q u i v a l e n t t o 'Ifary i s such t h a t John 

f e a r s t h a t she w i l l be l a t e ' . But t h a t i t does not e n t a i l 'Something i s such 

t h a t John f e a r s t h a t i t w i l l be l a t e ' i s perhaps not so c l e a r . Indeed, w h i l e 

' I deny t h i s e n t a i l m e n t , I want a l s o t o c l a i m t h a t the former does im p l y some­

t h i n g t h a t everyday E n g l i s h can s c a r c e l y d i s t i n g u i s h from the l a t t e r . (Of., 

'There i s someone who John f e a r s w i l l be l a t e ' and 'There i s a concept i n terms 

of which John f e a r s someone's p r o s p e c t i v e l a t e n e s s ' , n e i t h e r o f which i s an 

e n t i r e l y c o r r e c t consequence of 'John f e a r s t h a t Mary w i l l be l a t e ' but which 

j o i n t l y p o i n t t o one t h a t i s i f we can j u s t work out an acceptable wording f o r 

i t . ) I t can be a r g u e d — a s d i d Prege (1892) l o n g ago and I have endorsed more 

r e c e n t l y (Rozeboom, 1 9 6 1 ) — t h a t a sentence '... a ...' i n which nominal 'a' 

occurs opaquely can o f t e n be e x p l i c a t e d as something l i k e '... vi(a) ...' i n 

which 'n(a)* designates the meaning of 'a'. However, f o r t h i s i n s e r t i o n t o 

make i d i o m a t i c sense some not-entirely-commonsensical adjustments must a l s o be 

made i n '... ^ ...'. 

Even i f 'a' i s l i n g u i s t i c a l l y a nominal f o r me, however, i t does not f o l l o w 

t h a t I n e c e s s a r i l y accept 'a' i n t h i s r o l e , anymore than I b e l i e v e every e x p r e s s i o n 

t h a t i s a sentence f o r me. C o n s i d e r , f o r example, my v a r i e d acceptance o f the 

ntaninals ' A r i s t o t l e ' , 'Helen o f Troy', and 'Zeus'. I r e g a r d 'Zeus' as vmquestionably 

d e f i c i e n t , and 'Helen of Troy' l i k e l y s o , i n a way t h a t ' A r i s t o t l e ' i s probably n o t . 

I can express t h i s d e f i c i e n c y m e t a l i n g u i s t i c a l l y by s a y i n g t h a t whereas I am reason­

ably c o n f i d e n t t h a t ' A r i s t o t l e ' has a r e f e r e n t , I am c e r t a i n t h a t 'Zeus' does not 

and am unsure whether 'Helen o f Troy' does. Or speaking o n t o l o g i c a l l y , whereas I 

have no reason t o doubt t h a t A r i s t o t l e e x i s t e d ( i . e . t h a t he " e x i s t s " i n a t e n s e r 

f r e e sense o f the v e r b ) , I am convinced t h a t ^ u S never d i d and have c o n s i d e r a b l e 

doubt about Helen. (Since 'a e x i s t s ' and 'a does not e x i s t ' are not o b j e c t i v e 

contexts f o r 'a'—see Rozeboom, 1961; a l s o b e l o w — t h e l a t t e r does not e n t a i l 'a i s 

something t h a t does not e x i s t ' . N e i t h e r does 'a' occur o b j e c t i v e l y i n 'Expression 
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'a' haa a r e f e r e n t ' . ) But the d i f f e r e n t i a l l y p r o b l e m a t i c s t a t u s o f these names 

f o r me does not c o n s i s t i n my t a l k i n g i n one o f these s p e c i a l ways. Rather, i t 

l i e s most d i r e c t l y i n how they a f f e c t the c r e d i b i l i t y f o r me o f sentences i n which 

they have t h e i r primary f t m c t i o n as nominals. S p e c i f i c a l l y , i f '... a ...' i s a 

sentence i n which nominal 'a' occurs o b j e c t i v e l y , tjie degree t o which I b e l i e v e 

"... a ..,' i a determined i n p a r t by the degree t o which I accept 'a' as o b j e c t i v e l y 

nominal. For example, i f anything can t r u t h f u l l y be p r e d i c a t e d o f 'Zeus', i t i s 

' i s a Greek god'. Indeed, 'Zeus i s a Greek god' i s d e f i n i t i v e of 'Zeus'. Tet f o r 

me t o b e l i e V e 'Zeus i s (was) a Greek god' would be i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h my c o n v i c t i o n 

t h a t there are no gods, Greek or o t h e i % / i s e . But n e i t h e r do I b e l i e v e 'Zeus i s (was) 

not a Greek god'. Both o f these sentences are made d e f i c i e n t in b e l i e f w o r t h i n e s s 

to me by t h e i r c o n t a i n i n g i n o b j e c t i v e context a nominal t h a t I do not accept 

o b j e c t i v e l y . 

Despite the c o n s i d e r a b l e p h i l o s o p h i c a t t e n t i o n t h a t nominals and t h e i r 

c o n t e x t s , o b j e c t i v e and c t h c r ; ; i s c , have r e c e i v e d i r . rerrent t i m e s , v i r t u a l l y n o t h i n g 

has y e t been done*'(with the p a r t i a l e x c e p t i o n o f my own past w r i t i n g s on t h e semantics 

of t h e o r e t i c a l concepts) t o broaden c l a s s i c a l s emantics, deductive l o g i c , or c r e d i ­

b i l i t y t h e o i y t o encompass sentences c o n t a i n i n g o b j e c t i v e occurrences o f nominals 

whose degrees of o b j e c t i v e n o m i n a l i t y are l e s s than p e r f e c t . ^ A fragment o f the 

'^In each o f these t h e o r i e s , a f u r t h e r d i s t i n c t i o n i s needed between the degree 

to which 'a' i s i n f a c t o b j e o t i v e l y nominal f o r me and the degree to which, i n 

one normative sense or another s p e c i f i c a l l y a p p r o p r i a t e to semantics, d e d u c t i o n , 

or c r e d i b i l i t y , r e s p e c t i v e l y , i t s h o u l d .be accepted o b j e c t i v e l y , comparable t o 

the d i s t i n c t i o n between d e f a c t o and de j u r e degrees o f b e l i e f . A l l o f t h a t i s 

f a r beyond the present scope. 

needed extension i n c r e d i b i l i t y theory i s t h a t f o r any u n i v e r s a l l y q u a n t i f i e d 

sentence '(Vx)P2' and nominal 'a', the j o i n t c r e d i b i l i t y f o r me of '(yx)p3c^ and 

i t s prima f a c i e deductive consequence 'Pa' i s an i n c r e a s i n g f u n c t i o n j o i n t l j c o f 

my b e l i e f i n '(Vx)Px' and the degree t o which I accept 'a' as o b j e c t i v e l y nominal. 
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S p e c i f i c a l l y , f o r an i d e a l i z e d c r e d i b i l i t y system i n which Ob.1 i s a s c a l e f o r 

o b j e c t i v e n o m i n a l i t y r a n g i n g from zero f o r complete r e j e c t i o n t o u n i t y f o r complete 

acceptance, and Or i s a s c a l i n g o f sentence c r e d i b i l i t y t h a t obeys the u s u a l p r o ­

b a b i l i t y axioms when a l l nominals have p e r f e c t o b j e c t i v i t y , C r[(Vx)Px * Pa] = 

Cr[(Vx)Rc] X O b i [ a ] . More g e n e r a l l y i n t h i s i d e a l i z e d model, i f nominal 'a' occurs 

o b j e c t i v e l y i n 'Pa', ^ [ P a ] = CTgLPaJx Obj.[a], where Cr^ i s the c r e d i b i l i t y f u n c t i o n 

I would have were I t o accept 'a' o b j e c t i v e l y without question.*^ Moreover, i f 'P' 

i s a n a l y t i c a l l y p r e d i c a b l e o f 'a', as ' i s a Greek god' i s o f 'Zeus', then C r [ P a l 

= Obl[a] and Cr[Not-Pa] = 0.^ S i m i l a r l y , i f Cr[ (>^)Px] = 1, then Cr[£a]. = Obi fa] 

r . 

' % i s model f o l l o w s by embedding the o b j e c t language i n a metalanguage t o which 

Cr i s extended, and then e x p l o i t i n g c e r t a i n s p e c i a l r e l a t i o n s between o b j e c t i v e 

and non-objective contexts f o r the same nominal, n o t a b l y , t h a t sentence 'Pa' i s 

t r u e o n l y i f Pa, ^and t h a t i f 'a' occurs o b j e c t i v e l y i n 'Pa', then 'Pa' i s t r u e 

o n l y i f 'a' r e f e r s ( e q u i v a l e n t l y , o n l y i f a e x i s t s ) , 

4 V 

This assumes "that 'Not-Pa' ( i . e . , 'a i s not P' or 'a i s non-P') i s an o b j e c t i v e 

context f o r 'a'. I f t h a t i s s o , 'Not-Pa' must be s h a r p l y d i s t i n g u i s h e d from 

• I t is>not the case t h a t Pa', s i n c e when p r o p e r l y understood the l a t t e r i s not 

an o b j e c t i v e context f o r 'a'. Thus, s i n c e Obj.[Zteus] = 0 ( f o r me), Cr[Zeus was 

not a Greek god] = 0 but C r [ l t i s not the case t h a t Zeus was a Greek god] = 1 

—^which seems p a r a d o x i c a l o n l y when we f a i l t o a p p r e c i a t e t h a t f o r any sentence 

'E', ' I t i s the case t h a t 2' i s much c l o s e r i n meaning t o 'Sentence '2' i s t r u e ' 

than i t i s to '2'. ' 

and Cr[Not-Pa] = 0. None o f t h i s r e q u i r e s me t o have an e x p l i c i t " e x i s t e n c e " concept; 

but i f I do, and i f I use i t p r o p e r l y , then Cr[ (Vx) (x e x i s t s ) ] = 1 and ^ [ a e x i s t s ] 

= Q b j i a l . j u s t as would o b t a i n were 'a e x i s t s ' an o b j e c t i v e Context f o r 'a'. However, 

si n c e 'a' i s not o b j e c t i v e i n 'a exists',''^ ^ t a does not e x i s t ] can and does g e n e r a l l y 

"^That 'a' i s not o b j e c t i v e i n 'a e x i s t s ' i s not e f f e c t i v e l y diagnbsed by "such-
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t h a t " p a r a p h r a s i n g , s i n c e i t i s not a t a l l e v i d e n t t h a t 'a e x i s t s ' d i v e r g e s frwn 

•a i s such t h a t i t e x i s t s ' . Rather, we can argue f o r t h i s from ( i ) the assumed 

p r i n c i p l e t h a t 'a' occurs o b j e c t i v e l y i n 'Pa' o n l y i f i t i s a l s o o b j e c t i v e i n 

'Not-Pa', and ( i i ) the o b s e r v a t i o n t h a t 'a does not e x i s t ' i s f a r from e q u i v a l e n t 

to 'a i s something t h a t does not e x i s t , ' 

exceed zero; i n f a c t , Cr[a e x i s t s ] + C r [ a does not e x i s t ] = 1 i n the i d e a l i z e d model, 

so t h a t Cr[Zeus does not e x i s t ] = 1 f o r me. 

Probably few p h i l o s o p h e r s o f language w i l l l o o k f a v o r a b l y on t h i s account 

of nominal o b j e c t i v i t y without v a s t l y more su p p o r t i n g argument than I have provided 

here; but t h a t w i l l have t o await another o c c a s i o n . F o r present purposes i t 

s u f f i c e s j u s t t o i n s i s t t h a t my e p i s t e m i c economy does i n f a c t budget f o r v a r y i n g 

degrees of warranted d i s t r u s t o f p a r t i c u l a r nominals i n o b j e c t i v e c o n t e x t s , and 

t h a t t h i s s c e p t i c i s m ' s pragmatic f o r c e i s t o attenuate my b e l i e f i n sentences 

t h a t use these nominals o b j e c t i v e l y . I n order t o p r o p o s i t i o n a l i z e my o b j e c t i v i t y 

s u s p i c i o n s a b o u t ^ given nominal 'a', I-adopt the o n t i c p r e d i c a t e ' e x i s t s ' and 

B j i r r o r the degree t o which I accept 'a' o b j e c t i v e l y by the s t r e n g t h o f my b e l i e f 

I n 'a e x i s t s ' . But the e x i s t e n c e c l a i m i s p a r a s i t i c a l upon my o b j e c t i v e usage of 

'a' and r e a d i l y becomes vacuous when detached from t h i s . 

A s i m i l a r but more complicated s t o r y a p p l i e s t o my s e m a n t i c a l concept of 

"reference." When I i n q u i r e i n t o how my language i s coupled w i t h the w o r l d , I 

o f t e n f i n d t h a t my degree of b e l i e f i n a m e t a l i n g u i s t i c sentence ' S ( ' a ' ) ' , i n which 

a l i n g u i s t i c q u o t a t i o n o f nominal 'a' f u n c t i o n s n o m i n a l l y but which c o n t a i n s no 

o b j e c t i v e occurrence o f 'a' i t s e l f , d e r i v e s i n p a r t from my b e l i e f i n some sentence 

'P(a)' c o n t a i n i n g 'a' o n l y o b j e c t i v e l y . That i s , to e x p l o i t a f a m i l i a r and v a l u a b l e 

d i s t i n c t i o n , I use 'a' ( o b j e c t i v e l y ) i n ' P ( a ) ' but mention i t i n ' S ( ' a ! ) ' . For . 

example, r y b e l i e f i n 

The garbage t r u c k d i d n ' t come today ^ 

i s the main determinant o f how s t r o n g l y I b e l i e v e 
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The sentence formed by a d j o i n i n g 'didn't come 

today' t o 'The garbage t r u c k ' i s t r u e . 

But when I attempt t o g e n e r a l i z e the i n f e r e n t i a l f o r c e o f 'P(a) ' f o r ' S ( ' a ' ) ' — t h a t 

i s , when I seek the p r i n c i p l e a c c o r d i n g t o which 'E(x); t h e r e f o r e S ( w ) ' i s a p l a u s i b l e 

i n f e r e n c e schema under the c o n s t r a i n t t h a t any nominal s u b s t i t u t e d f o r place-marker 

'x' must a l s o be s u b s t i t u t e d w i t h i n l i n g u i s t i c quotes f o r 'w'—and e s p e c i a l l y when 

I t r y t o e x t r a c t what i s e s s e n t i a l l y s u p p o r t i v e of ' S ( ' a ' ) ' i n ' P ( a ) ' without u s i n g 

nominal 'a' o b j e c t i v e l y ( s i n c e I may w e l l d i s t r u s t the o b j e c t i v i t y o f ' a ' ) , I f i n d 

i t necessary to hypothesize a t h e o r e t i c a l p r e d i c a t e 'P(w,x)', i n which 'w' and 'x' 

are place-markers f o r nominals used o b j e c t i v e l y , t h a t has the f o l l o w i n g c r e d i b i l i t y 

p r o p e r t i e s : ( l ) For any nominal 'a', I b e l i e v e each o f 'D('a', a ) ' and '(32[)S('£'f 2£)' 

j u s t as s t r o n g l y as I accept 'a' as o b j e c t i v e l y nominal. (2) When 'P(a); t h e r e f o r e 

S ( ' a ' ) ' i s an i n f e r e n c e whose p l a u s i b i l i t y depends (up t o synonymy-preserving 

replacements o f p a r t s ) on the use/mention c o n n e c t i o n , then sentences 'For any 3c, 

i f jD('a',x) and P ( x ) , then S ( ' a ' ) ' (e.g., ' I f 'a' i s i ) - r e i a t e d to any jr such t h a t 

P ( x ) , then ' P ( a ) ' ^ i s t r u e ' ) and 'For jany w and x» i f S(!i»2) and P ( x ) , then S(w)' 

both have e s s e n t i a l l y the same c r e d i b i l i t y f o r me as does ' I f P ( a ) , then S ( ' a ' ) . 

My v e r b a l J a b e l f o r t h i s D-predicate i s 'designates' o r ' r e f e r s t o ' ; and i f I a l s o 

e n t e r t a i n o n t o l o g i c a l b e l i e f s , C r [ ' a ' r e f e r s t o a] = C r [ a e x i s t s ] f o r me. 

The e s s e n t i a l semantic p o i n t here i s t h a t when I both use and mention a 

nominal 'a', what I do by means o f t h i s j u x t a p o s i t i o n u s u a l l y e x p l o i t s the s p e c i a l 

meaning r e l a t i o n between the concepts on opposed s i d e s o f the use/mention c o n t r a s t 

t h a t I can j u s t i f y and g e n e r a l i z e o n l y by appeal t o a p r e d i c a t e ' D ( x , i ) ' such t h a t 

i n any a c t o f reasoning t h a t e x p l o i t s j o i n t use and mention of 'a', I can r e p l a c e 

a l l o b j e c t i v e occurrences o f 'a' by some other nominal 'b' not t i e d t o " a ' ' i n 

, t h i s s p e c i a l way a n d ' s t i l l preserve the argument's f o r c e by adding the premise 

'D('a',b). S i m i l a r n e e d s — t o j u s t i f y and g e n e r a l i z e — a r i s e when I J o i n t l y use and 

mention some expr e s s i o n other than a nominal; but c o n s t r u c t i n g the a p p r o p r i a t e about-

ness c o u p l i n g i s more complicated i n the l a t t e r case, insomuch as i t cannot be c h a r a c t ­

e r i z e d by a simple p r e d i c a t e whose arguments are nominals. (More on t h i s l a t e r . ) 
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Tbe P r a c t i c a l Import of O n t o l o g i c a l U n c e r t a i n t y . 

We come a t l a s t t o the e x i s t e n c e p e r p l e x i t y t h a t systems theory must face 

openly at some p o i n t . By r i g h t s , which nominals I accept o b j e c t i v e l y should be o f 

major ep i s t e m i c importance t o me, s i n c e r o u g h l y speaking I can h o l d no b e l i e f w i t h 

confidence t h a t c o n t a i n s , or i s based on an argument t h a t i n c l u d e s , o b j e c t i v e 

occurrence o f any nominal whose o b j e c t i v i t y I m i s t r u s t . Yet p r a c t i c a l reasoning 

teems wit h o b j e c t i v e use of nominals t h a t w e l l m e r i t s c e p t i c i s m , not merely i n 

everyday l i f e but i n s c i e n c e and other t e c h n i c a l d i s c i p l i n e s as w e l l . Does t h a t 

not make f u t i l i t y o f our c o g n i t i v e e f f o r t s ? 

Not n e c e s s a r i l y . O f t e n , what we say i s not r e q u i r e d t o be l i t e r a l l y c o r r e c t , 

because i t can be t r a n s l a t e d i n t o a c o n j u n c t i v e complex i n which the p a r t s t h a t e r r 

are not germane t o the matter a t hand. "Convenient f i c t i o n s " can indeed by convenient 

i f what i s f i c t i t i o u s i n them can be expunged without l o s s o f anything but convenience. 

The u l t i m a t e c h a l l e n g e o f problematic nominals i s t o d i s t i n g u i s h the ones f o r which 

we have no r e a l o b j e c t i v e need frwn those f o r which we do; t o make c l e a r j u s t how 

the former are d i s p e n s i b l e d e s p i t e n a i v e usage t o the c o n t r a r y ; and t o become 

.equally aware of the l i m i t s beyond which we cannot suppress a l l the nominals of 

c e r t a i n broad o n t i c types without i n t o l e r a b l e d e p l e t i o n o f our c o g n i t i v e r e s o u r c e s . 

As a f i n a l p r e l i m i n a r y , I must e x p l a i n what I s h a l l mean by " o n t i c type." 

Any l i n g u i s t i c nominal 'a' i s r e l a t e d c o n c e p t u a l l y t o one or more p r e d i c a t e s 'P* 

i n such f a s h i o n t h a t Cr[Pa] = O b j [ a ] , i . e . i f a e x i s t s then n e c e s s a r i l y P ( a ) . When 

'P' i s such a p r e d i c a t e f o r nominal 'a', l e t us say t h a t e x p r e s s i o n 'a' (not t h i n g a) 

i s o f o n t i c type 'P'. A l l nominals belong to o n t i c type ' i s an e n t i t y ' ; w h i l e a t 

a much lower l e v e l o f s p e c i f i c i t y , 'Zeus' i s of o n t i c type ' i s a Greek god'. 

( E v e n t u a l l y , I would p r e f e r t o r e s t r i c t the- concept o f " o n t i c type" t o p r e d i c a t e s 

much more a b s t r a c t l y general than t h i s l a t t e r example; but we are not y e t p o s i t i o n e d 

to draw the needed d i s t i n c t i o n s and such refinements w i l l i n any case not be needed 

here.) To the extent t h a t I o b j e c t i v e l y accept some nominal 'a' o f o n t i c type 'P', 
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I p e r f o r c e a l s o b e l i e v e '(3x)Px'. And c o n v e r s e l y , although I can b e l i e v e ' ( S j ) ? * ' 

without b e l i e v i n g 'Pa' f o r any p a r t i c u l a r nominal 'a', t o the ex t e n t t h a t I d i s ­

b e l i e v e '(3x)Px' I must a l s o r e j e c t o b j e c t i v e use o f a l l nominals o f o n t i c type 

'P'. No general theory o f ont o l o g y , whether p h i l o s o p h i c a l or s c i e n t i f i c , can hope 

to d e a l i n d i v i d u a l l y w i t h many o f the nominals whose o b j e c t i v i t y seems p r o b l e m a t i c . 

But i t can u s e f u l l y i n q u i r e of c e r t a i n s e l e c t o n t i c types whether these are t r u e 

of a n y t h i n g . Hence i f our o b j e c t i v i t y qualms about s p e c i f i c nwninals of o n t i c type 

'P' d e r i v e i n l a r g e measure from unease about whether i t i s or even c o u l d be the 

case th a t (32f)P2f, i t makes good sense f o r o n t o l o g i c a l theory t o concern i t s e l f w i t h 

the general e x i s t e n c e q u e s t i o n , 'Are there P s ? ' P h i l o s o p h e r s have f o r c e n t u r i e s 

skirmished i n c o n c l u s i v e l y w i t h the e x i s t e n c e o f " a b s t r a c t e n t i t i e s " i n v a r i o u s 

e s o t e r i c c a t e g o r i e s ; and u n h a p p i l y , these s t i l l - u n r e s o l v e d i s s u e s have f a r more 

p r a c t i c a l import than even p r o f e s s i o n a l p h i l o s o p h e r s o f t e n seem t o a p p r e c i a t e . 

A b s t r a c t l y g e n e r a l q u e r i e s whether p r o p e r t i e s / p r o p o s i t i o n s / c l a s s e s / f a c t s / e v e n t s / 

numbers/minds/etc. " e x i s t ' ' can e a s i l y appear t o b e — a n d i n the journeyman p h i l o s ­

o p h i c a l l i t e r s t v # e u s u a l l y a r e — - l i t t l e more than empty word games. But i f taken 

s e r i o u s l y , they challenge the coherence of our t h i n k i n g ; s p e c i f i c a l l y , they q u e s t i o n 

whether we should a l l o w o u r s e l v e s o b j e c t i v e use o f c e r t a i n p r e v a l e n t types o f complex 

nominals, and i f n o t , how we can get along without t h a t u s a g e — r e a l l y get along 

without i t , not j u s t p r o f e s s t o do so. 

I t i s time f o r d e t a i l s . O rdinary language c o n t a i n s a s u r p r i s i n g l y r i c h 

a r r a y o f pperators t h a t convert any ex p r e s s i o n o f the proper grammatical s o r t i n t o 

a corresponding nominal. Among those t h a t operate upon p r e d i c a t e s are ( l ) d e f i n i t e 

d e s c r i p t i o n ('The x such t h a t ^ ' ) , (2) c l a s s d e s i g n a t i o n ('The t o t a l i t y o f t h i n g s 

t h a t are P', 'The s e t o f a l l Ps', e t c . ) , and (3) p r e d i c a t e n o m i n a l i z a t i o n ('P-ness, 

'P-hood', ' P - i t y ' , 'P-ence', and o t h e r s ) . Although t h e r e e x i s t s a v a s t p h i l o s o p h i c 

l i t e r a t u r e on d e f i n i t e d e s c r i p t i o n s , these are r e l a t i v e l y unproblematic o n t o l o g i c a l l y . 

For w h i l e d e f i n i t e d e s c r i p t i o n s o f t e n f a i l , a j u d i c a t i n g whether 'The x such t h a t Rc' 

s u e c e s s f t i l l y p i c k s out a r e f e r e n t r a i s e s no i s s u e s de r e beyond how f r e q u e n t l y the 
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p a r t i c u l a r r e c e i v e d p r e d i c a t e 'P' i s s a t i s f i e d . But c l a s s d e s i g n a t i o n and p r e d i c a t e 

n o m i n a l i z a t i o n are a v e i y d i f f e r e n t m a t t e r , s i n c e n e i t h e r P-hood nor the c l a s s ( s e t , 

c o l l e c t i o n , group, ensemble) of a l l P s , i f e x t a n t , i s i t s e l f a P. What o n t i c - t y p e 

p r e d i c a t e s apply t o 'P-hood' and 'the c l a s s o f Ps', and how we determine the extensions 

t y p e s , 

of these/ i s p o o r l y i f a t a l l i l l u m i n a t e d by our understanding of p r e d i c a t e 'P', 

I s h a l l l a r g e l y i g n o r e the ontology o f c l a s s e s on t h i s o c c a s i o n . But the e x i s t e n c e 

o f p r o p e r t i e s — i . e , the a l l e g e d r e f e r e n t s o f n o m i n a l i z e d p r e d i c a t e s — i s a l a r g e 

p a r t o f present concern. 

Consider the d i f f e r e n c e between 

[6.4.] John i s t a l l , 

and 

[6 .5a] John e x e m p l i f i e s T a l l n e s s , 

[6 .5b] John has T a l l n e s s , 

[ 6 . 5 c ] T a l l n e s s i s a p r o p e r t y of J o h n , 

[6 .5d] T a l l n e s s c h a r a c t e r i z e s John. 

I i n t u i t l i t t l e d i f f e r e n c e among [6 .5a-d] beyond paraphrase (though one might r a i s e 

an eyebrow a t emergence o f the l a b e l 'property' i n [ 6 . 5 c ] ) , and l i s t these a l t e r n a ­

t i v e s only t o note i n p a s s i n g the abundance of idiom a t our d i s p o s a l f o r c o u p l i n g 

nominalized p r e d i c a t e s w i t h t h e i r e r s t w h i l e arguments.'^ I n c o n t r a s t , [6.4.] d i f f e r s 

8 

To be s u r e , i t i s a l s o worth n o t i n g t h a t w h i l e n o m i n a l i z o r s '-ness', '-hood', 

' - i t y ' , e t c . seem c l e a r l y e q u i v a l e n t i n meaning, they are seldom i d i o m a t i c a l l y 

i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e . Even so, the grammar t h a t a l l o w s us t o speak o f T a l l n e s s but 

not o f Tallhood or T a l l i t y appears keyed t o s u r f a c e f e a t u r e s having o n l y dubious 

p h i l o s o p h i c s i g n i f i c a n c e . Thus, ' P - i t y ' i s good E n g l i s h j u s t i n case 'P' ends 

i n ' - a r ' (e.g. ' c i r c u l a r ' ) . The l a t t e r i s not e n t i r e l y without o n t i c p r o v o c a t i o n , 

insomuch as i t demarks a d j e c t i v e s d e r i v e d from c e r t a i n common nouns. Tet ' - l i k e ' 

converts these same common nouns i n t o a d j e c t i v e s whose n o m i n a l i z a t i o n c a l l s f o r 

the '-ness' op e r a t o r . Ehough s a i d . 
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im p o r t a n t l y from [ 6 . 5 ] i n t h a t the l a t t e r a l l c o n t a i n an e x i s t e n c e commitment t h a t 

[ 6 . 4 ] prima f a c i e l a c k s . What s h a l l we make o f t h i s d i f f e r e n c e ? One t h e s i s , which 

I s h a l l c a l l r e i f i s m . i s t h a t the d i f f e r e n c e i s l a r g e l y i l l u s o r y because [ 6 . 4 ] i s 

e l l i p t i c a l f o r some v a r i a n t o f [ 6 . 5 ] . Extreme r e i f i s m — o r more p r e c i s e l y extreme 

p r e d i c a t e r e i f i s m , s i n c e e v e n t u a l l y i t w i l l be u s e f u l to l e t " r e i f i s m " comprise a 

v a r i e t y of n o m i n a l i z a t i o n o n t o l o g i e s — c l a i m s t h a t every sentence o f s u r f a c e form 

'P(a)' i s j u s t i d i o m f o r what i s most p e r s p i c u o u s l y w r i t t e n as 'a has P-ness' w i t h 

'a has ' an o b j e c t i v e context f o r the nom i n a l i z e d p r e d i c a t e . I n c o n t r a s t , a n t i -

r e i f i s m holds t h a t nominalized p r e d i c a t e s never have r e f e r e n t s , not j u s t because 

' a l l p r e d i c a t e s c r e a t e d by f a l l i b l e m o rtals are flawed by semantic i m p e r f e c t i o n s 

(e.g. vagueness) t h a t thwart success a t r e f e r e n c e , but because every nominalized 

p r e d i c a t e i s o f o n t i c type ' i s a p r o p e r t y ' and there are no p r o p e r t i e s . ' ^ I n 

This " r e i f i s m v s . a n t i - r e i f i s m " o p p o s i t i o n i s more t r a d i t i o n a l l y known as 

" r e a l i s m v e . nominalism.". However, p h i l o s o p h e r s have o f t e n used ' r e a l i s m ' t o 

mark other c q p t r a s t s as w e l l , w h i l e the term 'nominalism' i s s i n g u l a r l y i l l -

s u i t e d t o i d e n t i f y a p a r t i c u l a r c o n s t r i c t i v e view of which nominals r e f e r . 

a n t i - r e i f i s t eyes, nominalized p r e d i c a t e s are t o l e r a b l e i n o b j e c t i v e contexts o n l y 

as f i g u r e s o f speech t h a t can be s e t r i g h t on demand, and are never t o be q u a n t i f i e d 

over or otherwise taken as s u b s t i t u t i o n i n s t a n c e s of l o g i c a l v a r i a b l e s . So viewed, 

[ 6 . 5 a ] i s j u s t a fancy way t o say [ 6 . 4 ] , and does n o t , c o n t r a r y to i t a m i s l e a d i n g 

surface form, e n t a i l 'John e x e m p l i f i e s something.' 

But unhappily f o r o n t o l o g i c a l s i m p l i c i t y , n e i t h e r o f these extreme p o s i t i o n s 

se«ns at a l l p l a u s i b l e . To become disenchanted w i t h extreme r e i f i s m , one needs 

only to c o n s i d e r i t s harvest from complex prediaates.. For example, from j u s t two 

monadic p r e d i c a t e s , say ' i s t a l l ' and ' smokea a l o t ' , we can c o n s t r u c t not 

only monadic molecular p r e d i c a t e s l i k e 

X i s both t a l l and smokes a l o t , 

X i s e i t h e r t a l l o r smokes a l o t . 
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but a l s o r e l a t i o n a l p r e d i c a t e s o f a r b i t r a r y p o l y a d i c i t y such as 

E i t h e r x or 2 i s t a l l , 

Onless X i s t a l l , 2 and z both smoke a l o t , 

e t c , ad i n f i n i t u m . I f John i s t a l l and smokes a l o t , even i f we have no qualms 

about i n c l u d i n g T a l l n e s s and Smokes-a-lot-hood among John's p r o p e r t i e s , do we r e a l l y 

f e e l t h a t Tall-and-smokes-a-lot-hood and E i t h e r - t a l l - o r - s m o k e s - a - l o t - h o o d belong on 

the l i s t as w e l l ? Do the r e l a t i o n s i n which t a l l John stands t o Mary i n c l u d e 

(One-qr-both-being-tall)-ness'?-'^ Even more b o g g l i n g are n o m i n a l i z a t i o n s o f 

^^Everyday idiom does badly a t n o m i n a l i z i n g p o l y a d i c p r e d i c a t e s ; but we can manage 

the s i m p l e s t cases a f t e r a f a s h i o n by the '-ness' o p e r a t o r — e , g , , c o n v e r t i n g 

*x i s t a l l e r than j r ' i n t o ' T a l l e r - t h a n - n e s s ' — w h i l e f o r more complicated cases 

l i k e 'x gave z l ' we can f a l l back on 'The r e l a t i o n o f one t h i n g g i v i n g 

another t o a t h i r d ' . Avkvardness o f idiom i s as such no mark a g a i n s t r e i f i s m , 

however; for'»4-diom has t r o u b l e w i t h complexely s t r u c t u r e d sentences even when 

r e i f i s m i s not a t i s s u e . The concept of p r e d i c a t e n o m i n a l i z a t i o n i s p e r f e c t l y 

c l e a r i n f u l l g e n e r a l i t y , and i n f o r m a l i z e d languages can be a p p l i e d w i t h equal 

ease t o p r e d i c a t e s o f any c o m p l e r i t y ' b y use o f the f a m i l i a r lambda-operator. 

of p r e d i c a t e s c o n t a i n i n g a c o o r d i n a t e c l a u s e t h a t i s f u l l y s e n t e n t i a l . Can we r e a l l y 

stomach, e.g., a p r o p e r t y Tall*and-Mary-smokes-a-lot-ness corresponding t o the 

p r e d i c a t e 'x i s t a l l and Mary smokes a l o t ' ? 

Tho. mere c o u n t e r i n t u i t i v e n e s s o f such examples i s not i n i t s e l f s t r o n g 

evidence a g a i n s t extreme r e i f i s m . Commonsense i n t u i t i o n i s a v a l u a b l e e x p l o r a t o r y 

guide but a n o t o r i o u s l y u n r e l i a b l e one, es|)ecial>ly i n t e c h n i c a l m a t t e r s . But 

t e c h n i c a l p e c u l i a r i t i e s , t o o , a r i s e from wanton p r e d i c a t e n o m i n a l i z a t i o n . The 

l o g i c a l paradoxes are a c l a s s i c example, o f which the well-known Heterology paradox , 

i s most d i r e c t l y germane here. We may take i t as d e f i n i t i v e o f p r e d i c a t e s 

'property' and 'exem.plify' t h a t ^ 
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[PPNl P r i n c i p l e of P r e d i c a t e N o m i n a l i z a t i o n t I f ' U x ) P x ' i s the n o m i n a l i ­

z a t i o n o f p r e d i c a t e 'Px', and 'a' i s any nominal, then: ( l ) ' Q x ) P x ' 

i a o f o n t i c type ' i s a p r o p e r t y ' . (2) 'a e x e m p l i f i e s (^x)Px' e n t a i l s 

'Pa'. (3) 'Pa' and ' ( ^ x ) ^ ) i s a p r o p e r t y ' j o i n t l y e n t a i l 'a exempli­

f i e s a x ) P x ' . 

Let 'x i s h e t e r o l o g i c a l ' (abbreviate 'x i s a p r o p e r t y t h a t does not exem p l i f y i t s e l f . 

Then from PPN we f i n d t h a t ' H e t e r o l o g i c a l i t y i s h e t e r o l o g i c a l ' e n t a i l s 'Hetero-

l o g i c a l i t y i s not h e t e r o l o g i c a l ' and c o n v e r s e l y — a paradox t h a t can be blocked 

short o f abandoning PPN or Excluded Middle o n l y by denying the o b j e c t i v i t y o f 

' H e t e r o l o g i c a l i t y ' . 

Less p a r a d o x i c a l , perhaps, but s c a r c e l y l e s s p e r p l e x i n g are cases l i k e the 

f o l l o w i n g ; Let ' T a l l t a l l n e s s ' and ' S e l f t a l l n e s s ' be the n o m i n a l i z a t i o n s o f r e l a t i o n a l 

p r e d i c a t e 'x i s t a l l or y i s t a l l ' and monadic p r e d i c a t e 'x i s t a l l or x i s t a l l ' , 

r e s p e c t i v e l y . I f p r e d i c a t e n o m i n a l i z a t i o n i s always o b j e c t i v e l y a u o c e s s f u l , aud 

John i s t a l l , Joflfi e x e m p l i f i e s both T a l l n e s s and S e l f t a l l n e s s , and a l s o stands i n 

T a l l t a l l n e s s t o h i m s e l f . C l e a r l y T a l l t a l l n e s s i s not the same as S e l f t a l l n e s s , 

and f o r reasons having t o do w i t h the order o f e x p l a n a t i o n i t i s not even comfortable 

to i d e n t i f y S e l f t a l l i p e s s w i t h T a l l n e s s i f both e x i s t ; y e t i t seems most strange t o 

e x p l a i n John's s t a t u s i n these r e s p e c t s by appeal t o d i s t i n c t r e a l i t i e s , (This 

example w i l l take on a d d i t i o n a l f o r c e when we c o n s i d e r sentence n o m i n a l i z a t i o n and 

i t s r e l a t i o n t o p r e d i c a t e n o m i n a l i z a t i o n . ) 

Neither these nor any other t e s t cases I know o f c o n c l u s i v e l y r e f u t e extreme 

r e i f i s m , not even the Heterology paradox. ( R e j e c t i n g nominalized p r e d i c a t e s does 

not s u f f i c e t o b l o c k a l l the important paradoxes t h a t p h i l o s o p h e r s o f language 
* 

have d i s c o v e r e d — c e r t a i n v e r s i o n s o f the L i a r are p a r t i c u l a r l y r e c a l c i t r a n t — a n d 

whatever s o l u t i o n s may e v e n t u a l l y be forthcoming f o r the others may w e l l defuse 
r 

H e t e r o l o g i c a l i t y as w e l l . ) In f a c t , I doubt t h a t extreme r e i f i s m can ever be 

s e r i o u s l y undermined j u s t by e x h i b i t i n g l o c a l d i s t r e s s e s . I t s main a j u d i c a t i o n 
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must l i e i n i t s c o - t e n a b i l i t y or c o n f l i c t w i t h other p u t a t i v e p r i n c i p l e s o f l a n g ­

u a g e / l o g i c / r e a l i t y t h a t to one degree or another seem a t t r a c t i v e even i f f a r from 

apo d i c t i c . ' * ^ We s t i l l have much t o l e a r n i n t h a t r e s p e c t , most c r u c i a l l y concerning 

p r i n c i p l e s take the'form t h a y i f two p r e d i c a t e s s a t i s f y c e r t a i n 

c o n d i t i o n s , then t h ^ i y r e s p e c t i v e \ o m i f t a l i 2 a t i o n A c a n p o t have the same r e f e r e n t . 

But jftn\appily f o r orJ^^ s i m p l i c i t y , y m e i n i t i a l p ^ l ^ s i b i l i t y o f such p r i n c i p l e s 

u a n a l l y d e t e r i o r a ^ s unaer c l o s e ywramirtation. 

the i n f e r e n t i a l f o r c e o f b r i n g i n g the l o g i c a l machinaiy o f q u a n t i f i c a t i o n t o b e a r , 

through n o m i n a l i z a t i o n , on expressions t h a t are not prima f a c i e nominal a t the 

o u t s e t . But one c o n c l u s i o n seems reasonable enough, namely, t h a t the p l a u s i b i l i t y 

of extreme r e i f i s m at t h i s stage i n our mastery o f ontology i s f a r from overwhelming. 

I f s o , i t i s e n t i r e l y r a t i o n a l t o demur o c c a s i o n a l l y at o b j e c t i v e use o f p a r t i c u l a r 

nominalized p r e d i c a t e s . But how s t r o n g a demurrer, and how p e r v a s i v e ? 

R e j e c t i o n o f extreme r e i f i s m l e a v e s two main a l t e r n a t i v e s . One i s (extreme) 
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a n t i - r e i f i s m , a l r e a d y d e s c r i b e d here. The other i s modest r e i f i s m . which accepts 

th a t p r o p e r t i e s do e x i s t and can i n p r i n c i p l e be designated by nominalized p r e d i c a t e s 

but denies t h a t every nominalized p r e d i c a t e n e c e s s a r i l y corresponds t o one s p e c i f i c 

p r o p e r t y , anymore than every d e f i n i t e d e s c r i p t i o n succeeds i n p i c k i n g out a unique 

r e f e r e n t . I t i s c o n c e i vable i n thife view t h a t no n o m i n a l i z e d p r e d i c a t e i n our 
/ • • -

language a c t u a l l y r e f e r s , simply because none may have achieved the i d e a l c h a r a c t e r 

r e q u i r e d f o r t h i s . But modest r e i f i s m i n s i s t s on the r i g h t t o q u a n t i f y over 

p r o p e r t i e s as needs be, and to j u s t i f y t h i s by the i n - p r i n c i p l e l e g i t i m a c y o f 

u s i n g nominalized p r e d i c a t e s o b j e c t i v e l y . 

Do not mistake modest r e a l i s m ' s maybo-yes-maybe-no posture f o r the easy way 

out. For u n l i k e e i t h e r extreme r e i f i s m or a n t i - r e i f i s m , modest r e i f i s m stands 

r e s p o n s i b l e f o r i d e n t i f y i n g p r i n c i p l e s t h a t d i s c r i m i n a t e when p r e d i c a t e n o m i n a l i ­

z a t i o n succeeds, even w h i l e a l s o undertaking t o e x p l a i n the semantic f u n c t i o n i n g 

of p r e d i c a t e s t h a t are not l i n k e d by simple correspondence t o de r e p r o p e r t i e s . 
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A n t l - r e i f i s m shares the second but not the f i r s t of these concerns, w h i l e n e i t h e r 

i s a problem f o r extreme r e i f i s m . 

The P r a c t i c a l N e c e s s i t y o f P r e d i c a t e N o m i n a l i z a t i o n ; Three Arguments. 

So why not avoid the d i s c r i m i n a t i o n problem by op t i n g f o r a n t i - r e i f i s m ? 

Simply because q u a n t i f i c a t i o n over p r o p e r t i e s I s e p i s t e m i c a l l y i n d i s p e n s i b l e t o me. 

I can n e i t h e r a v o i d nor f i n d good reason t o attempt a v o i d i n g b e l i e f i n ' ( 3 x ) ^ ' 

f o r c e r t a i n p r e d i c a t e s '2' t h a t can be s a t i s f i e d only by e n t i t i e s so i n t i m a t e l y 

connected w i t h c e r t a i n other p r e d i c a t e s {'Pj^'f i n my language, or what would be 

pr e d i c a t e s f o r me i f my language were s u f f i c i e n t l y complete, t h a t i t would be 

perverse not t o conclude t h a t ^ - t h i n g s are the r e f e r e n t s o f the n o m i n a l i z a t i o n s 

o f {'Pj^'}. I s h a l l give t h r e e examples. The f i r s t i s j u s t h e u r i s t i c a l l y i l l u s -

t r a t i v e , but the other two are both f o u n d a t i o n a l f o r systems t h e o i y i n t h e i r own 

r i g h t and w i l l be examined i n some d e t a i l . 

l ) Consider the statftmenta, 'John i a t a l l ' . 'Mary i s not t a l l ' , and 'John 

i s t a l l e r than M»ry'. A l l three o f these are i n t u i t i v e l y e n t a i l e d by 'John i s 78 

inches t a l l and Mary i s 65 inches t a l l ' — b u t why? Not t o make much o f vagueness 

here, l e t us assume tha t 'x i s t a l l ' means the same as 'x i s over 72 inches t a l l ' . 

Then p a r t o f our problem i s t o say why, f o r e v e i y p o s i t i v e numeral 'N', 'x i s 

( e x a c t l y ) N inches t a l l ' e n t a i l s "either 'x i s over 72 inches t a l l ' or 'x i s not 

over 72 inches t a l l ' . A s i m p l e answer would be t h a t 'x i s over 72 inches t a l l ' i s 

a n a l y t i c a l l y e q u i v a l e n t to the d i s j u n c t i o n o f a l l p r e d i c a t e s o f form 'x i s N inches 

t a l l ' t h a t e n t a i l 'x i s over 72 inches t a l l ' . But t h a t won't work; f i r s t of a l l . 

because our language c o n t a i n s i n f i n i t e l y many such p r e d i c a t e s but no i n f i n i t e l y 

l o n g d i s j u n c t i o n s , and Secondly, because i t i s f a r from c e r t a i n t h a t every I n d i v i d u a l 

over 72 inches t a l l s a t i s f i e s a p r e d i c a t e of form 'x i s ( e x a c t l y ) N in c h e s t a l l ' 

f o r one o f the numerals 'N' a c t u a l l y a v a i l a b l e i n ouT language. (Whereas height 

i s presumably a continuum, our numerals are o n l y countably i n f i n i t e . ) 

The same problem a r i s e s i f we seek t o e x p l i c a t e so b a s i c a t h e s i s about 

height as 'Every human has a h e i g h t ' by equating t h i s w i t h 'Every human x i s such 
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t h a t X i a inches t a l l or x i a i n c h e s t a l l or We cannot a c t u a l l y com­

p l e t e t h i s d i s j u n c t i o n , and even i f ve c o u l d , we have no assurance t h a t the height 

p r e d i c a t e s a c t u a l l y i n our language exhaust a l l the p h y s i c a l p o s s i b i l i t i e s . 

On the other hand, i f we accept t h a t p r o p e r t i e a e x i s t which (a) s a t i s f y 

the p r e d i c a t e • i s a h e i g h t ' , (b) are designated ( i n t e r a l i a ) by n o m i n a l i z e d 

p r e d i c a t e s of form 'x i s N inches t a l l ' , and (o) are l i n e a r l y ordered by the 

b i n a i y p r e d i c a t e ' exceeds ', we can analyze 'x i s over 72 i n c h e s t a l l ' as 

equivalent to 'There e x i s t s a height ^ such t h a t x has l i and exceeds Being-72-

i n c h e s - t a l l ' . Then the entailment o f 'x i s over 72 inches t a l l ' by 'x i s 78 inches 

t a l l ' , and o f 'x i s not over 72 inches t a l l ' by 'x i s 65 inches t a l l ' , f o l l o w s 

from the prima f a c i e a n a l y t i c i t y o f ' B e i n g - 7 8 - i n c h e s - t a l l exceeds Being-72-inches-

t a l l ' , ' B e i n g - 6 5 - i n c h e s - t a l l does not exceed B e i n g - 7 2 - i n c h e s - t a l l ' , and 'For any 

object x'and l i e i g h t s fe^ and i i g , x has both and ii2 i ^ i ~ ^2** vhat 

sense these height r e l a t i o n s may be " a n a l y t i c " i s an important q u e s t i o n o f which 

an adequate account i s s t i l l wanting.) S i m i l a r l y , 'x i s t a l l e r than j ' may be 

analyzed as 'There are h e i g h t s Ji]^ and ijg such t h a t x has j i ^ , z has ii^* and 

exceeds l i g * . Then 'John i s 78 inches t a l l and Mary i s 65 inches t a l l ' e n t a i l s 

'John i s t a l l e r than Mary' i n whatever grade o f n e c e s s i t y i s enjoyed by 'Being-

7 8 - i n c h e s - t a l l exceeds B e i n f e - 6 5 - l n c h e s - t a l l ' . 

Many o b s c u r i t i e s remain i n t h i s h e ight example, i n c l u d i n g whether oiur 

p r e d i c a t e s o f f o m 'x i s N i n c h e s ' t a l l ' are r f e a l l y more b a s i c than those o f form 

'x i s over N inches t a l l ' or even than 'x i s t a l l e r than y'. But whatever may be 

the c o r r e c t s t o r y , we have got t o q u a n t i f y . o v e r something to b r i n g out the meaning 

r e l a t i o n s among these p r e d i c a t e s . I n s t e a d o f q u a n t i f y i n g over h e i g h t s , one can 

t r y to make do w i t h numbers (e.g., perhaps 'x i s over N inches t a l l ' can be read 

as 'There i s a number n, l a r g e r th«fti N, such t h a t x i s n inches t a l l ' ) or even j u s t 

w i t h o r d i n a r y o b j e c t s ( n o t a b l y , by equating 'x i s over N inches t a l l ' w i t h 'x i s 

t a l l e r than a j j ' f o r some d i s t i n g t i i s h e d i n d i v i d u a l a^). So l o n g as such options 

remain v i a b l e , the present example i s not d e c i s i v e a g a i n s t a n t i - r e i f i s m . But i t 
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does r a i s e a fundamental p o i n t : We o f t e n need con c e p t u a l reaources having the 

f o r c e o f what i n an i d e a l language c o u l d be expressed as the d i s j u n c t i o n o f a s e t 

of p r e d i c a t e s — e x c e p t t h a t t h i s s e t has i n f i n i t e or unknown c a r d i n a l i t y , and i t s 

subset a v a i l a b l e i n our extant language i s i n a l l l i k e l i h o o d i n c o m p l e t e . The o n l y 

known way t o f i l l t h a t need by the l i n g u i s t i c r esources a c t u a l l y a t our command 

i s through e x i s t e n t i a l q u a n t i f i c a t i o n over an a p p r o p r i a t e domain, and the onus i s 

on a n t i - r e i f i s m to show how we can e f f e c t i v e l y manage t h i s without a c c e p t i n g 

p r o p e r t i e s as t a r g e t s of r e f e r e n c e . 

2) Height p r e d i c a t e s , or any other everyday examples, cannot s u s t a i n a 

convincing argment a g a i n s t a n t i - r e i f i s m because a p l a u s i b l e case can always be 

made t h a t c a r e f u l a n a l y s i s r e v e a l s 'x i s N in c h e s t a l l ' and other commonsense 

pr e d i c a t e s t o have such complexity t h a t o n l y the most extreme r e i f i s t can take 

t h e i r n o m i n a l i z a t i o n s s e r i o u s l y . Yet when f o r m u l a t i n g p r o s p e c t i v e p r i n c i p l e s o f 

cau s a l r e g u l a r i t y i n S e c t i o n s I I - I V , above, I q u a n t i f i e d e x t e n s i v e l y over p r o p e r t i e s . 

That t h i s i s inescapable i s shovm by a two-staged argument: I n the f i r s t p l a c e , 

q u a n t i f i c a t i o n over what are prima f a c i e p r o p e r t i e s i s e s s e n t i a l t o a s s e r t i o n s o f 

s c i e n t i f i c g e n e r a l i t y ; and se c o n d l y , the order o f e x p l a n a t i o n makes ex c e e d i n g l y 

i m p l a u s i b l e any prospect f o r e l i m i n a t i n g these prima f a c i e p r o p e r t i e s from our 

ontology. 

M a n i f e s t need t o ground a s s e r t i o n s o f c a u s a l r e g u l a r i t y on s e t s o f r e f e r e n c -

able p r o p e r t i e s stands f o r t h most s t a r k l y i n the v e r y concept o f " s c i e n t i f i c v a r i a b l e , 

or more s p e c i f i c a l l y " c a u s a l v a r i a b l e . " Whatever v a r i a n t o f t h i s n o t i o n one f i n d s 

most convenient f o r a given . t e c h n i c a l purpose (see Rozebaam, 1966, or more b r i e f l y 

S e c t . I I above), i t s most e s s e n t i a l i n g r e d i e n t i s conception o f a s e t |P^}of c a u s a l 

p r o p e r t i e s t h a t are d i s j o i n t and d i s j u n c t i v e l y e x h a u s t i v e over some domain D o f 

l o c i or l o c u s t u p l e s . I f we f e l t ^pre t h a t a l l c a u s a l v a r i a b l e s correspond t o 

sets o f p r e d i c a t e s a l r e a d y i n our language we c o u l d perhaps aschew t h i s n o t i o n , 

but not otherwise. I s h a l l t r y t o make c l e a r why. 

Suppose t h a t 'P^',»• •»'En' and ' f i j ^ ' , . . . , ' f i j ^ ' are two f i n i t e aeta o f event 
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p r e d i c a t e a such t h a t ' £ ; ] [ ' , . . . , a r e d i s j o i n t over domain D, t h a t some o f the 'Q^' 

may be the same f o r d i f f e r e n t v a l u e s o f index ' i ' but are otherwise d i s j o i n t over D, 

and t h a t we f e e l sure t h a t a l l the g e n e r a l i t i e s 

[ 6 . 6 ] [ ( ^ x ) [ D ( x ) - P i ( x ) 3 2 ^ ( x ) ] ] ( i = l , . . . , n ) 

are not merely t r u e but a l s o e x p l a n a t o r y , i . e . t h a t f o r any a i n D such t h a t P j ^ ( a ) , 

fii(a) because Pj^(a). But suppose too t h a t we are u n c e r t a i n whether 

(V2)[2(2) ^ [ P i ( x ) V PgCx) V ... v P ^ ( x ) ] ] 

i s t r u e even though the o n l y p r e d i c a t e s d i s j o i n t w i t h 'P]^',...,'PQ' over D are 

l o g i c a l c o n s t r u c t i o n s i n which a l l the 'Pj^' are negated, n o t a b l y 

Eln^2l) =def '^t P i ( x ) < / ... v P n ( x ) ] . 

( I l e t n be f i n i t e here t o make i t easy f o r us t o c o n s i d e r whether 'Pj ^ ' , . . . , ' P ^ j ' 

are exhaustive over D. V/c iizvc a l r e a d y noted a n t i - r e i f i s m ' s d i f f i c u l t i e s th«?t 

respect when n i i ^ i n f i n i t e . ) By what conceptual d e v i c e s can we s p e c u l a t e — n o t 

n e c e s s a r i l y to b e l i e v e , but j u s t t o e n t e r t a i n the p o s s i b i l i t y — t h a t g e n e r a l i t i e s 

[ 6 . 6 ] are incomplete i n a way t h a t i s p a r t l y captured by s a y i n g , m e t a l i n g u i s t i c a l l y , 

t h a t a s u f f i c i e n t l y complete e x t e n s i o n o f our language would c o n t a i n one or more 

a d d i t i o n a l p r e d i c a t e s 'P^+i'* d i s j o i n t w i t h 'P-j^',. •.»'P^' and not e q u i v a l e n t t o 

any p r e d i c a t e now i n our language, such t h a t f o r some 'Sn+l' e i t h e r d i s j o i n t w i t h 

or one o f ' f i i ' , . . . , ' i 9 n ' » . • ^ 

[ 6 . 7 ] (Vx)[D(x)-P„+i(x ) r>Sn+i(x)] 

i s both true and on an ex p l a n a t o r y par w i t h the g e n e r a l i t i e s i n [ 6 . 6 ] ? (Note t h a t 

even i f i s f i n i t e , so t h a t 'P^n' c o n s t r u c t a b l e and can be added t o ' P i ' , . . . » ' ^ ' 

^ t o form a s e t t h a t i s exhaustive a s - w e l l as d i s j o i n t over D, i t does not f o l l o w 

t h a t 'P]^jj' same explanatory f o r c e as the other P - p r e d i c a t e s even i f sub­

s t i t u t i o n o f 'Pj^jj' f o r 'Pn+i' i n [ 6 . 7 ] y i e l d s a t r u e g e n e r a l i t y . ) I t would be 

i r r a t i o n a l not to admit the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t [ 6 . 6 ] i s incomplete i n t h i s wayj y e t 
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to do 80 a r t i c u l a t e l y we must hypothesize something l i k e : 'There e x i s t s a c a u s a l 

v a r i a b l e P over D whose val u e s i n c l u d e but are not exhausted by P j , . . . , ? , , , and a t 

l e a s t one v a l u e P o f P d i s t i n c t from Zif'tl^t such t h a t (For s i m p l i c i t y , 

here and henceforth I use the same symbol f o r a p r e d i c a t e and i t s n o m i n a l i z a t i o n . 

Context e a s i l y t e l l s which i s which.) The o n l y e v i d e n t a l t e r n a t i v e i s t o q u a n t i f y 

i n my metalanguage over p r e d i c a t e s , e.g. by c o n j e c t t i r i n g 'There e x i s t s a p r e d i c a t e 

^ , not now i n my o b j e c t language but which c o u l d be added to i t , such t h a t '. 

But t h a t w i l l not do a t a l l , i f o n l y because the c a u s a l e f f i c a c y t o be i n c l u d e d i n 

the e x i s t e n t i a l hypothesis cannot be p r o p e r l y a t t r i b u t e d to p r e d i c a t e s i n t h i s c a s e . 

To c l a i m t h a t ^^^(a) because ^^^(a) i s not a t a l l the same as c l a i m i n g t h a t 'Sj|^(a)' 

because '^^^(a)' (which i s grammatically i l l - f o r m e d ) or even t h a t ' f i j ^ ( a ) ' i s t r u e 

because 'Pj^(a)• i s t r u e . When e x p l a i n i n g through g e n e r a l i t i e s [6.6] why D-things 

are 2-wise the way they a r e , we use p r e d i c a t e s {'P̂ '̂} r a t h e r than r e f e r t o them, 

and hence do not thereby meta-predicate anything o f the 'Pj^' t h a t can be i n c l u d e d 

i n an e x i s t e n t i a l hypothesis about a d d i t i o n a l object-language p r e d i c a t e s by which 

the extent 'P'-set might be extended. ( I n any c a s e , q u a n t i f y i n g over p r e d i c a t e s , 

or over any other p a r t s o f speech, would be c o l d comfort f o r a n t i - r e i f i s m ; f o r 

s u r e l y , whateveir p r e d i c a t e s a r e , they are themselves f e a t u r e s — i . e , p r o p e r t i e s — 

o f speech events and hence win the day f o r modest r e i f i s m . ) 

Let me push e s s e n t i a l l y the same p o i n t w i t h a m o d i f i e d example. Suppose 

tha t we take t o be e x h a u s t i v e over D, but f i n d g e n e r a l i t i e s [6.6] 

e m p i r i c a l l y acceptable only i f •^heir: s t r i c t u n i v e r s a l i t y i s r e p l a c e d by a c o n d i t i o n a l 

t h a t i s only p r o b a b i l i s t i c . How can we s p e c u l a t e t h a t there e x i s t hidden f a c t o r s 

t h a t work j o i n t l y w i t h the a r r a y of c o n d i t i o n s c h a r a c t e r i z e d by p r e d i c a t e s £'Pj^'j 

tff b r i n g about c o n d i t i o n s d e s c r i b e d by p r e d i c a t e s { ' S i ' j ' This i s e n t i r e l y 

s t r a i g h t f o r w a f d i f we can use the conceptual apparatus o f s c i e n t i f i c v a r i a b l e s 

and t h e i r v a l u e s : We d e f i n e v a r i a b l e s P and Q t o be the a p p r o p r i a t e f u n c t i o n s 

from D i n t o p r o p e r t y - s e t s P = fP^^] and = { f i i J , r e s p e c t i v e l y , and hypothesize 

t h a t there i s another v a r i a b l e or set o f v a r i a b l e s V over D, and a f u n c t i o n ^ f frojn 
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V x P i n t o such t h a t 

(Vx)[D(x) 13 Qx = f( V x , I b c ) ] . 

(Note t h a t my v e r y d e f i n i t i o n o f 'Fx' i n S e c t . I I , namely, t h a t i s the valu e o f 

v a r i a b l e P e x e m p l i f i e d by o b j e c t x , presupposes t h a t v a l u e s o f v a r i a b l e s are e n t i t i e s 

to which d e f i n i t e d e s c r i p t i o n s can r e f e r . ) But i f we don't e x p l o i t t h i s apparatus, 

how otherwise might we hypothesize ( i ) t h a t f o r every p a i r <'Pj','fij'> o f P - p r e d l -

cates and fi-predicates c o - s a t i s f i e d by some o b j e c t i n domain D,there i s some way 

to f i l l the blank i n 

(V X ) [ D(X)-_(X ) - P ^ ( x ) Z3 S j ( x ) ] 

to y i e l d a t r u e statement o f c a u s a l r e g u l a r i t y , ( i i ) t h a t the set o f a l l such 

replacements f o r c o - s a t i s f i e d ' P j ' and 'Q^' determine a p a r t i t i o n o f D, and ( i i i ) 

t h a t the replacements are not l i m i t e d j u s t to p r e d i c a t e s a l r e a d y i n our language. 

I cannot prove t h a t t h i s i s p o s s i b l e o n l y by q u a n t i f i c a t i o n i n the o b j e c t language 

over e n t i t i e s other than the l o c i o f c a u s a l events; but I can see no remotely 

p l a u s i b l e way to do so and submit t h a t the burden of proof l i e s on the o p p o s i t i o n . 

There i s simply no way f o r modern sc i e n c e t o run i t s conceptual business 

without anpeal t o c a u s a l v a r i a b l e s and t h e i r v a l u e s as e n t i t i e s we can r e f e r t o 

and q u a n t i f y over. (The preceding two paragraphs e x h i b i t only a fragment o f t h a t 

need.) But i t ' s t i l l r e q u i r e s arguing t h a t v a l u e s o f s c i e n t i f i c v a r i a b l e s a r e indeed 

p r o p e r t i e s . When 'a i s converted by p r e d i c a t e n o m i n a l i z a t i o n i n t o 'a has (exemp­

l i f i e s ) P-ness', the l a t t e r statement, u n l i k e the former, has r e l a t i o n a l form 

•i^(a,P-,ness)' i n which 'J^(2L»z)' i s *he dyadic p r e d i c a t e 'x e x e m p l i f i e s yjK 

•^^For extreme r e a l i s m , Hihis p r e c i p i t a t e s B radley's r e g r e s s . S p e c i f i c a l l y , 

n o m i n a l i z a t i o n o f ' e x e m p l i f i e s J converts, 'a e x e m p l i f i e s P-ness' i n t o 'a i s 

r e l a t e d by E x e m p l i f i c a t i o n to P-ness', the form of which i s 'i^(a,P-ness,J^-hood)• 

and so on f o r e n d l e s s l y i n c r e a s i n g p o l y a d i c i t i e s o f E x e m p l i f i c a t i o n . I t i s not 

evident t h a t t h i s r e g r e s s i s v i c i o u s ; but v i c i o u s o r b e n i g n , modest r e i f i s m can 

bl o c k i t simply by denying t h a t ' E x e m p l i f i c a t i o n ' has a r e f e r e n t . 
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But even i f t h i s form i s e s s e n t i a l , i t s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n may be n e g o t i a b l e . That i s , 

given t h a t ' P ( a ) ' needs a n a l y s i s as 'R(a,b)' f o r some dyadic p r e d i c a t e 'R(x,2)' and 

nominal 'b' a d d i t i o n a l t o 'a', i t may or may not be f u r t h e r necessary f o r 'R' t o 

be ' e x e m p l i f i e s ' and 'b' t o be o f o n t i c type ' i s a p r o p e r t y ' . Vfe have a l r e a d y 

touched upon three other a l t e r n a t i v e s , namely, t h a t 'b' might be a p r e d i c a t e w i t h 

'R(x,2:)' read as 'x s a t i s f i e s y', t h a t 'R{x,z)' might express some aspect o f 

resemblance between o b j e c t s of the same k i n d , and tha t b might be a number. To 

be s u r e , I have a l r e a d y argued a g a i n s t the f i r s t o f t h e s e , and w i l l s h o r t l y impugn 

the other two. But there i s l i t t l e hope t h a t a l l p o s s i b l e readings o f 'R(a,b)' 

can be a j u d i c a t e d i n d i v i d u a l l y , s i m p l y because any r e l a t i o n R w i t h dtanain D and 

range R i s isomorphic t o some r e l a t i o n R* w i t h domain D and range B* f o r any set 

B** w i t h the same c a r d i n a l i t y as B. Never mind the pro b l e m a t i c ontology behind 

s e t - t h e o r e t i c a l conceptions of isomorphismj the e s s e n t i a l p o i n t i s t h a t even when 

a s e t ^ ' E i ^ S j ) ' } o f sentences r e q u i r e s a n a l y s i s i n t o form {'R(aj,bj^)'J f o r some 

shared 'R', u n l i m l l e J l j many iti t e r p e ' e t a t i o n s f o r 'S' are p o s s i b l e . So why i n s i s t 

t h a t the range of' t h e R i m p l i c a t e d by p r e d i c a t e n o m i n a l i z a t i o n comprise p r o p e r t i e s ? 

I n the main, the answer i s r e a l l y q u i t e s i m p l e . I f we agree t h a t 'Pj^Ca^)' 

should best be w r i t t e n ' R ( a j , b ^ ) ' i n which 'b^^' f u n c t i o n s as a nominal whose 

o b j e c t i v i t y we acc e p t , then s u r e l y i b s overwhelmingly favored candidate f o r what 

n o m i n a l i z a t i o n of 'P^' r e f e r s t o , the on l y one f o r whicji any decent case can be 

made, i s b^^. I f s o , i t i s a matter o f d e f i n i t i o n ( c f . PPN» above) t h a t b̂ ^ i s a 

pr o p e r t y . One canpot escape modest r e i f i s m by acknowledging t h a t some nominal i s 

i m p l i c i t i n p r e d i c a t e ' P i ( x ) ' but denying t h a t i t r e f e r s t o a p r o p e r t y . " P r o p e r t i e s " 

are whatever bases f o r the s a t i s f a c t i o n o f p r e d i c a t e s are p i c k e d out by these 

p r e d i c a t e s ' n o m i n a l i z a t i o n s . This does not mean, however, t h a t a n a l y z i n g ) ' 

as 'R( ,bj^)' urges u n c o n d i t i o n a l afcceptance t h a t 'Pjj^-ness' designates b^^j f o r 

unless one's''reifism i s extreme, the o p t i o n remains t o deny t h a t 'P^^-ne^s' r e f e r s 

at a l l . Thus f o r modest r e i f i s m , i t i s f a r more p l a u s i b l e t o a s s i g n zero o b j e c t i v i t y 

t o the n o m i n a l i z a t i o n o f ' i s t a l l e r than Mary' than i t i s t o apcept t h a t ^ 
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Is-taller-than-Mary-hood e x i s t s and I s i d e n t i c a l w i t h Mary. Nominalized p r e d i c a t e s 

designate p r o p e r t i e s only when t h e i r n o m i n a l i z a t i o n s are o b j e c t i v e l y s u c c e s s f u l . 

To be s u r e , isomorphism s t i l l p r e s e n t s a problem: Of the presumably many 

objects l ^ b ^ l such t h a t (Vx)[P^(x) = H(x»ki)] ^^^^ r e l a t i o n a l p r e d i c a t e 'R', 

how do we decide which one i s P^-ness g i v e n t h a t t h i s e x i s t s ? But f o r n o m i n a l i z a t i o n 

of 'Pj^' to s i n g l e out J u s t one r e f e r e n t from t h i s m u l t i p l i c i t y o f a s p i r a n t s , i t i s 

not r e q u i r e d t h a t i t s s e l e c t i o n p r i n c i p l e be i n s i g h t f u l l y v e r b a l i z a b l e w i t h our 

present s e m a n t i c - t h e o r e t i c a l r e s o u r c e s . We do know t h a t nominalized 'P^^' r e f e r s 

t o Pji^-ness i f i t r e f e r s a t a l l ; and w h i l e i t would a l s o be n i c e to l e a r n something 

about the nature of Pj^-ness i n terms a n a l y t i c a l l y independent of 'Pj^', i t i s p r e ­

sumptuous to expect much i n t h a t r e g a r d i m t i l our understanding of e m p i r i c a l seman­

t i c s — i . e . how language r e l a t e s t o environment i n the psychonomic f u n c t i o n i n g o f 

r e a l p e r s o n s — d e v e l o p s f a r beyond i t s p r e s e n t i n f a n c y . 

On the other hand, one good reason f o r doubting the success o f p r e d i c a t e 

nominali a a t i o n i n ' p a i - l i e u l a r i n s t a n c e s may w e l l be tUat t h e i r c o n t e x t s o f usage do 

not s u f f i c i e n t l y R e s t r i c t t h e i r e l i g i b l e r e f e r e n t s . But o f t e n — w h e t h e r always i s 

not so clear—^we nominalize the p r e d i c a t e i n 'Pj^(a)' s p e c i f i c a l l y t o t a l k about why 

a s a t i s f i e s ' P i ( x ) ' , or t o s p e c u l a t e about the causes or e f f e c t s o f a's P ^ i n g . I n 

such cases, we are e n v i s i o n i n g f o r P^-ness a r o l e i n the c a u s a l order o f events 

that i n a l l l i k e l i h o o d i s t r u e o f a t most one o f the e n t i t i e s t h a t might otherwise 

contend f o r the i d e n t i t y o f Pj^-ness. I have a l r e a d y argued on grounds o f c a u s a l 

order a g a i n s t the p r o p r i e t y of t a k i n g the v a l u e s of s c i e n t i f i c v a r i a b l e s t o be 

p r e d i c a t e s o r other l i n g u i s t i c e n t i t i e s ; " ' ^ and the n o n r e f l e x i v e n e s s o f e x p l a n a t i o n 

•'•^This i s not t o deny'th^t p r e d i c a t e s , or something l i k e them, can be v a l u e s o f 

v a r i a b l e s i n the c a u s a l flow o f thought p r o c e s s e s . The p o i n t i s t h a t the p r e d i -

cates we use' to c h a r a c t e r i z e a p a r t l c t i l a r c a u s a l r e g u l a r i t y are presumably not 

themselves p a r t i c i p a n t s i n t h a t r e g u l a r i t y . 

s i m i l a r l y f o r b i d s P i - n e s s t o be ' P i ' i f a's havingsP^ i s v^s^ a s a t i s f i e s p r e d i c a t e 
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' P ^ ( x ) ' . A g a i n , we shoulder an enormous s t i n i c t u r e - o f - e x p l a n a t i o n burden i f we con­

stru e the nominalized 'Pj^* t o designate a p r o t o t y p i c p a r t i c u l a r a^ such t h a t 'Pj^(x)' 

i a coextensive w i t h 'Rp(x,a^)' f o r some dyadic P-wise resemblance p r e d i c a t e 'Rp(x,2)*. 

( O r d i n a r i l y , we would e x p l a i n a's P-wise resemblance t o some b ^ a i n terms o f a 

and b both having P^^; but does i t make any sense t o c o n s i d e r ^ ( a , a j ^ ) and Rp(b,a^) 

e x p l a n a t o r i l y p r i o r t o Rp(a,b)? And how might we then e x p l a i n Rp(a,aj^) by any 

p r i n c i p l e t h a t a p p l i e s e q u a l l y when a = a a n d a ^ a^?) As f o r t h e p o s s i b i l i t y 

t h a t the nominalized 'Pj^(x)' might designate a number, e.g. t h a t B e i n g - 7 2 - i n c h e s - t a l l 

i a i d e n t i c a l w i t h seventy-two, the p r e d i c a t e 'x i s 72 inches t a l l ' i s a n a l y t i c a l l y 

e q u ivalent t o 'x i s 6.0 f e e t t a l l ' ; y e t s u r e l y not 72 = B e i n g - 7 2 - i n c h e s - t a l l = Being-

6 . 0 - f e e t - t a l l = 6.0. To be s u r e , perhaps i t i s not n o m i n a l i z a t i o n o f 'x i s 72 i n c h e s 

t a l l ' t hat should be conceded r e f e r e n c e her e , but o n l y t h a t o f 'x i s j ; inches t a l l ' . 

I n t h i s l a t t e r view, there i s not j u s t one Height v a r i a b l e whose v a l u e f o r John i s 

designated both by 'Being 72 inches t a l l ' and 'Being 6,0 inches t a l l ' , but uncountably 

many as i l l u s t r a t e d by H e i g h t - i n - i n c h e s , whose valu e f o r John i s the numbei: 72, and, 

what I s not the same, H e i g h t - i n - f e e t whose v a l u e f o r John i s 6.0. (But how, t h e n , 

do we e y p l a i n the p e r f e c t c o r r e l a t i o n between H e i g h t - i n - i n c h e s and H e i g h t - i n - f e e t 

i f these are d i s t i n c t y e t n e i t h e r i s e x p l a n a t o r i l y p r i o r t o the other?) More 

g e n e r a l l y , the c o o r d i n a t i o n of numbers w i t h the v a l u e s o f s c i e n t i f i c v a r i a b l e s i s 

f a r more complicated and p o o r l y understood than the p e r v a s i v e use o f numerals i n 

t e c h n i c a l science would prompt one to suspect. (See Rozebown, 1966, e s p e c i a l l y 

p. 219ff.) P r e d i c a t e s i n which numerals occur e i t h e r a d j e c t i v a l l y or as prima f a c i e 

nominals c r y f o r deeper a n a l y s i s and,.when a n a l y z e d , appear h i g h i n the order o f 

explanatory d e r i v a t i v e n e s a , f a r removed from the c a u s a l f l o o r on which we presumably 

f i n d the v a l u e s o f c a u s a l v a r i a b l e s . 

I t e n t a t i v e l y conclude t h a t so long.aa ''property P̂ "̂ i s understood more 

e x p l i c i t l y as " c a u s a l ' p r o p e r t y Pj^^", thert> may w e l l be a t most one b̂ ^ and 'R' such 

th a t 'Pji^^x)' i s c o e x t e n s i v e w i t h 'R(x,b^)' wtth bj^ p l a y i n g the c a u s a l r o l e a t t r i b u t e d 

to i t by t h i s usage. Whether we o f t e n attempt p r e d i c a t e n o m i n a l i z a t i o n without 
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conconanitant a s c r i p t i o n o f c a u s a l (or i n other cases becausal) r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , and 

i f so, whether these non-explanatory nominals deserve t o be taken s e r i o u s l y , I 

cannot say. But the p o s s i b i l i t y does remain t h a t our de f a c t o usage of p r e d i c a t e 

n r a d n a l i z a t i o n i s not a l l o f a p i e c e , t h a t these are not s e m a n t i c a l l y well-formed 

u n t i l our context o f usage i m p l i c i t l y a s c r i b e s a d d i t i o n a l i n d i v i d u a t i n g a t t r i b u t e s 

t o the n o m i n a l i z a t i o n ' s r e f e r e n t , and t h a t these r e f e r e n c e - f i x i n g a t t r i b u t i o n s may 

be o f more than one k i n d . I f s o , our ontology should e n v i s i o n c o r r e s p o n d i n g l y 

m u l t i p l e k i n d s o f p r o p e r t i e s o r , what i s e s s e n t i a l l y the same, should d i s t i n g u i s h 

c a u s a l (or becausal) p r o p e r t i e s , designated by nominalized p r e d i c a t e s accompanied 

by a s c r i p t i o n o f c a u s a l / b e c ausal f u n c t i o n s , from other kinds o f e n t i t i e s t o which 

nominalized p r e d i c a t e s may p o s s i b l y r e f e r and which we may not c a r e t o t h i n k o f as 

" p r o p e r t i e s " a t a l l . E v i d e n t l y , much work remains t o c l a r i f y these p r o s p e c t s ; but 

u n t i l the matter i s b e t t e r understood, I am prepared t o s t i p u l a t e t h a t by "property," 

I mean " c a u s a l (or becausal) p r o p e r t y . " 

3) There i s another b a s i c reason f c r i n s i s t i n g cn nodest r e i f i s m , one +o 

which I have a l r ^ d y a l l u d e d by speaking ( p . 6.27) o f c o n d i t i o n s d e s c r i b e d by p r e d i ­

c a t e s , and o f e x p l a i n i n g why an o b j e c t a s a t i s f i e s p r e d i c a t e E v i d e n t l y , t h e r e 

must be more t o r e a l i t y than j u s t p a r t i c u l a r s , e l s e how can i t be t h a t some p a r t i c u ­

l a r s s a t i s f y 'Pj^' w h i l e others do n o t . Yet so l o n g as 'Pj^' i s a p r e d i c a t e "about 

whose usage we have no qualms, we can evade e x p l i c i t o n t i c commitments when accounting 

f o r i t s s a t i s f a c t i o n s by e x p l o i t i n g use/mention d u a l i t y , i . e . by c l a i m i n g t h a t i f 

a s a t i s f i e s or does not s a t i s f y 'P^', t h i s i s because P^(a) or not-Pj^(a), r e s p e c t i v e l y . 

( C f , 'Pj^(a)''is t r u e or f a l s e a c c o r d i n g t o whether or not Pj_(a).) This " c o r r e s ­

pondence p r i n c i p l e " i s n e i t h e r t a u t o l o g i c a l nor otherwise t r i v i a l ; f o r i t e n t a i l s — 

i m p o r t a n t l y — t h a t semantic e v a l u a t i o n s ( a t l e a s t o f p r e d i c a t e s ) are dependent i n 

the order o f e x p l a n a t i o n on matters de' r e . Evert s o , the p r i n c i p l e remains u n i n s i g h t -

f u l l y incomplete u n t i l we can convert i t i n t o an open g e n e r a l i t y which does not 

r e q u i r e use o f any p r e d i c a t e i n the sejnantic space a t i s s u e . S p e c i f i c a l l y , we want 

semantic g e n e r a l i t i e s of form «̂  
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[ 6 . 8 ] For any n-adic p r e d i c a t e / o f k i n d K, any o b j e c t j i - t u p l e 

<2i»...,2n> s a t i s f i e s ^ J u s t i n case Sjj(|^»2]^» • • • »3£jj)» 

i n which n e i t h e r *S^{ , ,..., ) ' nor any o f i t a components i s a p r e d i c a t e whose 

semantics i s a t i s s u e , and where i n u l t i m a t e v e r s i o n s o f [ 6 . 8 ] the b i c o n d i t i o n a l ' s 

righthand s i d e i s d e f i n i t i v e o f i t s l e f t h a n d s i d e . I t can be argued th a t u n l e s s 

the number of e x t e n s i o n a l l y d i s t i n c t p r e d i c a t e s o f k i n d K i s n e c e s s a r i l y f i n i t e , 

'Sjj( ) ' i n schema [ 6 . 8 ] must i n c l u d e q u a n t i f i e r s , p o s s i b l y u n i v e r s a l 

but c e r t a i n l y e x i s t e n t i a l . Some o f these q u a n t i f i e r s help a r t i c u l a t e the l o g i c a l 

s t r u c t u r e r e q u i r e d ( i n most cases) f o r a p r e d i c a t e t o be of k i n d K; but s t i l l others 

are needed t o p r o v i d e f o r something independent o f language (or a t l e a s t not r e q u i r i n g 

r e f e r e n c e by l i n g u i s t i c q u o t a t i o n ) t h a t mediates between the p r e d i c a t e or i t s con­

s t i t u e n t s on one hand and the o b j e c t s o f p r e d i c a t i o n on the o t h e r . That i s , 

'Sjj-( , , ) ' needs t o q u a n t i f y over whatever we are t a l k i n g about, a d d i t i o n a l 

t o a , . . . . , a j j ) , when we a t t r i b u t e a p r e d i c a t e o f k i n d K t o an n - t u p l e <a^,,,, ,a^>, 

To be s p e c i f i c , c o n s i d e r a fragment o f one p l a u s i b l e f o r f f i - [ 6 . 8 ] approach 

to p r e d i c a t e semantics. L e t us s t i p u l a t e t h a t a p r e d i c a t e i s b a s i c J u s t i n case 

i t s n o m i n a l i z a t i o n has a r e f e r e n t . Then 

[ 6 . 9 ] For any b a s i c n-adic p r e d i c a t e any o b j e c t n - t u p l e < x ^ , . . . » x ^ ^ 

s a t i s f i e s J u s t i n c a s e , by d e f i n i t i o n , t h e r e i s something 

t h a t i s designated by the n o m i n a l i z a t i o n o f ^ and i s exempli­

f i e d by < X j ^ , . , . ,3ĉ > . 

P r i n c i p l e [ 6 . 9 ] n e i t h e r i m p l i e s that- any b a s i c p r e d i c a t e s e x i s t nor suggests how 

to t e 9 t f o r t h a t s t a t u s . But i f any p r e d i c a t e s are b a s i c , [ 6 , 9 ] c h a r a c t e r i z e s 

t h e i r semantics without r e q u i r i n g any ^ f them to. be themselves used i n the d e f i n i e n s . 

Moreover, r e c u r s i v e e x t e n s i o n o f [ 6 . 9 ] c a a d e f i n e s a t i s f a c t i o n f o r any p r e d i c a t e 

that i s a l o g i c a l c o n s t r u c t i o n out o f b a s i c p r e d i c a t e s . A p a r t i c u l a r l y simple 

example i a 
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[6.10] For any monadic p r e d i c a t e ^ t h a t i s a n a l y t i c a l l y e q u i v a l e n t t o the 

d i s j u n c t i o n o f two b a s i c monadic p r e d i c a t e s , any o b j e c t x s a t i s f i e s 

j u s t i n case t h e r e e x i s t monadic p r e d i c a t e s "/^ and jAj such t h a t 

^ i s e q u i v a l e n t t o the d i s j u n c t i o n o f and ^2 w h i l e x s a t i s f i e s 

e i t h e r s^j^ or 

(More g e n e r a l l y , [6.10] can l e t and ^® monadic p r e d i c a t e s o f any k i n d s f o r 

which s a t i s f a c t i o n has been d e f i n e d p r e v i o u s l y . ) When appeal t o s a t i s f a c t i o n o f 

b a s i c p r e d i c a t e s i s r e p l a c e d by [6.9]'s d e f i n i t i o n o f t h i s , [6.10] becomes 

[6.10a] For any monadic p r e d i c a t e ^ t h a t i s a n a l y t i c a l l y e q u i v a l e n t t o the 

d i s j u n c t i o n o f two b a s i c monadic p r e d i c a t e s , any o b j e c t x s a t i s f i e s 

i> j u s t i n case there e x i s t monadic p r e d i c a t e s and f^^t and a 

p r o p e r t y P, such t h a t i s e q u i v a l e n t t o the d i s j u n c t i o n of 

and w h i l e ' ? i s e x e m p l i f i e d by x and i s designated e i t h e r by 

the r j g m i n a l i z a t i o n o f or by the n o m i n a l i z a t i o n o f v^2* 

To extend the development i l l u s t r a t e d by [6.10/6.10a] t o a l l p r e d i c a t e s 

analyzable as l o g i c a l complexes of b a s i c p r e d i c a t e s r e q u i r e s a modicum of t e c h n i c a l 

c a r e . But t h i s s t y l e o f r e c u r s i v e c o n s t r u c t i o n has been r o u t i n e s i n c e the work of 

T a r s k i , and needs not be d e t a i l e d here. For easy r e f e r e n c e , l e t us c a l l the s e t o f 

form-[6.8] semantical g e n e r a l i t i e s so d e r i v e d from [6.9] b a s a l p r e d i c a t e semantics. 

B a s a l p r e d i c a t e semantics does not e n t i r e l y a v o i d use/mention i n t e r c h a n g e , insomuch 

as some of the expressions (or t h e i r e q u i v a l e n t ) t h a t are c i t e d when c h a r a c t e r i z i n g 

the l o g i c a l s t r u c t u r e of kind-K p r e d i c a t e s (e.g. t h a t the p r e d i c a t e s covered by 

[6.10] are d i s j u n c t i o n s ) are a l s o used t o s t a t e the c o n d i t i o n s o f those p r e d i c a t e s ' 

s a t i s f a c t i o n ; but t h i s d u a l i t y i s r e q u i r e d o n l y fon oxur l o g i c a l c o n n e c t i v e s and 

q u a n t i f i e r s . * ^ B a s a l p r e d i c a t e semantics~presumes a r e i f i s t o n t o l o g y , but o n l y a 

present l o o s e d e f i n i t i o n o f " b a s a l p r e d i c a t e semantica" permits t h i s a l s o 

t o e x p l o i t a f i n i t e number of d e s c r i p t i v e concepts by Tise/mention d u a l i t y . 
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But no d e s c r i p t i v e concepts have t o be so used. To be s u r e , the l i n e between 

" l o g i c a l " and " d e s c r i p t i v e " terms has never been drawn w i t h u n c o n t r o v e r s i a l 

p r e c i s i o n . One p o s s i b l e demarcation (though probably not the most b a s i c one) 

i s t h a t l o g i c a l concepts are j u s t the ones whose use cannot be avoided (up t o 

a l t e r n a t i v e ways t o span t h e i r t o t a l semantic space) by any v e r s i o n o f b a s a l 

p r e d i c a t e semantics. 

modest one s i n c e l o g i c a l l y complex p r e d i c a t e s are not r e q u i r e d t o n o m i n a l i z e success­

f u l l y (though n e i t h e r i s t h a t p o s s i b i l i t y p r e c l u d e d ) . Thus i f T a l l n e s s and Smokes-a-

lot-hood e x i s t , [6,10a] e x p l a i n s why t a l l John s a t i s f i e s 'x i s e i t h e r t a l l or smokes 

a l o t ' without i n c l u d i n g Tall-or-smokes-a-lot-hood among John's p r o p e r t i e s . I t i s 

a l s o important t o n o t e , though, t h a t schema [6.8] and i t s i n s t a n c e s [6.9,6.10] 

q u a n t i f y f l a g r a n t l y over p r e d i c a t e s , thereby acknowledging the e x i s t e n c e o f t h i n g s 

i n every o n t i c category f o r which we c o n s i d e r 'Some p r e d i c a t e s are a l s o 7"s' t o be 

t r u e . No t h e o r y o f language t h a t does not q u a n t i f y over such types o f "expressions'* 

can hope t o formulate any s i g n i f i c a n t p r i n c i p l e s o f language; and I have a l r e a d y 

suggested (without the argument which, however, i s r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e ) t h a t t h i s 

admits a b s t r a c t e n t i t i e s s u f f i c i e n t l y p r o p e r t y - l i k e t o e s t a b l i s h modest r e i f i s m ' s 

case. But i t i s b e n e f i c i a l t o acknowledge t h i s q u a n t i f i c a t i o n openly. 

C l e a r l y , b a s a l p r e d i c a t e semantics i s a d e f e n s i b l e view o f how p r e d i c a t e s 

r e l a t e to r e a l i t y ; but whether i t s accotmt i s e i t h e r necessary or s u f f i c i e n t remains 

f o r debate. S u f f i c i e n c y I s an e s p e c i a l l y c r u c i a l i s s u e w i t h which t h i s S e c t i o n 

w i l l conclude. But our immediate u n d e r t a k i n g — s u p p o r t f o r modest r e i f i s m — c o n c e r n s 

i t s n e c e s s i t y . 

The " n e c e s s i t y " I see here i s not so much f o r b a s a l p r e d i c a t e semantics 

i n e x a c t l y the form sketched above (though what a l t e r n a t i v e s are p o s s i b l e i s not 

c l e a r to me) as i t i s f o r some theory o f p r e d i c a t e semantics i n which p r i n c i p l e s 

of form [6.8] q u a n t i f y i n 'Sjj( , , ) ' over n o n l i n g u i s t i c sources o f p r e d i c a t e 

s a t i s f a c t i o n . ' But my comments on form [6.8] and i t s i l l u s t r a t i o n s have not y e t 

s 
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provided any r e a l motive f o r s e e k i n g such g e n e r a l i t i e s . Why should we care about 

m e t a l i n g u i s t i c p r e d i c a t e - s a t i s f a c t i o n p r i n c i p l e s at a l l , much l e s s f e e l d i s c o n t e n t 

w i t h grounding t h e i r f o r m u l a t i o n on u n r e s t r i c t e d use/mention d u a l i t y ? 

I g i v e you a p o s i t , one t h a t extrudes from my l o n g e f f o r t as a p h i l o s o p h e r , 

s c i e n t i s t , and s t i r v i v o r o f d a i l y l i v i n g t o monitor the mechanism o f my own t h i n k i n g 

and shape t h i s i n t o a more e f f e c t i v e instrument f o r p t i r s u i t o f understanding and 

c r e d i t a b l e b e l i e f : There i s no asnect o f one's mental f u n c t i o n i n g , l i n g u i s t i c a l l y 

coded or o t h e r w i s e , t h a t i s not d e f e a s i b l e i n m u l t i p l e r e s p e c t s . " R a t i o n a l i t y " i s 

above a l l d e d i c a t i o n t o d i s c e r n i n g and c o r r e c t i n g d e f e c t s i n a l l such r e s p e c t s t o 

the f u l l e s t extent t h a t one can manage. I p o s i t t h i s not as a v e r b a l t h e s i s f o r 

debate, but as a nonnegotiable o p e r a t i o n a l d i r e c t i v e t h a t governs not o n l y my own 

i n t e l l e c t u a l l i f e but a l s o , I have reason t o b e l i e v e , t h a t o f most other persons 

whose t h i n k i n g I most r e s p e c t . A p p l i e d t o our use o f language, i t r a i s e s f i r s t 

of a l l the g e n e r i c q u e s t i o n . What are the a s s o r t e d ways i n which s p e c i f i c l i n g u i s t i c 

e x p r e s s i o n s , or p a r t i c u l a r uses o f them, may be ircprovably d e f e c t i v e ? , and then 

c a l l s f o r s p e c i f i c study o f each f a c e t o f i m p e r f e c t i o n . 

From t h i s pragmatic p e r s p e c t i v e , "semantics" i n i t s most fundamental sense 

i s tjie d e f e a s i b i l i t y a p p r a i s a l o f language and, more g e n e r a l l y , of c o g n i t i v e a c t s . 

" T r u e / f a l s e " and " p r o b a b l e / u n c e r t a i n / u n l i k e l y " are t r a d i t i o n a l dimensions o f sentence 

e v a l u a t i o n , as are " v a l i d / i n v a l i d " and " p l a u s i b l e / i m p l a u s i b l e " f o r arguments, 

"coherent/incoherent" f o r t e x t s o f many s o r t s , and "precise/vague" and "meaningful/ 

meaningless" f o r ( i n t e r a l i a ) s u b s e n t e n t i a l e x p r e s s i o n s . But t h e r e are others as 

w e l l , i n c l u d i n g some t h a t extant p h i l o s o p h y o f language has not y e t c l e a r l y recog­

n i z e d . The o b j e c t i v i t y o f nominals i s an important case i n p o i n t ; and I now submit 

that p r e d i c a t e s , t o o , are t o v a r y i n g degrees pr o b l e m a t i c i n t h e i r a c c e p t a b i l i t y . 

f o r use i n standard contexts o f p r e d i c a t i o n . I t r u s t each p r e d i c a t e 'P' i n my 

language t o a c e r t a i n degree Trl?] ( s c a l e d , say, to range from 0 f o r complete 

d i s t r u s t t o 1 f o r unquestioned acceptance) such t h a t the degree to which T1;[P] 

s * 
i s l e s s than p e r f e c t f o r me attenuates the degree t o which I can b e l i e v e any 
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sentence P no matter how t a u t o l o g i c a l f o n n a l l y , i n which 'P' f u n c t i o n s 

p r e d i c a t i v e l y . I n a c r e d i b i l i t y system w i t h standard q u a n t i t a t i v e p r o p e r t i e s , 

3 i [ P ] equals the c r e d i b i l i t y o f any l o g i c a l l y v a l i d sentence c o n t a i n i n g no non-

l o g i c a l c o n s t i t u e n t s o ther than 'P', so t h a t e.g. 

Tr[P] = ^ [ ( V x ) { I f Vx then Px) . 

More g e n e r a l l y , my t r u s t i n p r e d i c a t e s works p r a g m a t i c a l l y f o r me v e r y much l i k e 

the o b j e c t i v i t y I concede t o nominals, and can l a r g e l y be equated w i t h the l a t t e r 

f o r p r e d i c a t e s I c o n s i d e r b a s i c . A s t r o n g l y i d e a l i z e d c r e d i b i l i t y model t h a t 

i n c l u d e s imperfect degrees o f both nominal ob.1 ( e c t i v i t y ) and p r e d i c a t e t r ( u s t ) 

might be co n s t r u c t e d as f o l l o w s : ( l ) For each p r e d i c a t i v e occurrence of each 

l o g i c a l l y p r i m i t i v e p r e d i c a t e 'P' i n the s e t o f sentences whose j o i n t c r e d i b i l i t y 

i s a t i s s u e , r e p l a c e 'P( ) ' by ' e x e m p l i f i e s P-ness. (2) J o i n t l y d i s t r i b u t e 

c r e d i b i l i t y over the sentences and o b j e c t i v i t y over t h e i r nominals, i n c l u d i n g the 

nominalized p r e d i c a t e s , under a p p r o p r i a t e c o n s t r a i n t s on synchronic coherence. 

(3) Return each occurrence o f ' e x e m p l i f i e s P-ness' i n t r o d u c e d by step ( l ) t o 

i t s o r i g i n a l 'P( ) ' form w h i l e r e p l a c i n g Obj[P-ness] by n u m e r i c a l l y e q u i v a l e n t 

^ [ P ] , This c o n s t r u c t i o n i n i t i a l l y a s s i g n s t r u s t v a l u e s o n l y t o p r i m i t i v e p r e d i ­

c a t e s , but presumably t r can a l s o be extended t o l o g i c a l l y complex p r e d i c a t e s as 

a f u n c t i o n o f the t r u s t s o f t h e i r p r i m i t i v e c o n s t i t u e n t s . (This e x t e n s i o n ' s 

s p e c i f i c s are a t e c h n i c a l challenge t h a t I have not y e t attempted f u l l y t o meet, 

even though f o r reasons mentioned,later the matter has some importance.) I am 

not sure j u s t how s e r i o u s l y t h i s p a r t i c u l a r q u a n t i t a t i v e model should be t a k e n , 

but i n any case i t i l l u s t r a t e s q u a l i t a t i v e l y how a p r o p o s i t i o n ' s c r e d i b i l i t y i s 

degraded f o r me by my d i s t r u s t o f i t s c o n s t i t u e n t p r e d i c a t e s . 

P r e c i s e l y what i t i s t h a t bothers me when I d i s t r u s t use o f p a r t i c u l a r 

p r e d i c a t e s i s obscurely m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l (as i s l i k e w i s e my o b j e c t i v i t y a p p r a i s a l 

o f nominals). Consider the f o l l o w i n g prima f a c i e l o g i c a l t r u t h s : 



I6,n«) (V2)(lf 2 Is a anark, then j l a a anark), 

{6.11J») (Vz)(lf 2 l a a kluta, then 2 i« • kluta). 

( f e j l j ) (V2)(If £ la a quark, then 2 • quark). 

(6.11^1 {^z)(lf £ l a an oetuplet, then 2 l a an oetuplet). 

for Be, thene all suffer in hellerworthlneaa fror By uneaae about their reapective 

embedded predicatea, but to very different degrees in diaeernably different vaya. 

Most conaplououaly defective la [6.11fi], alnce 'anark* Is a nonaense word. And I f 

•la a snark' Is aeanlngleas, then not only do I not believe [6.11a], I cannot 

entertain It In any degree of bellef/diabellef at a l l , anyaore than I can believe/ 

disbelieve the aentence fragnent •(V2)(If 2 i s . then 2 i» ) ' . One could say 

that *l8 a snark* l a not re a l l y an eypresslpn at a l l , and hence no more a genuine 

predicate than [6.11al la a veanlngfAil aentence. 

And y e t — l a 'anark* really ao enpty of meaning that i t to t a l l y laoka a l l 

•e!»antie character? *•'•-»• a l l , Levis Carrol"''• 5»»*'''«^t»r*lon of this ter» h i * le*"t 

subsequent generations net totally unenlightened about the habitat and deseanor of 

•narks. Why ahould we not conaider *anark' to be a theoretical; predicate defined 

by the theory cataloged in l i b r a r l e a under t i t l e , 'The Hunting of the Snark*? 

Admittedly, Carroll did not Intend hla poem to be ao taken, nor la this theory 

well motivated by empirical datat but then It la not clear how seriously a theory 

•uat be believed, or how convincingly evidenced, before It confers sufficient 

meaning on whatever new tenca It Introducea to bring these within the punrlew of 

settantlc concern. And If we do grant that *l8 a snark* Bay truly be a predicate 

in our language eveh I f of Blnimal aemantlo quality, by what setallngulatlc 

reseureea can we then conjecture that It nonethelesa lacka sose of what la required 

for 

(^2^2 satisfies * ^ Is a snark' Jaat In ease 2 i> * snark) 

to be tinobjectionable? 

Whatever i s wrong with *l8 • anark*, ^t i s not Juat Its lack of s a t l s f l e r s . 
1 • 



- 6 . 3 9 -

In a l l lik o l l h o t d , the rredlcate i n 16.11^] ia also unaatiafiedt jet I find ' i f an 

octunlat' nearly aa truatworthj, and (6.11(|] nearly aa believable, as any predicate 

and aentence in ty lanfruage. For *£ Is an oetunlet' neana the saKe aa '£ Is a hinuin 

whoae rother bore eraetly seven other children at the aaae time as j ' . Due to the 

fuailnrss I seme In ev»»ry one of this predicate's descrl'^tlve terms, I do not trust 

It onfipletely, anymore than I do Ita contraries defined with acaie other nvneral In 

place of 'seven'. But neither do I trust It any ^esa than I do i t s counterpart In 

which 'seven' Is replaced, say, by 'two'. I conaent to use 'Is a t r i p l e t ' simply 

because were I to balk at thla level of %£, I would be l e f t with v i r t u a l l y no predi­

cates at a l l for conducting my everyday a^'falrs, and have no reason to think less 

of 'Is an oetuplet'. Accordingly, I do believe [ 6 , l l d l ~ n o t perfectly, but nearly 

aa high as this vell-oractlced acentlc ever goes. (Even so, I s t i l l want conceptual 

Beans to appraise the semantica of 'la a t r i p l e t ' and 'Is an oetuplet' without being 

reoulret^ to uf»e these predicates or their cognates on the <j[e rg side of the appraisal.) 

The defect i i . I'.IlJil's sebsdded predlcats Is so familiar that i t tskcs swc 

effort to apprecllte thnt i t a semantical Import haa never been properly fathonwd. 

•Is a kluta' Is varue. ao outlandlahly vague that few self-respecting semanticlsts 

would have the audacity to aaaert baldly that John aatlsfles '__ Is a k l u t s ' juat 

In ease John Is a kluts. (Even I f '2 i s a kluts' analyzea adequately aa '2 Is 

habitually and pervasively clumsy', the latter'a vapueneas is amply distressing for 

the pttrrosa at hand.) And how can one feel genuine conviction In l 6 , l l j j l , not just 

voice assent to I t , when Its content Is.so shapeless? Tet 'Is a kluts' l a far fron 

meaningless: we do use t h i s , and quite effectively too, In r e a l - l i f e llngulatle 

eoaiBunication. Whatever i t a defects, these do not seea to be entirely the ssBe 

aa the rrobl^B with 'is a snark*. But what can we say about the aeaantlca of 'Is a 

kluta'? It w i l l clearly not do to clalB that although this predicate l a r i c h i n 

"enotlve" or "evaluative" meaning, Its vagueness precludes Its having any "descriptive" 

content and hence any truthf^il applications. The vaguenesa In 'kluta' dlffer»'not 

In kind but only In degree from the fuss on ^very predicate of ,our language.^ To 
4 

dlamlss vague predicates as perforce having no aatlaflers i s tantaBount to holding 
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thni natinfinhltt rredlcntes do not exist. I f our theory of rredleatlon i s not to 

hf* vaouous, ve nust allow that sone things probably do In fact satisfy 'is a kluts', 

ard other consrleuously vapue predicates, in ffnm- faahion or degree. But If so, w« 

cnn exrecl to pnln l i t t l e insight into those predlcatea' leaa-than-ldeal aerantlca 

by denloylng them in use/renlion duality. 

And vhat about 'quark' In ( ^ . l l j l ? This l a a construct recently introduced 

Into narticle nbyslcs by a theory of hov subatomic particles are oonatituted—which 

i s to aay that 'la a quark' is not equivalent to any logical complex of older 

predicates, but Is "Implicitly" defined by i t s role i n quark theory. The p o s l t i v l s t l o 

thesis that such terma lack cognitive meaning la two decades dead, nor do a theory's 

new terms seera any more "vague" than the antecedently meaningful ones i t exploits, 

(Problematic, yes: but not In the manner of vagueneaa.) Rather, nodem r e a l l a t l e 

crnatruals of a c l e n t l f i c theorlea would hold that qttark theory may well be aa true 

as any physical theory couched wholly in obaervatlonal tenna (even i f the "obaer-

vatlonal/theoretical" dlatlnction i s cogent at a l l ) ; anu vhht If quark theory i s 

true, 'la a quark' l a aa good a predicate as any In our language, surely of higher 

semantic quality than the crudities i n our street talk. I f so, I ahould be v l l l l n g 

to believe both [6,112) and 

(6,12] (V^Xi aatlsflea ' ^ l a a quark' just i n case £ Is a quark) 

to at least the degree of my belie f In quark theory. 

Even ao, one should feel acute discomfort in (6.ll£l and (6,12) In light of 

findings that discredit quark theory, (Cf., 'Something sa t i s f i e s ' ^ contains 

phlogiston' just In case It contains phloglsten'.) When a predicate •£' i s Implicitly 

defined by a s c i e n t i f i c theory thnt i s factually Incorrect, regardless of Its Internal 

sophistication or I n i t i a l p l a u s i b i l i t y , there Is surely something Bore defective 

about the relation of 'P' ^0 r e a l i t y than just failure of '£» to have s a t l s f l e r s . 

Thus, ' ^ i s a 3,000 l b , quark* reeains unsatisfied whether quark theory Is true or 

falset but I f the theory i a fa l s e , It It not appropriate for BO to believe e*«n that 

there are no 3»000 l b . quarks. What Bost distinguishes By iBperfe^t trust i n 
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prHlc«t#»8 l i k e 'is • quark' Is my ssarkad uncortnlntr about tha proper t r levels 

to allocate thea. Unlike my vanapenent of rredicates that sees verely vague, or 

merely low In aeanlngfulness, ny accentance-for-use of ones that are conspicuously 

"theoretical" can be shifted anjrwhere from near-perfect trtiat to total rejection by 

evidence whoae llnpu l s t i o expression neither uses nor refers to the predlcatea In 

queatlon. 

How many different dimensions of predicate defeaaiblllty are i l l u s t r a t e d 

by (6,lla-dl does not r e a l l y matter here, alnce my distrust of a given predicate 

can arlae froai any or a l l of then. Vhat does matter Is (l) that when seeking io 

amralse how nrobl ematte predicates work for me, I cannot uje theae aa I would 

predlcatea I highly truat without begging the questions I hope to anawer, or at 

least thwarting any insights I might otherwise develop Into their semantica; and 

(2) In at least some cases, hov much trust seems appropriate for a given predicate 

VP' depends somehov on the vay the extralinguistlc vorld i s beyond juat vhether or 

not there are objects to vhlch 'P* appllea. It i s pragmatically important for me 

that, from premises of form «... 'P' ,..' and '3(fl)' i n vhlch predicate 'P' l a 

mantioned, nominal '£' Is used, and no expreaslons save perhaps l o g i c a l terma are 

both uaad and mentioned, I be able to reach a metallngulatlc appraisal of kind 

'It la correct/incorrect for me to bell«*ve ' £ ( a ) ' by an argument vhoae conclusion 

l a significantly dependent on what I predicate of ' j ' i n '^(a)' together with vhat 

i s premised about 'P'. Any suoh argument must discern In Its premises some stated 

or Implied connection betveen *P̂ ' and aomething that Is Implicated by my use of 

predicate '^C)'—vhlch Is to aay that I have to get one or more nominala, or their 

quantlfleatlo,nal equivalent, out of 'S(.)' somehov. 

In s m a r y , basal predicate semantics appears to be an Ineacapable f i r s t 

approximation to explaining the connection betveen the predicates ve use and 

vhatever It Is that ve are- talking about ( i . e . "extrallngulatie r e a l i t y " vhen ve 

use them. I c a l l thla a " f i r a t approximation" for tve apeolflo^reasons. In the 

f i r s t ttlaee, the reeuralon base envisioned by basal predicate semantics may not be 



fully airannMe to uii. For even If ba««l predlcats aemantloa adaqtiately characterlzna 

the wbontn«>na of nredlcatr.i i n a aufflclently comnlete lanfinpe of which my actual 

llnpulatle rep«»rtolre at any pWen time can be viewed as a frapment, wj extant 

frapaient ray contain few i f any of the basic predicates In terms of which the ones 

I do have are to be analyzed. (More on thla later.) And aecondly, our claaaic 

eonstrual of ••••mantle rropertles as binary contrasts—word Is or Is not meaningful, 

sentence 2 i s or ia not true, nominal Q doea or does not refer to thing a which In 

turn doea or does not satisfy predicate e t c . — a r e simplistic reductions of what 

In aemantlo r e a l i t y are undoubtedly multidimensional contlnuua. It l a underatandable 

that these binary Idealizatlona should prevail so long aa our aemantlcal theories 

remain grotmded on use/irentlon duality. But fijture advancea in the psychology of 

real-world cognition, guided by a philosophy of lanpuage aophistlcated enough to 

annraiae the tiemantlca of leaa-than-ldeal expressions, w i l l almoat certainly recoggize 

spectra of altematlvea in how words anply to objects,and w i l l urge i n partictjlar 

that binary satisfaction and reference i n my present forrrulation of basal ».r 

seirantics give way to aomethi ng more subtly complex. Given this more technically 

adequate account of what a theory of semantics seeks to explain, i t may no longer 

be necessary to envision a sharr distinction between predicates that are baalc and 

ones that are not. 

On the Fjclstenee of Structured Complrxea. 

We are far from done with the ontolopy of predlcatea. But other complex 

expressions are alao part of the f i z z l e . Especially foundational for the theory of 

system structure are complex nominala whoae embedded terms seem to Identify constit­

uents of the former's all^ped referent. Indeed, unless such nominalIzatlons can 

sometlves succeed, there are no auch thlnga as "structures" (see Section VIII, below). 

The states of af f a l r a purportedly dej'lgnated by nominalized aentenees are 

a primary ease In point. We rust f i r s t acknowledge that there are many varletlea 

of senteree nominalization. Thus, 'John lovea Mary' i s converted-by genindlsatlon 

Into 

\ 
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John'ei loving Mjiry 

(as In 'John's loving Mary grieved Jana'), but also by 'that'-prefixing Into 

that John loves Mary 

(as In 'Jane f#»nr8 that John loves Hary'), and by numerous opera tore of font 

•the C that ^ ' Into nominala of ontlo tyne 'C', such as 

the proposition that John loves Mary, 

the p o s s i b i l i t y that John loves Mary, 

the probability that John loves Mary, 

the fear that John loves Mary, 

the speculation that John lovea Mary, 

the fact that John lovea Mary, 

and many more. There i s some nverlap among these o n p r a t c r s , but for the most part 

they convert a fiM^n sentence Into refer»»ntially divergent nominals. I have argued 

elsewhere at some length (Rozeboom, 1P75) that for any (declarative) aentence 'ft', 

the referent of 'that j;' i n atandard eontexta Is the prepositional meaning expresaed 

by *E* t Indeed that our concent of "nropositlon" derives from our use of sentences 

nominalized by 'that'-prefixing. I t can also be argued, though the matter l a 

digressive at this point, that for almoat a l l cholcea of 'C', 'the C that x>' refera 

(If ancceasful) to the value for. that-£ of seme function on propositions, most often 

(as In 'the fear that John loves Mary') to a certain kind of mental act of which 

that-£ Is the proposltlonal content (cf. Rozeboom, 1972, p. 38f,) At times, these 

tyne-sneclfled nominallzationa are airblgtioua, moat Importantly the treacherous 

•the fact t h a t j ' , which la often evocative of, 'the true proooaltlon that jg' even 

while being moat ftindarentally equivalent to 'Ojj', where 'G' Is the gerundlsatlon 

o^rator. (See Rosebonm, 1975, p. 116.) 

Finally, no stirvey of sentence nominalization can afford td overlook the 

enigmatie context 'a because-JB' (e.g., 'John loves Mary because she looks l i k e hla 



fcother'), In which 'g' and 'a' function very Ilka noatlnala oven though their aurface 

grarjrar aa a»»ntencea i a l e f t u n r o i l f l e d . When 'B' and 'a' are atomic, a l l of the 

following ae«»m esaentlalljr equivalent: 'a becauae £ » , 'C3 la dtie to Cjj', 'jQc l a why a' 

'2, which i s why a'» *QB explains fJa't 'Ct which accounts for Ca', and a t i l l other 

variations on explanatory eontexta In which a aentence and Ita gerundisatlon are 

vlrttially int«»rchanpeable. Thus, 'John loves Kary beoauae ahe looks l i k e his mother' 

can Just as wi»ll be paraphrased, 

John's loving Mary l a d«ie to her looking l i k e his Mother. 

Mary'a looking l i k e John's mother i s why he loves her. 

Mary looks l i k e John's rother, which i s why he loves her, 

Mary'a looking l i k e John's rother explalna hla loving her, 

Mary looks l i k e John's mother, which accounts for his loving her. 

Tet in more complex explanations, 'a becauae and "^y, i s not evidently 

Closer to '(]a i s due io 0\n^ and U j ) ' than i t l a lo *5a ^ue to Gg^ and Cp^*. 

And 'a becatise xjj or gg' gerundlies more happily into 'Ga ia due either to Gj>̂  or 

to Ggj* than into 'Ga la due to G(x»^ or gj^'* Accordingly, I suggest that when a 

sentence oeeura as a sentence in explanatory contexts, i t i s best explicated aa an 

ambiguous ar-nomlnal inviting whatever gerundized replacement i s least ontologically 

offenaive i n that context. Or more roughly, tranalate 'a becauae g' as 'Whatever 

rakes that-g the case explains whatever makes i t the ease that a'« 

Although there i s thus a mu l t i p l i c i t y of sentence ontologies, corresponding 

to the different styles of sentence nominalization (albeit these seem to me to be 

at root only two), oiu* oresent concern i s Just with gerundlzatlons and whatever 

locutions are equivalent to these. Let ua agree—what l a really too evident to 

require rueh arrrrent—that gerundized aentenees do generally function as nominals. 

We are then poaltioned to atipulate that anything which Is or at least can be 

dealgnated by a penmdlzed sentence Is a "state of a f f a i r s " or, more b r i e f l y , 

a "fact".^^ Correlatlvely, we ray underatand 'the atate of a f f a i r s that g' and 
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* I do not InslBt thit faets alwayg be equated with atatea of a f f a l r a , eanecially 

after having nckrowl*»dgMl that we aocetlrea endorae our confidence in the truth 

of certain proroaltlons by c a l l i n g them "facta". But thla terra's primary senae 

1* !l£ E£t "nd 1 can discern no dlatlnction between this and "atates of a f f a l r a " 

unless It be an occa-ilonal suggestion that facta are atomic atates of a f f a i r s . 

'the fnct that j i ' to mean the same as the gerundisatlon, 'Cjj', of 'i>', (Ifellke l i t e r a l 

gerundisatlon, which Is maladroit at idiom in tranafoming complex aentencea, 'the fact 

that £ ' Is Idiomatically Imneccable for any idiomatic sentence 'c'.) Given, then, 

that otu* use of gerundisatlon coirrlta ua to a prima facie ontology of facts (states 

of a T a l r a ) , how aerloualy ahotild this be taken? We can dlamiaa at the outaet the 

u l t r a - r e l f l s t p o s s i b i l i t y that every sentence refers when gerundised; for clearly 

If 'Og' Is to stieceed, 'g' must at leaat be true. That i s , Gj) exists only I f £ . 

(If John doesn't love Mary. John's-lovlng-Mary inhabits the same philosophic f a i r y ­

land aa Pegaaus, phloglsten, and the Golden Mountain.) So by "extreme aentence 

reifism" let us understand the thesis that 'Gjj' refers whenever 'g' i s true. In 

contrast, "modest sentence reifism holds that atates of a f f a i r s do ex i s t , but 

aeknowledgea that ' ^ ' may not designate one even when 'c' Is true. And of course 

antl-relfism In this context never concedes reference to gerimdlsed sentences. 

I have argtied previously (Sections I-V) that the relata of causal connection 

—events-rsre far too intimately aaaoclated with certain sentences of our language, 

or what wottld be such sentences were our langtiage to contain the needed conceptual 

resotirces, to tolerate denial that these cnn be referenced by those sentences' 

nominalizations. The explanatory predicates ' ^ Is a cause of _ _ ' and,more broadly, 

' ^ Is d'lo to _ ' take rTy'Ji'"*<l sentences or rararhraatlc/elllntlc equi;valents 

thereof for their arr»mi''nts: and while the r o s s l b l l l t y always lingers that theae 

predicates do not really apply to arything, or that their argurents' prima facie 

nominal function can be analysed away, that Is not a prospect I know how to take 

seriously. Accordingly, I Jtidge modest sentence reifism to be the ontology of 



choice for (it l*»fint a i o B a l n of cn'jnal eventn. I f ao, referrnce to cousea and 

e f f e c t s a^chora a a^'ntence-relflat thesis t h a t «ray be called "basic srnterce 

relf l f iB!". l ^ t »J9 stlrulate 

Definition. Any sentence i s hnn\(; Just in case i t i s equivalent 

to sows sentence 'P(aj^»...»a^)• (n^^) in wi'ich each 'a^' i s a refer­

entially successful nor.lnal and the nor.lnallzation of predicate •£.' 

alao has a referent ( i . e . , i s a basic predicate). 

Definition. I f the Eer'mdlzatlon of sentence 'jj* haa a referent, 

aentence 'jj' s i r n i f l e a atate of af f a i r s Gg, 

Then, 

Basic Sentone^ RjMjflsm: For any n-tuple *2[j^f...,Zj,>, any fl-adic 

property P exemplified by <Zii*"$ln>t and any sentence •S(aj^,...,fi^)• 

In which 'Sj'»••.»*a^' respectively designate Zj»...»Zn and the nomin­

alization of dealgnatea P, 'S(a^,... ,8^^)' aignifles ....»„> *s 

having P. That l a , i f 'S(a,,...,a )• l a a true basic sentence, 

•C(S(a^,,..,B^))» refera to the fact that S(a^,.,.,a^). 

The briefer statement of thla thesis presumes a correspondence theory of "truth" 

for basic sentences suff i c i e n t l y straightforward to require no comment at this point. 

Acceptance of baaic sentence reifism r e i l l y inctirs very l i t t l e r isk so long 

as we also tolerate the ontology of sot theory. For here, as for noinlnals of any 

problematic sort, one can accept the'nominalization while seeking Its referent 

among entitles already acceaaible In more comfortable terms. Thus I f sentence 

'P(8)' i s basic, perhaps 'C(P(a))' designates either the 2-tuple * £ , a > or nothing 

according to whether It l a the case that E(a). (More generally, the conjecture 

la that a auccessful •i}(£(a^f...tS^))' refers to the (n+l)-tuple <E,a|,.,.,»y,>.) 

I am not at a l l harpy with this eonstrual of a's-having-P, alnce Intuitively the 

fact has an Jntrrrltv that the tuple comprising the prorerty and Its s a t i s f i e r 

surely lacka. But t© make a convlrcing case that true basic sentence '£(fl)' 
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Blfnlfl*8 n''r'»thlng other than <P,a>, we need to find a predicate 'T( ) • for which 

we are confident that 'T'C(r(a>))« i a true but •!(<£,£>)' ia fa l s e . Poaaibly 

la a cn'j.ie of i a auch a predicate, alnce when a's having £ i s a cause, of 

a's having Q i t seers nevertheless irnlaualble that <P,a> i s a cause of <2,£>, 

eanecially when one looks to the low under which this determination Is subsumed 

ard worries how a's being or not being £ can make a difference for whether *P,a> 

causes <3»S>« (Note thnt the existence of pairs <P,a> and <2,a> does not depend 

on whether £(§).) But i f we can bring wirselves to swallow thnt some property/object 

pairs are eventji while others are not, the chaser that causation relates Juat 

property/object pairs that are events gees down with only mild gagging. In any 

case, pending disproof that a'a having P could possibly be <P,a>, I would sooner 

accept <£,a> aa 'G(P(a))"8 referent than to deny i t any reference at a l l . 

Granting, then, that there do exiat stntes of aff a i r s signified by true 

basic sentences, are any signified by sentences that are jjot basic? It i s tempting 

to presume that basic sentence reifism envisions nol jusI sufficient but alao 

necesssry conditions for a gerundized sentence to refer, i.e., that Cjg exists Just 

In case 'g' i s a true basic sentence. Can we, for example, balk at disjunctive or 

negative properties and yet accept disjunctive or negative states of sf f a i r s ? But 

basal jpredlcate semantics, for which I have expressed sympathy, does not preclude 

logically complex properties; It merely shows how serantlc appraisal of complex 

predicates cnn get by without them. So I f the gerundlzatirns of certain sentences 

formed from corplex predicates proves Indispensible, that ray be good reason to 

accept those predicates' nominalizations despite their complexity. 

Even so, nuzzles quickly arise fron complex predicates and corresponding 

atates of affai r s I f one also seeks principles of their individuation, such aa 

If £ and 2 are different properties, then for any 2 having both 

£ and 2, 2*8 having P Is not the same fact as 2'« having fi. 

Consider again the predlcatea '2 Is t a l l ' , '2 Is t a l l or i Is t a l l ' and '2 l a t a l l 

or 2 i s t a l l ' , and aaafjme that their nominalizations, 'tallness', ' t a l l t a l l n e s s * . 



and 'arlftallneaa', renrrctlvrly, nr#» a l l referentially aticceasful. Then If John 

la t a l l , John'a-belrE-tall, John'a-atandlnc-ln-talltnllneaa-to-John, and John'a-

belng-aelftoll are a l l facta. But the l a t t e r two are the game fact (alnce they 

are alpnlfled by the anne aentence) even though Ti l l t a l l n e a a f Selftnllneaa. And 

how does John'a-belng-aelftall d i f f e r fro« John's-being-tall? One poaalbility i s 

to equate these on grounds t h a t Tallneaa = Selftallness. But to undermine that move, 

conaider alao the relation Cotallness, designated by the nominalization of ' j Is 

t a l l and y 1« t a l l ' . If John's-being-tall = John'a-belng-selftall = John'a-atandlng-

In-talltallness-to-John, then surely alao John's-being-tall = John's-standlng-ln-

cotallneas-to-John. Tet since a's-standlng-ln-talltallness-to-Jj Is not generally 

the aare as a's-standlng-ln-cotallness-to-b for a l l t a l l a and Jj, how can It become 

17 
so when fl = Ji? 

^''Stl l l another nrima facie d i f f i c u l t y l a Illustrated by John'a-belng-taller-

than-Wary seeming to be the sore fact as Mary's-belng-shorter-than-John even 

though S'lrely Tallemess / Shortemess. But one can cogently deny that Taller-

ness differs from Shortemess, on grounds that 'x Ilk t a l l e r than y' and 'y i s 

shorter than 2' are Just aooustioally/graphloally different expressions for the 

very same predicate concept, essentially of a kind with the variation of type­

faces and voice timbres by which this can be expressed. In this view, when a 

. relational predicate 'P(s^,...,2^^)' Is ascribed to nominals ' a | ^ ' a ^ ' i " 

aentence '£(aj^,,,.,a^)', the predicate's argximent Is ordered not by successive 

integers, or by locations in a snatiotemporal aequence, but by the distinctive 

pnsltirns in the r e l a t l r n a l concept expressed by the spatlotemporally organized 

sign complex. 

Complications l i k e these show not so much that l o g i c a l l y com.plex propertiea 

and correspondingly complex facta are untenable as that, for ontological peace of 

mind. It would be nice to avoid them. Ilnhapplly, that may not be poaslble. The 

problem's root has already been noted, namely, that explanation relates states of 

a f f a i r s . Thus I f 'jj' i s a sentence to be offered In explanation of sotaethlng, 



we »uat Accept that 'xj' (or. If 'jj* 1« Bolecular, at leaat cne of i t a atonic con-

atltuenta) a i f n l f l e a acme atate of a f f a i r a . I f ao, i t ia inportant to recal l 

^^Our only apparent out ia the r o a a i b i l l t y that the prima facie nominala i n 

•Oj} la a cause of Cg', 'Cjj explains Ca*, *Ca l a to Ojj', etc., are really 

Juat corruptions of *a because while the la t t e r does Tjgt i m p l i c i t l y perun-

dite either ̂ » or "a* o*" "ny of their sentential constituents. That prospect 

seems hopeless to me, but i f anyone can i n i t i a t e a halfway-decent arpiment for 

It I am prepared to reconsider. 

from Sections III and TV that the noneauaal preoonditions of causal regularities 

generally need to specify the (ilstribution of l o c i appropriately related to the 

locus of the dependent event. 

Consider again (pp. 37, A3) the simple ease wherein the value of causal 

variable Q l a detenrined for any locus i by the values of cauaal variable P for 

a l l l o c i atandlfit I n f-xc-.rslve relation T t c 5. And I r t '§.2-^1*^2*^^^' abbreviate 

•T<2i.l) • T<22»1̂  * Zi^ tz ' W^Tdf^) 5 ( 1 = x^) V ( l = l2^^*' -̂̂ ^̂  ""3r 

to say that Zi 22 d i s t i n c t things T-related to 1. Then i f there 

are Just two l o c i , aj and T'-related to locus a, event 2(a) l a determined by 

events E(aj) and £(32) under some causal law 

(Vx^,X2,i)[S2(z^,X2.2) 3 Qi = f a ^ ^ l ' ^ a ^ ^ * 

In this ease, a'» having property Qa (= tz^^^V^^z"^"^ ^ ' caused Jointly by 8^*8 having 

Paj and fij'* having Paj. Tet that is not the complete explanation of ^is)» fo*" the 

existence of additional l o c i iT-related to a would have created a altuation i n which 

£(aj) and ̂ (aj) would not have causally sufficed for SL^s)* Attempting to express 

this becausal reaidual, we could say that ^i^) l a due not only to events £(8j^) and 

Ê 22̂ » "^'^ *® non-event state of aff a i r s G(^(«|,a2,a))• But that i s not our 

only option. In the f i r s t place, we lose nothing by replacing the genrndlzatlon of 

*§2^S^l»S2»o) * • whole by the conjunction of the gerundltatlons of Ita conjunets. 
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Secondly, there are varlcia aeta of aentencea whoae conjunctions have the aame force 

as ' S j C a j ^ a ^ f C ) a c r e of which way seem preferable to the letter's conjunets. 

(K.r»» the part of '52^!li»i!2»£)' saying that a^ and the only thlnga iT-relnted 

to £ can be replaced by the weaker assertion that only two things are ^-related to 

£,) And moat Importantly, that aj,n2,£ s a t i s f i e s ^Sz^litZz*^^* • highly 

Indirect or even "accidental r e f l e c t l r n of what la genuinely the becausal b'lala 

for 2(£)*a cauaatlon by just £(a^) and PCfij). Pending a later probe of thla laat 

prospect, this much seems clear: Whatever may be our ultimate theory of becauaal 

antecedents in caussl laws, we shall have to admit states of a f f a i r s that alngly 

or In combination have the consequence that one rather than another number of l o c i 

are excursively connected In certain relevant ways to the l o c i of particular dependent 

events. It seems most unlikely that we can find a way to characterise a l l of thene 

without uae of quantification, negation, Identity, and other logical constructions 

that may well evoke tmease when Included In the acope of objectively accepted 

feiundis&tlons. I n sh&rt, there Is good rrsscn fear that we cannot adennateW 

explain events appeal solely to facts signified by basic sentences. 

Agrrepates. 

There Is yet another Important claaa of putative atruetnred eomplexea thnt 

raises serious existence problems, namely, classes themselves and their k i n . Let 

me acknowledge at the outset that quantification over elaaaes occurs so pervsalvely 

in the foundations of technical science that the operative question i s not whether 

el asses e^rist, but how far we should trust what current set theory says about them. 

Yet of a l l the abstract entitles that have worried philosophers, classes are the 

moat obscure in nature. In other cases, notably properties, propositions, and 

facts, we can derive the category frrm a plethora of Instances conceived by us prior 

to the category I t s e l f . But where in eur language do we find nominals that designate 

elaaaes without drawing upon an antecedently given concept of "elasa" or one of i t s 

eognates? How, that i a , can we Identify a class by means other than a locution of 

form 'the class (set, group, eto.) such that ...'? 
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I can think of itist tve erpreaalon-fortia that cone oloae to functioning In 

the tanner vanted. One l a 'All the things auch that P(x)', and Its briefer variants 

auch 'All Pa', 'The f a ' or juat 'Ps', 'The fla that are P» (vhere ' f i ' l a r e a t r l c t i v e ) , 

and alao oonatruetlona ualng plural deironstratlves that preatmably go proxy for 

percentual nredlcatlona, aa In 'Thoae Ps over there* or even simply 'Theae*. The 

other form l a 'a^ and BJ and ... and a^^'. In vhlch the *aj* are nominala. Hovever, 

It la far from clear that theae prima facie plural nouns are rea l l y nominals at a l l 

or, even I f they aometlmea are, vhether they do the vork of claas names for us. 

Conaider seme examnlest 

(6,l?al John and Mary loathe each other. 

[6.I2I1I John and Manr are Impetuous. 

[6,12fil Jim. Peter, and Michael are t r i p l e t s . 

(6,12^1 A l l Ms. Jonea' nunils are the same age. 

Testing the Italicized phrases for nominality quickly shovs the Inadequacy of mif 

previous discussion of this regarding markers for number. I f ve allov the 'such-that' 

test to plurallze Its copula and pronoun, a l l these expressions paas; othervlse, they 

do not, (Thus, [6.12fl,] and (6,12jjl reapectlvely accept paraphrase as 'John and Mary 

are such that they loathe each other' and 'All Ms. Jones' pupils are auch that they 

are the same age', but not aa 'John and Mary i s auch that i t loathe each other' 

and 'All Ma. Jonea' purlls Is such that i t l a a l l the same age'.) Other teats for 

nominality here s l r l l s r l y pivot on plurallzatlon. Thus, 'Something loathe each 

other' makea no aenae; but 'Some things loathe esch other' i s a perfectly pood 

oonseqtienee of [ 6 . l 2 a l , and so Is 'Some things are stich that they are a l l the same 

\age» of [6,12^1. Only by paraphraalng (6, l2al aa 'John loathes Mary and Mary loathes 

John', vhlch contains no cognste of 'John and Mary', do ve find hard evidence that 

'John and Mary* la not In fact a nominal In (6,12a], (The Implicit premise here 

Is that I f tvo aentenees are paraphraatleally eqxalvalent, any nominal In one must 

be preserved up to analytic equivalence In the ether.) Similarly, 'John and^Mary* 



ia d i s q u a l i f i e d as n(«dnal i n [6,12b) i f we read the l a t t e r as 'John i s impetuous 

and so i s Mary'. (On the other hand, might we d i s a l l o w some o f these p r o f f e r e d 

paraphrases \>recisely on the grounds t h a t they do not preserve the nominals?) 

Samples [6.12] l e a v e obscure both whether there are p l u r a l nominals a t ^ a l l 

( i . e . whether p a s s i n g the t e s t s l u s i n g p l t i r a l copula and pronotm i s i n p r i n c i p l e ^ j u s t 

as nouny as p a s s i n g i n the s i n g u l a r ) , and whether ' A l l P s ' and- 'a^^ and ... and ^ ' 

are ever c l e a r l y n ominal. What we need are sentences o f form '2(8]^ and .,. and a^) • 

(and s i m i l a r l y f o r ' A l l Ps') t h a t are not e q t i i v a l e n t t o a l o g i c a l compound o f 

sentences no one o f which c o n t a i n s a l l o f nominals 'a-^^',...,'a^^'. Such are 

[6,13a] Cabbages are more ntimerous than k i n g s . 

[6,13b] Ms, J o n e s ' p t t p i l a are seven i n ntimber, 

and perhaps „ 

[6,13c] John and h i s most ardent admirer are j u s t one i n number. 

To be sure, the prima f a c i e p l u r a l nominals v a n i s h from these i f the R r e g e - R u s s e l l 

a n a l y s i s o f ntimber p e r f e c t l y paraphrases them. Yet i n 

[6,H] The number of Ms. Jones' p u p i l s i s seven, 

the prima f a c i e nominal i s the argument o f a f u n c t i o n and, i t can be argued, must 

t h e r e f o r e be acceded genuine noun s t a t u s . Of course, i t might be t h a t [6.H] i a 

o n l y a c o r r u p t i o n o f [6,13b], j u s t as we sometimes say 'a e x e m p l i f i e s P-ness' when 

'£(«)' i s a l l t h a t we i n t e n d . But t o p r o t e s t [6.14] f o r t h a t reason i s t o acknowledge 

t h a t i t i s not e n t i r e l y e q u i v a l e n t to [6.13b]. I f s o , [6.14] may be a genuine 

nominal occurrence o f 'Ms. Jones' p u p i l s ' . 

Can we a m p l i f y t h i s prospect by other examples? Consider 

[6.15a] The weights of Ms'. Jones' p t r o i l s v a r y c o n s i d e r a b l y . 

[6,15b] The (combined) weight of Ma. Jones' p u p i l s i s 432 l b s . 

(6.15c] Ms. Jones' ptapils weigh 432 l b s . 

[6,15^] Ms.-Jones'-pupils weighs 432 l b s . 
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Slnee [6.15a] i s i n t u i t i v e l y j u s t an expansive v e r s i o n o f 'John's weight d i f f e r s 

a p p r e c i a b l y from Mary's', one i s tempted t o seek an a n a l y s i s o f t h i s i n which 'the 

weights of Ms. Jones' p u p i l s ' s p l i n t e r s i n t o m t i l t i p l e occurrences o f 'x weighs y ' 

o r * the weight o f x'* Yet t h a t a n a l y s i s proves t o be e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y e l u s i v e , due 

above a l l t o l a c k o f any conceptual bound on how many p t ^ i l s Ms. Jones' has. I w i l l 

not c l a i m t h a t none can be found, but u n t i l then [6.15a] i s b e s t parsed as having 

form 'The y of x i s P' i n which 'x' i s a n o m i n a l , i n t h i s case a p l u r a l one, embedded 

i n another nominal, 'the y o f x', which here i s again p l t i r a l . Example [6.15b] adds 

l i t t l e t o the prima f a c i e r o l e o f 'Ms. Jones' p u p i l s ' i n [6.I4.] as the argument o f 

a f u n c t i o n , but e s t a b l i s h e s a b r i d g e t o [ 6.15e,d]. One p o s s i b l e r e a d i n g o f [6.15b] 

i s 'The sum o f the w e i g h t s - i n - l b s . o f Ha. Jones' p u p i l s i s 4 3 2 '—^which l e a v e s u n c l e a r 

how t o de-nominalize 'Ms, Jones' p u p i l s ' i n [ 6.15b], but does suggest how one might 

attempt t h i s i f we knew how many p u p i l s Ms. J o n e s ' has. However, [6.15b] seems 

e s s e n t i a l l y the same as [6,15c] save f o r cwnplexely n n n i n a l i z i n g the p r e d i c a t e 

t h a t occurs as a p r e d i c a t e i n [ 6.15c]; and t h i s p r e d i c a t e , ' weigh(s) 432 l b s . ' , 

i s not synonymous w i t h some p r e d i c a t e a s s e r t i n g t h a t s e v e r a l numbers sum t o 4 3 2 . 

( A d d i t i o n i s d e f i n e d f o r numbers; i t i a not a f u n c t i o n on w e i g h t s , a l b e i t i t has 

an analog i n the p h y s i c s o f extended bodies.) E n g l i s h conventions r e g a r d i n g 

subject/verb agreement i n number seem t o have no deep s i g n i f i c a n c e h e r e , f o r 

[6.15a] Ms. Jones' p u p i l s weigh the same as B i g J i m , namely, 432 l b s . 

i s c l e a r l y e q u i v a l e n t t o 

[6.15f] B i g Jim weighs the same as Ms. Jones' p u p i l s , namely, 432 l b s . 

even though the verb i s s i n g u l a r i n one and p l u r a l i n the o t h e r . Indeed, one way 

t o r e s o l v e the p o t e n t i a l ambiguity i n [6.15c] (wherein the verb can be read e i t h e r 

as ' a l l weigh' or as 'together weigh') i s t o s i n g u l a r i z e the verb and achieve 

matching s i n g u l a r i t y of s u b j e c t by hyphenating the noun phrase as i n [ 6.15d], 

a l b e i t i t i s an important moot q u e s t i o n whether such hyphenation i s good E n g l i s h . 

Meanwhile, examples [6.15] do seem t o p r o v i d e s o l i d evidence t h a t prima f a c i e 
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p l u r a l nouns are sometlnes genuine nominals. 

This p o i n t i s important enough t o warrant c o n f i r m a t i o n . Let 'x outweighs 

be a p r e d i c a t e d e f i n e d o p e r a t i o n a l l y by p l a c i n g o b j e c t s on the ends o f an approp­

r i a t e l y l a r g e beam ba l a n c e , say a w e l l - c o n s t r u c t e d t e e t e r - t o t t e r , and observing 

which s i d e goes down. Then w h i l e 

[6.l6al B i g J i m outweighs John and Mary 

could be understood t o say t h a t B i g Jim outweighs John and a l s o outweighs Mary, i t 

a l s o has a p e r f e c t l y good a l t e r n a t i v e r e a d i n g t h a t can be made c l e a r as 

[6.16b] B i g Jim outweighs John and Mary combined, 

or 

[6,l6|c] B i g Jim outweighs John-and-Mary, 

I n the [6.l6b,c] sense o f [ 6 , l 6 a ] , i t would be mischievous t o contend t h a t 'x out­

weighs z and z* r e a l l y a t h r e e - p l a c e n r e d i c a t e , as i s 'x outweighs j and x out­

weighs z*. The verb 'outweighs' i s b i n a r y i n c o n c e p t i o n , and has e x a c t l y the same 

meaning i n [6 . l 6 b , c ] as i t does i n -"Big J i m outweighs John'. S i m i l a r l y , B i g Jim 

can j u s t balance Ms. Jones' p u p i l s ( a l l t o g e t h e r ) without any h i n t t h a t t h i s i s 

r e a l l y a s t a t e o f a f f a i r s i n which some number assigned t o B i g Jim equals the sum 

of numbers s i m i l a r l y assigned t o Ife. J o n e s ' i n d i v i d u a l p u p i l s . I t should be f u r t h e r 

appreciated t h a t t h i s type o f example—a p r e d i c a t e whose argument p l a c e or p l a c e s 

can accept p l u r a l nominals j u s t as m e a n i n g f u l l y and even t r u t h f u l l y as i t does 

s i n g u l a r o n e s — i s not a t a l l l i m i t e d t o weight, a l b e i t t o t a l l y c o n v i n c i n g ones are 

harder t o come by than one might a n t i c i p a t e . 

Two a d d i t i o n a l examples are a l s o worth c o n s i d e r i n g . I n 

[6.17a] John has misplaced h i s Liberty,Dime c o l l e c t i o n , 

[6,17b] John has misplaced h i s lAbeirty dimes. 

i t i s not e n t i r e l y c l e a r whether ' h i s L i b e r t y Dime c o l l e c t i o n ' and ' h i s L i b e r t y 
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dimes' have e x a c t l y the same p u t a t i v e r e f e r e n t even g i v e n t h a t John has no L i b e r t y 

dimes other than the ones i n h i a c o l l e c t i o n . But i f J o h n ' a - L i b e r t y - D i m e - c o l l e c t i o n 

= John's-Liberty-dimes, then c l e a r l y a prima f a c i e p l u r a l noun can have the f o r c e 

o f a s i n g u l a r nominal save f o r . s u r f a c e gramanar governing markers f o r number. 

( C o l l e c t i o n s are f l a g r a n t l y u n i t a r y i n t h e i r l i n g u i s t i c demeanor.) And f i n a l l y , 

an e s p e c i a l l y p r o v o c a t i v e example i s 

I6.l8a] The v i n d s c a t t e r e d John's papers, 

[6.18b] The wind s c a t t e r e d some of John's papers. 

By i t s e l f , [6,18a] has about the same i l l u a t r a t i v e import as [6.15a]: We judge the 

claim's t r u t h by a p p r a i s i n g how each o b j e c t a a t i s f y i n g the p l u r a l noun's embedded 

p r e d i c a t e stands t o every other i n a r e l a t i o n i m p l i c a t e d by the sentence's main 

verb phrase ( i n [6.15a] a s i m i l a r i t y o f weight, i n [6,18a] a wind-induced change 

i n s p a t i a l s e p a r a t i o n ) ; but cannot r e p l a c e the p l u r a l noun by q u a n t i f i c a t i o n over 

i t s embedded p r e d i c a t e unlesa t h i s e n t a i l s a f i n i t e upper bound on the nvuuuer o f 

objects t h a t can s a t i s f y i t . But [6.lSb] i s even more r e v e a l i n g . I t i s e v i d e n t l y 

an e x i s t e n t i a l q u a n t i f i c a t i o n — b u t over what? C e r t a i n l y not over ' i s one o f 

John's papers', as i n 'There i s a paper o f John's such t h a t the wind s c a t t e r e d i t . ' 

As a f i r s t approximation t o [6.18b] we might t r y 

[6.1^] There e x i s t s an x and a y such t h a t x and j are both papers 

o f John's and the wind s c a t t e r e d x and y . 

But t h i s i s not q u i t e r i g h t , u nless i t can be e s t a b l i s h e d t h a t ' s c a t t e r ' i a so 

conceived t h a t t h r e e o f John's papers cannot be s c a t t e r e d u n l e s s two of them a r e . 

For t h a t matter, even i f [6,l8c] d i d c o r r e c t l y .analyze [6.18b], one can s t i l l argue 

tha^t ' s c a t t e r e d and • i s best viewed as the composition o f a d e s c r i p t o r , 

' and ', i n t o the r i g h t h a n d p l a c e o f b i n a r y p r e d i c a t e ' a c a t t e r e d '. What 

the q u a n t i f i e r i n [6,18b] a s p i r e s t o range over i s a domain each e n t i t y i n which 

cou l d be deaignated i n a s u i t a b l y complete language by an e x p r e s s i o n o f form. 
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and ... and a^', where each '8^^' names one o f John's papers. How b e s t t o 

p r e d i c a t e membership I n t h a t domain i s s t i l l obscure; but i f ' i s a p o r t i o n o f 

John's papers' w i l l do the job without begging too much of the q u e s t i o n , [6.18Ji] 

can be e x p l i c a t e d as 

[6,l8d] There i s some p o r t i o n o f John's papers auch t h a t the wind s c a t t e r e d i t . 

A l t e r n a t i v e l y , ve can a v o i d u s i n g 'John's papers' n o m i n a l l y w h i l e a l s o r e t a i n i n g 

the p l u r a l idiom by c o n v e r t i n g [6.18b] t o 

[6,l8g] There are papers o f John's such t h a t the wind s c a t t e r e d them; 

but the domain of q u a n t i f i c a t i o n i n [6,1^] remains the aame as i n [6,18^]: A s a t i s ­

f i e r of 'x are papers of John's such t h a t the wind s c a t t e r e d x ' must have a p a r t i c u l a t e 

t e x t u r e d e s c r i b e d a t l e a s t r o u g h l y by the p r e d i c a t e s '__ i s / a r e a c o l l e c t i o n ' and 

' i s / a r e an aggregate'. 

These e x ^ p l e s seem reasonably c o n c l u s i v e t h a t category-iTee p l u r a l s or 

form 'the P s ' and 'a., and ... and a ' do indeed f u n c t i o n i n some co n t e x t s as 

genuine l i n g u i s t i c nominals (which of course does not vouchsafe t h e i r r e f e r e n t i a l 

s u c c e s s ) , "even w h i l e those v e r y same words i n other contextis do not f u n c t i o n t h a t 

same way and should not be viewed as the "same e x p r e s s i o n " as the former. Taking 

'the As' t o represent both forms 'Ps' and 'a^^ and ... and a^^' (note t h a t we can 

always subsume p r e d i c a t e 'x = a^ or ... or x = a ^ ' under the formalism 'x i s an A ' ) , 

l e t us p r o v i s i o n a l l y say t h a t 'the As' f t m c t i o n s c o l l e c t i v e l y when i t i s t r u l y a 

nominal and d i s t r i b u t i v e l y when i t s f u n c t i o n i s b e s t analyzed as a p r e d i c a t e under 

q u a n t i f i c a t i o n . ' " ^ When henceforth I c h a r a c t e r i z e some p l u r a l e x p r e s s i o n as being 

^^This ambiguity between c o l l e c t i v e and d i s t r i b u t i v e f u n c t i o n a l s o a p p l i e s t o 

p l u r a l expressions o f l e s s - t h a n - p e r f e c t u n i v e r s a l i t y , such as 'most As', 

'some As', 'a few As', e t c . ( C f . [6.18b].) However, these do not e v i d e n t l y 

i m p l i c a t e an ontology any d i f f e r e n t from t h a t of the ' a l l As' form. 
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a " p l u r a l noun" i n a given c o n t e x t , not j u s t as prima f a c i e s o , I i m p l y t h a t i t s 

f l i n c t i o n i n t h a t context i s c o l l e c t i v e . 

Although my p r e v i o u s l y suggested t e s t s f o r nouniness do not d i s c e r n whether 

a given occurrence o f some prima f a c i e p l u r a l noun has i n f a c t a c o l l e c t i v e r a t h e r 

than d i s t r i b u t i v e f u n c t i o n , i t -turns out t h a t t h i s can be r e v e a l e d r a t h e r e f f e c t i v e l y 

by f i n d i n g a paraphrase f o r the sentence, 'S(the A s ) ' , a t i s s u e i n which the verb 

a s s o c i a t e d w i t h 'the As' i s s i n g u l a r i z e d . I f t h i s v e r b - s i n g u l a r i z a t i o n can be 

accomplished by c o n v e r t i n g 'the As' i n t o 'each A' or 'every one of the As', 'the As' 

i s d i s t r i b u t i v e i n '2(the As)''. Whereias i f the s i n g u l a r i z a t i o n can be brought o f f 

j u s t by t r e a t i n g 'the As' as s i n g u l a r , say by hyphenation aa i n [ 6 , l 6 c ) o r — r e l u c t -

a n t l y , s i n c e t h i s i n t r o d u c e s a c a t e g o r y — b y expanding 'the As' i n t o 'the aggregate 

of A s' or 'the c o l l e c t i o n o f As' or t h e i r l i k e , then 'the As' i s c o l l e c t i v e i n 

'S(the A s ) ' . (Observe, however, t h a t w h i l e 'the aggregate o f As' and 'the c o l l e c t i o n 

of As' take s i n g u l a r v e r b s , these are c l e a r l y e q u i v a l e n t t o 'the As i n aggregate' 

and 'the As, c o l l e c t i v e l y ' , b o t h o f which are s t i l l p l u r a l and s t i l l want p l u r a l 

v e r b s . This i a p a r t i c u l a r l y s t r o n g evidence t h a t the grammar of number agreement 

has only dubious o n t o l o g i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e . ) 

For example, the prima f a c i e p l u r a l nouns i n [6.15] can r e v e a l e d (or d i s ­

ambiguated) as d i s t r i b u t i v e by r e w r i t i n g these as 

[6,12a*] Each of John and Mary l o a t h e s the o t h e r . 

[6.12b*] Each of John and Mary i s impetuous. 

[6.12c*] Each o f J i m , P e t e r , and M i c h a e l i s a t r i p l e t . 

[6.12d*] Every one o f Ms. Jones' p u p i l s i s the same age as every o t h e r . 

I t i s i l l u m i n a t i n g , however, t h a t [6.12c*] i s not what one would o r d i n a r i l y under­

stand by [6.12c] even though t h i s t u r n s out t o be a p e r f e c t l y good r e a d i n g o f i t . 

There i s no high E n g l i s h disambiguation o f [6.12c] i n i t s s t r o n g sense t h a t r e q u i r e s 

Jim et a l . to have been co-gestated; but 'Jim-and-Peter-and-Michael i s t r i p l e t s ' , 

or more simply 'They i s t r i p l e t s ' , c r i s p l y does the job by emphasizing t h a t the 



-6.58-

subject phrase l a a s i n g l e nominal. I n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r c ase, the ungrammatical 

•They i s ...• makes good idiom p r e c i s e l y because i t demarks the p l u r a l noun as 

c o l l e c t i v e . 

I n c o n t r a s t , none o f [6.13]-[6.18] can be paraphrased t o r e p l a c e t h e i r 

i n s t a n c e o f 'the As' by 'each o f the As'. But each does accept s i n g u l a r i z a t i o n of 

i t s p l u r a l noun, i f o n l y by i n s e r t i o n o f a c a t e g o r y . Thus [6.13a], t o v h l c h hyphen­

a t i o n i s i n a p p l i c a b l e , can be paraphrased as 'The aggregate o f cabbages i s more 

numerous than t h a t o f k i n g s ' . But one can a l s o rephrase t h i s s imply as 'Cabbages 

i s more numerous than k i n g s ' and hear the p l u r a l — n o u n s as s i n g u l a r c o l l e c t i v e s . . ' 

Indeed, t h a t [6,13a]'s p l u r a l verb i s d i c t a t e d by s u r f a c e grammar r a t h e r than by 

l o g i c i s d«nonstrated by i t s having e x i s t e n t i a l consequence 'Something i s more 

numerous than k i n g s ' r a t h e r than 'Some t h i n g s are more numerous than k i n g s ' . 

But now a deeper problem a r i s e s : Do a l l c o l l e c t i v e occurrences o f p l u r a l 

nouns belong to a common o n t o l o g i c a l type more r e s t r i c t i v e than ' i s / a r e an e n t i t y ' ? 

I f n o t , among what b a s i c types do they d i v i d e , and hcv do these types d i f f e r ? What 

motivates t h i s q u e s t i o n i s t h a t o f the many d e s c r i p t o r s t h a t take p l u r a l notins f o r 

arguments ( i , e , nominals o f form 'the K o f the As', i n s t a n c e d by 'the ages o f John 

and Mary', 'the f i r s t date o f John and Mary', e t c . ) , some have a s p e c i a l sense t h a t 

can be expressed as 'the K comprising the As' o r , e q u i v a l e n t l y , 'the K c o n s i s t i n g 

of the As' o r 'the K composed o f the As'. Thus from 'John and Mary', we get i n t e r 

a l i a 

The combination o f ( i . e . comprising) John and Mary, 

The group c o n s i s t i n g o f John and Mary, 

The aggregate o f ( i . e . composed of) John and Mary 

The c o l l e c t i o n comprising John and Mary, 

The herd/swarm/cluster/pack/etc. ccanprising John and Mary, 

and above a l l 

The c l a s s / s e t comprising John and Mary. 
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Are any or a l l o f these i d e n t i c a l t o one another? And which i f any are i d e n t i c a l 

simply t o John-and-Mary? 

To b e g i n , I submit t h a t i t would be b o o t l e s s t o presume t h a t when 'the As' 

occtirs c o l l e c t i v e l y , i t u s u a l l y . d i f f e r s i n r e f e r e n c e from 'the K comprising the ^ s ' 

f o r a l l f a m i l i a r 'K'. S u r e l y we have evolved these 'K'-concepts p r e c i s e l y as our 

way t o disambiguate occurrences o f p l u r a l nouns, s e r v i n g f i r s t and foremost t o 

demark them as c o l l e c t i v e r a t h e r than d i s t r i b u t i v e . Indeed, what doea i t mean t o 

say t h a t x c o n s i s t s o f ( j u s t ) â ^ and ... and a^^ u n l e s s i t be t h a t 3c i s something 

tha t can be designated by 'a^ ahd ... and a^' i n an a p p r o p r i a t e context?- ( I - c i t e — 

'a^ and ... and a^' here, r a t h e r than the l e s s d e f i n i t e 'the As', to emphasize the 

r o l e o f 'and' as a nominal c o n n e c t i v e , d i s t i n c t from i t s f t m c t i o n as s e n t e n t i a l 

c o n j u n c t i o n . The l a t t e r may w e l l be a s p e c i a l a p p l i c a t i o n o f the former.) I s h a l l 

p r o v i s i o n a l l y assume, t h e r e f o r e , t h a t whenever 'the A s ' occurs as a genuine nominal, 

i t i s e q u i v a l e n t t o 'the K comprising the As' f o r one 'K' or another, a t l e a s t t o 

the extent t h a t one should accept the l a t t e r as e x p l i c a t i o n o f the former. Any 

such c a t e g o r y - l a b e l 'K' may c o r r e s p o n d i n g l y be c a l l e d a " c o l l e c t i v e t y p e " , w h i l e 

an occurrence o f p l u r a l noun 'the As' i s o f c o l l e c t i v e type 'K' j u s t i n case i t 

can be r e p l a c e d i n t h a t context by 'the K comprising the As' (wi t h adjustments o f 

surrounding idiom as a p p r o p r i a t e ) w i t h o u t change o f r e f e r e n t . We may a l s o c o n s i d e r 

any s i n g u l a r nominal t o be o f c o l l e c t i v e type 'K' j u s t i n case i t i s o f o n t i c type 

'K', as tr u e i n p a r t i c u l a r o f 'the K comprising the As'. F i n a l l y , an e n t i t y k i s 

a " K - c o l l e c t i v e " j u s t i n case i t i s , or i n a s u i t a b l y complete language c o u l d be, 

designated by a p l u r a l noun o f c o l l e c t i v e type 'K'. 

But what d i f f e r e n c e f o r the r e f e r e n c e o f 'the K comprising t h e As' doep 

choice of 'K' make, anyway? Having r a i s e d t h i s q u e s t i o n , I can f e e l o n l y dismay 

a t the o b s c u r i t y i n which I s h a l l have t o leave i t . For many such 'K', i t seems 

i n t u i t i v e l y c l e a r t h a t t h e r e i s , or by r i g h t s ought t o be, some 'K*' i n our 

r e p e r t o i r e o f c o l l e c t i v e types such t h a t 

(Vx)(x i s a K j u s t i n case x i s a K» f o r which P(x) 
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i a t r u e f o r some p r e d i c a t e 'P'. Thus, a "herd" must comprise animals; a " c l u s t e r " 

must comprise e n t i t i e s whose d i s t a n c e s ( i n perhaps an a b s t r a c t sense o f " d i s t a n c e " ) 

from one another must be on the whole s m a l l e r than t h e i r o v e r a l l d i s t a n c e from-

s i m i l a r i n d i v i d u a l s not i n thi« c l u s t e r ; a "crowd" muat be rather numerous as w e l l 

as c l u s t e r e d , w i t h a "mob" even:;more so; an " a r r a y " must i n some sense be p a t t e r n e d ; 

and so on. Not o n l y are the c o n d i t i o n s P t h a t d i f f e r e n t i a t e c o l l e c t i v e K frMu other 

species under i t s genus K* seldom conceived oth e r than v a g u e l y , the genus too i s 

v i r t u a l l y always obscure. Prestimably, herds, c l u s t e r s , crowds, mobs, and a r r a y s 

are a l l "aggregates"; but are they a l s o groups and/or c o l l e c t i o n s and/or c l a s s e s ? 

Yet i f we are unsure, how are we t o decide? 

There may w e l l be more t o the f o r c e o f 'K' i n 'the K c o m p r i s i n g the As' than 

j u s t o p t i o n a l s p e c i a t i o n . I f context s u f f i c e s f o r a g i v e n occtirrence o f 'the As' 

t o have a tmique r e f e r e n t k, then i t s expanaion i n t o 'the K comprising the As' should 

r e f e r e i t h e r t o k or to n o t h i n g a t a l l a c c o r d i n g t o whether k has the p r o p e r t i e s 

r e q u i r e d o f a K - ^ o l l e c t i v e , But an a l t e r n a t i v e p o s s i b i l i t y i s t h a t t h i s occurrence 

of 'the As' has an ambiguity o f r e f e r e n c e t h a t i s r e s o l v e d by s e l e c t i o n o f 'K' i n 

'the K comprising the As', That i s , perhaps s e v e r a l d i f f e r e n t c o l l e c t i v e s a l l 

comprise the very same As, P l u r a l nouns do not f e e l ambiguous t o me i n t h i s way 

when I use them, but t h a t i n t u i t i o n c o u l d e a s i l y be i n e r r o r . Yet i f i t i g i n 

e r r o r , how can I l e a r n of t h i s ? F u r t h e r , i t may be r a s h t o presume t h a t f o r every 

meaningfVil choice o f 'K', the r e f e r e n t ( i f any) o f 'the K comprising the As' i s 

a l s o designated, i f o n l y ambiguously, by 'the As'. P o s s i b l y there i s such a 

d i v e r s i t y o f t h i n g s a l l composed o f the v e r y same As t h a t my o n l y r e f e r e n t i a l 

access to some o f them i s through nominals t h a t s t i p u l a t e t h e i r c o l l e c t i v e t y p e s . 

But once a g a i n , i f t h a t i s s o , how can I t o l l ? 

Xfehappily, I see no p r e s e n t way t o make headway on t h i a and r e l a t e d problems 

of c o l l e c t i v e s more c o n v i n c i n g than the murmurings o f i n t u i t i o n . I f i t were e n t i r e l y 

c l e a r f o r at l e a s t some occrirrences o f some p l u r a l notins what c o l l e c t i v e types they 

belong t o , we could a j u d i c a t e such questions s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d l y enough. But t h a t i s 
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Just not so, a t l e a s t not f o r me; I can t h i n k of rio c o l l e c t i v e type 'K' and p l u r a l 

noun 'the As' f o r which I am q u i t e c e r t a i n t h a t the As are c o l l e c t i v e l y the same 

as the K comprising the As. I suggest, however, t h a t t h i s i s i n p a r t becauae there 

i s not r e a l l y any r i g h t o r wrong t o the m a t t e r . Our c o l l e c t i v e types are nascent 

t h e o r e t i c a l c o n s t r u c t s whose d e f i n i n g t h e o r i e s have, w i t h one n o t a b l e e x c e p t i o n , 

remained so p r i m o r d i a l l y i n a r t i c u l a t e t h a t f o r a g i v e n c o l l e c t i v e type 'K', we ^ r e 

a t i l l l a r g e l y f r e e t o choose what i s or i s not t o be t r u e o f K - c o l l e c t i v e s . The 

exception i s , o f c o u r s e , c l a s s e s ( o r , almost e q u i v a l e n t l y , s e t s ) , whose governing 

g e n e r a l i t i e s have been s t i p u l a t e d i n f i n e d e t a i l - ^ m o d e r n t h e o r y * - B u t l i k e -

a l l a xiomatic mathematics, the o f f i c i a l theory says n o t h i n g about what, i f a n y t h i n g , 

i t a p p l i e s t o . Thus, w h i l e the c l a s s comprising the As i s o f cotirse a c l a s s i f i t 

e x i s t s a t a l l , s e t theory i s mute whether the As themselves are c o l l e c t i v e l y a c l a s s . 

More g e n e r a l l y , f o r any nominal 'a' t h a t i s not o f o n t i c type ' i s a c l a s s ' , the" 

only way t o judge whether a i s a c l a s s i s t o determine whether a and t h i n g s l i k e i t 

behave the way s e t theory says c l a s s e s behave-—except t h a t t h i s behavior i s d e s c r i b e d 

by s e t theory i n terms o f class-membership and c l a s s - i n c l u s i o n , both o f which are 

t h e o r e t i c a l r e l a t i o n s t h a t must be a s s i g n e d c o u n t e r p a r t s conceived o u t s i d e of s e t 

theory before we can begin t o a p p r a i s e whether a i s a t a l l c l a s s - l i k e . 

We s h a l l need t o r e c o n s i d e r aggregates more c a r e f u l l y when s e e k i n g , i n 

S e c t i o n V I I I , t o i d e n t i f y the senses i n which something can be s a i d t o be " s t j r u c t -

ured." Meanwhile, i t i s u s e f u l to make e x p l i c i t the assumption behind my t r e a t i n g 

the d e f i n i t e and i n d e f i n i t e forms o f p l u r a l nouns as o f the same c o l l e c t i v e t y p e , 

and acknowledge the seemingly-evident connection between p l u r a l nouna and c l a s s -

concepts t h a t l e a d s t o an unexpectedly worrisome consequence. 

P r i n c i p l e o f 'and'-eonnection. There i s a sense o f c o n j u n c t i o n under 

which p l u r a l nouns 'the P s ' and 'a^^ and ... and a^' are c o - r e f e r e n t i a l 

j u a t i n case the s a t i a f i e r s o f p r e d i c a t e 'P' are e x a c t l y the r e f e r e n t s o f 

one or another o f 'aj^'f.»'ajj*. Moreover (the P r i n c i p l e ' s t r a n s f i n i t e 

g e n e r a l i z a t i o n ) , i f p r e d i c a t e s 'P' and '2' have e x a c t l y the aame s a t i a f i e r s . 



-6.62-

•the Pa' i s c o - r e f e r e n t i a l w i t h 'the fis'. 

C l a s s Ontology Prospect 3, [COP-1]: I f there e x i s t s a c l a s s ^ whose 

nenbers are j u s t the s a t i s f i e r s o f p r e d i c a t e 'P', then 'the P s ' designates 

k. I n p a r t i c u l a r , i f the members o f k are J u s t a^^,...,^, k i s i d e n t i c a l 

w i t h a]^-and-..,-and-a^. 

I t i s hard t o imagine what 'and'-aggregates c o u l d p o s s i b l y be i f not c l a s s e s . 

Yet i t f o l l o w s from COP-1 and the axioms of s e t theory t h a t i n the sense of 

cbnjunctibft tywhieh class-names are generated from t h e names o f t h e i r members]^' ^ 

C o r o l l a r y . For any nominals ' a ' , 'b', and ' c ' , the r e f e r e n t s ( i f any) 

o f 'a and b and £ ' , 'a and (b and c ) ' , and '(a and b) and c ' a r e a l l 

d i a t i n c t . S i m i l a r l y , f o r any p r e d i c a t e s 'P' and ' f i ' and nominal 'a', 

'the Ps and the fis' ( i . e . '(the Ps) and (the fis)') i s not c o - r e f e r e n t i a l 

w i t h 'the (P-or - 2)s', nor i s 'the Ps and a ' w i t h 'the t h i n g s t h a t are e i t h e r 

P or are idei¥tical w i t h a', nor i s 'a and a ' w i t h 'a'. 

For otherwise, a c l a s s o f c l a s s e s would not d i f f e r from the union o f i t s members— 

a d i s t i n c t i o n which i s o f the utmost c e n t r a l i t y f o r s e t t h e o r y . I f i n d t h i s c o r o l ­

l a r y d i s t u r b i n g , not ao much i n i t s being f l a g r a n t l y c o u n t e r i n t u i t i v e as i n my 

l i n g u l s t i c i n t u i t i o n ' s f a i l u r e t o f i n d i t e v i d e n t . So f a r as I can d i s c e r n , my 

nominal connective does not come equipped w i t h grouping b r a c k e t s ; I j u s t can't 

f e e l any de re d i f f e r e n c e between Peter-and-John-and-Mary and Peter-and-(John-

and-Mary), nor between Tom-and-his-brothers and Tom-and-Dick-and-Harry g i v e n t h a t 

Tom's bro t h e r s are j u s t D i c k and H a r r y . Perhaps t h a t i s o n l y because, whenever 

need f o r c o l l e c t i v e grouping a r i s e s i n my t h i n k i n g , I t u r n immediately t o the 

vocabulary o f s e t theory i n s t e a d o f making do w i t h u n c a t e g o r i z e d p l u r a l nouns. 

Or perhaps i f I examine my use o f nominal connection c l o s e l y enough, I w i l l f i n d 

t h a t not o n l y does t h i s i n f a c t e x p l o i t g roupings, i t does so u n a v o i d a b l y , 

committing me t o the e n t a i l e d ontology r e g a r d l e s s o f my preference i n the m a t t e r . 
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But d e l i g h t e d as I w i l l be t o r e c e i v e such e v i d e n c e — v h i c h had b e t t e r be f o r t h ­

coming i f COP-1 i s t o r e t a i n i t s i n i t i a l p l a u s i b i l i t y - r - I cannot myself y e t produce 

i t . 

There are p r o p e r t y - c o n s t r u c t e d a l t e r n a t i v e s t o COP-1 t h a t may appeal t o a 

s e t - t h e o r i s t who doesn't care where h i s c l a s s e s come ft>om. Perhaps most elegant i s 

C l a s s Ontology Prospect 2 [CCP-2]: For any p r e d i c a t e 'P', 'the c l a s s o f 

a l l P s ' i s c o - r e f e r e n t i a l w i t h p l u r a l noun 'thfe p r o p e r t i e s t h a t are e x e m p l i f i e d 

by any object x j u s t i n case P ( x ) ' . More g e n e r a l l y , c l a s s k i s i d e n t i c a l 

w i t h the-properties-whose-exemplars-are-exactly-the-members-of-k. 

Since a^-and-,.,-and-a^ must be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from t h e - p r o p e r t i e s - e x e m p l i f i e d - b y -

exactly-a^^,... , a j j , COP-2 denies COP-1. Under CCP-2, the c l a s s o f a l l Ps i s a 

c o l l e c t i v e o f a l l the p r o p e r t i e s c o - e x t e n s i v e w i t h P-hood, but i s not a c l a s s o f 

p r o p e r t i e s insomuch as i t s aggregation i s by the mechanism o f p l u r a l noun. 

With a few discoutiforts, n o t a b l y , r e q u i r i n g aa t o accept a t l e a s t one 

property wherever we want a c l a s s , COP-2 p r o v i d e s a l l the ontology t h a t s e t theory 

needs f o r r e a l - w o r l d a p p l i c a t i o n s . But f o r systems t h e o r y , i t does not seem t o 

be the r i g h t ontology. Regardless o f d e t a i l s , we can a p p r e c i a t e t h a t i f "system 

s t r u c t u r e " concerns the p r o i ) e r t i e s o f complex o b j e c t s , there must f i r s t o f a l l be 

a sense i n which such o b j e c t s are compounded out o f c o n s t i t u e n t s , the f a s h i o n o f 

t h e i r compounding being a l s o an i s s u e i f more than one i s p o s s i b l e . I f the 

d i f f e r e n c e between l o c i and t h e i r a t t r i b u t e s i s fundamental f o r c a u s a l r e g u l a t i o n 

o f s i n g l e e v e n t s , w i t h systems theory seeking t o conceive o f system o b j e c t s v s . 

t h e i r h o l i s t i c p r o p e r t i e s as something l i k e t h i s elemental c o n t r a s t w r i t l a r g e , 

then system o b j e c t s had b e t t e r be l o c u s complexes having .an o n t i c c h a r a c t e r 

s i m i l a r t o t h a t of t h e i r c o n s t i t u e n t s . The K - c o l l e c t i v e comprising l o c i a^^,...,2^^ 

t h a t aeems most o n t o l o g i c a l l y s i m i l a r t o the i n d i v i d u a l a^ i s j u s t a^^-and-...-and-g^ 

i t s e l f — ^ w h i c h i s t o say t h a t i f COP-2 i a c o r r e c t t o i m p l y t h a t c l a s s e s are not the 

same as t h e i r members' aggregation by p l u r a l noun, then s e t theory i s a dubious 
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franevork ( c o n t r a r y t o my formalism i n S e c t i o n V) w i t h i n which t o develop systems 

th e o r y . 

I n s h o r t , w h i l e the ontology o f c l a s s e s remains an Important problem, 

t h a t o f the r e f e r e n t s o f p l u r a l nouns i s even more b a s i c i f the two cannot be 

equated. I wotild s t i l l hope t h a t COP-1 can be s u s t a i n e d , d e s p i t e i t s p r o b l e m a t i c 

C o r o l l a r y ; but meanwhile we must worry: 

Does 'and' have more than one sense when used as a nominal 

connective? I . e . , i s 'a^^ and ... and a^', or 'the Ps and a', 

or 'the Ps and the fis' ambiguoua? 

and 

For each sense o f 'and' ( i f more than one), i f nominals 

'»•••»'Sn' ^"^^ have r e f e r e n t s , does c o l l e c t i v e noun 

'a^^ and ... and a^' always/s«netimes/ever r e f e r ? I f o n l y 

sometimes, what determines when i t does and when i t does 

not? 

From t h e r e , we move t o a host o f more i n t r i c a t e q u e s t i o n s , s t a r t i n g v±th the 

r e l a t i o n between d e f i n i t e and i n d e f i n i t e p l u r a l nouns (e.g., i s the " P r i n c i p l e 

o f 'and'-connection" nroposed above e n t i r e l y s a t i s f a c t o r y ? ) , and moving t o 

CtMnbinatorial p r i n c i p l e s t h a t may or may not f i n d r e p r e s e n t a t i o n w i t h i n a x i o m a t i c 

set theory i f COP-1 f a i l s . But these a l l presume t h a t c o l l e c t i o n s do e x i s t . 

B e l i e v i n g otherwise i s not g e n u i n e l y an I n t e l l e c t u a l o p t i o n f o r me, anymore than 

i a an a n t i - r e f i s t stand on p r o p e r t i e s and f a c t s ; y e t they do p e r p l e x . Of a l l 

complex nominals, p l u r a l nouns seem i n t u i t i v e l y the most i n n o c u o u s — b u t why? 

I f they are r e a l l y ao o n t o l o g i c a l l y sectxre, why i s not the t r u t h o r f a l s i t y o f 

COP-1'8 C o r o l l a r y more i n t u i t i v e l y e v i d e n t t o me? 
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The ontology of aggregates i s f a r more important than i t might at f i r s t 

appear. For a good case can be made (see S e c t i o n V I I I ) t h a t v i r t u a l l y every 

commonsense nominal, p o s s i b l y e x c l u d i n g nominalized p r e d i c a t e s and sentences, 

r e f e r s t o some K - c o l l e c t i v e i f i t r e f e r s at a l l . I f s o , o r d i n a r y language i s 

e s s e n t i a l l y incapable of t r u t h unless c o l l e c t i v e s e x i s t . S p e c i f i c a l l y , no matter 

how c r e d i b l e I f i n d a given s u b j e c t / n r e d i c a t e sentence 'P(a)' c o n d i t i o n a l on the 

existence of a , the u n c o n d i t i o n a l p l a u s i b i l i t y of 'P(a) • f o r me i s attenuated by 

my s u s p e c t i n g , f o r any c o l l e c t i v e type 'K', ( i ) t h a t any r e f e r e n t of 'a' must be 

a K - c o l l e c t i v e , and ( i i ) t h a t there are no K - c o l l e c t i v e s , (Even i f I accept t h a t 

some K - c o l l e c t i v e s e x i s t , b e l i e v i n g t h a t 'a' can designate only a K - c o l l e c t i v e 

s t i l l c r i p p l e s my confidence i n ' P ( a ) ' i f I t h i n k t h a t K - c o l l e c t i v e s e x i s t only 

f r u g a l l y , e.g, t h a t there may w e l l be no K - c o l l e c t i v e comprising a ^ and ,,, and a^ 

even when each of a^,...,aj^ e x i s t s i n d i v i d u a l l y . ) C onversely, however, probably 

the strongest argument we c o u l d mount f o r the e x i s t e n c e of K - c o l l e c t i v e s would 

be t h a t we have no p r a c t i c a l way to conduct our c o g n i t i v e a f f a i r s without a c c e p t i n g 

i n p r i n c i p l e the o b j e c t i v i t y of nominals t h a t are of o n t i c type ' i s a K - c o l l e c t i v e ' , 

The e x i s t e n c e of c o l l e c t i v e s i s a l s o c l o s e l y t i e d t o "emergentism," the 

obscure but p e r e n n i a l t h e s i s t h a t some p r o p e r t i e s of wholes are not r e d u c i b l e to 

the p r o p e r t i e s of t h e i r p a r t s . P r e c i s e l y what t h a t might mean i s u n c l e a r . But 

one reading i s t h a t not every t r u e sentence about some K - c o l l e c t i v e k i s e q u i v a l e n t 

to some sentence, or set o f sentences, about the i n d i v i d u a l c o n s t i t u e n t s o f k. I f 

that i s to be d e n i e d , we must argue t h a t whenever a prima f a c i e p l u r a l noun occurs 

i n a t r u t h f u l o b j e c t i v e c o n t e x t , i t s fvmction i s r e a l l y d i s t r i b u t i v e . And t h a t i n 

t u r n i s e s s e n t i a l l y t o say t h a t prima f a c i e p l u r a l nouns are never genuine nominals, 

or a t l e a s t never o b j e c t i v e l y s u c c e s s f u l o n e s — w h i c h i s s u r e l y i n d e f e n s i b l e u n l e s s 

one r e j e c t s the e x i s t e n c e of c o l l e c t i v e s a l t o g e t h e r . Conversely, to the extent t h a t 

we give credence t o at l e a s t one sentence c o n t a i n i n g a p l u r a l noun whose f u n c t i o n 

i s i n e l i m i n a b l y c o l l e c t i v e , we p e r f o r c e grant weak emergentism. Even so , t h a t 

concession i s merely prelude t o a s t r o n g e r and much more important v e r s i o n o f 
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emergentism to be disapproved but not c o n c l u s i v e l y r e f u t e d i n S e c t i o n V I I I . 

Other part/whole i s s u e s are f a r more b a s i c than emergentism, however, 

s t a r t i n g w i t h the overlap among " p a r t s , " " c o n s t i t u e n t s , " "components," and s t i l l 

more like-minded n o t i o n s (e.g. " i n g r e d i e n t s " ) . I n l i n k i n g emergentism t o the 

o b j e c t i v i t y of p l u r a l nouns, I have a l r e a d y presumed t h a t each A i s a c o n s t i t u e n t 

of the-As, and that c o n s t i t u e n t s are p a r t s . Even so , 

Q l . Are • i s a p a r t of ' i s a c o n s t i t u e n t o f and ' i s a component 

of ' synonymous or at l e a s t co-extensive w i t h one another? I f n o t , i s 

the e x t e n s i o n of any one i n c l u d e d i n the e x t e n s i o n of another? 

0 2 . Can ' i s a p a r t of or ' i s a c o n s t i t u e n t o f ', or • i s a component 

of ' be e x p l i c i t l y d e f i n e d from p r e d i c a t e s of form ' i s the K - o o l l e c t i v e 

comprising '? For a given c o l l e c t i v e type 'K', i f k i s a K - c o l l e c t i v e 

comprising the As, i s each A a p a r t , or a c o n s t i t u e n t , or a component of k? 

0 3 . For a given c o l l e c t i v e type 'K', i f k i s the K - c o l l e c t i v e comprising the As, 

i s each i & r t , or each c o n s t i t u e n t , of k an A? 

0 4 . I f every p a r t , or every c o n s t i t u e n t , o f k i s a l s o a p a r t , or a c o n s t i t u e n t , of 

k', how i s k r e l a t e d t o k'? I n p a r t i c u l a r , i s k then " i n c l u d e d " i n k', or 

i s k a p a r t of k"? 

0 5 . I s the r e l a t i o n ' i s a p a r t o f • t r a n s i t i v e ? R e f l e x i v e ? 

Q6. DO there e x i s t e n t i t i e s t h a t have p a r t s , y e t are not K - c o l l e c t i v e s f o r any 

c o l l e c t i v e type 'K'? Are "complexes," or " s t r u c t u r e s , " examples of such? 

0 7 . For a given c o l l e c t i v e type 'K', i s a K - c o l l e c t i v e k always/sometimes/never 

such t h a t k i s the K comprising some, or a l l , o f i t s p a r t s ? 

0 8 . For a given 'K' and e n t i t i e s a^,...,a^ ( n > l ) , i s there e x a c t l y one K - c o l l e c t i v e 

comprising j u s t a^ and ... and â ?̂ I f k i s a K - c o l l e c t i v e comprising j u s t 

a, i s a i d e n t i c a l with k? 

0 9 . For a given 'K' and p r e d i c a t e s 'A' and 'B', can the K - c o l l e c t i v e comprising the 

As be i d e n t i c a l w i t h the K - c o l l e c t i v e comprising the Bs even when some A i s 

not a B? (I.Ok, does each K - c o l l e c t i v e have a unique p a r t i c u l a t i o n w i t h 

determinate c a r d i n a l i t y ? ) 



Working out answers to these questions w i l l be t o an important degree a 

matter o f how we choose to e x p l i c a t e the terms ' p a r t ' , ' c o n s t i t u e n t ' , ' i n c l u d e ' , 

e t c . , our o r d i n a r y use of which i s s e v e r e l y ambiguous o r , more p r e c i s e l y , i n c h o a t e . 

But t h a t c e r t a i n l y does not t r i v i a l i z e Q1-Q9; f o r these apply independently to 

each reading of the terms a t i s s u e . D i f f e r e n t p a t t e r n s of answers to such 

questions sharply d i s t i n g u i s h one part/whole r e l a t i o n from another, i n c l u d i n g 

p o s s i b l e d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n among fundamentally d i f f e r e n t kinds of "wholes," not 

a l l of which may be c o l l e c t i v e s ( c f . Q 6 ) . Which Q-patterns can be r e a l i z e d by 

c o n s t r u c t i o n s developed from concepts a l r e a d y b a s i c i n our n a t u r a l t h i n k i n g , 

r a t h e r than introduced de novo by a r b i t r a r y a x i o m a t i z a t i o n s t h a t have no assurrence 

of r e a l - w o r l d a p p l i c a b i l i t y , i s a fiuidamental i s s u e t h a t w i l l be our f i r s t 

concern i n S e c t i o n V I I I . I n p a r t i c u l a r , we must seek r e a l i z a t i o n s of the 

Q-pattems f o r s e t - t h e o r e t i c a l membership and c l a s s - i n c l u s i o n i f we are not t o 

remain apprehensive t h a t c l a s s e s may not r e a l l y e x i s t . 


