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metalanguage and that the latter language preserves all previous distinc-
tions, though in different formulations.

Our semantical method also helps in the clarification of the problems of
the modalities. It suggests a certain interpretation of the logical modali-
ties which supplies & suitable basis for a system of modal logic. In par-
ticular, the distinction between intensions and extensions enables us to
overcome the difficulties involved in combining modalities with quantified
variables. )

The different conceptions of other authors discussed in this book, for
instance, those of Frege, Russell, Church, and Quine, concerning semanti-
cal problems, that is, problems of meaning, extension, naming, denotation,
and the like, have sometimes been regarded as different theories so that
one of them at most could be right while all others must be false. I regard
these conceptions and my own rather as different methods, methods of
semantical analysis characterized chiefly by the concepts used. Of course,
once a method has been chosen, the question of whether or not certain re-

sults are valid on its basis is a theoretical one. But there is bhardly any
question of this kind on which I disagree with one of the other authors.
Our differences are mainly practical differences concerning the choice of
a method for semantical analysis. Methods, unlike logical statements, are
never final. For any method of semantical analysis which someone pro-

s, somebody else will find improvements, that is, changes which will
seem preferable to him and many others. This will certainly hold for the
methiod which I have proposed here, no less than for the otbers.

Let me conclude our discussions by borrowing the words with which
Russell concludes his paper.® It seems to me that his remarks, although
written more than forty years ago, still apply to the present situation
(except, perhaps, fhat instead of ‘the true theory’ I might prefer to say
‘the best method’):

“Of the many other consequences of the view I have been advocating,
I will say nothing. I will only beg the reader not to make up his mind
against the view—as he might be tempted to do, on account of its ap-
parently excessive complication—until he has attempted to construct
a theory of his own on the subject of denotation. This attempt, I believe,
will convince him that, whatever the true theory may be, it cannot have
such a simplicity as one might have expected beforehand.”

1 [Denoting], P. 493-

CARNAY

SUPPLEMENT

This Supplement consists of fi i
ists of five previously published articl
they are related to the main body of the book is indicated in mylcP:;af:Ieotz

A. EMPIRICISM, SEMANTICS, AND ONTOLOGY*
1. The Problem of Abstract Entities

Empiricists are in general rather suspicious wi i
:&st’?g entm;ls like properties, classe:: relationst,h ntlsnp:ec::;)::go:ltli‘:n:i
miists (y u:\;la y fet_zl much more in sympathy with nominalists than witl;
reaats in the medieval .s?nse). As far as possible they try to avoid a!
rofere ceil t; abstraet er.m.txes and to restrict themselves to what is loni1 d
times ;;o:v ! : non'nm.a.hstxc lz?ngu?.ge, i.e., one not containing such refe::
e av;)id themeri wx;hm certain scientific contexts it seems hardly possible
by s +In the case of mathematics, some empiricists try to find a
o gw;:.'a;:ng t.he whole of. mathematics as a mere calculus, a formal
system for vt th no'mtefpretatxon is given or can be given. Acc’ordingl
the mathem 1c11)an is said to speak not about numbers, functions an):i
e elated aces, d.ut mere!y about meaningless symbols and formﬁla; ma-
nipuatec 2 ::: mtg ;o given formal rules. In physics it is more difficult

o communical:'? e : entities, because the language of physics serves for
the comy ca]cull n X repo.rt-s and pr.edictions and hence cannot be taken
et dusl.a physxc1?t who is suspicious of abstract entities may
preted anrc){ uni::er;:eat:l:lreta ltr;xzz 1';: ftthehl'axl:guage e e,

d ; , rt which refers to real

;i;::;:; t:a:e c;)lordmates or as vah-xes of physical magnitudes,lt?f:xrt;n‘:
anyb(;dy e.l > sr: px::}l:ably he will just speak about all these things lxke’
ko 1.1thw1 an uneasy conscience, like a man who in his every-
o ot with (l:]ualms many things which are not in accord with the
igh principles l'ze professes on Sundays. Recently the probl

ract entities has arisen again in connection with semantics, pthe t;x:o:;

’

T hav d or ch: (2 the Ollnu]ﬂ ons to the effect thlt the term
e made here some min anges in f ti

“framework’’ is now used o
rk aly £ P .
o T e ly for the system of linguistic expressions, and not for the system

205



206 A. EMPIRICISM, SEMANTICS, AND ONTOLOGY
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dered system of observable things and events. Once we have accepted the
thing language with its framework for things, we can raise and answer
internal questions, e.g., ‘‘Is there a white piece of paper on my desk?”,
“Did King Arthur actually live?”’, “Are unicorns and centaurs real or
merely imaginary?”’, and the like. These questions are to be answered by
empirical investigations. Results of observations are evaluated according
to certain rules as confirming or disconfirming evidence for possible an-
swers. (This evaluation is usually carried out, of course, as a matter of
habit rather than a deliberate, rational procedure. But it is possible, in a
rational reconstruction, to lay down explicit rules for the evaluation. This
is one of the main tasks of a pure, as distinguished from a psychological,
epistemology.) The concept of reality occurring in these internal questions
is an empirical, scientific, non-metaphysical concept. To recognize some-
thing as a real thing or event means to succeed in incorporating it into the
system of things at a particular space-time position so that it fits together
with the other things recognized as real, according to the rules of the
framework. :

From these questions we must distinguish the external question of the
reality of the thing world itself. In contrast to the former questions, this
question is raised neither by the man in the street nor by scientists, but
only by philosophers. Realists give an affirmative answer, subjective ideal-
ists a negative one, and the controversy goes on for centuries without ever
being solved. And it cannot be solved because it is framed in a wrong way.
To be real in the scientific sense means to be an element of the system;
hence this concept cannot be meaningfully applied to the system itself.
Those who raise the question of the reality of the thing world itself have
perhaps in mind not a theoretical question as their formulation seems to
suggest, but rather a practical question, a matter of a practical decision
concerning the structure of our language. We have to make the choice
whether or not to accept and use the forms of expression in the framework
in question.

In the case of this particular example, there is usually no deliberate
choice because we all have accepted the thing language early in our lives
as a matter of course. Nevertheless, we may regard it as a matter of deci-
sion in this sense: we are free to choose to continue using the thing lan-
guage or not; in the latter case we could restrict ourselves to a language of
sense-data and other “phenomenal” entities, or construct an alternative
to the customary thing language with another structure, or, finally, we
could refrain from speaking. If someone decides to accept the thing lan-
guage, there is no objection against saying that he has accepted the world
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of things. But this must not be interpreted as if it meant his acceptance of
a belief in the reality of the thing world; there is no such belief or assertion
or assumption, because it is not a theoretical question. To accept the
thing world means nothing more than to accepta certain form of language,
in other words, to accept rules for forming statements and for testing, ac-
cepting, or rejecting them. The acceptance of the thing language leads, on
the basis of observations made, also to the acceptance, belief, and assertion
of certain statements. But the thesis of the reality of the thing world
cannot be among these statements, because it cannot be formulated in the
thing language or, it seems, in any other theoretical language.

The decision of accepting the thing language, although itself not of a
cognitive nature, will nevertheless usually be influenced by theoretical
knowledge, just like any other deliberate decision concerning the accept-
ance of linguistic or other rules. The purposes for which the language is
intended to be used, for instance, the purpose of commiunicating factual
knowledge, will determine which factors are relevant for the decision. The
efficiency, fruitfulness, and simplicity of the use of the thing language may
be among the decisive factors. And the questions concerning these quali-
ties are indeed of a theoretical nature. But these questions cannot be iden-
tified with the question of realism. They are not yes-no questions but
questions of degree. The thing language in the customary form works in-
deed with a high degree of efficiency for most purposes of everyday life.
This is a matter of fact, based upon the content of our experiences. How-
ever, it would be wrong to describe this situation by saying: “The fact of
the efficiency of the thing language is confirming evidence for the reality
of the thing world”’; we should rather say instead: “This fact makes it
advisable to accept the thing language”.

The system of numbers. As an example of a system which is of a logical
rather than a factual nature let us take the system of natural numbers.
The framework for this system is constructed by introducing into the lan-
guage new expressions with suitable rules: (1) numerals like “five” and
sentence forms like “there are five books on the table”; (2) the general
term “number” for the new entities, and sentence forms like “five is a
number”; (3) expressions for properties of numbers (e.g., ‘“‘odd”,
“prime”), relations (e.g., “greater than”), and functions (e.g., “plus”),
and sentence forms like “two plus three is five”; (4) numerical variables
(“m”, “n”, etc.) and quantifiers for universal sentences (“for every =,
...") and existential sentences (“‘there is an # such that . . .”) with the
customary deductive rules. i

Here again there are internal questions, e.g., “Is there a prime number
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grea.te.r tha}n a hundred?”’ Here, however, the answers are found, not b:
ebmpglcal t;1nves_tigation based on observations, but by logical ,analysi};
ased o i
B : i.:’ rlt(x)lgeisc i(;ll'ytltl:u r;ew expressions. Therefore the answers are here
What is now the nature of the philosophical question concerning th
elmstenc.e or reality of numbers? To begin with, there is the internal es.
tion which, together with the affirmative answer, can be formulated i?xut(;f .
new terms, say, by “There are numbers” or, more explicitly, “There is az
n such‘ that nisa number”. This statement follows from the ainal tic stat
ment ‘ﬁye is a number’”’ and is therefore itself analytic Moreiver it ?-
rather trivial (in contradistinction to a statement like’ “;I‘here is a ,rlin:s
m.lrr.lber greater than a million”, which is likewise analytic but farpfr :
trivial), because it does not say more than that the new system is OH:
e-mpty; but this is immediately seen from the rule which sta.te}; that nz
like “five’’ are substitutable for the new variables. Therefore nobodworhS
n.xeant the question “Are there numbers?”’ in the internal sense {vleg
exthe:: assert or even seriously consider a negative answer. This makes it
pla'xusxble to assume that those philosophers who treat the question of thl
existence of numbers as a serious philosophical problem and offer lengthe
'argumex.lts on either side, do not have in mind the internal question Anc{
indeed, if we were to ask them: “Do you mean the question as to wixethe;
the framework of numbers, if we were to accept it, would be found to b
e-mpty or not?”, they would probably reply: “Not at all; we mean a ;
tion 1.m'or to the acceptance of the new framework”. T’hey might tquets;
explain what they mean by saying that it is a question of the ontolory'cal
status of numbers; the question whether or not numbers have a ceft1 i
metaphysical characteristic called reality (but a kind of ideal realit :lfn
ferex}t from the material reality of the thing world) or subsistence or Z';atl :
of “u.zdependent entities”. Unfortunately, these philosophers have so fus
not given a formulation of their question in terms of the common scientizr
!ang_uz.a.ge. Therefore our judgment must be that they have not succeedec(;
in giving to the external question and to the possible answers any cognitiv
cont'ent.. Unl.ess and until they supply a clear cognitive interpretatigor:l w:
are Justxf:led in our suspicion that their question is a pseudo-question gh t
is, one disguised in the form of a theoretical question while in fact’ 'ta:
non-th?oretical; in the present case it is the practical problem whethelr cl:s
nczt to incorporate into the language the new linguistic forms which :
stitute the framework of numbers. R
The system of propositions. New variables, “p”, “g”, etc., are introduced

1

with a rule to the effect that any (declarative) sentence may be substituted
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for a variable of this kind; this includes, in addition to'the setftences ?f the
original thing language, also all general sentences with variables o a:;y
kind which may have been introduced into tl_xe la.ngua.ge.. 'Fuf,ther, be
general term “proposition” is introduced. “p is a proposm?nld.may 1e
.defined by “p or not p” (or by any other sentence forr‘x‘l yielding on y
analytic sentences). Therefore, every se?tence of the form “. . . isa p;olziz-
sition”’ (where any sentence may stand in the place of the dots) is analytic.

This holds, for example, for the sentence:

(a) “Chicago is large is a proposition”. . '

(We disregard here the fact that the rules. of English grammar req.uxre
not a sentence but a that-clause as the sub)ecii of a.notl'xer ser.xtzxce, ac-
cordingly, instead of () we should have: to say “That Chicago is rgeisa
proposition”.) Predicates may be admitted whose ar'gument expressions
are sentences; these predicates may be either extensional (e.g.. , the ci;xk&
tomary truth-functional connectives) or not (e.g., modal predicates like

“possible”, “necessary”, etc.). With the help of the new variables, general

sentences may be formed, e.g.,

(b) “For every p, either p or not-p”. .

(c) “There is a p such that is not necessary and not-p is not neces-
sary”. . o

(d) “There is a p such that pisa propo.smon . .

(c) and (d) are internal assertions of existence. The s.taten.ient here
are propositions” may be meant in the sen§e.0f (d); in this case it is
analytic (since it follows from (a)) and even t.nvw.l. 1f, h?v;vever, the state-
ment is meant in an external sense, then it is non-cognitive.

It is important to notice that the system of r}lles for the linguistul:l:x-
pressions of the propositional framework (of wl.nch only a few rule? ve
here been briefly indicated) is sufficient for the introduction of .tl.xe rame-
work. Any further explanations as to the nature of the pr‘oposxt::m’? gs’ ,
the elements of the system indicated, the va:lues of the variables “p”, 3}, ,
etc.) are theoretically unnecessary because, if correct, the).' follow frlc:m e
rules. For example, are propositions mental events (as in Russe:hs tl?e-
ory)? A look at the rules shows us that they :,re not, because o el;wtxie
existential statements would be of the form g .If the mental s?ate ol c;
person in question fulfils such and such conditions, thel'l .there isa p su
that . . .”. The fact that no references to mental condmon§ occur in ex-

istential statements (like (¢), (d), etc.) shows._ that lfrop_osm.on.s a.re.n'ot
mental entities. Further, a statement of the existence of linguistic entities
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(e.g., expressions, classes of expressions, etc.) must contain a reference to a
language. The fact that no such reference occurs in the existential state-
ments here, shows that propositions are not linguistic entities. The fact
that in these statements no reference to a subject (an observer or knower)
occurs (nothing like: “There is a $ which is necessary for Mr. X”’), shows
that the propositions (and their properties, like necessity, etc.) are not
subjective. Although characterizations of these or similar kinds are,
strictly speaking, unnecessary, they may nevertheless be practically use-
ful. If they are given, they should be understood, not as ingredient parts of
the system, but merely as marginal notes with the purpose of supplying to
the reader helpful hints or convenient pictorial associations which may
make his learning of the use of the expressions easier than the bare system
of the rules would do. Such a characterization is analogous to an extra-
systematic explanation which a physicist sometimes gives to the beginner.
He might, for example, tell him to imagine the atoms of a gas as small balls
rushing around with great speed, or the electromagnetic field and its oscil-
lations as quasi-elastic tensions and vibrations in an ether. In fact, how-
ever, all that can accurately be said about atoms or the field is implicitly
contained in the physical laws of the theories in question.?

The system of thing properties. The thing language contains words like
“red”, “hard”, “stone”, “house”, etc., which are used for describing what
things are like. Now we may introduce new variables, say “f”, “g” etc.,
for which those words are substitutable and furthermore the general term
“property”. New rules are laid down which admit sentences like “Red js a
property”, “Red is a color”, “These two pieces of paper have at least one

: In my book M. ga.m'ng and Necessity (Chicago, 1947) I have developed a semantical method
which takes propositions as entities designated by sentences (more specifically, as intensions of
sentences). In order to facilitate the understanding of the systematic development, I added
some informal, extra-systematic explanations concerning the nature of propositions. I said that
the term “proposition” “is used neither for a linguistic expression nor for a subjective, mental
occurrence, but rather for something objective that may or may not be exemplified in nature.
- .. We apply the term ‘proposition’ to any entities of a certain logical type, namely, those
that may be expressed by (declarative) sentences in a language” (p. 27). After some more
detailed discussions concerning the relation between Propositions and facts, and the nature of
false propositions, I added: “It has been the Ppurpose of the preceding remarks to facilitate the
understanding of our conception of propositions. If, however, a reader should find these ex-
planations more puzzling than clarifying, or even unacceptable, he may disregard them®
(p. 31). (that is, disregard these extra-systematic explanations, not the whole theory of the
propositions as intensions of sentences, as one reviewer understood). In spite of this warning,
it seems that some of those readers who were puzzled by the explanations, did not disregard
‘them but thought that by raising objections against them they could refute the theory. This
is analogous to the procedure of some laymen who by (correctly) criticizing the ether picture
or other visualizations of physical theories, ought they had refuted those theorjes. Perhaps
the discussions in the present paper will help in clarifying the role of the system of linguistic

rules for the introduction of a framework for entities on the one hand, and that of extra-
systematic explanations concerning the nature of the entities on the other.
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color in common” (i.e., “There is an f such th.at fisa colo.r,_ and . ..”).
The last sentence is an internal assertion. It is f’f an e.mpmcal, factual
nature. However, the external statement, the phxl?sophxcal sta:tement Qf
the reality of properties—a special case of the thesis of the reality of uni-
versals—is devoid of cognitive content. o

The systems of integers and rational numbers. Into a language contal.m.ng
the framework of natural numbers we may introduce first the (positive
and negative) integers as relations among natural 'm.xmbers a.r_xd then Fhe
rational numbers as relations among integers. This involves introducing
new types of variables, expressions substitutable for them, and the general
terms “‘integer’’ and “rational number”. .

The system of real numbers. On the basis of the 1:a.t10f1a1 numbers, the
real numbers may be introduced as classes of a special kind (segmf:nts) of
rational numbers (according to the method t%eveloped by Dedel.;md and
Frege). Here again a new type of variables is mtroduced‘,‘ expressions ?,ub-
stitutable for them (e.g., “v/2”), and the general term real number”.

The spatio-temporal coordinate system for physics. The new entities are
the space-time points. Each is an ordered quadr?ple of four real numbers,
called its coordinates, consisting of three spatial and‘ one tem.porg,l co-
ordinates. The physical state of a spatio-tempo'ral point or :egu":,n is de-
scribed either with the help of qualitative prec‘hcates (e.g., “hot”) or by
ascribing numbers as values of a physical magnitude .(e.g., mass, tempera-
ture, and the like). The step from the system .of thm‘gs (whth does not
contain space-time points but only extended ob;ects: with spatial .and t?m-
poral relations between them) to the physical coordinate sy§tem isagaina
matter of decision. Our choice of certain features, ?‘lthough.xtself not theo-
retical, is suggested by theoretical knowledge, either lcfgxcal or factual.
For example, the choice of real numbers rather than rational numbe.rs or
integers as coordinates is not much inﬂuenced. by t.he fa:c.ts of experience
but mainly due to considerations of mathematxc'al suflphuty. The _restnc-
tion to rational coordinates would not be in conflict with any e?cpenme.zntal
knowledge we have, because the result of any mea}surement isa ratlofxal
number. However, it would prevent the use of ordfnary geometl:y (vs{hlch
says, e.g., that the diagonal of a square with the side 1 has the irrational
value v/2) and thus lead to great complications. On the _other ?and, the
decision to use three rather than two or four spatial coordinates is strong-
ly suggested, but still not forced upon us, by the r.efult ?f common obser-
vations. If certain events allegedly observed in spiritualistic séances, e.g.,
a ball moving out of a sealed box, were confirméfl beyond any reasonable
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doubt, it might seem advisable to use four spatial coordinates. Internal
questions are here, in general, empirical questions to be answered by em-
pirical investigations. On the other hand, the external questions of the
reality of physical space and physical time are pseudo-questions. A ques-
tion like ““Are there (really) space-time points?”’ is ambiguous. It may be
meant as an internal question; then the affirmative answer is, of course,
analytic and trivial. Or it may be meant in the external sense: “Shall we
introduce such and such forms into our language?”’; in this case it isnot a
theoretical but a practical question, a matter of decision rather than asser-
tion, and hence the proposed formulation would be misleading. Or finally,
it may be meant in the following sense: “Are our experiences such that the
use of the linguistic forms in question will be expedient and fruitful?”
This is a theoretical question of a factual, empirical nature. But it con-
cerns a matter of degree; therefore a formulation in the form ‘‘real or not?”’
would be inadequate.

3. What Does Acceptance of a Kind of Entities Mean?

Let us now summarize the essential characteristics of situations involv-
ing the introduction of a new kind of entities, characteristics which are
common to the various examples outlined above.

The acceptance of a new kind of entities is represented in the language
by the introduction of a framework of new forms of expressions to be used
according to a new set of rules. There may be new names for particular
entities of the kind in question; but some such names may already occur in
the language before the introduction of the new framework. (Thus, for
example, the thing language contains certainly words of the type of “blue”
and “house’’ before the framework of properties is introduced; and it may
contain words like “ten” in sentences of the form “I have ten fingers”
before the framework of numbers is introduced.) The latter fact shows
that the occurrence of constants of the type in question—regarded as
names of entities of the new kind after the new framework is introduced—
is not a sure sign of the acceptance of the new kind of entities. Therefore
the introduction of such constants is not to be regarded as an essential step
in the introduction of the framework. The two essential steps are rather
the following. First, the introduction of a general term, a predicate of

higher level, for the new kind of entities, permitting us to say of any par-
ticular entity that it belongs to this kind (e.g., “Red is a property”, “Five
is a number’’). Second, the introduction of variables of the new type. The
new entities are values of these variables; the constants (and the closed
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compound expressions, if any) are substitutable f?r the varia.blef.f With
the help of the variables, general sentences concerning the new entities can
be formulated. o '

After the new forms are introduced into the language, it is possible to
formulate with their help internal questions and possiblle answers to them.
A question of this kind may be either empirical or logical; accordingly a
true answer is either factually true or analytic.

From the internal questions we must clearly distinguish exterfxal ques-
tions, i.e., philosophical questions concerning the existence or reality f’f tht;
total system of the new entities. Many philosophers re.ga.rd a question o
this kind as an ontological question which must be raised a.nd answe.red
before the introduction of the new language form.s. The latter mtrod}lctu?n,
they believe, is legitimate only if it can be justlﬁed_ by an ont‘ologlcal in-
sight supplying an affirmative answer to the que:stlon of rfaa.hty. In con-
trast to this view, we take the position that the u'xtro.ductl-on of the new
ways of speaking does not need any theoretical. justification because it
does not imply any assertion of reality. We may stxl-l speak (and havt.a done
50) of “the acceptance of the new entities” since this form of speech is cus-
tomary; but one must keep in mind that this phrase does r.lot mean for us
anything more than acceptance of the new framework, i.e., of' the new
linguistic forms. Above all, it must not be interpreted as r(:,’ferrmg tf’ an
assumption, belief, or assertion of “the reality of the entities”. There is no
such assertion. An alleged statement of the reality of the system of entities
is a pseudo-statement without cognitive content. To b.e sure, we have t.o
face at this point an important question; butitisa practical, nota theore.tx-
cal question; it is the question of whether or not to ac.cept .the new lin-
guistic forms. The acceptance cannot be judged as being ext}:er true or
false because it is not an assertion. It can only be judged as being more or
less expedient, fruitful, conducive to the aim f{)r w'hich the langf,u?,ge is

intended. Judgments of this kind supply the motivation for the decision of
accepting or rejecting the kind of entities.4

Thus it is clear that the acceptance of a linguistic framework mus_t not
be regarded as implying a metaphysical doctrine concerning the reality of
the entities in question. It seems to me due toa neglect of this important

i i i jon of variables as
3 W. V. Quine was the first to recognize the importance 9i the introduction o :
indicating ge acceptance of entities. “The ontology to yvhxch on?’s use of language colmn_nt;
him comprises simply the objects that he treats as i?.llmg' . .. within ?he range of values of
his variables” ([Notes], p. 118; compare also his [Designation] and [Universals]).

4 For a closely related point of view on these questidhs see the detailed discussions in Her-
bert Feigl, “Existential Hypotheses”, Philosophy of Science, x7 (1950), 35~62.
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distinction that some contemporary nominalists label the admission of
variables of abstract types as “Platonism” .5 This is, to say the least, an
extremely misleading terminology. It leads to the absurd consequence,
that the position of everybody who accepts the language of physics with
its real number variables (as a language of communication, not merely asa
calculus) would be called Platonistic, even if he is a strict empiricist who
rejects Platonic metaphysics.

A brief historical remark may- here be inserted. The non-cognitive char-
acter of the questions which we have called here external questions was
recognized and emphasized already by the Vienna Circle under the leader-
ship of Moritz Schlick, the group from which the movement of logical
empiricism originated. Influenced by ideas of Ludwig Wittgenstein, the
Circle rejected both the thesis of the reality of the external world and the
thesis of its irreality as pseudo-statements;® the same was the case for both

" the thesis of the reality of universals (abstract entities, in our present ter-
minology) and the nominalistic thesis that they are not real and that their
alleged names are not names of anything but merely flatus vocis. (It is
obvious that the apparent negation of a pseudo-statement must also be a
pseudo-statement.) It is therefore not correct to classify the members of
the Vienna Circle as nominalists, as is sometimes done. However, if we
look at the basic anti-metaphysical and pro-scientific attitude of most
nominalists (and the same holds for many materialists and realists in the
modern sense), disregarding their occasional pseudo-theoretical formula-
tions, then it is, of course, true to say that the Vienna Circle was much
closer to those philosophers than to their opponents.

s Paul Bernays, “Sur le platonisme dans les mathématiques” (L’Emnseignement maih., 34
(x935), 52-69). W. V. Quine, see previous footnote and a recent paper [What]. Quine does not
acknowledge the distinction which I emphasize above, because according to his general con-
ception there are no sharp boundary lines between logical and factual truth, between ques-
tions of meaning and questions of fact, between the acceptance of a language structure and
the acceptance of an assertion formulated in the language. This conception, which seems to
deviate considerably from customary ways of thinking, will be explained in his article [Se-
mantics]. When Quine in the article [What] classifies my logicistic conception of mathematics
(derived from Frege and Russell) as “platonic realism” (p. 33), this is meant (according to
a personal communication from him) not as ascribing to me agreement with Plato’s meta-
physical doctrine of universals, but merely as referring to the fact that I accept a language of
mathematics containing variables of higher levels. With respect to the basic attitude to take
in choosing a language form (an “ontology” in Quine’s terminology, which seems to me mis-
leading), there appears now to be agreement between us: “the obvious counsel is tolerance
and an experimental spirit” ([What], p. 38).

$ See Carnap, Scheinprobleme in der Philosophie; das Fremdpsychische und der Realismus-
streit, Berlin, 1928. Moritz Schlick, Positivismus und Realismus, reprinted in Gesammelle
Aufsitze, Wien, 1938.
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are not names. While “Fido” is a name, expressions like ‘“‘red”, ‘‘five”’,
etc., are said not to be names, not to designate anything.

Our previous discussion concerning the acceptance of frameworks en-
ables us now to clarify the situation with respect to abstract entities as
designata. Let us take as an example the statement:

(a) “ ‘Five’ designates a number”’.

The formulation of this statement presupposes that our language L con-
tains the forms of expressions which we have called the framework of -
numbers, in particular, numerical variables and the general term “num-
ber”. If L contains these forms, the following is an analytic statement in
L:

- (b) “Five is a number”.

Further, to make the statement (a) possible, L must contain an expres-
- sion like ‘“‘designates” or ‘‘is a name of”’ for the semantical relation of
designation. If suitable rules for this term are laid down, the following is
likewise analytic:
(¢) “ ‘Five’ designates five”.

(Generally speaking, any expression of the form “ ¢. . .’ designates . . .”
is an analytic statement provided the term ““...” is a constant in an ac-
cepted framework. If the latter condition is not fulfilled, the expression is
not a statement.) Since () follows from (¢) and (3), (a) is likewise analytic.

Thus it is clear that #f someone accepts the framework of numbers, then
he must acknowledge (c) and (b) and hence (@) as true statements. Gen-
erally speaking, if someone accepts a framework for a certain kind of en-
tities, then he is bound to admit the entities as possible designata. Thus
the question of the admissibility of entities of a certain type or of abstract
entities in general as designata is reduced to the question of the acceptabil-

ity of the linguistic framework for those entities. Both the nominalistic
critics, who refuse the status of designators or names to expressions like
“red”, “five”, etc., because they deny the existence of abstract-entities,
and the skeptics, who express doubts concerning the existence and demand
evidence for it, treat the question of existence as a theoretical question.
They do, of course, not mean the internal question; the affirmative answer
to this question is analytic and trivial and too obvious for doubt or denial,
as we have seen. Their doubts refer rather to the system of entities itself;
hence they mean the external question. They believe that only after mak-
ing sure that there really is a system of entities of the kind in question are
we justified in accepting the framework by incorporating the linguistic
forms into our language. However, we have seen that the external question
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troversy concerning the external question of the ontological reality of the
system of numbers continues. Suppose that one philosopher says: “I be-
lieve that there are numbers as real entities. This gives me the right to use
the linguistic forms of the numerical framework and to make semantical
statements about numbers as designata of numerals’”. His nominalistic
opponent replies: “You are wrong; there are no numbers. The numerals
may still be used as meaningful expressions. But they are not names, thefe
are no entities designated by them. Therefore the word “number” and
numerical variables must not be used (unless a way were found to intro-
duce them as merely abbreviating devices, a way of translating them into
the nominalistic thing language).” I cannot think of any possible evidence
that would be regarded as relevant by both philosophers, and therefore, if
actually found, would decide the controversy or at least make one of the
opposite theses more probable than the other. (To construe the numbers as
classes or properties of the second level, according to the Frege-Russell
method, does, of course, not solve the controversy, because the first
philosopher would affirm and the second deny the existence of the system
of classes or properties of the second level.) Therefore I feel compelled to
regard the external question as a pseudo-question, until both parties to the
controversy offer a common interpretation of the question as a cognitive
question; this would involve an indication of possible evidence regarded as
relevant by both sides.

There is a particular kind of misinterpretation of the acceptance of ab-
stract entities in various fields of science and in semantics, that needs to be
cleared up. Certain early British empiricists (e.g., Berkeley and Hume)
denied the existence of abstract entities on the ground that immediate
experience presents us only with particulars, not with universals, e.g., with
this red patch, but not with Redness or Color-in-General; with this scalene
triangle, but not with Scalene Triangularity or Triangularity-in-General.
Only entities belonging to a type of which examples were to be found with-
in immediate experience could be accepted as ultimate constituents of re-
ality. Thus, according to this way of thinking, the existence of abstract
entities could be asserted only if one could show either that some abstract
entities fall within the given, or that abstract entities can be defined in
terms of the types of entity which are given. Since these empiricists found

no abstract entities within the realm of sense-data, they either denied
their existence, or else made a futile attempt to define universals in terms
of particulars. Some contemporary philosophers, especially English phi-
losophers following Bertrand Russell, think in basically similar terms.
They emphasize a distinction between the data (that which is immediately
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given in consciousness, €.g., sense-data, immediately past experiences,

etc.) and the constructs based on the data. Existence or reality is ascribed

only to the data; the constructs are not real entities; the corresponding

linguistic expressions are merely ways of speech not actually designating

anything (reminiscent of the nominalists’ flatus vocis). We shal Inot criti-

cize here this general conception. (As far as it is a principle of accepting
certain entities and not accepting others, leaving aside any ontological,

phenomenalistic and nominalistic pseudo-statements, there cannot be any
theoretical objection to it.) But if this conception leads to the view that
other philosophers or scientists who accept abstract entities thereby assert
or imply their occurrence as immediate data, then such a view must be
rejected as a misinterpretation. References to space-time points, the elec-
tromagnetic field, or electrons in physics, to real or complex numbers and
their functions in mathematics, to the excitatory potential or unconscious
complexes in psychology, to an inflationary trend in economics, and the
like, do not imply the assertion that entities of these kinds occur as im-
mediate data. And the same holds for references to abstract entities as
designata in semantics. Some of the criticisms by English philosophers
against such references give the impression that, probably due to the mis-
interpretation just indicated, they accuse the semanticist not so much of
bad metaphysics (as some nominalists would do) but of bad psychology.
The fact that they regard a semantical method involving abstract entities
pot merely as doubtful and perhaps wrong, but as manifestly absurd,

preposterous and grotesque, and that they show a deep horror and in-

dignation against this method, is perhaps to be explained by a misinter-
pretation of the kind described. In fact, of course, the semanticist does not
in the least assert or imply that the abstract entities to which he refers can
be experienced as immediately given either by sensation or by a kind of
rational intuition. An assertion of this kind would indeed be very dubious
psychology. The psychological question as to which kinds of entities do
and which do not occur as immediate data is entirely irrelevant for seman-
tics, just as it is for physics, mathematics, economics, etc., with respect to
the examples mentioned above.?

. Conclusion Y

For those who want to develop or use semantical methods, the decisive
question is not the alleged ontological question of the existence of abstract
entities but rather the question whether the use of abstract linguistic

* Wilfrid Sellars (“Acquaintance and Description Again”, in Journal of Philos., 46 (1049),
496-504; see pp. 502 £.) analyzes clearly the roots of the mistake “of taking the designation
relation of semantic theory to be a reconstruction of being present fo an experience”’.
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forms or, in technical terms, the use of variables beyond those for things
(or phepomenal data), is expedient and fruitful for the purposes for which
Sf:mantlca.l analyses are made, viz. the analysis, interpretation, clarifica-
tlon,.or construction of languages of communication, especially languages
of science. This question is here neither decided nor even discussed. It is
no? a question simply of yes or no, but a matter of degree. Among those
ph.xlosophers who have carried out semantical analyses and thought about
suitable tools for this work, beginning with Plato and Aristotle and, in a
more technical way on the basis of modemn logic, with C. S. Peirce and
Frege, a great majority accepted abstract entities. This does, of course,
not prove the case. After all, semantics in the technical sense is still in the
initial phases of its development, and we must be prepared for possible
funfiamental changes in methods. Let us therefore admit that the nomi-
“nalistic critics may possibly be right. But if so, they will have to offer
better arguments than they have so far. Appeal to ontological insight will
not carry much weight. The critics will have to show that it is possible to
construct a semantical method which avoids all references to abstract
entities and achieves by simpler means essentially the same results as the
other methods.

The acceptance or rejection of abstract linguistic forms, just as the ac-
ceptance or rejection of any other linguistic forms in any branch of science,
will finally be decided by their efficiency as instruments, the ratio of the
results achieved to the amount and complexity of the efforts required.
fI‘o decree dogmatic prohibitions of certain linguistic forms instead of test-
ing them by their success or failure in practical use, is worse than futile;
it is positively harmful because it may obstruct scientific progress. The
histim"y of science shows examples of such prohibitions based on prejudices
deriving from religious, mythological, metaphysical, or other irrational
sources, which slowed up the developments for shorter or longer periods of
time. Let us learn from the lessons of history. Let us grant to those who
work in any special field of investigation the freedom to use any form of
expression which seems useful to them; the work in the field will sooner or
later lead to the elimination of those forms which have no useful function.
Let us be cautious in making assertions and critical in examining them, but
tolerant in permitling linguistic forms. ’




