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- These lecturcs will take up questions left over

by “Neming and Neceesity" (Sementics of Netural Lanzuszses,. &
ed. Davidson & Haruwan; henceclorth, Wii). Those earlier lectures e
did not discuss mnamres thet lack reference. These include tne ?jé
names of ficticnal characters, and, for example, VYulcan, the PRk
name given to 2 supposed plenet which, like Neptune, Wwas inferred &

from cerhbain delicate
it turned out tka® Vulcan does not exist, and the perturbations

are explained by the speciaol theory of relativity.

Mill maintained that names have denotation and
no conunotaticn. This position, which is advocated in BN,
is tke onrosite of tine doctrine of Yrege and Russell, that
the ceening of nsmes is given by assoclzted (definite) '
deseriptions. It 1ig neld that nanes denote &n a way
different from Gefinitirm -descriptions.

One strong argunent against Mill's theory, and the
theory of NN, arises from empty namcs. Ve ¢o want to say
that Vulcan does not exist, but on Mill's theory it seems
thas we cennot Go this. For if the nawe -has no denotation

(as is the case with Vulecan) and no connotation, it has

no'mezning"at all. /e aiso want to ask whether Moses :

really did exist. This T00 geems ijexplicable on . the lMillian
. . 7-,‘&'. .

theoxry. -
. b . ‘
Frege and Ruesell held that®existence is a second order
p concept. \There are purple cow3, Yhere are rich Americans: these
J,' seniences 2Pply existence 10 concepts, and the fcrm of the sentencs:
1974 is, "sucih & such a concep?t is jnstantiated.®) I%u 1s nongense,

f¢f§é~on this view, to apply existence to particulara.
i , . N . oh
\¢WJF:. Russell's essay on logical atomism is quoted here. |
et Russell held that the only possible answver to the
igt 7" is, vZverything.” Hence

sgquestion, wWhich things eXxi
4o particulars, would have to-be a triviel

"7l existence, @S epplying %
\;lpropcrty. Tut assertions of existence’are in general non-trivizal,
| so ve cught notﬁtolngy%y’existence t6 particuiars, but atterpt
.a differcnt ana>ysSlise.

Frege & Russell argue that every name is defined by
. some descripticn, as in, Napoleon = the lcGer of Waterles. Se¢
{0 ask if MNavoleon did exist is tc ack 1f vthe losexr of vaterloo" .
is instanticted, vitiquely . Tishop Yhateley did in fact raise thisa
very questicn about Napolecii. - N

erturtations in the solar system. In fect, 1
X
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- of descriptions given oi questicnable personage are in fact:

- ER® 22

What do we meon when ve read a.work, .such that we
do not ¥now whether it is fiction, legend, or truth ? On the
Fregc~Rucsell  view we want tc know whether the majority:

true of one person. } " . :
Vittgenstein on Koses 1s quoted here (as in NN);

One is supposed to mearn by loses, that person, !
if any, of whor most of the things that the Bible seys about
Moseés are in fact true. . "

In NN reference is made to the essential function
of naming. A proper nawe, according to NN, is a rigid
designator vhicn refers to one actual pan in the reel world.
lames contrast with definite descrivtions, Consider
“the man who corrupted Hadleyburg." If there is such a man,
it stil). might have been the case that someone else
filled the same role as Hadleyburg's unique corrupter. On the
other hand (a2ccordirg to Iili) noone else could have been
lioses. One of the arguments in support of thiz view is
that even in & cuse of gross misdescription of scme object
in the distant past -- Jonah, Ejm say -- we may sinrly
not have eny true descitption cf the man 2t 211, and yet we use
the word Jonah to refer to a particular figure. -

The contrast between Russell and Mill is in certain

* respects risleading, for Russell Cid agree with }ill about

(logically) proper names. It wss cnly ordinaxry ncnes thet,

in Russell's orinion, do not have referenfe or denototion

as their sole function. But there éo exist real nanmes.

lhey have to nawe cbjects that are independent of, not subject
to, Cartesian doubt, as to their erxistence. Russell did think

we. could find such objects. e best candidates are my own '
immediete sense perpgcertions. If I see a yellow spot cr

a red paich, I cannot doubts i'te existemce as sense-datum.
Descartes did not doubt the existence of sense data (and so by
definition!these are immunc from Cartesian doubt).

. i ,
In the Tractatus Wittgensteln elso hzd a class of what

he celled cbjects icr nis uaues. There azre the fuflyiture of all

rossible worlds. The objects zre not things like pieces of,

chalk, for they might not have existed. Wiitgenstein's objects)

are in £l) possible worlds. This is in part a consequence

of the analyziz ovf 2xistence as & second pider copcept:

ve ccnnct 28K of en object given by a name, whether it exists.

This question is ruled out of order, bty making the objects occur

in all possible worlds, so they do not"exist contingently.”

Some people say that Wittgenstein's objects are

" Russellian sense data. But there is no worse candidate. My

sense data are just about the most precarious items there are
in the world. Had I not come into this room tonight, or had I
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come in wearing a blindfold, my sense data would have been diﬁ&erent.

Russell's proper names are picked out by a criterion
of certainty, Wittgenstein's criterion is logical or metaphysical.

- It is very unlikely that anything can satisfy both criteria, -

] Ada M
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and even then, presumably, only if you keep your head very still!

r”

Let us suppose that Russell is right about proper names.
Even so, logically proper naumes could occur in a fictional
discourse. Russell himself wroie fiction. Suppose
he wrote a story in which a certain (imaginary) sensory
impression, a yellow speck, is called }Mathilda. Now if in
Tact there is no yellow speck in his sensory field, Mathilda
does not, did not, exist. Mathilda contrasts with
Aloysius, the name I give to my impression
of the clock in the back of this room. Aloysius does exist.

We can make this contrast just as we can say that Napoleon
existed byl Dracula didn't.

Russell claimed that a'logically propexr name
had to denote something: thzt is of its very essence. But here

we see that logically proper names can be used in fictions,
not denoting anything real.
1 .

' Al We should perhaps says that lMathilda is a rretended
neme, used as if it were a name. VWe cannot make the nove,
claiming that Mathilda is o concealed definite description,
for Mathilda £ the unique yellow thing speck in front of me.

For when Itussell was writing his story, there might well have been.

& real unigue y2llow speck in front if him, but it is not
that yellow speck that he meant by the fictional Mathilda.

"Mathilda does not exist" Could this mean just that
there is no object that I call Matailda 7 No, because . °
there may mmp well be & real object that.I call Mathilda (a cat,
say) but that is not the liathilda in my story.

3
Could we specify Mathilda as "the very one mentioned
in this very story" ? That lcads at once into the perild
of self-referencé and is best dropped.

Fiction vwas supposed to present a problesm for the
Millian theory, that names cnly have denotation. For in fiction
the names do not in fact denote anything. However this '
ergument is shown, by the above considerations, to be worthless.
Fiction presents no problai for any pbint ol viewe. Let a theoxy
be given, such that no name can T2il ¢ denote (as in Russell,
with name = logically proper name). Then it will be part of
the pretence of the fiction that *he natrator stands in the correct
relation to a definite object, and that the appropriate conditions
for naming have been wet. It does not matier here wnat
the "appropriate conditions" are —- they can be Kripke's

history that begins with a baptisn, or it can be Russell's va?ant—
ance. .
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1t is no good inventing & special senantlic ‘
character for names that do not denote anything, end naues U
that G0« Ec8ey W€ can't tell, just by looking &t sentences E
about lloses, in which categoTy lioses fals. We must Lo
abandon *the prejudice'that if we understand a piece of 'Wg
discourse, Ye will be able 10 271 all its senantifdc features B
just by WMMSMN&V e Fenfinca : .
What about Sherlock Holmes 72 1f this is a pretnnd
name, it is part of the pretance of the.story that one is .
saying of a man that he is fat, when one says, " S H is fat."
In fact, the story expresses no proposition by these words, - .
although it does pretend 1o. Note that foi Russell, - 1
ng § is happy" does exipress & false PO osition. -, - - i
pey “ PTOROS e po el Ty 9 hwes

Thus there is no gpecial provlemfebout the o
reference of fictional namesd. But of course evien
if Frege & Russell were right in their theory of reference,
one should not +ake & proper name jn fiction as meaning, i
nthe thing gatisfying most of the descriptions given
jn this story." For say there is @& minor character of whom
jt is said, only, "Jack Spith walked by at a brisk pace."
It is not even said when he did it. 1t would be nonpensec. ;
to contend thatl since this is all we 8re told about Jeck, S
Jack Srith ="the man, 1f any, who walked DbY at o b¥rsk pace (some}y:

or osher). On the contrary, tae pretenselof the story is +that

the narrator has gatisfied the conditions that would

(1f Yrege & Russell, oT whoever, are right) cnable one 1o jdcntify
Jack Swith .(say, by acqduaintance). : L

The ]Tege—nuséell view fails tp distinguish nyth i

dakq= Ifrom historically based Jegend. For hoses really to o
‘QJT4 exist, according to FR, there pust be a person :
Mo atisfying the descriptions. iyimxﬁzminxmnmﬁmzmingmi But ‘cf.

4«::1? onah in NN. : Lo

e et ' (real)

0.

1t is argued that if a unique/persen satisfies the
description in 2 story then he is that person named in the

story. But considexr the waiver with which soae novels

are prefaced: wA1l the characters in this story are fictional:

any resenblance to any person 1iving or dezd is purely ceincidental
On Frege—Russell theory, this does not make much sensee. In the

U.S. (though possibly not in the U.K. ?) +the_author, acbused of &X
1ibel, can make this the basis of his plea. Tf the defence can
show it is a ezl coinclidecuce, the judge yill.rule against

the pleintiff (and hence against Frege & Russell).

Modal contexts and counterfactual situations make the
natter worse foT Frege-Tusselle sMoses wight never nave existed

& yet there still have been a unique person who led the Israielites
out of Egypt —-— Aaron might have done it instead. Conversely ,/7xsie
might have existec andfdone the things he ¢id in fect 4o. '

(cf remarks on Cariyle's itheory of history in Nl) .

Sone people (Dummett) have argued that the factsiabout
Moses just mentioned are @ natter of scope, thus. !
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This is all- very'well, but what :about the description
of the counterfactunl situation itself 7 Descriding the
possible world we just say, " Koses did.not lead -the .

Isrealites out of Egypt." lere there is no modal..
context to fiddle scopes around. ‘ e

Moreover the scope argument.is especially' weak for
Existence claims, "It is possible that Noses might not -
have existed." — with the doctrine that existence is -
a 2nd order predicate, the scope game fnils completely.

So I think that the existence of an individual is all right.

" T gtill must answer, in the next lecture, the objection

thot this makes existence epply to everything. In a sense -

that is right, -but it does not trivialize-claims to existence 'ff
“in the way that Russell thought. . Al L <o :
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saul Krivke shcﬁrmﬁn Lecutre II Movember 12 1973
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cn Frege-Russelllexistence is only properly aprlic-ble to:
properties , nnd to say of particul@r taings th:t ‘they exist,
might no} have cxisted, ete. 1 .rddled. )

;. B ut if is obviously true th'i tnis thing (o piece of I
L chalk thdt I peint to) migat not have existed. This is K
not just ‘to s:y tat scme sct of properties xt might not 3
have been instontiated. " - &
Gssell's ovn notstion provides 2 Tormule ,(3*‘(93)55"7‘}’6(9 'x) rf
vhich mig.t be taken to symbolise "X existe". But Russell &
~ rejectzd ixis this =8 & gymboliszticn, e disliked the %
jdea of'exisvence'zs a predirte 1<l nly because he thought i
it would be impbissible Tor a thing not to have the iroperty i
of existing  ~nd hence rttributing it to a ti:ing would b
7 ~—\| be emprty. e cin 6oy in nusoell's nobt-tion ((IVI(Y=x) . {?
' end this. is a truth of aurntific-tion theory. . L4
But t4: ing "B" to represent the iredicate “"existg® - o
we must distinguisn 23 3 (2 FQO ineceSSarily evarything existy,.
from B)(x) JEC! sveryt :ing exists necess rily,.

cnly o few things (God, swzix sp=ce-Time ) hove ever been
tkought to exist necesssrily. - \ .
Some syctems of iodwl logic w1lor us to derive (B} from (a) — - I
but they sre uns:tisfactory (see krigpke's erticié in
Fhilosoihica Fenaicn 1993).

50 it is correct to say of many particul:r things Umt tuey . y
might not have existed. \

{
r,
:

Cne mi&ht cbject:  ve cun't ever suy truly "Hszrry doss not
exist"+ where "darpy" refers to sore Larticular — becruse
if Barry éid not exist he snttx wouldn't be there to be
named. : v . . - 4
But ve:icsn identify gnd name gefinite unictualiced possibles '
(e.g. %tae statue I might axiitip-ve mede ircm taois clay, * '
\ 1 frem this syerm and- this egg’,

tone person who might heve groxyl
lgo we can say of cne of these™ 1t dozs not exist’. .
llorz generally, we rmust dist}nguish L
.21)_Vh*t rersons in o certsint pos:ible situ-tion can &3y
4i) what we con szy &bout that Sétunticn from outside it.

Cur xx situation ~nd theirs mwy zive rise to ¢iffersnt
langu-g es. %3.¢. in certrin circumst-nces Losf{§ vould not
have existed rnd reoule vould not h-ve been =ble to use
"ioza~" to refer to llozes.z  3Iven if ve &3y th-t in sucH §

situaticns the grotositicn "lL.oses® e§ists" Gozs -nat itseld \
exist (2nd hence is not true or f2lse) it mvy still be .
true tast the yrrovesition (which does in"Tact qtist) is ' i
such thzt it is Tulse of that cou’n)terfnctual si’tui':ticjn. :
3 » .
: , ' i
;
i ; . SRY DOP.
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o deny "3n. B. idight have existed" is not to deny that

wour zocs and (ii) we vight oiscover th-v it

J?Enaétunliscd Foszibls siyecies
“ There is no real unicorn to Jive us an actual intern:l structhre
\
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Tut none of vhat has gone so fureimplies that fictional ”\ :

names, c.g. "Sherlock Helmes" n:pie un-ctu»lised poOsaibles.
Gf course tu=t =re (many) pos ible worlds in vhich there is
n rerscn vho does (some of) vhat Sh. Il. is represcnted s

0ing, o'inrvus-rpnxabl ariAcrar rxbchonm inxikhis: xorZkd
S0P ENGAC OAAGLAAAANNAREAD SN DLE PAALAASE
Iyt whiclk of these unactuiliscd posiibles is 3h. il. 7
There is & pes—ible vorld in vhick.Ch rles Darwin h-s b,
Sh. H.'s career. Could tihis mieusn thit Ch:rles D*rwin~%aunﬁﬂu~hwnL
Sherlock lelmes?

G

there is st l2aat onz un~ciuslised foszible detective,
called"sherlock ilelnes® +who 6oes just vhr-t Molwmas docs.

B ut if Conan Doyle nhsd Jdiscovered inixithzxr thet Sidx tiis )
poseibility was actualised he could _hsve szid "The resembl:nce
is entirely coincident=1":" he nzsd not have soid "This is

(my) SherlocX Holmes".

Similor things hold of fictional -nd mythic~l snini:ls -
(unicorn, éragons etc.) =2lthough it scemz inxxmnspmqucdfvﬂrT13“L
plausible to say tast tuszre could be such znimals, o

lxe rmust distinguish two guesticns: : v
(1) Under vhst conditions vould vwe 1ind out thzt there xXx»r vere
unicorns? — B
(2) Given th-t tlere aren't unicorns,can there be '
counterfactu=l situstions such thst in t.emtiere vould have

been unicorns?

Although the tonditions 2
spacified, the answer to

-
N~

sked Tor in (1) c:n be sensibly
(2) im "io". )
; . .

Censider the dictionary definiticn of "tiger" =Ycat-like

animal of such md suvch r ccleour, h-ving four legs, etc.”

Doeg t .is definition give m=i necess-ry cr sufficlent cenditions

#or being o tiger? iio, becnuse, (i) xmd  =n aninsl locking

just 1like a tiger in these external resicets could nh=ve

a diffecrznt internal structurs (2.g. t.ont of & raptile) wnd , .

hence vould not be ¢'rt of the suie svoecieds us the wnim-ls call hge
vas only an,

optical illusion wiich rmde us think that tigers had L4 legs. ?

A sBpecies term pivays h-s mxmaxreierznce to

AN Tersnee ee o
rougily cefined grouy of specimens). ZHus "tigep® == T'the
species of anim:l of waich this rnd this :nd ta.s

exmples'.

"Unicorn" is q_mythical_nzne, of 5 species. Therefcore the
sur{ecg canracteristies (Morse-zhaye, vihite, oue iiorn) are not
sufficient to identify th-t srtecies. dg,vhich of thue

ig the svecies of unicorn?

2 2
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hence no full ancept which migh' have been ingtantiated. .

In talking of Sherlock Holmes znd unicorns ve xnhtvnd only
pretend to exrress propositions.

Epistemically it could turn ocud th~t tlere vere unicorns.

We con imagine rmxuikxxiien g future situ~tion in vhichn

N ve szy'unicorns exist'. But  tids is not tie situstion in
vhich ve find snim ls locking just as unicorns =re suid to loﬁk)
but the situstion in which we Tind thrt tuose vho firat tallzed

of uniccerns vere t- 1cin" o' a resl srecies of unim-=1

(however unlike that BLCClES VEB to what we think cf s s a

unicorn) o' . _ ; . Ly
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jecture 2!

Exis{cncc

|' e et Ny =
i
i ) :
g Erpty leference - Jeul ¥ripke ) ./C)
: vonday , overber 2, B2

as & seccond level €oncedt.

1

It s tre view of Trese an? of Tussell that existence is & 2nd.
Jevel concent. The vic: is c1so wsemtbed to Yant. UL +)e ascrirtion,

)

t5 vans is dubious. iant mly scrs Thet €X1BLEnCe is nat- o predicite

etc..j he
only to c
Tre-c-hus

Criticdar

(i) (o

corm. "Thi

(i1) e

never suys that existence Ascsn't apply to prriiculars,
sncepts. S92 it is best to seperete rant's views from the
selllview. ‘

s of the Tre—e~nussell thesis: : "
nets noint)  le can ral-e zaostantive Juazenents of the

au
-

5 riTht nat have exister

cen introluce the prediclLe n,,exists", and construe it An

predicste 1nzic &S Ty (L. E o). et is wron3 with this %

(&)

~trivial.

Tt woiuld be abs>lutely imossible for it not to epply o
everythins; hence it would not serve any function (Russell).

Jell, it's true that we tet a theprem of pred.loygic
' (x) (BEy) (x = ¥) .
and its denial would Dbe soreth.ng like "There exists
sorethinz which doesn't exist" (nor would it be profitable
40 introduce SOome ambhizuity in nexists" to rerove the
contradgiction here (cf. j’'einon; ©: Russell on B .
But when we iurh to modal 157ic we rust distinsuish
between (1) Nec () (Eyi(x = )
e (3) (x) see (Lyd( y)
! i
(1) is obvisusly truey '(3) is_odvicusly fa
only if (3) .icre true tﬂat all cxistince ¢

X

lse. ITow, it's
1ains viould be
13

3
5
(=%

In some systens of rodal 2y-ic (4) entails (3). BSut there's:

no reed to zccept this (e, ixines nSeranticel Consideration

in ::Dﬁal L:_:iC" in _I_._bil ".‘e:-;:-_ica._ 19\/3\

((note TA3: Lere e have

e Gis-utes edout the Zorean
forpnla. cf. Fur es X Cressvell

RS
;211 Ch.1) Tor & 5904 rovies) e

P

'3

Jorenne rizht say: WO cal fIu DELE somethinTg wiich doesn't
exist 7 392 now can you nhave €Dty Nemes and reise questions
of existenc

”

e i = 3 '._
7 Y .
“lo can uery the Mypothesis here Y supposinz bt we can
nae ~o3sible cntities - Co3. I ri-ht call tine 3SLELUS wWhigh
I never zet round Lo J in~ "o helia”; Or OnE fi-nt oive

nHEEX nemes Lo foetuse

, 23 nares of definite Juture personis
(#ho ere nobt yet persons, & A

nd vho ay NEVES VECITe ‘suchl.

Dut, anywa), the conclusish doesn't follows wce st |

| distinzuisn dEivcen (i) what pedple in & ziven situation

l could heve z2id, &rnd (ii) whet vie (nov in Lhet situation)

ecan s&y woodut & zTiven siteation, (i) and (ii) &re nOL Lie
5 j ek AT e ipidaly “Tages A8

1Q
-
!
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R -, :('t'..

"/6“' o .. ' ~ - - . » X ! H
L nere Tor j'03eCS. 30 ue can 3&) that "I oses exists! is a scensiole /7 )
Aning to suy, wnd thit it expic ¢ continsent truth, . o

whet neow of "3herlock Molmes" 7

| g ’ - . .
Does this nare a possivle fictianal entity who doesn't exist-in
this orld 7 This dprears td heve véen the view of the author :of
"Sementicel Consideretions in [odel Wozic". : '

This view is false.
(i) There certainly could be thinzs vhich do not exists 3Sut do we
gefCr to such thin3zs by "Sherlock olmes" 7 In particuler, to vhich

one do we refer 7 Lots of ped;lc (e.z. Charles Darwin) rizht have
done the dekss of Sherlock (lolies; which would have been T ninsell T

Don't sey that 24 to be S is to be the cdetective wino... j for then
it is ruch too easy to say thet =X iight have e:risted.

(ii) Compare this view with the vicy of the predicate "..is a unicora".
Uni%arns Gon't ezistj but co:lé there have been sore T

Separcte here the episteiic issue: could ve £ind out that there viere
unicorns 7 (Yes, we co:ld) '

Conlar OF: the,,'retapnysical' issue: granted that there are
no unicorns, &= therelsituati)ns : there would heave been 7 3

(1o). : : | Ek

wUpicorn" occurs in & ryth: it is part of ithe pretecnce oL the ryth 't
: ) -, '“ S * 3 A4 F"
thet there cre such thinigs, In order 1D Sce vhat this invoelves s
. L2 . ? i
look at some non-rythicil creatures - €.z, Ligers, ‘ g
mhe N def of Miiger" ; Meatlike enimal with fourle -5, vleck siripes &
¥ ) Pl & .i"

+c.."., Does this de’n. zive either necessary or sufficient conditions
for = sorethinz's veinz & tizer 7, lio.

<3

B Ly
o RePRT,

It's not sufficient decause there ggght be thinms with all these
proyerties which wesen't vigers (c?.77o0ls zold').

Tt's not necessarr veccuse it mi~h} de ihet tijers are only seen
under special optical conditions vhich rive the innression that
they heve fowr leis, whide In foct ihey have only two {&zein, cf.
the zllezed rellruness of 3old; sore scicniists now cenr that zold
is vellow).

o

Fovshavaes

e
-

EAF TOL

wiat is it to Le a tizer, then 7 It is to De that ikind of thin,

e ——

where there is imrlicit reference 1o some sanple of things. .
vle risht be wrony in thinking thet our sannle correctly identdfics B
eny kind of thing (tmou-h ther &1l look the 3sure, they ri-zht have" )

guite Giffercent internzl structures, anc it's-internal siruciure
that is crucial to questiosns &dout inds of thinz —rand thus 1o
counterfactual sunpositions). (o

((for more on this topic, cf. "rauing & lecessity" W

Loo% beek now &t "unicorn": lei's take @3 a defn. "white horse with P
a sin=le horn". Xow, thourh this is the dein. it doesn't sive us f
either nec. or sufficient coniitvions (as lont as "unicorn" is used 4
&5 £ name of & kind of +hinz), In particular, cven i in SOme H b
sitnations there were white narses with sinsle horns, it would not G

follo- that these were situsiicons in which there vere unicorns,
There wivat be 'Fools! unicans' ! ey Mypathietical 5;ecies el

v

e e e e v AT A Paiy AT A a1 e 1M SN 9 4
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of & %ind of thinzx. 3Dut because there wren't any such thinzs, wve
can't apacal to the internesl structure o7 unicorns to rtule out

' £ools' unicorns'. Still L+'“ pery 2f the pretence that we should
be &Yle to do SO0, : - A

LY
Ry .

30, in this way we can justifly the c 2 Znter factual jud=zerent that,
~iven thet there zren't any unicirns, LnlDe coul,.n'+ iave been &ny;
nuvexthcless, ;e cen hold on to e epistenic JUG ement that wve
could c¢iscover unicorns.

L]

*ef, cnother exanyle: Tewis Carroll's 3n“'CfSRntC"r"9' 21l we are told

here is tret these are frumiosus, gn? 1tTs stronily implied that tbev
are GLnmerdus, | JAESE CTELlUTes are e;iste.;cu11g ;osaloWe, but
counterfactually impossible.

1, story etc.,. the rider:
is entirely coincidental"
ions in the myth s telling
miise, what ever sctisfied
us end danTeraua) vould
vion,

m™he faet thet we can &liays add TO & gl v
tzny reserblence +o ar;’ spHecies euc,, 18
shows tha we can'y treat the ..eserip
us what it is Lo Le a so-and-30. Jin
the discristion (e.z. whatever is fruni
inso fzcto belim3z Lo the species §7 e

rn <'*

() RN

“Mhat zbout =esple for whom it's nav cleer whether or not unicorns
are nfthlchl K (e.;. sore Ledievel )cvtlc. Juch JGO)lC i1l then
'treat the defn. 27 "unicorn' just as e urent the dein. of “odzes"y
jie. ther won't treat the defn. &s '1vﬂ;1* nec, &nd suf, conditinms.
30 even for them, the countourfact nual 3oolD1lLt’ of unicorns doesn't
arisc.

Supnose we find a skelcton of a horse-lile animal with & sinzgle horn:
have we found the skelcton of a unicorn *
tgrbe. Jut we con't nee~4t scer this - especially if the

ro-;a ation 2f the myth cennoiv bezoory v..Z...u't,EU. hlSuO""lCu._.‘J \'lth the
p )
|

prezence of animals of this kind.:
Q: Sup;ose a ryth contains cnou*h @: @oout the wnterngJ struciure
(gnd evolutinery ocizin etc..) of unicorns T Jould this make then

-

countcr factually nossivle 7

e

At iell, it c¢enends how you undersicnd "unicorn " here. Is it tied
to the defn., of iﬂu&?ﬂul structure €zc.. or not ?  If not, them
unicoens are still co&nuclfcctually iwpossible, 1L yes, then A
unicorns are cuunbe*;ccymall 3955idle.  But now we are not using
n"unicorn" &3 & nome Or &jysecles: ins<oed e are nowy,asany it as &
naze of a po3sible thiug, analizorus O "the child who frould have

been born, but for..." or Nehe Chericel substance with' Jorrula
so-and-50 which wauld have been mede cut for..". e MJJU Gistiniuish
betticen neres of possible thinzs of this kind and fictdonal names,
such @3 "Sherlock Molmes! and "nicorn',

-LJAL‘TJ. ) . 1



lectiure 3 - Ilonday, Toverbder 1T, 1973.

The existenre of fictionid ohlects -  Baul Iripke

A mroblem that oTten erises  in Jiscussion 2f7:lussell's

vicws ebout existence is the orddinary ren's zense of the truth.of
"pegesus is a Slyiny horse" ete.. (cf, Nussell's controversy with
. )

MeiflonT &nd conrents on it by in )
ThG sziIe protlcs erises Sor me: T hLove said “het "Pezasus is a
£lyinzg horsc" does nat exrress & real proposition, but ic this 1izhi

(i) me kind of cxarole here is that which Tintilka uses in his
discussion o the Curicsisn Cogitd. “IntiXxka discusses the arsurment
nwegmlet thinks, 39, Tarlet exists”, and s uents to sgy that th

sr'e. 185 here is truc, but the conclusion is felse., Is L'dis right §

lell, i we “hink of & student of Inrlish literature &nswerins
> the yuestion: AGid Farlet sollilojuize T - we will see that the
stusent ensyers rizntly if he eénsvers: Fes. In orcer 1o Zrasp whwt
is 3oiny on Xere, we just have to understend the .uestion &nd wnsier
g3 wrefixed Yy the phrasc "In the sury,...". Jothing very precise
is needed hercy we cen just s&y “het in this usaje, 3 is true iff
%{S is true ir ilhc story (- either @3 stited in the sinvr or as

2 2.50n&ably irtlied Dyit). -

IS this is ritht, then ve can sece thet there's noathing et all
wront width the erzument "“aplet thinks, so, Femlet exists® vhich
‘exereises intikia s rmuch.,  Tor e rust undersiand the comclusisn
as srefixed Dy the phrise "In the sixy.." just as the Lreriss wves
t2 be understoo in this wey. And it's certainly true thet in the
story, Teml.t cxists. This isn't o triviel claim, either, For
we czn cerizinly debute whether, 1% the story the shist of Tarlei's
Tather reelly exists or nat.. Anglthe chiricters oF the nley "The
story of 7onzato' - e.z. Gonzato ~dim't exist in this sense in
tve story of laiilet, : ﬁ- ' )

f

. \ '
S5 vintik%ka's allezed couhierexantle to Tussell isn't any zo0d,

end none of the exar-les of this Xind reelly present eny resl
»roblerms for ussell, :

teee

Thi sa3e, in which Jne just
resorts on a story; one rust xee) it Qistinet Sionm another cese,

iv ~hich one -spezks on & level of reality out and dut. fere Ty

T™his is, however, & iather special u

nIamlet exists" is felsc, o)
(ii) smother cless of counterexarnles » . "

"rzplet i a fictional charwcier who wished to avenze the murder
of his {ather"

Wohere ore thousands of ficti:nal churccters whd have. fallen in
love" .

"This litcrary critic edrires Tesd-rona"

."The Srecks worshipped Seus! , o |

t
R 1
Clearly, zll of these zre truc in some sense; but not true in the
story. |

-
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i) Trere is g darticulur sioop whieh T want

ii) T want ¢, be frcc Tror 510311L;Jnc S5 .
| I

) ) . e
i.e. there ig sco“e arbimiity hire, e aps way in vihich ve - cnn

S€e this is that cen aaﬂ "'nr 0ld s5150p" to our ori Sinel. scntCﬂce
(this Jives recq1n7 (ii) of iv), . . g | g
2Uine irplies ¢y &t we can epnly this elsevhere: but can ve 5

I':: "re Irecks yorsg sni:ned = I odM sirdlearly enoi SUudus T The re&ding
es (4) 16 obvious: put te cannat here sana101v &d « "any o0ld og

to et the realing on- A9raus to (ii) and t’“e Bane ;. dies tO

- other verb:, gaeh L3 !c”rLPC" "cnrdenn” etc.. _ o

he Tuct that Score 0101'U¢,r coes nst crise in these Cl5€es is

connceeted with hnat.bﬂ 20Int - that there ig Nl way hcore of introducir
d 3ubordins ue clause, ° ' ’

(L)  Churen

In the: intro3i etion to Int ryetisn o Ezthqmgtica Lo~ri
Church sevs thet in "3ehlierinn 82uTat the site or 227% 5 the
phrese o7 "the site oP Tror" Gernotes i<s Sense (CL.TTL e) And
%c irplies thay trig sk:ould be eplicd ClbL““ch

s viey irnlies that thesc VErds - "seek", "worship" ete,,
. tTE opague. 3yt they @re not, €.3. We cén bu“tlu arzue

“ke Norens vorshizned Celiralu
i Ca:].l.‘i‘“l:l.u V&S the nastiest of &1l lorans
So: The Louans Worshissed the nestiest of @ll -onans ,

|
(O.o COUrse the :ﬁap_c‘pg vhuldn's gTree that this wes what 'tﬂ"e-r Viere
Going, dut this docsn'y ratter Rare)
‘!l’ ' t
) £
Don't try and intraduce 5cone cFJi"UluleS ov differences o sense

in these C&SES3 1T you want 4o koo Glbt*n0°13n5! intraduce
"'orshlp as..." 3 L :

This oint &bout the cosence of ocecity applies €quall:r when there
is en ELDLY neic: €:3. Ve czn ar-ue '

The Jrccels o Worsnliiued Zeus .
Zeus ig the 220 mast Cecquentls GlSCUused L7 Livy
£0: The 7Grecks Worshinsed the 2C 1m9st ITC‘LCnth uidcassec 6" Livy.

(e)  Eripke P ' il

g I \

<he onl: War 1y zet a Srir on this sort of discourse is to
n‘.—.::-C.leC to gr‘ru_n"n"y 11'-“_,‘11. & &n gntan 2=v ol _J_C't]_\)*“...'] chiz'act w(I'S,
This is not & reco mCNJ\ulan &Hout canonice L iaidrs Ltc.., Just
& Ttature of OIQ¢]CPV Jungt je i DR0ELdeend characiers vwlion
one rast SUpiose 1o e Asig™E qac e1.an"-"n half-entities ; they aye
absirget entiblco “1N05e exiztence 15 Just as erpitical erd contin:

&5 the €Xistince of anyitiing else,

' Consicer the
I1ach reelly cxd -t
Gritrs Bt =mo ™

cholea:; Hlﬁ o vhether
LT R

iszue in 3idliesd
. e iy bt iell KR

I ]

+



ot

nc ca clas;nn of ‘this &iind of criticis:.
£S .alac". Bat, it ray be abjecied,

iw 1s that there's no Uch
V'& NEeVer thou“ht that thcre \.s.

In ordier o see vhat's 3oing on hc"c, we rave to Gistinzudish vetvecen

the (uestisns: is t“cve a ”Edl civine teint --{oloch 7
Vg3 there a pajen od - imloch ?

It's this secsnd yuestion which rmaderst Jiblical schols grshi;s deals
with, &nd tells us to ciswer in the netitive., It's this vuestion .
which rc'ul"es an ontoloyry of -icvl*nhl churucte;o, DuzEn

- &l rezarded cS aaatvact entities,

. ke seme p01nt cen be rece edout lictional charhct"
gsh "iLs there a Sictisnel chirseter '15 “ived on @1l 9 ;
&t J“CC" (i Plea“’" this is &n cnpirical ‘ucstlan. A
charzcter of this ring exists )n’" if esprosriate vorks
vritten. A Cictionel eéharwcter is & Lit like e nctiong
eXists only if peojple =zt stand in the proser relations

oivrer, like Cictioncl Chor&ciers, navi:ns wre el olJEC

objects, but as rcal as everyihing elsc

This o:t:lo~v 28 fictirnzl choerzeters in arainer:s lnd*u“'e LelonTs

10 il &s &an _;zc*“cq E usaze, M"ionlol! is 1ntro~ucrﬂ

L\‘\

~0(ls C vC.

g dee
Joa.

w¢ cen
2lenets
.1ct10u 1
nLVeE been
e nation
with ecach

&s &

rreten’ed c“dinu“y YEZon; Lhen WE move Lo in.er the cxlstence of

PTCULLHCE ~ 0 the [ADnLiIThnal CIsiuos :

LJnce One awnlls ThIS ontoim 7, Ll the sumoscd caum

abave -" This literar; critic wiiirces ;csccr)n" cte -
\

€stions of the iZentity o7 Tictisnel chearaciers
y.e!

- @

abstract

el

~

a

TereZELples
src casy to

: LUE
is ltrlove's Faust the sine &5 Jaethe's T - are handled in ust
the zzre wey ss ordinsry ueszions oF itentity. me con oLr“ly
102k &t Zidstory end sce if there's ¢ historicul derivesion.
There will ce*"1n1r 0L vorderline gases, wut these (2ise for
oriinery Luestiins as. .ell, . }?
\ ) !
Ti's VC"" 1r,or t to kcep vhid 'Tictionel charcecte™ use, e
distinct . th ﬁ ,Ae stor! uszye ciscussed f¢_¢1er. €75
"imlicy ET.QUS" iz true in the fodier cahere, 17 ibliceal :
schidirsiiy is’ 1":mfh.., Tio%oeh exiins” iz Tulzel; in aidition
"Zarlit =x;s,a" is &l50 true in “hs loiier
olven the sredicates ussd will shuvs whet the intensed usaze is:
e.z. “..sallilauulzn"" 52e3 wWith 'in the story' usaze, ond
".. hes been discusscd by literary eritics® Soes with e 'Siet,
cnar: ter! uscze.  Zub o sometires Lhect con bé ﬁ:b1~"1:" ns ird', .
)
wes ithe fictlonel chiraciter “rentenstein's monster
‘) ! .
/ \
ermvizudus bevieen: in vhat s Lhe boll: written -
&né : in vhet rear, in the storv, was the nmonster
cresved 7
re is this lind of anbimiipt) shows thet both use3zes
€ in riiich & fietlenal cliricter 3>L1Ils, uvizes, g
er is not & Jictioncl chorscver !

the clureter §onzago “ron the Hlor The

Treme

| ————— - e —— ——
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e have so far
i1he stary ... 0
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NERLETE TEL YMEssE M E anmzl chorceter! wwith
J1 cin cmmuroLl -(-icx,; Tl chLarLecLers ( i

to"‘ uuc!:;—:}

"c:l fuc-,), Iu '“o_iD' it

with

the sntalo™r 4f Graisiye lawuaie: ¥e ConNsSTINee
s to ;1‘-3»'1:4(: e Teenis Oor othirtirisc emply mdres.,
& story isnt emply (‘ . teroloon) we don't invent
entity - we Just zive the nase 1ts ordinory
65 this is appro, cicie, ot eny rate),

arobles of ail,

“olres never oxisted"

=iven %o senses in vhich this is false: (i) in
13) 23 & Fictima]l CHETLCUCT v e sve o
1so @rises FTor "There orc no unicoarns: in what s

o]

sve said thet these sent.nees mig gust pactend to

LI ONE s

nirest, an exittentiel cleds: with 8 jenndiiyie name

ists®, Clcar this is True &bhauk 0ses: and

v oexist” 45 Tolse oF I3es et.. L.ere thede 18 n
Jub e canndt sy ke same aboyut "PH Goes not

dfﬂ" ~ "3TM Nhes no referent, ﬁ
' 'L;f'( %
fbin“nlq certeinly seems to give ithe ri<ht truth=canditions,; Wit we
w7 'shoudd be velr of nese-linmuistic analirses,  Would tie 9 the s
S ebout "i'DsL3 C5eS 1no% gizt?! 7 fe waalon'h UENnE te, S0k Be do
) \,._ crnalrsiz of cxistanticl sentences Lo cepend on their wruth
Te13 id.
Indeed; cven in the Jeliongl coisc, e meteslin SMistiz GEGL
enly Seir L,0A0E TaiNT e WL S is callod
.,) an Lrye Lo Jel sun gf" 715 :
:sendont.” Sul this diszn't seta
Aividietoed. .. ;
Othé > J8fgetiang: » "Wl L ferEene™ e
0y €aL.Cont wrhd ron:n' ”""”; Fg a.re A5 now wrue of

1L 2F=

“ s
C2C3 20

scemns 311 :
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aara:

Why  is there no true poo

4
i { o

) i 3 , @
Tl T¥aale with 4ris 3 1%“J K TN
"t docsn't lest“ &,c.. Costin ¢
_lCtleul persons, Ut this cdowsn't
walk nit -off & restourant,

o104 Tones

tne bill": Tars o
rLrnvk CﬂC'ucd a

g €8 cp in the ces
truth of W7

Ir‘?c.'.’“..l‘:: v
Tainlet Cowan't
the Jictionel. churacuc‘.

wopoassl  (not

A tentative

/%uppase we <re readins sbout SN oand
or nov .U exisis. e con still piclr up sone Tumets eboi;
unether or not he. exiated. .7 It's true Lo gay "35UT
in this room" Here no definite <ro.05i%i m is sazercs
ve understend the neccssary cmlitisns Tor the mmrkd o so
USH 18 in)the Toos? Lo Livess a t: 1c or ojrositivn, ang e
thot these conditions zre not satisficd,

I'ore ¢arefully

Suiring Lo Whe vaiter 13

yald oo
Lﬂt:l
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Cxsresced, waal ve should sey is

"Therc isn't & true =Dpprositicn thet 3 is in this
i p
but we ért careless, and say instcad: 7T isn't in this
|

docsnt exist" becomes -

P051

ition 7
\

€

rizht, the urolicate W, i

111 be a

no rue proposition that 37 exists"

Beceuse 53 doesn't
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nvﬁ uhe on,o.\“ﬂ
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