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' & THE UNIVOGACY OF 'EXISTS' -~

-
.

David P. Ewens .

-

;ABS$RACT__--_ _-'  | .
_ This paper disciusses a number .of views connepfed
with the pred;qa£e Lexists!. It is.a:gugd-tha;QW;v.o.-
Qui?E ig correct in his-view thét.'exists' is .a univécal-

- predicate, but his reasons are shown to be ill-foundéd.
o o i o b
+ An,examination of Fred Sommérs“ work will provide a YWwodre

substantial criterion for %his contenticn.

' Russéll's theory of typés; as it ap

uage, is_examined'ahd shown to be gh‘inadeqﬁate theory.
L ‘ \ . o
It-is rejected on the grounds that. the relapion ‘is the .-
| same type .as' is an equivalence relation. Russell's

types do not retain transitivity for this relation, and
it ie shown tha@:SqETirs"typedefihitions‘do retain.this
~ ‘Q . ) . - ’ ’ .

-~

. . . F- . . ] . f )
transitivity. = , . : . S

A distinction betweéen the category sense of

Al

‘exists' and the class sense is maintained. It is argued




L

¢

that this distinctien indicates that we must_distiﬁgui#h
between existential cammitmeﬁt and on%olog%s&l c6mmité'i:'-

_ ‘ment. - The pféblems éoﬁﬁeqted wifh‘denying the existence’

L

-

of an entity are dispelled on fhe'baéis of this'distihét-

o

: ion."_Iﬁﬂislcoﬁdluded that reference to an entity is

prior  to the question of the existence of that entity.

. “ . -
. 3
\ N _
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INTRODUCTION

In this the51s, we will deal exclu31vely with the
debate between those phllosophers who maintain that exist-

ence* is. an equivocal term, and those who maintaln that

'existence’ is an univocal'term. Of the former, there are

t

such pebpie as Be:traqﬁ'Rpssell. Gilbert Ryle, and that
flamous Quinean fictitious philosopher, Wyman. Of the lat~
ter are such people as W, v. 0. Quine and Fred Sommers.

‘From the outsct, cur position will favour the'latter
- group. , ) N . {

- Those phllosophers who malntaln that - existeﬁce'
is equivocal are sometimes referred to as platonlsts, though
-they‘are not to be confuséd.with followers or diseiples of

Plefq. They;éfe called platqgésts: ob—'lateﬁietic; be--
cagse.tomaintain‘the:eéu;vdcacy,o; 'e_ieteﬁce;fleads:to
a:positing offat least two_types_qf_reality,\and eometimegT
- - several..’ On the oln_e h'and,. we have the familiar material \
.objects of the physicai world, which are said to exist in

) -1- | : .



space and tlme, and which are capable of being observed
through the -senses, whlle on the other hand there is a
host of non—corpcreal entities, non-materlal-bodies, which

are known inteilectually, but have .no material instances.

.

These, it is claimed, exist, but not in the‘same sense of
i o .

the word 'exists' that material Objects are said to exist.

Those philosophers who deny the equivocacy of ;ex-
1stence' are sometimes called nomlnallsts, though the in-
sistence on tbe nnivocity df 'existence'_ls not a_deflnlng
criterion of a ncmina}ist. - It may bela necesSary ccndition,k
“but it is no% a sufficient ccndition, and under these-cir-_
cumstances, the term nominaiist must be ccnsidered as.in—'
appropriately applied; A philosdpner may den&_the eQui-
 wocacy of 'existence' and-still mainsain_tnat aﬁstracf_

. ‘ » . .
entit;es.exist.'LAli that he would be'claiming-in this case
is that, if.cotn abstract‘enfifies and material objects‘
"exist they nust exist in essentlally the same sense of'
the term 'exists' Tnat there 1s a vast dlfference in the

nature of abstract entities and materlal obJects must be

attributed to the twd types of things, and not to two types
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' of ex1stence. or, correspondlngly, two seénses of the '

¥

term exlsts'. @ o o N

A

o o . N
' For students of Quine, th¥s observation is- very

important;'asiﬁa maiﬁtainS'a'ruﬁber-of compatibie, though
' eaeem:.ngl:ﬁh dlSparate, pos:.t:.ons regarding the 1ssue. Qulne ‘
1nsists on the unlvoclty of 'existence'r but that abstract
entltles are essentlal to our ontology. that he ia not a'
“nomlnallst but that he has nomlnallst sympathles.. We
ﬁlll attempt to show, in the course of thls analy31s, that
these p051t10ns of Quine, varlous as they are, are entlrely
aoceptable.

_This th951s will begln by examining Quine 8 po-
sitlon and arguments regardlng the un1voc1ty of ‘existence’,

)

We w1ll show that. although Qulne s conclu81on is correct

. .
-

his argument coatalns a serlous-flaW, Quine}‘seemingly

aware of-theidistinction between the generality ofla term.

' and the-equlvooacy of a term, argues in favour of blurrlng.
_'thla distlnctlon 1n order to support his p051tlon on the

»

univecity of 'existence'. This flaw will be made very

\)l 1
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proposed T{ansitlvity Rule, as a negative criterion for

_- distinguishing type difference.

C ke

. clear in our discussion of Quine's analogﬁt and we will
_show that this distinction ls not only to be recognized; -

 but is also to be strictly enforced for\the\puﬁposés‘oi

L

_‘this analysis.

‘gfter demonsirating the failure of Quine's analogy,

N

T we will leave Quine, and, in-the second ohaptef. turn to a-‘

3

~ point in‘Russell. Although we[rejeot Qﬁine's method of

argu1ng ‘for the unlvoc1ty of 'ex1sts',.\9e Wlll not reject

his conclpsion. With Russell, we will examine a. proposed

-

criferion'for Similarity_ofotypes, commonly called Russell's

L]

Theory of Types. :We Wlll also examine Ryle's"defiﬁltioh of

what it is to be a. category mistake. and show the great

‘similarity of this with Russell’ s-txpe theory. Proceedlng

from Russell and Ryle, we will examine Max Black's devas—

.tating criticism of Russell's theory of tjpesf\and Black's -

’-

r.

Black suggests that Russell s theory of types

holds not only for facts, as_ Russell proposed but also
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for terms of a natural language. ' In fact, Black maintained

that his holding to the linguistio intérpré"t“ation of the

htheory of types was. the only way Russell could’avold what

N

Black refers to as the paradox of dlssolutlon. We w1ll

_expand this and show that Black'wgo correct. USing Black's
.Transitioity Rule, we can show thaf Russell's théory of.

N , : ‘ .

types is 1nadequate for dlstlngulshlng equlvocacy of terms,
and thus cannot be used, as Ryle used it, fo dlstlngulsh
between two senses of 'exists;.  In fact, Black demonstrates
foat Rdssoll's theory of'types is foo‘pOWerful,'and fhao it

enforces ever gtronger distinctions where we would not =

normally w1sh to say‘what a term is oqulvocal This would
A}

seem to. 1ndicate, in the long run, that a theory llke that

N
proposed by Russeil. and used by Ryle,-cannot be applied
" B . oo . ’

. 40 ordinary 1anguage'.Withgut‘serious and disagreeablé

consequences.,

The examination of Russell, Ryle and Max Black
Twill proceed hand in hand with an exposition_of the theory
of types put forth by Fred Sommers. It will:be in the ex-

_amination of Sommers' work that we will resolve the dlffl-

~

.

e o e e e e ek aes e L e
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culties of maintainfng>tﬁati'éxistencéﬁ is‘aniunivébal |
term. :Throﬁgh Sommers'“work,‘ﬁe wi;llbe'able fo see the
réasgﬁ.for Qﬁine'sﬂiﬁbo:fg;t‘pqgition regérdiﬁg the genéral‘
nature‘of heterotypical brédicatibn. We'will correcf_

-

Quine;s énalogy.'aﬁd show that Quine‘s,cbnclusion_regarding

‘the univocity of 'existence’ must be the correct position.

The main thrust of our exposition of Sommers will be directed

~toward shdwingfjhat the equivocacy of ‘'existence'’ is‘an

unfounded contention, based, in the case of Ryle, upon an

.implicitliypé theory that is incapable of dé¢idiﬁg when

.  heterotypical predication is. -equivocal and when it ianot,'

Using Sommers' work, -we will show that_nq_situatioh'can ’
arise such thét we will be able-to'enforce equivocacx on

-l

thé predicate -‘exists'. Thus we shall eliminate the foun-

datiqn of all those philosophers ﬁhp_hold pbsitions‘in'the
spirit of Ryle. We will bé able to show that the claim for
the equivocacy of the term 'existence' results in a series

of question begging assertions, and is .therefore cipcular.‘

_Large portions of the second_cﬁépter will be devoted



article On What There Is. We will make

to a cléar expositioh of the important COntributionS of
Sommers: hlS theory of types, his crlterlon for type dlff-
erence, g his Rule for Enforcing Amblgulty.

)

Tﬁ\’thlrd chapter will con81st of ‘ai further clar—

L -

L
: 1f1catlon of Sommers' 1deas and a practical demonstratlon

of how these i&eaé apply %o some of the tradltlonal prob-
lems in phllOSOphy. Here we will return to Qulne. show1ng
the bearing_qf Sommersf theoriég on the-questi;n of'thg
terns 'exiétencé;ﬁénd"exists'. -Wé‘wiil at%ehgt to ﬁnswérf
some pf_the questidns-ra;ééd.by Qﬁiﬁe, _'tiéu}arly in.hiS‘ )
| pi: f;portanb-dis- :

tinction between.sense and non$ense, showing how the former

s can denote."even'mistakenly; While the latter can never de-
f’note. This distinction, 1if valid, has an important bear-

ing on the realism-nominalism debate, and this bearing will

s d

be discussed.

5

-~

_The fourth and, final chapter will consist of two
sections. The first séction will comprise the closing:

rémarks and a summation. The~second section will cénsist

o of an example of ‘how. we might apply Sommers' type theory



B3

-8~ ‘ ) ' - S
to Strawson's notion of persons.
_The‘fbfegoing‘constitutes‘a ganeral outline of

the ‘course thié.thesis will take, sketches some of the

broblems to be dealt with, and preéents some of fhe'péss—'

ible éolutions. The problems arising inlconhection with

the predicate 'exists' have been an ongoing concern in

philosophy since the time of Plato and Aristotle. It is-.f

_ hbped that some of the observations and distinctions that

have been put forth in- this thesis.will help to clarify

- gome of the attendant problems that have troubled the.
history of philosophy, and céntinue-tq trouble contemporary

‘philosophy.

’
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CHAPTER I
QUINE AND THE STANDARD OF
ONTOLOGICAL COMMITMENT

Y

Quine's Ahalogy . ' .

Quine claims to have shown the necessity of a
straightforwafd criterion'of'ontological'cohmitment; He
asserts, as a critgrion, that the existential'qﬁantifien.

(Ex), is the one translation of all existential assertions.

’

Thus, to be is to be the value of a bound variable.l - This
means‘tﬁat any sentences of the form, 'thefq.is such and, -
such...' may be rewritten as) (Ex)(...i..,), X'béiﬁg that -

" thing which is bound by the EXistential quantifief}-

: . v. o. Quine, "Designation and Existe?#g," Jour-'
. hal of Philosophy 36, No. 26 (1939):706; W. v. 0./ Quine,
“Notes on Existence and Necessity," Journal of Philosophy.
Lo, No.5 (1943):116; W. V. 0. Quine and Nelson Goodman,
"Steps Toward a Constructive Nominalism," Journal of Sym-
bolic Logic 12, No.4 (1947):105; W. .V. 0. Quine, From a .
Logical Point of View, .2d ed., rev,.(New York:Harper & Row,
Harper Torchbooks, 1961), pp. 12, 103; W.V.0. Quine, Word
and Object, (Cambridge: The M.I.T. Press, 1960), p. 242;

W. V., 0. Quine, Ontologiczl Relativity and Other Essays,
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1969), p. 92.

-9~

-
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9 _ There i 'con51derable argumeﬁt among phllosopheés
as to the p0331b111t1es of translating all Jof the platon-
1st1§‘?ssert10ns of sciencé_andjmathematiés‘into this form
ﬁh;lelrendering such éentenées ontologiéally innocuous:
This difficulty'does ﬁot ari§e ﬂere'fbr~Quiné; howevér,
'beéause he~is m§rely attemﬁfing to giﬁe'a criterion for
uniformify émong va;ioﬁs thépristé.' Qhether nqﬁinélism:is
poséibleris not a probIem f&r'Qﬁine, but é ﬁrdblém for nom#
 ina1isﬁs. Further, by his own adm1351on, Qulne lS not a

f"

_'nomihali%t, although he does admit to hav1ng nomlnallst sym-

- 5 _ )
patﬁles. Ny

At this stage we .shall deal direc‘tl-y with the’ major
flaw in Qulne 8 argument. A fundamental tenet of any pos%t—
 ion. whlch has a nomlnallst afflnbty must be an 1n81stence

. ' . - !
on the univocity of the term 'exists'. It is apparent that

if one permlts a person to talk of two or more dlstlnct senses 
1

,-of-ex1stance, that is, talk in a.manner which condoneslthat

ﬁ,may exist in such and such a way, while B may.exist in’

gQuine,AWord and Object, p;'zkj.
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such and such another way,_then'it<is going to be difficult

1
4

to eliéif'one copsistent commitmenﬁ about his~ontdlogj..‘1t 
is this kind of eqdivoqacy-of thé term 'exists' which has
o allowed'piatoniéticiphiloéophefé to talk about abstract

" entities ahd concrete objects in thg séme breé{h,_defendiﬁg
E their Views.on tﬁis alleged:équivocacy.- In lhis manner ' a
sly platénist may reap the ﬁaﬁves£s-ofmultip}e onfblcgieé:
'_whilé.cultivating only one! | |

»
had

In numerous places in Quine's %ork we can witness

his distaste of the equivocal use of the word :exists‘.j

" Yet, as reasonable as his intuition may seem (we intend to

-

demonstrate just how rpasoﬁéblé); Quine has not been with-

: o _
out his difficulties in enforcing its. acceptance, His

troubles are most evident in Word and Object, where he
maintains an.intuitively correct posifion with regard to
terms like 'exists',.and a counter-intuitive position with‘

fegard +to terms such as 'hard!, }light', and their liA_ke.}4

_ 3Quine, "Notes on Existence and Necessify," p. 116; .
Quine, From A Logical Point of View, p. 105; Quine, Word
and Object, p. 242, ' o - :

.

4Quine, Word and Object, pp. 130-131.
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- IT these diffiéuLties.were to -be qleared.up with a con%is—
tent theory of predication thch accords with our intuitive
interests, it would do much‘to‘sﬁppért fhé ciaim thét

'exists' must be an univocal term.

’:Leséthe feader'be misled, we will briefly diéress“n
from the presént discussion to make a few cléfificétéry
rémarks, “In the reméinder of this thesis wé will have
. | ,; | o -_\,ﬁ/ o o
.recourse to the phrase "the. predicate ‘exists'",.’and, in
fiew of arghmcﬁts put'forthbyl-Ként and Russéii. thié.phraéé

. !

.w1ll have to be expialnea ;\1f301ently to render it ilnnoc-
uous, Our reference.to the. phrase."thebpredlcate ‘exists*"
in no wéy.commits us to the once standard usage that pre4
ceded thg_days of Kant'é anélysis, when 'ex;sts' was con-
sidered t;‘be a determining prgdicate; as.ﬁeil.as a gram-
Méticai predicate, aﬁd was held to.attribufe the‘propérty
_existence to its subject.sf ﬁowever,_in spite of éhé cén—'

. S I ‘ :

temporari.view, that 'exists' is not a proper predicate,

‘ : 5Irmnanuel Kant Critigue of Pure Reason, trans,
Norman Kemp Smith. (New York:St Martin‘s Press, 1965),
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it appears most offen in the predieatife'position.‘ To- -

day we have come to understand a sentence like 'the chair
exists' to mean simply that there is a'chair;'and we will

bontinue_in this thesis to understand ‘exists’ in_this.

[
’

manner, even when referred to as "the predicate, 'exists'"”.
. : . T ~ ) ' :

'Exists' in the Predicative position is a common and con-

venient formation, and we shall make reference to 'exists'

as a pfédicafe'only with the clear understanding that we

are using it in Quine's sense of ‘'there 1s' or 'there are'.

‘It is only to facilitate the following discussion that we

will continue to speak i %his manner.

/

f
A"

Quine ‘talks of attributing existence in the form

- of the exisfential prefix of quantification, maintaining

)

that

.. wno'distinctien is being drawn between 'there
are' of ‘'there are universals' and ‘there are’
~of 'there’ are hippopotami' and'there are* of .
"(Ex)'; 'there are entities-x such that'.g
Quine argues that to contest this criterion ¥s to re-use .

v t
[

6Quine, From A Logical Point of View, p. 105.°



.

"the familiar notion of 'there are in some new sense, with

- which he will not concern himself. However, unless Quine

’
.

is prepared to.concern himself with alternative senses of

'exists' or ‘there arei; as he pfefers, he will have failed

to estéblish a criterion which is at all persuasive to

‘everjone, although he may-be.entirély correct in his in-

4 . . -~ . i . b '
sistence on the univocity of ‘'there are' and ‘exists'.

Q

What must really be done is to‘demonsfrate_that there can

c

be no equivocal use of 'exists'; '‘there are', and ‘(Ex)'.

This will be the central aim of this thesis.

¢ . In-Word and Object Quine éttempts to ‘deal with
this problem'from the following perspective, that is.‘

ffom the analysis of the applicability in predication of

- various words, aﬁoqg them, 'hard'( 'light','and fexists'.?'

N

It is here that Quiné seéms.to be intuitively'éérrect
about 'exists'"énd its like} énd iﬁtuitivgly'wfong‘ahopt
‘hard’ anq.'light' and {heirllike. Siﬁce he aﬁiroaches
lthé problgm‘fr;m.this‘perspeCtive, it Qou;d séeﬁ beﬁeficiél

3

-?Quine, Word and Object,‘pp.'ijo-ljl.:

¥y
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if we could somehow agcord our confiictihg viéws onlfhese
two intuitions and putlfhe case to rest, so as to proceed -
_ to the more pfessing diffic&ities concerning abétracf en-
ltltles. What fallows will be an account of Qulne s attempt
td ﬁrove that 'exists’ must be unlvocal -

Quiné.beginé with a Simple_aﬁalpgy, ch;osing.a
-éingular tgrm énd arguing for the case of thé'géneral term.
. Qiting the exdmple of the proper.noun 'Paﬁi'y‘a $ingu1ar:
term, he étateé fﬁat_fhe régs;n why its‘deﬁo%ation is mult—'-
iple is dué.té its wide15ange<of applicabiiity. .Each
spec1flc utterance of tra word 'Paul‘ purports to name -one
spec1flc man, the amb1gu1ty arlslng nét because the term
is equivocal but.becauselthérelaré thousands-of men named _;
‘Péul. The,ambiguit& iﬁ.ﬁot in the‘namé.‘Paui'; but in.fhé

objects that 'Paul’ purports to name.

In the case of an admlttedly general term Qulne
asks how much of the term S multlple app}lcablllty is due
to ambiguity and how much is due to the generality of the

" term. With the general term '‘hard', we ask ourselves if.

.
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we ever, in fact, attribute 'hard' to chairs and not-to

. L]
Il .

qﬁestiéns. In response,,Qﬁine urges théﬁ,ggépite.the
seeming syfieﬁsiépf';the chair is hardér than'thé quésé;

. - . . . .
ibn‘, the ambiéuity resides not in the fact of .the gener-
ality of the term 'hard', that it ié_used‘for many.differ;
ent £ypes'of things, butlinwthé'dissimilarity of théSe'
diffefeﬁt types of things, thg_diséimilarity-9f,cﬁairs'
and Questibns. Thé‘wora"hafd"is merely hofégenéral than
other pfediéateé, for e#amplé; ;is-capable QT béing_sat
‘upon®, which we would neve;'predicateéf queétions;.-Yet
there is?a,difficﬁlty ngé. The main wgaknéés of -the line
of argument that Quine would like to use is the failure

to make a very clear distinction whiéh‘ﬁuSt

-t

be maintained

between generality -of a térm and What we -call equivocacy

of a term. .We consider a term to be ambiguous or equi-

:vbcal‘if it has two distinct meaningS'When épplied'to'two

- different subjects, -although a term which is equivocal

-

when applied to a certain pairfdf subjegts'may be univocal -

- Ll -

when applied to. another such pair. Taking the term 'hard’
as a prime exaqple‘of‘equivpcacy. we cén delineate at leasf
four distinct ‘senses of the term. They are exemplified- by

A
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the folldwing_féur sentences: 'ﬂodd'is_hard.': ‘Watér is
. % L e u
hard.'; 'Questions_a;?’hard.'; "The woman's face is hard.'
"In each of these cases tﬂe predicate.'hard'has-ag entirely -
Idiffereﬁt‘sense. This ;s AQe ﬁd‘fhé~ambiguity of the pré—
y aicate 'hard'.h:Mpre COrreétly,jwe will éali it the equivo-
" cacy of.the predicéte 'hafd'. 'ﬁy cdnf;ést, thé genefality
of a term is the ;angé of éhingstd which.it agy be univo-
cally prédicatéd. For eﬁaaple; in the sense iﬁ,which wood
, o : : g ' ! . '
is ha_rd. we ma'yl univocally say that diamonds are harfdr. ‘.
‘chairs are hard, cdnéreté'is hard, the graqnd is hgfd. and
sp‘fortﬁ."ln tﬁe‘éensé-in whiéh-ﬁéter_is'hard; we may say
that minerél water ié hardef-than_rain-water; On the other
hand, diéménds and‘goncrete aré hétharder than mineral Loa
' watef, nor is Mary';.facial,exbpéssion.' We ﬁay say that
’Mar&'s face was hardér than'John's face, or‘Ma?f is as.ha%d.
_hearted as Jéhn.,but neithér'Mary?érnor John's_facé is'hérder
'than.Ariséotle‘s queétion. Again, it mékgs sense t0'say
that_Prgfegsor Smith Egts Hardegexéms'thaﬁ Proféss;r Jﬁnes;
"but his questiqns are,nbt_ha;der thanVMary's fécé. or John's"
éhaif,_or'fresh ain watef. With the-pfeéeﬁing-éxamples

in mind, it should not be difficult to distinguish equi-

vocacy in a term from mere generality. It will clarify
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' objects and abstract ones, that %hege are in fact two dis-
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what is to follow in our discussion of Quine's analogy.

Quine does not seem too worried over the above

‘mentioned “seéming égilepsis" bécauselhe‘wants to 'set the

stage for an identical analysis of the nature of predicates

like ‘exists'. There are fhose who wéuld like to maintain

'that"eiists' must be_equiﬁocal,fwhen spoken of material

[

A}

“ $inct senses of 'exists'. Quine asks for possible evidence

4

»

for this spurious view, and suggests that it is more reason-

able to consider 'exists’ true and univocal of both con-

N
X

‘crete.objects and abstract entities.-that it is a very gen-

L

_eral term, similar to 'Baul', with a wide range of applic-

ability.B “What is indicated though._is.Quiné!s view that
the.wbrd ‘existence' does not neceséafily.connote spatio-

temporality, and that we cannoi account for the fact that :

material objects are spatio-temporally existent, while éh;'

'BQuine "Notes on Existence and Necessity," p. 116.
", ..this prefix /Ex/ has a very broad séense 'there
is somethlng such that', and does not connote ex-
istence in any pecullarly spatial or temporal sense. -
The statement:'{Ex) {x is a fish & x flies)' does
affirm the existence of something in space and time,
but only because fishes ‘and thlngs that fly are al-

‘ways in space and tlme...
(-]

e



being'h;gher pfedicates because they are most general in

T I ~19-

L

- stract entities have some alternative existence merely’

4

because o%'an alleged'émbiguity of.equivocacy in tarmé s '%

like 'exiéfs',"thefe are', and '(Ex)°’.

+

A Indeed,. %his view is not at éll;shockingwor brigjy .

at o

inal, as boj:lr% Plato and Aristotle held that the terms ®ex-

isté‘ and 'tHere afe"are applicﬁble or predicéble. either '
t;uly_or félsely,‘of praéﬁically_eﬁery?hing.g. In deference
to Platg's 'fofm of Exisfence béingloneof.thé-Fi%e
Greatés% Forms? we.shall;eferto guch predicates és 'ex-

'.«

ists','is real", and }is‘interestingt and their like as

their range of applicability. That predicatés like 'réd',

‘hard', and 'light' and their like are. to be called lower
N * N Q

predicates becomes obvious, due to the ‘fact that they are

predicable of fewer types of things. This will be clar-

ified at the end,of Chapter II.

Thé question that immediately confronts us is the

_ PPlato Sophist 254d; Aristotle Metaphysics 6.
1017a 23-2k. - » — o
) " -
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: theﬂambiguity-of the term 'hard' is due
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continuity of the analogy from the name 'Paul’ to a gen-

eral” term like. 'hard' and finally to an even more general

a

term like 'exists'. That‘Quine'ié correct in ibcaffng-the

ambiguity of 'Paul’ in its objects of reference seems to

be a reascnable assertion, but does this hold'trgézfor_

words-1like 'hard'? Rémember,'we still have our "seeming -

syllepsis" of the sentehCe; FThis.chéirfié harder than

that question', and we would like to argue that this syll-
> ) . l' ' ' - .

epsis indicates'something féuify in Quine's analogy.

-

« wPhe fundamental flaw in Quine's analysis of the

terms-'Paul‘ and 'hard’ is_as‘foildwsm. The ambiguitﬁ of

the term 'Paul' is due ehtirely:to its generality, whereas -

not to its gener-
ality but to its ‘equivocacy. ~'Hard' has. more than one
sense as we have alféédy'demqnstratéd with.examples given

fg distinguish generality from equivocaCQ. Quine wants 'to

avoid the problems of heteratypical prgdication by.siﬁply.

' dényiﬁg that there are any problems. - The reason why Quine -

asserts that there is no difficulty.in saying. that chairs

are as hard as questions stems frqm‘his‘désire‘to continue.

4
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the analogy to the third step and hold that "exists’ must
be uniyocal.évéthhings_df”differept ont;lpgical typés;
. If “hard’ canﬁqt be maintained as‘uﬁivocal, the aralogy -
,ﬁouldndisiﬁtegréte. ‘Can welgbrfect‘tﬁé secﬁndiétep of
fhe.analogy Py eiiminating fhe éyllepsis, withéuxopén;ng'

the doors to an equivocal position regarding ‘exists',

"there are', and '(Ex)'?

Univociti o T S S .
Oug last section conéludeq with a question; it is .
..haped that.this.sectioﬁ will\coné]uae with an answer, It
,'is ig the recent work of. Fred Sommers that Qe are provided
ﬁwilh just t#e accouﬁt that:is‘néédeqto“justify:Qﬁine's
hopéé abéui_tﬂé analysis of 'e;ists'; while ciearing up”,‘
 Quf doubfé_concerhing.whéf we.have referred to aé:fhe lower’
p?edicateé 1ikéi'h;rd'.19 IWhaf foilows will be a general

outline of Sommers' work and how;hé has shown that Quine

. must be correct on theriséue‘of.'exists“wifﬂéut'haﬁing to

10 Fred ‘Sommers, "The Ordlnary Language Tree," Mind
68 (1959); Fred Sommers, "Predicability," Philosophy in
"America, ed. Max Black, Muirhead Library of PhllOSOphy (Ith- "
aca, N.Y.:Cornell Unlver51ty Press, 1965); Fred Sommers,
- "Types and Ontology,"™ PhllOSOphlcal Logic, ed. P. F. Straw-.
son, Oxford Readings in Phllosophy (Oxford Oxford University .
-Press, 1968)
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commit himself to the univocity of terms like 'hard’ when
fhey-are predicated of thingS'like Questiohs and chafrs,

As was'menti@ned in the preceding section, we felt -

" that Quine Waé quite correct in his analysis of the word

- .

*exists!, while he appeared to be intuitively incorrect in -
his-accopnt.bf predicétés like 'hard'. Itfmay alsb béire—l-

membered that certain general predicates were considered to

be higher than others, 'exists','ﬂis interesting' being
higher than ‘fed‘i *hard®, etc., and our criterion\fof S0

. considering them'agréed with such philosophers as Plato and . . | )

/.

Aristotle. The reason was that we consjdered the general

réngéfdf %hé_appliaabilify:of the”predigatef the.rénge.of
types of thingé qf.wﬁichlif:is prédiéable,'éit%ef_trulyfgr
*falsely,.guéwnot abéurdlyfli .Thust'éxisfsf is one ol the
_ vér& higﬁegt of terms becauselit i; predicable of eﬁerythiné

from fishes (there are fishes, fishes_exiét, (Ex)- Fx ) to

prime numbers, (there are-prime numbers, prime numbers

. L . . * .
exist, (Ex) (Nx & Px)).: It”makes sense to say of anything

' -%1Here we are follow1ng Sommers' notion of onto—

loglcal type as he explalns it in section one of "Types and
Ontology" : - . ‘
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that 'it exists' or that 'it does not exist', and there

.are but few senteﬁces'using 'éxists' in the‘predicétive
pbsition whibh’afe nonsénsicél.- ThlS is exempllfled by the
rule of Quantifier négafidn,.as -(Ex) = (x)—‘and (Ex) = —(x)—
 indicétes>thét the rahge of the aﬂso}ute éfedicaée 'exists'

| | 12. | |

is uniyersaily_applidéble. It is plain'to see, op‘thé

jéther‘haﬂa. that a ppedi?ate like 'hard dbesfnot'haveuén_
- universal rapge.of applicabilify; indeed,-it‘is épplicablé
only t& é:iimitéd number'pf_types of thingé:‘ Thislmight be
Vdemonskratéd‘ﬁy a‘siﬁple instance in whichit-would'gé
‘ ; ;f.k

vacuous or c¢ategory-incorrect to predicate 'hard’ Some-

thing, for example, 'the humber 2 is~hérdj. This’appeaf§

to,yioléte,mOSt ssensibilities cpndefning the number 2.17

;QuinE. beihg concerned  to preservélthe‘uﬁivoéity
of 'éxiéts';-séys that any apparent ambiguity in the_word

' texists' must extend from the type difference of what is

o 12Here we are follow1ng Sommers notlon of what an
" absolute predicate is. This. .may be found in detail in his -
articles, "The Ordinary Language Tree," p. 162, and "Pfédlc-
ability," p. 272.. , :

3Gllbert Ryle, The Concept of Mlnd. (New York:
Barnes & Noble, Unlver31ty Paperbacks, 1966), pp. 16- 1?
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said:tb-exist.--Quine.alsq.fegls:thét we must consider
_'Hard' uni&ocal‘over‘chairs and que;tions,thé apparent
tamb‘igui'ty_ of the word ‘hard* arising in the type diff_eréncq

_of chairs and qgestions. ;For,‘if Qe alloﬁ théf fhgrd{ ié'
'eduivocgl}there.wouid be';o grouﬁdé té‘sgpport.Quine'é view

Ithaft'axists“is univocal, for the continuity of his anal-

LY

1

- 6gy. is broken. Indeed, it could be argued, in contrast to
Quine, that the inherent weakness due to the syllepsis’

arising with the univocal view of *hard®, when predicated

offchairs-and questions,'indicafed that ‘exists’, tob, was
an equivocal term. As Quine cannot permit. this, he,concludes
_that 'hard', as well abk 'exists', 1S univocal and unam-

biguous. ‘ -

Y
' )

It is at this point that Sommers asks a crucial

é . .

qpestioh, for.if '‘hard' is in fact univocal over chéirs_gnd
questions, then it should make perfect sense to ask of
* Quine whether this- chair is harder thap thathuestion.
. r ’ .
Without further ado, it appeaps very difficﬁlt to make
sense, in any literal way, of this query. We have here

thrée_terms, tchair', fquestion', and 'hard"', of ‘which it -
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‘ makes sense t§ séy thgt 'question' and 'hard' are related,

and"chaif; and 'hard' are related, while it doés not

make sense'to'sa§ that;‘chairs' and"éuest;ons' are re-
lated. What_igzymané by ‘related' wikl be %igiéiy'definéd:

r

in the succeeding chapter.

-Qn'fhe_other.hand. ii is not difficult to. construct
caseé wheré bertain_predica;es are univocal when éﬁplied'ﬁd'
ipdividuals of- different ontoibgi;al f&pés; as Sommers
points out. Consider.the folloﬁ%ﬁg.triad. 'heaéache';“lec-
ture', and '1asfs-aﬁ‘houn', and the f&llowingrsentences;

I. My:headaché iastéd an hour. -
Ii._ My lecture lasted ég‘ﬁour.

ITI. My héadéche 1astedlas loﬁg aé.my‘lecture."
In_the;third séﬁteﬁcéﬂ thefe is no syllepsis bccufring be-
tween the terms 'héadache'_and_'1géture', unlike our prev-
.ioﬁs exampleof zchaif',"quéstién‘; and 'hard'. but doés
- this justify our conclUdinglthat léétufeé aﬁd headaches
are of‘the same ontolog;calltype? We.shalldemﬁnstrafé

that this cannot be the case. The question which we must
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answer is as follows:’

When does a‘'type difference force ambiguity
‘upon a predicate? Why, for example, must
‘hard' be equivoczl over chairs and quest-
Aons, and 'lasted an hour' univécal over
lectures and headaches?,, )

-

-

\

14

) .

Sommers, “The Ordinéry Language Tfee," p. 161.

»



' CHAPTER II

THE DEVELOPMENT OF A THEORY OF TYPES FROM
RUSSELL TO SOMMERS

Russell's Theory of fynes

Hlstorlcally, we . have to trace a lengthy Journey
through the theory of £\\és, startlng with Russel1,'5 3

order to get at the root of‘Qur misgivings about Qulne s

' ~
. calling 'hard' an unlvqcal predicate, and in order to con-

firm our positive intwAtion about his ctlling 'exists' an
univocal predicate. Fortunatély. this analysis is avail-

AW .
- able, and this chapter will be devoted to an explanation. .

P

- of the course that Sommers has taken.lé:

1

A type (sometimes called a sort, a category, or

_,aﬁ ontological type) is not to be ‘confused with the ordin--

e

: 5Bertrand Russell, "Loglcal Atomism," Contempor-
ary British Philosophy, ist series, ‘ed. J. H. Muirhead (Lon-
don: Allen and Unw1n.-New York: macmllTan, 1953), p. 3?oﬁ

16Sommeru, “Types and Oﬁ%ology,“ pPp. 138- 153
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ary notion of class, for the ontologist'would consider that

~the following fhree'élasses (éets); the set of men, the set
of even numbers, the set of prime'nuﬁbers; actually cbmpfise

only two types.l? ‘Typeé are special sorts of classes, and

Ruésell was .am the first to Eive a more spéqificidefin-

ition of what an ontological type might be.
~ The definition of a logical type is as follows:
A and B arc the same logical type if, and.only if,
given any fact of whieh A is a constituent, there
is a corresponding fact which has B as a constitu-

ent, which either results, by substituting B for A .

- or is the negation of what so results- To take an ,
illustration, Socrates and Aristotle are of the same
type because 'Socrates was a philosopher® and ‘Aris-
totle was a philosopher:' are, both facts; Socrates.
and Caligula are the same type, because 'Socrates -
was ‘a philosopher' and 'Caligula was not a philos- -

opher' are both facts.la

‘What Russell is saying here'is that two things are
 9§ thé sgme fype'(Sééfgfes_énd Aristotle) wit&‘fésbect toi-
a.monédic preQiqate‘P (is alph;lésopher) if, /and only ‘if,
- P is significantly prediééble‘(that %é,truly or falsely,

but not absurdly) of both things. Let usigiVe another ex-

171bid., p. 139

.18Russell. p. 370.
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ample.
I, _ Let P = is a philosopher'
- a = Caesar. e
b = Socrates
II. Let P = is a philosopher

a = Caesar.

b = industrial revolution

In the fifsf case ‘above, Wifh respect to tﬁe.mbﬁadic préd— |
icate, }P'. 'Céqsar‘, and"Sobrafes' are of_fhe séme type,
because 'Pa'_and'Pb'-arehbéfh.signifiéanﬁ predicatibnsf
On the other.ﬁaﬁdl the secohd_éase'shows tﬁat with péspe;t

. ) . s . £
tovthe ﬁgédicate P, 'Caeéar', and 'indﬁsfriél revolution®
arezﬁf different types, becaﬁse:'PbQ is an ébsurd pfedi—
féatioﬁ.'.Thé seﬁ%énce,jﬂThe indusirial revolpﬁion is a

~ philosopher’ is_meaninglesé.' e

At this point it might be profitable to allay any
doubts or suspicions conéerning the in%erpreting}cf Russell's
theory of types in tefms of predicates .and predication,

instead of in terms .of facts, as Russell'héd‘originally

t
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stated. To do this,We will have to examine Black's

criticism of Russell's theory of types inldetéil.lg

Black charges that Russell's theory of types re-

sults in thé paradox of dissolution of‘fyﬁes.zo Here is .

~ Black's paradox.

Let it be supposed that K and L are of ‘the same
type, as defined above, and K and M are of diff-
erent types. Then the'following statements are
true: i
(1) "L is of the same type as K" is a fact,
(2) "M is not of the same type as K" is a fact.
Now the second fact is the negation of what results
from sub"tltutlng M for L in the first fact. And
" the situation is formally analogous to that used
for illustrative purposes by Russell, with L, W,
and being of the same type as K correspondlng res-
pectively to~ ‘Socrates, Caligula, and being a, ph11~
osopher. -Since L and M can replace each other in
the manner specified in. the definition, it fnllows
that L and M are of the same type.... Expressed _
otherwise, the argument would seem to establish t@pfﬁ _
- if there are at least three entltles in the world, '
‘1t is impossible that they should not all belong
R to the same type.21 '

This-demonstrates that Russell's theory of typeS'presents‘

a situation in which it will be impossible to distingﬁish -

. . . . . 4
. -

19Méx Black, "Russell s Philosophy of Language.“

'The Philosophy of Bertrand Russell, ed. Paul Arthur Schllpp,

The Library of Living Philosophers Vol. 5 (Lasalle, Ill..

,Open Court 1971) PP. 1229-255.

L

2°Ib1d.-. p. 235, 2Y1pid., p. 235
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when two thiqgé are_bf differen% t&peé. eﬁen_wheh they are
'assuﬁed to be different. Black feels the;gnly’effectife
way to avoid this initial difficulty is to intérpre% the .

theory of- types as holding between words and not.entities.

. N ¥ "
He does this in the following manner:

-Let the locution "K and L are of ‘the same type,"
be abandoned in favor of the expression "the
“words ‘'K!' and 'L' are syntactically similar"
(and let it be agreed that in such cases ‘K°
and 'L' 'shall be said to belong to the same
syntactical type). With this understanding,
. the sentences (1) and (2) above must be re-
“written in some such form as

(3) ‘"lamda is of the same syntactical ‘type . .
° as kappa" is a fact,. , .
(4) "mu is not of. the same syntactlcal ~

type as kappa" is a fact,
where. lamda, mu, and kappa are now words.
- And from this it follows that only the names
" of all three words will be. syntactlcally sim- . )
ilar.... . o . . o

If a linguistic translation of Russell's
theory on .the lines above should prove feas-
ble, there will still be requlred further
modifications, if contradlctlon is to be a-
.voided.. . SR
There are. Certaln syntactlcally po&yga— , 3 o B
mous contexts able to recieve words of the . '
most diverse syntactical types without degen- ‘ ]
erating 1nto nonsense....22 ‘ - - :

Black, of course, has in mind the example of "I am think-
ing about Russell* and -"T am thinhing‘abouf coﬁtinuity"; N i

~which wbuld lead us to assert ﬁhaﬁ-'continuity' and *Russell' - i

N

227bid., pe 237.
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éfe sjﬁtacticaliylsimilar termSJ\if we follow Rgsééll}#
.theory. This, 6f‘coursa; iéadslto.fﬁe‘diésolution of.
‘types @this tiﬁé'syntacticai.typeé) dnce.again.

. Black proposes the solution to this:dissolutiqn‘af
“types, but first we will return to Ryle's notion of cate-
Igory.mistakes. and show its similarity‘with Russell's the- .

ory of types. Sommers calls this type, that Russell has

T - ‘ o CoN a _— .

defined, an alpha-type, and summerizes Russell's definit-
‘ . ‘ .

ion as follows: vaéry member of ‘an alpha;type is spénned

by the predicate which defines it.. A predicate is said to

span a thing if it can be predicated eithéf'truly or 'falsely,

-,

but not absﬁrdly,‘of that fhingng

A‘second,.though paréllél notion of a logical type

--can_ﬁékfound in Ryle's définitigg'of‘a pétegory misﬁake
or zeugﬁa—like expréssionfzg For R&le,‘a éategbry-mis—
‘ i ’ .. |

' tdkg would be made if oﬁe_were to conjoin two sﬁntactically‘,

dissimilar terms to a single substantive in the same sen-

(]

Z?Sommers, "Typés énd‘Ontology." p. 140,
" . . .

- R&le’ p. 15-18. /j - .- _

[
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;j tence. For example: }' -

I. She came home in a sedan chair and a flood
of tears. - - e

II. The cape was stormy and loose af.theAshoulderé.
What caﬁ be sSeen fro% Rylé's.néﬁioﬁ of-é category mistake
is that‘ﬁhen two pré&icaﬁeé aré.ﬁot.univocﬁlly appiiqable
iﬁd tﬁe séme thing they bons#itute a cétegorymistake'when
they are conjoined. It may_' b6 noticed that whi_le"éu'ssell
useS'tﬁe type notion for a class of inNGS, Ryie’uses his
for a class of EXPRESSIQNS, Sbmmers:dall§ Ryle';'type a:.i
_?—fypé; and .defines it:aé fqlloﬂs:l | |

fﬁl L If P and Q aré monadic predicates which can -
' be significantly applied to one thing then the
sentence (PQ) is not a type mistake. In gen-r-
al, if - 't' is some thing, then the set of all
‘and only those predicates which span 't’ form

a type. Call this predicate type a B—type.25

To clarify this, let us look. at an example}‘

‘Let P = is arpﬁilosqpher_

1

Q@ = is a man
Vo t = Socrates I ;"' c%

‘Because ‘'Socratesiis a philosopher' ‘and 'Socrates is a

‘ZSSqmmers}'"Typés and Ontoiogy;"fp. {40..
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man' are both significant and correct sentences, the.sentence
] N . . 4%

N

"PQ’ .is not a type mistake, (that-is, the man is a philo-
- sopher'). In general,-ail‘bf those predicates*fp,{Pn)

'whicn are significantly pfedicablé-(sPan) a given thing

T(Soéfate;, in-this'case)-WOﬁld fo;mlthe:g;ass bf e;ﬁress—
iﬁns:we.pall'a B—tyée wifh re§pe§f to 't'.' |
'ﬁntilfthe advent_of ngmgr$ﬁfwofk, the criticism
-'by ﬁ;x'hlack.had comp1e#eiy upset the formélistg' aftempts
.for é cdmpréhgnsive fhéory:q? ﬁypefj andr.as we éﬁall see
preséﬁtiy. Quine, tpb, is;néwéfé';f thé'prdg?ess thqf
‘Sommers Has maﬁe. Fﬁﬁdaméntally, Black's Criticism of” .-
Russell (and 1t applles to Ryle) is that thelr notlons fail

hY

'to be transitive. for the relatlon_ is the same type as’

It might be expected, if a and b were Qf'the sxme‘alphé;'
ﬁtypé,‘and b and ¢ were of the .same alpﬁa-type,‘(or P and Q
of the same B- type, and Q and R of the ‘Same B- ﬁype) .that -

ca and c would also be of the same alpha type (l]kew1se

" P and R would ve of the same B-type).” Black shows

' - 26

I

Black, pp. 237-239.

‘.r‘!
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that this simply cannot e the case, for 'we can give ex-’

‘amples to show that if a and b are of the same alpha-type

and b 'and ¢ are oi_the‘séme alpha-type, it is not ﬁecesé—

" arily the case that a and ¢ ar® of the same alpha-type,

for a and b may be of ‘the same type with respect to P

;'Let a.

I

ﬁgssell*
b = Caesar

¢ = industrial revolution
P = isla.philospoher

Q = is historically important

-

while b and ¢ are of the same type with respect to Q.

"

Thus a and b are - of the same type .with réSpedi to P, and b

"and c are of the same type with respect to Q.- queﬁér} .

neither b and ¢ nor a and c are of the same type with res-

tion fails of transitivity.
Let P = is a philosopher
' AN
Q = is interesting
R = is-prime
a = Russell
b = seven

ThuS;PVand Q are of the same{;ype“with‘réSp

ect to

X

pect to P. Similarly, we can show that Ryle's B—typg'no-

a, and Q

BT L LLT CETRT

T N T
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and R are of the same type with respect to b, but the sen-

tence 'PR' is a category mistake with respect to either a

' is nothing which is & philosopher.and which

We can see now that both Russell's and Ryle's
. definition of a logical  type appearslinadequatef éommers
proceeds to define type notiohs_of a smaller scope, one
cprrespondiﬁg tb'alpha;types‘énd one corresponding tb“‘
Betypes;_where the relation 'is the same type aé'_is

' ‘s 27 : A . S o
traqs1§é:e. He defines a set of things as a beta-type
if, and only if, every member of the. set iS'Spaﬁhed_px_'

every member of the same B-type, and no,memb .1s spanned

by any predicate outside of that B-type. #s weiﬂd he -
- ’ ’ - l ‘ i - :') .
defines a set of predicates as an A-type/if,rand only if,
: : Y A
‘every member of the set Spané every member of the same
. A A ) . - . . - # . .
alpha-type and no member of the set spans a thing outside
~of that alpha-type. It should be clear now that Sommers'

beta-type retains transitivity where we should expect it

for the relation 'is the same type as', Taking our pre-

2?Sommers, “Types and Ontology," p. 140,
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" vious example of Caesar and Russell and the industrial

revolution, we see that Caesar and the industrial revo-

" - lution or Russell_ahd the indusfrial‘fevolution are of

» +

different types onlthe'critetion bf'beta-types.'iopfthéy

share oﬁly some predicates in common, but not all. Whete-

‘as with Russell's alpha-type, we.considered that Caesar

and the industrial revolution could be of the same type

‘'with respect to.Q (is historically interesting)."On

Sommers' criterion we can never consider them to be of

%he same type. -Conversely, with Sohmers' criterion, we

‘can consider Russell and Caesar to be of the sahe typé

because ﬁhatevgr pfedicate spaﬁs Russell-also.spans Cae—.
sar. Thus we havelall the'bénéfits of_RﬁséqllFs types
without'the"diffipulties:that if éan be shown.to enfail;
Simi}arly,ithe'A—type of Somﬁgrécan Eé-showh torretaiq
traﬁsitivityrfof theltype relation; Retu:ning to our pre-

vious exgmple of fhe intransitive B-type, we can éée that

P (is a phiiosopher) and Q (is interesting) cannot be of

the same type because Q spans things'which_P does not.
What gave.rise'to the problem of transitivity i‘or'RusseJ;l'sui
alpha-types and Ryle's B-types is that fhéy define é%ts ;

-

LT O PO I
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which are so te that they .include members which make .

it impossible for hém.to retain transitivity. This will

-become more evidenti in the following discussion, where we

will view these type difficulties in the syntactical terms.

which Sommers has'pr9Vided.

Before venturing into-the.syntactical anélysis

—

that we ‘have mentloned it isiimpdrtant to digress and . . ————

.make a clarlflcatory ‘'statement about thg)term 'spannlng .

'Failure to notice the distinction between spanning and

prédiéating has given rise to a series of unjusfified- o : f? -
28

criticisms of Sommers' theory. .The error of <hese

criticisms has been ﬁointed'out by Englebretsen, who-

demonétrates that a predicate may.still span éﬁsubject ‘ ‘t)f
o v . . . : . - . 1.
while it would ﬁatufaliy be said to be impredicable of \g_;/f‘*
_ _ : N .
N
\
28

L. R. Relnhardt “Duallsm and Categorles v
Proceedings of the’ Arlctotellan Society 66 (1965 1000)
Susan Haack, "Equivocacy: A Discussion of Sommers' Views,"

Analysis 28 (April, 1968). Hugh S, Chandler, “Persons l%
and-Predicability," =~ Australasian Journal of. Philosophy L

Lé, No, 2 (August 1968); R. van Straaten, "Sommcrs' Rule
and Equivocity," Phllosqphical Studieg 22 (1971).

LR
Tualh -
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that éubject?9 The following quotations'from Englébretseh
should suffice to clarify whéﬁ Sommers. is saying.

The resulting sentence .will ‘seem odd, indeed -
- it will be vacuous (like 'Socrates was in awe.of
Moses'), but it will not be a category mistake
(like 'This theorem is triangular'). Van Straat-
en's mistake here is taking 'mgkes sense to pred-
icate' in terms of predicability rather than
spanning. The spanning notion is/défined in terms
of category correctness while the notion of pre-
dicability is defined in_term§ of the fruth. . Som-.
mers clearly meant spanmning when he used the 'makes
sense to predicaté' in the rule since the rule
' __-is—inteénded as a test for theory coherency, 2n in-
coherent theory being one which allows 'category
straddlers' into its ontology and thus category
mistakes into its language.30' e :

N

A predicate will be said to span a thing if it
is predicated truly or falsely but not category
mistakenly. 1In effect, this says: A predicate P
spans a thing a ‘just in case Pa is not a category
mistake. ~Notice that saying that Pa is not a cat-
egory mistake does not entail that P is predicable ,

) of a. 'Was in awe of Moses' spans Socraties, since -
the statement that Socrates was in awe of ioses
whilé vacuous is not category mistaken. The re- .

‘ sult is that spanning and predicability are not

. . identical relations. If P is predicable of & then

" P spans a, the converse does not hold since there
‘are vacuous statements (i.e., ones in which the pre-
dicate is impredicable of the subjects) which are
not category mistakes. Predicability might be
viewed as a special kind of spanning relation. P:
spans a just in case Pa is not a category mistake.
P is predicable of a just in case Pa is not a cate-
gory mistake and'Pa is not vacuous.ji '

29Géorge Englebretsen, "On the Nature of Sommers'’
Rule," Mind 80 {1971): George Englebretsen, "Vacuosity,"
 Mind.-B81 (1972);-George Englebretsen, On van Straaten's
Modification of Sommers®' Rule," Philosophical Studics 23
(1972); George Englebretsen, "Brody on.Sommers," Philo-
sophical Studies 26 (1976). -

3OEngiebretsen,-\"On van Straateh's.Modificatiqn,ﬁ_p. 21?; .

vy ,

31Engiebretsen. "Vacuosity," p;72?5.
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, Whaf Sommers'unmistakably méans is
that any predicate and its 'negative’
span exactly the same 1:hings._32

. Returning again to Sommers and his earliest °

‘wotk, The Ofdinany Language Tree, where he'pufs forward

“a tree’ theory of language which shows how we can constiruct

i

a topography of predication, we encounter the notion of

an U—relation, the basic notion to all of Sommers' work.,

-’
7

The only éssumption'necessary,to Somﬁers.is that

to know. the meaning of an expression is to know how“to

'ﬁse'it; in othé; words, to know how to construct a piccé
of significant3(nbﬁ-abSﬁrd) discourse using that expression.
Thisgassumption is of course not- beyond challenge, but

"it may be pointéd out that our concern is not with Jjust-

Al

'ifyihg this Wittgenéteinian‘positioh, so much as with

employing such a position in order to examine certain

‘other philosophical problems, Whether some modification

~

of the meaning-as-use thesk»s can be justified is a diff-

icult problem itself, but tangential. to the direct goncern
S _ _ v

>

32

Englebretsen, "On van Straaten's Modifica#ibn," :

-
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Qf this fhesis.

We will say, then, that ﬁwo‘eX§reésions will have
the sense value. U, if tﬁéy Qap,be-uséd'in a subjectépredie
. cate sentence without cfeating nonsénée. Thus, if two ék—
préssions. k and'Y, have the sensé value U, we w%lllsay .
that they are U-reldted. >’ We.may staté’fhis sﬁccinctly‘
aé follows: Létting AxBx stand for a sentential function
such as X is A orlx is‘B, ¥ is A and x is B, x is A implies
X ié‘B; etc; énd'ietting_q stand for some\quaniifier, then:
Q(Axﬁx) is a ?entence and its_significance depepd; on]y
on A %nd ﬁ. Fer example, if A = auther, and B ='Sodk,
.tﬁen QtAxB#) is.a catégory mistake for it rgéds "x is an
author and x is a book", On &he other hand, if B = bold,

-

then Q(AxBx) is significant;_for it now reads "x is an

b

author and x is bold". ,
In order to .forestall any confusions, it would
~be well to point out that Q{Ax implies Bx).is not logically

‘the saﬂe as Q(Ax)} implies Q(3x). Using the samec examples

33Sommérs, "The Ordinary Language Treé," p. 161, .
M1bid., p. 162.

|
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followss
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as before, Q{Ax impiies Bx) reads "there is at least one
x such that if x is an author then that x is a book", while .
. . \ ‘ M

Q(Ax) implies ﬁ(Bx) reads "if fhere is athlifgm one x such

that x is an author, then there is at least one x such that

x is a book", The difference is that, in the former case,

o A : 1
A and B are predicated of the same thing, and results in a

category miétaké. while in the éecpnd case, A and.B,are pre-

dicated of itwo separate entities and no category mistake

e

results.
A

Sommers defines. the sense relations U and'N as

U(BA) af.

Q(AxBx) is significant = U(AB)
‘ _ T -U(AB) df.

N(AB)

0.

35

' This is a concise statement of what it is for two terms to --

t "

be U-related. If Q(AxBx) is significant, then A and B are

.sgid to be Ufre1ated. Thus.}for any subject-predicate sen-

tence that significantly conjoins two terms.without creat-
iﬁg nonsense or éategory mistakes, those two terms may be - ;

said to be U-related. 1In our,previous,éxamples.xthe terms.
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'author' and fbold':are.U-réia£é§, whilé'the termg_'auth;
..or"and"boék' are N-related. As méy.be seen from the def-
initiqn, the N;relét#on.ié simbly.the de;iai of the U-reia;'l
| tion. Whén_two ferms‘are‘such that thefé is'no-significaﬁf
sentence in'ﬁhich one can occur as’ a subject and the other
;as a prediééte. or no sigﬁifiéant seﬁtéﬁce'iq-which bofh
' téfms.can be prédicated of the same-subject,ﬁthenthesé
tﬁo>terﬁs are ﬂ—?elﬁtqa. : | I | o
R%g.”
'Withﬁthis nﬁtién'of an U;felation‘fhus ﬁefined,.we
qay.now'see.moré éleaply fhé basié-diffi;ulty which Russell
_£§nd‘Ryie eﬁcountered ﬁith their;reSpéctivé type definitioﬁé.
Suceinctly stated, their difficgltyla& in treating the U-
_relation as a fransitife relatién. We can-seéfthaﬁ tﬁis‘
relation is symmetfi¢él.a5d feflexive, but that it is trans-
itive éannot‘bé demonéérated. ‘Indeed, couhter-exambles-will
shou'fhat i£ is sbmétimes transifivg and éometimesﬁnoh—trans-..
itive. Let.ﬁs.furh once again to Russell's albha;type,'that
' ié,<tw6 things are'of the same t&pe(U-relateds Qith res-
-péct.to a certain predicate P, if‘é is éignificantly predic-

able of (spans) both things (if P is U-related of both
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‘,_things).;'Symsoliqaily as follows: U(XY) & ﬁ(xﬁ) implies
U(YZ):' fgraexample; Gifen that tne relation. 'is the same
'type as' is e'fransitive relation, we should.‘with Russell's

type theqry.'expect the fellowingi

U(Russell phllosopher) & U(Caesar,, philosopher)‘
implles U(Russell Caesar) :

In this case, the consequent U-relatlon makes sense when
‘the transxtlvity pr1n01ple is applled; but W1th equal ease
we' can construct a case using alpha- types in whlch the con-
‘ sequence of adherlng to transmtiv1ty for the relatlon, ‘is
.lthesame type as'; yields a situat;on which 1s_obv1ous non-
serise. for exsmple:

U(Russell, 1nterest1ng) & U(contlnuity, interesting)
_shoulq 1mp1y U(Russell, contlnulty)

In thls case, if all alpha-types were tran51t1ve for the
'type relatlon; we shou1d expect; acconding to~£he transi-

. tibity nrincible;fthe senserelafien U(Russell, continuitﬁ),
However, in‘QEfuai language, we aﬁhefe te.the sense rela—.l
 tion N(Qussell. continuify) because;the sentences. 'Russell
is a cont:l.nulty a.nd 'cont:.nulty is 'Russelll' are categor&

L]
mistakes. The same nay be demonstrated for B-types (Ryle 8

. notion) when the B-type is expressed in terms of U—relatlon.

’
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For example: ' Y

'U(phllosopher, Russell) & U(man. Russell)
1mp11es U(man, phllosopher)

U(stormy. cape) & U(loose at the shoulders,
cape) should 1mp1y U(stormy, ‘loose at the
shoulders)-

But, in fact, the éense relation for 'stormy’', and 'loose
at the shoulders' is N. _Agaih, in the third example, the
type relation is'frapsitive, for 'man' and *philosopher

are U—related,{but:in,the fourth.eiample‘we can see that

the type‘rélatibn for Ryle's B-types is non-transitive, fbr 

Wq have, in fact, N(stormy, loose at'the éhoulders), wﬁen.

v

‘wé should expect U(Stormy; ioose at the shoulders). _Buﬁl

 our criterion of category correctness shows us that 'stormy

and 'loose at the shoulders'g when put into a:sﬁbject pfé—

dicate sentence, creates a'piece-of absurd discourse.

Using the U—reiatidn.'and‘keéping in mind these
examples; welean éhow very clearly the és§ehgé of ﬁléck's
'Eriticism as it‘applies té Ryle andtRu%sell,.and the.threé
alfernétives_which weré.leff'open by this e?iticism. of
thése3thre9-alterhativgs we:wili have more %o say, for wé_

"will. seé that only Sommers' alternative, which we_might
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call the fourth, is viable.

e

Rejecting the ‘Transitivity Rule
Black had originally challenged Russell's defin-
ition of a t&pg (the alpha-tyge),on the grounds that the

relation, *is: the saqp.type asfﬁshould-be transitiye. as

'éfe atl equivélence r'elatipns.36 We also maintain, in the

spirit of -Black, that the relation 'is syntactically sim-
ilar' should also be transitive. Black has demohstrated;
- as .we héve_discussed, that a~paréilel'diséolution of types'

' occurs in the case of terms as well as of things.: Black |

sees the only way to salvage some usefulness from Russell s

theory of types is to_ "lnterpret the theory of types negr
.. ~

'atlvely as’ essentlally an 1nstrument for establishlng dlff-

W

‘,"_
criterion as the "Tyan81t1V1ty Rule".3® It follows diréct- :?
' \

ly from Russell s theory_ofjtypes.. For Russell, if a $etm ™

.erences of type" 37 Sommers refers to Black's negativql -

A is syntactically similar to a term C, and ano$her term

is syntactically similar-fo the terﬁ C, then A is syntact

=

Pprack, p. 235.. .  S7Ibid., p. 238

.

'BBSommérs. “Typeé and Ontology,” pp. 145, 152.

.,li,‘.-:;.- o
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ically similar to thexﬁerm B. .This then ieads'to‘the

*

- paradox of dissolufion‘&f'types. .Biaék's proposal to
interpret the theory of f&pes as an instrument to deter-
mine type difference has tﬁe inverse problem. Black's

new procedure is this: - Y
.+« «two "typographically distﬁpct words are syn-
tactically dissimilar if there is at least one
context in which one cannot be substituted for
the other without generating nonsense. To this
is added the further condition that correspond-
ing elements of contexts capable of receiving
syntagtically dissimilar words are themselves
to be regarded (independently of typographical -
 similarity) as syntactically t:i.i.ssimilar..39 .

 What this says is_that if a term A is syntactically sim-

iler to a terh o endrthe ferm A.is syntaefically dissim-’
ilar to aiterm B, theﬁ'the_ferms'B and C are syntectieelly
.dfssimilarl ‘Thus we ha?e a case wifh at least one insfance;-
ih.which A,cennbf beféubetituted,for B without ge?efating :
-nonsense. Therefofe.,the corresponding elements of'conj

‘texts capable . of receiyiﬁg Syntactica;ly'dissimilar words

are themselves to be regarded as syﬁtactically dissimilar;
The implication of this is that all heterotypical predi- '

~cation is.equivocal predication. To clarify this, let A &

3PBlack, p. 238. - - | o

O - L -
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Russell, B = continuity, and ¢ = ig:ﬁhpughf about. Using

Sommers* ferminology. we may_fepresent Russell's thesis

’ as,fdlloﬁs:
r

- (u(aC) & U(BC)) 1mp11es U(4B), that 'Russell*
- and 'continuity' are syntactlcally 31m11ar

by - exportatlon
U(AC) 1mplles (U(BC) 1mp11es U(AB))

L

by substltutlng -N for U, as defined by Sommers,.
- U(AC) 1mplies (—N(Bc) implies -N(AB)) . .-

" by contfap051tion,~
U(AC) 1mp11es (N(AB) 1mp11es N(g%?)

"by importatlon
(U(AC) & N(4B)) 1mplies ﬁ(sc)

Héfe.we, have one. cage: where A cannot be substltuted for B,
_lthat is, A and‘ﬁ are syntactically d1531m11ar. and thus
, enfor01ng a dlss;mllarlty on B and C, that ‘continulty
and 'is thought about':are syntactically dlSSlmllar. On
~‘Russe11 's the51s, the terms 'Russell' and *contlnulty ;re
) syntactlcally 31m11ar. although ‘we would like to say that
- they are not, ‘Whlle w1th«Black g thesis the 1nverge prob—._
lem occurs, thatl'is.thought about' and 'contlnulty aré
‘Syntacplcally dlSSlmllar. a;thoggh we would like to say

that they are not. .- _ 75

l" '
£ .
\ . [

Now, it is appargnt'that there.are cases where

- -
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Russell's position indicates sfntacticél sim%}arity where
we would ihdeed éxpect,to find'it,,as w%th térms} 'Russell’,
'Caligyla'._and ;is é philosopher'. As well, tbére-are
“cases where Black's Transit;vity_ﬁule indicétes syptactical
diégiﬁiiarity where we woulfexbect fo find it, as with
.thetenms.'Russell}; ‘prime number','and_'is é.phi};sobhér'.
B;¥.the eééential point has been nissed if‘we a;e'contenf
Lwith the situation as it rests. That Russell's and Black's
“theses workﬂin‘;§me cases, but not.in all cases; éhéws i
‘jthat‘the relat£dns.;is ‘the 'same type as! aqd'?islsgnfaot—
‘ically similag' are not uﬁiform}y transiti%e whe; éppl;eq '
tO‘Russeli'éltheory_of fypes.. ﬁhat is réquired'is a def;'
‘inition of t&pes.whiéh isalwéys trénsitive for theée |
tYpe rela%i&ns. With Ruéseli‘and_Blgak. we éﬁé forcea
 either to‘assért-tyée.digtih;tions where we wogld'liké
,th tp,'of deny type distinctions ﬁhere‘we would iike nﬁt‘
Yo. | |

‘These same é:gumehts apply -to Ryle's B-types as
well. Black's position denies that a;triad of terms with

. ' ‘ ’ ‘ B R .o .
the sense values U,N,U can occur. Recall that the Trans-

/
Lo )
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iti&ify Rule statéé tﬂét (U(AC) &iN(AB)).iﬁpiies N(BC),
that is;'giveh.altriad ;} terms with fhe sense values U
and N, the third sense value must be N as well: Lef-us
: ltékethe;following ff;ad_of‘fermSz A= the smﬁllesf_p}ime‘
ﬁumﬁe:. c ;ié'legs thdn 10; and B = is colqured. In £hisl
case,lsubstituting ouf vaiUgs into the Transitivity Rﬁle.l’
. we get'ﬁ{smallést p:ime.number, less than ten) and N(éméll-
est prime ﬁﬁmber,;pologred) implies that N(less than 10,

'. coloured). Ryles'é B-type WOrks in-thié case, for; in |

.Tazsk it is a cétggory mistake tb.say thatnﬁmberS'leés théﬂ
.10 are-cdloﬁréﬁ. On‘the bther_hand,,;f A = Russell, ﬁ.=
is a,théorem, aﬁd c ='is ihterésting. Qe_get U(Russell,
|interestiné) and N(Rﬁsself; thepremi,iﬁplying that.N(iﬁter-
esting, theoré@), Thus, using Ryle's B-type; if'we are to
mﬁinfain fransitiv;ty for thé type relation, we are forced
to assert that'intefesting fhéofem;_are.categorﬁimistaken

terms, and that such a predication is a category mistake.

*Once again wefaré forced to maintain‘syhtactical
dissimilarity where we would not wish to whén,conéidering

- how we normally go about using language. This demonstrates

]
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the'equallingdequacy.of Ryle's‘B-types.
. y ) _

Sommers sketches the bankruptcy of type theory
as it resulted from Black's Qritiqisﬁ of Russell,

In. any case we have before us three alternatives:
(1) Use the transitivity rule 'on occasion', for
example, in accounting for obvious zeugmas. (2)
accept transitivity and face the ‘unwelcome con-
sequences' -of generating ambiguity in counter-
intuitive instances. -{3) Reject transitivity
and face the consequences of being unable to
. account even for obvious zeugmas. The first
- way is adopted by those who despair of the sec-
- ond two formalistic alternatives. .Black and
"~ Ryle are its representatives. The formalist
must reject it or surrendeér to Black's criti- .
cism. It is interesting that Russell, like
Ryle, stoutly maintains .that existence is equl- oo
.vocal. And of course he is forced to say this’ Lo .
if he accepts transitivity in the formal spirit. o
On the other hand, any formalistic. philosopher '
who. maintains that existence 'is univocal is .
forced to accept the third alternative. A
striking and belligerent case is Quine.uo

AS we hé&é a;ready remarked at anlgarlier stage in
this thesis;'Quine rejects the argument thai rexists’ is'
equi#oéal; éaying fhﬁt there ean bé no évidence fpf holding
if to be.e.ugvocai..pr we can see why Quine dréw.this‘COﬂ-“

clusion, he had only the‘TrénSitivity'Rulé which en~ -

forces dmbimyity where we do not want it. Thus he also had

uoSommers._"Types_and Ontology," p. 151.

—
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't; reaect the only consistent means which he had at hand

- to force amblguity on the predlcate *hard', and for thlS‘
reasqn Quine took what we originally suggested to be.a_very

. counter-intuitive position on predicates like "'hard’.

To recapjﬁulate.briefly.'lét.US look at the progf§ss'
we have madé'with Soﬁmers' anaiyéis; We havé‘most.impoft—
antiy defined the U;relation and the N-relation. We have
ﬁls& examined Russell's type criterion} and Ryle's type
criterion, and Black's cri'ticisx_n‘_using'; the 'I‘_.:C'a.nsi'tj..\'ri'ty.

C—

Rule. What we hﬁ?e'yetltpldo is to show how Sommers re-

jects the Transitivity Rule,. to show Sommers' criterion for

~ type difference:, anid to show -'t:h\elﬁule for Enforcing Ambi-
- 4 :

guity that Sommers has developed.

Tq begin,-then, we shall give in ﬁoint form'ﬁ
Sommers® proof that the Transitivity Rule must be rejected.
It is done oﬁ the gréundS‘thaf the Transitivity Rulé?imf.!
plies.a 1anguage‘incapable of ag& type ﬁistihcti&ns; We
_musf remémber, asia.point of élarificafion, that the

Transitivity Rule and Russell's theory of types are logiﬂ‘

-
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cally equivalent. as we have already shown; Yhen inter-

preted, as Black did, to show type dlfference. it is incap~ .

able of allow1ng type 31m11ar1ty ‘and 1nterpreted to show

type similarity, as Russell did, it is incapable of any

'type'distinctions.

Proof:

1.1
1.2

l 1-3

2.1

2.2

2.3

3.1

l‘"l

Y

Let T be some term in language L.
If T is part of L, then T has some use in L.
If every sentence using T in L were a ‘category
mlstake, then T would have no use in L (i.e. no
meaning in L).
It is therefore 'a necessary condition that T
be U-related to at least one term in L. Call
this the use condition. .

- Let NL be a model language (natural 1anguage)
With the terms A B C. oo-K- .

Any pair of these terms will have the sense
relation U or N depending whether they are U-

- related or nct. Since this is a natural lang-

uage, some of the terms will have the sense
relation N,
Every term of NL must occur at least once 1n

.the language with another term such as to have

the sense value U (1.3 above).

- Suppose in NL that the ‘use conditlon' (1. 3)

is met with the following values of the terms
of NL, all other values being Nj
U(AB), U(AC), u(Cb), U(EF), U(EG). U(EH).
U(EI), U(ET), U(EK). :
The use conditian is therefore met for every
term, A, B, C, +..K in NL. :

‘ But, none of* the terms A4, B c, D, has any

connection wlth any of the terms E F, G, H,
I, J, K. .

Therefore, the use condition is 1nsuff101ent
for we have no grounds for considering A, B, C,
D, to be in the same language as E, F, G, H, I.
Jy K. We might as easily con81der them two
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separate languages.

5.1 For a set of terms to be in the same language,
- it is necessary that they be connected through
‘mutual use with one another. This does not mean
they all must be mutually U-related), for they
' may be connected indirectly. For example, if
" - B and C have the value N, they are still con-
sidered connected if ‘there is some third term
A, such that U(AB) and Y{AC). .
5.2  U(XY) & U(X2) implies con(YZ), i.e., that Y.
: and Z are connected, . .
5.3 - econ{YZ) & con(WZ) implies con(YW).

6.1  Returning to our NL in 2.3, if we add the value
U(BJ),. every term becomes connected with every
. - other term. : -t : ' -
6.2 Pherefore, no language is a language unless it .
satisfies the use condition (1.3) and the connect-

.- edness condition (5.2 and 5f3).'
7.1 Type similarity is transitive, that'is.‘U(XY)‘&
U(XZ) implies U(YZ). ‘

Let 7.1 be assumed correct. If any language
is connected (and this is a necéssary condition
for being a language), then 7.1 would enable us .-
to prove every term to be U-related, -

8.1  Suppose our NL has only four terms, A, B, C, and
D, with the following values: U(AB), U(ac), u(Bc),
U(CD), N(AD), and N(BD). The conditions for use
and connectedness are-satisfied.u1

. 41The situation described in 8.1'can'easily be .
supplied with examples. Let A = Russell, B = Philosopher,
C = Important, and D = Continuity, then. . ‘ -

' U(AB) = Russell is a_phiiosbphér.’
U(AC) = Russell is important. oL
U{BC) = The philosopher is. important.
U(CD) = Continuity"is important. '

- N(AD} = Continuity is Russell.

N(BD) = Continuity is a philosopher,
C /Important/
/Russell/ A L _ .\ D /Continuity/ -

| B./?hiloéopher/

e
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8.2 But using 7.1, we can show, since U(AC) and
U(CD), therefore U(AD), and since U(AD) and
‘ U(AB), therefore U(BD).  The use of the Trans-
itivity Rule (7.1) forces all possible terms
-in any connected language to be U-related,
This means that there can be né type mistakes,
" hence no type distinctions. ' The meanings of
the sense values U and N are obliterated.

9.1 Therefore, the Transitivity Rule ‘cannot be a
"possible rule for natural languages, and thus
cannot be used to enforce distinctions of. sense.,,

hY

-

The foregoing proof has a véry clérifying‘effégt

upon the typg;thedries'of Rusééll and Rylé. ‘Russeii's

' Yoy - .
alpha-type shodld be transitive for the_relation,'is the
- 8ame fype as', but the transifivity of the alpha;?ype |
_implies th;t all of the terhs be mutué}}& U;relatég. ' For
Ruséell,;a and'ﬁ are of thé&same type if P is significantl&
- predicable of both. In terms of the Ufrelétién, U(XY)'&‘m
U(xz) implieslu(fz); Ryie's BQtype iﬁplies‘tfansifivity
jas we11. 'If-P and Q'are.two_predicates signifiéént;y pré-
dicablé of‘sbmé fhing:f, then P and Q éfe of the.éamé'typé,
aﬁd:thelsenfencé (PQ) is'noﬁ a céfegory'mistaké. Thus;.fﬁr

both alpha-types and B-types, we find that if transitivity

N r. :
is consistently maintained, .all of the terms of the lariguage

quommers, “Types and Ontolégy,”'pp, 153-155. !

"\_il
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become mutually U—related; and'all 6f thé't&ﬁe disfinct-
ions disappear, Sommers' types, on the other hand, are
-such that they can remaln tran81t1ve but do not force all
'lxof the terms of the language to be mutually y- related
because Sommers' types are not synonymous w1th the defin-
1t10n of the U—relatlon. The dlfference between Sommers'
A-type and Ryle's B- -type can be shown agaln by taklng any
two terms X and Y. The B type states that U(XY) 1s-equiy-
alent to Baylng that X and Y are'of the ‘same. B—type.‘ Bu%
. the A- type does not entail that if U(XY), then X and Y.are
| of the same A—type, for there may be a third term Z, such.
that U(XZ) and N(YZ) and NGYZ) or U(YZ) and N(XZ) If 'so,
- the use of X will not be the Same ds Y.uB
. From the foreg01ng énﬁlysxs, ‘We. can trace thfough_
Sommers' criterlon of type dlfferencé and arrlve at a
formulatlon for the Rule for Enforclng Ambigulty y Which"
is penhaps_Sommers' most powerful phllOSOphlcal ‘tool. With
- it we can test a ‘theory for coherency.- From the defiﬁition.

of an A—type, we can see that two terms X and Y may'be U-. .
. . . . ‘:l

431bid.; p. 147,
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'.relafed witﬁéut béing of the.Same type. Whaﬁ permits us
to'éay sa is fﬂelintroduction of a third tern. The Tréﬁs;
1tiv1ty Rule used w1th elther alpha-types or B-types, leads
to Black s crlterlon for type dlfference. U(XY) & N(xz)
1mp11es N(YZ) Black uses Russell's: theory as a negatlve .
criterion for dlstlngulshlng type d;fference.l But we have
already reject;d the-Tfansitivity Ruie.’ From Sommers' A—‘
types we see that the use - of X and the use of Y'must be.
1dentlcal (they must span the same alpha-type) 1n order |
for them to be of the same A- type. If-they are.not of the'
'sameA-type,-lt ig because X spans sbme_thing which f does
nbt or'vice—versa. Slmllarly, two thlngs are of the same
beta-type only if they are spanned by the Same predlcates,
.‘and there is no predlcate Wthh spans one but does not span
“the other. Let us recall Quine on chairs and questions_t&
éxemplify_‘t_his point.- Chairs and questioﬁs nust be of diff-
erent beta—types because they are not sPanﬁed by every

. member of the same B-type. The prediéaté 'is sat uﬁdn{ is.
‘ of the Bftypé which spans chéirs, and the predicate 'is .

' predicate.spans both chairs and questions. Thﬁs, chairs

-
A

and, questigns are of différeﬂf types despite both being

a

asked' is of the'BQtype‘which spans questions. - But-neither .
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spanned_by"hard'J From this we-deriveiSommérs' eri~
terion of typé differenée.
Two things are'of different types if,
and only if, there are two predicates P
and Q, such that it makes sense to pred-
- icate P of the first thing but not the

. second, and it makes sense to predicate g  .
Q of the second thing but not of the first.uu'
. S .

Taking any‘iwp things a and b and two predicates P and Q
such that P spans a but not b, and Q spans b but not a,
then we may-conclude that a and b are different types.

With a diagram we can show-this relationship, the solid

line representing the U-relation and the broken line the

N-relation. o '
I'. PI._ ’,n.q
. \-. /r‘ '
. S o g u{Pa)
o SCIARE N - N(Pb)
. : EPtad T~ - N(Qa)

Let us now suppose that there is some third
thing ¢ such that P spans ¢ and Q spans c. We will

ghow thié,similarly.

‘uusommers;.anedicabiiity.".p. 265,
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II. u(pa) | .
U(Pc) R
u(Qb)
Uu(Qe)
N(Pb)
N(Qa)

We now have the following situation: Q is predicable’
of'b and ¢ but not a, and P is predicable of 2 and ¢ L
- - N . \

' THe above diagram is a schematic represenfation of a

| situation whiéh violates Sommers' Rule for Ehforcing

‘ient grodnding for the use of this rule.to enforce ambi-

Ambiguity. If we can_démdnStrate that‘such a situation . - éﬁ-

as the above cannot exist, then we have given a suffic- - = ]

guity. At the.beginniné of oqp,secfién on Sqﬁmers;‘work.
we mentioned rand briefiy‘charaéterized whaf'wefe'cailed:
'higher'{predicates, Now welwill:give Sommers'lpreciée
definition. |

We-may define as hlgher than B and c, a pred- =
icdte A, which appears as the expression com- : » :
mon to the U-pairs in a triad of expression :
pairs which have the values of U, U, and N.
Thus a is higher than B and C in the +riad
U(AB) U(AC) N(BC)....Being higher. than an-
other expression means no more than occurring

.A,
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‘as with hard chairs and hard Questions.‘and sometimes uni-’

‘give us grounds for finding some higher terms uniﬁogal

will make full use of our definition of 'higher terms'.,

‘higher than A. This not only violates Sommers' test for

'théory coherency, but is contradictbry as well., Looking |

showing that ¢ is higher‘than'P and Q}.‘QonverSelx,‘we’ Co “

R —_60-'6',..;  '- S \ L

as tha expression A in such triads of data
sentences as: (AB) (AC) -(BC) : (BA) (CA}=
~-(BC) : (AB) (CA) ~(CB) etc. - L

In other viords. (Als greater than C)and .~ _ 1
(A is greater than B) is equlvalent to U(AB)' : :
U(AC) N{BC) df.45 C

Sometimes we may find a higher term to be equivocal,
. - ' - T .J .

o
- "

-

and some equivocal.., Returning to our diagram (IX), we |
Obviously, we cannot say that any given term A is higher .

than B and C, then turn aboutﬂand say that B or .C is

AR

/
P

A : : ‘ _ o

at our diagram (II), we can!npw lo¢ate just this incoherent
éituatioh. For we,have;U(Pa)_énd,U(Pc).showing that Pi/%\
)

is highér3than'a and ¢, and then we have U(Pc) and U(Qﬁ

{

_'.'_L‘..-:,...'_'..‘._.'. A )

’

QSSdmmers; "The Ordinary Language Iree," p.'132;3
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‘have U(Qc) and ﬁ(Qb)'éhOWing %ﬁat Q-ié highef.thén.c and
b, and U(Pc) and U(Qc) maklng ¢ hlgher ‘than Q. Thus® ény
'theory which.pejzlts the construction of a dlagramrllke
II is incoherqnt.. This‘is Som@ers' Rule.For Enforeing -
‘Ambiguity.

If a, b, and ¢, are any three things and P

" and Q are predicates, such that it makes sense

~to predicate P of a and P of b, but not P of
¢, and it makes sense to predlcate Q of b
and. Q of ¢, but not Q of a, then P must be~
‘equivocal over a and b or Q@ must. be equlvocal
over b and c. Conversely, if P and Q are )
.univocal predicates, then there can be no
three things.a, b, and c, such that P applies
to a and b, but not to ¢, while Q applies to
b and c, but not to aeng

'Torefurh at last fb Quine's analogy that we dis-
cussed earlie?. we see. that we can héw take 'exists’ fo
be'uhambigudus ahd univocal-wifhout ébmmitting ourselves
to héldiné 'hard' fo.bé univogal ofer éhairs.and questions -
or hoiding chairs and'QdesfionS féﬂbe of thé’éame cn#d-
lbéipal,type;.  Conversely,. we-may.hold 'hard'lto‘be:
.,qui;odai ove; chairs and éueétions'ﬁitﬁbut tékiné rexists®

to be likewise equivocal in spite of its being predicable

.

. 46Sommers, "Prédicability.“ p. 263..

f .
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of two distind Qntologicai_types éf'things;
; | .
of t;g*most‘imporfaéce'ié the observation that -
"therq"are no?twb.predicates P-and Q (if'one of whiéh,
-saj P, is /;:;s ") andono three thmgs, a, b, and c, -
éuch that Pa and’ Pb but not Pe, and such that Qb and Qc
but not Qa, for we have already shown that there is no
"thing x. such that we may not say of 1t that. 1t exlsts
(Px) or that 1t does not exist —(Px) 'In orde: to enforce ' .
» ambiguity on any predlcatef we must fina tﬁat there‘can-
be. af feasf three-thihgs sﬁ;h thaf P (in"this case :e¥- |
:igtst) dan be'predicated of’twé of them, but nét tﬁe'
third. This makes it 1mp0851b1e to enfo;ce amblgulty
on ‘'exists'. On the other hand those phllosophers who -
would like to ma;ntalh that there is more than.one sense
‘,bf ';kiéts' ﬁill be.éaught_in‘a ciréular afguméﬁt ff they,
attempt to offer hnyrcriterioﬁ for their views. By } _ *
Sommers'-rule, they must already presuppose that existSf
18 equlvocal in order to meet. the requlrements for en— |
1 . . : “ ]

. .forcing amblgulty; that there are two predicates, one of

: them_being“exists!,'and there are three thingé such that -
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it makes—sense that 'eiistS‘ bé-predicable of two of

. . . T \\ 7 _
them but not the third. We havecalneady shown that this
cannot be the case, and unless they can counter this argu-

ment, thej cannot.show 'ekisté; tbfb@.équivocal; The

only p0551ble way to do thls 1s To presuppose that 'exists;
is equlvocal the very thlng that they would wish to demon-
,strate. .Remember, too, that Qulne has shown that there

lS ne good reason for even maklng thls assumptlon. as the

question of the spatio temporallty oftobaects .does not

re81de 1n‘the term.'ex;sts' but in the obaects themselves.h

47 i
Qulne. *"Notes on Existence and Necessmty," p. 116

) .
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. CHAPTER III

THE CATEGORY OF 'EXISTENCE®

It may be réealled froﬁ'our prg§ioué chapter that
when we talked,of the sighificant predication of a;given
pfedicafe..tP'. we construed 'P' as having npfsign for
the purposes of our analysis. To briefly_:ecapitﬁlate,

. s - ° { .
this means that if a predicate is significantly predicable

\ .

of a given subjébt; it is predicable truly or faléely. but

i

not absupdly.\gi;:hat subject. iThis givés.rise to .an

important and’ powerful 'distinction; the distinction between

v

" an onfological‘class or category and the ordinary notion of
_ o o o : -

.,a'class in elementéry intﬁitive‘set theory.48

© Sommers

is-insfruhental in fo?mulating this diétinction; in'em-
ployihg it.:and'in sketcﬁiﬁg it applicabiiity to thé main
problem being deait-with in this thesis, that is, the con-

b

fusions we encounter with the word 'exists’.

ane:again employing the notions. of “absolute

L8

Sommers, "Types and.Ontplogy." p. 160.
ot ' |
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predicéteJ énd;of "spanning", we'pecall that an absolute
pfedicate; represented by the éymbgl-/P/, spans all of
.thoSQ things which‘ére either p orfn;n-p. Let us.}ook at
a simble mgﬁaﬁic predicate like 'ié wise'. The follbwing‘
senteﬁcés'are all significanf, fhbugh'they may not_aii be
frue;.FSocratéé is Wise*. 'Nixdn is wise', 'Polonius is
iwise‘, 'Prétagoras is wisé'. lNow;-comﬁare‘tﬁese seh%ences:
with the following\séntences: 'wafer is wise’', 'Pink copulas
,are”wise';-'Triaﬁg;lafitj,is wise'. These fﬂo groups.of
senteﬁces.demonstfate the distinction that.Som;ers wisﬂés

to make. In one'case we may agree that 'Socrates is wise!

is proﬁaﬁlyrtrﬁe. that ;Poloniusrié wise'.is probably falSe,
and that 'ﬁian ig wise"might ﬁé doubtf&l; However,‘wé
have no difficulty_ih understanding these seniences or.in' | i
arriving at-the conclgsigh that'a_pdssibie truth value could
belaséigned.' In the second case,'the probleﬁ takes a
'fanciful twigtﬂ"For we hévgiexéhpies‘bf'things to whicﬁ ) .; ?.7
the éredicate-;is"wise',&oes n;t'apﬁly."lt-makeg little t‘ . ;'"
sense to‘conéeive“of buréelves arguihg heatedly ovef the 
assertion.thaé'pihk cbpglas are‘wise,‘and wﬁether fhis

asaértion is true or false.
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>

~“Is it true that pink copulas are wise?"
"No, I believe that cannot be the case."

"Then pink copulas are stupid."

copula gave me some very bad 1nvest-
yesterday "

"Yes, a pi
.ment advi

Clearly, the f regolng conversation illustrates the need

' for.delineating significant predications from those that

are nonsensical. There are,certain'types of things of which

-

it does not make ‘sense to say that they aré either wise
or stupid.

. ’

Let us look at another exémple. ahtypicallcolour '

»

predicate 1ike.'g:eenf. 'Green', when considered in‘a

.class sense, defines a specifio class, the extension of

whlch 1s the set of all- and only those thlngs that are
green. The legltlmate complement of the set of green thlngs
is the. set of non—green thlngs; the exten51on of which is
the set of every other coloured bu£ not coloured green;

thing. -Thlsils very important. _The absolute predlcaxe.

}/breen/!..defines the union of the two sets. .According

to tne‘sign of the predlcate 'green'."gfeen"definee the"

set'of green things, and 'non4green' defines the set of

- non-green things,'its complemenﬁ. Look at’ the following
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sentences:.'Miles‘are:green'J5circﬁleri$y is green',.
‘A vel;d‘argument is green'. It might be held.that these
predications are_false. but, in feet, they are nof false.

they are eategory incorrect.

T

&

sentence must meet™in order to be true or
iﬁ'must conform gramma%ically.. A string of wonds that is -
not grammatically well formed cannot be true or false.
'Secondly, a sentence.must be slgnlflcant, or free from o
categqny-mistakes._ Tnird?y, a sentence mustlﬁe 1egiCE1ly
correct; thaf.is; It nust not in&olve centradictions or
internal inconsiSteneies.. It is only at the fourth level
'ofrfectltude, that of truth, that we can con81der a sen-
tence true or felse...Logic‘is.capable of only three
levels of rectitﬁde,.and.it is for this reason that non-
_sense or-caﬁsgory miséaken.sentenegzkﬁeVe ndt‘been cleariy.' 
dealt witn_by those nho use: only logic; As logic.deais‘
 with sentences only in a formal way, - W1thout reference to

‘content. category mistakes cannot be weeded out, Yet, the
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coprectnésslof a sentence at any level must presuPPOSe-

*

;fhe correctness of that sentence-at'eacﬁ of fhe prééediﬂk‘ '
1evéls.49 ‘Thus, it is clear that trutﬁ pt'falsit§ cannot
come uﬁderlcoﬁsideration.unfil the‘séntence sa%isfiés-the
dictateé';flgrammar, signifigan¢e. and logic. Only“fﬁén '
. _ - B ,
may we say that:aléentence'isltrqe or false.

To retusn to our above example, 'Circularit& ;s_

‘green', we know that to negate a fé;se sgnfence'js to

derive a true'senfence,‘yet. the negation of our giaﬁple

maKes né.moﬁe sgﬁse‘thaﬁ the sentence itself. Circularity

iéineithe; greeﬁ nor'red_ﬁo; yellow. If we adopt a Russeli~ 
-~ ian éffitude toward a sentence like 'Circularity is green',

ﬁe'concludefthat)-sihée if does not‘méké éense.’it'is

false. Russell does not.want to éay;_bn'the other hand,

that the deﬁial of this‘sentehce istrqeffso he'advopaies‘

thatlthe‘negatioh must be'plépgd before tﬁe whole of thé .

sentence and not just part of it. But this is to con-

N
~

.fusg the class notion with that of an oﬁtological category.

7 ) oo

49Sorrimers. "The Ordinary Language Tree,"

p. 161.

u
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.. C represents some colour predicate. Now, once we have

= . . .--_. . ._69_
Russell is attempting to deal with the problem of non-

sénse at the level of trufh,'whereas. in'fact, it must

‘be déalt with at the level of significance, where the

sign of the term or terms- is not an issue. Classes-ﬁavé
complements, ontological;categories'do,not.SO Russell-

would say that the sentence 'Circularity is green' is

false; But if 'Circularity is green' is false;-theh

something of.the form 'Circularity is C' is true, where

-

by

.meticulously substituted all possible coldgr predicateé’

for C, and examined all of‘the resulting Sehtencés; we .
find that thej, too;-aré'allhas'inporrect‘aS‘the original

sentence, There is, in fact, no colour predicate vhich we

could substitute for green which would make this predi-

cation true.. The situatidn:thaf-Rﬁssél1's position is
incapable'of Qistihguiéhing is that Qe‘ére bbhfrénted with
a dual senéé of what it is to deny a.predication.‘ By
dényiﬁg that circularity is green, we ar; stating one Of‘

two’fhings, that‘circdiarity is coloured but_not colouréd-

5OSommefs; “Types and Ontoldgy,“ p. 161.
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“green, or; toat circularlty is not the type of" thlng that-
is coloured at all, that is, that the . terms 'clrcularlty
and ‘green' are N—related. |

" There is a close parallel'oetween.fhe aooressit—r
uation and the problem"of zeugmas confroﬁted'by;ﬂyle. As
we have already shown. Russell’ § type theory forces ambl-‘
guity where ‘we do not always want 1t, and Ryle s forces
amblgulty where we already know it to be. The essentially!
' 1mportant cases, those . where we are in douot. as ﬁith{
. ?existepce'.1are left corgietely without a criterion uoon
which to baee a'deoision.‘ Now,'wiﬁh Sommere'.distinction

- betweeh-ontological oategory and the ordinary”class notion,

r

when we are faced with a situation wherein we have a denial

- of predication, if both the denial and the affirmation of

the predication fail to malke any senee, we.are able to
¢ ' o '
percelve that we are no longer deallng with olasses, but

with ontological categorles., Thus, the denlal of the .

.

sentence at hand is not a negation in the 1ogica1 sense.'

but is indeed an assertion that A is nbt the type of‘thing

S

which is predicable of B. 'In other_words; the‘two'terms,

S
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A and B, are N-related.

. The veracity of a.predicgtioﬂ at the class level

"

. is determined by, empirical considerations, while at the Vo

level of ontplogical'categories,-the'significance'rs baéed

51

. upon thg réiatiOnship of the terms iﬁvoived,
The predicate 'green’ defines the class of green
‘things. If we té};e “the denial of.\th'e attribution of the
predicate 'gréen';'We are aséertiné that tﬁe subject is hbt
fgféeh. but we;ére not ésseftingthat“thesubjgct'ié not |
coloured, fdr the_légitimgte compléﬁént of the class- of
gréen thingé is fhe classfbi?nén-greén coléured‘fhiﬁgé,
for exampl;, yeilow.fhings. blﬁe,things, red thinés. 'Thg

union of a set with its complement for a given predicate.

ié‘the universe of digcoursé for that predicate. in'other'

words, green U nen-green ;= V, the set of coloureq

things. The predicate with its complement is the absolute

;predicate. the caég in hand being the absblufe'predicate

L]

510f.-the definition of the U—relation;'

AR
. . |

S P



predlcate /Creen/' Says which thlngs are coloured. In

ppe
/Creen/" ' /Green/' is an ontolbéical category.Sz' An

ontologlcal category is called’ ontologlcal in that it de=

lineates a definite interrelationship of the individuals

- of'that.category, and that a certain uﬁiqueness is specif-

ied by “that category, in eontrafdistinctioh to an. ordinary

set or class. which does not neeeSsarily specify any unique#

_ness or indicate any intefrelationship. Shoes,‘ships,<sea1-

ing wax, cabbages, kings and contradlctlons may - be a set

'by deflnltlon, but never an ontologlcal category. This
.uniqueness which is specxfled by an ontologlcal‘category

lis called a feature by-Soml-n‘ers'.s3 The unique feature of

the category of the absolute predicate '/Green/'.is that
of'being coloured, not that of being green. There are

severa4 types of things which are not-poseessed of “this.

J

feature, such as states of consciousness, anciety, valid

-arguments, degrees. tantrums, curses, to name a few. 'Ehe

predicate' green' says whlch thlngs are green; the absolute

,pa551ng, it 1s 1nterest1ng to note that the extensions of

52Sommers, “Types and Ontology, p. 161.

oo 531b1d.. p. 161
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the -absolute predicatee '/Red/*, '/Blue/', '/Yellow/*,
‘ete,, are all the}eame, that is, the set.of coloured

'~ things, (/Red/ = R.U -R = G U -G = /Green/).

a

_Tb say that 'Circularity is green' is false, and

- to assert that its negation is elso false is to be using

‘green' in a‘categorically incorrect-manner, that is to

commit a category mistake. To say that eircularity-is

. not‘green is not fO-déhy_a predication in the class: sense,

in the sense in which one would.say that one's shoes are -

‘not'gfeen. it is to assert that lgfeen"and,'cireularity'

are mutually exclusive terms in the_languaée. To- deny

_ that these‘terms are mutuelly‘exelusive-is to violate

'

Sommersf type ﬁefinitioﬁs and sugéest that.{gfeen; is."'
beinglﬁeed in eome-hitherto unknown and eduivbeal fashion.
Here~again; let us be reminded‘yhat ’green’wifh envy' and
‘in a blue.mood' are not liferal ﬁredicafiens. They.are

onfpaf'with poetryﬁ'if only bad poetrj, and- thus do not

-

- eoncern Sommers and have no bearing on the‘issue'at.hand.54

5“In both the examples below. we have a Situatlon
that V1olates Sommexrs' Rule For Enforc1ng Ambiguity, thus

»'Lndlcatlng some 1ncon81stency. We have already outllned

RN ST
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The bearing that the above analysis has upon the
quéstion‘of exisféncp is explicitly stated by Sommefs,

There are gquite a few words which can be taken
either in their aWsolute sense as category words -
or in their class sense.. Thus 'exis¥s' if taken
.as a’cgtegory word has no opposite. 'Exists' °
then is the same as /exists/,, The confusions
from the discussion in Plato's -Sophist to this
day over the use of 'exists' as-a category or

a class word are dispelled once we take‘:'care to
keep the absolute or categorical meaning of
'exists' separate from its ordinary predicate
meaning. The class of things which do not exist

. belong to the category of existence. Flute-

- playing centaurs belong to the former by vir-.-
tue of the fact that they belong to the latter.’

the alternatives that correct this situation, and we have
. only. to ‘choose that one which best accords with our current
usage in language. Making 'the colour predicates equivaecal
appears to be the intuitively correct choice, otherwisd we .
. must take the literal view and assert that envy and moqds
are in fact coloured. To take “this literal and univoc$l
interpretation of the predications is to assert that a|mood
- may radiate electromagnetic emanations-of the Bame fre+ . -
quency as a ripe grape, or some similar discourse.’

|

3/Blue/J /I8 a part of Joned"
\ ) character/ . '

‘,/Grépe/.. - ._ .-/Mooq/ | ' | /ﬁfeéd/ }

/breen/ o _ l/SinfuL/

/Apricot/ /Envy/ | . /Murderj
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I could ¢all a horse a fluteaplaying cehtaur
and I would be mistaken since there.are no
flute-playing centaurs, but in this respect

I am at least mistaken, something I would -

not be if I called a horse a prime number.
The class of things that do not exist is
limited to what we can mistakenly say does
exist. But in saying that I predicate-noth-

. ing of 'horses, I merely say that the category

of existence is the-.ontology of the language
as given by the absolute predicates of the

language, 'A horse which is a.prime number’

© 1s not in the language, and neither is 'round
"anger'. Predicates that are not in the lang~
‘uage cannot be used to say anything and we
‘must perforce be 'silent'. " The absolute’ préd-

icate '/is spoken of/' defines the category of
things that can be spoken of, a category that .
is co-extensive with that of existencé. But
‘cannot be spoken of', like ‘'inexistent’,, is .
an illegitimate complement to an absolute pred-
icate. 'Ramsay's remark that you can't whistle
it either is the satirical remark of a dis- '
cerning'ontologisz.s5 - \J - ;

,

At thiS'étage,Jit must beqkept~in mind that the.

.

e .‘Lu—..‘-\_A.. e -

. ‘
Cmlert

truth and falsqhbod of a sentence ﬁre‘empifical qﬁéétions,;‘

while significance is a‘linguistic considération. Sinceé ‘-
Russéil.‘philosopherthave léaned ‘toward the view that we — '

' cannot refer meaningfulyy to what does not exist, However
T ' ‘. . o v ‘1 .J- l' . .
rigorous' this view ‘appears at first sight) it 'is frought

- 4

- with difficulties. We do in fact refer'regﬁ%fffij$oﬂentitiés .
which do not have any physical manifestations™n the material

o

et

- N + ° ' . K '. : N * . .
5SSommers, "Types and Onto¥ogy," p. 161, .

~
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. obgects rarely arlses at thls initial p01nt of reference.

feet. 1nches. 1deal squares, or degrees. refers to any

i e B e e e r e b

‘s
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world.: Indeed the questlon of the exlstence of such

-

1% is perfectly good sense to assert that unicorns. have

fqur feet‘and:one horn. If oneumre to’ argue that all uni-.

IR

corns have two feet and three horns, he- wouId quiokly be

accused of not knowlng what a unlcorn was. 'Slmilarly,

that Pegasus has four feet and,two wlngs, that a foot com-

prlses twelve'lnches, that thls board i's two feet longer

than that board that 1deal squares have perfect nlnety

degree angles, are all 51gn1f1cant and understandable ref~-

-erences. Yet, none oT these entltles. unicorns, Pegaeus,

obaect 1n the _Same-. way that Sam Jones refers to a certaln

person. Nonetheless, we always. even as philosophers. con-

v

. tlnue to refer to these obJects and speak as if these

-

”..wordereferred‘to entities. Qulne is much closer to the

. &y .
correct solutlon than he perhaps reallzes w1th his suggest—

1dn that there are. dlfferent types of things.'sé, What -

P

- we are” suggesﬁang 1s that our ontology contalns varlous .
. ’ . } ] L'y . 'h, - I
"f'- ‘ . . .‘A’ ) ";' ‘ ,_-‘ .- .— o g
. . B . . ““ L .‘_“ ‘-"
§“ﬁ¥ 5 Quine. WOrd and 0b1ect p 130. | ,“f; ﬁt,'
e P -
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types of things, not all of which are familiar material
objects. | = - ._ i ‘ :.
" Further phllosophical 1mplicat10ns of this dls—-'

~

tlnctlon between the class sense of a term and 1ts cate-

gory sense are both profound and far reaching. The- twistedn

logic of that Qulnean fictitlous phllosopher Wyman is
'clearly shown up as a fallure to percelve this dlstlnctlon.
Failure to enforce this distinction is also in‘evidence

in the old platonistic ploy of'creéting an ekistenee%subh‘

sistence'dichotomy: in the manner.of‘Rd sell, for, exam;
. -

ple.§7 Morton White gives a- conv1nc1ng analy51s of Russ-""

[
o

fel] 8 duovocallsm by %igulng that Russell cle%rly uses the .

‘-._

o predicate ‘is somethlng unlvocally over concrete obaects

and relatlons, then d1v1des the category“dellneated by what__

it is to be somethlng’lntq.that wh1¢h exists in space and

'tlme and that which ex1ste out31de Space and time (sub-

:81sts) 58, . Whlte.suggests\that Russell'treats existence
. ., 1 " . l -~ "

-
=

. hY

: o S?Russell The Problems of Phllosqphy, (London,
ford ‘New York: Oxford Unlversity Press. 19?1). Pe 5?.
o 58Morton White, Toward Reunign in Philosoph
(Caq?rldge: Harvard Univer81ty Press, 19565. P 35

) N oo
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while Russell's use of ‘'exists' is use in its class sense.

; -78-
and subsistence as two species of the genus 'is something',
much in the same way as we would consider man hnd'woman

aB two species of the, genus man. - He demonstrates this

schematically as followss

I(White) IfI(R'ussell) . III(analogy)
. ¢ : o ' =
. . 7~ Lo .
- Genus: Existence - Is something’ - Man .
‘Species:  (A) Exists (A) Exists (&) Man
in space and ) . o
time
{B) Eiistsﬂ (B) Subsists - (B) Woman
out of space L
and time

N

White-shows;‘without having Sommers'fdistihctions_as a

tool, that Russell's: use of the prediéate 'is something’

-

‘ is‘téntamount to the use‘of ‘exists' in the category sense,

&

Force is lent to White's criticism and the misunderstandings

of Russell's position are dispelled when we look at Sommers:

analysis in a similar schematic fashion:

 Exists -E ocategdry sense, no complement

f

(A} exists ‘-'V'-'c:ilass sense 4 .
(B) does not ~ . class sense Ce

' exist ' : _ '
Keeping in mind that 'exists® in the cafegory'éense can .

l
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have no 1egit1mate complement, for 1t is the absolute
! ’

predlcate /Exlsts/', we can see Russell s confu51on. Russ-

"ell uses the. predicate *is something' in the'genuS'sense,

and'thiS‘genus is made up of those things that exist in///fﬂ—__—

space &and tlme and those thlngs that do not exist in space .

‘and time, that 1s. those thlngs that sub51st. Sommers‘ﬁas\-

shown that rexists’ (1n the class sense) and 'does not -’
exlst' (1n the class sense) are legitimate: comolements,.
| whlle 'exlsts' in the category sense has ‘no legitimate
| complement. Things_are mistakenly said to exist or the
| sentences are category mistakes. |

-

~ - Thig casts considerable.light on another famous

' Russell problemi that of"the golden mountain;.59‘ Russell

was, very adamant in maintaining that unreal obaects should

) exlst no more 'in logic than they do in zoology, geology,

SR

or any natural science., But Russell misses the essentlal

point here by faillng to dlstinguish rlgorously the sig-
; nificant congunctlon of terms from thelr nonsen51ca1 con-

Junction. That there is no golden mountain for the

[}

- SgBertrand Russell Introduction to Mathemdtical
Philosophy, The Muirhead lerary of Phllosophy, (London;

George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1919) p. 169. o )
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description ‘'golden mountain' to refer to is notprecisely
the crocial issue. For the'colour predicate 'golden',_or
: the mater1a1 predlcate 'golden‘ (dependlng on now one lnter—
prets ‘golden'). 1s 81gn1f1cantly predlcable of the mater—
ial obaect mountaln. That a ‘golden mountaln is a geologlcal
and emplrlcal falsehood has no bearlng on the relatlonshlp
of tne terms ‘golden‘ and mountarn' The exlstentlal
fact og a golden mountaln has' bearlng only on the truth of

*

the'sentence. not 1ts s1gn1ficancev If a person asserts

- that +the surface temperature of the sun ‘is twenty flve

r

degrees 09181us,lthe assertlon is merely false. Exlstential
mlstakes are not to pe confused with ontological mlstakes,
for the forner show up in 1anguage as talse sentences,
whlle the latter show up as category mlstakes; fallure
to dlstingulsh petween the categorical sense of exlstence
and the class sense of emistenoe leads to the gratultous
‘grouping of insignificant predications<withsignifieant
but false predlcatlons. .As<the-course:of this thesissnas.
| attempted to show. thls fault is 1mp1101t in the pos1t-

ions of both‘Russell and Quine.
~ 0N

If the sentence 'Purple anger does not exist' is

.
VRS Tt L
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treated as significant in;the class sense of existence,

-

. - b ' -
then the simple sentences: ‘anger is purple’ -and ‘anger.

- is not purple’ are also significént one beihg true and
one being.false. Since 81gn1ficant preﬂfgétlon, not ver-
aoity, delineates the bounds of our ontology, purple anger

exlsts in our ontology. Neither Russell nor Quine would

want to admit this, but it is a'concluéion inherent in any

4 X Lot ™

theory that takes as false sentences that are in fact non-

* sense, If a philosopher wants to construct a one~to-one
' oorréopondehce between things that éxist-and”things in
our ontology, as duine does, and asfdo mosf‘nominalists@'

he must then solve all of the translation problems, and

render all references to objects not in our ppysical world

ohtologically‘innocuous, Sommers® program is much less

ambitious. Sommers wants to show that there is a -one-to--

oneloorrespondonce oetween the types of things_in ohé
woflo;énd'the types of’things we woold péfmit in'oor
ontology., Thus golden mountalos are in oor.ontolovy be—
cause they are the types of thlngs that could exist in the
world. Tham the terms 'golden' and 'mountaln are U-re-

lated only bears out this p01nt.

-
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‘Indeed, the similarity of somn rs' distinction

between onto%ogical commitment and existential commit-

ment echoes Meinong's theory of objects, as Engiebretéen '
suggests,” ,

If leinong's notlon of 'can be meanlngfully
referred to' is Sommers' notion of ‘can be
talked about category correctly', then both
" theories are saying that the question of ex-
"istence, if it gets asked at all, gets asked .
~ sometime after the entity has beéen success-
fully (meaningfully, significantly, category
correctly) referred to.60 i

rThﬁs. if we understand and employ,Somﬁers} distinction

terms in the language refer, and what they refer tQ_pa

be correctly said to exist or mistakenly said to exist.
i o .
Of terms which are not in the language, we may say that

1
1 ¥

the objects they purport to denote canﬁot exist, remem-

berlng by this that we "predlcate nothlng“ of these ob—,

‘Jects. Our claim is that these objects do not_belong to

the category of existence, neither by virtue of existing

nor by virtue of not existing. Nonsense cannot denote!

o,

With Sommers, we can shed considerable light on the

-
60Englebretsen. "Meinong on Existence," Man and’
WOrld 6 (February, 19?3): pp. 80- 82.

L,
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difficqities that Quine claims to have with his fictit-

ious friend Wyman. Quine can legitimately say that Peg—

-

.aBus does not exist wlthout embr0111ng himself in the

referentlal dlfflcultles he dlscusses, or in the existentlal'"

cons;ﬁeratlons relatlng,to pink copulas. The Question bf |
Pegasus' existence is an eﬁplrlcal coﬁs;deratlon, whlle

k .

the question of plnk .copulas 1s a llngulstlc con31deration.
To assume that’ Sommers"work settles the issues of fealism
and nominalism would be imprudent; yét it.goes without
saying that an area 'of thls debate is SlmpllfiEd and ,

that a number o} entltles are taken out of the focus of
"t:_he debate. ~The difficulties of denying the existence of
_flute-playing centgurs;'fictitious.characters,.mytholégical
kings, and their like are'r¢501Véd by an understanding ofl
ffhe é¢lass sense of ‘exisfs‘ . These are of %he categorj
.of exlstircb by v1ftue of belénglng to the. class of non~
exlstent thlnés. On the other hand. the.difficulties_in-
herent in raising the-gﬁestion of exisfencé for category
) mlstaken entltles such as pink copulas. ;oﬁnd angers, -

purple 1ntegers, and the like are solved by an understand~

iqg of the category sense of 'ex1sts'. Such entities as
. ' . ' g

Tl i i e
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these are not even to be considered in the catggory of
existence, and a dehial of their existence is to say
just that. These are not significant terfis in the lang-
' ' ' ’ . . w

‘uage and. these entities are not in the ontology of the

. Yanguage.

LY

With the work that Spmmerg‘has dﬁne-we can re-.
assess tﬁe‘contempprary-éfoblems'in phe'platoﬁism—nbmih;
alism debafe..:We have shown in our secoh& cﬁaptefwthat
~the platdnist is completely unjusfified in'fbymulating‘

a géétuitous_bifurcation of the meaning of the term-'éx;
ists;. We havg shown in thls third chapter that thls
' equivocacy is caused- by a lack of” understandlng of the
way the hlghest predicates-oPeréte. Once,wejkegp ag dis-
'tinctvthe claés éghse of a t;fmfand thg cétggprylgénse.IWe
éan‘show that thé-platonisfhas‘ﬁo-néed to_mainkain the |
equivocacy ofr'exists'. By fhe same tokeﬁ.'thé nominal-'
_.istlcally 1nc11ned 11ke Qulne.“need nét be bothered as
he‘ls, by the difflcultles 1n denylng the exlstence of
ccrtg}n!entltles. | | | |
/
The eésen;;al problem_fhat both.thé platoniéts

r
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- éod the-oominalists have'hissed 15 that our ootology is
, not'oo-exténsiVe wifh what actually exists: In this

'serise, the:piatonist isroloser to the oorrect solution
thaolthooe of fhe pominalisticcomp.'though for essentially"
‘for the Qrong reasons. &he debate'hés traditiOnollyfch—
tered around‘wh%oh entities we will pogmit ourselVesito
Say"iisf'and which_ontities ve will deny exisfenoo to.,
Alljif this has been subsumed. under the heading of‘ontof
iogioallcommitment; The correct way of'%iewiﬁg the prob;

lem is as. a problem of existential commitment.

© We havé.shOWp, through Sommers' work, that.thé
absolute predicate '/Existence/' defines the 1limit of

our ontology. Our ontology'must contain both what is

correctly said to exist and what is mistakenly said to

. exist. For any-term in the language, the absolute térmﬂ v
AL Vel _ = hakd ;

oefines'ihe limit of discourse for that term; .The some
_applies to the aboolute term /Exlstence/' ‘that- applLes.
/Green/ Thus, anythlng which is not coloured
neither green nor‘nop-g:eéh, whenolt has a colour predicate'
apoiied.to it‘results1in é comblex term which is,a cat%

egory mistake. Examples are‘blue.integefs, red heartburn,

JSL SR S
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yioiet'hiccﬁps, etc, Theicategors of existence‘diq-
tates the ontology bf fhe language. Whét can_bé sig-
nificantlyASaid.to exiéf or whaﬁ éan:bé significénfly.
- sgié not to exist is in the-éntology of the language.
Category mistékes are insignificént ppgdications. hende'
are noﬁéensicai; 'Categor& mistaken tefﬁs cannét be;said
| to belong_to_tﬂezcategoryof:existénée. either corfectly
_or mistakenly. 'For thaﬁ reason, angfj‘bidycleé, ﬁlﬁe

. integers, sad prime numbers, and pink copulas that dwell

on Berkeiey'Tower aré-not'in~9ur ontology, The duestion

of their existence is inappropriately asked.

. Quine is correct in insisting on the univocity

of 'exists’, even in cases of heterotypical predication.

' He is partially correct in asserting that 'exists', uni-.

vocaily'épplied. is the éorféct standard_of ontoldgical
"commifmént.,ﬂe‘is; however, gréavely misﬁaken.Whenlhe“.
fails-to distihguiéhthe ébsﬁluﬁe'ﬁfedicate"/ExistS/'j
from the pdsitive.predicété“éXists'. The positivé

predicate is the measure of our existentlal'commitmeﬁt;

L
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but the absolute predieate'iscthe ﬁeasnfe of our.onfo-
logical'commitment. _The-platonistfnominalist question_
caﬁ now be put in'its proper persoective. It 1s a debate
- over what does and what does not exist in the class sense

-of the term 'exists:®. Regardless of -the outcome, the on-

(
tology of the language w1ll remaln the same. for the ontol—‘

ogy is defined by the. category sense of the term, the

' absolute predlcate '/Ex1sts/' ,Our conclus1onsmustfbev

‘that ontolog;cal‘commltment has been largely misunderstood.

/ B

L L SRS SRR

e YV SR L T

LRSS ¥

B SR Y SR

R N B S S Ay

- . r

LA -



A

" :CHAPTER IV

CONCLUDINGRAMARKS A

- Summation -

-

In the first chapter Qulne 8 argument for the

univocity of the pred;cate !exists’ was examlned though

e

'we agreed in prlnclple with the conclusion that Quin f

reached. that 'ex1sts' must be univocal _we found that-

Lo
hlS argument by analogy was incorrect, Our primary

—

for rejecting Quine's analogy was that he'atfempted(to

deny that heterotypical predicaticn couid ever be eQui- '
.uocei. 'Quine;mainfained that sjilepsee.:cr zeugmaﬁ%cfsen_
tences.rwere nct'the‘result cf category-mistaken péedi- .
. : _ . - ' /

caticne. By deny%gg,that.there.ceu be a ciepincticn pe_ N
-tween termé tha#iare general and,te?ue thet are_eiuivocal..
Quine is_fcrced:$o.achcate an-unaccepﬁable vieu;f pred-
ication. WLth'Sommers'-analyeie we -have ehown,uhaf het-

erctfpicai predication cahube eithef unlubcel or equi;ocal,

dependlng on the predicate’ in questlon. Quine’s, freat-

ment of the predlcate *hard’ shows that hlE argument must .

L,
|
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'.Belfejected.
« In chapter 1T we-attempted'tOvjuS£ify_pur con-

clusions frém the first chaﬁter;byxéffering'anuhistoricél_
approach to the theory of types. Beginning with Russell,
we fouhq that his thebry'was'inadequaté becausé'itjwas

incapaﬁle'of‘making any fype'distinctions.lgBlack'é crit-

 icism of Russell was found %o be very dgvastating'to

L )

Russel;'é‘ﬁheéry-of types.‘-The priméfy-reason for Russ~ | .
ell's f&%lﬁ}e-to develop the coprect-theory-of-t&peé was

B - o SRR , o
due to the fact that Russell confused the U-relation with

_his-theory of typés. .As Sommers’ anaiysis-shows;'the U-

%

relation is a non-transitive relation, and so is Russell's _

!

relation *is the same type as'.

P
.

- | o |
Following our rejection of.Russell, we examined

Black's Trané'
%inguiéhing'type d;ff?rqnce. _Howevef,;the Traﬁsitivity

¢+ .k

Rule was- ther ouhd.td be too pbﬁeffpl because it eriforced

dmbiguity where.we would not want to. With Sommers' work

.

. 'We were subsequently gble to show that theirrahsitivity

s

~

Aivit /Rule as a négatiye.criterion for di%—_ﬁ'.

J
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Rule could not be a rule of natural language.

»

r

‘Soﬁmers,'by ﬁndefstandiﬁg the sitﬁation. Qés éblef
“to offer a £heqr§ of tybes‘that‘retained trénsitivify for
the relation 'is the sémé type as',.bﬁ?_avo;ded the pfqb-
. lems confrontiné‘Rﬁ%jell ahd‘Blaék.h From Sommers'.notions
of U—relafedness. tyﬁe diffe;ence,-énd loéical type, we
weére able. to construpt Somﬁegs'-Rule Eor Enforéing ﬁmbi—

-

: guit&. _This powerful philosophical tooi‘was shown to pro-

vide the.éolﬁ%ion fo Quine's problems with the predicates

'hard and 'exists'. With Somﬁers“-rulé, we -were able to

' show that. given an ordinary'but univocal éense of ‘ex-

ists'; we.Qould be‘uﬁabie to conétruct a Situaf;oh wheréin
- . . .

we would violate the rgle. On the other hand, Sy pre-

eupposing an éguivocal sense ofr'exi§ts';iwe could con-

.strqct such a violation. aﬁd thﬁs‘enforce émbigﬁity_oﬁ

i'exists'. But, as we had.élreadyiﬁresﬁpéosed thé equivo-

'cécy of {exisfé',‘wé found ﬁhat we were indeed presuﬁbosing

that which we wished to prove. .For‘this_reasoh, wegcon-'

cluded that 'exists' must be univocal.
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In-fhg third chapter we made ‘a very impontént
_distinction. a distinction between thelbrdinafy'predicate
uée of a term aﬁd the‘categbry'qse of.d term. This led )
 to ; ﬁqmber of importan%'findiﬁgs, primarily that the
.category sénse of a,term-cduld bé.used té délineate thg':

+

ontology of thé language.

What is involved in this aséertibn-has a far
reaching effect for contemporary philosophical endeavours,
With the predicate 'exists' we found that in its 'predicate

- 'sense 'existis' could not be taken %8 the standard of onto-
logical commitment, as Quine'believed. Ih,its,p:edicate

sense . 'exists’ is‘thé standard of eE}stential_commitment.

Ly

The ontolbgy of the language is &elineated both by Qhat
' may‘be significaﬁfl& said to ekist. and-bj what may be’
significantly but mistékenly said to gxist.“' 

In cbnjunction wifhithiS'conclusion was the con-
clusioq.ihat-?a§§éofy-mistakeﬁﬁerms could ﬂot be part
of theiianguage, and thus.lWhat they referred-to could-.

> .

not be in_the ontology. Sommers has characterized this

rl
’
L 3

BN ‘: o
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as categofical necesSity.61 . We conclude then that such

*

entities as pink copulas, green itches, sad stenes,.and
‘the like cannot be in the ontology because.the& neither
exist nor fail to. exist. ~Unlike 'Pegasus’', they,have no

- significant context, ‘and are not ‘terms in the language.

.. The effect of these conclusions is that we find

P

" ourselves asserting that ontologicel commitment has been

 largely confused with existential commitment, particularly
v - . e r/@ - | - . .
by such philosophers as Quine. It can thus be said that

"the numbervof-individuale in our ontology is greatee~thanr
| the number og individuals‘in existence, bufithat‘the num-
ber of different types of ihdividuals.in our'ontology_is
equal tO'tﬁe numbef of different types of ferms in our

language. -

Tt was'oﬁserved at the end of Chepter III that we

. fﬁre'in effect rejecﬁing'the appreaeh of Russell and are in

(

' 61Fred Sommers, "Why is There Somethlng aqd Not
Noth1ng° " Analzszs 26 No. (June 1966): 177;
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fact suggesting a reassessment of Meinong.

1

~,An Example: A Criticism of Strawson f

As aléopclusioh to this thesis, wg/ygnld like to
, N ‘ 7

recapitulate the efficaéy of Sommers' work b offéfing a

. Prief outline of—;;;akpréctical‘uses ‘to which Sommers"
theory can apply. ot L
.- . ‘ ' . -

LY

‘Using a rough character sketch of "an arbitrary

person, Jones, we can demonstrate more clearly some of -
‘the aims of a theory like that of Sommers'. We will say

that Jones® éharaéteristics comprise a set. Indeed, re-

calling Strawson's terminology, Jones' non-physical char-.
‘acferisticélcomprisg the whole set of P-predicétes.éj.
What follows, then: is a brief list of some of Jones'

~

P-predicates.

N\
N _ 62For a reassessment of Meinong along the lines of
" Sommers' work, see George Englebretsen, "Sommers on the
" Predicate 'Exists';" Philosophical Studies 26 (1973): 419-
k23, and Englebretsen, "leinong on Lxistence," pp. 80-82,
For a critiecism of Russell's views on bleinong, see Roderick
M. Chisholm, "Beyond Being and Nonbeing," Philosophical
Studies 24 (1973): 245-257.. L R

_ .63P. F. Strawson, Indf%iduals.'(Ldﬁdon: llethuen
& Co.._Uniyersity Paperbacks, 1969).pp. 104-112, .
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Jones 1is intelligent. - ,‘(IJ) S L
. ~ is gentle : (GJ)' ,' T
loves Mary . - ' (Lim) . o
.scolds his children ~ {Sie)
. is forgetful .~ (F3) L R
. B " teaches school .o (T3) L ot

likes philosophy o (Ljp)

Using Sommers' notion of absolute predicate. we realize

that every P-predicate spans the-person knownias'qones}

and spans every other person as well. . (Recall tﬁat‘the

q

absolute predicate is not influenced by truth or falsity,
oniy significahce.) Thus, Smith, whose charactef may e

N

entirely different, is definéd.bﬁ the same set of P-predr

icates that define Jones.. ' o -
e Smith is-not'inielligent . -(is)
. ' is not gentle T ~(Gs)- _
etc.i o )

Indeed the set of P—predlcates is suf&lclent to describe

the non—physical chéracteristiCS-of any person. Recall-

-ing Sommers' theory of types. the set of P- predlcates is

by deflnltlon an A type Wlth respect to the set of peOple.
‘ : \r

Whgt Sommers' theory goes is to operate as a profoundly

usefél phiL§BU§hica1'%ool. if, for éxémple. someone

waﬁted to clﬁim that é ceftain coﬁputer. c,.tﬁinks, he

mugt be prébéfed‘to accept certain consequences of his

‘¢laim in order to maintain a consistent position. Sommers
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o has already glven us a sound crlterlon for dlstlngulshlng -

<’hen two thlngs are of dlfferent ontologlcal types, and *
. we will apply thls to Jones (as exemplary of alI persons):

,_aﬁd to“c (as exemp;ary of;certaln.computefs).j 'Scolds.‘

N s E . oo - M - . A

N ’ . .t ' . e

hlS chlldren is a bredicate*appl;cab;e;to_J?nes_but not
'U‘to.e,_whlle 1;vented in 1932' 1ele.pfedieate iﬁeyepees
“glquiﬁot‘Jones..ThQs W?'knpw.th;#,Joﬁé;;éﬁde a#ée?f}-
A;oneoloéiea;lé_digéerEﬂt_EYies. | |

-y

L

Accordlng to Sommers' type deflnitlons, the set

'ef'pe-yle is alpha-type with respect to “the, absolute

peed cate ikes phi;oeophy/', Taklng the set of pred-
ieaF ewhich'dEfineéhe.eeme elpﬁe;type (the eet?f peoéle)
'Fhis set of prediEates'conetitﬁtes_ansﬁ-type.(in‘this | 'j
case, tlie A-type.islthe set'ofIprredicates). 'fhus theq
set 5} P-prediceﬁes is the A-type that’spans'al; and
only‘%hose eleeen%s‘in the set of peopleeand nothieg eut-‘
Side the eel‘of.peopie.e As we-ﬁave just.stated; the set
- of people constltutes an alpha—type ‘with respect to one.

P predlcate. but with respect to the A-type comprlslng’“

! ]

the.set of alEiP~predicates, the set of people constitutes
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a beta;type.; In this pértiCular case, the'alpha—fype
and the beta type are COrexten51ve, though 1t is not

;'always the case w1th alpha— and beta-types. In the c§je

“of a predlcate'llke 'is interesting', the alpha—typg )

Spahned'by tis 1nterest1ng 1ncludes a large number o£
dlstlnct beta-types, that is, the beta-type comprlsed
_Qf the set of people is not the‘only type_of‘thing spanned
by 'is interesting'. '

N
}

|

If we take the predlcate 'thinks' 'and say that.
ﬂ:thlnbs' is unlvocally predlccble éf people and computcrs,
then every other member of the Ajtype of whiqh.'thihks.a-
is an'élemenf‘mﬁst span computers‘as'well;'.lt foi;owsj_

from the'prediéation 6f?'thinks' to éomputeré'that all

- -

P-predlcates span computers. for we have shown in Chapter
IT that A-types are tran51t1ve for the relathn ;s the
Same typg.as'.. The alternatlves that this situation pre-~
. sents are (I) that.cbmpgters are the éame ﬁéta—f?pe as -
_ people, (II)'that_P—preAicqtés are equivocal ovgr c@ﬁ—'
putéfs aﬁd péople, or, (III)’that P—pfedibate§ must .be
redefined. It is iﬁpq;%aﬁf that Sommers'.theory carinot



=97~
make the decision as to .which of - these-alternatives'is

the carrect one; it ohly_délineatés-the-chSistent al-

.. . 1

' ternativeés. In the face of other difficulties; it would -
- _appear that the q?st reasgsonable élternatiVe.is'tﬁaf"P-

‘predicates are'systeﬁatically equivecal over peoﬁle_ahd'

computers, ' - R
“
A-similar situation a?iéés in conneétion-withw'“
Strawson, when we consider the appliqébility-df P-pred-

_ ibateg fo animalé; If we, ﬂor,gxample.‘are willing’to
.¢onc¢de that a prediéate like 'éihibitstfeégh is ?1P'P%§d;
T icate ;nd ﬁeaﬁs the;same thing @Qgp'éﬁéi;ed';q gdés‘ané‘

to peéplé, thégﬁstgawsén muét fa;e-Ceyiai%ﬁch;fcééy\sucrﬁ'.
as the following: (I)'redefine.Pé?re&fﬁgtes:so;éé W9.e¥—;
clude those that appear>to.s§ah aﬁimalg}iﬂfl)“gnc;gde¥'

animals in the same{beta-type as pérsons, whibhémeénag

that all P-predicates apply‘univocally to animaléﬁand,

1

persons, or, (III) hold equivocacy in all cases where '

' Gl

' 'P—predicates are applied to animals.

t

6l-x"‘:ngle1:)1‘@1;'3er1' gives a serious criticism of Straw-'
- son's theory of persong fon the grounds that, if it admits
of the.existence of disembodied spirits,*it is inconsis- .
" tent and violates Sommers' Ryle For Enforcing Ambiguity.
Cf. George Englebretsen, "Persons and Predicates," Phil-
osophical Studies 23 (1972). ' - 4

“
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_'Aé a phiIosophiqal}toél{ Sommers' theofy,canndt

~ be uded to solve Strawson's dilemma. It is only a means
' . ) - ‘lf » ’ . .
of checking a theory for consistency and for eliminating

. category. mistakes in the Hanguége; 'Sommers*' work has

showh us that something is wrong with: Strawson's position;
} . T .

it is incoherenﬁ.uhsinée we can see where Strawson's diff-

~ iculties arise, we have been able to offer-somelpossiblq
' solutions that wiil'méintain_coqsistency. Sommers has .

.
' >

shown us that the quéstibn of: whether some P-predicates
- . . . - - . ' ' .

. . . Lo e, ' Y . . i
apply’ to animals, and whether -seme’ of" the higher animals
'do in fact think is essentially a:éobiogiéal question,

N . o |
not_a philosophical question: ~ We.must re-iterate that
 whgt-is.impo}tant'is to underétand that Sommers: work

+
4

‘cannot correct; Strawson's pos

LIS

i%;dn as, such, it can only
outiiﬁé tﬁé_cgnsiéteﬁt aifepgatifes; . The decision must -

. be:Strawséplg{-and no doub?} f;rtper empériéal evidengé'

:'will1laréélyipfluence hé; we will come to use prréai-

- cates when speakiﬁgipﬁ.animals._

a . ! ¥ . .
- .
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