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PAR T ONE THE THEORY OF MEANINGS 

of 

~ 1. How to hypostatise meanings. 

It has become customary amongst anal ytic phi 1 osophers to put forward 

arguments against the tendency to 'hypostatise' meanings, to treat them as 

'objects', 'things', 'substances'. a tendency which is firmly rooted in 

such natural language constructions as: 'he had forgotten the mewing of the 

word "rabbit",' or: 'he thought the meaning of "rabitting" was the same 

(thing) as the meaning of ''burrowing'',' and so on. The basis for such 

arguments seems to be that meanings, at least as these are conceived by 

analytic philosophers, do not seem to support an ontolOgical discipline 

of the kind which is supported by objects, events, properties, sets of 

objects, and so on. Questions can be asked and answered concerning, for 

example, the conditions which must be satis!1ed for two mathematical objects 

to be identical, or concerning the relations between a ms,terial object and 

its properties, but whilst such questions can be reasonably posed concerning 

entities which belong to the world of familiar objects of reference, para]el 

questions seem to be wholly inappropriate when turned inward, as it were, to 

the meanings which we employ in our discourse concerning that world. 

There is indeed a perfectly valid feeling of ontological impotence in the 

face of questions concerning the nature of meanings 'as such', and this has 

led many to adopt the view that philosophy must avoid even the semblance of 

reference to meanings. Ask not 'is the meaning of A the same as the meaning of 

B?' they urge, but rather 'does A mean the same as B? '. As a xesult of 

this embargo of meanings from the range of entities about which philosophers 

can engage in serious discourse, there has arisen a conception of ontology 

as a discipline which excludes meanings from its subject-matterl ontolOgical 

investigation is thought to have as its sole province the totality of object-
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temporal world, although as we shall see there is more to the totality of 

object-entities than this). Such philosophical questions as arise concerning 

meanings, that is, in more acceptable jargon, concerning the use and understand

ing of words and sentences and of higher-order linguistic constructions such 

as arguments and theories,are relegated to other disciplines, for example to 

what Qui ne ingenuously cal' s 'ideology,.1 

It is possible, however, to challenge this set of analytic-philosophical 

presuppositions. To support such a challenge it would be necessary to develop 

a rigorous discipJine of ontology which would have as its subject-matter all 

entities, meaning-entities. From the point of view of such a disc-

ipJine ontological impotence concerning meanings would be seen as something 

which was induced by the expectati.on that the Jcinds of answers which we shall 

receive to ontological questions about meanings wil' be simiJar in form to 

the answers which we receive from the same questions as put to object-entities. 

We hope to suggest that it is possible - though onJy with gl'eat difficulty -

to develop a generaJi sed conceptuaJ framework wi thi n which a different set of 

answers to these questions can reasonably be advanced. And we hope to show 

also that there is positive philosophical value in the analysis which results, 

which cannot be simulated by any investigations which rest on the device of 

'paraphrasing meanings away', even if such investigations should prove, in 

the short run, to involve less conceptual discomfiture, e.g. of the type which 

is to be expected when one has to fit oneself into an aJ ien phil osophical. 

fr ame..mrl!.. 

Of course, in using such terms as 'meaning-entity' we run the risk of 

the hypostatisation of such 'entities', but we !My hope to skirt the disad

vantages of such a course by elUlUring that it does not involve any pre sup

positiclDs imported from the ontology of objects, for example presuppositions 

to the effect that the dmain of meanings is to be cut up into individual 

,mi ts in just the same way that we divide the danain of object-entities, or to 
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solutions to the problems Qf particularising and identi~g meaning-entities 

can be obtained, in fact, only on the basis of just the kind of ontological 

investigation whose possibility is denied by analytic philosophers. 

One valuable element in the analytic philosophical conception of an oppo

sition between 'ontology', as a discipline which pertains to objects, and 

'ideology' which would pertain to meanings, is the recognition that we have 

to deal here with two disjoint categories. }Iany attempts to develop an 'ont

ology of meanings' have run aground owing to a failureto appreoiate this 

absolute categorial distinction and to a consequent assumption that it is 

possible to speak of meanings as Objeots. We sball see that it is an indis-

penaable presupposition of any adequate ontology of meaning-entities that the 

opposition between these two domains, of objects and of meanings, should be 

brought into light. It will follow that not every theory of meaning can 

sene as the starting-po~t for our investigations. In particular, theories 

of the type put forward by Russell and Moore at the beginning of this century 

would be unaoceptable, for accordi ng to such theories the meani ng of, say, 

a proper name is identified with the object, which may be a real material 

object, denoted by that name. One unacceptable consequence of this ('Rus

sallian') approach is that the form of the meaning of a given sentence depends 

not only upon the syntactic structure of the sentence and of its constituents, 

but also upon the results of non-linguistic investigations concerning the 

existence of referents ('meanings') for such terms. Thus the form of the 

meaning of 

(a) 'the queen of England is quite bald' 

will be diffarent, contingently, from the fOI~ of the meaning of 

(b) 'the queen of France is quite bald', 

even though the two expressions are identical in gNmmatical structure. 

However, as Frege recognised, langllage can securely execute its power 

of expressing an incredible richness of thought with relatively 

limited means 
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are made up of thought-parts which correspond to sentence-parts 

which express them. (Frege, 1914, p.262). 

A second, and for our purposes even more important drawback which threatens 

theories of meaning according to which the meaning of a proper' name ia ident-

ified with its referent, is that the ontological dichotomy between meaning and 

object fails to be respected. For a sentence-meaning, which has among its 

constituents the meanings of proper names appearing in the sentence, is pre-

sented as a pec,,' i arly hybrid entity which would somehow straddle the boundary 

between the transcendent world of objects and the non-transcendent world of 

meaning-formations. 

In contrast,the theory of meaning which Frege himself put forward in his 

paper 'On Sense and Reference' (hereafter: SuB) ~lggests what is, ontologically, 

a. much more prooi sing account of the nature of meani ngs. Where Russell had 

been content, in his analysis of the meaning of proper names, with only two 

tel'ms - the proper name in question and its referent - Frege argued in favour 

of a three-term account for all linguistic meanings, an account which may be 

presented by means of the following 2 schema: 

aign- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ) referent of the sign 
sense of the sign (if there is one) 

What is crucial, for our purposes, in Frege's account is that he explicitly 

denies that the reference of a term is a constituent of its meaning or 'sense'. 

It thereby becomes possible for him to acknowledge within his theory the 

fact that not every meaningful sign need have a referent. And he can acknowledge 

also the (related) fact that the meanings of such non-denoting expressions 

may be identical in form with the meanings of similarly constructed denotin6 

expressions. For example, if we return to the two sentences (a) and (b) on. 

p.3 above, we can conceive of situations in which these sentences are used by 

English-speakers who are unfamiliar with or unconcerned with the facts of 

modern European constitutional h;st~7, and the meanings or senses of the 

~O~ + O~"P O "" under st ood bv these SDea.1{ers must be identical. in form, 
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fran linguistic units each of which has a sense equivalent to the sense of a 

corresponding ,mit in the other sentence. Again, (lilly if we grant that there 

is at least the possibility of graspjng composite meanings in such a purely 

syntactically-guided way can the power of language be truly understood. 

This example has a further importance, however, in that it reveals the 

extent to which meanings are dependent upon contexts or situations of use, not 

merely in the sense of grammatical dependence (dependence upon sentential 

context) which determines, for example, the difference in meaning between the 

first and third terms of 'Drink your drink', but in a far wider sense, such 

that the meaning of a syntacticallyidentical expression may be different, for 

example at different times, in different places, and as uttered by different 

speakers. Of course no analytic philosopher (worth his salt) would wish to 

deny this dependence upon context for such clear cases of context-sensitive 

('tcken refiexiTe') expressions as 'now', 'then', 'this', 'here'. 'my', 'she'. 

But the lessons of such examples have not been adequately learned, especially 

by those philosophers, such as Frega himself, for whom the philosophical"inad-

equacies" of natural language were to be compens·ted for by a recurrent appeal 

to one or other artificially coostructed fomal language. For thaories of 

meaning developed in respect of such languages, which were constructed in such 

a way that all those expressions which openly betra;r their context-sensitivity 

should be eliminated, could not but fail to take sufficient account of the 

fact that, as we shal' cJaim, all expressions are 'widely' context-sensitive 

in the sense indi~ated above • 

• 
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8 2. Context-sensitivity and the epistemologiCal basi a of the theory of 
• mean1ng. 

What are the general features of contexts of language-use which contribute 

to the senses of expressions involved 1 These are, we sha) J clai m, the:!r (broadly) 

epistemological features: !ut it should be stressed that the term 'epistem

ology' is used in such a way as to designate a discipline which has as its 

subject-matter not only the knowledge which is possessed by given subjects, 

but possessions' including their bellefs, surmises. desires, 

and even their habits and skills) Simply put, however, it ia what is known 

or believed at a given time and place and by given speakers which plays the 

crucial role in determ;n;ng the meanings of the expressicms which they use. 

It is to hege's credit that he was the first modern philosopher to 

recognise the nature of sense or meaning as a function of 'cognitive value' 

(aee e.g. SuB,p.50), and althoush there is much that can be criticised in 

Flege's theory it will be useful to consider some of the (now familiar) 

arguments which were advanced by Floge in support of his epistemological 

account of senses. 

Imagine, first of a11., two epistemical 1 y distinct situations 4, with 

regard to an expreasion such as 'the largest prime number', one situation in 

which the users of the expression are unaware of the fact that it lacks a 

referent, another in which its users are or have became aware of this fact. 

(A variant and perhaps more convincing ~xample is obtained if one is prepared 

to assume that some mathematicaJJ y undecided problem such as Goldbach's con-

jecture will, say next week, be found to be false; one then considers in

stead the expression 'the least non-Goldbachian even number'). We are 

deaJing here, I shall claim, with of one and 

the same expression; metaphorically speaking the two sets of users are, 

at least in this particular area of language-use, speaking different lan

gnages.5 

nege himself was interested in how such sentences as '3 + 5 = 8', 'the 

victor at Jana = the vanquished at Waterloo', 'the morning star = the eveni ng 

star' can baYe cognitive value. 
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That sentences of the given type can have cognitive value is instanced 

by the fact that that the morni ng star and the evening star are one and the 

same was an astronomical discovery of some importance, which could certainly 

not have been achieved by means of bare reflection on the terms involved. As 

a consequence of this discovery however the assertion in question, somewhat 

to acquire an inferior cognitive value; the two terms, 

used as proper names, become virtua"y interchangeable since their senses 

converge(except with respect to those sense-components which are purely syn

tactically contributed: see text to n.8 below). The motivation to develop 

a three-term approach to the theory of meaning is the need to account phil

osophically for such effects, and for this it is indispensable to recognise 

a dimension (ar dimensions) of senses which are able to function to a degree 

independently of the dirnensi,on of reference. 

The first problem which arises for this Id nd of epistemological approach to 

meaning-entities is the problem of explaining how meanings can ever become 

public property, can be such as to allow communi cation between the various 

speakers of a given linguistic community. The classical 'idea' theory of 

meaning, which correctly regarded meanjngs or • concepts' as closely related 

to certain kinds of complex mental states, sought to explain the ability of 

meanings to serve in communication, to be identically passed fran speaker 

to speaker, by appealing to the shared possession of duplicate aide, somehow 

located in the m; nd_ of each individ11aJ member 

Frege resisted such 'psychologism' - with what justice we shall have occasion 

to investigate below - and he thereby failed to see that it was possible to 

preserve something of great value from the 'idea' theory, precisely by aband

oning the supposition that in order to account for successful comm"nication 

it is necessary that one assumes that the meanings possessed by one and the 

same term should be identical from speaker to speaker. Unfort1lnately Frege 

abandoned instead the beneficial content of the 'idea' theory: that it WaS 

able to explain the way in which meanings function in the aet1lal cognitive 

experience of individual. subjects, and he sought to preserve the errcmeous 

view that meanings should be, relative to any particular large-scale 

epistemological context, identical for all the speakers of a given cQl""'''n; ty. 
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This he did by developing the conception of meanings or senses as abstract 

entities associated not vith mental acts (or complexes of mental states) on 

the part of act,,· l language-users, but vith the l.:i.nguistic expressions thec-

selves. Thus like the'ldea'-theorists he developed a conception of meanjngs as 

entities which would be individuated through their associated expressions; 

what is necessary I as we sba J 1 see, is a conception of mean i ngs as entities 

which would be individuated through their acts or - which comes to the same 

tbjng - through the contexts reflected in those acts. 

It is the move to a conception of senses as abstract entities which 

reveals the extent to which Frege had failed to learn the true lesson of the 

epistemological account of meanjng. It is a consequence of this account that 

identity of meaning is virt'wlly eljmjnated - at the level of the phjlosophy 

of lang"age - as an explanatoI7 notion. For ",hn st it may be true that there 

are certain coincidences of meanings or of meaning-giving acts between 

different speakers, or between ome and the same speaker at different times, 

just as it may be true that there are "jmllar coincidences of colour-images 

or taste-canplexes, one can make no appeal. 

of the f1!nctionj ng of language (nor of our 

to such coincidences in any account 

6 
recognition of colours or tastes). 

Frege was perceptive enough to recoBPjse the truth of all Df these 

remarks vith regard to 'subjective presentations' (subjektive • • 

generally, but misleadjngly,translated as 'ideas') which denoted, for Frega, 

the occasional psychological states or events which accompany (inter 

our use of lrulgUage. Row close Frege came to recognisi ng the crucial point 

is seen in the folle>ting passage where he remarks that 

the task of our ordinary lan~Jages ••• is essentia'Jy accomplished 

if the men who are comm,mjcating connect the same thought with the 

same sentence, • (1896. p.55f, as trans.in S&R 

p.124, my emphasis). 

But he goes on to make a quite artificial opposition between ordjnary language 

and, by implication, ordinary thought,with contexts of scientific and mathemat-
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ical argument: 

The situation is different Lhe simply tells usJif conclusions have to 

be made. (loc.cit.,p.56). 

Frege failed to see, therefore, that even under the given conditions it is 

sti 1l possible to construct an adequate philosophy of language, and in the end 

also an adequate philos ophy of logic, merely that the considerations involved 

wi JJ be far more delicate and complex than is the case if we can restrict our 

attention to the level of lingul.stic expx-essions alone. 

~Frege'B commitment to senses as abstract entities which would serve as the 

cax"l"iers of 'objectivity' in linguistic situations raises a further problem of 

some independent, methodological interest. For he ABS\IIIIed that the appeal to 

such entities could explain not, indeed, any normal everyday effects of lan

guage, but certai nJ y, say, the role played by 1 angnage in certai n logicalJ.,y 

rigorous argumentll. What he failed to recognise was that any such retrospective 

logician's constrw:1Bmust tai 1 to be of explanatory power with regard to the 

areas of experience from which they are abstracted. Thie is not to suggest that 

Frege held a view of senses as the result of processes of abstraction (although 

as we shall see,there are some who hold that he ought to have held such a view), 

but certainly the account which he gives of senses is determined by independent 

logical considerations, something which leads to similar x-esults.J 

• 
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113. The 1 i nguis tic division of labour. 

It is oertain1y a tendentious olaim, however, that synonymy or striot identity 

of meani ng has no explanatory role ill the philosophy of language. Perhaps 

we oan give some idea of the considerations which led to this claim by appeal

illg to certain arguments put forward by Putna m for a different, though rela ted 

purpose. 

One principle argument in favour of the importanoe of synony1ll'fto the 

theory of langu8(1J' derives, I believe, from another classioal doctrine to the 

effect that the reference of an expression is something which is determined by 

its sense,or, ill a different idiom, that extension is determ1np.d by illtension. 

Now the variety of possible subjeotive presentations which can be asso.;.ted 

with a given term ill such a way that reference or extension is preserved,is 

so great 7 that to exp1 a1 n the identity of extensi.on across thi s wide range of 

uses one is a1 most always tempted to have recourse to an identical 'super-

concept' - a sellSe or illtension - which is somehow not subjeot to the transient 

instability and to the impurities of individual 'ideas'. But is this 

relation of 'determination' between sense and reference or between intension 

and extension really so intimate as we have been led to believe2 Putnam's 

examples suggest that it is not: 

Suppose you are like lie aDd cannot tell an elm fran a beech tree. 

We still, say that the extension of 'elm' ill mJ idiolect is the same 

as the extension of lelm' in anyone else's, viz., the set of all 

elm trees, and that the set of all beech trees is the extension of 

'beech' ill both of our idiolects. Thus 'elm' ill mJ idioleot has 

a different extension from 'beeoh' ill your idiolect (as it should). 

Is it really oredible that this d.Lfference ill extensi OIl should be 

brought about by sane difference in our concepts? My conoept of 

an elm tree is exactly the same as mJ concept of a beech tree (I 

blush to confess). (Putnam, 197}, p.7Q4). 

\ihat Putna", fails to recognise (or confusingl:r expresses) is that his concepts 

of elm and beech are different ill being associated with different terms. The 

account of concepts (meanings of predicates) which we $'a" adopt here conceives 

them as stratified entities ccmsisting, ill the lowest stratum, of components 
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determi ned by"" the linguistic material ('beech', 'elln' ,etc.) involved. 8 

Putnam nevertheless draws what we Bee as the correct conclusion from his 

indication of the hiatus which lies between mean ;ngs9 and extensions, namely 

that there is, in his tems, a division of linguistic labour: 

We could hardly use such 'Words as I elm t and 'a.ll1mj pj um' if no one 

possessed a way of recognising elln trees and al,uninium metal; but 

not everyone to whom the distinction is important he s to be able 

to make the distinction. (loc.cit.) 

Let us consider as a further example the term 'gold'. Putnam points, first of 

all, to the existence of a mUlldane division of labour (in an extended sense) 

in our society between those who 

have the "job" of 

have the "job" of 

~who.;7 have the job of 

other people ~who.;7 

still other pe ople 

gold. It is not at aJl necessary or efficient ••• that everyone who 

buys and sell" "gold be able to tell whether or not something is 

real J Y gold in a society where this form of dishonesty is uncommon 

(selling fake gold) and in which one can easily consult an expert 

in case of doubt. (£2.cit.,p.704f) 

Such facts engender a further division, a dirleion of " ==-" 
everyone to whom gold is important for all,,! reasCl!1 haa to acq,l1i re 

the word 'gold'; but he does not have to acquire the method of 

whether something is or is not gold. He can rely on a 

spedal subclass of speakers. The features that are genera)) y 

thought to be present in connection with a gN'pral name - necessary 

and sufficient conditions for membership in the extension, ways of 

recognising whether something is in the extension, etc. - are all 

present in the linguistic community considered as a collective body ; 

but that collective body divides the "labour" of knowing and employ

ing those various parts of the "meani n,;" of 'gold'. (p.705). 

Every l.ingtistic comenn; ty, Putnam cla; ms t 

possesses at least seme terms whose associated "criteria" are known 

on) y to a subset of the speakers who acqu; re the terms, and whose use 

by the other speakers depends upon a structured cooperation between 

them and the sPdakers in the relevant subsets. (p.706). 

Putnam's arguments succeed, we believe, in capturing certain crucial 

features of the actnal employment of langnage (both by experts and by their 
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fellows), something which is lost in Frege's appeal to objective senses, 

despite the fact that the given features display themselves at least as(Lf 

not more)widely in scientific and mathematical contexts as elsewhere. But 

is there really any need to make an appeal to some kind of 'structured 

cooperation' between the various members of' one and the same Bociat~ t 

Consider the meanin g of a proper name, say tHantup', occurring in some recently 

deciphered Sumerian execution-list. The meani ng of tHantup' for us, as for 

the Sumerians (give or take certain liberties in the process of phonetic trans-

literati on) ,is such that it refers to Hantup, hedge-priest in the land of 

Nippur, executed, we may suppose, on the 8th day of the 10th ;year of the reign 

of Ki ng Ekpirk. There can surely be no 

the Sumerians and ourselves in establishing this meaning; indeed the execution 

list may, for reasOlls of state, have been written in code, i.e. with the 

explicit motive of fores+,lling any possibility of cooperation. And nor is 

jj: necessary for there to be any associated criteria, possessed by experts, 

for recognising or re-identifying the referent (or the members of the exten-

sian) of a given term. For it may be that, as in Mantup's case, or in the 

case of a general term such as I Sumeri an I, the question of identification or 

recognition can no longer arise. ~Iore importantly,however, it may be that 

it could never arise, si nee it is possible to confer o!l meanj ng upon a term, 

and to set up this kind of non-fraternal structured cooperation-at-a-distance, 

even though there are no pre-existent objecta(or object) for which the question 

of~e-identification'could arise. Consider, to take just one example , the 

term 'Sherlock Holmes'. 

Those who come to the present work with a healthy 'prejudice in f a vour 

of the actual' may justly complai n at the fact that it will be assumed through-

out that 'Sherlock Holmes', like many other more or less distantly related 

terms, has a non-existent object as its referent, namely Sherlock Holmes 

himself (or more precisely: itself), a fictional character or figment, created 

by Conan Doyle,(and an entity for which, as we ahall see, determinate identity 

criteria are unobt.inable~ It ought really to be unnecessary to put forward 
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philosophical arguments in support of this assumption: the philosopher 

ought more properly to be able to leave this task to the literary theorist, 

to the literary historian, and to the associated raggle-taggle of Baker street 

irregulars, just as he can leave to the mathematician and the physicist the 

task of determining the status of. say, sets or real numbers or electrons. 

But the literary theorist is little heard amongst philosophers, and it has 

become necessary to argue his case in ab5entia, for the philosopher to make 

his own attempts to determine the status of the objects of the literary theo-

rist' 8 discip11 ne. Here t as a precautionary measure I we sketch just one such 

attempt, with a warning to the reader that he will not be spared further help-

ings in the pages which follows: 

In order to explain the behaviour of certain kinds of expression, amongst 

which we can include, say, 'beeoh', 'aluminium', 'gold'. tOr Gustav Lauben', 

'Willard van Onnan Quine', it has been ahown that it is necessary to appeal to 

some account of such terms as 'rigid designators'. The notion of rigid desig-

nator was introduced by Kripke in connection with certain problems in the 

theory of necessary truth, though the theory we shall develop below attempts 

to give this notion an epistemological rather than a metaphysical slant. 

Krlpke asks US to consider the two assertions 

(i) that 9 is greater than 7, 

(i1) that the number of planets 1~ ~reater than 7. 

Why, he asks, can it be justifiably asserted that the former be more neces-

sarily true than the latter? 

The answer to this might be intuitively 'Well. look, the number of 

planets might have been different from what 1t in fact 1s. It doesn't 

make sense, though, to say that nine might have been different from 

wbat it in fact 1s.' Let L". us J cal) somethi ng a rigid desig

nator if in any possible world it designates the same object, a 

non-rigid ••• desispator if that is not the case. Of course we don't 

require that the objects exist in all possible worlds. Certainly 

Nixon might not have existed if his parents had not gotten married, 

in the normal course of things. (Kripke, 1972, p.269f). 

We shall argue that those conaiderations which force the concept1on of, 

say, 'Willard Quine' as a rigid designator (in our somewhat modified sense 
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developed below) constrain us to take the sam~ view of 'Sherlock Holmes'. But we 

can submit to this constraint only if we acknowledge thet there is (in a weak 

sense of 'is') something which 'Sherlock Holmes' can (rigidly) designate. The 

temptation, in the light of an account of rigid designators as terms which 

would designate one and the same object through all those worlds in which that 

object actnany exists, is to suppose that 'Holmes' rigidl.j' designates a 

possible existent, that is that it designates the sam~ object in .11 possible 

worlds in which there is an actually existent Holmes. This object would differ 

ontologically h'om, say, Nixon,only in that Holmes happens not to exist in the 

act".l world: he is a pure possibilium. The Kripkean approach demands a more 

subtle account however, for 'mlikp' 'Louis XX' or 'the twentieth child of M.A. 

which do designate pure possibilia - and hence do not designate 

rigidly,10 'Holmes' does designate (has a correct designative use) in the actnal 

world: What it designates is a fictional character created by Conan Doyle. So 

long as we are using this 'Holmes' (and not, say, the 'Holmes' of 'Jehoshaphat 

T. Holmes & Co.' which designates the ower of a firm of London hil ors) and 

are considering its des:lgnata in other possible worlds, then it becanes clear 

that none of theee designata exists in the worlds with which they are correlated. 

Holmes, then, is necesserj ly non-existent. 

Of course this is not to deny that there may be worlds W in which there is an 

individnal,a,who has features corresponding in every deteil with the features 

with which Holmes bas been endowed by Conan Doyle - even down to the fact that 

a's surname in VI consists of the six letters 'HI t '01 , '1' ti m' 1 'e' ,and IS' in that 

order. 11 That Holmes and the gentleman in W who studied bard in detective 

school to become a first-flight violinist and pipe-smoker, and went on to solve 

with the help of a doctor friend of his such notorious cases as ••• , etc., are 

is as irrelevant to the matter in hand as is the fact that so too 

(at least in part) are Holmes and Jehoshophat T. Those who would wish to defend 

the identity of Holmes and HolmeSW (as the latter is defined above) are asking 

us to believe that an object cr""ted as a result of certain complex processes of 

thought, writing, printing, and sending forth into the world on the part of 

• 
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Doyle and his printers and publishers could sanehow, in world W, be born of 

flesh and blood parents.12 

To view a fictional 

these conditions incoherent; "incoherentll in the sense in which it 

is incoherent to suppose Gladstone becani,ng a transcendental number 

(and surviving the change).(Woods, 19?4, p.??). 

We do not need to appeal to this kj nd of incoherence ~3however, in order 

to demonstrate that turning outward to (pllrported) 'possible existents' "';11 

not help us to understand fictional and other !d n<is of non-existent and 

higher-order objects. For an independent consideration of the nature of such 

objects reveals that the perfect featura! coincidence which would make the 

identification of, say,HolJlles and HOlJlle~ so plausible a proposition (e.g. on 

grounds of the identity of indiscernibles) is itself sanething which could 

never be achieved. This is because there is a characteristic incanpleteness 

of 6UCh objecte:; fictions' objects, for example, exbibit 'loci of indeterminacy', 

a consequence of their being projected by what is only a finite number of 

sentences which are capable of determining tham in only a finite number of 

aspects (see LWA, 11,8 and cha.8 and 9; cf. also ch.'1 below): Thus Hamlet, 

e.g., is neither pimpled nor does he lack pimples. Any purported twin of 

Hamlet which would be an existent object (in some world Ii) must exhibit, in 

contrast, a characteristic cocpletenees with respect to al' determinations 

down to the lowest possible degree, for such an object is presentable in an 

,mlimited number of constantly merging and shifting concrete aspects; he can 

be inspected (e.g. for pimples). 

Thus an understandjng of fictional objects and also, as we sba1l see, of 

non-existent and higher-order objects in ganeral,turns on the acceptance of 

the possibility of an independent investigation of such objects as sui 

generis, accessible in various 

1oI8ys, to the thinking subjects who also form part of the population of that 
• 

world. But such sui generis objects can be distinguished also for various 

possible worlds (broadlY1 to the extent that such worlds themselves contain 
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thinking subjects who engage e.g. in reading and writing works of fiction, or 

contain analogues of such disciplines as theology, anthropology, set theory, and 

so on). 

It is clear that the metaphysics of possible worlds is to a large degI ee 

skew to the ontology of non-existent (and of existent) Objects. Thus it would 

be useful if we could develop an equivalent to Kripke's metaphysical notion of 

rigid designator which could be understood, e.g. phenomenologically, without 

recourse to anythi ng beyond this (surely sufficiently rich and complex) actn.' 

world. But what precisely is the explanatory power of Kripke' s notion? In order 

to work toward an answer to this question we aha" briefly consider certain 

alternative accounts of the meanings of terms we should consider rigidly desig

native, and in particular, accounts of the meanings of proper names, which are 

distinguished by the fact that a referent for 'Slierlock Holmes' is not at all 

demanded. We shall then draw attention to those points where these alternative 

accounts reveal themselves as inadequate. 
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14. Definite descriptions and proper names. 

There is a category of expressions whose position in language is closely rel-

ated to the position of proper names and common nouns ('gold', 'elm', etc.) 

and which oan be used interchangeably with the latter in many contexts, 

expressjons of the form: 'the so-and-so', ("I;he President of the United States 

in 1972', 

'definite 

'the element which has atomic number 79', etc.) called by Russell 

14 descriptions'. Definite descriptions fail, we may note, to 

designate rigidly: Napoleon might have won the battle of \4aterloo. That is, 

there are possible worlds (as they say) in which the referent of 'the victor 

""' at ~aterloo' was Na,olean, but there/other possible worlds - as we know - in 

which this expression designates gentry other than Napoleon. But we may note 

also that definite descriptions faj) to designate rigidly in another, epist-

emological senee (they are, in the termi nology of anal ytic philosophy. opaque). 

Imagine what might be call ed an epistemica" y bare context relative to the 

subject-matter of, say, FrellCh constitutjonal history. This vi]] be a context 

in which .ny subject who instantiates it vill knew, for expressions such as 

(a) 'the queen of France in 1776', 

(b) 'the queen of France in 1976', 

etc. , 

only the meanings of individ"a) constituent wordS and the grammatical formation-

rules involved. Now no subject q".l; Ued to enter into a context of the given 

t3;e, that is, no subject disqualified to enter into my epistemicaJ1y richer 

context, will have any relevant Object as the referent of any aot of 

(correctly) using or understanding any expression of the given t3pe. But not 

everyone on all ocoasions displays ignorance of Frenoh constitutil'nal history. 

That is there are other contexts in which suoh expressions do possess epist, 
emologica1) y rigid designations or possess, as we aha1) say, transparent 

senses. The expression (a) above, for example, would have a transl'orent 

sense. when used correotly. in the context of courtly diacussi OIlS of the 

given period, a sense which will be identical with the transp.rent sense 

which is possessed by 'Marie Antoinette' in the SSM courtly contexts.15 

- - -- -- - - - - ------------------
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As noted in II 2 and 3 above, there are certain ill-consequences which 

arise from the supposition that the meaning of a given term is identical 
• 

amongst different speakers of a given linguistic cOI1DDnnity. We can now poi.nt 

to one further jJl-effect of this belief, namely that it generates the further 

belief that a conception of proper names is necessary or des1rabl~according 

to which the latter are viewed as synonymous with particular suitably_formed 

definite descriptions. For proper names, like 'I', Isbe t , tit', seem to betray 

openly their epistemological context-sensititity in a way which does not 

apply to e.g.: 'inventor', 'steam', • engine I , or: 'winged', 'horse', 'sprung 

from', 'gorgon', etc. The latter can reasonably be presumed to possess a com-

man mesning throughout the whole of a given J inguistic 

particular stage, where quite the opposite is the case for proper names 

(consider e.g. Shakespeare's 'W.B.', or Frege's 'Dr Gustav Lauben', (Gad. ,p.65, 

Klemke,ed.,p.517)). The definite description theory of proper names. there-

fore. holds that 'Aristotle'. for elC/lmple, is synonymous with some complex 

expression which. for the purposes of the present argument, .... might suppose 

begins: 'the Stagirite phil osopher who taught Alexander and was taught by 

Plato ••• •• Ignoring, for the moment, the fact that such a definite description 

vilJ itself have a context-sensitive meaning, there is still the serious 

difficulty for such a view that no matter how carefulJ.y the given description 

has been chosen, it seems that it would always be conceivable that we should 

discover, at some later stage. that certain features built into the descrip-

tion were false of the referent in question. We may discover. for example, 

that Aristotle - the very same BeUenic philosopher and teacher of Alexander 

- was not ,after all. bo~ in StagirA. One possible solnti on to this ki nd of 

difficulty would be to argue. as above. that users of • Aristotle I before and 

after the discovery of his non-Stagirite status were speaking different 

languages in the relllvant area of language-use. The discovery would teU us 

that the original language had been s~maDtically or descriptively inadequate 

to the world which it had been constructed to describe. But such an approach, 

whilst formally adequate. clearly underestimates the extent to which meanings 
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are sensitive, from our point of view, to even the smallest variations in 

context (and in associated acts), by falsely asSllming that it is possible to 

ascribe exact and exhaustive meanings to proper names, meanings which would 

apply throughout a given stage in our accumulation and disaccumulation of 

knowledge concerning their bearers. 

Recognition of this inadequacy has led to the development of amended 

versions of the definite descriptional thesis concerning the meanings of proper 

names, >mich attempt to take account of this context-sensitivity. According to 

these versions the relation of synonymy bet"een name and complex-d.escription 

is replaced by a weaker relation according to "hich, in any given use of the 

nane it is not the whole of the description "hich is at stake, but only some 

Aelection of the features which it contains. It is claimed, merely, that the 

meani ng involved in any given use of the name must involve a somehcli sufficiently 

high proportion of the features involved.,6 

This kind of account certainly captures . some of the structure of the' 

tota1i ty of meanings which may be possessed by a given proper name in its 

various contexts of use. And there seem to be Boce proper names (such as 

'st Anne' about lihose referent it is knolm only that she is the mother of 

Mary) for >!hich all contexts of use seem to be contexts in wMch a de scrip-

tiOl)al 2.nalysis of meaning might be appropriate. But it seems very question-

able ,.,hether the descri~tiona] appro3.ch can succeed, even in its amended 

ver~ions, in capturing in full the structure of the total ity of meanings det-

ermined by more rWl-of-the mill prcper names such as 'Willard Quine t • I 

may, for example, be bodily introduced to some animal by,'gb3ke hands, this 

-is Daisy the cow', such that I can thereafter use 'Daisy' co=ectly in cer-

tain contexts, despite having no kno\iledge of any non-trivial enduring features 

possessed by the CO>I in question, features >Ihich may be candi.dates for pos-

itions in any complex descriptional meaning of her name. It does not seem, 

either, that the meaning of 'Daisy' as employed by me in such contexts could 

be interpreted as sOlle private descriptianal meaning such as that of: 'the 

CO\( · I met yesterday who eyed me wearily'. For my use of 'Daisy' simply does 

, 

, 
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not have the discursive character which would be implied by any descriptional 

or broadly featuraJ. meaning being involved in such use. It seems, rather, 

to be characterised by a peculiar transparency relative to Daisy herself, 

whom I have by the tail, 60 to speak, ever since my first encounter. This 

transparency may survive even in the face of incorrect applications of feat

uraJ. meanings: if, for example, I am introduced to Daisy by 'this is Daisy, 

Farmer Bro>m's favourite cow', then even should it be the case that Daisy 

is neither owned nor well-liked by FarBer Brown, and that there are therefore 

incorrect featuraJ. components in meanings possessed by 'Daisy' on subsequent 

occasions on which I use this term, it will stUl be the case that it will 

be to Daisy herself to "'hom I refer on those occasions. There seems, what 

is more, to be no limit to the degree of featuraJ. incorrectness which such 

transparency can withstand. (We must assume ,of course, that the initiaJ. 

introduction or 'baptism' (Kripke) is itself phenomenologically acceptabl.: 

lmeet Mr Gladstone, the transcendentaJ. number', for example, does not meet 

this condition.) 

RecaJ.l the Russell-Mom'e approach to the theory of meaning mentioned above, 

according to which the meaning of a sentence contains amongst its constituents 

the objects denoted by proper names which figure in the sentence. One advan

tage of this theory is that it explains - in a peculiarly vivid way - how it 

comes about that language gears in nth and succeeds in bei ng 'about' the 

reaJ. world in which we live. Russell and Hoore were correct, we believe, in 

holding that the principle area of connection between language and the world 

is provided by proper names (and closely related variant expressions, includ

ing certain simple property~enoting expressions), but wrong in supposing that 

to account for this connection one has to assume that the referents of such 

priVileged expressions are themselves constituents of their meanings. The 

meaning of a name for a certain context has not the referent itself as a 

constituent, we shall argue, but rather a constituent of transparency relat

ive to that referent. The fll'l meaning is then tran"Parent in the sense that 

who the 
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referent. Thus it appears that the tem 'transparency' is amb1guoUB,since it 

denotes both (i) an 'external' property of certain •• anings,and (ii) an 'inter

na" constituent of those S8me meanings.17 It might be thought that the second 

meaning heret and with it al.l cu"mitment to dubious 'constituents' of mean-

ings, was superfluous in that al 1 of the data involved coUld be sufficiently 

explained by the fact that certain terms have meanings which are 'transparent' 

in the sense that they possess the property that they ahare a common referent. 

This again woUld be to turn away from what is beneficial in the 'idea' theary 

of meaning, tba.t it explains how meanjngs can playa role in our actusl 
• 

cognitive experience: The constituent of transparency is indispensable, as 

we shal' see, if we are to expl,91 n how I can mean Aristotle hj mself by my use 

of 'Aristotle , and not eome other Stagirite. 

The acceptability of the descriptional approach to proper names amongst 

many rhilosophera of the recent past derives, at least in part, from a mistaken 

approach to the problem of identifying and re-identifying objects of reference 

(the bearers of names of this tipe). It is an approach which rests on the 

supposition that we r~identify, for example, people, by ~'nning though certain 

features which they possess and collating these with features which we know 

thee to have possessed on previous inspections. In this respect every sit-

uation is a 'possible world' from the point of view of (knowledge-gaining) 

situations in the past. Hence it is that this ""me 'featural' model of re-

identification re-appears on a much larger scale in the presentation of the 

so-called problem of 'trans-world identity' 18, of identifying who (if anyone) 

in some given world is identical with, say, Napoleon in the present world. 

The problem as stated rests on the supposition that to draw such lines of 

identity one must as it were 'survey' the array of objects to be found on more 

or less "listant' worlds (aB if they were cows in a distant field) recognising 

the qualities or features which they manifest as canbi,ning together, more or 

less as on this actual world, to constitute individual objects having qnsl_ 

ities or features in common with certa; n identifiable members of the actual 

world. It is the possibility of perfect featural coincidence which, it is 
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argued, justifies the drawiJlg of Jines of identity at aJ.1,19 

Kripke's work suggests, however, that the whole model of'featural 

survey' (of reidentifying objects as targets for acts) is inadequate, either 

as an account of hO'r1 we gain Iknowlecige' about non-actllsJ worlds, or, more 

importantly, as an account of our knowledge of acqual ntances and public 

figures (and, of course, objects of other types) on this,actual world. For 

possible worlds, it must be recognised, are given only by specification: it 

would not only be a gross metaphysicaJ. presumption to suppose that a iringle 

totality of aJ.l possible worlds could exist fully blown, awaiting explorat

ion by intrepid modal logicians: the very notion of such a totality is, as 

we shall see in our discussion of Meinong's philosophy below, an inconsistent 

notion. The specifications on the basis of which we may create or "generate " 

some l imi.ted totaJ.ity of possible worlds will,in generaJ., employ proper 

names. The world "6' for example, vi l l be detemi ned as a wond identicaJ. 

with the actual world except that in it President Nixon (his very self) bas 

large and bushy eyebrows. No problems can arise in the r ..... identification of 

Nixon in a world so speCified, for our very abi l Hy to operate with and make 

sense of the given specification presupposes that we fix Nixon bim6elf as 

our referent from beginning to end of the process (of world-' abstraction' ) 

involved. 

• 

The extent to which featuraJ. survey plays a logically inferior role aJ.so 

in our everyday eAP.rience of more mundane objects may be stated by appealing, 

once again, to Putnam's notion of a 1jnguistic division of labour. It is my 

structured cooperation with various clerics, passport officers, record-keepers 

and, eventually, obituary-writers, to which(ta the end)I must appeaJ. when I 

make serious use of your name. And it is my structured cooperation with 

various museum-keepers, encyclopedia-compilers, and with those who have time 

to read detective novels, to which I must appeaJ. when I make serious use of 

the ·names of Hantup, of Nippur, and of Sherlock. That is to say, to make 

serious use of your or of Sherlock's name, is to make use of it transparently, 
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that is with the (fulfilled) intention to refer to just this particular 

object. What is remarkable is the extent to which 9tlch intentions can be 

fulfi" ed, the extent to which our use of a proper Dame or of a common noun 

is correct use, even against a background of an almost limitless variety of 

meanings which may be associated with each such term. This is not least 

remarkable, of CDUrse, in the case of reference to Sherlock and his ilk. It 

is perhaps insuffioiently roe] i sed that we have standards of correctness for 

the application of 'Sherlock' which are quite comparable with the correspon

ding standards for, say, 'Kripke t or 'CaJi g u1 a' or 'Cantor's lInd number 

clasB' • 

• 



S 5. Meaning-hierarchies. 

The fact that the act"'Jised meamngs associated with particular linguistic 

expressions vary with epistecically relevant variations in their context of 

use t and that, in particular I they may vary - as we sha] 1 see in more detail 

when the phenomenology of meanine is discussed - with the smallest variations 

in the cognitive content contributed by the subject or subjects involved, does 

not imply that there is no possibility of a systematic investigation of such 

20 r meanings. 'or, even, does it rule out the possibility of devising notions 

of linguistic meaning ('canonical meaning', see ch.6 helow) according to which 

expressions may be ascribed n1'1 que mean; ngs. conceived as playing a detenrd "at-

ive role on all occasions of use: the danger is merely that these latter may 

resolve themselves into abstract cOnstruCtiOllS imposed retrospectively. 

The eyatematic interrelations of all such actu a1i sed meanjngs and, above 

all, their arrangement into hierarchies, will be a persistent theme of the 

chapters which follow. Thus the brief discussion of such hierarchies which we 

offer here for certain tipes of linguistic expressions only,will have to 

serve the purpose of providi ng an archetJPe for parallel discussions which, 

in My fllll developcent of the theories involved, would need to be offered 

in each of those later chapters for the meening-entities there discussed. 

J.leanjngs may, rirst of all, be divided into • correct , and 'incorrect' .21 

I.ncorrect meamngs arise when mistakes of varying degrees of tri viaE ty are 

made in the use of associated exoressions. These need not necessarily be -
~istakes for which the subject using or understaoding a particular incorrect 

meaning on a given occasion is responsible: mistakes may be inherited. Incor-

rect meanings may be important, e.g. in discussions of improper definite 

descriptions where meanings seem, at least for some purposes, 

to be employable. Here, however, we sha11 confine our at~ention to 'correct' 

• mean1ngs. 

Let us consider the hierarchy of correct meanings associated with a 

• 
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proper name such as 'Aristotle'. The p~oponent8 of the modified descriution 
• 

theory argue, laudabl;r, that it is possible to isolate a series of linguist-

ically expressible features which may be involved, on different occasions of 

use t in actual ised meanings of this term. The logic of descriptions is then 

used to determine a particular hierarchy of composite meanings which can 

be bui 1 t up from out of these features- What results when the constituent 

of 'transparency' (with respect to Aristotle) is introduced is somethin.g of 

a structural approximatiOJl to the hierarchy of meanings associable with 

'Aristotle' (in contexts not involving mistaken uses of this term). Let us 

suppose, somewhat simplistically, that Aristotle is someone for whom we can 

isolate only three features, which we may symbolise by means of one-place 

di t 
22 

pre ca es. The supposition is simplistic since such features are determined 

by every element in the narrative account which we have, or could easily 

construct, of Aristotle's life (social and intellectual). The hieraruhy 

which results then has the form of: 

T 

I 
TA 

2 
TA 

\3 

T 
AlA;! 

T 
A1A3 TAzA3 

Here 'T' indicates the purely transparent meaning for 'Aristotle', 'TA ' 
1 

indicates a transparent meanin.g fur 'Aristotle' wlXh carries the featural 

component symbolised by 'A1' and may be reaa: 'T, which is A1', (e.g. 'Aristotle, 

who was the pupil of Plato' 23) , and so on for each of the other nodes of 

the diagram, 'A1A2' symbolising 'A1 and A2', etc. 

Hodified description theorists confine themselves to the question 

(which, as we shall see, ignores all of the true difficulties involved): 

what are the components of such a hierarchy which can qual i.fy as meani ngs 

for 'Aristotle'. Only some components qual ify, they argue, namely those 

, 
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which are obhined trOll a 'sufficiently high' proporticn of features cn the 

(fu]]) list. Given the recognition of a cemst1tu8nt of trsnaparenc;y in the 

meaning~ of namu, however, such deliheratiema re .. eal. the .... el .. es as he side the 

point. For eme oan concei .. e of contexts in which, ~, 'Aristotle' is used 

in such a way that it is associated with em];y a feature, which would be 

quite insufficient, with regard to contexts in general., to individuate the 

object in question I NoLfer not!t1ng was Aquinas, for exa.ple, wcnt to charac

teri .... Aristotle as 'the pbi J osorbn' • 

TIlere are also certe1 n pure~ trsn"parent !Desni ng" for 'Aristotle' con-

structed on the buis of a zero number of features, and we can conceive of 

.... an1ngs for 'Ari8totle' which are c,."atructad on the bas! s of a large number 

of features which are incollect, ;yet in such s way thet reference 1s preserted. 

Thus con aider the foJk)v!ng pa1 r of exampl .... : 

(i) Jom, who ia ignorant of Greek phl108~, is sld m1 ng through an 

Enc;ycloied1a, seelrlng information about Aristobulus of Paneas, .man hi8 

sttenticn lands, momant~ and with a gH ..... r of intereat, cn tbs Mm" 

'Aristotle' • 

(ti) Jom, again, is &1,,""ng through the 8&me Enc;yclopedia se~!dng in

formation on Aristotle bim"elf, and hi" awareneu of the teak before him 

i" such that reference to Aristotle is secured. Nonethelesa he somehow 

succeede in mistakenly ab80rbing the article on Ari8tcilulua. 

TIleae two examples _xve to illustrate the imput't"Dce for the tb"or;y of meaning 

of whet might be called the elements of \!hi ch are, as 

we eha" see, constitutive of all act"e"sed meanings. The pre.nee of such 

elements 1s sdficient to render hierarchies .. ucb 88 the above, deteliili ned b;y 

lingu1stica]];y expressible components alone, valuele"" wben put forward 

in their own right to support pn;y tu]] account of the meanings in .. olved. Such 

achematB ha .. e a c] arificator;y .. al.ue ,.,,1;y if the;y are conscie",,,,;y emplo;yed as 

structural. of more adequate (though al.so, of course, incomparably 

more complex) hierarchies of the type which would be nec"saary in an;y complete 

aCCOlmt. 

We are as,mmag that both .... anings of 'Aristotle' in (i) and (ti) abo .. e 

are traD6Y'rent,in tbet John, who is adnitte~ at a high],. novit1,ate stage 

in tbe stud,- of pbUosophY, i" ne .. ertbeless referring to Aristotle him .... lf in 
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the intention of the term: compare Putnam's beech/elm .. ""mple on p.10 above. 

We can exploit +.hi s assumption to opan up a disti n<:tion between trensp"rency 

and con ectness wldch vllJ be of some importance in the arguments wldch foUow. 

The meaning involved :u. (i) is, we might say. 1'hus for e""m-

ple it is not decomposable into constituent meanl ngs, it can be neither 'oonf

"aed'nor 'non-c'ontueed' , and it can give ita object neither distinctly nor non

distlnctly. It is, nevertheless, a conect meaning. In the _ond CAse how-

ever the meaning of 'Aristotle' is rich in content, it is dillOursive and decom

PQsable into parts, it is non-contused and it gives its objeot clearly, though 

not, e.g. with perceptu • J fulfilment (we are asS''''''ng tbat John does not baTe 

the benefit of an artist's impreee10n of Aristobulus). In tlds second case 

however the mean1 ng involved ie, despite its transp.rency to Aristotle, ~ 

There is an obvious ansJ )'tic ploy which m1 ght be thought to account for 

cas .. auch as thls without the need for any disti nct1cms of the t,ype which we, 

dra"'ng from Husaer124 , heve IIIBde above. This is to view an act such as that 

involved in (i),where John lighte n .... t1ngly 011 'Ariatotle', sa aD act of ref-

erence not to Ariatotle but to 'Aristotle', i.e. to the 11ng"i"tic expression, 

eitber as tokan or .... tae. ClearlY thh would be the can ect view to toke 

of certain act" of ro"gbly the given t,ypa: John fIIIIy work for the encyclo

pedia canp'ny as a proof-reader. It would be more typical, however, tbat the 

correot view of sucb an act, as of all language-carried acts25 , would involve 

both a stratum involving reference to the terms in question Imd a stratua of 

'ordinary' referenc ... But is there really an adTanh8" for the anal)'tic phil

osopher if he can press hane Ids own interpretation for aJ J such acts? 1'he 

advantage which he clalma is the advantage of 'semantic e-<:ent', that it 

Wows a purelY featural interpretation of the msani ng involved (a mE'anl ng 

of "'Aristotle" I, nov, rather than of 'Aristotle') "" identical with the 

meaning of, say: 'tbs word consisting of the 1st,18th,9th,19th,2Otb,15th,2Oth, 

12th and 5th letters of the Roman alphabet, in that order'. 1'he 'non-featural 

dimension' cannot be so eal!ily eliminated however, for such an interpretation 

must fail to take account of the fact that the m~aning :u.volved in (i) is, 

as we have said, 'empty of cantent': the "at:O!!!ic", s1 ngle-rayed,non d1 l1Oure1ve 

["nature 
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of that act as something which it possesses even though its object (whether 

this be Aristotle or 'Aristotle') is of a relatively complex nature. Only by 

breaking out of the purely featural meaning-hierarchy can the ever-recurring 

possibility (which is indispensable e.g. to the advance of theoretical know-

ledge) of a sjngle-rayed act, a bare 'hinge for thought' (Smith, 1975, p.96 

line 2) involving successful reference to a complex entity,be acknowledged. 

Thus it begins to be clear why the structural hierarchy displayed on p.25 

can be an approximation only: There is an infinite degree of contextual., 

subject-contributed complexity which actnal ised meani ngs as such must al\iays 

possess, and not all of this complexity is reflected in any linguistically 

expressible distinctions which could be bnilt into a new, featural hierarchy 

in such a way as to produce a less appraxi mate podel. The structural 

hierarchies which can be created are of some use in the development of a 

rigorous act-based theory of meaning - but only if we keep account of tha 

radical simplifications which they involve. The most important of these are: 

(i) as we have already seen, the non-featural dimension is ignored, 

a dimension which contains the axes of clarity/unclarity, discursivity/non-

discursivity (and its close relation: multi-rayedness/single-rayedness), 

fulfilment (e.g. perceptual or imaginative f'u.lfilment)/non-fulfiJrnent, 

centrality (in one's field of attention)/non-centrality, and so on. Each 

variation along any of these axes yields a precisely correlated variation in 

the meaning involved; from the point of view of theory, therefore, a complete 

anal.ysis becomes an jmmense but not, fortunately, an impossible tasko 

(ii) we ignore the fact that, as was recognised by the proponents of 

the modified descri!,ltion theory, features involved in B1lY given nleaning-hier

archy exhibit various different 'weightings', different propensities to coc.'tdne 

\d th each other, and so on. 

(; j j) what we cannot ignore, in My fn] J presentation of the theory, 

is that the component meanjngs of any given hierarchy wi" themselves more 

properly be represented as faJ ling into their own hierarchies of context-dep-

• 



endent actnalised meanings , interrelated in certain highly co~plex ways with 

any given 'skeletal.' hierarchy lmder review. Given our current int erest in 

the meanings of names it is reasonable, perhaps , that we have left unanal,sed 

the constituent feat ural meanings (of various tJpes) which a given nomina) 

meaning may involve. In some cases the incorporation of a hierarchical analysis, 

e.g. of a feature attachable to transparent meanings of 'Aristotle' such 

as 'spoke WJ.·th li' b f d b ( a sp can e e fecte "n.,.o lematically compare the 

mathematics of lattice-theoretic multiplication), but this is by no means 

always the case. Perhaps the most important problem which may arise is a 

consequence of the fact that rnap:y attachable meanings will be 'featural' 

only in an honorific sense, wince they will themselves involve proper names 

(such as 'France', 'Stag! ra', even '1Ioman alphabet') each of which iii II have 

its assoeiated naninal meanjng-hierarchy. The obvious implication is that 

certain hierarchies will involve pockets of vicious circularitn(John's 

habitual meaning of 'Aristotle' wi" inelude the feature 

and his habit".l meaning of 'Plato' the feature teacher of Aristotle).and 

circularities of this sort are not aJ.ways el1m;n"ble. This kind of lingui.s-

tic brinkmanship, in which one meaning is traded off against one or more 

other meanings on an equivalent level,against the day when one or other of 

the terms involved will aequ1re an independent lower-level meaning and thus 

break the circle, is both widespread and indispenS8ble for thought. Thus my 

26 
meaning of 'Eddie Hercx' has the dominant feature frequent of the 

Tour de France cycle race, and my meanjng of • , the feature 

cycle race freQuently won by Eddie Mercx. Under normaJ conditions I am 

content to let these two meanings spin happily together, despite the aJmost 

total hiatus which seuarates them from 'well-founded' meanjngs in my posses-
• 

sion. Only when I meet Hercx in a railway carraige does the circle yield. its 

value. All leami ng seems to consist in the establishment of such pockets 

of circularity (normally with a large number of interdependent terms illvolved). 

the circles operative at any given stage beillg broken 8S we come to under

stand, at least ill part, the terms involved and to grasp their relationships, 

• 
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and new circles becoming established as we move on in the attempt to grasp 

concepts at the next higher level. Compare, for example, the description 

given by Hill in his Autobiography of his first lessons in logic: 

The explanations did not make the matter at all clear to me at the 
time; but they were not therefore useless; they remained as a nucleus 
for my observations and reflections to crystallise upon; the import 
of £theJ general remarks being interpreted to me, by the particular 
instances which came under my notice afterwards. (5th ed.,1875,p.18f) 

Again, the existence of such vicious circularities makes the £"11" theory of 

meanings difficult,but not impossible: metamathematical considerations reveal 

that unfoundedness of the given kind as applied to object-entities such as 

sets leads to contradictions in the associated theory, but such considerations 

cannot be applied, as will become clear, to totalities of meaning-entities.27 

There is one fi nal simplification built into the schematic hierarchies 

considered above which we must briefly refer to, namely 

(iv) that such hierarchies fail to take account of distinctions between 

those components of a meaning which are actually meant in a given actna1isation, 

and those which are merely potentially meant with varying degrees of potent-

iali.ty. OnJ.y if we take account of the possibility of features being associated 

with a given transparent meaning which are all purely potential can we explain 

the possibili.ty of absolutely simple, densely-packed 'lightings' of meaning 

(as illustrated on p. 26 above) intending entities of great complexity. Every 

meaning contains withjn itself both actual and potential components, just as 

every perceptual act intends not only the objects which are actually 'seenl 

in the centre of our perceptual field but also those peripheral objects which 

are emptily co-given on the hori'pn of that field as themselves potential 

objects of attention. Thus, as Ingarden writes: 

The meaning of the word IIsquare l1 contains in its material content 

only part of what is contai ned in the concept of a square 

or in the idea of lithe sqnare ll ; in contrast the meaning of the expres

sion Itequi lateral. rectangular para] lelcrgram" conta; DS act'm]] 1 a 

different part of the content of the same concept ... Further, both 

of these meanings contain, though now in a totally different, pot

ential way, something which is also contained in the ideal concept 

of a square, namely, that the sides of a square can be of II any abs

olute length". (L\;A, 116, p.87). 
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And the same opposition applies not only to general meanings but also e.g.to 

the meanings of proper names of particular objects such as Aristotle. For 

example , given a certain background of (earth' y) geographical knowledge 

every intention of 'Aristotle' contains, at least as a potential component, 

the feature is a Stagirite. The feature is a Greek occurs in all such meanings 

with a relatively higher degree of potentiality. FJnally the feature comes from 

somewhere or other figures with the highellt degtee of potentiality (short of 

act'lOJity) sillce it is part of the(potltntial)meaning of 'human beillg' that 

human beings have determinate origins. Such examples reveal a further feature 

of allmeaning-entities (from the meanings of illdividual words up to the 

level of whole theOries, considered as systems of sentence-meanings) that they 

contai n both and variable components (Cf. Ingarden, StEW,II/1,231-63) 

Thus it is a constant component of the meani ng of 'table' that it have 

a fiat surface, that it be solid, etc., that it have a certain size and be 

made of a certa; n materia). etc. t but which size and which materi al are 

left variable - within certain limits(which themselves fOnD part of the 

constant component of the meaning inVOlveQ).2~t will be an important 

element of our case ill defence of the absolute ontological dichotomy between 

meanjng-entities and object-entities that this constant/variable opposition 

can never be applied to objects as such (nor to properties of illdividual 

objects, to states of affairs illvolvillg such objects, to events, processes, 

and so on). Thus the 'loci of illdeterminacy' referred to above as being 

possessed by the objects of fiction are not at all to be confused with 

the'variable~built illto the content of a meaning-entity (though this is 

nnt to say that there will be no relations between the two dimensions: it is 

~ consequence of the fact that Shakespeare mentions 'hair' in Rosencrantz's 

speeches and not e.g. 'red hair· that , there is a corresponding indeterninacy 

of colour in the hair 'possessed' by Hamlet. The loci of indeterminacy with 

respect to Hamlet's adventures as an infant are not. however, to be correl-

ated with meaning-variations laid down by Shakespeare.) 

Perhaps this is the place to return to consider our claims to the effect 

that 'Holmes't 'RamJet' t 'B.ka~t ... are to be characterised as 'epistemologic-

• 
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ally rigid designators-. These claims now resolve themselves into the concept-

ion of each such term as bavillg a constituent of 'transparency' (relative to 

its referent), which is involved in all meanings associated with it in cont-

exta where transparency relative to that referent is not 'cancelled' by a pre-

established constituent of transparency relative to a different referent. Such 

cancellation, which is comparatively rare, occurs, e.g. when John, a cyc1e-

racing fanatic, is introduced at a par~to 'Eddie Mercx', and goes away 

proud at baving met his hero, not knowing tbat itwal!l a different ,e.g. wooden-

legged EMi e Mercx whom he met. It is such prior intentions which can alone 

generate incorrect meanings in the sense which is relevant here. Thus we are 

suggesting that • term such as • Aristotle' or 'Anna Kareni De' functions tran-

sparently in every context in ",hich its USe does not involve mean1ng-eonst-

ituents derived from prior, potentially incorrect uses of the term. 

More generally: all logically trlmple denoting expressicms (and here we 

must include not onl y proper names and COlWhon noUlls but also certai n trl mple 

property denoting expz"essions of the type indicated in Ii 41 below). ,function 

contexts in which their use does not rest upon inoor-

rect constituents ot the tn'? discussed. 
, 

Someone may be disposed to doubt 

this clai m by arg"i ng thet there are contexts where even ordj nary proper 

names may function correctly yet non-transparently. 'Louis XV', tor example, 

functions non-transparently as employed by the grandmother of Marie Antoinette 

when she utters, 'A grand-daughter of mjne will marry Louis XV, whoever he 

may be.' That this term functions non-transparently here expresses itself in 

the fact that its use can have no epistemologies l 'guarantee' that a referent 

for the given exp:t'ession will ever exist. But this example is not a counter

example to our claim, since 'Louis X7' clearly functions in the given context 

in such a way as to have a logically complex form, the form of 'the XVth 

Louis' • 

It is a consequence of our claim, indeed, that the anl~ proper names 

which could have nan-transparent meanings are namas which are completely ref-

erentleSSj names used, for example, in hoaxes or in acts of f'raud. For such 

'hoax-names' it is important to distinguish between two levels: an ('internal') 

level an which the names are &sed, that is to say by the executors of the boax 

• 
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and by their victim. And also an (, external') level of 2nd-order discourse abou: 

use. On the first level, of course, none of the contexts involved is such 
Lsuc~ 

that the hoax-name is used 1n such a way as to denote successfully, and nor 

can it be used in such contexts except in a way which rests on some k; nd of 

mistake or mistaken supposition. On the second level it is a famjliar 

analytic philosophical truism that the hoax-name itself is not used at all 

but merely mentioned: We do not say, 'His readers were hoaxed into believins 

that Mantup was a SumeriBll hedge-priest,' but rather that they were 'hoaxed 

into believing that "MBlltup· was the name of a Sumerian hedge-priest.' 

Such 'second-order discourse' occurs also with respect to fictional objects: 

Swapham strangler imitated Raako1njkov, and 80 on. Analytic philosophers 

attempt to ass! mHate the semantic structure of such discourse t<> tbat 

of discourse involving hoax Tames. We shall clei m, in contrast, that the 

logic or semantical structure of such discourse, and of al 1 discourse about 

'admissible' non-existent Blld higher-order objects is, in an interesting and 

important sense,perfectly parallel to the logic of discourse about existent 

objects(where no dist1nction hetween first Blld second-order discourse is 

reflected in the referents of the terms involve~29 To justify this semBlltic 

claim, however, it is ontolosical investigations which wi1l be required • 

• 
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We have attempted to show that, whilst Frege did not go far enough in absor

bing the lessons of his insight into the epistemo1ogic3.l. basis of the theory 

of meaning, he nevertheless succeeded in providing what is a structurally 

correct account,which in~olves, in particular, the possibility of a m~aningfu1 

term which lacks a referent. It is to be regretted, therefore,that he 

failed to incorporate the insights of his sense-reference dichotomy within 

his own, independently deve1oped,onto1ogica1 theory. There have been some 

recent attempts by, for example, Bergmann and his followers, to supplement 

Frege's work in the relevant direction, but these have met with little 

success.(This is shown by Thiel in his (1967) discussion of ''Entitlltentafeln'' 

LTab1es of EntitiesJ). Where success has been achieved is in the work by 

J)I'nttnett in exteDding and refining the epistemological insights which =derlie 

Frege' 8 semantics. Unfortunately the linguistic-philosophical stsnce taken 

by J)I'nttnett in his work on Frege (see especial.ly his 1973 study of Frege' s 

phi J osophy of language, hereafter referred to as FPL) meana that he 

succeeds in clarifying only the operational aspects of Frege' 6 theory, and 

not the ontologi.ca,l status of the entities involved. Indeed »-ett puts 

forward the view that what is of crucial. important for the thew'y of meaning 

is neither the notion of significance (the determination of which liqtUstic 

constructions are meaningful) nor the notion of synonymy (the problem of 

providing identity criteria for senses - closely related to the problem of 

providing an ontologic3.l. account of such entities) but rather the purely 

operational notion of knowing the meaning of. Thus for Dummett, in effect, 

'a theory of m~ening is a theory of ====~ '(iPL,p.92). Only on the 

basis of a ~'lly worked-out theory of what it is to understand linguistic 

expressions - of whet this highly compex ability consists in - can we go 

on to develop in a systematic way the theories of significance and of synan-

ymy, and then eventually - though J)I.mmett throws no light on this matter -

develop an ontoloQ of senses. This is, as ae aha" see, to put the cart 

before the horse • 

• 
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For in fail j ng to Cleet the chenenge of speoifyine the pecn) ; ar ontolog-

ical structure which must be possessed by meanings or senses if they are to 

embody the 'cognitive value' of corresponding expressions, both ~ege and 

Dnmmett thereby fail al.so to provide an ·account of meanings as such at all. 

What they do provide - and this with salle success - is a model of the role 

which meaning plays e.g. in theoretical. contexts. But the extent to which 

such a model contains features which pertain to the model al.one and not to 

the contexts themselves,can be determined only by means of an independent 

descriptive investigation of that which is given in the cognitive experiences 

which form our sole source of knowledge concerning such oontexts, an 

investigation in which we are 'led by the hand of the things themselves'. 

Dwarnett, in particular, has provided no serious account of how senses -

which, like Frege, he conceives as abstract entities - can play any role 

in the non-ab&t:cact cognitive experience of actnal subjects. He iSa./ru'e of 

the absence of such an account, both in his INn work and in that of Frege, 

but argues pragmatically that this need not represent a failing of the Fregean 

approach si nee 

Thus 

for Frege the sense of an expression is the menner in which we 

determine its reference, and {"FugeJ tells us a gnat deal. about 

the kinds of reference possessed by expressions of different types, 

thereby specifying the form that the senses of such expressions 

ClW5t take... Even if' 'tie cannot say what a sense is t there is no 

obstacle to our saying what it is that someone can do when he gr~s 

that S8lSe; and this is al.l that we need the notion of sense for. OPL, 

227). 

the task of the theory of meaning is the task of determining 

what the model should be for the notion of knowing the sense of an 

expression: the general. form of description, for expressions of each 

logical. type, of what it is that a man knows when he knows the sense 

of an expression of that type. (JiPL, 229). 

But such a collection of dispositional descriptions provides no insight into 

what is the case when someone knows or greeps a sense, and how an abstract 

entity of the given kind can play .. part in his cognitive experience • . 

• 
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It merely replaoes the initial problem of determining what is the oase when 

someone grasps a sense, with a series of particuJ.ar problems, of equal diffic-

ultYt of determining what is the case when someone knows the Bense of a 

proper name, of a predicate, of a functiona1 expres sion, and BO on. 

As a first step in the direotion of a deeper analysis let us recall our 

cla1m to the etfect that the theory of sense and reference may be viewed, 

with some caution, as founded on what might be called a principle of 

'inteUectual apartheid', accordi ng to which meani ngs are distinguished as 

constituting an isolated realm, broadly identifiable as Frega's'reelm of 

senses'. Huch work has to be done before we can justify the drawing of any 

ontological demarcation liM between such a 'realm' and a suitabl1 determined 

realm of 'object'-entities. DifficuJ.ties arise, in partiouJ.ar, in virtue of 

the existence of contexts in which meanings or senses themselves seem to play 

the role of transcendent objects. This occurs, for example, when they function 

as the referents of terms of semantics itself, by meana of constructions of 

the form: 'the m .... ning of the word "rabbit",' and so on,with which we began. 

In fact for Frege every entity is a referen~; more precisely: every 

entity is the potential referent of some suitably formed expression. Thus to 

acknowledge the status of senses as fully-nedged entities is already to 

acknowledge their status as referents. On the basi s of such consideratione 

some latter-day foUowers of Frege have wanted to go further even than 

J)11nlmett - with his denial that the problem of ontological status of senses 

is of any crucial importance,- by advancing the stronger claim that any 

ontologioal interpretation of Fregean semantics must break down. Thiel, 

for example, argues that 'to be sign, sense or reference is only a role' 

which certain entities take on when they enter, in different ways, into 

semantic contexts (S&R. 154). and that 'there is no justification for 

talking in semantics of "spheres", IIrea1ms", etc.'(loc.cit.). Indeed 

Thiel holds 

the Fregaan allowance of a participation of ontology in the 

doctrine of sense and referenoe for a completely \Inacceptable 
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contamination.(SSJ!, 151 f.) 

We hope to show that such conclusions are unwarranted. Certainly the simple 

sense-reference dichotomy haSt as it stends, no ontological significance. But 

if we can show that there is a quite peculiar ontologicaJ. structure which must 

be possessed by any entity which is to fulfil the function exercised by senses, 

then we shaJ.l be able to formulate an ontologicaJ. interpretation of Frege' s sem

antics, a first approxi mation to which may be expressed in terms of a distinction 

between 

(i) entities which have the ontologicaJ. structure which would make 

it possible, in appropriate conditions, for them to serve as 

senses, 

and (ii) 'objects' or 'ordinary referents' which do not possess such 

a structure. 

As is recognised by Thiel, Frege's own writings contain the germ of BUch an 

ontological interpretation of his semantic theory, for Frege fIequently speaks, 

especially in his later ~orkst of a 'realm of sense', a 'ree)m of reference', 

and even of a 'realm of word and sentence'. (See Ged, passim, 1918/19a, esp. 

p.132, for further references see SSJ!, p. 150f.) Here the 'realm of sense' 

of the ~alm of reference, that is to say, of 

the intersubjective reality to which our thoughts are directed (or are dir-

ectable). But theD,as Dummett recogni ses, 

the realn of senae is a very special region of reality; its 

denizens are, so to speak, things of a very special sort. 

(1;1'1, 154, cf. aJ.so pp. 174,177,442). 

AS we shaJ.l see, there are certai n elements of Frege' s o"n ontologicaJ. theo!"", 

which can be exploited to throw useful, though indirect,light on this 'speciaJ. 

nature I of senses, but for an adequate positive account of the nature of meanjngs 

in general we shall need to turn, in the chapters which follow, to the .. ork of 

phenomenologists such as Husserl and Ingarden. 



17. Frege as ontolpgist (1) The function-object ontology and its modifications 

We have advanced a claim to the effect that an adequate ontology of oeaning

entities could be obtained on the basis of Frege's theory of sense and 

reference. Here we wish to argue that Frege himself had grasped, in gem, 

the insights essential to such an ontology - but they are insights which can 

be extracted only with great care from those of his writings which are 

explicitly concerned with ontological issues. These writings fall into two 

groups, belonging to two different periods in Frege's philosophical carem-. 

The later group (Frege' s ''Logical Investigations", that is to say: Ged (191&119), 

1918/19a,and 1923/26), where Frege concerns hi-self with the opposition 

between (What are, in his terms) 'subjective' and 'objective' entities, we 

shall need to concern ourselves with only later. Here we devote our 

31 
attention to Frege's earlier writings which contain his more fami1iar 

contribution to ontology: the distinction between objects and 

distinction which serves as a presupposition for all his later works. 

a 

The cornerstone of Frega's early ontology consists of the claim that al 1 

entities can be divided into two disjoint categories: 

(i) the category of objects, whose members are the referents of 

'complete' (or 'saturated',' ges!!ttigt') expressions such as proper names, 

definite descriptions and even, for Frege, Y/hole sentences. The referents 

of such 'coeplate' expressions are themselves characterised, by analogy, as 

'complete' or ·saturated'. 
the referents of 

(ii) the category of functions, which consists of/all 'incomplete' 

expressions which are - again by analogy - themselves said to be 'incomplete' 

or 'unsaturated'. Paradise examples of this second cateeory are me.thematical 

t'unctions such as the cosine or the square root function. But Frege held that, 

since expressions such as 'capital city of' function in just the ssme way 

as do mathematical functional expressions in that when applied to one name 

(say 'Denmark') they yield, in appropriate instances, a second name, ('Copen-

hagen'), these expressions also must be ascribed entities, functional entities, 

• 

• 
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as their referents. Havine taken this ste~, Frege effected a further 

generalisation by regardine all 'incaoplete'expressians in precisely this 

manner. 'Is a planet f, for example, Frege viewed as denotine a flUlction frorr. 

objects to truth values.32 
The value of this function for the argument 

Venus will be truth, and for the argument llapoleon, falsehood. The tern 

'concept' was used by Frege precisely to denote functions of this sort, 

and thus for Frege the category of concepts is distinguished as a sub-

category of the category of functions. A similar account is given of relat-

iona' expressions such as 'is taller than', which Frege identified as 

denoting functions from ordered pairs of objects to truth values, functions 

which he called relations. Note also that the function-object theory is 

further canplicated by the need to recognise functional expressions of a 

higher order, for example, the expression 'for some ()I which, when 

applied to the expression'()is a planet' yielde a 'name of the truth' (i.e. 

the sentence: 'for sane x, x is a planet'~ 

We have seen that for Frege functional expressions are distinguished 

as having functional entities as their referents,and that in particular 

concepts are distinguished as the referents of conceptual expressions (one-

place predicates such as 'is a planet '). There is something unsettling in 

such an account as applied to concepts. Dummett has suggested that the 

peculiarity may arise for Jinguistic reasons; 'In English't though not, 

he suggests, inFrege's original GeI"t:lan, 'we should natura~:interpret a 

uconcept" as being that >lhich a person possesses when he grssps the sense 

of a word or range of worde' (EPL, 173). Dummett concludes that a more 

natural inte~retation of Frege's 'Bef\idff' may be 'property' rather than 

'concept', and this is supported by passaces where Frege tells us that he 

calls 'the concepts under which an object falls,its properties' 

But even then it is unnatural to say that an incanplete expression such as 

'is a horse' refers to the property of being a horse. This unnaturalness 

arises in virtue of our tacit acceptnnce of the principle that s; gos refer 

onl Y in so far as they are intended as referring, one consequence of which 
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is that it becomes impossible to justify the claim that incompete e~ressions 

refer at aU: not 'cosine( ), but 'the cosine function' is the expression 

which, on this view, is to be taken as referring to the cosine function as 

a mathematical entity. Incocplete expressions do however possess senses 

(meanines) - something which can be acknowleclgedonly against the background 

of the Fregean, three-term,approach to the theory of meaning - and if we 

identify concepts as the senses of predicate expressions, or oonceive, 

indeed, of a generalised categorz of concepts (including now functional and 

relational concepts) and identify this with the category of senses of incon-

plete expressions of appropriate types, then the ontological denarcation line 

between concepts and (Fregean) objects would coincide with our demarcation 

ljne between 'entities which may serve as senses' and 'objects' distinguished 

on p.37 above, somewhat as follows: 

modified Fregean ontology: 
category of 
Fregean objects 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
ontology of objects/meaning

entities: 

category of objects
in-general (of 1 ord
inary referents') 

category of 
'concepts' 
- - - - - - - - - -
category of 
meanings-in-general 

~ege was certainly aware of the possibility of identifying concepts 

as the senses of predicative expressions. This is seen by his (hardly 

convincing) criticism of Husserl's theory along these lines which Frege 

h_ discerned in Husserl's Philoso'Ohie der Ari thnetik. In a letter to . 

Husserl Frege writes concerning a difference of opinion between the two 

thinkers as to hOI; 

the concept-'lOrd (the cOC'.!Oon IlDJl1e) is related to objects. The 

follo\·dng schema may clarify my L-ie. FregelsJ view: 



Sentence 

Sense of 
sentence 

(Thought ) 

Reference of 
sentence 

(Truth value) 
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Proper nlme 

Sense of 
Proner name -

Reference of 
Proper name 

(Object) 

Concept-word 

Sense of 
Concet>t-vlord -

Reference of 
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Concept-word __ ...l)~ object 
(Concept) ,which 

falls under 
the concept 

In the case of concept-words, one more step is needed than in the 

case of proper names in order to reach the object, and this last may 

be missing - i.e. the concept may be emp~, without the concept-word 

ceasing thereby to be scientifically applicable. (H(>hanty,ed. 

Frege-Husserl Correspondence, p.84, Frega to Husserl of 24 Hay 1891). 

Frega tells us that he has drawn the step from the concept to the object 

side-"ays to indicate that these two entities 'lie on the same level', that 

they'have the same objectivity'.(Loc.cit.) This is misleading at the very 

least, since Frege' s senses, "Ihich are here denied a place on this level 

of 'objectivity', were themselves postulated by Frege in order to compensate 

for what he saw as the inherent 'subjectivity' of Vorstellungen (presentations , 

ideas). Sense can be made of this passage however, but only if we acknow-

ledge the on Frege' s part of the ontological dichotomy between 

meoning-entities and object-entities defended here; that concepts, objects 

and truth values all have the same 'objectivity' then comes to.an that they 

are all (at least in Frege's eyes) 'ordinary referents' - that they are 

transcendent entities 'out there', «hich have independent detenninations 

which it is our business to discover.34 Husserl's schema, Frege ar!JUes, 

would look something like this: 

Concept-"Iord 

~ concent-word (Concent) - -

Ob j ec ~ which fa'ls under the concept. 

so tbat,for you ~i.e.for Husserl-1, the same number of steps are 

• 
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needed to re·:l,cn t :'le objects from the concept-worc::; as from the 

proper names. In that cas~, the 

and conce-::>t-'A'or.j, s ",ould be that 
• 

only 

the 

diff~r~nco between proper narneB 

former ~ould be related to o~ly 

one object. a concept-word whose conce~t i s empty must then be rej

ected in the sciences exactly like a proper naoe to whom there is no 

correspor,dins object. (Q:£.cit. p.85). 

Prese'. conolueion iI, in effect, that in the Buuerlian 8ohoma concept-I!Qrd. 

pl~ a role similar to proper names of species, and a species-name whioh was 

never instantiated would indeed deserve to be 'r~Jeoted in the sciences' just 

as much as would an ompty proper name. However, inspection reveals that this 

oonclusion rests on an additional unexpressed premise on JTegets part,to the 

effect that Husserlian concepts are, like Pregean concepts, 'objective', that 

is that they are to b. counted as forming as integral and secure a part of the 

transcendent world as are the mundane objects which fall under them. As we 

shall see, however, there is an important reason wl1f Husserl - given his 

cognitive-philosophical approach (see not. 3 above) - could not have held 

such a view of concept •• 

Prege'. conoepts form, indeed, such a seoure part of the transoendent 

world of object. that for III1l\Y purposes one can come very close to regardil18 

eaoh individual ooncept as an object. !Ids is because, given Pre«e'. vi .... 

thst every object either does or does not fall under IIl\Y given concept 

(tertium non datur), he can associate with every == a lin; que and 

unchanging object, which he calls the Wertverlauf ,the value range or extention 

of the concept. Wertverl~'fe form another collection of 'denizens of reality 

of a very special sort,.35In fact th~ form a sub-totality of the realm of the 

objects, the relation of which to the totality of concepts is so close that 

there is an effective one-one correspondenoe between the two, for !rage 

ests that concepts and their Wertverl~ufe should have 
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, 
individuation conditions in cocmon.3o 

Any conception of concepts as forcing a closed, determinate totality -

or any conception which would 
37 

make such a vie~1 even possible to defend -

would be total i ty al i en to Husserl, however, as it would be al i en to the 

tradition of philosophy in geners!. (Compare Angelelli's discussion on p.63f 

of his 1967). For Husserl,concepts, the senses of predicate expressions, are 

effectively and the question of determin~.l!g which~or 

even how many, objects fall under a given concept makes sense only in 

(not necessarily only in the 

spatio-temporal sense) all the elements of which are epistemically accessible 

or surveyable.38 A concept (in this epistemological sense) under which no 

objects fall is now scientifical ly valueless only if it. 'is lmown that no 

objects fall under it, and clearly a science which employed only concepts 

which were lmown in advance to be non-empty would hardly get off the ground. 

~Addendum on 'Hidden Concep~)alism': 

Frege's view of concepts as, effectively, higher order entities ranged across 

the world of individual. objects and determined, without remainder, by the 

constitution of that world, may perhaps suggest a grain of truth in the 

charge that there is a hidden nominalistic component in Frege's ontology. 

(Klemke ,ed. (1968) contai ns a discussion of this vie" as proposed by Ber!'l"ann 

in his 1958). On the. other hand the fact that (Frege's attack on ~usserl not-

withstanding)the Fregean concept/object ontology >lill lend itself so readily 

to a view of concepts as the senses of predicate expressions may suggest that 

Frege may be charged also with a hidden concept11al ism. For Frege leaves no 

place in his ontoloGY for independent non-' conceptual' properties and relations, 

nor indeed for universals (essences,species)in gE!llE!nll: each of these categories 

of entities is replaced by one or other species of concept (or function) which 

are 'universal' only in a highly honorific sense.(Cf. Angelelli,1967,p.47). 

But now if the latter come -to be viewed as senses, ioe. as cognitive formations 

dependent only upon the 'cognitive value' of particular sentences to particular 
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lin&Uistic coomunities, it follows that those constituents of Fregean ontology 

which play the role of universals also come to be identified as cosnitive 

formations. Thus even if, in the resultant (modified) Fregean framework 

universals are not created by thought, they are at least such that they exist 

only to the extent that they are Qctualised by thouGht. 

The view of concepts as senses 'Which is defended in the present work h,~ s 

played a significant role , in the writings of phenomenologists. This must not 

betaken to imply, however, that phenomenology in general, and this work in 

particular, may justly be charged with the same 'hidden conceptl1.l ism', the 

edges of which are skirted by our 'modified' Frege. This is because, as was 

first aeen by Hering (1921) and ~Illy demonstrated by Ingarden in his mamMoth 

work on the problem of the existence of the world (stEW),it is possible to 

allow a place within a phenomenological ontology both for concepts and for 

transcendent properties39 , relations and other species of universal. The 

extent to which Russerl himself suffered from a 'conceptl1.lism· of the type 

discussed is less easy to decide. In his Logische Untersuchungen, for example-, 

the term 'property' is conspicuous by its absence40, although there is,~mn;ng 

through that work, a deep reaH st cOl'II,d tment. The most serious problems 

occur with Russerl's later phenomenology which bY-Pissed the work of Rering 

and Ingarden as Husserl dre>! further and furtheralo.y from the ontolOgie"" y

m; nded Gijttingen and 1-;l1n; ch phenOlllenoloeists 41 until, with his theory of 

constitutive phenomenolOgy the very boundary between thought-dependent entities 

and transcendent. autonomous entities (whether particular or tm;versal) is 

called into question.-1 

• 
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§ 7. Frege as ontologist: (2) The ontolosy of 'reaL~s' 

In his later ontological "/orl~ ~ege puts forward ~ ontolo,sy based on a 

division of entities into three realcs (see, in particular, p.523 of Ged et -
),,,,,,sim) which, following Thiel (5&..'/,)'.151) we may express as follol<s: 

1. the subjective real re~t consisting of ideas and combinations of 

ideas considered as private mental images, 

2. consisting of pletonisticalJy 

conceived thoughts and senses in general and of all the 'ideal' 
• 

objects of logic and mathematics, (Gg,I, xvii t.) 

3. consisting of material objects, events, 

processes, etc. 

The semantic dimension of Frege's philosophy can also be expressed in terms of 

a trichotomy, namely 

~. sign 

ft. sense 

X. reference. 

There is a consistent tendency an Frege's part to interrelate these two dimen

sions, a tendency which - as discUBsed in passi ng in § 6 above - has been 

dDcumenkdby Thiel in his book (Se.a) on Frege's semantics. Thiel claims, as 

we have seen, that any ontological interpretation of the s~mantic trichotomy 

must break down, in view of the fact that not only signs but also senses may 

play the role of referent; but that Frege bimself did not draw Thiel's absolute 

di vid; ng l; ne between semantics and ontology is seen by his deliberate adoption 

of the terminology of 'realms' in semantics.(For details see S&1l,150 and § 10 

belot.;). Thiel is able to show ho\o{ Frege's talk of rea1 ms involves the covert 

attempt to identify the mid<iJ.e tern J, of the semantic scheme, with the middle 

ontological category (the objective non-real) distinguished above. For example 

Frege tells us, in his paper on the sen.se-reference theory that 

• 

a truth value cannot be part of a thought, any core than, say, the 

Sun' can, for it is not a sense but an object.(SuB,35) • 



Such passages ccn be inte~reted, we suggest, as reveaJjne that Frege 

was in possession of the gr ... j n of ontological truta which, froo the point of 

view of the meaning-in-&eneral/object-in-gener~ dichotomy they can be easily 

shown to express. But Frege's inaghts in this field are in denger of being 

lost in the rudimentary ontolo6ical scheme of 

1. subjective real 

2. objective non-real 

3. objective real 

rlhich is in urGent need of refinement. 

The first step will be to recognise the inadequacy of a theory which 

advances any inherently • subjective' realm as a proper constituent of any 

ontology. Commitment to such a realm on Frege's part seems to have been 

motivated by an inadequate philosophy of mind, baaed on 

a false dichotocy between mental images as subjective and incamm

un; cable, L BridJ senses as objective and communicable. «F'PL,158; 

Dllmmett's criticism of Frege' a phi l osophy of mi I'\d occurs in its 

fullest detail in tPL,pp.83-89). 

Frege makes great play with the notion of mental image or presentation, conc

eived as an entity in the 'target' position of an act.42 Against such a 

background an act of hal luci nation of t sa:y, a un; corn grazing an the lawn 

becoces analysed as an act having as its object a private Wlicorn image. 

lie shall argue however that non-veridical acts of this type are distincuished 

precisely by the absence of any object. J.iental images being clearly excluded 

also from playing the role of object for veridical acts (acts of perce~tion 

and of memory and other acts correlated with 'success'-verbs)t where it is 

the transcendent object of the act which 'holds the target position', this 

suggests the conclusion that menta' images belone to the same ontological 

catego~J as do senses, in that they are entities through which we accede in 

particular determinate ways to objects of reference or, in the case of 

hallucinatory images they are that on the basis of which we develop or 

acqtli re the illusion of such Objects.43 

• 
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Under such a conception, mental imaees must be recognised as objective 

formations, at least in the sense of being in prinCiple intersubjectively 

activatable. Certainly th~ are not inherently subjective entities in the sense 

demanded by the '1st realm' of Frege's ontology. It is of course possible to 

isolate these features of acts which &re truly subjective, in the sense of being 

contingently dependent upon an individual psyche, but this would involve treating 

ea:h act as belonging to the subject-matter of empirical psychology. It would 

follow that the act would once more fail to qualify as • subjective' in the 

required sense, for it would fall within the scope of an objective science ~d 

would become objeotively accessible (even if in a distorted form) through the 

experimental procedures of the given science. It would thus come to be 

recognised as belonging to the realm of the 'objective real' as Yrege conceived 

it, a consequence of its being totally bound up with mbJeotive real objects such 

as brains, eleotroencephalographs, senso~ nerves, etc. some of which form its 

ontological support. 

Inherently 'subjective' entities, thereforo, can be excluded both from the 

category of 'objects' ('ordinary referents') and from the oategory ~ senses or 

meanjngs. Thus Frega's 1st realm falls outside the domain of 'ontology' as here 

advanced. 

hege's 3rCl realm, which is determined by a hard-headed conception of" the 

'objective real world' as this is presented by the various natural sciences 

(a conception share!. by both !rege and Ingarden) can, however, be accepted as it 

stands. Hence much comes to depend upon the realm of the objeotive 'non-real l 

in the ~regean framework • 

.At first sight it appears that in allowing wi thj n the same ontological 

category not only 'thoughts' and senses in general, but also numbers and truth 

values conceived as objects, !rege reveals that the ontological promise of his 

.ar~ sense-reference theo~ has gone unfulfilled. The case is, as we shall see, 

more subtle than thjs. ~or it is possible to 

• 
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develop & defend a conception of Frege's logical object. as being more properly 

a species of meaoing-entit,y, and we shall argue, indeed, that this is the only 

coherently defensible philosophy of logical entities as such. But there is some 

independent interest in first developing a more orthodox view, according to 

which Frege's logical entities are to be counted as ideal objects. 

On the basis of .uch a view ... can distinguish the following components 

which make up the qybrid Fregean category of the objeotive non-real: 

• 

.&.. a component oategory of meanj¥-entities, which is just rrege's 

• realm of sen.es· (incluJin,g the 'realm of thoughts') presented 

above - hence the temptation to identitY 2 with,. in the 

semantic trichotomy. 

B. a component category of ideal objeots that is of objects which 

are atem:poral and e:n.tentially autonomous in the Sense that they 

do not depend for their e:natence on ~thing beyond themselves 

(not even upon minds). ~Real objects, in this (Ingarden1an) 

terminology, are just these autonomous objects which are temporally 

determ1ned.J 

In the present work, it should be stressed, • is allowed only as a perhaps 

empt,y possibility, that is to s83, in defending an ontology which ia 

sufficiently refined to allow a place for the given category we do not thereby , 

commi t ourselves to the e:nstence of ~ particular members of that category. 

A and., together with a re-introduced realm (e) of the 'objective real' 

constitute a new ontological trichotomy. What is noteworthy about this new 

trichoto~ i. that we can read off 1mmediately a 'realm of sense' as an 

ontological category. It becomes possible also to read off a 'reAlm of 

reference', which is simply the u010n of an the categories distinguished. 

Thus it becomes possible to .l~ to rest the 'anontological' claim. advanced, for 
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&xample by Thiel, to the effect that 

the application of the sense-reference schema in an ontological 

table is in every case defective and thus 1nedmi.sible.(Thiel,l967 

p.275). 

Our refinement of the lregean ontolollY has 80 far been only a partial 

one however. lor we find that the dubious realm of autonomous ideal objects 

needs to be at least supplemented, and perhaps even replaced completely, by 

a complex, stratified arr~ of categories of intentional objects, including 

abstract (higher-order intentional) objects generated on the basis of particular 

forms of linguistic machinery. Such objects can all be designated as 

'intentional~either because they are, like Holmes, dependent ~or their 'weak' 

ex; stence upon acts or networks of acts of consciousness, or becAnse they are J 

like the North Sea, dependent for their 'demarcation' upon such acts. 

Purported intentional entities are admitted as intentional objects 

wherever we haTe adequate intersubjective access in referential acts, 

especially acts which are executed on the basis of linguistio or symbolic 

structures such as novels, acores and 'dmiral~ charta. Intentional objects 

then have a peculiar 'double structure,441n posseasing not only properties in 

the stl'ict sense (Eigenschaften). but also an 'inner stock' of characteristics 

(Xerkmale) which they are aerely ascribed. 45 Holmes, for example, has the 

properties of non-existence, having been introduced as a fictional character ~ 

Doyle in 1891, having been, perhaps, psychoanaly.ed ~ lreud in 1897, and so on. 

linalJy he ha.s the property of having been ascribed the characteristic. of living 

in Baker Street, of being a detective, of having solved the case of the 

disappearing fan, and so on. 46 None of the latter characteristics, it must be 

noted, is a proper~ of Holmes, and thus it m~ be presented as a thesis of 

the present work that Sherlock Holmes is not a detective. This is a thesi. which 

can be independently argued, however,. since, as Cocehjarella'~work reminds us, 
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detectivehood is a property wr~ch is restricted to existent Objects47 ; 

(although this cannot rule out the possibility of Holoes' bein~ held to 

be a detective by those ~'llible readers of Doyle's works who believe th8t 

they are works of his~ory and not of iictio~ 

Now whil st all intentional objects nave temporal properties (for they 

are brought into 'existence', in a \feal: sense of this term, only l;ith the 

creation of, say, a literary work), not all such objects have temporally 

determined cllaracte:dstic,s, for not al 1 have been ascribed the status of 

being in tine, of participatinG in courses of events alon3side other temporal 

objects. Nany abstract objects (intentionally demarcated objects) such as 

the s?"tio-temporal continuum of relativity theory at one extreme and the 

"empty set" at the other (the latter is the result of applyiAg a process of 

demarcation to nothing at all, something which we shall see is perfectly 

possible within the theory developed) lack such temporally determined char-

acteristics, the sp.:>.tio-temporal continuum ,in particular, because it is 

presented as being 'outside' tine in the mundane (local or'phenomenological') 

sense to which we here appeal. I wish therefore to suggest a division 

of intentional objects into 

(i) quasi-real objects, such as the objects of fiction, 

and (ii) quasi-ideal objects, the cle8xest cases of which are what I 

have called 'peripheral' mathematical objects (eee my 1975,i§ 1,5 and 7), 

such as large card; nels of Cantorean set theory. Of course canmi tment to 

(at least) soce mathematical objects as merely quasi-ideal icpliee a rejection 

of the 'full' ~latonist concention of mathematical and logical objects to • • 

which Frega, for expmple, seems to have been committed. The next three 

chapters wi)) be devoted to the justification of this rejection of fill 1 

platonism and to providing a more detailed but still preliminery account 

of those 'intentional' entities (including meaning-entities of various t~s) 

to which 'weak' platOnism may justly be committed. Firat hOI'/ever let us 

present the ontological stOry so far, in tne form of • schema 

which provides a closer approxirnction, on this level of generality, to the 

• 
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ontological theory which we are see}:jn '.:; : 

A. the realm of senses (including thoughts and functional and 

relational conce~ts, even includinc 'presentations' to the 

extent that these are not the creatures of empirical psycholo;y), 

B,. the realm of q~si-ideal objects (including admissible objects of 

peripheral mathematics and abstract objects suc;~ as (pure) sets, 

directions, shapes, sizes, etc.), 

B2 • the real M of autonomoUB ideal objects (\ihich, we must stress, is 

put forward only as an e~pty possibility; this real~ contains 

a:ny platonistically existing mathematical objects "hich me.y 

exist), 

c,. the realm of quasi-real objects (including, for example, fiction

al characters and temporal 1 y-determi ned abstrac~objects such 

as the North Sea (the demarcation of which allows, e.g. for the 

future growth of Holland by polder), 

c2• the realm of autonomous real objects (Frege's objective real 

realm) • 

Despite the inclUBion in this schema of the two supplementary realms B, and 

C, of intentional objects, objects which Frege would by no meens have been 

willing to countenance as such, the given schema, presented as a complete 

ontology, would nevertheless be in an ioportant sense faithful to the Freseen 

spirit. For if each of the object-re,J.~s is put forward as containing 

indi vid11al rob jects· proper' only I then the eleaent of the given 

ontology comes to be confined, as ,,:it11 Frege, to the 'conceptm::l I plane, 

- even though thct plane is identified, in our modified scheca, as the 

re:<~ l m of thoughts cmd of senses in general. 

Hence ~e shall be conscious of caking a radical departure from Frege's 

appro~ch when we assert that each of the 'object'-realms B"B2 ,C"C2 dist

inguished above is to include, besides individual objects-proper, also 
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pro~~rtie6 (of individ~~ objects ) , relations (between such objects), 

states of a ffairs (involvinC SUCD objects) and also - at least in the c~se 

of rep] m C-. of real snatio-tet:1por:Q ob -iects - events and processes whic~ 
c - -

tho::e objects undeTeo. Each category will be determined, as a,propric.te, in 

such a way as to be ,,??lica'ole to the objects of the rerum to which it 

belongs - although this does not rule out t hat there are members of some 

categories vlhich apply to more than one object-realm, (This is s een most 

clearly,perhaps,by the example of aesthetic and other values - not here 

distinguished in any precise sense as to their ontological status - which 

can apply, it seems, boihto real and to quasi-real individual objects.) 

Extended discussion of these categories of tobjects-in-general' rr.ill be 

postponed for later chaptersj here we shall need to make only the f ollo,ring 

point: It is possible, for example in the case of real objects C2 ' to 

distinguish appropriate autonomous properties and relations (the properties 

of being red and of being vertebrate, say, and the relations of consan~'iDity 

with and of being soluble in). But it is possible also to distinguish cert"in 

more or less abstract entities, for example the properties of objecthocd, 

of propertyhood, the relations of being joined together in a nucberable 

totalitY'.Ath, or of being thought about, which belong to the real", of objects 

not so much as c onstituents, but rather as features of the 6u~rstructure 

of that realm. The rea der is asked to bear in mind, through the sections 

which follow, that t here are superstructural features of a parallel type 

which can be distinguished also in the real m of meanings. 


