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1. I believe in fairies.
I believe in Oberon, King of the Fairies. He watches over all mortals. I believe in Puck, his elfin steward who aids the Fairy King in his grand plans for humankind. I believe in Titania, Queen of the Fairies, who disrupts Oberon at every turn and is the cause of all human misery. The Fairies are all around us, whispering in our ears, sending us to sleep, and speaking to us in our fitful dreams. Without the Fairies we would fall into the hands of the Hobgoblins and be lost to the darkness of the Forest. 

2. The Riddle of Non-Being.

The sentence ‘Puck does not exist’ is meaningful

Therefore, Puck exists.

· In other words, to say that Puck has no being, we must recognise that Puck must in some sense be—otherwise what are we denying the property of being of?
·  As Quine puts it:

Nonbeing must in some sense be, otherwise what is it that there is not? (Quine 1953, p.2) 
3. The moving parts of the riddle of non-being. 

(1) Puck does not exist






(2) If Puck does not exist then ‘Puck’ does not refer to anything 

(3) Therefore, the name ‘Puck’ does not refer to anything

But:

(4) If ‘Puck’ features in a meaningful sentence then ‘Puck’ refers
(5) ‘Puck does not exist’ is a meaningful sentence
(6) Therefore ‘Puck’ does indeed refer to something (namely Puck)
Clearly, (3) and (6) contradict each other.

· IMPORTANT: Note that this ‘discovery’ is not based on any experience of Puck, but merely on the mere linguistic fact that ‘Puck does not exist’ is a meaningful statement.
4. The second riddle of reference: the riddle of being.

(7) If ‘Puck’ features in a meaningful sentence then ‘Puck’ refers
(8) ‘Puck exists’ is a meaningful sentence 

(9) Therefore ‘Puck’ does indeed refer to something (namely Puck).
· And therefore, Puck exists. But this is paradoxical because the statement ‘Puck exists’ comes out as true simply because ‘Puck exists’ is meaningful: it’s true in virtue of meaning alone.

5. What’s driving these riddles? 

Naming View of proper names: When a proper name features in a meaningful sentence then this name must indeed refer to something that exists. 

· Here are some examples of proper names:
‘Puck’,
‘Tony Blair’

‘Thor’

‘Hades’

‘T.S. Eliot’

‘Oberon’

‘The Savoy’

‘Henry VIII’

‘Captain Ahab’

'Fidel Castro'

'Osama Bin Laden'
6. Overpopulating the slum: the naming view of singular terms.

· Singular terms are terms which are used to refer to one and only one object--if they refer to an object they are true of that object.
· General terms can be true of more than one object. The expression 'is a film star' is a general term--it is true of more than one object since there is more than one film star. 

	Proper Names
	Definite descriptions
	Singular pronouns
	Demonstra-tives
	Property terms
	Mass Terms

	Cary Grant

Puck, Pegasus
Captain Ahab
	The largest prime number
	I

You

He, She, It
	This

That
	Faith, Cowardice
	Water, Gold

	
	The possible fat man in the doorway
	
	
	Charity, Alacrity
	Heat, Work

	
	The round square cupola in Berkeley Square.
	
	
	Redness, Oddness, Tallness,
	Red, Butter, milk, 


· And so we have:

The Naming View of Singular terms: When a singular term features in a meaningful sentence then this name must indeed refer to something that exists.

7. Get rid of singular terms.
· Quine thinks that in order to tell what entities one is really committed to one must regiment one’s language into a canonical notation.
· What is the canonical notation/language for Quine? It is a language free of all singular terms.

· How do you get rid of singular terms?
(1) Just use Russell’s theory of definite descriptions, and
(2) Convert all singular terms into an appropriate definite description. 
8. Russell on definite descriptions: the thumbnail version.
(1) 'The author of 1984 is drunk'

· Becomes: 
(1a) There exists exactly one thing which is the author of 1984, and (1b) that thing is drunk.
· In other words, sentences involving definite descriptions are really special sorts of existential claims.
· Sentences of the form ‘the so and so if F’ have the grammatical form ‘a is F’, but their logical form is given by:

(2)   ((x) [(x is F & ((y) (If y is F then x = y) & x is G)]
(where ‘F’ abbreviates ‘is the author of 1984’ and ‘G’ abbreviates ‘is drunk’).

9. Solving the riddle of non-being for definite descriptions.


‘The round square cupola in Berkely Square does not exist’
becomes:

‘It is not the case that: There is exactly one thing which is round, square, and cupolic, and which exists in Berkeley Square’
10. Russell on proper names.

· Russell also held to descriptivism: proper names are just abbreviated definite descriptions.
· This allowed Russell to solve the riddles of reference for proper names too.
· Take: ‘Puck does not exist’. 
· This becomes: ‘there is not exactly one thing which is the manservant of the King of the fairies’.
11. Quine on proper names.

· Typically, it is easy to find an appropriate definite description for each proper name. However, this is not always so. Quine says:
If the notion of Pegasus had been so obscure or so basic a one that no pat translation into a descriptive phrase had offered itself along familiar lines, we could still have availed ourselves of the following trivial-seeming device: we could have appealed to the ex hypothesi unanalysable, irreducible attribute of being Pegasus, adopting, for its expression, the verb ‘is-Pegasus’, or ‘Pegasizes’ (1953, p.8).  

· This is known as quining a proper name.

12. The riddles solved.
We need no longer labor under the delusion that the meaningfulness of a statement containing a singular term presupposes an entity named by the term (1953, p. 9).
· In other words, one must reject the naming view of singular terms.

· Proper names can be meaningful without naming anything. (This was Frege’s great insight.) 
13. What is there? 
Names are, in fact, altogether immaterial to the ontological issue […] Whatever we say with names can be said in a language which shuns names altogether. To be assumed as an entity is, purely and simply, to be reckoned as the value of a variable (Quine, 1953, pp.12-13). 

· To work out what entities we are committed to, we need to look to the quantificational idioms of the language: ‘something’, ‘nothing’, ‘everything’. 
· In grammatical terms, these quantifiers bind pronouns, e.g.:


There is something such that it is F

· In logical terms, the quantifiers bind variables, e.g.:


((x) x is F

· Slogan unpacked: Look to the (bound) variables of the language—the objects these variables range over are the objects that one is committed to in speaking the language.

· Important Qualification: one must speak truly to be committed to the entities quantified over:

A theory is committed to those and only those entities to which the bound variables of the theory must be capable of referring in order that the affirmations made in the theory be true (p.14)

What objects does a theory require? Our answer is: those objects that have to be the values of variables in order for the theory to be true. (Existence and Quantification, 1966, p.96)
14. Speaking of objects versus being committed to them.
· Quine’s slogan cannot decide between competing ontologies, it can only tell us what we are committed to given the way we speak:
We look to the bound variables in connection with ontology not in order to know what there is, but in order to know what a given remark or doctrine [..] says there is; and this much is quite properly a problem in language (1953, pp. 15-16).
· But now comes the naturalism:
But we must not jump to the conclusion that what there is depends on words. […] Our acceptance of ontology is, I think, similar in principle to our acceptance of a scientific theory […] we adopt, at least insofar as we are reasonable, the simplest conceptual scheme into which the disordered fragments of raw experience can be fitted and arranged (1953, p. 53).

· Naturalism: the methodology of philosophy should be that of best science.

· We thus have a criterion of simplicity: Choose the simplest conceptual scheme—the one that posits the fewest types of entities.
· And thus we can drive his ‘aesthetic sense’ for ‘desert landscapes’ via the use of Okham’s razor: 
Okham’s razor: Do not needlessly multiply (types) of entities beyond necessity.

· Other so-called theoretical virtues include: past success, integration with theories from other domains, explanatory power, precision, generality,  
