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PY4613: ANALYTICAL PHILOSOPHY IN THE LATER 20TH CENTURY: QUINE
Lecture Two: Clearing the Ontological Slum: Mass terms, General terms, and Abstract nouns.
1. Recap.
· How can we find out what are we committed to (given the way we speak)?
· Easy: Regiment the language so as to get rid of singular terms via Russell’s theory of definite descriptions (+ Quining proper names if required).

· So: Reject the naming view of singular terms and the naming view of ontology.
· Replace it with Quine’s quantificational view of ontology: to be is to be the value of a bound variable.
· More specifically:
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)

· How do we find out what objects and what types of objects there really are?
· Answer: Choose the ontological theory using the methodology we employ when choosing between scientific theories.
· Result: naturalism.
2. Quine’s indispensability argument: in brief.
· If our best theory (the theory that is true, well-confirmed, simple, powerful, fertile, precise, well-integrated, and so on) requires our variables to range over a certain object or type of object then we should believe in such an object or type of object.
· This gives rise to a so-called indispensibility argument:
If we can get by without positing a certain entity or type of entity (as the values of our bound variables) in our true and best theories then we need not accept such an entity or type of entity in our ontology. Likewise, if we can’t get by then we must accept the entity or type of entity.
3. Orderly slum dwellers: concrete particulars.
Concrete particulars: these are ordinary objects in space and time.
(a) Ordinary objects are composed of temporal parts extended in time.
(b) Ordinary objects are identical iff they occupy the same regions of space-time.
(c) Eternalism is true: the past, present, and future are all real.
(d) In the regimented language: the quantifiers range over all past, present, and future objects. To say that there are cows to say that there is at least one thing (in the past, present, or future) such that it is a cow.  

(e) Some objects are unobservable: such as the theoretical posits of microphysics. These are just as real as observables.
(f) One might recognise micro-objects (quarks, gluons, mesons, bosons, electrons) but not macro-objects (cars, houses, bags of wheat).

4. Orderly slum dwellers: Sets.

Sets: these are a type of abstract particular. Sets are extensions; they are the referents of general terms: namely they are what general terms refer to. 
(a) Sets may have concrete members (the set whose members are Aristotle, The Queen) or may have abstract members (the set of all sets, the set of natural numbers).
(b) Some sets are non-eternal (those which have one or more members which are not eternal), while some are eternal (the set of the empty set, the set of integers).
(c) Sets are promiscuous: the members of the set do not need to share anything in common in order to form a set: Take any two objects and they will form a set. Take any group of objects, however scattered, and they will form a set.
(d) Sets are extensional entities. (I’ll come back to this.)
(e) Two sets are identical iff they have the same members in common. Let’s be a bit more explicit:
The set of Fs is the set of Gs   iff   they have the same members 
These sets have the same members    iff    for all x: Fx iff Gx

(f) Every meaningful predicate determines a set (apart from certain paradoxical predicates).

(g) Acceptance of sets entails rejection of nominalism (the theory which says that there no abstract entities).
5. Orderly slum dwellers: numbers.

Numbers: these are abstract particulars which are constructed out of sets.
Question: How do we know numbers are particulars? Because numerals flank the identity sign, as in ‘3 = 2+1’.
(a) Numbers are special sorts of sets: the natural number three is the set of all three-membered sets, the natural number two is the set of all two-membered sets, the natural number one is the set of all singleton sets (one-membered sets).
· Hence, in Quine’s ontology, there are only ordinary physical objects and sets.

6. Disorderly slum dwellers: At least eleven kinds.
(1) Non-existent entities: the referents of meaningful singular terms

(2) Impossible objects: the referents of meaningful definite descriptions which could not exist (the denizens of impossible worlds).
(3) Unactualised possibilia: The denizens of possible worlds.

(4) Non-actual possible worlds: maximal collections of unactualised possibilia.
(5) Necessary truths: truths which must be true no matter how the actual world could be (truths which are true in all possible worlds). 
(6) Meanings: senses, propositions, or that which synonymous expressions have in common.
(7) Analytic truths: truths which are true in virtue of their meaning.
(8) Universals/Attributes: properties and relations.

(9) Facts: these are objects which are composed of (or constituted by) particulars and universals (glued together by the instantiation relation).

(10) Essences: the set of properties which an object must have in order for it to be that object. (On that basis he also rejects kinds.) 
(11) Mental entities: There are no states of mind above and beyond behaviour. (Thought is just silent speech.)
7. Attributes. 
· Attributes are properties/relations. On the Platonic view, attributes are abstract and need not be instantiated.

· Attributes are intensional entities. (I’ll come back to this.)

· Crucial point: Unlike sets, properties/attributes can differ even when they belong to the same entities.
8. The identity of sets and the identity of attributes.

· Recall that, with respect to sets:
The set of Fs is the set of Gs   iff   they have the same members 
The set of Fs and the set of Gs have the same members    iff    for all x: Fx iff Gx

· Those who believe in attributes (in anything like the traditional sense) will deny the following: 
the attribute of F-ness is the attribute of G-ness
iff
for all x: Fx iff Gx
· Quine’s famous example: Take the predicates: ‘has a heart’ and ‘has kidneys’.

· As things stand, these predicates are true of just the same objects: anything with a heart has a kidney and vice versa.
· In other words, these predicates are coextensive: they are true of the same things.
· Yet, these predicates express different properties!
· In other words: coextensiveness is necessary and sufficient for set-identity, but it’s not enough for property-identity:
· In other words, just because everything (actual) which is F is G (and vice versa) does not entail that F-ness is G-ness.

· Quine then complains:

The positing of attributes is accompanied by no clue as to the circumstances under which attributes may be said to be the same or different. This is perverse [..] (Quine: ‘Speaking of Objects’).
9. No entity without identity.

· His second famous slogan is: 



Slogan Two: No entity without identity.

· Roughly, this means that if a candidate object (or a type of object) cannot be given (crisp) identity conditions then we should not posit such an object (or type of object) in our ontology.

10. The Identity of Attributes: using synonymy (sameness of meaning).
· How about the following (after Carnap):
Two sentences about x, predicate the same attribute to x, iff the two sentences are not only identical in truth-value for each choice of x, but identical in meaning.
F-ness is G-ness    iff    For all x, ‘x is F’ is true iff  ‘x is G’ is true







and





‘x is F’ and ‘x is G’ are synonymous
· In other words, sameness of truth-value is not sufficient, but sameness of meaning is sufficient.
· This does mean that, unlike sets, properties can differ even when they belong to the same entities.

· Quine, famously, complains that the notion of synonymy is entirely unclear—it cannot be given a non-circular and satisfying analysis (see next week).
· Thus, our criterion for the identity of properties is corrupt.
(It’s not a good criterion in any case—can you tell why?)

11. The Identity of Attributes: using necessity.
· But how about the following?
the attribute of F-ness is the attribute of G-ness
iff
Necessarily, for all x: Fx iff Gx
· In other words, if in all possible worlds, everything that is F is G (and vice versa) then F-ness is G-ness.

· Again this does mean that, unlike sets, properties can differ even when they (actually) belong to the same entities.
· However, we have given the identity criteria of attributes using modal notions.
· For Quine, these modal notions are entirely unclear—they are no better than the notion of sameness of meaning (see subsequent weeks for more).
12. Slogan Two modified.


Slogan Two modified: No entity without clear identity.

· Recall: the theoretical virtue of precision!

13. Intensional versus extensional.
Extensional objects: ordinary objects, sets/extensions, numbers, truth-values.
Intensional objects: meanings, propositions, attributes/properties, possible worlds, facts, essences, kinds, and so on. 
· Intensional entities are entities which have identity conditions which involve modal terms—which use the notion of necessity (and/or meaning).
· Extensional entities are given identity criteria which do not involve modal terms.

· Our respectable extensional identity criteria are:

Two physical objects are identical iff they occupy just the same space-time regions

The set of Fs is the set of Gs iff everything which is an F is a G and vice versa

The truth-value of p is the truth-value of q   iff   (p iff q)
· What about the following?

The number of Fs is the number of Gs iff the Fs and the Gs are in a one-to-one correspondence. (Hume’s principle.)

(Quine would not accept this last principle as to properly express its logical form we would need to use second-order logic—and Quine does not accept second-order logic. See subsequent weeks.)
14. Why believe in attributes? The argument from mass terms.

· Examples of mass terms: ‘red’, ‘water’, ‘carbon’, ‘red wine’. 
· These are singular terms. So, it’s tempting to take them to refer to attributes.

· Quine says that these terms refer to concrete objects. How so? Answer: They refer to scattered objects.

· Puzzle: is the sentence ‘This drop is red’ of subject-predicate form? Yes:
To say that a certain drop is red is to affirm a simple spatio-temporal relation between two concrete objects; the one object, the drop, is a spatio-temporal part of the other, red […] (Quine: ‘Identity, Ostension, and Hypostasis’, 1953, p.69) 
· Puzzle: is the sentence ‘This is red’ of subject-predicate form?
· Yes, if ‘this’ is elliptical for ‘this drop’ but no if ‘This’ is used to refer to the mass, red.

· In the latter, case, the sentence expresses the ‘is’ of identity.

15. Why believe in attributes? The argument from abstract nouns.
· Abstract nouns are types of singular terms.

· Don’t abstract nouns commit us to the existence of attributes?

· Quine’s answer: we when we say ‘Redness is my favourite property’ (here we have the ‘is’ of identity) or ‘Redness is a property (the ‘is’ of predication) we do not refer to attributes either way.
· What do we refer to? Answer: the class of red things. (namely, a set)

· He says:
On the admission of abstract entities [...] as named by abstract singular terms […] it is important to recognise in their introduction an additional operator, ‘class of’ or ‘ness’. Perhaps […] it was the failure to appreciate the intrusion of such an additional operator that engendered belief in abstract entities. (Quine 1953, p.77).
16. Why believe in attributes? The argument from predicate reference.

· What of the general term ‘is a moon’? Surely this commits us to recognise the property of being a moon—to the attribute moonness!

· Answer: Don’t think of predicates as names!
· Predicates still have reference—but there is name-reference and predicate-reference. Predicates refer in the sense that they are true of objects. They refer to the objects they are true of.
17. The last argument.

· Recall the passage in ‘On what there is’:

‘Let us grant,’ [McX says], ‘this distinction between meaning and naming of which you make so much. Let us even grant that ‘is red’, ‘pegasizes’, etc., are not names of attributes. Still, you admit they have meanings. But these meanings, whether they are named or not, are still universals, and I venture to say that some of them might even be the very things that I call attributes or something to much the same purpose in the end. (p.11)

[…] For McX this is an unusually penetrating speech; and the only way I know to counter it is by refusing to admit meanings. However I feel no reluctance toward refusing to admit meanings, for I do not thereby deny that words and statements are meaningful. (p.11)

· Quine counters this argument by drawing a distinction between being meaningful and having a meaning. Sentences can be meaningful without them having a meaning (as some kind of intensional entity).
18. Quine’s isms.
Naturalism (plus Scientism): the methodology of philosophy (and therefore ontology) should mirror that of best science.
Ockhamism: Do not needlessly multiply (types of) entities beyond necessity

Extensionalism: We should reject intensional entities such as universals (properties) because such entities lack (clear) criteria of identity. 
Extensionalism is ‘the next best thing to nominalism’ (Jubien). (It’s not the fact that intensional entities are abstract that is the problem—it’s because they lack crisp identity criteria).
Behaviourism: There are no mental entities—there is just behaviour. So, language should be understood using behaviourist notions—we should not posit mysterious mental states which float free of what we are disposed to do.
Quinean Realism: The world is not of our making and is composed of concrete objects and sets (but there are no facts, universals, etc) 
Pragmatism: The theory which proves to be the most useful when it comes to organising our total experience and making successful predictions is the theory we should accept.
Radical Empiricism: There is no apriori knowledge. And so, in principle, all beliefs are revisable—all our beliefs face the tribunal of experience. Even the laws of logic can be given up
Holism, Semantic: The unit of meaning is the whole of language (not the word, or the sentence).

Holism, Evidential: Beliefs do not face the tribunal of experience in isolation.
4-dimensionalism: Objects are composed of temporal parts which are extended in both space and time: objects are space-time worms which are not wholly present at a time. 
18. The isms Quine rejects
Nominalism: There are no abstract objects—no abstract particulars, and no abstract universals. There are no sets (as commonly understood).
Definition: An abstract object is an object outside of space and time, but whose existence may depend upon things inside space and time. Examples: sets, numbers, functions, Platonic universals. 
Realism (with respect to universals): there are universals.

Platonism: There are abstract universals which are the referents of abstract singular terms such as ‘Redness’, ‘Serendipity’, ‘Beauty’. These universals are multiply instantiated: redness is present in all red things. Objects (particulars) have properties by participating in (by instantiating) these universals.
Intensionalism: There are intensional as well as extensional entities. There are properties, meanings, kinds, essences, facts.
Essentialism: Some objects have essential properties—the loss of such a property would entail the non-existence of the object. 
3-dimensionalism: Objects are wholly present over times. Objects are composed of spatial parts but are not extended through time.
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