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O ntolo gical Alternatiues*

T* ^ 
recent essayl Dr. Egidi, stating rvhat she takes to be Fregcr,s

I 
ontology, sterts from and uses throughout as a foil *-hat in a'otri.r.

J- s55ay2 r ha'e said about Fregc. she holds that Irrege is an iclealis{,
takes me to hold that l ie is a nominarist. ,\s I usc ,nomir]alism,, I, 'rcgt, is
not a nominalist ' Nor did I ever say that rre rvas o^e. r merely tried t,
shorv tl iat there is i '  the very struct.rc of his o.torogy a i.r.,r.rr,,..
torvard nominalism. That makes thc tit le of my cssay, ,,ri..g.'. r l iclck,rr
Nominalism," suggcstivc rather tl ia' accurate. I '  spitc ol ri-riat l)r..
Egidi says, I sti l l  believe that the nominalistic tcndency is unmi.stri l i-
ably therc. Nor lras she cou'i 'ced me that Frege is an icrearist. Srr.
has, horvever, sho*-'very co'l ' i 'cingll 'rvhat r, Ior on", had not sc.rr
as clearly as shc does, namell ' , that thcre is also an urimistakable .strrrr.-
tural tendc'cy to*'ard idearism i' rrrege's ontorogl'. 1l1.,-s, if r *-cr.
asked to choose for her essay a tit lc as suggesti 'e and as exaggeratctr rrs
mine, I rvould call i t ,,Frege,s Hidclen Idealism.,,

Those lvho are mercly clerrer sometimes cliscor-er tenclcncies n.hir, lr
are not thcre. Those rvho disce'r hidclen terde'cies rvhich are th.r.r,
think structurally and, sometims.s, profoundly. In my judgment I)r..
Egidi's essay is of a profu'ctity thai dcse^.es high praise. 1-et I alr,,judge much of what she says to be radically mi.staken. Because of trics.
mistakes she makcs an idealist out of l 'r 'ege. Hcr mistakes reflcct t lr.
idealistic ambience that has'ourishecl L... bo she shoulcl 'ot be bla.r,rl

* r'his is the English original o! "Arternatiue ontorogiche: Risposta alra ])rltores-sa-Egidi," which appearetr in. Giornare critico delra Filosofia rtaliana, 1,',
I : t t ;3.  , r 'n,rO by permission.

r"La corrs istenza Fi losof ica del la Logica di  Frege,, ,  Giornare Cr i t ico dt i l , t
I t i lout f ta I ta l iana, 16, 1962, rg4-20g. see arso her , , t r Iatcmat ica,  

rogica e { ; r .
s. f i . .o l l 'opera di  Gott lob Frege,, ,  physis,4,  1962,5_32. The essr i ,s r . i l l  t , , .
r : i lcr l  ls  CFLF and \{LFF, respect ivclv.

? " l r r .ge's Hidden Nominl l ism,, ,  phi tosophical  Reuiew, 67, lg5g, 4BT i \ l
Scr '  : r lso " I ) roposi t ional  t runct ions, ' ,  Analysis,17, fgb6, 43_4g.
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for them too scverely. Those rvho knorv horv difficult metaphysics is

tlso knorv that, since its core is dialectical, there is ngthirlg paradoxical

about judging an cssay in metaphysics to be both profound arrd pro-

foundly mistaken.
Dr. Egidi, I just said, makes an idealist out of l 'regc. Tli is is not

rltt i te accurate and the inaccuracy is of a sort to rvhich one as com-

Initted as she is to accurate intellectual biography might rvell objcct.

l,)xplicit ly' she merely claims that Frege's renovation of logic and, in-

scparably from it, his anaiysis of the simple clause 'a is F' is implicitly

i<lcalistic, i.e., that it f i ts with or perhaps even suggcsts an idealistic

ontology, just as in her opinion Aristotle's logic and philosophical

gr&mmar fit onl; '  rvith the reali-qtic ontology he actually propounds. If

you rvish, replace "fits aud perhaps cven suggests" by "inspires and

pcrhaps even is inspired by." l ihc idea is clcar. I express it by call ing a

r' laim of this sort structural. Structurally, Dr. I lgidi claims, the philo-

sophical grammar of the Begriflsschrift is idealistic.
NIy orvn concem is exclusively stru<'tttr lr l. That determines what I

shall say as l 'ell as thc orclcr in rvhich l sl iall slr,y it. In Scction One I

shall state and unravel t l ie relcr.arrt part of the func.lamcntal ontological

dialectic. Section 'frvo is about Frege. In Scction ' l 'hree some of Dr.

Ilgicli 's arguments rvil l  be examined. In Scction One, which must be

niost succinct, the main issues rvil l  be stressed at t l ie expensc of all the

tletails ri 'hich may be found elservhere.s Silce in Section Trvo it wil l bc

taken for granted that Frege's ontology is realistic, I refer to a recent

cssay by Reinhardt Grossmanna in rvhich this appraisal, rvhich as it

happens is also the traditional one, has been freshly examined and

impressively documented, structurally as I 'ell as biogrlphically.

I

nlind is One; the world is nIany. This is but an aphorism. Aphorisms

must be unpacked. Yet they remain suggestive even after they have

been unpacked. Also, they allorv us to express our sense of dcbt to

and continuity with the tradition. That is lvhy I shall try to exposc the

deepcst roots of the idealism-realism issue by unpacking this particular

aphorism. Nor, since they are so deep, are they the roots of just this

one issue. But I shall focus on it.
To exist or to be at entit.t l  is one and the same. Your or my norv or at

some other time perceiving or remembering or imaginilrg that Peter is

Irlond is called an ncl. Peter's being blond is thc singlc intention of

3 See in nrr f icrr l r r  fhc f i rst  fot t r  cssavs of  th is book.
1 ' ,Frege,s Ontolog1,. , ' ,  Phi losophicat  Ret, ieu, ,70, 1961,23 40; see also his "Con-

ccl . r tual ism," Ret ' ieu ol  XIctaphgsics,  1 '+,  1960, 243-54.
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these several acts. Acts arc tnental cntit ics. Irctcr,s lreinq blond is rr
nonmental entity. ' I 'hc i.te't ions of some acts ,,,.n ,,rc,,trl; those ,r '
some others, no'nicrrtul. l lcst.t ing these bits of coni.r.n se.se sho,r,.
horv, commonscrrsir, lr l l .y, ,errtity', ,act,, , intentio',, ,tnc'tal, a'd , ' .rr-
mental 's ' i l l  l io.s<'r i .  I r le, l ism holds that  al l  ent i t ies arc r 'c ' ta l ;  m.-
terialism, that t lrr ' .1'urc all noumental. Only realism: ,qit les n.ith commorr
sense, assc.ts tlur,t (1) some entit ies arc me.tal, somc rro'mertl l.
Mate'ialism \\ '( '  mrry safcry dismiss as absurd. (r) b,v itserf is an empt'
husk. I lcalists2s alsr must assert and justify that (i) minds ca' kro*.
u'hat is rr.rrmerrtal. To justify (2) is to prese.t and to clcfc'd agai.st . l l
dialcctit 'rLl rltt lcks an ontological assay of acts and tl ieir intentions tl i .t
fulf i l ls t*'. co'dit ions. (a) when I believe *-hat is falsc, the act is i l ie.c,
its irrtcrrtio. is not. The assay must account for such acts. (b) The assar.
must prtlvide a "conltection" betrvecn an act ancl its intentiori r-ir icl i is
so "close" that it justif ics (2), irrespecti 'c of 

'-he.ther 
thc i.tentio, is

(a) rnc.tal or (B) nonmental. (a) leads to the dialectic of thc carte,qiarr
cogito; (0), to that of (2). An example rvil l  help. Accorcling to th.
Aristotelian-Thomistic accou't of perception, whcn r percci'e a tret,,
trvo substances, mine and the trec's, exemplify one unir-er..al. Clearl.v,
this "connection" is sufficiently "close." The dialcctical diff icult ies of
(a) and (b) are notorious. so I need not a.d shail not here co'sicrc.
them except as they irnpinge upon that particurar picce of trre diarcctic
I propose to unravel.

(what has been said in the lasi'peragraph suffices to unpack trrc
apho.ism that epistemology is merery theintotogy o;f the kttrncing situa-
fe,tz. ' l 'his usc of 'kno*ing' is of course generic, comprchcudi'g thc
scvcrrLl spu'it:s of percei' ing, rcmembering, belie' ing, imagi' i 'g, do,bt-
ing, c.tc.tai. irg, and so on. Henceforthlspecics, wil l be usccllnly for
thcso kirrr ls of  "knou. i r rq. , , )

Yesterclty I pcrr,cir.cd thet peter is'blond. The act that ri.ould havc
occurred if inst.:rd .f pcrceiving this fact I had remembercd it is cli l-
ferent from the ..c that a.tualry occurred. This no phirosopher has
ever questioned. 'l'h.t sho*'s that they all take two thi'g-s for grantccl,
namely, f irst, that a' rr.t rrrl i ts specios arc both mcntai e.tit ies, ancl,
second, that the latter is lr .rrstitue't of the former. If instead of per-
ceiving that Peter is ]rl. ' t l  I h.<l pcrcci'cd that rlary is tall, is thc
act that rvould ha'e o.currcrl rl i ffere't from the one that actuarl '
occurred? Their intentions arc diffcrent, but they are both nonmcrtar.

6 The mcaning of  ' real ism' in ' rcal ism-nominal ism' is radicalry di f ferent f rom
that in ' real ism-ideal ism'Jhe f i rst  c l ichotomy, being one of  ge'eral  ontologv, l i t ,s
deeper than the second. The choice of  subscr ipts ref lects th is di f ference.
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I'rima facie that provides an ontological alternative. One may hold

llrtt the "t$'o" acts are one and not t lvo. Or one may lir i ld thilt cnch

Irt,t has a constituent such that in ttvo acts this constitucnt is thc 's:rmc
il '  aud only if they have the same intention. Call a constituent of this

sort a th,ou,ghf. As one ordinarily speaks, 'thought' is used in trvo u'ays.

once thc u'ord stands for the act itself; once for a constituent of it

w'hich varies rvith its intention. That makes our usc of 'thought' in this

cssay technical, although only in the very limited sense that rve shall

crnploy the rvord in otily one of the two rvays in rT'hich rve employ it

* 'hcn speaking as u'e ordinarily do. (Some philosophers use 'thought',
tct 'hnically, as I use ' intention'. The dangers and inconveniences of this

usc are obvious.) Thoughts, as we use the n'ord, are constituents of

ricts. Hence, i/ there are thoughts, they are mental entit ies. If there are

rrone, thcn s'hat I am about to assert of them holds of acts, i 'e., of

those mental entit ies rvhich, speakiug as rve ordinarily do, we some-

tirnc-q also call thoughts. That is rvhy I nccd not as yct commit myself

lus to ii'hether or not there are thoughts.
An ontology is au iuventory of lvhat cxists (is thcre). In his orvn

pcculiar n'ay and for his orvn peculiar purposes, an ontologist, there-

folc, describes the rvorld. I{is description is inadequate unless it

accounts by what is for what is (phenomenologically) presented to us.

I shall next call attentiorr to trvo striking features of what is so pre-

scnted. ,Vo ontology, therefore, is adequate unless it accounts for both

of them. Tirat is r.hy I shall not make any specific orrtological commit-

rncnt unti l these tu-o features have been stated and the dialectics rvhich

lrecause of them euery ontology must face has been exhibited.

Call a thought unitary if and only if it has no constituent which is

itsclf a thought. All thoughts are unitary. This is onc of the trvo strik-

irrg featurcs. Call it the unity oJ thought. Replace 'unity' by 'One',

'tliought' by' 'mind' and you l-ill see that the first half of the apholism

is already unpacked.
Some hold that arvareness is propositional, i.e., that there are no

tl ioughts g-hose intcntion-s are not represented by sentences. If so, then

li l l  thoughts rvhose intentions are represented by simple clau.qcs lrc uli-

trLrl ' . Take the thought rvhose intcntion is representcrl by ' l)cter is

Irlorrd'. The only tl ioughts that could bc constituents of it lrtr t l iose of

l '<'tcr', of is, and of blond. If arvareness is propcisit ionlrl t lren there are

rro such thoughts and the unity thesis asserts sometlritrg l)ow or further

orrly for those thoughts rvliose intentions are reprcs('Ittecl by compound

st'ntences. As it happcns, though, the argtrments fot' sut,h thoughts

lrt ' irrg unitary are the same as tl iose for all thotrghts being unitary.
' l 'hus, oncc more, we need uot commit oursclvcs.,
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If the unity of thouglit is a striking (plrt{rrorncrrological) featurr',
lvhat nccd is thcrc fol lLlgunicrrts to support it, rvhlLt poirrt in arguirrg
agaiust it? Thc rlucstiott is rcasonable iudecd. ' l ' l ic lt 'ast.nu,ble ansn-err rs
that the argumcnts irr support merely clcar up thc' niisunderstandiugs
u.hich har.c bt'ctt crLttst't l  by tl ie (phenomeuolcigically) inaccurate rvul'
in ivhich marry plri losolrlrcrs arrd psychologists have dcscrilted tvhat is
callcd introspcctiorr or ir itrospcctive anal1,'sis. Intlospection presuni-
ably "dcconrl)oscs" thoughts into their constituetrts. \\rhat actuall l '
occurs u'lrerr onc irrtrospects a thouglit is a series of further tl ioughts
thlt ftr lf i l ls crrrtain conditions. Ts'o such conditions arc. f irst. that t l ic
irrtcntion of cach mcmber of the scries is a constituelt of t l ie intention
o1 tlrc thought that is being "dccomposed," and, second, that the intcn-
t,iorrs of a,l l members of the serics are all the constituents of thc itrtcn-
tion of that thought. A thought's being unitary (a) and its intention
liaving no constituents (b) arc tu'o propo-sitions and not one. Tht'
invaiid inference from (a) to (b) is onc of the pivots of the trridit iorurl
dialectic. Of that more prescntly. The itn alid infercnce from the ncga-
tion of (b) to thc negation of (a) is thc main sourcc of the misunderr-
standings that may leakcn onc's grasp of the unit-v-- of thought. Thc
premiss as wcll as the alleged conclusion of an inr-alid infercrrce may bc
cithcr true or falsc. (a) is true. Horv about (b)? Onc's ans\\ 'cr depends
on his grasp of thc sccond feature.

Unless somc intcntions rvcre mcntal, rve could not knon- that therc
arc minds, just as rve could not knou'that thcre are nonmelltal entit ics
unlcss sorne intentions rvere nonmental. The differcnce betl 'cen thc
mcntal l lnd tl ie nonmental is itself (phenomenologically) prcsented to
us. Call thc part of the l.orld rvhich is nonmental the truncated rvorld.
The idcalisl,s clrirn that the truncated u'orld does not exist. The scc-
ond featulrr stri l ics us most forcefully iu nonmenta,l intentious. As to
n'hether it is t lso ri leature of minds rvc need not as yet commit our-
selves. I shall t lrcrel 'orc call attention to it by attcnding to some noll-
mental entit ics as thcrl arc (phenomenologically) presented lo zs. And I
shall save rvorrls by ornitt ing tl ic italicized phrasc. That the omissiotr
does not prejudgc arrvthirrg rvil l  soon be clear beyond doubt.

Take a spot n'hich is rcd and round. The spot is an entity; its shapc
(round) and its color (rcd) arc trvo others. The latter (rcd, round) arc
constituents of, or as I shall also say, they are t ' in" thc former (the
spot). An entity rvhich has constituents is com,pler or a complex. If
you challenge any of this, I ansrver that thc example shoivs horv irr
ontology I use 'coustituent' and (complex' and that therefore there is
notliing to be challenged.

Take tivo spots; one red and round, the other grcen and square. Rcd
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l lntl round are,,t iecl" togetherr. So are grecn and squarc. l icd rind s(luarc

:rrc not. Nor are gr""n 
"nd 

round' That is I 'hy there are two spots and

not four and rvhy these trvo are $'hat they are. That shou's trvo things.

/,,irsl' .Ihere is a sort of entities rvhich are constituents of others and

yet so "independent" that a complex is more than, as one sayst the

S,,- oI. class of them. Entities of this sort I here call things' This is of

('ourse a very special use of the \\ 'ord' /Second' The something more' the

,,t ie,, rvirich makes a complex out of the class, must have an ontolog-

ical ground. Everything except sameness and diversity must have an

ontoiogical g.o.r.i. One rvho does not understand that does not under-

str.il ihe ta,sk and nature of ontology. The entity or entitics *'hich are

tl ie ground of the "tie" I call sribsislenls'

f n tne :].nncated, rvorld os it is (phenomenologically) presented' to us

therearemariythings.This isthesecondstr ik ingfeature' I f i t r r 'erenot
for the italicized rvord and the italicizecl phrase, rve rvould already have

unpackecl the second half of thc apliorism:Thc rvorld is Nlany. It rvil l

be better if before finishing this job I i l tcrnrpt for fottr comments

rvhich, although they are badly in l lced of cxpartsiotl, may yct help to

avoid puzzlement'
1. Not all subsistents are ..t ies,,, but they are all .,depcndcnt' '  in the

sense in rvhich things are 
((independent." since the distinction cor-

responds to the traditional one bet\1'een categorematic and syncate'

gorematic,I shall also use these t$'o \\'ords e\'en though the traditional

<listinction is among 'words rather than, l ike mine, among the entit ies

rvhich I hold these rvords represent' That is not to say that there are

trvo(ormore)modesofexist i rzg. ,Exist ' isunivocal indeed.other.rv ise
I , forone,donotknorr , rvhat i tmeanstoexist .Butthereareseveral
kinds of existenls and the differences among the highest kinds or modes

are\ 'erygreat i r rdeed.Categoremrt icandsyncl tegoremat iccret lvo
modes.

2. A thing that has no cotrstituent rvhich is a thing (except' as the

mathematiciatrs speak, trivially itself) is called sfm'ple or a simple'

What has been said so far does not at all depend on whether or not

therearesimples.Amongsubsistentsthedist inct ionsimple-complex
<loes not even make sense. Nor do syncategorematic entit ics need fur-

ther ones to connect them nith the categorematic entit ics they connect.

(Thus Bradley's paradox is avoided')

3. Complexes are constituents of other complexes' They are also

"inclependent" in the sense in\vhich I just used this ambiguous 'word'

As I proposed to use 'thing', that makes complexcs things' which is

nlthcr awkx'ard, sinee the most interesting complexes are of the kind

onc \l'ould rather call facts, in ontology as well as I'hen speaking as we
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ordinarily do. Thc cartse of t ltc rnvkn'l inlrrcss is t lr lrt l irr.v r, lassificatiorr ol
complexes, c.g. ,  iu t ' f ' l t ( , ts"  l r .nd , ,cclrnplcx t l r f  rgs, ' ,  I .cr lu i lcs .qomc ()1.
those specific ontologirrrrl rroll lnii lpptrts rr,hicli l  ls \.r,t ir. ish to ar.oit l.
In an ontology thr i t  l r r l r r r i ts  s imples,  for  i .s ta.cr ' , . rc could rcs(,r . \ . ( ,
' thi 'g' for sirnpk's urrrl cl ir. idc all ,, inclepc.cic't,, crrtit ies irto t*,
kinds, things arrtl r,onrplt 'xcs.

4. l '{ inrls arc irr t lrrr rv.rlcl, of course. Are t}rey, too, }Ia'r,? Lcss
aphoristictl lr ' , r[rc rLcts r,omplex? r har.e not as I 'et comnritted m1.scl1.
Rut rve rrrrrl.r 'stlr,rrd already n-hy, e/ acts are complex, this feature irrr_
poses itst ' l f k'ss forrrcfully in their case. Thouglits are unitary, i.e., thcr.
hAl 'c rr ,  r 'orrst i tuents rrhich are thoughts.  That is not thc sarn. : ,*
bei.g tlr irrgs and ircing simple. Yct the ideas are closc. \-or is t l ler. arrr.
dorrlrt thrt cr.en if i ts thought is merely olle among the co,.stituenrs ()l
lu' l i ,t,t, i t imposes itself so forcefully that t i ic others a'e casil;. or-cr._
looket l .

' l l ic task of ontology is to acco.'t for r-hat is (phcnomerrorogicail l.)
prcscnted to us. If one holds that an-arcrcss is propositionll, he must
also hold that all ( 'onme'tal) i ' tcntions arc conipicxes. Er-er)-orr.
agrees that somc are. lfvery o'tologist must account for this manifolt l
(complexity). The realist2 accounts for it by a correspondins manifolt l
in i l rc t rurrcr tcd n-orkl  o i  * 'h ich,  r rn l ikc t l ro i t ler l i . t , ' r , " , . r " in, ,  in, , t  i r
exists. At lcast, that is for him -qtructurally thc obvious t-ay to account
f ' r  l l r .  socond str ik ing fc l ture.  - \or  do I  i 'o* of  nrrr . r r t icrr l r t lo rcal i ._
tic2 ..tologist rT-ho has fou'd a'other rvav. Trrat f ' l ly unpacks the sec-
ond half of tho aphorism. Thc s'orlrl is l iarro,.

oNToLocICAL ALTEIINATIvEs 131

rltrctio rei et intellectus. If mind (thought) is one and the (truncatcd)

ir-orld is Xlany, horv can a unitary thought be adequate to a complex

intention? This clifficulty, or apparent difficulty, of reconciling thc L)ne

ancl the llany in the knorvledge situation is the th'ird center'

A realisticz ontology cannot be adequate unless it fulfills three conditions.

It mtLst not be reistic. It must account for the unity of thought. It must

resolt'e the ctifficutty of adequatiorl' Or, to hark back to rvhat has been

saicl earlier, the realistz must shorv that in his 1vorld the "connection"

betrveen a unitary thought and the complex it intends is so "close"

that hc can defend against all dialectical attacks the proposition $'hich

he must liold lest his realism: remain an empty husk, namely, that

mincls may knorv tvhat is nonmental. That unpacks and thereby gets

ricl of tliat olcl phrase, ctderltatio rei et intellecltrs. (Lct me point out, in

pareuthesis, sincc at this point I neither need nor rvish to make any

specific oltolrtgical commitmcttt, thtt as far as the third center is cotr-

cemed it rnakes no dialcr,t ical dil l 'crcncc u'hcthcr thc complex intentirln

is rneptal or lonmcntal. ' t 'hat is u'l iy I trn t 'olivitt<,ttt l  that t l ie crucial

task is an aderluate oltologit 'al assay 9f t lrt-- act arrcl t l iat t l ic rcalism-

idcalism i-q-quc as szrch is rather shallou'. or, at lclst, that it dtlcs rlot l ie

as decp as it ri-as thought to lie during thc last threc hundrcd years or

.o, 
"""I' 

sinee the structural drift tou-ard idealism rvhich has still to be

-stopped got its start for reasons that rvill be touched briefly at the very

end of t l i is essa5'.)
Let us look at the alternatives open to one $'ho does not kno$'holv

to meet all three conditions. An ontology u.hich is reistic &s, alas,

almost all are, cannot even adequately account for the truncated

rvorld. This inadequacy and its source nced not bc clearly seen in order

to be morc or less strongly felt as a difficulty. Its source, r've knorv, is

the .sccond feature, l.hich, as we also knol, imposes itself more force-

fully in the truncated trorld. That shorvs horv one may be temptcd to

choose the idcalistic alternative.
If one shrinks arvay from the absurdity of idealism he still has t\vo

alternatives left. He may relieYe the pressure from the third ccntcr by

opting for materialism. If one also shrinks arvay from the allsurdity of

materialism he has ouly one alternative left. He may relicvc the pres-

sure from the second center by doing violence to the fcaturc that is its

source, making thought complex. That also removcs the prcssure from

the ihird center (adequation). Thus, if he remairrs inscnsitive to the

subtler pressurc from the first center (inadequacy of all reistic ontolo-

gies), he may be content. This is the choice or, at least, it is the tend-

".r.y 
u. I'ell as the basic rveakness of the Rriiish succession from

Locke to Russell. In Locke and Berkeley it remains a tendency; they at

' l 'hc lrrsi. r l ir i lcctic that co'trols the reali-"m-idealism issrre
centers. ' l 'ho irter:lctions among these centers clctermine the
ical altcrrl l l , ivcs rvli ich arc or secm available to us.

has three
ontolog-

trIost orrtologies, rvlrcther rcalisticz or icloalistic, recognize that thcr.r,
are th i r rgs,  l r r '1 l rcy r t r r ' r r ta l  or  nonmental  or  e i ther.  \ -crv fe l . recognize
the ontr i lc ig i r r : r l  s tutrrs. f  the subsistcnts,  i .c . ,  they do not recog. ize
that the syrrcritt 'go.errrrt ic rr:rnis roprese't entit ies. The o.11, tri-o rccerrt
exccptions from tJris rrlrrost rrnivcr-qal neglcet arc Fregc ancl the early
Husserl ' i 'e., the arrtlror of the Logische (.tntersttchLtmgyeiz. That is
indeed one vcry major roaso' for my admiration of these tu-o thinkers.
Characteristically they arc both rcalist-q:. Ontologics rvhich do not
reeognize the syncategorcmatic cntities r eall reistic. For an or.rtology
to be realisticr is one thing; to be reistic is quite another thing. A
reistic ontology, $'e kno\r., eannot be adeq'ate. It eannot er-er acco.rrt
for the truncated rvorld. This impo-ssibirity is the.frsr center. The unity
of thought must be adequately accounted for. That task is the second
center. To spot the third, remember the old idea of acrequation, orlc-
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least sti l l  recognize thc act. I lrrrnc n'rries the .hoicc. Iror him, all
mental entit ies are mosaics of scnsc rl lta. Litt 'nrl ly, the phenomenalisrrr
u'hich so frequently also appcars in this su<,ct'syion is of coursc a kincl of
idealism. structurall-v, t lrough, as u'cll as in 1lur.or, it is nrere often tharr
not materialistic. I lusst' l l  oscil latcd betlecrr t l icsc trvo cclually uuat_
tractivc alter.ati 'cs, phc'omenalism and matcrialis'r, all through his
career.6

I am ready to statc r'y o\I,n ontological commitments and to sho*,
that they mect t l ie t lrrcc conditions every adequate realistic2 ontolog-v-
must mc.t. l l .t i t rvil l  be better if f irst I say rvhat in ontology I mea'
(and rvhat I bclicve most philosophers ha'e meant) by ,unirrcrsal, ancl
' individual', arrd, also, hon I use the tivo labels ,realisml, and ,nomi_
nalisnt'.

l l 'al<c t*'o spots of exactly the same color, say, recl. An o.tologi-qt
m&v account for their both bcing red by a single entity rvhich is ,, in,'
both of them. Such an e't ity is a unbersal. ontologists rvho hold that
there are universals may differ in rvhat they hold about them.

Assume that trvo spots agree exactly 
'ot 

o'ly in color but i '  all
('onrelational) properties. (I ignore i^ this essay relational unir.ersals
as x'ell as those of higher types. Ilclations, hou-ever, are not ,,in" any
of the scveral entit ies they rclate.) E'ery o'tology must solve the prob-
lem of individuation, i.e., in the example, it must account for there
bcing tn'o spots and not just one. one rvay of sor' ing the problem is b},
trvo entitics, one "in" each spot. such an entity is an incliuid,ttal. All
ontologists rvho accept individuals make them things,.ot subsistents.
Thcre is also al*'ays morc or less clearly the idea that an indi'idual is a
simple. I say morc or less clearly because thc conflict betr-cen this idea
and somc othcrs ivhich philosophers arso have had about individuals is
notorious.

(The exprcssions rcfcrring to) individuals cannot be predicated of
anything. All ontologics lccognize this obvious difference tetween indi_
viduals and univcrslls. Sonic ontologi.sts introduce another. Unir.ersals,

6 The concern here is o. lv u ' i th intel lectual  reasons, not r r - i th personal  or  cul-
t'rral motiues. oJ course thr:rc rrre srrch motives. They may anci oflen do afiect the
choice.  For many they are i r r r l . . r r  i ts  onry determiners.  The absr:rd doctr ine that
thesc mot ives arc thc only dctermin.rs,  or  the onry important or perhaps even
the only val id ones for a1l  is  not,  a l : rs,  l imi tet l  to I ta l l ' ,  but  r  not ice of  late a cer-
ta in recrudcscence of  that  doctr inc i '  the neo-croce&ns of  both extremes. l f
these gent lemen $'ere r ight ,  then there rvo. ldn' t  bc any histor l '  of  phi losophy for
them to 'wr i te about.  Nor,  i f  i t  were not for  the/eu rvho are sen.si t iv l  to di iect ical
pressures'  would there be al ternat ives for  the many to choose from accorcl ing to
those mot ives.  one need not reject  n 'hat  makes sense in ei ther Nlarx or croce to
avoid such intemperate extremes.

they hold, differ qualitatively; individuals are merely numerically dif-

ferent. In the Anglo-Saxon tradition such individuals are callcd bore

partictLlars. Ontologists rvho accept bare particulars implicitly rccog-

nize that sameness and cliversity are primary, i'e'' that they and they

alone neecl no ontological ground. An ontologist x'ho explicit ly_recog-

r.rizes that f"ces ,qu"r"ly tlie striking feature Aristotle first faced rvhen

he introciucecl his notion of matter. The difficulties of that notion are

notorious. Yet, every adequate ontology must come to terms'with the

feature.
Bare particulars are one extreme, individual substances are the

other. In most classical ontologies, particularly those of the Aristo-

telian-Thomistic variety, inclividuals are substances' Substanccs and

universals are both things, i.e., they are both "independent" (as l used

this ambiguous rvord), but there is nevcrthelcss &n ontological differ-

ence bet$ een thcm ,thi.n (in anotlicr sense of the $'ord) makes the

former ,,more inclepenclent" than thc lattcr. clcarly that depresses the

ontological status of univcrsals as conlparctl rvith individuals'

Feriontotogists have complctely ignored tlic prtlblcm of accounting

for "sameness in diversity" in such cases as that of thc trvo spots of

exactly the same color. Quite a ferv, though, took the problem rather

lightly. Perhaps they l-ere too concerned I'ith epistemology' not

",io.tgtt 
concerned with ontology' Some of these tell psychological

stories rvhich may or may not be more or Iess true but are completely

irrelevant to the ontological problem. To call only such patently inade-

quate assays nominalistic seems to me a rvaste of a good rn'ord' I rather

speak in such cases of dead-end nominalism'

Ical larrontologyreal ist iq i fandontyi f i ts indiv idualsandi tsuni-
ver-qals are both things and there are only two fundamental ontological

differences betrvecn In"-;one, the obvious one; the other' that indi-

v idualsareonlynumerical lydi f ferent(bare) 'TTocal la l lotherontolo-
gies nominalistic may seem and, as things norv stand, probably is idio-

Jyncratic. But it is anything but idiosyncratic to insist, as I do, that

any ontology rvhich dep.esses the ontological status of universals as

.o|put",l ,tittt ir-tairria,,u1. i. nomincrlistic'in tendency' Evcry o'rc f:r'mil-

iar n ith the strttctural history of the dialectic rvill apprcc'iatc that' In

ontologiesrvhichmakeuniversalssyncategoremat icent i t iesthcnomi-
nalistic tendency is as pronounced as it can be, stops just one step

short of the dead end'

T There is the prinrulacie possibility of realisticr ontologics in q'hich the only

difference is the obvious one. But they encounter structrtral difficulties that lead

quickly to catastroPhe'
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In my *'orld there are i.dir. icl.als a^cl uni'crsals (characters). All
individuals are simplc ltttd blrt 'c. 

' \ cl iuractcr is either sinple or (,orr-
plcx. In all other rcspccts, cxt,r 'pt for i, lrc olrr. ious diffcrelce, i ldir-iduals
and charactcrs ,.re lLlikt '. ' l ' lrat rnllkcs rrrc ir lclrl istl. Ir i rnr, 'g-orld the1.
are also subsistcrr ts.  \ot  l r l i r rg r . r ' is t i r . ,  r r rv r intology fLr l f i l ls  t l ie secold
of the three cor i t l i t io l ts <:r ' t ' r ' .1 '  : r t l t ' r l r r rLtrr  l r ' : r l is t i<, , /ontokrgy must fu l f i l l .
f ts  fundamcrrtul  l i r r  is  t : lc41tLi l i r :a l i t t tL.  l \ ,1)r , t t , r  is  b lo1d, i t  is  repre_
sented by (ir ' . I)cl,r 'r"s lrt ' irrg brorrd is u .omplcx of the kind callecl a
fact. ( ' l ' lv: .t lrc. l i irrrl rL.c thc co'rplex cliaracters. .rheir 

ontcilogicai
status, t l i ..glr, is 

'r.r. l.y 
dcrivative. Thus rve can safell, ig^ore thcr. '

in this t 'ss:r,.y.) "Lr" t l ic fact represented by ,peter is blonJa'd lrary
is tall '  thc'. arc tn'. othcrs, peter's bcing blond ancl rlary,s being tall,
as . ' 'cl l a,s thc subsistent, represented by 'arid', rvhich i ics tl iem to-
gct l icr . , \ r rd so orr .  The idea is c lcar,  I  t rust .  \ ry *-or ld is 'ot . .ato ' r_
ist i . " ;  i t  is 'ot  just  a c lass or col lect io 'of  d is jo i 'ed ent i t ies.  I lather,  i t
is completely structured.

(A Begrifsschrift or ideai schema (language) reveals the expricit or
implicit ontology of its author. Although I shail presently i'troduce a
ferv abbreviations, r shall not in this essay usc a schema of my orv'.
But it rvill hclp to bri'g out an important poirrt if rve consider *.hat i'
such a schema the transcription of 'Tii is spot is red aril rourid, rvould
bo. If 'n', trcd', and 'round' are macie to represent trie indir-idual and
the trvo characters "in" the spot, respectir.el],, then thc tlanscription
reads 'o is recl and a is round'. Thus it rooks very much like the scntence
rvli ich it trarrscribes even though ,o,' does not rcprcsent the spot but,
r,t irer, thc i 'dividual "in" it. The spot itserf, in this rrorid, is ihe fact
repres.rrtccl by the scntence! That is the point r-hic,h the schema help-r
to br ing orr t . )

In my rv'rltl ri.ts a.e very similar to spots. Take a case of my pel.-
ceiving tl ic Iu,r:t /), rrlrrncly, that Peter is biond. In my rrorld there are
thoughts, e.g., t lrr '-th.rrght-that-pcter-is-bloncl (rrrJ. An act is a'
indir. idual cxcr'pli l 'yi,g trvo simplc characters; o'e is a species (per-
ceiving, believi 'g, rc' ier'be.ing, and so on); the othcr is the thought
"in" the act. The l.t irr t luestiorr, for ir i.qtance, is the fact u.hich (in my
schema) is represcntcd by,b is pcrccir. ing and b is tpr', rvith Lr repre_
serting thc indi' idual "ir" it.8 s'ch (mcntal) individuals I call arvare-

8'b is perceiv ing' is.ot  verv- id iom:rt ic.  \ve s 'o. ld rather sry 'b is o percciv i rg,
arrd 'b is a thorrght- that-Pcter- is-blo.c l ' ,  i ,s t  as \1,e s&y,peter is o me' ,  rather
th:rn 'Peter is man'even thorgh * 'e i l rso say'peter is brond,.  I f  perceiv i 'g,  the-
thought- that-P, man, and blond are four characters,  as in my rvor ld the; .  a,rc,
then s.ch id iomat ic strain or a ' r ,k* 'ardness is i r re levant.  Nor could a schema be
what i t  is  sr . rpposed to be i f  i t  conformed in al l  contexts to the id ioms of  th is
or that language.
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ncsses. tpl i5 -simple. Atl thoughts are simple characters.' l ' lrtrs I ltrct 'ottttt

for t l ie unitl '9f thoug[t, meet the first conditiol cvcl'y l idtrt ltt l l t,t l

rcali 'qtic ontcllogl' must meet. Notice, too' that since thougltts art 'tttr i-

ver-*als, 1'ou and I may literally have thc samc thought althorrgh a,

thought is a mental crrtity and altl iough of the tn'o individuals n'hit, lr

cxemplify it rvhen 1'ou and I botli have it one is in my mind and orrc is

i r r  yours.e
In my rvorlcl there is a subsistcrtt', )[, such that tPl MP is a formal

fact. ' , l I '  transcribcs the $'ord tme&ns' &s we sometimes use it in such

scrrtences as'the-thouglit-that-Petcr-is-blond means (intends, is

alior.rt) Petcl is blond'. ,\ fact is formal or a fact of (in) the rvorld's

fonn if atid only if the serrtencc represcntiDg it is analytic.l0 Tlirough

tlre tlroughts "in" them, acts are by the subsistent I call llf "aon-

ncctcd,, rvith thcir intentions. That immcdiately raises thrce cluestions.

l ' lrsl. Is the "conncctioD" sufficicttt ly "close" to fulf i l l  the thild of

the three conditions? Orre only has to consider such complex facts a,s

1r-and-Q and P-or-Q iD order to realizc that some subsistents establish

connections rvliich are \-ery loose indced. (If thety n'ere closer, fewer

oDtologies rvoulcl be rcistic.) Thus the clucstion is vcry reasonable. All

I can say here is that the recluirecl closeness is accourlted for by tPl MP

being a fact in the rvolld's form.
Second. The-thought-that-Caesar-rvas-murdercd and the-thought-

that-Calpurnia's-husband-rvas-murdcred are ttr,o, not one. Yct they

seetn lo mean (l'11) the "same" fact. Can trvo thoughts mean a single

facrt? The affirmative answer bogs dorvn in difficulties rvhich alc in-

superable. This is thc logical problem of intentiorrality;or, rather, it is

the logical aspect of the problem of intentionality.l l  since it can be kcpt

out, I shall keep it out of this essay, merely drop a hirrt that u'i l l  come

e Frege tr ied very hard to account for  th is piece of  "real ist ic"  common s0nse.

That is indeed a major intel lectual  mot ive for  h is invent ing those nortrnental

ent i t ies he cal ls senses (Sinz) and rvhich therefore,  revcal ingl l 'cven thougl t  most

misleadingl5 ' ,  he also cal ls thoughts.
r0 This is merel1.  a convenient hint .  Lest  i t  be misleading, I  acld that  thr :  b:r .s i t :

i r lea,  ( the $ 'or lc l 's  form) is ontological ,  not  logical  (anal1 ' t ic i t l ' ) .  - l  rvor l t l 's  form

is rvhat i t  is  because i ts subsistents are what thcy are.  Our not ior t  of  tnrr . ly t ic i ty

is gror.rnded in the form of the only lvor ld rvc know.
11 I t  is  a lneasure of  Frege's greatness tht t  he rvas (as far  l rs T krrolv)  not  only

thc f i rst  * 'ho c iear ly san the logical  problen of  i r r tent iont l i tv  brr t  thet  ht :  a lso

r l r r l ized i ts ontological  import .  That provided another nlr jor  i r r tc l lectr ta l  mot ive

for his eventr . ra l ly  hypostat iz ing senses ( thoughts) as nontntr t t t r l  ent i t ies- That

he missed the soiut ion,  in spi tc of  th is hypostat izat ion arrd even though he recog-

nizer l  that  some subsistents exist ,  is  a measurc of  h is fa i lurc.  His fear rvas that

lrc rvoultl ha,ve to give up ali definitions. How typic:r.lly a ma,thematician's fear!

sce aiso x[eanir tg antJ Er istence, p.  217, l inr l  tho t .nrc ia l  passage from "Begr i f f



136 Locrc AND REALrry

in handy soon. The key to the solution is the recognition that the sulr-
sistents exist. For, if thcy exist, then trvo facts (complexes) are l iterall l
the same, i.e., one and not tu.o if and only if ( l) t l ic simples in thcrrr
arc the "same" and (2) t l iese simples are ,,t icd', t. t 'uch other in tlr.
same way. Upon tl i is strict use of ,same', P a.d e ntay tl ierefore lr.
two facts and rrot l i tcrally one even if P-if-and-orl1'-if-e is a fact in tlrr,
wor ld 's form ( i .c. ,  i f  ' , { ' i f  and only i f  Q' is anal l ' t l r , ) .

Third. Wha,t if P does not exist? Xlore preciscly, l,iurr. can tlrl nI p lta
a fact if therc is no fact for IPI to intend?1! oncc more, i l ie ansrvc.
depends orr ,41 being a subsistent. For P-or-Q to be a fact it suffices
that cither 1' exists or Q exists. This could not be so if or \\ ere rrot u
subsistent but a relational universal, such as, s&y, being to the left of,
u'hich is a thing. This book being to the left of somethirig else, fol
instance, is a fact only if that something else exists. Not so, rve just
sarv, for or. As for or, so for III . (In my rvorld a fact that i-sn,t there yet
exists, though only in the mode of possibitity, rvhich is of course the
lorvest ontological status of all. I call such "nonexistent" facts p-facts.r2
Nor is that an ad hoc construction. But I cannot hcre pursue this
matter.)

Succinct as it is, almost desperately so, this sketch of an ontology
rvill do as a foil for u'hat must be said about Frege before I can intelli-
gently attend to what Dr. Egidi says about him, cxcept that thcr
sketch could not even serve this purpose n'ithout sonrc indications as
to the ontological assays of judgment and of truth rvhir,l-r it implies.

A judgment is qn act. It rvil l  keep out issrrcs that can be kept out of
this essay rvithout prcjudging anythi.g that rvil l  havc to bc said if rve
take it for granted that thc species "i '" an act of judgme't is believ-
ing. That makcs for u threcfolcl rl istinction:

(cv) P tp1 c(p).

P is the fact intcndc4. r7;l is the thought ,, in,, the judgment. G(p) is
the judgment itself. P is ncvcr a constituent of. G(P).If P is nonmental,
which is the only cosc \\ '( l rrccd consider, that is obvious. tpl is merely
one constituent of G(P). ' l 'hc other tu.o are the specics belicr-ing and
the arvareness rvhich "intl i t ' iduates" the act, e.g., my judgment non,
that P, yours tomorrol, mine yesterday. 'Truth', or, rather, ,true, has

und Gegenstand" which is there q.oted (p.46 of the Black-Geach translat ion).
structurally the deepest root of this failure is that in his rvorld there are no facts
(eomplexes). See below.

12 P obviously exists or doesn't  exist depending on whether the sentence ,p, is
true or false. I t  is by now equally obvious, f  trust, why at this point I  avoid
'true' and 'false'. The root of all matters philosophical, including logic, is on-
tology.

oNToLocICAr, ALTERNATTvES 137

(at least) four uscs; one is primary; the second derives from the first; the

third from the second; the fourth from the third.

In the pfyygla use, 'true' and 'false' are predicated of thoughts,

rvhich are characters. A character is truc if and only if there is an

entity such that the character means (M) it and it is a fact. A charac-

ter is false if and only if there is an entity such that the character means

it and its negationl3 is a fact. This assay has trvo consequences. First.

True aniL false, as represented by the primarA use of 'true' and'false', are

subsislenfs. l i Iore -specifically, they are subsistents of the kind some call

defined logical characters.la other entit ies of this kind are the integers,

integer itself, transitir-ity, reflexivity, and so on. sutrsislents are neither

mental nlr n()nntenlal. Secorrd. (1) tPl bcing true and (2) P itself are

trvo facts, not one. That i-q again obYious, if only because (1) does r'vhile

(2) cloes not contain the cortstituent 11'1. Nor is it a source of diff icul-

t ies that  the sentence' tPl  is  t ruc i f  and only i f  P ' is  analyt ic.  Just

remcmber the hint of tvliich it rvas said a rnoment ago that it would

come in handy soon.
In their secondary use, 'true' aud 'false' are predicatcd of judgments.

A judgment is true (false) if and only if thc thought "in" it is true

(false).
An assertion is a kind of linguistic gesture. Typically, it involves the

utterance of a sentence, Typically, it communicates a judgment of the

one nho makes the assert ion.  In their  tpr t igty use'( t rue'andtfalse'are
predicated of assertions. An assertion is true (false) if and only if the

judgment it communicates is true (false).

The sentence involved in an assertion represents the fact the judg-

ment communicated intends. What a sentence of a natural language

represents depends on the context in $'hich it is uttered. This is not so

for the schemata calied ideal languages. The fact represented by a sen-

tence of an ideal language (Begriffsschrzf) is completely determined by

the sentence itself.rs In their fourth use, 'true' and 'false' are predicated

r3 Negat ion being a subsistent,  ,P'  and 'not-P'  both represent ent i t ies,  one a

fact ,  one a p-fact .
r {  ,Def ined'suggcsts complexi tS' .  I f  one holds,  as I  do,  that  among subsistents

the dichotoml '  s imple-complex makes no sense, then the word is mislcading'  So,

since characters are th ings, is 'character ' .
r5 To real ize the dependence of  natural  langr. tages on eontext ,  consider (1) ' I t

is  cold today'and (2) ' I  am cold ' .  What (1) represcnts depcnds on when and

where i t  is  asscrted; i l -hat  (2)  represcnts,  on rvhen and by rvhom i t  is  asserted.

The independence, in th is sense, of  schemata cal led idcal  lengrrrges is one of  the

r l r t l ic t l  d i f lerences between thcm and natrrral  langttagcs. Becattse of  th is di f -

fcrcnce, those schemata could not even in pr inciple be t tscd for communicat ion.

Also,  th is di f ference unpacks part  of  the metaphor that  an ideal  language is,  or

purports to be, a picture of  the wor ld.

I '
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of the sentenccs of ideal languages. such a scntence is true (false) if
and only if .n.hat it represcnts is a fact (p-fact).

i I

some of thc terrn.s l"rege chose are very a*-kri 'ard. l 'rolr:rl, ly he sought
for rvords tr ser'c him as \I 'eapons in his l i fc-long str. 'gqr. rt luirst psy--
chologism. For irrstance, hc calls "thouglrts" entit ies l-hicrri l ie himself
strenuously insists &re nonmental and l 'hich one l 'oultl thcrefore
much ratlrcr call thc (potc't ial) intentions of t l iouglits (or of judg-
ments, or of acts in general). under the circumstanccs I sliall continue
to use my o\vn *'ords rvith the mea^ings I have given to thcnr, make a
spceial point of ayoiding his use of 'thought'. It wil i bc converrient,
thotrgh, occasional ly to rcplace'niental-nonmcntai ,  l r r . ,sulr ject i t -e-
objecti 'e', *. l i ich is the dichotonry he happened to p.cfer, probably
becausc he fclt that it stressed hi-s oppo.il ion to psl,cliologisni.

Begri.ffsschrift appearcd sliortly before 1880, Functiort tLrtcr Begri.ff,
LIeber sinn und Bed,eutung, and ueber Begrif ttncl Gegettstanrl shortl-v
aftcr 1890. The threc later es,qays present au cxpricit and rathcr
detailed ontology of the objectivc (truncated) *'orlcl. Alrrut minds as
suc,h they tell us nothing. They merely specifl '  the objct,t ive entit ics
l 'hich arc the (potential) intentions of subjecti lc a<,ts. Nor cloes the
earlier essay contain an ontology of mind. Yct it nrlkcs irr $2 arr irrrpor-
tant contribution to the or-rtology of juclgmcnt. l l 'o t lr is t,ontribution, as
far as I ktrorr', none of lrrege'-q latcr I 'r. i t i1gs lrlr ls:r11.tlr irrg. Some evel
blur i t .  I 'crhaps that is rv l iy  that  c l i r lv  c.nlr ' i l r r r t i . '  has been some-
$'hat neglcr,tccl. It is a great rnt.rit of I)r. l,)girl i  t0 luiYe callccl attentiol
to i t .  I  shl l l  r rext  r lcs.r i l rc t l r is  l l r r l t , i : r l  orr to logy of  judgment,  then the
et 'ct t t t t l i l  ot t l t t log. l , '  o[  1Irc olr icct i r - r r  t lo l l r l .

The hclrr t  of  $? is l r  t l is{ i r r r ' l iotr  l rnong thrcc ent i t ies,  reprc.scnte{ b1'

(P) l ' ,  -P,  lp,

re-rpectivcly. If y.rr ( 'or)r[)rrrc (B) l ' i t l i  (a) abor-c, 1.ou n'i l l  be able to
guc.ss r,hat I tak. t. bc tlr<'natural reading of the paragraph. Fp is
the judgment,  thc err t i tv  I  cal l  G(P);  -p is the ent i t l .  I  cal l  [p l ,  i .e. ,
the thought " in"  thc j r r r lgrrcr t ;1,  is  i ts  i ' tent ion,  or ,  as Frege herc
calls it, i ts "content." A strirrg of six comme'ts *i l l  support thi,q read-
ing and prepare the grountl for what follori--q.

1. Frcge here says nothing allout.w'hethcr p is simple or complcx.
Nor does anything hc says depcnd on that. This is not to cle'y, t l iough,
that in his eventual ontology (of thc objective l 'orld) all (pote't ial;

intcntions are simple. 2. -P is called a "complcx of ideas" (F2)'to

That shorvs three things. (a) -P is a mental entity' (b) I 'rcge hatl not

yet hypostatizecl thoughts into objective entities to serve as the inten-

iion. of judgments. (c) yerbally at least, he $,as still not completcly

free from the tradition that makes thoughts complex. 3. - P is not the

judgment itself but, rather, that constituent of it which also occurs in

or-, 
".t 

of merely errtertaining P n'ithout either believing or disbelieving

it. That _"horvs that -P is tPl.4. of the horizontal stroke in -P it is

-qaicl that it ,,combincs the symbols following into a rvhole" (F2). Lii-

crally that does not make sense' For one, the symbols of a u'ell-formed

-"errtence are a rvhole. Thus the stroke $-ould be redundant' For another,

this ivhole is a nonmeutal cntity. The only rvay of making scnsc out of

thc passagc is to reacl it, rvith Dr. IJgidi, as an assertion of the unitv of

thoright. ,q,, reacl, it fa| out*'eighs t6c cvidc'ce to the contrary fr.m

2(c).br so at lcrL-.t it scc'rs to rric. O'c nrust not forgct after all hol'

r.crl. cl if irr,ult it u-tLs in 1871) t() spcll l i  l i lrt)ttt t l tcsc things artcurately'

Nor is it r.-ct '1'r ' l ls1'torl: ly. ir. l , lvt 'rr t lrorrglr l ' ' l ' t 'gc irlsists th:r,t -P is not

thc n- l io lc, , i  F1' ,  l , t ' t l . ,cs rrot  t t ' l l  t ts  u ' l t rL l ;  c lst '1 ' l r t ' r t l  is  " i t t "  l l ) '  At

this p|r.Lce lte Leat,es tt, blanl;. Iitctl'ttl.illy l|rc lian|,: u;ill beulme a lllur.

6. P and -1, arc t\-o cntit ic's, not onc. Nor is thc|c anytl i ing to indi-

cate tliat P is ((irl"-P. That shorvs that the contribu,tion 'is real'ist'ic2,

or, at least, t l iat it is compatible rvith rcalism:'

In the eventual ontolofy (of thc objecti 'e rvorld) each entity is of

orre of tir-o kinds. It is either a Gegenstand ot a Function. The former are

,,independent" iu exactll' the samc sensc in $'hich (in my \l'orld) things

are. That makes them lhings. Frege's notion of function is mathemat-

ical. A function projects or maps one thing (or an ordcred- pair of

things, etc.) on arlothe, thing. That makes a function "dependent" on

the Ihings mapped and mapped upon in exactly the same sense in

ii.hich (ii my world) the subsistents called ties are "dependent" on the

things iandiacts) they tie into complexes' Nor does a function need a

further tie to tie it to rvhat it maps and maps upon' That makes func-

tions syncal eg orematic entities.

Things are of three kinds. The only members of the lrsl kincJ ate t'he

two trulh values, the thing True (T) and the thing Fal'se (F)' The

things of the second kind arc all "senses," e.g., the sensc-lhal-Peter-is-

blo'i, the sense-o.f-Caesar, tlie sense-o/-Calpurnia's-husband' Judg-

mcnt is propo-sit ional, of course. Hence, only thc scnses t4ot9 names

contairr thol' o." the (potential) intentions of judgments. But Frege is

t6t(F2"referstopage2oftheBlack-Geachtranslat ion'Rut lhavetheGerman

text of Beorrfsschrzlt before me. 'Complex of ideas' stands for 'Ideenuerbindung''

O\TOI,OGIC.4,L ALTEIt \ATIYES
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not (as far as I knorv) committcd to the vie*, (*'hich happens to be
mine) that all arvarenc.qs is propositional. Thris t i ic senscs rvhose
names contain 'of' r 'oulcl be ancl probably are in his rvorlcl thc (poten-
tial) intentions of other acts, e.g., of perception. Ail prssil ie senses
enist.l7 The things of tIrc th,ird kincl are cither ordinarv ,,iliings,' such as
Peter or Nfary cir a c.l 'recl spot; or they are integers, cresses, arr{ so on.
For our pllrposcs it rvil l  be safc to ignore ali but the,,orclirrr. l ' l  ,rr"*-
bers of this kiud. (1'he <luotatiou marks around 'thirrg, are a lcminder
that irr mv rvorld a colored spot is a fact, iust as numb.rs are sub-
sistcnts of t lrc kirid some call defincd logical characters.)

Iunctions are of tn'o kinds. one is exemplif ied by blorrd, tall, and
so orl.r8 rfrcgc calls them concepts (Begrifre), but \\ 'e cali do u-ithout
this rvord. The other kind is exemplif ied by the connectir.es, i.e., by the
etrtit ics reprcsented by tand', 

'or', ' i f-then', and so ou. The connectives
m.p (ordered pairs of) truth r.alues on truth values. The otl ier kind of
furrction maps ordinary thi.gs (or ordered pairs of sucrr, etc.) o. truth
values. Blond, for insta'ce, maps the thing peter on either the thing T
or the thing F depending on n-hether Peter is or is not blond.

Blond a'd tall being u'iversals, this is the proper place f.r saf ing
what l i tt le nceds to be said about I irege's "hidden nomir-ralism.,,Since
his universals har.'e ontological status in the objectir-e g'orld, l ic is not a
dcad-cnd nominalist. on the other hancl, sirrce I 'r i-s urivc.slls are fu'c-
tiolts : lnd functions are "rnerely" ,qubsi-qtent.s (s1,-ncatcgorcnratic cnti-
t ics), his nominalistic tendency is as pronouucecl as it cor-rlcl be, stops
just o'c step short of the dead cnd. A commcnt may atlcl perspecti 'e.
Tiic orrt. logir,ul status of the connectives is very ,,weak,,, so rveak
indeerl thtt 1hc reists either overlooked it or cluite explicit ly insisted
that they hlL<l rr. 'e. l 'regc recognized that they har.e ,some. That is one
of his glorics. orr t lrc other l ianrl, he depressed the ontological status of
universals lry lrrrnpirrg them with the connectives. That is one of his
fatal errors.

Are Frege's things
not told; as far as I

l l l  siniple or are some of them complex? \ye are
krros,, hc ignores this fundamental dichotomv.

The onll' l'ay, therefore, of arrivitrg at an answer is to infcr it frorn the

structure of rvhat \\,e are told. Presently I shall propose &11 ans\\'cr'

irrgr', things are alt simple' First, though, I shall explain.rvhy the

clichotorny is so furrdam"rlt"I thut one cannot thoroughly discuss his

ontology rvithout ausn'cring the cluestion'

llemember rvhat rvas saiJearlier. The rvorld is not just a class or col-

lcction of clisjoinecl entit ies; it is completely structured' I-say and

mean the rvorld as a s'hole' But lve may once more focus on the objec-

tive ivorid. 'I'o acc,ount for the rvorlci's structure is an obvious task or

problem evcry aclequate ontology must solve' Recognizing a task and

tackling it in a ccrtain waJi or ttyl" it one tliing' The adequacy of a

solutioi proposecl is anotlier thi.g. Co'sicler a rvorld (ont.logy) all

rvhose tliiugs are simples ancl all rvltose complexes are facts. That merely

brushcs asicie tletails. Irr such a, $'orltl ol)c may try to -solve the task by

makitig thi[gs (simplcs) r,Onstitrrcrrts of ftt l ts (complcxcs) rvhic'h are in

turn const i tncI ] ts () t  ( ) tht ' r ' (nr , , r ' t ' r 'orrr l l l t 'x)  f t rcts. ' l ' l r is  is  o '  sty lc '  As i t

hupp., ' , , i t is l l lesty lc<l f r . i l ' t r ra l lyal lar t ic t r lat t l< l l r to l<lgics. ' l .hckcytoi t
is  i l ic  d ichc, toni l ' -s i rn ' l t ' - r , , . i ' lcx. ' l ' l r lLt  s l r , tvs rv l ry t l r t l  t l i . l iotomy is so

funtlrrnerital. ' l ' l i is i-*^ont: t lr ing. 'I 'hl lt t rcistirr orltologist clutttot in this

style arrive at an adetluttc solutiort is lurotltcr t lr i lrg'

Let us check horv tire prevailing stylc rvorks in my rvorld' Assume

for the sake of the argument that Peter and blond are simplcs' Con-

sider Petcr's being blond. Four e[tit ies are involvcd: (1) the simple

thing (inclividual) Peter, (2) the simple thing (character) blond' (3) the

subsistentcal leclexemptin.ut ion,(a)thefactofPetcr 'sbeingl i lond'
(4) is the complex rvhich exists bccause (3) "connects" (1)-and (2);

ihus makinC (1), (2)' and (3) constitucnts of (a)' The rvorld of mv

ontology is completely structurcd

Ther.e are t,vo ,e"sons for holding that l"rcge's things are all simple'

orrcof themlamnotyetreaclytostate.Theother isasfol lorvs.Frege
recognized the need for subsistcnts' That makes it morc than plausible

thathealsorecognizedthrr t t l rerecannotbecomplcxesunlessthereare
some subsistent ties $'hich make cornplexes out of simples. Yet none of

his subsistcnts is a tie; they are all iunctions; and a function' rather

than making a complex out of, say, tu'o things, maps one of them upon

thc ot l rer .
I takc it, then, that Frege's things are all simple' It does not follor'v

t ] rat l r is(object ive)rvor ld iscompletelyunstructured.Hisfunct ions
do establ is l r . .connect ions. , ,Not to recognizc that  is to miss the very

point of their har,'ing ontological status' On the other hand' since func-

tious do not make a"o-pl"tt ' ' ,  thcse "connections" are not' as I use the

rvord, facts. In f 'rege's world' there are n0 facts' It may help' though' if

ONTOLOGICAL ALTERNATIVES

Structurally, that is
As far u. 1 ptre11', his

pcrhtps the most striking feature of his ontology.
is inrlt 'c<l t l ic only articulate ontology of this kind.

17 I .e. ,  i f  the dots in 's . 'sc- t l i . t -  '  r rc replaced b.v a n 'e l l - formecl  sentence,
the resul t ing expression is thc nrmt- '  of  : i  th ing that exists.  s imi lar ly for  , - .ense-

of-  .  .  . ' . 'Sense'  stands of  corrrse for  Frcge's,Sinn,.
18 or,  more accurately and i r i  thc spir i t  of  the system, being-blond, being-tal l .

But I  permit  mysel f  th is s impl i f icat ion,  i .st  as I  ignore,  safely for  the purposes
of th is essav, the problem of the appropr iate ranges (c lomain and counter-
domain) of  funct ions,  x 'h ich is of  such crucial  importance in the foundat ions of
arithmetic.
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one's o\\ 'n.)

occasionally we speak and think of his "connections,, as ,,facts.,, (This
is a recognitior of, as'-ell as ar attcr'pt to or.erconrc, t lrc diff iculty of
speaking n-ithout distorti.rr about a style radically cli l l 'e.cut from

,,conncction,, betrvcen (4) and (2), i.e., betu'ecn the setrsc-that-l)ctcr-

is-blontl and T. If this wcre so, since (1), (2), (3) are "conn('(ltcd,"

i+i,.-"ufa over (2) also be contrccted with (1) and (3) andthis rvorld

rvoulcl in its orvn pcculiar rvay be completely structured' 'I'o apprcci-

ate horv peculiar that rvay rvould be, consider that' i f N'Iary is tall '  the

"connection" among the ihree entit ies Pcter, blond, and the sense-that-

Pcter-is-bloncl rvould be exactly the same as that betrveen the three

elr t i t iesPeter,blond,andthesense-that-x{ary- is- ta l l .onecouldargue
that such a ,.conncction,, iS tvorse tharr none. That shorvs the absurdity

ofh5'postat iz ingthetrvosrrbsistentstruearrdfalseintothetrvothings
' f  arrd F.

Yirtually all studies of Frege start from and are dominated bv his

sentantics. I cleliberately statecl his ontology rvithout any refercnce to

his scmar-rtics. This is, 'rtt to clcrty the trrttci. l importance of the l inguis-

tic turn or eYcli of iclclLl l l ttrgrtltgcs. 1'hcir impot'tartce, though' is

mcthodological. oncct otrtr l} l is cit lrt 'r '  by this clr by arry othcr mcthod

cnuclcateci  an orr to logy, t ' i t l r t ' r '  l t is  o\ \ t t  oI  l l t t r t t ] ter 's,  hc rv i l l  be wcl l

aclviscci to clieck his rt lsult iry t 'yi 'g t<t stlrtr: i t rvith<lut cvcn mcntion-

ir-rg $-orcls. Othelrvise hc rvil l  bc in clalrgcr of niistl i l i irrg for ontology

lv l rat isnrcrclysemarrt ics. InFregc'scl isc, l rcmaymist l lkcforobject ive
a ,,connectioir', *'hich is mcrely sema.tical and thcrcforel in tlic rele-

r.atlt sense subjectil,e el.en though rr'ords as such and thc \\'&yS \\'e use

them are of course , 'objective" facts of the $'orld "as a rvhole." or is it

not obvious that an oijective "connection" bett 'een objective thirrgs

doesnotdependonwhethcrorhorv\ \ 'eoranyoneelsetalksabout
them? Nthai ii there is no one at all to talk about them or, for that

-utt"., 
about arrything elsc? Isn't that jrrst another bit of realistic'

common sense?
In Frege's scmantics 'Peter' and 'Peter is blond' are expressions of

the kind he calls saturated' Every saturated expression has a double

senrantical tie, otre to the thing called its sense (Si'nn)' one to the thing

callcd its rcferler-,ce (Bertetnttng). 'I'he sense and the refcrencc of 'Peter'

are the sense-of-Peter and Peter; those of'Pcter is blond'the sense-

that-Peter-is-bloncl ancl the thing T, respcctivcly. In this n'ay the trvo

thirrgsPeterarrdsense.of-Peterarel inkedsemant ical ly 'Soarethctrvo
thinls T and the sensc_that-peter-is-blond. Thus, if a semantical l ink

were rvhat of course it is not, namely, an objectivc "connection"'

Frege's objectir.'e rvorld rvould be completely structured'

\\ 'orcls are objective (nonmental); judgments are subjcctive (men-

tal). Yet the formcr are u-qed to express the latter' There is a cue here'

Foilorving it, *-e shall discover thai there is in Frege's *'orld as a rvhole

I'I iregc's *'orld I 'ett ' t ' 's bci'g bloncl i 'volves at lcast f,ur c't it ies;
(1) the th i ,g l )ctcr ' ;  (2)  thc th ing T;or,  i f  Peter is 'ot  Lr l .ur l ,  t r ie th ing
I', but thc dil i 'r 'r 'crr.c rnukcs 

'o 
clif iereuce for .*-hat ,r. ,,.,,. about;

(3) thc fu'ctiorr lr l.rrcl; (a) the thi.g se'se-that-peter-i.-bro,,J. S; 
^op.(1) on (2). 1'hrLt is t l ic- "f,,"ct" in the case, l.hich itself is not ar, e.tit;,.

(1)  a.d (2) u 'c 'c 'cr thcless object i r .e ly "connected,,b1, ( r i ) .  . I . r rere 
is,

h'wcl'cr, .r 
' lr jcctive "co.nection" nhatsoever bet*,ec' (J) on the

orrc lru,rid arrcl (l), (2), (3), on the.ther. Tliat sho*,s th,t Frege,s wortd
is rLot cornpletelg structured.

Onc rnay try to remedy the clefect by bringing in trvo mor.e things,

'arnely, 
(5) the sense-of-pcter and (6) thc sc'sc-of-(being)-broDd. (6) is

the scnse of a fu'ctio'. Are there i '  Frege,s rvorld such ,scuscs? \yhat-
ever expcdie.ts either he himself or his disciples may have rcsortccl to,
structurally, I believe, the ansrver is No. But *-e ncecl not insist, may
evc'for thc sake of the argumc't assume that there are such senses.
I f  so,  thcn (a) *- i l t  be, ,co'rrectccl , , rv i th ( l ) ,  (2) ,  (3)  i f  and only i f  the
follorving trvo conditions (a) a.d (b) are fr-rrfilled. ia) (;) a.cl (6) are
corstitue.ts of (a). o) (b) and (6) are "con.ected', rvith (I) a'd (3),
rcspcctivcly. (a) makes (4) a complex. Ifence, if all thirrgs afc ,sin1pls,
thc attcrnpt at rernedying thc clefect fails on this grorurd ulone. lrut lct
us n'ai '. thlt argument, look at the first harf of (b), i.c., at trre t*-o
things I 'r ' tt 'r :urd sense-of-Petcr. There is no objectir-e ,,conncction,,
whatsocr..r lr.t* 'con thcm. 'ro appreciate tl ie gia'ity of the poi't,
introdur,c trvo r',Lc thirrgs, l lary and tl ie se.se-of-lfary. Therc is no
"connccti,r" lr.t iveen arry trvo of thcse four thirrgs. \\-i iat, the', one
must ask, is t lrc olrjcctivc "fact" that makes the serrse-oi-Ireter the
sense of Petcr nrtlrcr t lrarr that of Xlarl, and couvcrscly? I conclude
that the things l,'.cgo .rLlls senses are totally ctisjoinecl froi alt otlter enti_
ties o;f his objectiuc urorld. N'r is that surprising. senses, after ali, are
merely the (objccrtive) lrr 'prstatizations of (subjectir-c) thougrrts.rs

Assume next, for thc s,,k. .f thc argume't, t l 'rat there is an otjective
"connection" betrvecn (.t) orr thc o'e hand ancl at ieast one of the
entit ies (1), (2), (3) on th. oth.r. Thc only l ikely candiclate is (2), t l ie
thing T. Assume, then, corrtuu')r to fact, that there is an objectir.e

re The trvo major dialoct ical  mot ives for  th is hypostat izat ion are Frege's ant i_
psychologism and his aw&reness of  the logieal  problem of intent ionai i ty.  s"u
fns.  I  and 11.



145
L41 LOGIC AND REALITY ONTOLOGICAI, ALTERNATIVES

a mental ttconnection" betr.ccr such nonmental thi 'gs as, sa]., T a'd
the sense-that-P cven thougli in his objective ivorlcl t l iesc trvo things
remain totally disjoined.

Sinn und Bedeuturtg c.'tai.s t*-o crucial passages:o (F65, i '78) to the
effcct that a,iud.gment is t lte "adt'ance', from a sense-that to,,i ls, ' truth
ualue. I do rrot quotc tlrc passagcs onllr because I coutinuc to use my
orvn n'ords. 'Adva,rrcc' l lrrd ' i ts', though, arc Frcge,s. ' l 'hey leave no
doubt that t l ic advarrt 'c is held to pror.ide a mental l ink Lrctn'cen such
nonmental t lr ings a,s, s&y, ' l  and the sense-that-P. Thus, t lrcl,con-
nection" cstlblisl iecl is at best subjective. Linfortunaterl ' , thorrfrr, the
very ideu, of t l i is advance is irremediably confused. Fregc l i irusolf rvas
not u'liolly at case. otheru,ise he r-ould not have rvarned (I,'(i5) against
mistaking the italicized formula for a definit ion. The formula. i-s never-
thelcss thc heart of his irremediably confu,"cd e'entual oritology of
judgmcnt. The blanh of the early contribut' ion has become a bltLr.I shail
removc the blur by stating the only clear idea of an "adr-ance" in this
context.

Suppose that three acts occur successively in my mind. The species
of the first is entertaining (rvithout eithcr believing or cli-sbellsr.ir*; i
the specics of the second is pcrceiving;that of the third, belin.ing. The
intcntion of all three is the same, P. The thought "iu" alr three is the
same, IPl. That is mcrely a schcma of course, b.t it rvil l  scn.e. One
starts by entertaining P; orie ends by judging thrt 1, (bclit,r. ing that
1'). Or is thcre any other *'ay of "adr.ancing', to',arcl a juclgment? In
the scherna,, the "advancc" is from an entertaining through a perceiving
to a lrclie' i.g; the thoughts and thc intentions of the three acts happen
to bc thc sarnc. f say happen partly because not all ,,ad'ances', are
that simplc; ptrtly because I *.ant to repeat that even if thcre rvere
such objcctivc thirrgs as the sense-that-P and T and even if these tn'o
things u'crc tlrc irrtcntions of the first and the third act, respectir.ely,
the "connectiorr" *' lr irrl i  the "adr.ance" establishcs betrvecn these trvo
objective thirigs rvrrrkl sti l l  be subjective. Nor, alas, is that alr. T is a
thing. Thus i t .o ' l t l  r r r t  in Fregc's*vor ld be the intent ion of  a judg-
ment. That alone shon's that the confusion is irremediable. .\*otice. too.
that unlcss a judgme't h's actually occurred, there is no actual but at
most a possiblc t tconnc(r t iorr ."

Since some of its things arc totally disjoineil from all others, Frege's
truncated, worlil is not contpletely struct.ured. If , howet:er, one Jollous him
in adding to the (nonmental) "connections" auailable in this world some

20 character ist ical ly,  they are also cnrcial  for  the problem, f rom rvl i ich the s.hole
essay is dcveloped, of  how, i f  'a 'and'Lr 'are both, ,names,, ,  'a:a,  and'a:b '
can di f fer  in "cogni t ive value."  See also belorv.

otherswhicharementalancl thereforenr l tauai ' lableatal l t l , r l /c .ssthcrcare
minds, then, after a f ashion at least' his truncatecJ workl becomes cotnpletel y

structu'ecl. (I say after u i" 'ft io" because of the blur') ' f l i is is thc diag-

nosisatrvhich' ' "hu'"a,r ived.I tsuf f icestoident i fytheideal ist ictcnd-
ency in I''rege's o"t"f"gy' gui it tuitt.le bettcr if rve postpone this job'

turn lirst to -qome .om""le"ts that rviil support and round out u'hat has

been said so {ar.

The early corttribution to the ontology of judgment,.although sound,

rvas yct fragmentary' Eventually the blank became a blur' Can one so

f i l l th isblankthat l ' "gt ' " to ' l t lo ' " rvholebecomescompletelystruc-
tured? Since he tclt. ui b"t very little about minds as such' the ques-

tio' is rather moot. yet the a'-qrver may, a'd I believe does, yield some

dialectical insight. )I1' ansu-cr has tu-o parts' 1' As rve just sarv' one

rvoulcl have to make truth vlilucs itrtt:trtiotrs and aclmit merely possible

. ,conttcct io l rs. , ,Bot l rcntct t t l l i t iot ts l r r t l l t i t is t r t rctural . ( . I -h is isbut

atiothcr rv:ry of s:rf irrg tl irLt t lrc t ' t l ttfttsiotr rtrrluirirrg thcrn is irremedi-

able.) 2. Renrcnrbcr ti""ir,.,,r,r."r of fri lsc.bclicl ' . Sin<,o the intcntions of

sorrre acts clo.ot .rr. i, tr,,, ,,r,.nrrct.t i.rr ' , lr(rt*ct'rr o,nq a't and its ir-rten-

ti.. c. '.ot l,c a .clatio'. In my rvorlt l thc rl i{ l irrrrlty is solvcd l ly making

it a subsistent (l l l '  i ircg" ftot no clif l icrulty' All possibltr-scriscs exist'

.I.hus one coulcl fill the biank by maki.g minds tiri'gs rvhich are "con-

nectecl" rvith tlieir intentions by rciations' Or' to say the same' thing in

Frege's style, one .".,1;;l; i" his rvorld things rvhich are minds and an

appropriate class of ;ilt functions' The modined Frege-rvorld u'hich

is the rcsult of this oJlltion and of the counterstructural cmendation is

indeed completely't i"ttttt '"a' Yet it has three peculiar features'

(a) Certain "connections" atnong objcctive things remain as subjec-

tive as before. if, l  f i i l"age that P thcn' irrespectively of t 'hether my

bclief is true or rorr",'tr-t"-l"licvi.g-function maps my mind and the

thing T on T. That makes it embarrassingly clear that the judgment as

such is completely disjoined from the t"ttt"' 
"""tl 

though one' may have

"adt'anced" to the fot"t" ' from entertaining the lattcr' 3' If acts are

relational, the,' t]'e,''.''tal errtity tlre early Frege called _P has no

place in the system' Thus a further emendation is requircd' \\re must

abandon a most valuable part of the early contribution'2l

'r All this is further evidence that senses are but hypostatized thoughts' But

there is here a striking"ii"r*ii."r connection with reiresent:itive realism in the

style of, say, Locke, "it*h;;;;n 
pointed ottt to me by E' B' Allaire' In those

ontologies a mind i. ' l ; ;;;;dito ir 'ut r-hollv mvthic^al 3ntitv 
callcd- a percept

b1, a relation ,thith ;;;;o"J* 
'ttt"tu'ally 

io one of the binary functions I

acldcd to Frege's .r".;;:-if" ;;ly difference is that while ell Frcgean intentions

&re nonnental,  percepts are meant to be mental enti t ies' The more str iking i t  is
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rn lrrege's sernantics all scrrtcnt,r,s and all definitc clcscriptiors are
names.'Peter is blond', 1' 'r i .sta'.c, is a rrame of r or. 1i, cleperil ing on
whether Petcr is or is rrrt blcl 'd. 'calpurnia,s husbarrcl, is another
name of Cacsar.2: ' l 'his is t lrc sccond structural rca_soll for hcllr l ing that
in Frcge's o't. lrg' lLll t lr i,gs are simplc. Si.ce it is scure't ical and
since, for a rcaso, t lr iLt, lr.s since been explai.ed, I cl icl 

' .t 
\\.art to

introducc l"r.g.'s s..lurti.s before having stated iris orrtol.g1., I dicl
not stltc t l i is s.<'.rrl l 'eusou rvlien stating the first. \ ol- I ari, 

'reacl1..

Speakirrg l ls l.t '  orrl ir iuri ly do, \\-e use ,name, vcr5, brclaclh,. Trr this
ccrtur'.y t, lrtr lr lr i losollhcrs l,ho rvcre most influenceci by l ircgc rrsr,t l the
rvot't i  vcry tt 'r, lrrritr l l l ly, Their use, rvhich is very lt&rl.ow, car.rics rrr,,fc or
lcss c lc lL. l .y t l r r .c.o 'notat ions.  (1) A name represents a s i r '1 l lc  th i r rg.
(2) A r.rnc t. l ls 

'.thing 
about the entity it represcrt-s.r3 (i l) hi a rvell-

<'orrstlrrctcd Begrifsschrift ( ideal ia'guage) a name clocs not o.cur
tirrk-'ss tl ie entity it purports to represcnt cxists. Hacl F'csc l i inself
alu'.ys arrcl clearly used 'namc' l ' i th all trresc connotrtio.s, i u,c,ulcl in
vicrv of (2) have made my poi't. I do not make so extlcrne ri claim con-
ccrning Frcge's use of the rvord. I merely claim that all thcse conDota-
tions are n)ore or less clea'ly implicit in trre n'ay he uscs it. ,Iust rcmem-
be' lrorv it puzzled him that 'a:b', *-hcre ,a' arcl ,b, are 

'[mc-\, 
(,an

con'cy any information.2a Nor is it just cha.ce that i '  thc post-
rfrcgcu' dcbate these connotati,.s lrccarne c\-cl ' nrorc r,lcar a'cI
expl i r r i t .

Irr rny *-o.ld, you rvil l  rcmember, 1'a'cl r-I,r beirg t^rc arc trvo facts,
rrot.rrr '. Irr lfrcge's *'orld tl ierc arc rlo facts. Litcr.all l ' ,  t l icrcforo, he
catirr. l, <' it lre' ugrec or disagree. Rut he comes as closc to di-"agreei'g as
lie.urr lr.y rrss.r't irrg (lt6-1) that the se'-se-that-p a.cl t l ie "qc.sc-that-p-is-tnrc ur'() olr( 't lr irrg, not trvo. we ouglrt to bc able to unilelstancl horv
he carrr< '  to i rsscrt  t , l rat .  Let  us see.

In his n.or.k l  1 l r< ' r .c is only one kint l  of  , , f&ct . , 'somethine ntaDs some_

that  in spi te of  l l r is  . l i f fcrcnr:e the t rvo s-or lds suf fer  f rom the same stmctura, l
u-cakr iess.  J,st  as t l r .  r r 'pr .s.rr t : r t ive real ist  cannot br ic lge the gap bcts.een the
srrbjcct ive percept ' t l  t l r .  . l r j . r . t ivc ent i ty of  . , . -h ich i t  is  t i re pcrcept.  so the , ,con-
ncct ion" betrveen a scl lse: l t t r l  r ih:r t  i t  is  the sense of  .emeins evc,r ln the mocl i f iecl
Fregean world srrbject ive.

-  
2 'According to Frcge, a <lcscr ipt . ion that fa i ls  r rames the ar i thmet ical  tSing

zero.  r t t  L leaning anr l  Necessi ty ( , ' l l r ' .p,  prone as als-ays to mistake a mathe-
mat ict l  construct ion for  a phi losophical  ic lea,  recent l l , -  revivecl  th is ipfc l ic i torrs
"st ipulat ion."

-23 
r ' lxccpt,  by i ts shape, abo.t  the ontorogical  k ind ( indiv id.al  or  character)  to

which i t  belongs. This,  though, is anothor detai l  we ma5, safc ly ignore.2a See fn.  20.

thing on something else. Rloncl mapping Pctcr on T is sut' l t & "l ' lot '"

t . l t l l i ta. ' / , . t loesrrotrc l l lystutea; i t ismerely i l ' l lcnI( 'of . l ' . I ,etus
expre-s-s this b-v sa,viug that 'P' correspotrtls to a' 'I'ho serrtcttcc crirl'o-

i l;di; 
tpt t,. lrrg t,ue is 'P: ?', with.' : '  represe.ting a. identity

functiotl,rs i.e., a binary function projecting trvo things cn T if artd

olr11,. if the,,t$'o""r" on". Tirc iclentity function projecting P arid -l

on 
.I is a ,,fact.,, call i t B. Are a ancl B trvo or one? I am plcpared tcr

argue that by the logic of "f&cts" thcy are two' If you disagree I shall

take 1'our ciisagreemeut to shou' how very cliffrcult it is to think and

talkaboutarvor ldrr ' i t l iout facts(not: , , facts ' , ! ) ,part icular lyrv l rerr .one
iscomnri t tedtoasclrcnrau.hosesentctrcesclorrotevcrrstate, , facts, '
but are nrcrel5' tlames of 'f or F' Irortunately lve nccd not argue' l-or I

also bcliel 'e t l iat l"regei-agrcecl rvit l i  you' l icld a and B to be one''I 'hus'

rvhether or rrot ]'or.r {rgrco u-ith rno tlut t}rey are trvo' \\'c can agree

t'at he ri.artecl t,.,,,rrJ,'t t l i t ' ir l tt ' irrg ttttc. NIttrc<.r'cr' i t is ob'io's that

I rccouldrrotpossi l l l l ' lLsst ' I ' t t l r lLt l ly l tsst . r ' t i I rgt l t lLt . l , ' l l r rd.P:1. , l ioth
.amc.I . .  I , .c.r r ,  th lLt  *- .u l t l  i r r r1 l l .1.  t l r t t  t l r .  t ,u 'o " l r r . ts"  l ry Yir t t rc of  rvhich

l ,eter is l l lo l ld l r t t t l  } [ lLr .v is t l t l l  lL lst l  l I f ( ' ( ) } l ( ' .  St l  l t t ' i issct . t ,s i l rstc ld that

the scnsc-tlurt--I ' , trrd tlttr st,rrst:-thlLt-1'-is-tl ' t l(] l l fo orlt ' '  ' l ' lrut lt l l ir ls to

trvo further obsct'r ' l t iorls'
First.If. '1' '  is f it l-sc, theu it is a name of 1| u'hilc 

(P-1r1' ttames'I '

I lence.1, ,at tdtp: | | ,dor iothavet l rcSalnesensc.Thatslrorr .sthatt l re
s1'rrrmctr ical t reatmerrtofTalrc lFismeresl iarn 'Nor isthatsrt rpr is-
ing, siuce T (but t loi n; cloes thc job rvhich in my u'orld is done by
^,,r?rrrptitic"tion 

a'd ex.mplificati'u prod*ccs e'titics *'hich arel not

merely in the rnode of possibility'

Seconcl. Considcr thc itrfinite scries

(P:T),  (P:7.) :7,  l (P:D:r l :T ' , '  ' ,

all of lvhose members are rveil-formed, compare it rvith the familiar

classical regress

I knon' P, I knorv that I knorv P'

I knorv that I know that I knorv P'' '  '  '

t trrt ic.c'that irr my sclrema the nrar,k for t lre subsistent true catrrlot be

itclrrtctl ri'ithor.rt adding corncrs

r l ,  isr  t ruc,  r  tp l  iq t ruel  is  t rue,  t  t  tPl  ie t ruel  is  t ruel  is  t ruc,  '  ;

25 L ,rJcg.rfsscl.rzlr ide.tity hokrs bet*.een nernes, rvhich makes evcn identity

.,tr,:.. i i t". fvcntu;l l i : 'F-"tg" i"ttoatt"es an objective identity function' Gross-

maru) argLtcs cortvt l tcrng)y that  th is change ot"ut ' "d at  thc approximate t ime of

l l re t l t r r ' , '  grel t  PSSitJ 's-
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and you will see that 'r also does the job of that mental character which
r call the species "in" an act of judgment. or are we to infer that only a
true judgment is o'tologically a judgment, only a truc belief a belicf?' These observatio's shorv the absurdity of hypostatizi.g true a'd
false into trvo objccti 'c things. The next paragraph is 

'ot 
strici ly

necessary i^ thc .. ' tcxt of this essay. yet it is short arit l i t at least
states the ans\l'crs to some questions that must har.c ariseri in the mind
of the readcr. So I shall indulge in the digre_ssion.

rr a schcm* that reflects a rvorld l ike mine no compound expression
is a name. A rrarno is a primitive symbol that represe'ts a simple thing.
No simple thi 'g has more than one name. sameness a'cl diversity
thctnselves are not represented but mereiy "sho' thcmscl'es,, by the
s&mcness and diversity of (types of) expressio's. (Thnt shorvs, once
more, that ideal languages are 

'ot 
really ra.guagcs. Also, it u'packs

part of the metaphor that thoy are pictures of their 
' 'orlcrs.) 

Two
things are identical and not one, or, as one says, the same, if a'd onry
if wlratever can be said about thc one also can salua t^eritate be said
about the other (Leibnizia. identity of indiscer.ible.s). Iclentity is
represented in the scherna (Leibniz-Russell definit ion of idcntity). It is,
hon'ever, a categorial feature of. thc truncaled *-orld that 

'o 
twosimples

are identical. T*'o awarenesses, it seems, can be trvo a'd }.et identical
(disccrnibil i ty of identicals). Alr this u'packs part of thc aphorism that
sumclless and identity are primary. Notirre, f iDally, that ir i lrrege,s case
I sp.ke of an iderrtity function, not of a sameress fu'ctio.. A sameness
fun.ti 'rr rrould be a monadic functio'mapping er-cry thi 'g on itserf.

suli jc.t i 'e idealists hold that only minds exist. Upon the common-
scnsi.ri l  usc of 'mental' and 'nonmental', 

' .,hich 
I shall not abandon,

somc tl i ings i lrc mertal, some are nonmental. That makes subjective
idcalisnr : ibsrrr<1. objcctive idealists hold that all nonmental things
are, in a vcr.y spcrrial se.se of the .rvord, ,,mental.,, The only rvay to
find out rvhat this vcry special se'se is, is to state commonsensically
those featurcs .r l l l legerl features of the nonmental 

' .hich 
are held to

make i t  "mental ." ' l 'hrrs ' r re can cl iscover t l ie c i ia lect ical  core of  objec-
tive idealism. Its p.op.rr.rts may or may not add that the nonmc'tal
(the truncated rvorld) is l i tcrally a xlind of which our o\\,, minds are
"moments." That is mcrt' ly spcc,ulation. so I merely ignore it. But I
reject any ontology, rvith or rvithout spccurative accretions, rvhose dia-
lectical core is absurd. r'\rc dialecticar core of objecttte ide:alism is the
proposition that minds conlribute (create) the structure of the nonmental.
That is absurd.

Frege's truncated u.orld is not "mental.,, Nor cloes he claim that it is.
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That nrakcs liirn a realistr. He is indeed one of the very fcrv realistsz

who-qe trturcatecl world is at least partly structured' That makes his

realisni stulclier than most others. For the inadequacy of reism creates a

very strotrg pull tolvarcl idealism. That rve salv rvhen rve discussed the

intcracr,,orr betrveen the three centers of the basic dialectic. on the

other hancl, according to the diagnosis at u'hich'we arrived some time

ago, part of the structure of his truncated rvorld is contributed by

,ni,ta. .I.n"t makes his ontology idealistic in tendency

lirege also hypo-statizecl mental things (thoughts) into nonmental

on". ("."rt."r). no"t that make his ontology materialistic in tendency?

A materialist either denies that there are mental things, which is

absurcl, or, tvhich is eclually absurd, he "identifies" them'ivith "ordi-

nary', nonmental things. Frcge's T ancl F and his Senses are, alas, most

"extraorclinary" nonmlntal t i i ings' That is rvhy they do not make him

a materialist. Ratht'r, thcy tcstify to the tenacity with rvhich he clung

to his realism2 uridcr clialcr,t ir,t ' l  prcssurcs to rvhich no one before him

had been as scnsitivc lrs l l t l  l 'as.

I I I

Dr. Egicli is excluisitely sensitive to thc pressures from the three

centers of th. basic dialectic. IIer strongest and clearcst commitment

is to the unity of thought. In her o\Yn \\.&y she insists on the inadequacy

of reism. She is 
",r"r" 

of the problem of adequation' This is hcr pro-

fundity. She sees no realistic: ivay of resolving the basic dialectic. That

is ivhy, under the pressure of her strongest commitment' she opts for

objecilve idealism. But she not only makes a choice, she also makes a

clai^. Str.tcturally, she claims, Frege is an objective idealist ' Not

surprisingly, the argument or reasons by which she supports her claim

dcpend oi those by rvhich she supports her choice' That is u'hy before

examining the former I shall examine the latter' The conclusion at

rvhich I shall arrir.e is that none of her arguments, either for the choice

or for the claim, is a good argument'26

Dr. Egidi believeq l'ith one qualification, that one must choose

betrveen Aristotelianism ancl objective idealism' The qualification con-

cerns those rvho see through the inadequacy of Aristotelianism, yet

persist in rejecting objecti l"e idealism' These, she believes' are-forced

io rvithdraw into thc desert of dead-end nominalism' Since she also

?6 Not ice once more the heavy emphasis on the dialect ic.  I  need not and do not

claim that her ontology is " fa ise" or that  her reading of  Frege is "mistaken'"

I  merely c la im that th l  reasons or arguments she gives for  them are not good

reasons. This is just  one of  the many lessons I  have learned from G' E'  Moore'
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seems to believc that I am among the dn-ellers in this desert, I shall
try to conviuce her that I am not by sho'w-ing first of all rvhat is or
ought to be obvious, namcly, t i,at dead-end nominalism is not a \ray
out of  the inrursse of  rc isrn.

Rcalistsr holcl thrt "in" l)eter's being blond there are trvo things,
Pcter and blond. l lcistic rcalisml fails because it cannot "connect" the
trvo. Dead-cnd non'rirrlr l ists find "in" this fact only oric thing, namely,
Petcr. I lencc, if t l icy could otherrvise solve the problem of universals,
i.e., if t l icy coukl assigtr an or.rtological ground to Peter's and trIary's
both bcirrg lrlond, thcv rvould not at this point have to face the prob-
lem rro rcist can solt'e. Yct they rvould be up again."t it at the yery next
stcp. What ttcol)nccts" the several facts of thcir rvorld? .Since they
arc all reists, any trvo facts (or should I say things?) remain disjoined.
'l'hat shorvs thrit the only rvay out of the irnpa-ssc of reism is not dead-
cnd nominalism but, rather, thc recognition of thc ontological status of
a class of subsisterrts sufficient not only to make realisml r ' iable but
also to account for a r,orld that is completely stmctured.

Aristotle's individuals are substancesl his character-q, attributes.2T
The former "create" or "produce" the latter, the latter "inhere" in the
former. The traditional lvords ('create', 'produce', ' inhere') suggest a
characteristic feature. Attributes "depend" on substances in a sense in
rvhich the lattcr do not "depend" on the folmer. ' l ' lrut spots a nomi-
nal ist ic tender icy.  On the other l tand,, \ r ' is tot le 's srrbst : rnces and
attl i l lutcs are both things. Arry onc u-ho rloes not rrsc the n'ord as nar-
rol ly as f  somet i r r - rcs do n- i l l  t l rc l t ' for t ' r ' r r l l  l r inr  u ' ' rcal istr . "  Nor is i t
f t i r  to c l r , l l  h inr  l i  lc ist .  t ' l r r l rcrcrrrc" or,  ( 'onvcrs(, Iy,  t (crcat ion" is a sort
of  t ie. ' l ' l re t r r r r r l r lc  is  t l r r r , l ,  r , loso'rurrr l t .s is rer.cals i t  to bc i r rcmediably
anthroporrror 'p l r i<, .  ' l ' l r is  is  l l rc I ' r r t : r l  { larv not just  of  Ar istotel ianism
but of  l i l l  sr t l rstrrrr t i r r l is t  o l r to logi t 's . :s

Dr. I igicli ir lcrrt if i t 's ;\r istotclirrnism (substantiali.sm) not only ri ' i th
realismr but ri lso rvit lr l t ' isnr. nlore fatally sti l l , since Aristotle is of
coursc a rea,l ist:: rrntI sirrcc slrc sccs in him the only alternative to either
objcctive idealisrn or t lrrr rrorninalist desert, she identif ies reali-smr and
realismz. Thus she fl l i ls to rl istinguish betrveen an)r t\yo of four things
as different from clrch othcr as Aristotelianism (substantialism),
realisml, realism2, and lcisrn. ' l ' l i is is her.frsl major mistal,e. It vit iates
all her arguments.

27 For our purposcs it is safc to ignore thc distinction between attributes and
accidents.

2s This sho* 's how the issue of  bare Dart ict t lars versus sub.stances t ies into the
basic dialect ic.

1l-rl
O\TOI,OGICAL ALTEITNATIVI iS

Aristotle, I ikc l iregc, rvas not only an ontologist but also a' logicilrn'

That mrtkcs it convenient to intrtcluce next some distinctiorrs I)r '

Egidi misscs i,, tftt 
"t"' 

oi logit' 
""t" 

though this second failure affccts

the argrtmcnts for ntt tf"iti more than those for her choice' First'

thougli, I must dclineate 
" 

ttt l 'o'"o of this are& on which rve completelv

Agr( ' ( ' .
Logic rvithout ontology is merely & calculus' A calculus acquires

philosophical import ;; tt its author claims that it is an ideal language

(Begt'i.fsschriJt), i'e', tftlt it' perspicuously reflects an adequate ontol-

og)'. I shall mark this distinction by consistently so using the two

$'orcls that 'calculus' stands for $'hat is merely a' calculust 
tlogic' for a

calculus to rvhich that claim has been attached' Ordinary grammar or

language, although *" t""""t but start from it' is not a reliable guide

tologic,otrr( Indogermarr ic) Ianguagcsareal lof thesubject-predicate
form. Aristotle'. logit ntore'or l" ' 's p"ttpit"rously reflects his ontology'

His calculus l, 
",t 

,"nggt 
'n"a 

o't'i'i'-pridicate calculus' i'e'' it hugs the

subject-preclicatc forln of orclinlrry grrmniltr so closcly that it reflects

(rather perspicrttousl;j t;t't"itt tq".t:i1',t1 inltlt:tlrtacics of his ontology'

The subject  of  ' I 'etei iuut t  Nt" 'y ' is ' l 'c ter ' ; thrLt  of  ' { [ ry is, lovcd by

Peter ' is l lary ' f t ' to ' - ' " ' t "ggetatct lsubjctr t -prccl icatccalculusthat isan
important difference' Y"t ilt"t" is an imporiant sensc of 'same' in rvhich

botrr senten.", ,"p."."r-rt the same fact.2e 'Loves NIary' in 'Peter loves

Nlary ' is  coustrued 
" t  

i t ' i t red' in 'This is red' '  That ref lects an inade-

quate ontologi.uf u-l'uv ot- 
'"tutlo"t' 

The transcription of 'All dogs

are mammals' into irt" calculus preserves the subject-predicate

form. 'I'hat rcflects an inadequate ontological assay of gencralitv'

And so on. (Ordinary language is not an exaggerated subject-predicate

calculus simply rl"ti'o* it i''"ot a calculus' That is rvhy on the one

hand it is flexible enough to represent e'erything rvhile, on the other,

therc is much rvhich it does not represent ner5.ni,clou:ll l'^^"
It is a great *".iiof O'' Egicii to hu""-ttt" all this very clcarly' more

clearly indeed tno" 
--tv 

irin'hose-ambience these insights are more

rvidely sprcad tf-t"tt i" nt^' As far as I knon" she is also right in insisting

that Frege was the fi"t t"ho sarv all this; and I share her admiration for

his momentot, *.rti",ltment' There' though' our agreement.,ends'

A ctlculus may be a mYderate nftject-preii'cate calcnltts' i'c'' it may be

of the subje.t-p,"altuil form l'ithout hugging this form so' closely that

any ontology it perspicuously reflects 
^lu*tt 

t"fftt from those specific

: t .Peter loves\Iary i fandonly i fN' Iary is lovedbyPeter ' isanalyt ic.Butn'e

neecl not at this poini commit ourselves as to whether the-thought-that-Peter-

loves-)Iary ,rta trt"-iftot'gtll-ttt"t-lf 
-y-isJoved-by-Peter 

are two things or one'
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inadecluacies rvith respect to rclatirlns, gencralit l-, anrl so on, u'hir. lr
mar Aristotic's. f am not surc that Dr. l igidi disagt'ee,s. But I am r.ery
sure, alas, that she belicvcs any such calculus to be inadequate in an
even more ladical scrr-sc. Acrrording to her, any ontolclgy perspicuously
reflectcd by a m.tl<'rlrte subjcct-predicate caiculus mu.st be reistic.
This is hcr secortd. nrojrr mistal;;. l 'our comments u-i l l  srrorv horv bad a
mistakc it is aurl rLt t lrc same timc prepare the ground for the third
major t ' r i l  i r isrn.

1. I 'r incipia lIu[hcmotica (I,n{) is a modcrate subject-pr.edicate cal-
culus. Yct it cl in lrc uscd and in fact has been usecl for thc correction of
those specil ic irradccluacies of the '\r istotelian ontologl-. 2. Notice the
conrlit ion of perspicuous reflection. To unpack tl i is labcl is & \-ery
major job. 

'\ lso, the'iatter is very teclinical. If onc u'dcrstancls it
completell., t l ic' he sccs that a calculus u'hich pcrspicuou-rly rcflects a
(non-reistic!) r 'orld l 'hose fundamental t ie is exemplif icatio' must be
a moder:rtc subjcct-prcdicate calculus and conversely. ' I ' l i is is not to
say that all philosophers u'ho propoundcd a pll-t1,pe logic real-
izcd that thc syncategormatic cntit ies exist. But, thcn, neither clid
they fully understand those very technical matters. (8. presently
' lve shall sce that in all calculational respects Fregc's logic is a rnoder-
ate subject-predicatc calculus. Its perspicuity is a dirlcrcnt rnarrer.
That 'rvc havc seen already.) 4. I belic'o, {irst, tluit thc logic of thc
truncatcd rvorld is of the PII-type. I l icl icyc, scc,orrd, t l iat the logic
of our tvorld as a rvholc, that is, ineludirrg 

'r i ' t ls, 
is rrot of this type.

Or, to say thc sarnc thing in a n'ay that suits our purpose, while
sut ' l r : l  calr , r r lus r ,an bc rrs<'<l  to rr ' l r lcscrr t  pcr.s l l icrrously al l  nonmerrtal
intcrr t iorrs,  i t  r rorr t l . i r rs l lo l l l ( ' lu ls lo l  so r t '1 l r t :ser i t ing ei ther thc sub-
sistcnt  I  crLl l  , r l1 ol  t l r .  s i r . l lkr  r .hrLr l . tcrs I  cal l  thoughts ( fp l ;  or  the
facts c l l l t ' t l  r l r , l ,s  l r r r l ,  in p:r l l , i r , r rLLr ' ,  i t rdgrncnts (G(p)) .  (This f i ts  n icely
u'ith thc mritclirr, l isl ir: ( lrcluivioristic,) tcndcncies of most "1,trr-philoso-
phers.  ")

Peter 's being blorrr l  ( l ' )  is  tnrc fact .  Your or his or niy judging thet
Petcr is blond (G(/')) is ;trrther fact.3. Dr. Egidi would not put it this ,
'way, yet she rvoulcl l is.r 'r ' . Slrc rlso holds that a calculus may perspicu-
ously represent one of t, lrr '  1,n'o facts, namell ' , P, u-ithout so representing

30 I f  thc f i rst  fact  is  reprt 'sc. ter l  l rv 'P ' ,  then the .second is in my x-or ld rcpre-
sented by 'a is bcl ieving l lnd o is [1, ] ' ,  t r -here rpl  is  a s imple character and a the
indiv idual  " in"  the act .  Thrrs,  thc f i rst  fact  is  not r . rpon this assay a const i tuent
of  the sccond, _the "connet ' t ion" Lretrveen the trvo being accounted for bv the
analyt ic i ty of  ' tP1MP'.  of  the th i rc l ,  formal fact  reprcsented by the lat ter  sen-
tence both P and I I ' l  are const i tuents.
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the otl icr, namciy, G(P). wiih this I agrce. This is indccd tlrr. '  vcry

p0irrt of rvhat I just said. A I ',N,f-typc calculus can be used to rt 'prtrscnt

pcr.spir,uously evcry nonmeDtal inteDtion but contains no nlcal)s lor so

rt'prcscrrting G(P) . There, though, our agrecnent ends'

i l .. t ' ;giai holcls that uo calculus cau perspicuously rcprcsent th. atrt

of judging. ,\ny logic for u-hich this claim is madc (as I make it for

,,, i i ,,,) ,.he calis,,formalistic." The idea is that no formalistic logic ca'

lrcrspicuou,sly represcnt an adequate ontology' This is her thi'rd major

rnistat;e. Some of ny reasons for judgirrg it to be a mistake may bc

mc|ely implicit in Sections ODc ancl Ttr.o. \Iost of thesc reasons, thougli,

arc quite explicit in\vhat has been said so far. Repetit ion is tedious orr

any occasiorr. complete explicitness is rrot practical on tl i is occasion.

So I shall ncxt shorv that thc intellectual motivc bchind the mistake is

structural idealism.
Dr. Egidi's orrtological assa,y of judgnrcrit is idcalistic. According to

such an o.r"y, thc niinci f i |st "p<lsits" tt ' l l i t t, lr,ftcr hllving positcd it, i t

juclges. To po.rit souictlr ing, iD this scrrso of thc lv<ll 'd, is to crcate or

p.o,tua" it; or, at lcast, to "c<lntri lntc" t9 tlrc t ' l lr()t luct" sorncthing

rvithout rvhich it would rrot bc l 'hat it is. ' l ' lrr it rtrl lktrs thc idcalistic

assal' of jldgmelt thc -stl'Lrgtrtt'al heurt 6f idt:lilisn. flius, if she ryill

permit *! to r"y so, l)r. Egidi shorvs evc. i' somc of hcr rnista,kes the

hair of those ri.ho can think structurally. llightly or lr,rongly, she gocs

to thc hcart of the matter.
To conucct this diagnosis rvith u-hat she a'ctually says, turn to

cl!.c 20:l-205. l lather than quotc, I shall exprcss hcr idcas in my

orvn rvords. without thc unitary act, she holds, thcre rvould not be

that manifolcl ri'hicli is such a striking featurc of its (nonmerital) inten-

tion. Logic (language) can only reprcsent thc manifold rvhich is,

rvholly or in part, thc procluct. It cannot rcpresent the producing. or,

to say the same thing differently, language (logic) can only reprcsent

$-hat rve ktro\\-. It cannot rcprcsent the "ideal conditions" \vhich make

it ,,possible,, for us to knon- rvhat rvc knorv.3t Tliat shoivs boyoncl doullt

that the intellectual motive beli inil Dr. Egidi's third major misttl ic is

the structural core of idealism.
That much for hcr choice. I nolv turn to hcr claim'

Her claim stancls or falls rvith her contention that Frcgc's ontology

of judgment is structurally idealistic, i.e., that implicit ly at least it

agrees with hers. Thc main er.idcnce she has .so far protluced for this

3r I  am of course aware of  t l ie I iant ian f lavor of  th is 'possiblc ' .  I ) r .  Egidi  would

not,  I  th i r rk,  repr.rdiate the stntctural  connect ion thtrs hinted at-
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conterrtion is what is said about judgment in the Begrif sschrift, particu-
larly in $2. Let me once niorc drarv a clcar l ine betrveen agreement and
disagreement. She givcs Frege credit for distinguishing betrveen FP
and -P, i.e., betrvccrr u juclgrnent arrd l 'hat I call thc thought "in" it.
If you rccall lr 'hat hls ircrcu said about that early contl ibution in Sec-
tion'f5.o, thel yol f i l l  sce that I agreed. 

-(he 
takc,q rvhat l ircge says

in $2 to be an a,sscrtion of the urrity of thought. I agrccd that he may
plausibly be croditcd rvith this fundamerrtal insight. ' f l tere, though,
our agreemcnt t-'ntis. tr'<-rr I also believe to have shorvtr three things
lghich are inr:ornpatible rvith her contention. I. ' irst. Tiic riatural read-
ing of $2 is rcalistic2. Second. This early contribution to thc ontology
of judgmcnt is fragmentary; it lear. 'es a blank. Third. Evcntually the
blank bccomcs a blur. Frege's idea of judgmcnt as &n "advance" ftom
a sensc to a truth value is irrcmediably blurred.

Dr. Egidi takes advantage of the blur by fi l l ing the blank u-ith her
orvn idealistic ontology of judgmcnt. In this she shorvs once more her
keen sense of structure. For the blur is indecd the seat of the idealistic
tendency of the system. If you s.ant to verify this diagnosis, turu to
NTLFF 19, lvhere she says perhaps most bluntly rvhat n'rore subtly slie
intimates again and again, namely, that a Fregean "Advallcc" is reall l '
a Fichtean "po.it."" It does not follorv, alas, that her claim is sound.
I, 'rcgc's T and F and his scnscs arc most "cxtlaordinary" thing-s indecd.
So arc his functions, even though tc-r a mathcmatician be nt abor.e all on
refuting psychoiogism tl iat may not have been as obvious as it rcallf is.
Yet all thcsc entit ies are clearly nonmental. For one, l,\ 'cge him.self, as
far as I kn<in, has nevcr claimed them to be eithcr mcntal or "mcnt&I."
For anotlrt:r', irlcspective of l'hat he himself may or rnal' not have
said or lrclicvcrl, thcy ri l l  are structurally nonmcntal. That is indeed
the argumcrrt of Scction'I 'rvo. So I shall ir ithout repeating m1'self con-
clude this exanriruit iou by attending to tn'o of Dr. I lgidi 's argumeuts
for her claim, both of rvhich l f ind rather disappointing.

Are functioris anrl orclinary thing.s, say, blond and Peter, "determi-
nate" entit ies "indt'ptrrrdcrrt" of the acts rvhicir posit t l iem? The trvo
rvords betrveen doublc rluotcs are hers, not mine. Yet there is no doubt
what the question nccrrs. Arc these entit ies objective or uonmental irt
my (and, if I am right, lfrcgc's) sense? Dr. Egidi consistently denies
that they are. Functions in particular she calls "ideal" entit ies in the

32 Ideal ist ic ideas are not easi ly expl icated by means of  a calculus;  not ,  a las,

because Dr.  Egidi  is  r ight  but,  rather,  because thel .  are so vague and elusive.

I f  I  were to t ry,  though, I  r -or-r ld say t l iat  according to Dr.  Egidi  the mind in

i ts advance "posi ts"  the ident i ty (F f ;  :7 ' .  I  merciy add that rvhi le 'F (P :T1'

is at  least  wel l - formed, ' (FP):? ' is  i l l - formed in t i re Fregean celcr t l r ts!
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,scnse tl iat t ltey tnlLlitt "cxpcrictlce" possible. Shc also tlalls t lrcln "ob-
jectiyt '." I lgt t lrun it tr.arrslt i lcs (OLLF 207) that all shc l)lci l l ls by that

is t l lrt thc t 'xpclit,rrlc t lrgy make 
('possiblc" is indepcndcrrt t lf i ts

Iinguist,ic r.cplt 'scrrtrlt ion in cxactly the same sense in rvhich a ccrt:ritr

fact t luLt ri ' lLs tt it ' t tt iotrcd earlier is independent of its being rcprcsclltcd

b1'c i t l icr ' l ' t ' tcL loves \ Iary 'or 'X' fary is loved by Peter ' '  This I  f ind

ci isrrplur i r r t ing.  ,  '  {

l 'rcq<,, l ikc his successor Russell and l ike Russell 's successors, rvritcs

f(-r) ', 'r(.u y)', and so on. The only difference is in the semantics' ltor

Iius-s1ll, t l ie substitution instances of f(r) ' represent facts or possible

frcts; It-rr Frege, they are names of either T or F. And so on' That

makcs it obvious tha| i.n all catculational respects Frege's logic is a

moclclate subject-predicate calculus. But it rvili help if bcfore turning

to thc second argumcnt I state tlie trvo qualifications rvhich al'e covered

by tl ie italicized phrase. (a) On the one hand, the assertion sign

(iF,) antl the horizontal stroke ('- ') do rrot f it into a modcrate sub-

ject-predicate calculus. on th.e otl icr hand, l, 'rcge hirnself makcs no

real calculational use of thcm. That is $,hy the latcr logicians wete

puzzled by them and everrtually dropped thcm, rvhich in turn fits rvell

ii-ith rvhat Dr. Egicli antl I agree upon, nanely, that Frcgc in $2 intro-

ducecl thc trvo signs in order to make by means of thcm a point in the

ontology of judgmerrt. (b) ,T, and 'F' do not f it into a moderate sub-

ject-predicate calculus. xfore precisely, if they a,re taken to reprcscnt

thirrgs,  then'P:T'and 'P:F'are in such a ca, lculus i l l - formed'  But

then, as far as I kno$., neither l'rege nor, n'ith the possible exception

of Alonzo Church, any of his follorvers har.c paid any attcntion to

these trro e\pressiolls. Rathcr, it l'as I, rvho, for a purpose of my ou'n,

insistcd that they are, or, at least, that they ouglit to be considered as

well-formccl. l ly purpose, or, rather' thc use to I 'hich I put them in

section T$.o, was to expose by means of them some of the perplcxit ies

of Frcge,s ontology as well as the lack of perspicuity with rvhich it is

reflected by his calculus.
Dr. Egidi makes much of the fact that in dealing $'ith the sentcntial

calculus the Frege of the BegrifsschriJt uses sentential variables, writ-

ir.rg,p'instead of, say f(r) '. This she takes to be hfs asscrtion of the

unity of thought, upon\vhich she foists her ontology of judgment' The

truth of the matter is that no mathematician of evetr tlte most moder-

ate .qkill rvho had either conceived or been told the idea of the sentential

calculus rvould in constructing it use any but sentential variables. sen-

teltial logic is the most fundamental part of logic. To have recognized

that is rvithout doubt one of Frege's major achievements. But it is

disappointing to see Dr. Egidi build so much of her argument on the
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trivial fact that he rvrites the sentential calculus in sentential notation.
Besidcs, if i t lucre the job of the single variable to exprcss the unity of
thought, may I ask hon' she rvould explain rvhat shc also asserts,
namely, that thc sarnc job is also done by the horizontal stroke?

The indictment f have dran n up against Dr. Egidi is scvere. Yet I
do not rvant to end on a note of disappointment. So I shall change sides,
from the prosccution to the defense, as it rvere, and concludc rvith some
remarks lr,hich rvill add pcrspective in a rvay that amounts to a plea of
attenuating cilcumstances.

The irasic dialcctic of the realism-idealism issue lurks in the things
thcmsclvcs. 'I'he trend torvard idealism began orrly about thrce hun-
drcd years ago, that is, roughly, at the time of the Caltcsian revolu-
tion. \Yhy did this trend start at just that t imc? The gist of what I
belicvc to be the right ansu'er can be stated very briefly.33 The Aris-
totelian-Thomistic account of perception, n hich l.as dorninant unti l
then, is realistic2 in structure. A single substantial form irrforms the
mind of the perceiver and the thing perceived. This account \yas sup-
ported by and is compatible u'ith thc idea that a mind can only knorv
what is "in" it. Thc revolution overthrerv the old account of percep-
tion. The idea continucd to be taken for granted. That suffices to
account for the rise of the trend.

The lure of idcalism continues undiminished. The structure of
Derveyan instrumcntalism is idcalistic.3{ 'Ihe same is true of the pres-
errt miscry, at Oxford and elservliere, rvhich goes by thc name of ordi-
nary-Lrnguagc philosophy. If the temptation of a philosophy so absurd
cclntinucs so strong for so long, it stands to reason that, for all i ts
absurdity tnd cvcn though at a proli ibit ir.e price, it accounts more
adcquatt:lv thorr its competitors for at least one striking feature of the
rvorld. Thc thing to rlo, therefore, is to idcntify this feature and try
to do justice to it in u, rcalisticr ontology. Then and only then wil l the
temptation ccasc.

The role of minrl,s in the world is unique. This is the feature. The
idealists' r.vay of safcgrurrding it is to insist, with or ri-ithout some
attenuation, that mirrds "create" their intentions, rvhich is absurd.
X[y way of safeguarding it is different.

Consider (1) 'P and Q', (2) 'not-(not-P or not-Q)', (3) 'P and Q if
and only if not-(not-I 'or not-Q)'. Call the facts represented by (1) and
(2) F1 and F2, respectivcly. Are F1 and F2 trvo or one (the,ss.mg)7 There
is an important meaning of 'samc' upon rvhich they are the same. 'l'his

33 l 'or  a more detai led statcment see essay XII  of  th is book.
3{ See N{ay Brodbeck, "La filosofia di John Dewey," Riuista d.i Filosofi,a, 50,

1959, 391-422.

ONTOLOGICAL ALTERNATIVES I57

meaning I explicate by the analyticity of (3). sincc the subsistents

exist, there is also a strictcr meaning of 'same', such that trvo farlts arc

tl ie same if and only if the same simples are in the same way conttct,tcd

by the same subsistents. With this meaning of 'same', Fr and l|2 rlre

trvo aud not one. The subsistents and thc truths u.hich dcpertd only on

them are "the l.orld's form." The ontological ground of F1 and Il2

being trvo and not one thus l ies not in the rvorld's things but'w'holly in

its form. Yet there are in my \vorld two things, namcly, the-thought-

that-P-and-Q and the-thought-that-not-(not-P-or-not-Q) u'hich are

trvo and not one for the sole reason that if the rvorld's form is taken into

account the facts they represent are tx'o and not one. Therc is thus a

kind of things, namely, thouglits, tvhich are unique in that thcy and

they alone among the lvorld's things reflect its form.35 This, I submit, is

an adequatc rcalisticz accortttt of the featurc.
I shall of coursc ttot cottvitt<'c I)r. I ')gidi. ' I 'o expect that rvould l le

mcreiy presumptuous. IJrrt I do trotrrish tt ntol 'o nrotlest hope. I may

convince her tluit t l tcrtr lrrc relrl i-sts:r q'lro irr t lrcir tt ' tt"y try to rcsolve the

dialectical tcnsiotrs to rvhirrh shc so kccnly rcspontls. If this hope is
justif ied, thcn I am confidcnt she tvil l  cvcntually f ind her way of

rcjecting idcalism.

35 This is also the deepest stntctural  reason for so expl icat ing 'analyt ic '  that
r tp l  11pt becomes anal l ' t ic  or ,  synonymously,  that  i t  becomes a t ruth in the

rvor ld 's form. There arc also qui tc a few logical  (calculat ional)  reasons for th is

step. Phi losophical ly,  though, such reasons t lo not carry convict ion unless thcy

.qupport  and are sr . rpported by a structural  reason that l ies rather deep.


