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1/ There ie a clear enough distinetion of subject
and predicate in Gremmar(I mean the ordinary,traditional
Grammar yneither the ﬁ@pﬁmﬁgxammar.@fHWitﬁg@ﬁﬁt@iﬁ,m@r the fm
investigations concerning the deep grammatical structures of
& school of linguistics,conceived as a gpecial Secience),

In a sense,you cannot even be sald to understand an vttered
or written sentence(of a language)if you canmot see whak
the gremmatical subject of this sentence is.And this ig 80
I think, even 1f 1t 18 not so @aﬁy~%$mf@mmmla$@&im general
terms ywhat o grammatical sublect or predicate ls.(You can do
something very well,even if you camot formulate in genewal
terws what are you doing so well)JBuw t,I suppose,we can give
a rough characterisation o grammabical subject/predicals

on the following liness : -

In & declarative sentence that hags only
one substantive or substantival expression, this substamtive
or esubstantival expression is the. subjeet of the sentencs .

What remains 1f we drop -the subjeet Trom +the sentence 18 the
(grammatical )prodicate of # o sentenoe,

In a declarative senbence which has more than
one subsbantives op %mh@tam%ival.@x@waggi@mﬁ;%QQQ@sw@@twa
Compound sentence(that is,mneithew consisting of one maln elause
and one or more subordinate ones,nor consisting of two or mowe
mhin clauses conneected through non=gubordinating econjuctionss
Connectives like 'and*),we may say that the substantive in the
nominative or the substantival expression corvesponding grammae
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tically to a substantive in the nominative ls the subject.
(Lf it has vo such substantival expression or substantive,
the sentence must be a simple dependent (subordinate)
clause,and then its subJect can be found through certain
| grammatical (syntactical)laws.If it has more than one,all
“ of them are(grammaticel )subjects).We can themw,accordingly,
separate the predicalbes. S

0f course gxammawi&mﬁ h&v@ to distingnish,
within this notion. of predicate(which is not so Lryitfull
for their science)verb,predicate proper,object ete. of
the sentence ,and so to develop a theoxry of senbences based
on a theory of the(gramatical)parts of speech.

2/ 1 have mentieoned the above,in order
o make plain thatall this and every similar enberprise
is of complete indifference to philesophy(save pex aeai&em%ﬁ
For obviously enough in philosophy(and primarily in M-
taphysice )we are much interested in the guestion whether
the grammatical subjectsfpredlcates of given sentences
correspond to the logical subJects/predicates of the
statements made by the use of themgand,ultimately and
most importantly,whether they corvespond to the real form
of the actual,objective,facts(of the World)stated or
expresscd oy e otherwise presented by them.

3/ Thereforc,a phylosophically relevant
distinetion of kindg of expressions used in proposibtions
of various types,is o be based ojn a study of the Llo=
gical forms of shtatements and the wxeal forms of objectie
ve Tachs.het us Include the firet study in a disecipline
called *'Theory of Statements?,and the second one in Mew
taphysicse
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But now it might be raised the questlon
whether priority belongs o the investigation of the
logleal foym of the statements or of the real form of
facte.Roughly ,whethe r,in this respect,the Theoxy of
Statements pressupposes Meba hysies or vice versa. And
we can plausibly enough make the dis stinction bebween
gerious Lingulstie Ehilwﬁaphy and a part of the Tradition
aceording to the answer given bo this questlon of PLLow= .
ritY e | : ,
(Iughail not discussbthe problem heres
But I feel that 'Grammar® or 'Logical Grammar' or
*Informsl Togic' are just ways of naming the difficulty
of providing a metaphysically independent (or rathers an
independent of mebtaphysics)base for the Theoxy of Sbaw
tementa: there seem o Iurk behind thé scenes,the thought
gell , i€ Crammar does not help ug in the Theory of Stae
tements ,Togical Granmer does in faet help us.And if
Forpal Teogic is of no kedw special use ;Informal Togic
ig®.But I gugp@@t(m@p&&ting an iﬁ@a;@xyroaﬁﬁﬁ previously
in the essay om Modal Concepts)that Togical Grammar is.
justvhat is neceded in ovder 40 base the Theory of Staw.
tements on Mebaphysics,only tyemslated into a new idiom,
a new technical language.ind this is not bad in 1tselte
But at least misleading,I think,in its significeance,if
it is naively taken as the rgreatest revolution in phie
losophy? (or gperhaps ,as Kant denied %u Desecartes the righf
to bettherturning point in the ﬁiﬁt&ry of philosophy in
order to suggest that he himself is to be awarded this
prize,so some conbemporary philosophy may make claims
o revolutionary uniqueness)s). .

I say é@gmﬁ%maally here %haﬁ,Iﬁhim&,m@«
taphysics has the priority(as fizst philogophy)eind,I |
guess that Strawson also ab least implies such an abbi~
tude,by abtempbing to base the two initially supposedly,
discerned asymmetries on the m*@%ﬁ% of section IVew
o section which I take to bhe a m@%aﬁhyﬁiﬁal investigation
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of some of the differences bebtween(independentB)partiw
enlars and general hearacters(in spite of the fact that it
begine with isolabing a.class of propogitions or that it
speaks yemsequently sof presentabiongthis,Tthinkis not
essential.Por the class of propositions and the presentas
tlon are such thab s _particular and a general character
are the items presented as assigned in the propositions
of this elass).




; 4/ It is clear,I think,agrecing,
with Strewson,that the asyimebry of subjects and predi-
cates regarding negabion as formmlated by Anscombe and |
Geach cannot be baken ag. basic(nay,l add,nor can be ta-
ken as it itself clearyas I shall aggue)ags of itself
expounding or maklng clear "the nabure of the distinction
between subject and predicate,so. that there ig simply
room for the guesbion why the theeis is brue®s (p.97)s

5/ . . For let us bake,Pfiretly,inscombe’s
Pormulation. She ,prina facie,aims gt distinmguishing two
types of 11%@&1&%1@»éxy%@%%iﬁﬂgfﬂqaiﬁéwa@amt from thelr
being used in the formation of sentences,The distinetimn
ig "that negation,attached to.a predicategyields a new
predicate,bul when atbtached to a name it does not yield
any nane®, (p.96)*E |

+ We ignove her passing from ‘names'’ andtexpressions for

predicatest to 'nemes’ &ﬁﬁ‘fpﬁ@ﬁiﬁaﬁﬂﬁfyb,. ,

++ Presumably she would then go on bo explain ‘subject of
a simple declarative senbence' as the name in 1it,and
‘predicate) as the predicate.
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What does tattachment of negation to a
linguisbic expression' mean?in Aaﬁ;fi:aehmm%. of the word
bnot V9But then it B is clearly a matter of how actual
languages am@%mwﬁwm@ﬁhﬁﬁg'ﬁuiﬁ@wifﬁ§1@V&ﬁ%\%&’ghiiﬁﬁ@@hya
Tor surely I can conceive a language in wihich a word
corresponding @3&@@13?%&‘%%@ Emgiiﬁh.inﬁ%*,iﬁ additio=,
nally used to form names by being abbached to obher na-
mes,In this language is there no disbinction of names
from predicetes?(Suppose this langnage diffews.from
Engligh in only this respect.Call it'Engnisht)e. .
| But it may be objected,it is surely entis
rely accidental i at tnob!,is used in this additional
Waye *Pert might be ggfugaﬁ.WQllgyaﬁyit,mighﬁ.ﬁm%,we SUPPO
seyit is nol, 'Not* is used in this ways , B
o Wil the objector sbtick to the *accldental!
above yand further say that,in this case,'nob! is used
in two diffevent waye,in two diffevent senses,I can retort
elthers T e
a/ Wo,for I can conceive of Bngnlsh as
having quite precise laws for the foxmation of new names
(thzough this device. of adding 'nob*)oub of obheysmm-
and such laws bhat have the same point(ox almost the
game point)as the usual negation in English.For,say,in
Emgmishﬁ*m@tmﬁam?{am.'&nﬁﬁna%*)i%~aa&1eﬁ“%hﬁ.%@aam& male
ehild of a fambly naving only two sons,the first of who-
go is called ?Eam‘@gs‘&hat,'mmﬁw%ﬁmipmﬁamgﬁmw%_Tmm,%hﬁ
other boyjalmost as *is mobt red' meanssis not wedyit has
another colouzs” '

+ Of course the abj&m%mﬁ{m&ygim@@@ﬁ’h@,mn&%;iﬁﬁigt'%haﬁ abill
there 16 en enormous difference in the two cases.And ofcorrie
there 1sil only want to say that he cammot point o the
difference while remaining in the linguistic elrcle in
which he has enclosed himself.For sooner or later we shall
ﬁgaeh 4 point where an snswer like (b) would be at hand
for mes
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QPre e . . . ..
b/ Bllright,quite true,it is used in two
different senses.But what entitles you to say this¥ion
began by nobing a. feature of some actual langnages.You.
mad e this a principle of division(uhich is supposed bo
be philosophiecally im@m‘fﬁa@f@,}amngfé:x}:rmmimﬁdﬁ objected
theb ,in order for the distinction to be philosophicaly
it mustnot be based on just a feature of some(or even
of all)actual langusges.ind I procceeded Lo concelve a
language not characterised by this Feature.l askedsdoes
now the distincbion collapses in that lenguage?lon answer
"No's;foxr you object tha even in this concelvable language
the seld feabuve ebill applies in a senge--snd this 1s
s0 becamse,there, ‘nottis usel in two completely different
senges,and further because it is enbtirely acchbdental
that ite is so used.Iquite agreejbub,l ask,what justlifies
_you in claiming this?ire not you really.relying on the |
distinetion between names/subjects end predicabes expli~
cated by,and based on,another sort of cenpideration than
the use of 'mot',in order to claim thatb,in this conceis-
vable lenguage,moeb® is used in two entirely different
ways,ond so the sense in which,in it,a name is negated
amd gives a new name is differenmt frxom the(proper)sense
in which a predicate is negated and gives & predicabe?
Tt i thevefore,I think, clear thab abt any
event ‘*abbtachnent of negabion® st mesn sowshiing
more than simple sddition.of *not' Ho.an expresslon.
It must heve to do somehow with the Punchion,the vole
of expressions,here of 'nott.But then,the funchtion,the
role of expressions lue to be taken into account gwhen
dividing them in @ philosophically welevent and lmporbant
wey.And the role of he expressions of languages,ab
least in whah presently concerns us,is bo be combined
o form sentences presenting Lfacte « (Toz egamplessentence s
stating statements qabout facts--of facts)eSo gome rofe-
rence to facts and thelr form must necessarlily be made
~in a philosophical division even of words.
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6/ I presume that with Geach's account
too,the alm is %a.ﬁi&%iﬁgmi&h g@xﬁﬁ@mf‘ex@xaﬁﬁigmﬁ§tha®,
for axampla,a@@a@dimg‘%éuhim,t@xﬁgxarﬁijuﬁﬁ a kind of
expressions (perhaps simple non-syncatogorenatic expressiong)
and propositions a kind of sentences (say ;main ,declaratie
ve sentences in the indicative wood). |

- (Pexhaps we have also to add an addic
tional element of neutrality in respect of ackual langu~
ages==L mean in the case of terms and propositions as,
distinet Trom expressions,words,phrazes and sentonces.,

Al this introduces,I think,much mere complication.But
I shall nob purcue +$his wvoute now)s

Andagain here the seme sort of
problen presents iteeld as in ﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁh&fﬁ casesWhat does
"oy negating a ym@ﬁi@aﬁafm@am?ﬂﬂt.@ar@iy ﬁimply fedding
the word "n0t "8, For,if so,uheve mist 1t be addedPBefore
ox after the predicate expression,or somewhewe in 1%,
1f the expression is complex? For obvicusly he cannob
say that 1t does not matter whewe *mott is addeds Frouw
"Poter ig in IOndont we can have %ﬁ@iﬁ@gaﬁiv@ of this
proposition amly'hyfaﬁﬁmmg“!maﬁﬁ‘guﬁ%laﬂ%@ﬁ the fireh
word of the p@@@im&ﬁ@%@xpwaggiam{ﬁ@kimg tim in Tondont
as @K@ﬁi@&ﬁ@}mwmwﬁﬁxﬁaﬁ~i&u'ﬂéﬁaﬁfwaik$fiif twalks! is
the predicate,ve bave to do some drastic changes on it
before obtaining the negative of the initial propogition,
(nd cerbainly even a complete desewiption of all the ,
Varatlons in grammetical temxms will nobde for philosophy)e

It is then cleax,I fhink,(even withouk
Introdueing considerations relating to conceivable Langue
ages)that ve are not moving(if philosophically moving ab
all)sin a strictly linguistic level,The vole of tnob!
ie to be taken Into. account,the voles of cxpressions,
hence yulbimafely the ebructure of the welévant Pfacths
of the World,
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T/ I shall not linger further on
%his point ,which is,I think,clear enough. ..

(Much mowe,indeed con be sald for this
point,that is,for the thesis that in so far as one is rest¥|—
cted to solely and purvely lingulstic considerations
one cannot foxmnlate & ghilogephieally relevant and,
important distinction bebween %ﬁhj@&ff#}& predicates
- One has to bring in the uee of expressioms in the facts
stating,or xﬁ%heﬁ ﬁaaéxally,im the fact-presenting functiop
of lamguay@mmwam&,%hgmﬁféwa,uié&maialy,%a base the
dletinetion on some wmebaphysical considerations concerning
the structure of x?aarbr.%&,,ﬁslw kinds of subsistinglenisting
entities etce)s

I only add, %hat,m ﬁumally,i fmllhg&r%adly
agree with vhet Strawson throuvgh a different woube and
Pressure brings into focus ab the end of section 1I of
hie essaye. ‘
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. 8/ I shall now drawattention to
what, %hink,@anﬁ@iﬁmt@gfa‘maﬁawuamd,e@ﬁﬁmal point ,though
even Strawgon does not pay,it seems %o me,due consideraw
tion to 1it,7e speak very roughly,I would like +o argue
that the essay feils(provided of eourse that what I think
of as fallures jare vreally Pailures)in Just the places
where,and in so far as,the point has bearing on the
argument ,

9/ ~The point I have in mindyie the
tendency of some contemporary gﬁiﬁ@&@?&@ms,%ﬁ divide,
philo&q@hiaally,ﬁ,gam@@maﬁ.imﬂa,%w@,@amﬁg or factors,
to neglect everything elge,and to work under the pressue
pposition that thie ie the fondemental end imporbent
division,

16/ . .1 would like %@bmhﬁllﬁmgﬁ this
presupposition from & more classical and braditional
an Arigtotelian point of view.But on the present gaeésian
I eannot but be conbent with making just a few comments
drawing from ny as yet highly unaccomplished and proe-
visional work on the subject,
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II/ . In essay II,p&r% G,I have
worked ,extremely sketchily,towards & distinction of
different types of linguistic expressionsyon the base
of what,I think,is involved in every deberminabion,
So,given that in a certain(objective)
determination(conceived as a whole (é))~w@ have ‘the
determined thing(b),the ﬂ@%@mmim@m%(a) the determination
(as a tie)gua é@im%mﬁwa%%hﬂ(d) and the determination
qua effected through the determining(of the determined)
by the determinant(e)esssw. =
. then,in a propositlicon presenbing thig
fact,we can distinguish the presentingly used sentence (ad),
the referringly used expression of the. proposition(h* ) o bhe
dehermimam%iy used expression(ct),the copulatively(or
assertively )in a strlet sense used. EPPOSS ¢@a(6*) and
the predicatively used @X@r@ﬁ%@@ﬁ(e')u

(Fox examplesif ta is P' is used
to present the fact that & is Pythen *a® is the referringly
used expression,'RP' is the delerminantly used expression,
Yis' is the copulabively used onejand *is P' is the
predicatively used oxpression). i

(I omunit some complicabions here)g.

(And,if we wanb,we can conbinue by
saying thabs o : B
a referring expressionf{considered in itself)
is an expression whilch slways ox wostly ov primardily
iz used referringly in acts of @m@%@mﬁi@g,
ette)w
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12/ . ‘therefore,l think,we can and
muet distingulsh move than twe important factors in a
proposition. (The problem,at this level,is just a question
of digtinetion in thought.We do nob enbark,as yebj,on the
question of which is more fundamental than which, or to
the question of their separabte subsisbence ebee )o

I3/ . But nowylf we take seriously
thie multiple division,ity seems bto me that 11t does nob
remain o problem even to begin withew=gt Lleast without
important modifications of formulatlon.

For bake 'a lg P'.and its coutradictory
'a ig not P'.Here we have a proposibtion snd its negablives
(e must not forget that this ie the primary use of'ne=
sabiontspropogitions ave positive ox negative).dow if we
are asked the question(which is not guite cleayr ox does
not have a quite clear point):"And to what part of the
propogition ie the tnﬂ%laﬁﬁaeh@a,wiﬁh.W@mt part of it
goes the m@gatism?“;W@mhava»%@tt@m‘%@.ﬁﬁﬁwwmtﬁh@ negabion
is taken with the whole proposition(the ‘'not' is abbtached
to the whole sam%@m@@)im.@wﬂexvt@;giv&laf@@ﬁulﬁimg.pxaﬁ,
position which is the contradicbory of the first(ps,mp)o
If the other insists obgeseed with the tpart®,the second
after the beet answer iz to say that 'nett ie attached
to 'igt(the copulabively used expression of the propogi-
tlon )ewwandonly the third snswer would be that negation
goeg with *is @*(Wi%hp%ﬁé predicabe,if you want).And
even this can be ceneeded only in cese that the derivati-
76 ysecondary sense in which ‘'nob? atbaches to the predi-
cate is aknowledgeds it is so atbtached becauge it atbaches
in _gome sense(perhaps even hexe we differ from the prl-
wary sensel)bo 'lote-the copula.

14/ We shall see that the above
points recur agein and again in one way oxr another,and with
serious repercussions,in the subseguent development
of Strawson's cssays



I5/ . Strawson in section IV of hig

essay ,discern two new. awymm&%fiam.ﬁhﬁﬁ@ agynuatries
"require Tor thelr descripiion a more exbended tornie
nology than that of formal logic alone"{pi0I).Indeed,
the asymmetries wequiwre the terminclogy of Hebaphysios
| (pmr%menlﬁra,g@ﬁﬁral«ahmxa@ﬁ@xa;e%ﬁ»}wmmﬁhﬂugﬁ,p@@ﬂaps,
Informal loglic is meant by Strawson in view of the ita-
licisation of ’fﬁﬁmai’ But I prefer to speak of Metaphys
Blesyat least because *informal loglet seeme to be jush
& fashionable novelby. /

6/ he new asymmebries are also
dogeribed as ‘underining®(pe.l0I)eind indeed they, ave
“‘f@leimg at leash because they are Lundamentale hrawson
thinks that they are also underlying because f;mze;y' are,.
or at any yabe lmply,*harmonising J@aw@ﬁ&‘ fox the inle-
tlallycongldered asymiebries.dnd I alse Hhink uﬂﬁm this
is,grosso modo,correch,though I would 11&@ b0 mod iy
both the formulation of the firsh couple of aﬁvmm@”wm%a
{talkdng into account what I have writhen in € above),
and gconsequently ythe texplanationtof those asynnetrios
in berms of the Pundamental ones.
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17/ - The new asynmetries are clearly
metaphysical ones in that they are formlated as asy-
mebries between particulars and general charachers of
particulars, T T SRR
When. a particular is characterised by a
general chavacber we can say that the particnlar and the
general characher are _agsigned to each other.

18/ . . . Slrawson's ‘assignment correspoids
to my"ﬂe%@wmimaﬁiam*wamﬂwﬁhﬁ»kim@;&fuaﬁgigmm@mﬁ"imvalved
in characherisations. of particulars by genewxal characters
corresponds to my *proper predlcablon.The correspondence,
nevertheless,is not coincidence.Fors '

1/ the terms which I have choson,
Ineorporate essentlally divection of fit(aes Strawson pubs
1t).ihile Strawson explicitly saye that he has chosen
'&@ﬁigﬁmﬁﬂ%’“b@@&mﬁe:&Eymma%ri@g of direction of L%
do not here concern ug¥,

; , (I suppose that asymucbries of
[divection of it would be. asymmetries like the one 4 Lov

\example ,that the individual partleular exemplifics or.
ﬁmﬁ%amﬁia%ﬁﬁ the g@mﬁxalwahaﬁaat&wvamﬁmm&%;viﬁ@ Versn,
%@m that the general character is {a%j@eﬁively}pm@ﬂi@a%@d
of the parbticular and nob vice versa)s |

A1/ I presume that Strawson would
inelude in the gtudied kind of assigomente facks of the
forms

D]

ais (a) U
{say: ‘'Poter ig (8) mant) .
whereas,l think thab ﬁh@y~@mmgtiﬁu$@‘a,ﬂiﬁf&w@mﬁ kind
offacts.That is,I am inclined to elain that man is not
@ general chavacter,bul something different, a $zccond)
substance,

- (Clearly I have in mind Arichotles
The correppondences aves
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) 5) ‘ . . . . . “ v N
P Yo wwee proper predication

é%«a c=wwe predication of the Torms

e 4 ;o
vt ok ‘24}»4 ZV(MA(\\@: Y
(in the category of subsbance) o 15 (2)U5.

But I have o emphasize thal wy way of
taking Avistotlets déchtrine in regpect of the position of

£\ ~deterninations ;runs counter to ‘the almost unaminous
Interpretation by the Greek commenbators.).

Anyway ‘the differences are not,I think
such ag bo destroy the iﬁ@@ﬁmwiﬁa ion of Streaveonts
f*ﬂﬁ@p@ﬁﬁ@ﬂ%)iuﬁiviémal particulare and genersl charachers
with my concrebe %Qlﬂmﬁ and abstract things oy detormie
nents corrvespondingly,

19/  Shraweonts %wo Fundamental
agymetries correspend closely to points(VII)and (VL)

ol my essay L.Indeed ny polnks e emyprina Locle, o cover

a subclass of the oases covered by Styawson's asymmebriess
and this seems bo be due 6 my formulation of the polnts

in terms of something coryvesponding to the hileravchy of
gpecies and pencra of concrebe thilngssthe determinatow
determinable trelationt, .
, i/ In ree p@&% of th@ Tiret asyunetry.
(Corresponding %o point(VII)) I have remarked that ‘s is
Prand ‘s is Q' are incosistent in case thal Peness and
m@wwgmw(MMMmﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ%<ﬁz&@ﬁﬁ%lﬁMhmm%&a
Incompatibility ranges of determinante are nob Limited
to cases £ incompatibility of debexminants of the same
kﬁmﬁ{i&@g b@iﬁmﬁimg to the seme proximabe deberminable
dete yminant ) Foxr bake, For exampleg's is (a) Fathor' and
‘a is female'.Clearly the determinations ave inconsistent,



and yet not do fathership and femeleness not belong to
the same kind(to the same detexminable),but,indeecd  they
belong to diffeyent eaﬁa goriessthe one 1s a velation,the e.
other a gqualiby.

ii/ Thesanme Eﬂm&ﬁkﬁ~apply to the
second asymmebry and my point (VI).Strawson speaks of
necessary and sufficient conditiong(ultimately of entailw
wentyinvolvement Jand is thereby able to cover cases like
‘a is (a) father®' and ‘a is male'.l speak on the other
hand of the determinabtesdeterminable *relabtion' within
determinents and,it seoms,I camnot take account of, or
accommodate,such a case,

20/ .. It is,I think,clear that .
Strawson's formilation covers what ought to be covered,
But I Bhink that one can accommodate all such cases
within the framework of the deberminste~determinable
‘relation' among determinants,along,perhaps,the follewing
lines, (nd further,I am ineclined %o hold,that this accommo-
dation exhibits the fundamental (onbological,if you
want ) ‘yeagon' of the corvectness of Strawson's Formie
lation),

- The. pxtxim&%@ ﬁ@ﬁ@rmim&hle of f&%h@ﬁ»
?ﬁl@ 18 paventhood.Wow paventhood has two. proximate
determinate deberminantssfathership and motherhood.And
the differentise of theee sre msuleness and femaleness
correspondingly,. (In thie case we have words for the,
differentiaesin the case,say,of colours,we have nob..
The difference is in respect. af’l&mguag@,amﬁ hag notb,
Becessarily,a bearing in respect of the World, and of
any kind of reality,save linguistictrealiby?),

Therefore the incompatibllity between

'a is (a) father® and'e is female',even if not the incompa~-
tibility of possessing both of two determinants of the .
same kind(=with the proximate determinsgble),is,neverthes
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lessybased on ityor rathew,it ie based ongand presupposes,
the determinable=determinate 'zelation!,just as the
incpmpatibility between'a is (a)nentandts is irrationgl®
ig based on,and presupposes,the genus-speciss-differentis
schemes - : e
, Am&,mmﬁaﬁms mm%am&i% hh@ same holds

for imvm1V@mem%(@mtailmﬁmk),%%aﬁ ig,in respect of ﬁ%m&ws&m%&
second fundamental asymmetry.

217 But n@w,haﬁaf@ proceeeding
furbh@r,la% ug netice the f@llawxag digtinetion,It is,
ag I think,a very important distinetion,which,neverthe=-
less,is not explicitly used by Shrawsone ..
What ave imaem@&%ﬁbl&,imm&mwiﬁ%@m%,
(involved)or entailed are shatements or facts.That isy
at the level on which we axe working,it dia the_possessions
of general characters by particulars(or the determinations
of concrebe things by abstract things)that are incompas
tible or membews of the enbtallment=‘twelationt'.In the
Same way,necessary/sufficient conditions are necessary/
sufficient conditions of possesgions of general charachers
by particulare(i.e. of facts of a coerbain kind),and ave,
themselves such possessions(facts of that. geneval kind)d
Buk the general charachters in themselves(conceived apart
from their actusl characherisation of particulars)ave
B0t incogpatible jor members in an entallment-frelation!
====gave homomymously,or,at any rate,dependdukly( Nrsh -

W s ngﬁw o @mimgﬁ;éﬁﬁitiaﬁ in themselves(que things,
@nﬁiﬁi@ﬁ)gaiﬁh@f @@f&%@ﬁ@ or ahgtxaat,awwAﬁt @ntail

'''''

+ Qm,altexmaﬁively,w@ @aﬁ Spéak of stabements in place
of facts, -




T

least not in the sense in which @ﬁ&%@mﬁm%s or Taets

do got

| 22/ . Bub of couvse,on the other
hand,there is something inbrinsic in the things in theme
selves,which makes cerbain determinations op cerbain
'combinations 'of tk@m,inmémyatiblé'@%i@$nﬁ@@t@&.with
the entailment-‘relationt,And this something is,I submit,
as far as sbetract thiks ave concerned,that they ave
structured through %h@ ﬁ@t@mmimatéaﬁ@%@xmimahlﬁ trelaw
tlont,

, 23/ . Boywe cem translste Strawsonss
formulations ,in terue of that fundamental,as I think, -
‘relationt,ae followings -

+ Of course there are obher ways in which we can indeed
speak(and even,perhaps,properly do s £ ineompatibility
of concrete things(l have nmyself spol of ;;f;mgssif#él@(em@xet@)
%%im§$ ime@mpm%iblﬁ”iﬁ‘@xisﬁane@aaéinﬁa\%ay“$XX),®r~afk; “
entallment among abstract things(for example we may stie
pulate that if there sre entailments(in the proper sense )
of the form *x ig P2 f»xwiﬁ“@*Cﬁ@l@img“mnaﬁﬁamﬁ$mﬁly

of what value x takes ),then we shall say that P-ness
entaile Qeness).But ou 1 ways and senses are clesvly .
either entively unconnected with our present issue(as in
%b@ f§rm@r case ) ,or derivative and secondary{like the

ater) o ﬁ




i/ Beacts, ﬂ%ﬁ@wmima%immﬁ @ 1 B and
'a is Q' ave 1m&cmpa$iﬁ1@' )

| :;@iﬁh@x,?»naaa and. Qam@sﬁ are a@%@mmiu
nents of the same kind(shaving the same proximate debermis
nable determinent,or even & common determinable proxie
mate or notand belng on the same level ob the seale of
determinateness descending fyom that determinable) or
one wﬁ'them*éﬁ differentia constitubiva(. SIE T T U
- o)’ of a ﬁ@t@rm;nant of the seme kind with the
fﬁ?éc%”&' .
0«%; E?“ 4

ii/ ﬁa@ﬁ,é@%@rmimati@n"aris Bt @mﬁailﬁ
‘a is Q's , ' )
‘ either Qﬁﬂ@&ﬁ is a. detammimabl& of, P@ﬁ@@@
_omw Q-ness is a ai fPerentis. constitutiva of Peness or
@f a determinable of Peness,

+ mh@ use of *ﬁlﬁf@w@mfim* in r&&ga@t**ﬁ,ﬁ&@ determinate /
determinable distinction is,0f cow di fferent from th
use of it in respect of the genus/species distinection.
The difference misht be worked out.ln the mesntime I wely

on an snalogoys concepbion of the former according to
the labbew.
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247 Af%@r the ab@v& pf@limimmmy‘7 ;
alammfi@aiiaﬁ@ we &am appr@aah now gection V of ﬁﬁ@ﬁW&@m'ﬁ

esBay. L .
W@sﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁ@%ﬁ-?%#@@ﬁiﬁﬁﬁmﬁ in-which facks
of the dlscussed kind éﬁ@'@%@%émﬁaﬁ.?&§§ﬁ£iﬁiﬁmggﬁﬁat4i@,
in vhich a particular and a g@ﬂ%ﬁ&l.@vffaaﬁ%r are pre=
sented as assigned.We can,cortainly,say that the expression
in suech a pm@yaai%i@m,wﬁiﬁh has the function of specifying
the assigned particular is the (loglesl)subject of The |
proposition. (Not necessarily coinciding with the granmas
tical subject).

And Sﬁrmw%en continuess® ...th@ @Xﬁ?@%&i@n
Whmeh..ﬂbaﬁ the function of specifying the assigned gee
neral cgaracter is the predicate™(p.I04).Now this can.

be taken,I think in the light of the previous remarks,
in two wayss

, i/ it may Firstly be taken ab ibte face

value.Consider the proposition 'a is B).The expression
havxﬁg mainly the Ffunction of Myﬁclﬁyimg ﬁh& assigned

- genexal chavacter %ﬁ«amaG;en@ralwa&a ”“%%f(%ﬁab iz congli=

dered in itself)is alﬁaxly the %K?ﬁ%mﬁmﬁn “Prand not the

expression 'is Pvifor the later maiﬁly functions in gpe=

ceifying the assigned general character if you like,yet

1t qua assigned.That is,it rabher specifies the charas

cterisation by a spe¢ified genexal ehaxaét@x of an une=

specified parbticulaz.




 WOTe

i1/ @ﬁ&‘ﬁ@cam&ly'iﬁ can be conceived

in a way that 'is BY is the @f@ﬁi@aﬁa,thaﬂ is ymeaning
by tpredicate? that @xpr@%@iam whose funchion is. to spee
cify the assigped g@mex&l char acter aﬁjagﬁiwm@&,im its
characteristic »ole of aharaﬁt&wi&img,ma to. gpeaks

 (The disbincbion corvesponds o that
between debermineaubly a&& pre&i&&%i?@lyfugaa expressions
in my essay IL).

{6 . excessive worry. ig,I ﬁhimk Jusﬁi« ,
Lmad,im m&sp@ea of propositions ,within the class &%m&i@d,
of the forus :
& ﬁ&1 _ . o _ ,
Eﬁr,ag &xi@%aﬁl& w@m&mx@@swa can pParie
phrase tb@m,f@r;sﬁij" 1 *T{ggﬁiealkymﬂpaﬁeﬁ,aﬁ.
ads S
in which the sbstract %himg Lmvﬁlv@é can be @x@g@%g@&
by the infinitive ¥ho 5*),1 o I
(Wotdes also that,of course yin speaking.
in %hﬁ way that I @@@&k about abetract things ox deterni-
nanbe,I do not mesn o be cémmﬁﬁaa in respect of Yhelr .
distinet and Lﬂa@@emé@mﬁ existence ox ﬁﬁb%m@%@ﬁm@¢Whm%
I am saying amounts to thissTmist analya@(aﬂa dletinguish)
in thought determination as a whols inbo sych and such
elements and @mm@&nwnL$~w«amd that ie all)s

a5/ . 14 geems o h@ +the case thab
Stravson,by nob using the above ﬁl&%lﬁ@%&@ﬁjamﬁ ﬁhﬁ‘
anslysie presupposed by 1%, is prevented from exb sracting
allthe &@nﬁ@g&ﬁmﬁﬁﬁ that,I think, are implicitly contale
ned even in his way of formulating @f@@eﬂiﬁiomﬁ of the
studied kind. '

Por inms
(1) ass(i g)
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I think that *1' corvesponds th my ‘'at,tg! bo 'Peness?
(for g ig a general character),and ‘ass? has +he funchion
of the copula.So that the an&iv sls presupposed in both
formalabions (I) snds

{2) ais P
ie ,K Q@Bi@va,@ﬁ@ and the same.

26/ . (Digression.The above account

ie nob @amn@@@@awwiﬁhwWh%%HGeaﬁhl&uilﬁlﬁh@ﬂ*%wo&ﬁexm
theory of predicatlion? ory,a fortiory,bo what he ealls
the "two-neme theory of predication'.(The. Tormewyat least,
he aporibes in an a@%m&&&%mn gly superficial waygsbo Aristoe
. tlew==though to Avistotle afber his £411(3),as he puts
it)eFor Peness mamﬂw(if at all,and in.a completely diffee
rent way than *Tldo' names @1@@}%& abatract thing,and not
the comerete things that happen to be determined by it
@f‘vhleh it is predicated). xnamﬁﬁmﬁaﬂly sthis shows that

ﬁh@@ry'lm 1m&1ﬂg on. ﬂm@ﬁham &ﬁ&lyﬁi% @f %@@ V1) ey o V@@%

ﬁmﬂ mj:z,v@'lg and & ﬁ@fbm‘mimm @13’-m@f§'mmﬁ oleament )
1 not necessarily commitied to a two-name theory of
predication(as this latber is rather caricatured by
Geach)e e

BT/ .. W8 come now fo Shravson's
treatment of the m&g&ﬁz@mﬁ of II and ﬁgw : ‘
Qmm%iﬁa¢iﬂw Plrstly the . vroblem on the
level of the w@mlﬁ,weﬁm@ﬁg theab bhing%(ﬁax exgmple one
concrete and one abﬁﬁwac%mmmim,ﬁhﬁﬁeﬁm@fmf facts of the
~ forms a is P)ave @itm&r'agaign@ﬁ”bm not. assimed (either
' ome predicated of the other ,or not so p?@@l&&%@d)«

Thigs may be mi&l@aé@m;nﬁgpm% by seying
that they are either positively or negatively apslgnede
(Misleadingly: becase it seems now that a negabive
agslgnment is just g kind of assignment,whereas it clearly
is a non-assignment.-==But anywsy one is permitted to
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choose the E’cmmla'bmn *fsh.a‘b he 'fshiz:sz% ’&:mem't suits him
in the conveyance ofhis ideas and *&h@u@l‘bﬁa, which,of
course,is all that matters).. ,

: %zimilmly Jmoving on . *ish@ 1@%1 of 1&1&@1&«-
ge,things can be presented(by us) as being assigned ox
ag not being assigned.Or,adopting the migleading idion
(for whose adoption I can see,indeed,no reasons),they
can be presented as being posibively ox ﬂég*&?@iﬁ vely assigned
Yo each other, ,

In S*kz*mm@m"& fwmmzv
- 8@8s(d g), S |
1t is,bhe ecopulative element which ig. %@gamd*,(wfmah
bears the funchion of presenting izh@;ujkwnimmk ‘a8 not
asglgned to each other)in oxder to have the negabive of
the initial e propositions ' .

(Move. from Jaes(l g;)* '#:t %(ﬁ, g)t)e

Ihe predicative element {{; Pt) can be
said bo be negabed a:ml‘v beeamse,and in so Lar,the COpUse
lative element i negalted.The dete mmm%*lv funetbloning
expression(the predicate in the fireb of the senses
disecerned sbove in % M}m left unbouched by ‘%;h@ c:apem'biam
of negatione

.28/ But.the nexb step is,I think,
at least. confounding many disbtinet things.Strewson in
effect(p.I05) makes the transition fmm:

ase (i £)
tos o

&%«‘{igg’*‘)*
And this is quesbionables

29/  (Pervhaps behind the seenes, .
there is this mmmuﬁ *afgam@mtatium' snegatbive assign-
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ments are a kind of sselgnment(ex hypothesi having allo=
wed thie way of spesking) bub the only assignments ave
freally? p@ﬁi@iv%fﬁﬁwﬁﬁll$ﬁ}'aﬁ%iﬁﬁ&ﬁmﬁ%{%kﬁ healthy
view from which the previous way of speaking is an 1lle-
gitinate depariure)s(snd now couwbining curlously these
two,really incompatible . councepbions,we conclude)therefore
negative assigoments mist be (in the final analysis)

a kind of positive aspignments(l)=-~-an assignment of i

o nobege P | |
If there ie even a. shadow of this in the
back of our mindsgwe have,perhiaps,a striking example

of how,inappropriate ways of talking whichyneverbheless,
ave deemed harmless enough to be used in malking(perhaps.
adding tcolour®)some pointssave proved to be very danges
rous indeed,if not resbtricted firmly to what they aves
ldiomatic usage,bo be always governed by . our lntuitions
=wwour ulbimate safegnard ageinsh @%ii@%@@kﬁ@%l PO ) e

30/ . Now the sbep in % 28 can be
taken in various different ways,in some of which may be
validg and in scme nobe el e \

So41% 1t is teken on the level of the
World,in the level of belng,it is certainly,l concelve,
Taulty.There are no negative thingpwe~cither concrete
or abstract.d negabive entity. in general is a non-cubiby,
a nonw~ens. (It may be possible,of conrse,but this is
another matter).Ilf wedness is a guality, nob=redness
ig nothing---neither g quality,nor a negabive gquality,
nor anything at alleBven if theve is some,however. falnt,
propriety in talking sbout nom-determinations (non-facts)
as if they were megabive determinations(uegative fachs),
there is,I think,absclubely nothing to incline ome to
posit negative things. '



R

(Lt may be abjﬁatﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬁg“ﬁﬂ‘ygm say 807,

Is unhelpfulness any less a 'thing' thau helpfulness?®s
' ' i &@@miﬁ; At is one thing bto hold thalb
LAf helpiulness is an @mﬁiﬁy,mn&@ﬁﬁ an abstract thing,
“then not-helpfulness is not an (abstract)thing not any
kind of entbibysit &ﬁA&mﬁﬁﬂﬁx.ﬁhxmgﬂﬁm,mmwaﬁﬁiga%@
concerning the onbtologlieal shabus, of helpfulness(or rathew
of what we mean by *helpfulness!)sw-lo. consldexyfor cxauple,
whehhﬁi'ig is a simple absbract thing,or a complex one,

oz a compound pse oudo=(abstract Jthlug(see ceotion. F of the
present essay yee-and also concerning the. status of une
helpfulness(as we use the term)e--to ingulve,ancng obher.
things swhether unhelpfulness is slmply the nepation of
hﬁ1p$@1m@mﬁ ox ‘the privabion of it,and,if the labergwhether
andl how that fact Yexplainst and jushifles our feelings
ﬁhﬁ% something posifive 1s ineluded somehow even in ouy

tnegabive concepbsts S - ~
Wiy point heve is the eleuenbary and,l

concelveyobvious oneybo the effech that one connot Hro=
perly sp@aﬁ.imA%@@mh of ‘negated é%iﬁgﬁ' or 'Ynegations

of things®,even in the case of abstract thinges=-save,

1f at all,in a secondary semse based on the more funﬁm&
mental conception of negating the prescnge of an abstract
thing in concrete iﬂiﬂ@%.ﬁmﬁ even this i no propor way

of speaking because of the 311@@%@§M&%&\miﬁimgﬁﬁnv@mvﬁd

in 1t,0f two complebely different ythough closely conneeted,
gbratas on the level of the World,an abstract thing is
*pmamﬁmﬁ'{mm tghaent ! from a given.conerebe thing(the

iret one characterises the secondyor it does not chavas

et&mm@@ it )sand on the level of thought and language,

that presence is elther affirmgd oy doniled.)
.31/ . (One can elaborabe,of course,

ween this ot aimhtfa%mayﬁ,m&%uyaﬁ and Pundanental intultion
~wenoh By way of adding to ibe perspiouity or certalnby,
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, e ‘ h
but of comveching it wm@ﬂ.ﬁ%ﬁ@mgimmﬁi%iﬁmﬁﬁﬁhmmgh poraps
less foondamental thean 1t.(This lg in nany cases

e

Vexry wm@&aimm»vwm@viﬁg,mm 1% doesgsome shunbling stones).

Se 4t may be sald that in a corbaln compo=
sition,its oxistence and unity(it lg something,end it 1s
onc gomething)depends on the foxictence snd unity of its
elemente aud on . thelw being connected in a way =o as to

congstitute 1t.Now dn the case dhat 1t falls to %@ {and *o

be one something)bheough a failure of the elements to be

connected in tho v way thet would congtitube it(and this is
the lmporbtent type of failuwe),bhe composite *thing?
(entity,Lten) corbainly e not einpliciter,and one connot

2

with propriety chrigten it tmogative compositlon' in the
hopegno o speak, of Infusing it with sonmetdegrestol rege

Litysquite brueythe sald composgite @ﬂbg%v does not exieb,
it ie not simpliciter,and it wight be thought ﬁhﬂ# nobhlng
hm%eagmxmxymwﬁbﬂli Anvolved heresbub still 1t does

not oxist because there iz some obhew %@mpl@x Or. Bone
other compleves,luvelving 1te wouldebe elements,which
exclude th@ cxistonce of the former onegithe elewments do

not sbend tu thetrelation! that would comsbitube it ,because
thoy do ﬂa&ﬂﬁ Lu another relation op iu other welabions

to obher elemenhs.Therefore,in this sense,ils non-@ristence
dmgolves a_pogitive eloment,lefh,of couvse,indeternminate ad
and vnepecifiod,but clearly implied even iu 4 escribing
the present cage ag failure of the exishine elements o
Porn the composition which would yield the complex In

quostionsfor if »eally exiebing the elomenbts camob fall

asbond into other relebions ,%@ enter duto othor comble

JuE
} ";‘4 l:;w (.},L};xw

— g e
The point iz perhaps even cleaver it

tronpposed Lo the case iwmberesti ng. useBuppose that a ig
not PoThis may be so either because thewe are no things

o or P=ness{in the aeppropriabte se %@ﬁ) or beoanss Pen
does nobt debermine ae(0F cours e,adopbing Strawsonts ans
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gig concerning the existentisl presuppositions of predi-
ecative sbatements,and adding an appropriabte corrvesponding
presupposition on the determinant part of the debermina-
tion,you have not évemkﬁckgtat@,ﬁha albernativesthere 14
not really a Fivet part of it.).Now in the second case,
which interests ue and is important,a is nob P Just be=
canse 1t is,say,Q and Peness .and Qeness ave so comneched
as to make 's is ﬁ* and ‘a is. Q* ﬁﬂﬁ@m@aﬁi%}@,ﬁo that there
is, dorment (o to ﬂ@@&k)lﬂ 'a.is not Ptybhe clouse Ybub. it
18eeetyand/or 'because 1t issesteIn thie sence the non-
determination poluts in ﬁm,amagéiffiaﬁ way to proper
(positive so called)determinations involving the same
elements as the noneexishing a%ﬁg{ﬁﬁ least,inovolving the #
same concrebe elementjend aﬁyway,?h@¢@ is the poseibility
of Lhe abstrach Lﬂxﬁg*ﬁ entering into actual determinge
siong even 1F it does not actually enter to any of them
'"”*pfevi@@ﬁ,ﬂf”&ﬁmx%%,?ﬁat it subs ists,in some somse’ *Ye
Having the above in m&mﬁ,ﬁm mx&m%ly thig. sense,adnltbedly
a very n@ﬁmijaruﬁeﬂ;@,we can perhaps speak with some prow
priety of the gﬁ&rﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁﬂiﬂ&%iﬁm-aﬁ a nogative deborminabione

+ Iwa& i@lwﬂfﬂ thvm@ 1@0&& very wegawvaély,mﬁg hminw aquite
sure in respeet of thelw w&mayal“vallai%y or even fruite
falnessas they *“r;eimﬁ%u wihat I intend o do in subsew
jmwmb @;@@ymsi‘ am‘aﬁ inva vhigation mf mm m@wmwé mm ﬁh@
Yhelng? nen

and exlgtonce
a8 1&%@1@ &M‘ma”ﬁibla“

e T Qaivﬁ&4y to ﬁuﬁ
nbstobence of abzbract
things and sog.ab This s bag@ &ﬁ lm ok Elj nean bv'a subgie

stent abstract %ﬁiﬂg’ one thabt can enter inbo actual determi-

nations and so exisgh Mn the Vorld as &yé@xm&a&&% um%aﬁmimimg
. X 5 . % gpm oy S B Sy
@&nef@t@ &hlmgw (&ﬁ e axaat@? char o +then)s &
t open, for the m;ﬁ:ﬁlﬁé‘f s G8 an i tant m@%%}xyﬁ%ﬁ cal ,@m'hl@m
wuether subeletling 48 %w%&b things av m@*éw@ﬁ¢gl@ exenplified

i in the World, that is whether ¥ re way ve abstract things
which are not exempllfied~in~tho-Wo 1 and yob & wbgwm% IL
theye oould nob be dﬂ@hx%ﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁ(ﬁmg : @V@m(if ﬁb@V are
not),then the complication due bmdlhﬁ iﬂéyﬁd@aalau ol tposale

{ia the )&J dropped yand

Trning % And

%i? tvees tin the gbove parentiesd
similoxly it ie dwopped from %1
Lﬂ the cape..." velows
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(.1 have adjucbed the above idea of & pos.
gitive hint in m@gaﬁi@@ judgenents from Rylets ‘*Negation',
Though I do not.agreecompletely with his analysis of noga-
tive statemente. - TR |
Begides,and more generallygsone can roecognls
se in the above thoughte another aspect of vhabt I have trie
ed wepeatodly to formlate in an adeguate and cleay way
(not very successfally,+ill now,indeed),namely the ides
of a cerbain ﬁ@m@lﬁ%@m@%%,fri?%méﬁﬁiw&ﬁﬁ'ﬁailm@ﬁﬁ,ﬁﬂ roall-

by,0r ab any vobe,ofexistence (existent weallbty),).

How,clearly nothing coupavable can be
discerned 1n the case of non=thinge.
Boy 4 8 conerete thing does nob exlsh,
ite nonevistonee 1s ahooloh @ﬁpa“fim%img +o no other concyete
things involving the Fformer or its clements(in the same
senge ag above),and whose existence ig imcompatible
wlth 1its existence, S
And in the case of a non-gubgistentabstract
» 1bs non-subsistence is absolube,pointing to no
her subsicting ebsbract things,lovolving it or its possis
Lity,or ite elements, or their voseibility(in the same
sonse of telementt,ete,as sbove),and whose subsilstence
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now note that 1t can be taken albternatively as nade on the

22/ Retuening

BER]

.

level of lempuagesdnd here we con dlgh sh variong poesl e

bilitica(somehow coveegponding to the subslevels of the

Tingnistic Llevel)s o :
i/ If it conslste in or involves the cla~
im that, from a ?mwalngxammﬁtiaalfpaimﬁ of view, thevre
are negakive words or bewns in mosh (or &ll) aectual lan-
grages, then it is clearly coxvect. Wor survely therve ave
such berns.For example,'unfinishedtor Yharmiess® are such
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words in Eﬂfli$hnﬁ&t %k@m,ihig ig an uhviﬁm fact ynotb
sbanding in need of &app@rt of any. kimﬂ,l@a%% of all in
need af’metaphggi&al,gmgﬁiﬁi@atioﬁyﬁ@@mﬁ 4t is not of auny
philosophical r@l@vamé@,%&ve per accldens.

11/ Lf it conclebs in or involves the claimg
that theve are nesative. @2@&1@&%&?@ terms,in the senge of.
tpredicative bexms? in which they ave exprossions functios
ninglat least mainly)in many propositions to specify the
general, chearacter presented in them as assigned to a. parbi-
culax,and be specify the general chaxscter iluo itgelf,e--and
1f the 'megabivet of theg a&iv& prodicative Lermst i baken

]

with "whe general chavaechor® of the ghove. uf&limauaﬁﬂ of &

tnyedicabive texnt so as bo ygle 3@,,¢¢¢$$ wgpeclily thos neges
tive geneoral chawactewr presentedses® ython,the mm@g i
Laulty ybecavse the claim is. wx&ng,ﬁﬁ%gﬁimyly,ﬁﬁ@m@ ave no
negative general characters,no negabive abstrach{or Lo hitik
natter concrebeyboo)ihings.in this case the oclain indeed
shands in need of mebaphysical. 3@%&35&@@@3&%(&& hag phie |
logophical ﬁ@&@vﬁnwgb,ﬁuﬁ_w@%mpﬁyw&@& does noh suppordt Lde

: 131/ 3£ on the obhor hand,ebill working wi
with the above @Qmﬁ&@$~6y ’yﬁ&&i@a%@*(ﬁ@ﬁ&@{i) in & DAY,

we bake ‘'negablve @E@&i@a&ive term' to wean ‘exproc igd.on
Tunctioning in gf@gﬂﬁlﬁ&ﬂﬂ glof the mﬁuiwd ind ) mostly end

o

5-3

privarily in specifying the general charscter presented in
these as being uegabtively a&ﬁmgn&ﬁ(@x peblers presented as notb

being assimed) o parbticulars ~Aﬁdktmi“ th 3 do in propositions
whose grammatblical Torm is that of alfipmsetive proposlt tiongT

then the claim is a true onej,and comnected W%EQ (i) above,

e mistyof QU&ﬁw@,&Lbﬁthh$wﬂ ﬁtwwam & %@w$¢wa%mwn aifirma=
tive/megative ae applied o ;”Qﬂ@ﬂi;;*”¢ roly grammablid
cel reasong{cons iﬁcxwd Jthat i, Tyom bthe b ﬂi vm&w of

(& zﬁﬁaﬁa}tldmm&r) and a ﬁ@m@ag&au&[- ’&&mbiwh on the Q%h@r
hand applied *o ooiblons : ” :

’ﬂtive @m*ﬂwm?@ﬁ?1vn {¥@a%$ tf £h

o
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| iv/1f now we use ‘predicabe? in sense (ii)
( &24) we cem cerbainly say that theve are negabive predicabes
imA?hﬁ sense of expresslons funebioning in propositions of
the sald kind to specify the general chavacter which is
presented in them as not assigned to particularse--and the
general charachew gﬁﬁmm*{; assigned, |

v/ buk, gagaingnot Ain the sense of expressions
funchioning in specifying the negabive genecxal character,bhatb
in the propositions in which they figuxe,is presentel as
assisned to parblculavs,que assigned.

Thus the validity of the step depends on the

Tovel at wihteh it 1lg takengand on the clealm fto which,by making
Lhewe are coumnibtlbeds -

(Besides,we are here supplied with anobher

s : Bupy

cxample of whab I mean by insislbing on basing a philosephlcal
Theory of Languase on Mebaphysicose)e

.33/ Before leaving this topic, I would
like bo, observe eo passant That thewve ave ablll bwo othexr pre=
f;;‘:.x};svg;m;@,s;f,;;"3“0'%‘1':3 , under which alone the sbep in 28 has an even
Initial plausibility o be counsidered as genervally valid.

-y

And Fhere axes S : S - ,
i/ Shrawson's theoxy of the existential pre-

suppoaltlons of predicatlive statenents {affivmative as well

negabive), on the part of the subjects For cleawly 1fs

| {L).a s nob ¥
adok 1 is Lrue in case thal Theve ig no %ng;g a{a Avistotle
wouwld have 1% )then we cannot jn general move Trom (I) bos
{(2) & is nob=P | |
whichyon thab m;mmio,mmm be twue unless there is a thing
a (which is nob B)e
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ii/ A clainm complenentary th the above mush
be made in respeeh of the predicate-side of proposition (1),
relating to ﬁyp@&?@&ﬁﬁi@%imm%qﬂhﬂﬁuiﬁgiﬁrmm%ﬁ be held thab
(1) cem be btrue only if it could be falee;l mean that (L)
cannot jon that account,be considered true(or for thab mabter
folee)if P-nese is not the sort,the type of determinant that
can charachterise things like a.So0 that,we have to tresat
vhhis shone 1s not clever! as neither tiue(again against,I
$hink, Arisbotle) nox,of course,false,but in some sense sense-
less,ite lack of senge being due to vielation of type regbrietie
ong (or being due %o a cabtegory misbtake).And we have to impose
and accept this westriction,because 1f,on The contrary,we
accept the truth of shaetments like (1) even in cases where
Pipess cannot(in the relevant , approprlate sense Ybe predicated.
of agthen we cannot imfg@m@xﬁl.mﬁv@_fggm,(l) 0 (8)ewm= provie
ded we agree(in what,I think,is highly plemsible to hold ] that
(2) (implying,as I bake that it does,that anothey character
of the same kind as P-ness characterises a)is not true in
case that Peness cannot determine things like ae

(I intend to develop and elaborabte fhrther

these points in subsequent essays)e

5 ggggv.Iﬁ.mig&%\b@,ﬁ&@ughﬁ that a confusion
Jurks in the above discussion,in that we have o distingulsh
asserbing "it is not the case that a is P® from not asserbing
that & is Pe Bub I do not think that this distineblongcorrect
thoughp it undoubtedly is,affeets in any important way uy
discuselonefor,firetly,the distinction has no important cone
sequence for the ontological level,with whose problems T am
mainly concerned smd where both even the notion of asserting
is irrelevant and theve is no third way between being The
case that ais P and not being the case.And,secondly,not being
interested with gnosiological problems for thelr own pake ¢
T was ma%uraliykaaﬁa@ﬂm@ﬁ,in.%b@;ab@VQ.ﬁi@ﬁm@ﬁien,only with,
such gnosiological distinctlons as they reflect really ontoe
logical ones,examining the distinction between asserting thab
s ig P and asserting that it is not the case that a is Pybub

cBEEHETT g e SR LB YR RPROTE IS thet 15 1o mob Hhe
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.34/ I now turn to pwmhl&mﬁ'r@gaxdimg*
‘compoundabllity tednd firstly,to begin with,as to section III
of Strawson's paper,I shall only say thab it does not seem
to me that "Asymmetry regarding magaﬁm&n(m&ga%mhxlmﬁy) carries
with it as a consequence a. cerfain asymmetry regarding compos
%i%i@m(c@mp@mma&biliﬁyjﬂfﬁo9&)n2ﬁ@Eéﬁmﬁequ@me@ can be drawn,
I think,only 1f further premises are used,if additional pres
suppositions are sgreede--gome of which are cxploited by
Strawson himgelf in the process of 'inference',

(I mean pr@migéﬁ such as that the original
asymuetry thesis supply a conclusive tegt for distinmguishing
between subjects and predicates ebe,

And besides,I think,it is clear Hhat in the
paragraph beginning "0f eourse the adherent of the asymmetry
thesiseee " (pe100) ,the asymmetry regarding compoundability has
to be introduced ag,atleast, awﬁlﬁ?imﬂﬁyﬁna@mt of the othex
origingl asymmetry.See @%p@ﬁ;@lly:"huﬁ they are not e@mpaumﬁ
subjects eitherjfor. theve are no such things as. compound , .
(conjunctive ox é&ﬁgﬁ@ﬁk@u@ygﬁb&hﬁkﬁxi&aﬁg&ﬁéeﬁwb56@#&@94,Qu
ﬂiﬁjammﬁlve)subge@%%.Altng&i&ep,9"(p,IOi) Jw
. Bub yanyway,I think that the subject is
susceptible,and calls for,more drastic solutions,Se that I
ilotend again to question some of the @w@ﬁupnaﬁm%imms that
Strawson appears to share with the persons,from whose views
he stawrte investigabing in the espay I am kﬂiﬁ&u&&imga
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35/ If I have succeesded in showing in
section B above w%a$ I hﬁV@ %@m@@ tﬁ make clear,the same can
also be used to. ﬁﬁ@& &@m@ light iﬁ‘%ﬁﬁ present discussion
%@0,mww&$ a regulating ldea ab. liaﬁta
~ Ome way of fafmuiakimg +the theses urged for
,%h@w@ d1e the ﬁﬁllowmmg*f, .
i/’ﬁhﬁr@ axe uo m@gﬁﬁiv& ﬁﬁmmgw,ﬁiﬁh@f &ka&w
abetract or concreté.
ii/ There are 1o m@gaﬁi?@ determinations
(facts ) oxcept 1%.%@@ sense that some possible determinabions
are not actualised.Bub ¥hese unactuslised determinations are
not just a kind®Retermination ,bo be set side by side with the
other complementary kind that uf’ga&iﬁmv& determinations,
eterminationt used in respech of a possible d@t@xmimati@n
snd in vespect of an actual one ig uged in dlfferent sensed

(in the cases of XWW&y@ é& Mﬁﬂf@f ’ 2 /M generallyy 4p /ﬁ/z@()fw; )

/ On @h@ ‘%hgm hanﬁ(am& 3@?@1},@f course
there sre negabive. pr@@tﬁiﬁi@ma @vam qmit@ apart from the
obvious bub phil@ﬁtgﬂlé&lly ixx@l@vmmﬁ,%mwf&e&«gmammaﬁic&l,
linguietiec fact.For we.can a&x@a&m&y; regent things ag notb
assigned to each othor,and this,of course,whether they are
asslgned ox nob, (Though,of course, we cannot agsign thin %'
which are not. aﬁ$1gm@é,m@x even man:wa_aﬁaiwm things w@aaﬁ
are ass if@@@mw«gxﬁply because we. @&nmtbfaasigm,ﬁh~f~, k
xwlavam% Mcﬁa%)gW@ can only . &%%igﬁ‘%@fﬁﬁ,&mﬁ by énimg ﬁ@,@m@gﬁn
present things as agsigned ox ma% 3%%}@%&&)aﬁﬂ$ the presentabdo
tion of two things as not aaﬁi@“@i to each other,is nob the
presentation of one positive and on ‘f:cmj a*bme; thing as _@_ggg,'%m
to each othexsl. ammﬁkgﬁﬁ&m is @m@%ty clears . ... ‘
iv%*ﬁ& cannot even justify a a@r%ain a@termi»
_maL@ asyumebry %h@@i$ r@g&rﬁmﬂg n@g&ta@ml&ﬁy,gaﬁt b@@&nﬁ@
 there is not one al@ay enongh aﬁyaﬁ@txy thegis x@gawdimg nee
gatabllity «Even o tm‘%h@ level of laawuag@,it ﬁpli%ﬁ mmtoj  ‘
dlfferent v&m&xt&&,ﬁnm@ “of thenm b@mmg'valiﬁ and obhers invalid,
depending on_ the nence of “‘f;_mmﬁiummlm.qu@stimm.wmﬁh the
correch mm%a@hﬁ&inal,amalyﬁis if‘th@ stabs of affairs pmesemt@ﬁ

S
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in the studied k&mﬁ @f prop@&m#i» 3

. - B§f?§ﬂWV§m@%,&%Mﬁﬁ@g@ﬁi@mﬁ tnepgatlvet 0.,
are words g@@@@g@l;;ap§1yimg to propositione and sbabtements,
and only in ﬁ@wmvativ@}wayﬁ to expressions(parbe of proposis
tlons )on the one hand and deberminetions(Ffacts)to 4he other
(though the ‘'devivationt mist be very cembious and cavefuk,
in order not to trespase. the limits posed by metaphysics),

in the same also way,I concelve,*compound®™? tdiejunctiver,
Teonjunctive tete. are such W%Wﬁ%%wﬁ§f[f' Ly %hﬁy m@@iy to-

propositions amﬁ,ﬁtai@m@mﬁﬁ(tﬁ | | N
‘ w‘l’oé 511 e
on the level of language) ‘7” K W VW/ 'M}’ @ﬂ €W’Q

, / Th%y@f»f$ ﬁf ot and *q* are. wiﬁ@l@
ps@paﬁiti@mﬁ,ﬁﬁ@m s amﬁ g* is in a cle f;%~"‘““"’w“-
feompound® a eumptun~,ﬂnmjun@%iv@} pxwyn%ﬁ%&m&.%&t isg i&

a compound (disjunchiv a@@ that @lﬁh@r P ox g.given tbﬁﬁ
either it is a fmot that p or it is & fact that ¢? I am
inelined to say that even if the amswer to this question

is affivmative,nonetheless, facts may be compound in a derie
vative sense of @e@m@gumﬁ**X h&vg in mind & scheme of the

f@llmeim o Im.md:

, ) (&} a a&m@aﬁgi'fa@% iﬁ wha% i pres @m%@d
(ﬁ%a&eﬂ,@%@@)%hxoua@ a compound @?@@@ﬁitmamgﬁﬁkwm(KMat which
is px&%@mﬁﬁﬁ},&@@ﬁh@W'sw@@xﬁﬁaially,aﬁ a wholeww-gg a kind
of entity, 4B . e

(b) a aamp@mmﬁ pﬁ@@@@i&i@m is one @@ﬁm@@%@d
in certain W&yﬁ(t@ be @mnm@raﬁﬁﬁ)wmﬁm sinple propogitions.

(@) a simple @ﬁ@p@%ﬁ%i@m is one presenting
a gimple fa@%(a a@ﬁ@ymimaﬁimm of Yhe ﬁtu&ﬁeﬁ kind,in our case).

+ 1 b&il@V@ that %k* 5 %w&@ im.gam@m&l ‘mﬁﬁpnﬂﬁwmﬁly of what
- I ‘bake o be the @@,~e@$ metaphysical analysis,i.eslndependently
of the correctness of my analysis. ‘
++ Of course I speak’of the tcompound! that goes wm%h.*eamjuma%ive'
and *digj ygm%iV%‘@E&w uf aﬁmx@& %h@r@ ag@,@%h&rdﬁamgagt@f ®§
n. oes,not , apily,indeed, it does not app:
st ﬁ&%@ propo Bl8ce for @xm;g»l@ ’E@M@W% gﬁé@




38/ The above aye little move than a pro=
granmatlic announcementythough,I believe,they correspond to
&Qmﬁﬁhi@@ deeply dntultive.ind to match this m@mg&%%@ geugpt
with an equally wough suggestion,I ﬁh&mk that the whole
mechanics of the . @%@&11®ﬁ aﬁuﬁhmfmmsﬁmmmai @&i@mlmm in Tog
hes 4t moshan @piﬁ%@mﬁlagiaal rather than a netaphysicsal
point and significance--~in the last analysis.l mean that 1%
Beens o me thet fo.speak. in berms of the teither=or' or tand?
idiom(and even,I dave say,of the 'nobt iﬁi&m}z& an expedient
way of reporting &mﬁwmammamiea%im@ %ﬁﬁ exvent anddepth of our
knowledge of the Werld,and %ﬁ@r@f@r@,xﬂ the lasgh analysis,
it is more ox lese affeched by the limlbablons of our knowe
ledge of %h@,W@mlﬁgamﬁ”mg.wﬁﬁlﬁeﬁﬁ,mh@&@>limi%a@i@ﬁﬁ in
varlous degreesyand Lurther,it is either from the positive as
aspect of our knowledge(its extent and depth),or fvom the
negative aspect(ite Limitabion),or from a combinablon of
both that the seld ways of. spesking geb Sheix polnt. (8o, Lor
example,in the ‘mobt ldidm,it is the m@g&t&v& aspect thak
)§?@p@ﬁéﬁﬁmﬁﬁggﬁ%ﬁﬁgﬁ not to the. ab@@&m%@ exclusion of the .
posltive one.In the. *&n@* i@i@m,%h@ positive. aspect ig pewe
haps exclusively pw$w@mﬁuﬁh@ ?eiﬁh@zwur' idiom ig,in this
respectylike a halfeway houses)e ”

ie.

39/ ?@ give gome kind @1(@vmm ima@melm&amgﬁ
support to the &htvg mlaiﬂagﬁn the level of the World,if it
is not the case that a is P,it ie.not the case that a is 2,
and this is the end of thﬁ ma%%@rqﬁ possible deternination
is not actualised.Bub if we wanb, fﬂr @pi&%@moltgimak reasons,
tostress thab by knowing thet it 1s m@ﬁ the cage that a ig P

- we positively kmaw,ﬁtmﬁﬁham‘ (in other W@&ﬁg,ﬁhaﬁ tﬁm Hone
actualisabion of a &aﬁa&m&aaﬁmam‘is;r thing(the elusive
woxd Yhat we can kﬂﬁ%)g@@ may &8y that i@Lkmawmﬁhaﬁ) a is
not Polnd then it is @mm natural to think that just es
when knowing that a is Pywe. lmow 8 fach,eo here glso we
know a fache=wonly a ﬁ@gaﬁiva”ﬁ&@%; the fact thet a is not
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P3 and even we can @w& it by sayingthat in ﬁmh a case we lmow

that 1t is the case 'i:hat & is not ?m&w i 0, the  tunexcepbed
ﬁ@m&&l&s“ﬁ%m it ie nob b e i a.1s P*)eIn fact, in
the present case we :mally m@w %;%z@ memmwism@mw of a fact

(&é@'ﬁ*@m&m&t ton )«

A the mm of. m@ il ﬁmﬁ w ﬁgw,@ %mﬂm
the g@i%@ ancient .puszle m@mm:& ng ‘something?.IT we lmow
sonething in the present cose as in othey mm@&@mm&hm

@ ses,bhen. this something has somshow 4o exioteSo that if we
knew the ﬁ&m@mﬁ‘%@%&& of g fach ythis w@m&emw&;"ﬁ fact has to
exist somehow in soue we ?&@m&’*h@"@ a8 if even nomexisfpence
were & kind of existen w,,mm@%ﬁﬁg negative . @m@@@w@xm is,
in effetb,the absurdity of m%f%ﬁmmg ba%mw{m# ) as a (swmmim)
- genugland so baking ib as sald in one sense;not o)) @(%WS’
Ay OHEVOV )y Jobuli .even %aking being and. nob-being (m\ .@w} a8,

80 to speak,twe species of & ﬁwﬁmy,wm&r i gheat gva stly
Comprehengive genus,

:Emf @"gsm@mi; ions apply ,I Fhink,
alm to the %msm m@:@“ﬁi@m@ ..... :E.étmmm:j *s:mm when we .‘m%@w twae
Mhingst,and we wish %o @m@h&%im that we kuow ‘?a‘i;h of them,
We almost naturally amd em%:&:ﬁ:m&i@m Ily are led to say that
we lnow sone ope. *&mﬂxéﬁ sthatis,that (sm;y) i*%:: is the case. that
(botn p and )m«:@ we movesto vepresent 1t schemaiicallyd
from 1% is the case '%ﬁm:% psit is the case “&im&f @t ko it is
the cape that p and it .is the case that q'yand then to -

it is the case thalh pmw@%q*gmﬁ 80, 4o ™he compound fact
that p end q%The,cam ds,dn a @%ﬁ@%,w@m more easy for the
Yol thereort idioms

40/ sin

- Hoblee Mfm& of mmg@”xm @,’11 is all mgm,m this 1g &im;pl

- weant o :impiy thit eve sﬁ;f" '*%:1@@ detor: Lnatlon m mm@mali%ﬁ
yet it ig possible ren that it is),.a 1@ I :

veb possible fack e sa exis ve difie:
:y;mmﬁ@m wemindeed 1t existe poten: Er
WITISNITY ywe seen 'Es “WM*& fmf our nonexistent fact not szxi@#ea
in apother roxd u‘h just %Xi@“i“&@'ﬁe@ in

of h@ ‘wmm smeant in bolth cages as applmmg
,@@m* gm@xieam;v the mmm@m G
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41/ I wish to. drav sbtention to the faet,
that I do not quesbion h@x@ th@ valiz‘"f»éf’%h& shove moves.
I juet notice thelr epl ological v ‘ '

We wish to ggay,ﬁza enph m@ mmf we kaow
gome one 'thingt when we know thatb i% is not the case thabt
a.is P,oxr that 1t is the case that P and 1t is the case that
gpor thal either 1t 1s the case. Hhat p oxr it is the case that
ge80 we ave inclined %o say that we lmow that it ig the case
that 'a is not Pyor that it is the case fhal both p and q,,
ox %hmb it is the cass L ?yai%mﬁm D ox. @,&@@ﬁ@%w@ﬁ&iﬂﬁlﬁ@
And this is all wightee~in so far &m'&m@% ok %ﬁ@,@wfﬁasgian
it ip the cawe! sxe concernsd.Bulb we. %%ﬁﬁ retuwm ,bo oug |
simple cases,and thinks vhat is. the cape,is. a faclh.Therefore,
in the three cases above we know. three different facts.Well
thenylet uws chrisben then negative,conjusctive and disjunchtive
facts.The error,l @himk,wﬁQQW~ﬂ$% lie in what we are shing;
the errox,as ususlly(or always in philosophy?)slies in vhat
we think areb commitbed toy by saying what we say.ind in the
present came,vwe presumably are inclined to think bhat we are
commitied to the clalm that the above menlloned Yiypes® of
facts arve Juet obher km&ﬁﬂ of facks,beside the. positive,so

calledyones.That they 81l have the sane metaphgsical %ta%ua;
that they are a1l faets in the same semse of Yfacht,
And vhat T wm&n.%@ avgue is that +they &re n@k.
ﬂwﬁh@p% they all hav& the same @piﬁ%@m@l&gm@al statusil an
5 heve concerned %@ ﬁmv&a%ig gbe whether this is g@ﬁﬂ@eﬁ ox

n@tghmﬂ anyway .1t ig ,I %hiﬁk,@exﬁaimly m@ﬁ&@hyﬁleﬁlly irm@~
lavam%.

. a2/ . 'Befmyé 1@&#1@@,3@ this inadequate
Tom ythe b@pi@,l@ﬁ me remark that I hed in mind,in the above
discuselon,pur %fm%hmfmﬂﬂtimnal ﬁmﬁﬂa@tiv&wai mean @aﬂﬁ@ﬁ%iv@ﬁ

connecting 1mﬁ1f€@f@mily pr@p&ﬁi@m@ﬁﬁ relevant or &@ﬁ@l@vamt
to each other.
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0f course we expect some important differences,
when we concetrate on,samy,'andt idioms which ave camouflas
gedyso to @p@&k,mmf@rameﬁﬁ(&ﬁgi@al or n&tumal) for example
ty 18 a father and a i& m&i@'u.r when we eone. Ho gtudy teithey-
ortidioms behind mhieh %h@x& is &am@{aﬁyxsﬁriaﬁ%}@mﬁ@i&m&nﬁ@ &
or such ididms @X?E@%ﬁlmg 1&%@(1@gia”[
exanple Yelther it rains ox it éo&& nob xaﬁm“

Yeob,I ﬁhall not now &mhaxk on &n iﬁvewtlsatién
of the differences.Bub I intend To ﬁn %.,w%@ﬂ I ghall have
pfﬁﬁ@@&&@ﬁ in myworls enough,in edwes order togain a less
xm&wm@n%amy and nﬁ@ﬁi@ﬁ%@%@& view of the subject.

| 43/ (Just an ideas isit the case the

en iwpliclt awareness of .the m@%a@%yﬁlﬁml irrelevance of
such c@mm@&@mveﬁ,@am &eacmmb for %h@ 1@@& of i@ﬁ@?&“ﬁ aﬂ&

ﬁmm@%&amal 1m@i@ubyw&m@i@m£~%mﬂ,¢mhal&%&@m,ﬁ@gX@@,%@aieval
Philosophy?. OF @@mwﬁa,%ﬁ@m@,am@.@xﬁ@pﬁiﬁmgéf@r exanple in
Stoic logice-bubt I speak of a genersl trend and abbitudecdnd
begides,I have been Lleft with the imvession,(thomgh I am nob
in the position to judge WEﬁthﬁﬁvit~iﬁzﬁ@?$@é%;ﬁf no ybecause
of my insufficient acquaintance with the relevant ‘'sources')
that in the ocase of ﬁ&mé@mﬁéi@vai_iﬁy@sﬁigaﬁimmﬁ,%h@ real
tavgets,in what can be considered as truth=funcbional Logic,
are disguised @ﬁ@@i&m@mﬁﬁglawm abcemen in the ppirit of what
I have said in’ 42.)s

Trpir

%umm&yxm@mg and evgclmﬁiﬁﬁs there seen bo b
be no pr@g@ml; called tmegabive ', 'ﬁi@jﬁﬁﬁ%&V@* oxtoonjunchivet
fachts in the sense of . 'facht in w%§ﬁh & proper . predication
(a sinple. &@L@&mimatmmﬁ of the Tind I have studied 111 now)
ig a fact,and in the sense of *mﬁgmtive* Sfddpjunctivet and |
reonjunebive® in ﬁmieh we - can mgaak ym@p@x&y of pegativegecs
etes ypropositions.
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Fﬁﬁ,&ﬁ%@x all,th@ yx@paﬁiﬁi‘m ‘@ and q' is
sometking disbinet,over and abwve,iﬁ yum 1ik&,pmcp@ai®iﬂm%
tnt and t§'3the Hlrev. eould have. been l@f%@@ without even the e
other, two,0r auy omne of ﬁh@m,m&ving been. ¢mxm@&,amﬂ vice
Ve rsn. Similarly Juy knowledge of two f&ﬁi i something distinet
oveyr and gbove the kﬁﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁwe of each one of them vaken ﬁ&m
paraboly gand av@&,in ‘sowie indesd. ﬁ%rﬁmﬂ@& senseyit can be
congldered as something distinet,over and. sbove the cognitions
of each of thenm btaken. eamgamntly(ﬁx p@ﬁh&@ﬁ betber it involves
an element distinct,over and above &v&wyﬂﬁf&g involved in those
cognitions)«For the kmowledge of the two facts as two facts
involves awsreness of their belgg $wo. fa&&a,w&&weaa the two
seperate . cmami&ian of each one of the f&ﬁ%ﬁ knwwm,av@n £
balken tog @Lhﬁy do not dmply awareness ol “+the. ‘comcognition
{permit we the Hewm) of the two Lacts imvgiv@é separabely
in each of theme - 2L e )
- ; But. on. yk@ @thmazy,ﬁh&ﬁ@ is no im@@rtﬂnﬁ

and relevand %anm@,l'%himkgmm which we may claim that a

‘ $0 called compound fach is something over and above its constis
| tuente It is true that we ave im@lim@& %@ says "How 80,1t is,
1@&@@&,&@ cons %i%uﬁaﬁs/ﬁak@nwga 0t ] ub precisely this is.
the points *Haken }Q&ﬂtly’ inbroduces the mindts selectivity,
picking u@,&nawiﬁﬁg@,iﬂ%@m@ws and po ome==in general the
wind e activity.And I have ma@eaﬁadlywﬁaiﬂ that I do not abg@c%
$o the validity of bhe eplstimolog gical considerabions in
%bmmgelvea,but to theizr r@l@vamaa to mﬁta@myﬁx@ﬁe

0f course,baken %Qg@ih@r ﬁe% urﬁm.th@ pa&mi of view of the

kn@W@ﬁ,huﬁ,%ay,@x a gpectatorea second person.for precisely
bhecause someons may Tnow bwo tthings! andgnot having cons
ceived them bogebher,nob having hx»mgm% Fhe f@l@?ﬁﬂ& cognitions

actually %og@th@m,mﬁver%hﬁleﬁsm@t kmtw(a$ least explicity)

that he knows bobth of them,s we say that the knowledge

of both of thew is something dig yover aud sbove bhe
cognitions of each one of +he ﬁaﬁﬁﬁ involved in ite
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—But on th@ eontrary, there is no important and relevant
Bense, 1L thmnk, in which we may elaim that o so=called compound
fact is something over and above ite canﬁtltuent8¢ It is +true
that we are inclined to say: "How 80, it is, ind@ed, its cone
stituents taken jointly". But preciwely this is the point:
‘taken jointly'® introduces the wmind's selectivity, picking up,
kmaﬁl&dge, interest and so on - in general the mind's activity.
And I have repaafeﬁly'said that I do not object to the validity
of the epistemological considerations in themselves, but to

-3
their relevance to metaphysis, &

wme Be it as it may, if the diffioulties that beset
the application of the seid words to facts are serious enough
at any rate it is, I think, evident that just as no negative
things can be conceived; so no combound things can - either

concrete ox abﬁtract,f'ﬁhing@ cannot be compounided in the way

that propositions, or even, perhaps, facts, can bé compounded.
Indeed, this is & truism, For propcﬁitionﬁ and facts themselves
gonsist in a kind of composition (they 8re  uaTh TLve oupmhonhv
AEYOpEVOL) .« | And further, the manner in which they can be
again compounded (the truth-functional way) i9 cle&rly not indee
pendent of the kind of composition that constitutes them.
Therefore, everything not capable of such composition cannot

be truth-functionally compounded. But expf@a&imns and things
are not so constituted and not susceptible of such composition

(Lewt, they would be propositions and facts). Hence, ete.

m¢“46! Of aourse,fthings can be ‘compounded?' and be complex
inVor other of the following senses, not involving truth~functio-

nal complexity,

1) Both concrete and abstract things can be considered

together.

ii) Concrete things can even be 1ié@¥élly together
(perhops glued together).
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iii) Concrete thinge have parts, being wholes,

iv) Abstract things may have components (Fathership, for

example, hag parenthood and maleness as such compmn&ﬁ%s).

v) Concrete things have fparts? (6ay,'th& parts of 4the

definition giving their essence ),

47‘ Before being transposed to the level of language, therve

remains a eritical, negative job to be done.

E I have claimed above +that things (abstract things, too, for
th&%\mattar) are not compounded in & sense clogely corresponding
%5S£he sense in which propositions (and perhaps facts) can be
compounded. But row Stra@%on defines (p.iaa) two kinde of compound
characters (ab@tradt Bhings). Hence, I have to show that these
definitions are in one way o¥,other incorrect, by reason of some

defect in them « that ie, if my cleim is to gain any plansibility.

__gﬁj‘ In pan@gr. 21=23 above, I ha&a argued, inter alis, thaet
it is propositions ;r facte that stand in entailment ‘relations?,
and not things, conaréte ox abstract. But on the other hand, these
entallment ‘relations' hold true (in case that they do in faect hold
50) Just by resson of appropriate determinate - determinable ‘relaw
tions' holding anong @he abstract thin&é involved in them (provided

that the metaphysiecpl subjecte in the relevant facts arvethe same ) .

Now the notion of necessary/sufficienf conditions, as explicate
ed in p. 102 by Strauson rests ultimatelympbn the notion of entaile
ment. For it is mffﬂbssessiOns of characters by parficulars (that
is, of determin&tions,‘of'facts) and not of characters in themselves,
that there are $ufficenf/n@cessary cmnditionﬁ,_ﬁheaa being in tuﬁd/
themselves possessions of charscters by particulars (&nd 80 determi-
nations, facts - about the same varticular of course). A B0, Ain thie
way, we can restate Stim@aoh*é formﬁlaﬁions in p.102 in terms of

entailment °relationa"between such facte as follows:
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We shall say that the possession by x (partiocular variable)
of & character g is a sufficient condition of its possessing the
character g, iff, [ylven that x has the charascter gi} there is
& character g such as ﬁhaﬁ % is g entails &hat x is 8y And simi-
larly we shall say that the possession by x of a character g is
a necessary condition of ite possessing the character gl iff,
[giVéﬁ that x has the character gi}, there is a charascter g such
as that x is = entails that x is &

But ﬂ% 80, then it cannot be that characters themselves stand
in necessary/sufficient-condition-relations. And hence defini-
tions (l) and (2) on pe. 108 err, by treating charscgers as them-

selves standing in such relations.

'! But this is a minar‘poinf; For the definitions can be
emended to meet satxafactormly the ob;ectlan.y S0 (1), for example,

'wmll then read:

(1) &5 is the eonaunotmvely cwmpnumd Qharacﬁar of &y and

g, when, (for any x), that x is * and that x is g, are aomntly

g
l
sufficient and singly necessary for the fact that = is g3 Jand

neither 1@ sufficient or necessary for the other:

ﬂ‘l.l--.wa,vp-.mummq—mmmmmwmmmmn—-ﬁmﬁmﬂmnm-n-niﬂmhmnmwﬁnﬂmﬁaﬁu&s”w‘m“mﬂhwﬂ“mﬂn‘rmmmmm—nwm‘——ﬁu‘

* Indeed I have trented the ‘gimplegt;kinﬁ of case® Gp 162)
exemplifying the r@latlona in question between pmvme&almnﬁ of
general cheracters; for, in fact, "Pheas relatmonﬁ betwaen

by pertie

genaral charaetera[immre corrects be%we@n,pmasewam@ns
- culars of gen@r&lych&fact@ra, as ; have argu@d:] are of different
degress of complekity“ (pel02), But I don't think that the more
complicated cases can noﬁ, at least in principle, be reformulated
through correspondingly more complicated constructions in terms .

of entailment.

# Phie way of ta&king is certainly, strictly speaking, i%vgmrrect«

If g is a geneval ¢ havacter, a concrete thing cannot be g =« it
can only have or posses® it, or samething of this sort. But I

think it is harmless to speak so, sometimes, f@r'ﬁheer convenience.

e/
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And, recasting again, now to the entailment idiom:

(lw) g3 is ‘the conjunctively ccmpound character of gl ahd\
g, when (for any x) that x is g, ond thet % is g, jointly entail,
and singly are entailed by,  -that x is 33, and neither of them

entalle the other or is entailed by itg*

ng So far, perhaps so good; But then Stralison procceeda
to in€;£pr@t this definiéion‘as fdilows:“ "Consider any two charae
cters, e.g. tall, b&l&; sﬁch that_thére is a class of particular
‘individualg such that eaéh charact&r‘cduld,,ind@pend@ntly of the
Othér; be consistently assigned 4o one and the same specified
particuler individual of that class, Thén the delfinitions just
given of disjunctive OricénjunctiVQleharact@r@ in general seem
to provide us with the means of defining the disjunetive or conjun-—
ctive character of those two charscters ,.g“‘(p¢l0&¢ 'italics® mine),
% He says: 'seem', But the whole t@ﬁagg}mf the passegd® seems
YEN% : to suggest that, lacking ﬁéas@nﬁ for thém;enﬁrary,’he feels justifie

ed to accept this ‘'seeming’, and therefore to hold that given any

two charscters gl @nd,gg‘fulfilling the eondition stated in the
above quotation, there is a further character defined, for exanple,
Via definition (1"): the conjunctive charscter of those two charea-
cters.,
e i e o e e o e 2 o o o i 1 S e 5 8 5 7 o
% As Strm&son r@marks,:iﬁ“the caaé of Qangunm%ive characters, we
have to .add “"and ﬁhey‘are not incompatible", as a final clause

in explication (1"),

#4But it is also ﬁrg@‘thé$-ﬁh@~qu®te& pa@aag@ is preceded and
followed by c@nﬁid@ratianﬁ on the level aﬁ‘languag@, But this
is not, I think, esseﬁ%ial,,Thaugh,indaady there is, in general,
a perhaps very @&sy jump;ng from thﬁ level of language to that
of the World amd vice verss = but I apprehend that this is a

guite 8modern® aﬁtifu&e,

o/ .
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ﬁLJ But, as I think, thie is not alWa¢swofwne@e$sarllu

the case. For the def&nm%lon (L“) Eresuggowﬁa the existence (in
the appropriate sense of the word) of character g3 That is, it
says in effect: "If, glven that there are three charascters g3, gyo

=Y it is the case that sese etc., then we can say that g3 is the

conjunctive character of gl and 32“« ba, it ie not possbile to

establish through the definition the existence of charascter 33
given two other characters g , €, fulfilling certain conditions;
for the definition works on the suppasiﬁian that there are three
characters and progceceeds to license the appl&aatm@n of a certain
expression to one of them, in cese that certain 'vrelations' hold

among any possible exemplexcafions of these characters.

é&ﬂ Approaching the same point from a ¢ lmgh%ly different
angle: from the mere fact that two charae%@r@ balnmg t0 B glven
particular it does not, 1n all cases, follow (in virtue solely
of the above f&e%) that a further character belongs to it: i.e. the
sonjunctive character of %the above said characters, And, I believe,
not only it does not g@nefally follow that the particuler in
guestion has one more charactery it does not @vem'féllow that i+t
has one ( am@@n&) eharamter, somehow mysteriously corresponding
to the two characters thet it in fact has, [Tm cover the case of
someone saying: "Well, it has one character, though, indeed, not
one Qgﬁg, not an one to be ﬁistinguiﬁhed from ite having the first

Lwe®,

s

53’ Perhaps I may negatively support a little the above
(par.SZ) claims, by exploiting, what I think is en illegitimate
but suppressedly presupposed thought, lying at the roét of the

matter.

I heve argued in Bessay II that if a sonerete thing has a
character, it does not follow that it has & character of having
the former character. @@nérally. I have argued that we cannot even
speak of ites having a charaseterof having a character; "have o

character", and related expressions, aire not to be reiterated, at

'u/c



pains either of gheer smbiguity or

g But if so, then, a
fortiori, one must not eay in case of a thing's having two distinet
and 'compatible? character@, thatit also has the distinect or indie
stinguishable character of having fhe two mentioned charaecters,
without further exasminstion of thefaa@@, dnd having this in mind,
one is not, I suppose, inclined to pésit and neme, in all such cases,
8 charscter whose possession by the ﬁ&id‘%hing corresponds to its
having the charscter of having the two charscters in the way that
the possession by the thing of each of the initial characters
corresponds to ite having the charscter of having it., And so one
has not the tendency ta'pwﬁtulate a conjunctive chavacter quite
generally, in every case of possession by one concrete thing of

two charescters.

54| To give examples.
Characters g5 = fathership, gl = parenthood, g, = maleness,
fulfil definition (1"). Fathership may be said to be a conjunetive-

1y compound character of parenthood and maleness.,

But given the characters gy = redmess and &, heaviness,

there is no conjunctively compound echaracter of them.

The case of deafness snd &umbneg&;(&%ramﬁwm'ﬂ example )
might be thought a f£irst sight to constitute a halfeway house
between the preWious examples. Yet, considering the matter on the
level of the World, it is I think, just on a par with the second
example. For, solely from the linguistio fact that o given language
in the one cese hps & word by meens of which it is able to express

in one (gremmaticelly one) proposition whet is veally two different

and loglecally unconneeted determinations, while in the other case

it has not such a word, - from ﬁhiﬁ‘linguigti@ fact we may perheps
draw some inferences in respect of the wvarious interests of the humen
beings speaking the said language or of other suchline things, but
certainly we cannot base upon such feeble avidgbae (if 4t is at all
evidence, however feeble andWeak; for it seems to be womething irre-

levant) conclusions about the metaphyeical strugture of the World.

« /e
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[In respect of these examples, I would like to remark that,
as I suspect, every @xmmplé in Metaphysics must be taken, after

all, as putative example, hypoth@tic&llyg

«éél It is, I Buppose, an advamﬁag¢ mf the distinction drawn
in par. 22 above, between on the one hand 'velations' of entailment
holding among facts, determinations or possessions and on the other
hand ‘*relations? of determinability holding among the sbstract
things themselves and providing the basis and the "explanation® of
the former ones. PFor if we reformulate Streuson's definitions (1)
and (2) in tewg% of the determinete-determinsble 'relation® (and this
is the naturel way to take, since, after all, it is about determi-
nante (chara@t@rﬁ) that we went to spesk in these purported definie
tions and not about determinations (@h&r&g%@rizaﬁimnﬁ, rossessions
ete, ), we Find ml@arly‘markéd‘both the fact that not any combinaw
tion of two chance @héraé%ers is a‘ﬁm&pmun@ charagter (provi&ed of
course that we choose to spesk of compound characters et sll) and
the answer to the questions which of 3ueh,a0mbim&%iomé constitute

& complex character and for what reason,

56] - For teke firstly definition (1), From {1") we obtain,
when °literslly %rmnﬂl&ting‘*

(l") [ given three vharscters gl,ga,g?] o g? is the conjunctie
vely compound character of gl and gg,'whan. (1) one of those later
charscters is a determinable determinant of gﬁ, while the other is
such a constitutive difference (differentia constitutiva, CLOTATLUA
Suammp&< ns to constitute it, in &@mbina%imm.w&%h the former; and
(31) &, and g, do not stand to each other either in the frelation®
in which P-ness and Q-ness are described %o mtam& in par. 23 (ii),

nor in the co%v@r%@ 'r@l&tion’

Now, as far as I can see, condition (i4) is superfluous, acver@d
by the formulation of condition (i)~ ﬁmx if, for example, l ig the
deterninable and 2, the approprmat@ gonstmtutlve difference of g5

o /e



6
(tappropriate® in that gl and g, are thegg&g ‘ingredients' of gB;
but this, anyway, is a rather striet.vestriction, which can, I
think, be removed), then neither can one of the characters gl,gg bé
a determineble of the other, nor can~gé‘bega constitutive difference
of g, or of = daterminable of £q» nQr, I suppose, can 8 be a

constitutive difference of g, or of a determinable of €y

_éjj Let ds now see what h&ppemﬁ,baccmrdﬁng to this treat-
ment, to definition (2). Aat@ally,‘lvh&V@ @0nceﬁ%r&£@& tiiiﬂnow
on conjunetive mhawaeﬁexg, foxr @h@f@iﬁﬁ 8 special initial pla@sibiﬁ
lity in the olgim of theLi @xisténca,'whér@aﬁ the case for disjuncti-

ve characters seems, even prime faciff, to be very much weaker,
(2") would run:

(2m) & is the disjunctively compound character of g, ond g,
when (for any x), (i) each of the Pacts that x is g‘i‘ and thet x is
'gg singly entails that % is gﬁ, &ﬂd‘(&ﬁ)'%h%ﬁ ® dg g3 together

with the nonexistence of one of the 4wo aﬁh@r faets entall the other.

And recasting into the terminology of the determineble-deter—

minete, we heve (I omit some steps).

ves ) ey Y X ke ot s Y y ";. » g s Yo
(pees) [:gmvem three characters gl,‘gg,_g3], &5 is the

disjuncetively compound character of gl and gQ whent

(1) g, and g, sre (differenﬁ),de@@rmimaﬁ@‘de%%rmimanﬁﬁ of the
determinable gﬁ and

(i3) g, end g, belong to two lines of determinatences stemming
fyom gﬁ, are on the same level, and the lines to which they belong

are the only lines from gs to the level of &, and oo

_éﬁj [%n the above, I have made use of the prineiple, that
the possession by a given cancre%@f@hing of & constitutive difference
(@f o ch&ra@%&r), does not entail the possession of the character
by this thing; for the difference may also be a differentis divigion-
is of other determinebles, besides the determinsble combined with

which 1t constitutes the said @havac%erﬂj

es/a,
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5_J Lg would like to add thot in general, I am very uncertain
eoncerning the b@fcr& gomﬂg analyses, at lesst in their detalled
structure, though I am pretty sure of the correctness of the genersl
direction. I intend to work more adequately on the Thaary of Determi-
nantes later on, aft@rqworking on theTheory of Substances (conereta

things and their species and geme#@)i]

_§gj. We conclude, therefore, that there is no sense of
'emmpwun&°)exae%ly (or évan closely enmugh) corresponding to the sense
din which we can &p@akyéf‘ammpﬁund pwmpgaitimm& o, perhaps, even of
compound faots, in which %h@r@ arse eampmumﬂ deterninants (chara@t@r@).
On the other hﬁnd@ %hﬁre is some “ganae 1m which, indeed, there are
compound d@t@rm&namt and this is the sense defined in (L09%) ama
(2"') = & very restricted sense, in effect the sense (iv) of pPaTrsdS,

_§%} Passing now, sunmerily, %o the level of lenguage, we note,
agresably, that the @an@lmaicng are almost drawn by temselves.,

(A simple and trifling indeed repercussion of the genersl claim that
the Theory of Languag ge, in so far as it aenc@rm& phllﬁ&cphy, is to

‘be based on M@tnphy@l&s}

So, working firvetly with @@n@@ﬁ{i), par. 24 of 'predicate’,
that is c@né&iving a8 predidate that @xpf@%ﬁiﬂg'in 8 given propo-
sition which Punctions in specifying the determinent presented by
this proposition as assigned to a certain aubjé@%, we can distingyish

the following two casss:

o

(i) If we undewrs stond by tcomponund pf@d;m&ﬁ@’ Yword Or eXpreése
sion in a given prmpo&mtlﬂm that fumo%i&n&&n specifying & compound
determinant presented by the proposition ag @aﬁ&ﬁm@d to n certain
subject, then, clesrly, th@r@ are compound predm@at@ Jjust in so
far as there are a@mpgun@ ah&waa%&ra, in the resticted sense defined
dm f10°99) and (2°°’}

(ii) Ify on the other hamd,“w&~m@an by ‘compount predicate’
an expression of one grammatical Ly enrr@a% propos &ti@m, through the
tse of which charasoters ar& specified (wmq imne%m@ming in specifying

charact@rm) all of which or esither of which belong to a certsin

@ / ®
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particular individual - then, certainly; we can speak of ‘compound
predicates’ even in cases where th@r@'ar@ no compound characters,
For, after all, nobody wishes %o deny that there arve propositions
(used and understood and conveying thoughts and informations) of
the type: "My hat is either brown or black®. What oné very much
wishes to deny (and thia‘&enial in a very t#iviial one, indeed) is
the claim that the logical form of this proposition (that is, the
feal form of the facte presented through it) coincides, or even

corresponds very closely, with its (fcr ﬁhilQﬁQ{hiQ@%mkMH “uwW

superficial) grammatical form.

Mutatis mubtendie, we may Fformulate the sorresponding results

in respect to the second sense of predicate in par. 24,

62 We may now exhibit the results achieved in this part,

in an order anslogous to thet of par. 34,

i) There are no compound things, except in senses (i) - (v)
of par. 45, noone of whiech is the sense intended by Btrawson, for
example in his definitions (1) end (2) (p. 108) .

ii) I believe that there are no compound facts, but we may
well posit them, for gpistemological purposes, provided that they
do not mislead us in Metaphysics. (?hi@ ig & particularly strong and

gurious formulations I put it, so to speals, eXp@riMentally).

iii) OF course theve are compound propositions,

iv) Ve may saythatt there are compound predicates inm a sense in
which there are not compound subjects, provided we carefully discrie
’min@ta this sense from others aonn@a%@& or unconnected (The discri-
mination will be regulated by the results of the relevant metaphysi-
cal investigation). jﬁh@ sense (or aﬁ least, one important sense) in
question is clarifisd through definitions (19'') and (2'11), which,

on their turn, are based on & development of sense (iv) in par. 45,
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@ﬁgj I shall not &&y much on this very important section
VII of Strauson's essay, (not feeling myself ready to sail in
such most treacherous wa%@rﬁ), since I have not as yet under-
taken an adequately detéiled investigation of determinente

(Theory of Determinants).

l%?t I am imclined t® think that the similarity between
"a ls P" and "Peness 18 ses." is entirely extraneous and, on
the contrary, it is the differences'thét’ar@ all=important:
abstract things are fundamentallx‘aiffefent from concrete
things (not Just another K ;;gw of ﬁhinga),‘th@ir being ie comple-
tely dlff@rent, they are (smmplmclter o ﬁwm@thing), in gquite
different 6ens§gj

,I have slresdy tried to give a p@rtial vimdisation of this
inelination, with regar&kto forms like " eness is exemplified in
%", in essey II, part ﬁ1[

s,

64 ﬁtra@%on holde (at least by implication) thet certain

‘assignéments' of characters oflcharact@rs to characters Ffulfil
the x/y m@ndltm@n, and therefore are, to this exﬁ@nt and in this

important r@mp%ef/%1Mxlar Yo assignéments prmper of characters

to particulars, - |Or, if we accept, what Streuson seems to admit

tecitly, that the x/y_conditi@n gives a (completely) adequate
description of the ﬂlff@renoe b@ﬁweﬁn logical subjeet and predi-
cate, then we may even hold that abstract things sre subjects of

certain objective facts as much end (more then @hi@)'in ﬁh@ Bame

sence as particulars are subjects of dthﬁr kinds of objective fmots

Lr——

_ééj I would like~ta remark, in the first place, thet it
i8 not at all obvious that we gan speak {are justified in
ﬁpeaking) of characters of ch@gacterskor at least, that 'charscter®
is used in the same familiar sanae'in hoth places where it ocours
in *charscter of charaétar‘. And if it is not so used, then it is

not at all clear in what sense it ie used in the first instance.

o /e
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QEJ Although I shall not pursue this point further at
the moment, I think that it is of much moment. For if it is
correct, then we have not a clear problem even to begin with,
For suppose someone says: "Take 'hapiness is found in all
stations in life'. The expression 'is found in all stations in
life' specifics e character of charscters, and the expression
"heppiness® o charactere Now, is not the ‘relation® holding
'bﬁtwaen that charaatef Qf~¢hamaetaré and this character (which
supposedly is charaat@rizéd by the former) like (indeed, the
same as) the ‘relation' holding between a charscter and a
particular p@ﬁﬁ@%&ingﬂit?”q Our answer to this guestion ought
to be: the formulation bege in a certain important sense the
question; for we do not Whow whethiss whet is specified by'is
found in all stations in life' is a character of characters,
at least because it is not at all clear what is meant by
tcharacter of characters'. Indeed this expression tekes its
point preciszely from thé ﬂuppc%ition that there avre characters
of some sort (characters of aharacterﬁ) charaat@rnming characters

of a different sort Jjust aﬁ, and 1n the Same way, as, there ave

characters exﬁmrﬁlfle& in partin

And, more generally, we do nat &ﬁ yet knmw whether the
fact(s) expressed in the xnat;alvprppoﬁ;ti@n - example has (have)
a form coinciding #* with the grammaﬁicai’ﬁ@@m of the proposition
expressing it. We do not know wh@ﬁher~w9’éhmll not suceceed in

‘reducing' this proposition to another exhibiting more adequately

the real form of the presented faaﬁ{%), Oxy &t-lzm@t, we 4o not
y that this

‘reduction® is possible, indeed required, even if we do not see

know whether we shall not be able %o,@@e and judg

the exact way of actually making it. We do not as yet know whether
the grammatical form of the given,pxap@sition_haﬁ eny philosophi-

eal significance and therefore we do not see as yot any point in
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acking, at thie stage at least, “Gan not ﬁé ‘ﬁ%w this proposition
as comprlyad of two partr feosl dnd Yoo which fulfil the x/y

condition?”

‘ 67“ And, after all, if the generalization of the particue

lar/character (concret@/abstracﬁ) condition, cen cover ceses in

respect of which we r@ally have 1nta ‘iv® knowledge of, or reasons

testifying to, their iundamental diff@rence from the praper cases =

then o much the warse Lor the generalmzataon.

And further, if 4the ungenerelized condition is such that
when legitimastely (from a formal point of view) generalized Lsz
covers unacceptable cases,then it ie mnadaquately~r@presen@1ng
the distinction between the concrete and the abstract. It needs

to be supplemented.
The point is the simple and trivial one, that intuitions,
and valid earguments based on tha@} must determine our claims,

generalizsations end theories, and not, if possible, vice versa,

68 '%h@ above points can, and must, be elaborated. I

intend to treat of them in mbre detail in subsequent eggﬁysg

“uégJ Still lingerihg for a while in this abstract plane
of argumentation, before lowering to the examples themselves,
let me femark that if P-ness ig‘a gen@ral‘eharacter of particu-
lers (which, having it@ are P), then it comes "in éxelusiven@ss/
involvement groups vis-d-vis individusl particulars® (p.112).
But as we have seen +his is 86 beéaﬁsé~P-nesa in dtself stands
in certain "relations' of +the determin&te-&etewmimmblé kind, to
other abstrect things;‘ But this étiucture'dﬁ abetract things,
not in any sense ehared of course by conecrete things, should ba
expected to affect somehow the mode of combination of abstract thing
with their characters (provided that there are charscters of chae
racters, in a clearly anough appréhenaed sense) in a way that must
result in some important difference between this kind of combinge

tion (if accepted at all) and the assignment of particulars to

o/ -
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characters, which particulars, not structured in any corresponding

way, are unable to affect similarly their combination with the chara-

cters possessed by them,

L T0 But let us take Straﬁben@s'firﬁt example:

(a) Happiness is found in all stations in life.
First of all, we may remark; that what are mainly and familiarly
found in’all stations in life are men,v‘in the quite straight-
forward and primary senée éf the words: a station in life is
‘defined' by certain characters (of tha'ordinary sort!) the POBsea~
sion of which by a given men, 'entitles' him (so +to speak) to that
station in life. Now, in a secondary sense, we may cértainly
speak of characters as found in‘stations in life, in ecase that

they characterize men‘b@iﬁg in the given atatiens‘in life,
Hence, it is ﬁnly too natural to take (&) as something like:

(b) Happiness is exemplified in men belonging to all etatione

in life and this is only another way of sayings®

(¢) Men who are happy '[happy mqu &re found in all statione
in life, |

i@hﬁ result speaks for itself. (Although not as an exact
remﬂevxng of (a), but as showing the dlréatmﬁn in whmeh one ought

o work)-

[} only mention, that nothing ph&lmsaph@mally 1mp0rtant is
missed, I think, by ﬁuch 'tranwlatlom@' or ‘rveductions® = apart from

nuances of speach, points of emphasis, rhetoricel effects etéé]

EEJ 20, according to such an aceeunt, the only problems that
remain (only"® enphemlvtlaally° these problamﬁ are nosh dmfflcult)
are those of the real fwrm of the fact(ﬁ) @xpraﬁs&d bys say, genevral

or particular propositions, etec. (For (o) above is of such sort) e
IR b Rt i R o e e IS dnies Ao T G A W B, s iy > —‘muma—-c--ah—“u--ﬁmmmumbmmumw&wmmmomwmm--u—-a-w-muu-mdp

'ﬁsaay II, part D.
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72} t;nside remarks Strauson writes: "Thie being

found in sll stations in life is this way incompatible with b being

found in few stations in life and entails (1nvolvea) being found

in most statioms in life" (p,113). But in lmﬁ@ the first

determination entails the second, and, in a sense, is incompatible

with the third, Anyvway, these are eimply nuances of ordinary

speech - when we have mode precise what 1s to be meant and appre=

hend it clearly, we gee the entailments or incompatibilities

involved, The rest is the mcst u@eful ambxgulﬁy and vagueness

of

:pq113 f@om "If we consider, say,

to
by

ordinary spe@ch;]

TSe Wow ¢ %raden offers o rather curious argument, in

happiness, misery, and blics.es"

“eoeo and ‘happiness is of short duration' is not entailed

‘Bliss is of short duration'®.
The argunent seems to be of this forms
(1) Happiness and misery are incompatible.

(ii) ‘Happiness is Tound in;aillstatianﬁ in life!
is not incompatible with 'Misery is found in

all stations in life',
(iii) But chavacters come in exclusiveness groups
vig=d-vis particulars,
(iv) Hence happiness and hisery cannot be vegarded
& all se being presented as cherscters assigned
to particulars in the above propositions.
But consider now the following Yargument'® of the same forms
(3%) ﬁhorﬁﬁﬁgéahd tallness are incompatible.
(1i*) TYet 'men 01 whatevar celour are short'® is not incompa-

%mble with 'men of whatever ooiaur are tall',

mum»—o—p—no—uu—ummunu—gnn—-m-‘-q i G5y ‘-e'ﬂft—-‘uﬂi~%mmmmmm‘ﬁﬂmm--mﬂ-—ﬂuﬁﬂmnn
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We have already f@marked %h&ﬁ'thiﬁ dey strictly speaking,

incorr@ct, since thluga are not 1mcnmpa%abl@ oz compatible in

the reguired e @ns@'r(ﬁnly faots or propositions are). But let

ue grent this way of speaking for brevity's cake,
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(14i') = (444)
(iv') Hence shoriness and tallness cennot be regarded

at all as being presented as characters assigned +o

particulars, in the above propositions,

The first ‘argument? is ag defective as the second e

Indeed invalid,

T4 I.Eéde issue: I think thet it is not at all clear
whether and why, granted that being blisﬁful entails being happy,

(&) "Bliss is of short duration® is not entailed by (b) "Happiness
is of short duration", And the reason why these are not clear is
that propositions (a) and (b) are %oﬁ~&hgue Oor even smbiguous,

perhaps in more than one respect.

But it is extremely impmxtant;ta consider a reason adduced
by Straelson for the contention that (b) does not entail (a), though
happiness is @ntai;ad by bliss (aﬁ miﬁlﬁ&dingly is put)s He writes
in the footnote of‘p,llﬁ: "But no such relation h@&ds‘in this
direction @ith@r,{éx {zc)] ‘Happiness is found in all stations in
life® does not entail f(dil "Bliss is found in all stations in
life'.coos”s The impoﬁganae li@ﬁ> 1 think, in meeing with much
vividness how eagy it is to take the surfece grammetical form of
& proposition as its real forme For %h@'r@agan adduced is valid,
obviously, only on +the suppc@itio$~%hatf(a), (b)y (e) and (a) are
all of the same form: a character of charascters being presented as

assigned to a character in all 0f %hem;

The supposition, I think, needs only to be explicitly
mentioned in order to be rejecteds If on the other handwetry to
uncover the real ¥orm of one of +the varimugrfaetﬁ and corresponding
statements, ambiguously and vaguely conveyed by each one of +he
above propasitionﬁ,eahd;if in-ﬁaftryiﬁg, we succeed to approximate
not just to the real form of one of those facts and statements, but
particularly to tha%ba£~th® prepq@ﬁerant one, that s%éﬁ&ing, s0 to
spesk, the dominant ncté,of the whols inarticulately (more or less)

apprehended complex and giving it ite overall guality which ensbles

'o/w



uss to recognize it an@ misleads us into supposing that we clearly
and distinctly’ eoncei&@ ié - if we reasonably succeed in this
endievour, then we shall clearly see the detailed and articulated
structure of the situation confronting ge (in respect of (a), (b),
(c) and (d).). Then we shall be able to see the real source and
strength of our inclination to accept the entailment (b) =+ (a),
in spite of our contrary tendency not to aceept the validity of
the entailment (o) = (ﬁ)u [ﬁft@r ally even Btrsuson somehow
recognizes the imalim&tien,%o accept the formexr entallment,
through giving as a reason for resisting it the un&aceptabilify
of the mecmmﬁg}

7§! I?mgt for the pake @fggiving'an'@xmmplé (%@gﬁh@ taken
hypothetically) of the above suggested procsedure, though an

extremely rough one.

We have taken for granted that bliss ‘entails! heppiness,

We may naturslly @nqughfiﬂﬁerpretwthia, as reflecting the

(supposad) fact that bliee is a kind Gf,h&ypinaﬁﬁ, that is that
blise ie a determinate of the determinable happiness. We may

alsc 'translate' (&), (b), (e), (d) as follows, supposedly obtaining
a(loser approximation to the real form of their respecetive pfepo-

nderant‘f&ct(a)a

(') Men are blissful, if at all, for short-time intervals.
{(b') Men are happys if at all, for shortetime intervale.
{(c?) Heppy men ave found in all stations in life.

({a') Bliesful men ave found in all stations in life.

We ¢an now gée'ﬁﬁat (b') entails (a') though {e') does not
entail (d'). And that the one entailment holds good whereas the
other not, has nothing to do with whethex happiness and bliss
are presented as xeal subjects or not, but it depends on whether
existential assumptions are made or not, and thimga liké that =
in short, it depende on what is precisely m@??t by the former set

of prmpo&iti@na{}
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:Bil [? & anxaouﬁ to rews@y that far from claiming that
the above analyses of § ;%ra@%on aﬁ@xamples, are adeguate represantae
tions in grammatical foxm of thenm real form, I do not even hold
that they are the first steps 1n~%uch apprmxmmatmng reductions.

I just wanted 4o exemplify what I was abstractly saying a lmttl@
before, through hyp@thetmcal ex&mpla-reductlwng]

71 mx«iking s finel note: I do not think that the
ungéneralized x/y condition is an adé@uate representetion of
th§ difference batw&en‘woncrata/ab@%rac%¢ In fact, I am not sure
ﬁﬁaﬁ even after pdding ¢Qnditi0ns corresponding to the points of
diff@f@noe discerned in my Besays I and I, we have tsken hold of
such an —adequate d@scrmptlan - 'deﬁinltian' of that G} cial

dlfa@r@ﬂ@@a
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E@J To conelude then with just one or two remarks on

section VIII of Straﬂgon'ﬁ Essay,

The section is, I think, rather harmlessly ecramped
through confusion of the diff@fﬁhﬁvqenaaﬂ of 'to predicate’.
[@f course Strauson is aware of the faatB see his footnote 1L
in pull%]

'To predicate’ can be held +to be systematically ambiguous,

corresponding tos

(2) pWQdicafiQn’§n the level of the World: sbetract
things are predicated of concrete things, the results being simple

determinations (facte).

(i4) predication on the level of Longgese, when con&idéring
its propositions simply from the (&uria@@} grammatical point of

view., Words asre have pr&ﬂ:caﬁ@d of other words.

(2i4) predicetion on the level of languaga, when considering
ite propositions as fact-presenting. Afain here we may be said
to predicate vords and expressions of other words and expressions,
but, in contradistinction with (ig), our predication here claims
an exact correspondence with predication (i) in each and all

uttered propositions,

Z_J B0, sentences like "We cﬁuld not predicate anything of

happiness unless we could predicate h&pplm@ﬁ of people" (p.ll4)
are to be r@@@nﬁad@red.und.underﬁtoad in the light of T8

or of people onr,

Por we ocannoct prédicatﬁ, anything of happiness
for the matter of ﬁh&%, of snythig whatever. le. can only pr@dlcaﬁel
words of 'h&pplmﬁ&ﬁ' mnd, indeed we cannot even pw@dmeatelli words
of ‘happiness® if my attitude towards section VII of Strauson's

paper is justified, (@h@ugh again far'difﬁ@r@mﬁ reasone from those

beecause of which we cannot predia&téli something of happiness).

e/ v
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Various remaining possibilities of combination can be treated
in the same way. ( I mean combinaﬁionﬁ of the we=element, the pre-

dication (i-ii-iii) elements and the words=things-element ).

80 ' The problem of dependent particulsrs (in Strdﬂaon's
terminology) will be considered in later essays, But I am inclined

to think:

i) DPropositions (8) 'That shout was John's® and (v) *John
shouted?, when duly completed, present one and the same faect or

complex of facts,.

ii) The weal form of the presented fact(s) is better
expressed by the grammsticsl ferma{(k),

ng%_l A 'historical‘ notes Sﬁradéon'a dependent particulars,
Aristotle's a4 &y vnonevpévy nol ph no8’ vronsLpéwy (things in
subject but not said gf eubject) and my absolutely determinate
determents (Lssay I),ara, I believe, different nemes of one and the
same kind of things. I shall work out thﬁir connection ( or identi-
ty) and its implicetions, in due course,

_%ﬁgJ &tr&ﬂ&an seems to hold as 'second after the best® the
dependent particulars, (%he ‘bvest® are, of course, independent
particulars (Strauson), gogcor obolay (Aristotle) or concrete
things (as L term ﬁhem)), Aristotle on the contrary prefers second
substances (epecies and gene¥a of firsﬁ substences) for the second
place, Here we have another important problem for further investi-

gation,



