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This paper develops a novel version of enti-platonism, called semansic fictionalism. The
view is o response to the platonist argument that we need to countenance propositions to
account for the truth of semences containing ‘that'-clavse singular terms, e.g., sen-
tences of the form “x believes that p° and ‘o means that p°. Boefly, the view is that (a)
platonists are right that “that’-clauses purpornt to refer (o propositiens, but (b) there are
no such things ns propositions, and hence, () "that'-clause-containing sentences of the
above gort are not tree—they ore useful fictions. Semantic fictionalism is an extension of
Hartry Field's mathemaotical fictionalism, but my defense of the view is not analogous to
his. One of the many virtues of my defense is its generality: it explains how we can
adopt a fictionalist stance towards afl abstract singulor terms, e.g., mathermatical singualar
terms and “that'-clouses,

1. INTRODUCTION

Maost of the traditional arguments for the existence of abstract objects (i.e.,
non-physical, non-mental, non-spatio-temporal objects) can be understood as
inferences to the best explanation. Flatonists argue that some phenomenon
(e.g., resemblance) can only be explained by appealing to abstract objects of
some sort {e.g., universals) and conclude from this that there must actually be
some abstract objects. One such argument holds that we need to countenance
propositions® to account for the truth of various sentences containing ‘that’-
clauses, e.g., sentences of the form ‘x believes that p°. (Arguments of this
kind can be wraced back at least to Frege, but the version I will describe here
is most closely related to the versions developed recently by George Bealer

! This paper wis read at the City University of New York Gradunte Center in April, 1996,
where | received several helpful comments from varous members of the audience, most
notably Jerrold Katz. 1 also received very helpful written comments on an earlier draft of
the paper from Seth Crook, Russell Dale, Hartry Field, Bob Hanna, and Adoum Vinueza. I
would like to thank all of these people,

1 There are varicus views of the nature of propositions, but it won't matter here which of
these views is correct, because the only fenure of propositions that will be relevant to my
argument is their abstractness, and this is something that all the standard views agree
upon.
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and Stephen Schiffer.) In this paper, [ will respond to all arguments of this
general kind. I will do this not by arguing that we can account for the fact in
question—i.e., the fact that there are true ‘that’-clause-containing sentences—
without appealing to propositions, but rather, by arguing that we have no
good reason to suppose that there really is a fact here at all. Thus, I will be
introducing what [ think is a fairly novel version of anti-platonism, one
which (a) admits that platonists are right about the truth conditions of ‘that'-
clause-containing sentences (i.e., admits that such sentences really are
“about™ propositions) but nonetheless, (b) maintains that there are no such
things as propositions, and thus, (c) concludes that the truth-conditions of
‘that’-clause-containing sentences are never satigfied—i.e., that there are no
true “that'-clause-containing sentences (except for those which are vacuously
true). I will call this view semanric fictionalism.

Mow, prima facie, semantic fictionalism might seem wildly implausible
or even downright crazy. But we can dispense with this prima facie worry and
lay bare a certain attractiveness to semantic fictionalism by bringing out
some of the parallels between it and Hartry Field's mathematical
fictionalism.® I take this up in section 2. I also lay out the Frege-Bealer-
Schiffer argument there and say a few words about my response to that argu-
ment before giving the meat of the response in section 3. The stance [ adopt
in sections 2 and 3 requires me to reply to an argument that is closely related
te the Frege-Bealer-Schiffer argument, viz., the argument that we need to
countenance propositions to account for the meaningfulness of sentences.
(This argument also goes back at least to Frege; a contemporary advocate is
Jerrold Kate.®) I respond to this argument in section 4 by merely extending
the position developed in sections 2 and 3.

¥ See Gottleb Frege, “Ueber Sinn und Bedewtung,” translated by H. Feigl as “On Sense and
Mominatum™ in Fhilosophy of Language, ed. AP, Martinich (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1990); and George Bealer, "Universals,” Jowrnal of Philosoply, 90 (1993): 5-32;
and Stephen Schiffer, “A Paradox of Meaning,” Nows, 28 {1994): 279=324. Chapters 4
and 5 of Schiffer"s Remnants of Meaning (Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press, 1987)
are also relevant here, although his overall point there is different.

4 On the use of the term “sbout’ that | adopt in this paper, the claim that a sentence o is
about an object x does ner entail that x exists. Thus, for instance, "Oliver Twist was a
boy" is about Oliver Twist, even though there was never any such person. In order to
remind the reader that | am using ‘about” in this way, [ will try to put scace quotes around
that word whenever [ zay that a sentence is about an object whose existence is in ques-
thon.

¥ Bee Hartry Field, Science Withour Numbers (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980),

b See Jerrold Katz, “Common Sense in Semantics,” in New Directions in Semantics, ed. E,
LePore (London: Academic Press, 1987),
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2. MATHEMATICAL FICTIONALIS
M AND SE
FICTIONALISM Gl
There is a fa:_:mu.s Fregean argument for mathematical platonism that ro-
ceeds I:yfurgumg that we need to countenance abstract mathematical objacfs to
account for the truth of mathemati iti
ksl matical sentences.” For example, it is claimed if

(1) 3 is prime

E:_,:.]u:; tthglnl we a].::- have to grant that there is such 4 thing as the number 3
10 that it 1s an abstract object). The best res is i
opinion, is the one given by mathematical ﬁcfiziﬁi;is?uﬁ:rﬁw;zq g
grant the central claim of the Fregean argument—that if sentences like 1[1;|Ei .
true, tflznen .thure are abstract mathematical objects and plaronism is ll‘I.DE-—bm
to maintain that sentences like (1) are simply not true. The reason c:l:
selntenccs are not true, according to fictionalism, is that there are & h
:,m:igi] ns_madlmmatical objects. In other words, the problem is thnln;:tl;li
dlical singular terms, e.g., '3’ are vacuous, i.e., fai
false (or not true®) for the same reason that *Oliver Tw:a:{:lf:;iﬂm?;:dé:x} s
fnlsa—l-because Just as there was never any such person as Oliver Twi %
there is no such thing as 3.9 i
(One n:ught worry that by taking this line, we Joge the distinction bet
mathematically sound sentences like (1) and mathematically unso d“’““
tences like ‘4 is prime’. But as Field has shown, we can hluci this :I; sﬁl:[:-
Emreiy Irmling that ‘3 is prime’ is true-in-the-story-of-mathematics 1.-.rlil.ﬂlr d
4 is prime’ is not—just as ‘Oliver lived in London’ is tfl.s:-.-.-iI:l-ll'm::aatm-mﬁ?J
Oliver-Twist, whereas ‘Oliver lived in Paris® is not.'"" The req! worry u:;}u;

7
See Goutlob Frege, Der Grundiagen die Arithrietic, translsed by I L. Austin as The

;r::lndur:'m uf.llifchmmc (Cxford: Basil Blackwell, 1953},
sentences like (1) are falre is not easential to mathemati innali
¥ - 3 u.cu] '
:amunuﬂmm .tu;? I.IJ.I; view is that (a) there are no mathematical objects :::D:mﬂzm[h?r::ﬂ:s
Singular terms are vacuwens. Whether this me that r:zlm:m:-:e; i :
false, or lacking a truth valye or somethin o : b
| B i g else, depends upon our the ‘i
will adopt the view that such sentences are filre, but i e
adop + but nothi i
Fl.s;l:n:lllnhsrs allow that somre mathematical mmenm-—n:.??;?!i:gjﬁ:: :;:1.; i
prime a—:fre true, bcmue they are vacuously true, [ will ignore this complicatio .1:
:‘_::;nk as I'f'culum].ms believe that aif mathematicol seatences are false =
o does it mean to say: "The sentence o is true-in-the-story.X"7 'l'ln: best and
smlu,gl'lfunvnrd Interpredation is o take this as suying that a certain sentence 'nn iz,
;Lu“::n:?:lwf;:mm set of sentence types (viz,, E). Now, given this, i wy:; :um
appeal wo the predicate *..,is-true-in-the-storv-of. etustics” ha e
A the ! te " ry-of-mathe i
gﬁni::t:zuhfn wity of distinguishing *3 is prime” from 4 is pr::::s r::i:i Ezr:::::
of sentence i it
Sy e types are absiract obfects, it seems that fictionalists have to
. 3 is prime’ is true-in-the-story-of- mathematics”
an
“4 is prime’ is true-in-the-story-of-mathematics™
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fictionalism is that it seems incompatible with the applicability of mathe-
i ill return to this shortly.)
mn;zsn-a;:nt::]ﬁr:tiumﬂsm can be developed in an exactly analogous wn}.r' Cor-
responding to the Fregean argument that we rm‘ad to endorse p!ammsgl to
account for the truth of mathematical sentences is the Frcgc-Beaier-S;:hlffF:r
argument that we need to endorse platonism to account for the truu'lu of f.Fmr -
clanse-coniaining sentences {or as I will call them fm!n now on, ‘that -s_.e.e?-l
tences), The Frege-Bealer-Schiffer argument proceeds in two steps: first, .“ ?,3
argued that ‘that’-clauses are referential singular terms, ?nd :seccund, it is
argued that the only things that could be the rc[crfr.:nts of Iha.t -clag&cs are
pernsitiun,s. The first step is motivated by appealing to certain valid argu-

ments, ¢.g.,

Jenny believes that Idgie is a dog
Therefore, Jenny believes something

Pla.u:uuisls claim that the only way to account for the validity of l.his
argument is to treat it as an existential generalization, ie., to take the logical

form of the argument Lo be:
Bij, the referent of ‘that Idgie is a dog")
o (3x)B(, x)

where ‘j* denotes Jenny and ‘B’ expresses a lwg-p]a:c belief relation, E;m if
this is right, then it seems that we have no choice but to cm.ic:lur:l:: that ‘that
Idgie is a dog' is a referential singular term. The second premise of the Fre_gc-
Bealer-Schiffer argument—that the only things that could he the referents of
“that’-clauses are propositions—is motivated sifnply by ruling ::[ur all of the
competitors, i.e., by arguing that things like facts, publlﬂ-lan.guag‘-;
sentences, and private-language sentences couldn’t be the Tet‘erent_s of “that’-
clauses. Several different reasons have been given, by vnrmu‘s phillosclphml's,
for concluding that such things could not be the referents of ‘that'-clauses; I

are on all fours. (In particular, they have to Jllil.inl:li.l'l. that Eu:ltlh of these s;:u‘wun:s L:m :::m
purely mothematical sentences, fctional—i.e., stictly .spr:l}ung False.) '|..|.-'|_ can a.;.w. . i

by turming our attention e certain concrere ohjects tha I.im'.““hsts do be ch.-:_ in,
::ﬂ'l:; m:lr.te'n.f of *3 is prime” and "4 i3 prime”. I‘:J'I:Li.ufmlilst: maintain that ml:gus‘b:f E.h:
prime’ have o certain property that tokens of *4 is prime do not have. WI:hl:'alff u:':!m.
this property in platonistic terms as the pmpn't)r ntt']I:-:Ln,g a token m_'a :,'n;': d:::!._ bt
the-story-of-mathematics, But it seems that fictionalists nesd o0 aominalistic Hmnp =
this property. The problem here is o special case of the general problem of ; "pp-wf-
biliry of mathematics (and other abstract-object tlk), for the Ipmhl!Tn thers is procisely
that there are features of the physical world @nt seem dmanb_l: in p:!mu:i; t:m.jj
ounly, | will explain how fictionalists can suh‘c.ﬂm general problem m.seu;u;m 3, itw
be obviows that the special case under discussion here can be solved in the same woy.
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will not discuss any of these reasons here, because T am going to concede this
point to platonists.

MNow, just as anti-platonists can respond to the Fregean argument for
mathematical platonism by endorsing mathematical fictionalism, so too, they
can respond to the Frege-Bealer-Schiffer argument by endorsing semantic
fictionalism. The idea here is to grant the two central premises of the Frege-
Bealer-Schiffer argument—that ‘that'-clauses are referential singular terms and
that the only plausible suggestion about what they might refer to is the
Platonistic suggestion that they refer o propositions—but to maintain that
since there are, in fact, no such things as propositions, ‘that’-clauses are vae-
uous terms. In other words, semantic fictionalists admit that ‘thar’-clauses
purpart to refer to propositions, but they maintain that, in point of fact, they
do not refer at all. And so just as mathematical fictionalists hold that mathe-
matical sentences like (1) are false (or not true), semantic fictionalists hald
that “that'-sentences like

(2) That Q. I. is a bachelor entails that ©. I, is unmarried

are false (or not true),

(The parallel between semantic fictionalism and mathematical fictionalism
is really quite deep. For instance, like mathematical fietionalists, semantic
fictionalists acknowledge that some ‘that’-sentences—e.g., 'If I believe that
birds fly, then I believe that birds fly'—are vacuously true (although, again, I
will usually ignore this complication and speak as if they hold that alf ‘that'-
sentences are false). And semantic fictionalists distinguish sentences like (2
from sentences like *That O. J. is a bachelor entils that 0. 7, is a murderer”
by pointing out that the former, but not the latter, are true-in-the-story-of-
propositions, )

It seems to me, then, that by endorsing semantic fictionalism, anti-platon-
ists succeed in putting the ball back into the platonist court. The question
now is what argument there is for the truth of ‘that’-sentences like (2). The
central thesis that I will try to motivate in this paper is that platonists do not
have any good argument here ar all.

Before beginning my argument for this thesis, I would like to make two
points. First, one might think that platonists don’t need an argument here,
that it is simply obvious that ‘that'-sentences like (2)—and mathematical
sentences like (1)—are true. This, I think, is just wrong. If the two central
premises of the Frege-Bealer-Schiffer argument are correct—and platonists and
fictionalists both think that they are—then sentences 1ike (1) and (2) could
only be true if there exist ahstract objects. But the question of whether there
exist abstract ohjects is controversial and non-obvious, Thus, (1) and (2) are
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also controversial and non-obvious." The second point [ want to make is that
in establishing that platonists have no argument for the truth of ‘that’-sen-
tences like (2), I will not be arguing that semantic fictionalism is true, or
even that it's superior to platonism. [ will merely be defending it against a
certain attack (or as I put it above, blocking a certain argument for platon-
ism). In the end, I do not favor semantic fictionalism over platonism, because
I do not think there are any good arguments for the falsity of “that'-sentences.
Thus, what I think is that the Frege-Bealer-Schiffer argument shows that
either platonism or semantic Getionalism is true but that we don't have any
good argument that tells us which one is true.
In any event, I begin my discussion by asking how platonists might try
1o argue thal some (non-vacuous) “that’-sentences are true, The best platonist
strategy here—indeed, the only promising strategy—is to construct an argu-
ment analogous to the one they have used in the mathematical case, i.e., the
argument they have used to motivate the claim that mathematical sentences
like (1) are true, The argument I have in mind is the Quine-Putnam indis-
pensability argument,'* which holds (in a nutshell) that we have to allow that
at least some mathematical sentences and theories are true, because they are
indispensable parts of certain empirical theories that we believe to be true.
This argument can be used to motivate the truth of various ‘that’-sentences as
well as mathematical sentences. For while ‘that'-clause singular terms are not
used as frequently in empirical science as mathematical singular terms are,
they do appear is some of our empirical theories, most notably belief psy-

chology, which uses sentences like

{3) Floyd believes that Bill Clinton is president

to explain human behavior.

{Some people doubt that folk concepts like ‘believes” belong in a mature
scientific psychology, but this issue is entirely irrelevant here. It doesn’t
matter whether sentences like (3) belong in scientific theory. All that matters
is that such senlences seem 10 express facts about the belief states of people
like Floyd and, indeed, that they seem indispensable to the project of
characterizing these facts, Whether they are indispensable to scientific theory
doesnt really matter, although I will couch my discussion in those terms.)

I Something else which semantic fictionalists reject—but which might have seemed obvi-
ous, pre-thecretically—is the inference from ‘Fa’ o 'That Fa is true”. But again, the
invalidity of this inference is forced on us by the platonist™s own argument; for the Frege.
Bealer-Schiffer arpument shows that whereas ‘Fa' is about a, “That Fa is true” is about
the proposition that Fa

12 See the lnst section of W. V. O, Quine, “Two Dogmas of Empiricism,” reprinted in From
o Logical Point of View (New York: Harper and Row, 1961); and chapters V-VIII of
Hillary Putmam, The Philosophy af Logic (Mew York: Harper and Row, 1971),
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Fie:?}]:ras can ﬁctiﬁn;listshresmnd to this indispensability argument? Well
responded to the version o 's di it
mathematical fictionalism by arguingrthﬂz E;ﬁ:;:;&;ld;:;ﬁd.ﬂga“{“
fact, not indispensable to empirical science, He maintains that our . pirad
theories can be nominalized—i.e., reformulated in a way that (a) :nfmmi
ref_mnce 10, or quantification over, mathematica] objects and (b) is stiII:; -
Teu::a]]}f attractive—and that we should only endorse the truth of the i Zﬁ
|zle:d versions of these theories, There have been a number of ni:r'uzznu“ :
Field's argument, however, and it is not at all clear that it suc«:enilj.s 13 :’?5 .
over, even if il succeeds in the mathematical case, it jg difficult to :‘.il;‘E h ﬂm'_
could be generalized, so that it would apply to the case of ‘that’-sente _U"’" =
well as to mathematics. But none of this matters, because there l“S :LE;'IM
;a]:tir:lelg].f u::jtc::s::gna]jsts can employ here: they can admit that qur bm:iul.‘ic::
theories make indispensable use of mathemay i i
in ﬁcl.iun.afist terms. 1 have provided such ;T:;::H:;S;P:}I's::ﬁ:tfﬂf 111115
next section, I will show that this explanation can be generalized so-dmtn itis
an account not just of the use that physics makes of mum:mntica] obj o
but also the use that belief psychology makes of propositions, and i de:ilwr-s‘
use that empirical science makes of abstract objects, : g i

3. A FICTIONALIST ACCOUNT OF BELIEF

I ne?d to provide a fictionalist account of the (dispensable and indispensable)
applwﬂll_ﬂlns of our platonistic theories {e.g., the “theory of prmﬁﬁns"] :}
our empu‘lmal theories (e.g., the “theory of belief psychology™). T will assum
here l!mt in doing this, I nced to maintain some sort of rm!im:l about em 1';1-iT
cal.smencn. That is, I will assume thar it is not acceptable for I.‘icliunnlistI; t
clzlum :h,lax the reason fictional platonistic theorips are applicable to empiri ~a{;
science Is that empirical science is also fictional (Le., that this ap lic:b';".t
ihuu]d Seem no more surprising than does the applicability of “Rmihn JII”IH.::'r
_ Rambo I}, I cannot discuss why I think this response is unacceptable, but
i a nutshell, the reason is that I think full-blown scientific anti-realism b
untenable view. That is, I think that our scientific theories do CEpIEss trﬁt:n
about d1e physical world. Thus, the challenge facing fictionalists is to lo 'ﬂIS
a v:lrstmn of scientific realism that does not simply assert the truth fL :
empirical theories (because that version of realism commits to the e _"Le':"-'f
of abstracta). The challenge is (o explain how we can maintain :I::t :f:

13 Fact i
Must of these objections are discussed by David Malamen in his review of Field's book

in The Sowrnal of Philosaphy, 79 (1982); 523-34, tio5—
: v z . I block on jecti i
the objection that Fnle!d-.s method cannot be extended o cnv::::haﬁ:zb::m- e
;n:; ::n:mm:i'ﬁ N;_:lmna]rlnl:i.on of Quantum Mechanics,” Mind 105 (1996): mz?_m
npter of my Platonism and Ane-Plaganiom in .Mﬂdlﬂ;l [ .
University Press, 1998); or ses my * ionali i
. n 1398); ¥ “A Fictionalist Account i i
cations of Mathematics,” Philosophical Studier, §3 (1996); ZETES?: el g
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empirical theories are strictly speaking false without committing to the
implausible claim that there are no truths “buried” in these theories.

My proposal is that fictionalists can endorse what [ will call neminalistic
scientific realism, the view that the nominalistic content of empirical
science—i.e., what empirical science entails about the physical world—is
true (or mostly true—there may be some mistakes scattered through it), while
its platonistic content—i.e., what it entails “about” a platonic realm of
abstract objects—is false. The reason this view is a genuine form of scientific
realism is that it endorses the “complete picture” that empirical science paints
of the physical world, including the parts about so-called “theoretical enti-
ties", e.g., electrons.

There is an immediate worry about nominalistic scientific realism that can
be expressed in two different ways. First, one might claim that if everything
empirical science says about the platonic realm is fictional, then much -:_n[
what it says about the physical world will come out false, and hence, even if
we preserve some of what empirical science says about the physical world,
we will not preserve it all, i.e., we will not preserve the complete picture that
empirical science paints of the physical world. Second, one might claim that
if everything empirical science entails about the physical world is true, then
what it entails about the platonic realm must also be true. Both claims arise
from the single worry that it is not possible to separate the nominalistic con-
tent of empirical science from its platonistic content. [ will respond to both
sides of this worry by arguing that this is possible; more specifically, I will
argue that

(NC) Empirical science has a purely nominalistic content that captures its
“complete picture” of the physical world,

and

(COH) It is coherent and sensible to maintain that the nominalistic con-
tent of empirical science is true and the platonistic content of
empirical science is fictional.

(It might seem that this stance commits me to the claim that empirical
science can be nominalized, but we will see that it does not.) In any event, by
arguing for (NC) and (COH), 1 will essentially be arguing that nominalistic
seientific realism is a coherent view. Now, 1 will also argue that it's a plau-
sible view, but | don't need to show that it's true, because I'm not trying to
show that fictionalism is true. All [ want to show is that we have no good
reason to refect these two views.

My argument for (NC) and (COH) is based upon the obvious fact that
abstract objects (if there are such things) are not causally related to anything
in the physical world. Notice, first, that if we assume that (NC) i$ true, then

Bl2 MARK BALAGUER
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the causal inertness of abstract objects suggests that (COH) is alse true,
because it suggests that the truth value of the platonistic content of empirical
science is simply irrelevant to the truth value of its nominalistic content, We
can think of it this way: if all the abstract objects in platonic heaven suddenly
disappeared, nothing would change in the physical world; thus, if empirical
science is true right now, then its nominalistic content would remain true,
even if the platonic realm disappeared; but this suggests that if there never
existed any abstract objects to begin with, the nominalistic content of empir-
ical science could nonetheless be true.

But the main point that needs to be made here is that the appeal to causal
isolation lends support to (NC) as well as to (COH). To put the argument
very guickly, it is this. Empirical science knows, so to speak, that abstract
objects are causally inert. That is, it does not assign a causal role to any
abstract entities. Thus, it seems that empirical science predicts that the behav-
ior of the physical world is not dependent in any way upon the existence of
abstract objects. And this suggests that what empirical science says about the
physical world—i.e., its complete picture of the physical world—could be
true even if there aren’t any abstract objects. That is, it suggests that (NC)
and (COH) are both true,

Now, as a segue into a more complete and adequate statement of the
argument, consider the following objection. “You seem to be assuming that
because empirical science doesn't ascribe any causal role to abstract objects, it
doesn’t ascribe any role to them at all. But this is wrong: in giving its pic-
ture of the physical world, part of what empirical science tells us is that cer-
tain physical systems are related in certain non-causal ways to certain abstract
objects. Consider, for example, the sentence

(4) The physical system 5 is forty degrees Celsius.

You are quite right that in making this claim, we do not mean to assign any
causal role to the number 40—that we do not mean to suggest that the
number 40 is responsible in any way for 8's having the temperature it has.
But nonetheless, we are saying something that invelves the number 40: we
are saying that S stands in a certain non-causal relation—viz., the Celsius
relation—to that number. Likewise, despite the fact that (3) does not imply
that the proposition that Clinton is president is causally responsible for
Floyd's believing this proposition, it does say that Floyd stands in a certain
non-causal relation—viz., the belief relation—to this proposition. Thus, it
seems that our empirical theories do not simply express some nominalistic
facts and some platonistic facts; rather, they express mived facrs. And so it
seems that (NC) is false: empirical science does not have a nominalistic con-
tent that captures its complete picture of the physical world.”
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The person who objects in this way fails to appreciate the full :.i.gn.l{n:u:;::;
of the causal inertness of abstract objects. It is no doubt Ilru.v: thatl {41} 5&:,.-3““
g stands in the Celsivs relation to the number 40. But since 40 isn t cau :,I:
relevant to 5's temperature, it follows that if (4) is true, it is true in ':-mu::h-:t
facts about § and 40 that are entirely independent of one anurdm:rt: Le.,
hold or don't hold independently of one another. In Ull'I_ErIWDl'dS, ldT: g;tant
{hat the number 40 isn't causally related to S—and thus_ is hey::ml dou _.,;
then we are forced to say that while (4) does exprﬁ:ss amixed fm:L: it ues. =
express a bottom-level mixed fact, i.e., that thnmm:}d fact ﬂ!lilit {I }cipr:bh;_
supervenes on more basic facls that are not mixed.”* In p?ﬂ:m: m;';b;ufm
venes on a purely physical fact about § and a puTel;nr‘ p%ammstlc z;: e
number 40, But this suggests that (4) has a nominalistic ::I:lntcntll at ,-;Z p[ =
its complete picture of S: that content is just Ilhat 5 hold.sl lE:u[:r its en :} i
“(4) bargain”, i.e., that 5 does its part in mak_lmg {(4) true. {wehm-ghﬂ‘;m
try to say that the nominalistic content of (4) is thnlt the pun:_l:.r o ysn:b =
behind (¢)—i.e., the purely physical fact ub-uut_s just ment!om:-.;—.c.n Lai
But we have to be careful here. The pu.fely ph}rs:ca?.l fa:ft bell'umi (4) mBu fa&;
ticular fact, presumably having s‘mmthmg to dD. with kinetic en;nlargy. :Mn,t
nominalistic content of (4) is not that this pamcul_nr fact Puida, 1; co i
be, because (4) doesn't describe any such fact; e.g., it _doesn teven r?::nlisﬁc
topic of kinetic energy. Thus, all we can say hercl is that the n;;r:u =
content of (4) is that some purely physical fact that involves § holding up
4 ain” obiains.) : .
end’[‘:'];rcTnnfe }gzcﬂ;gfﬁr {3): it does say that Floyd sfamis m the bﬂ]l-f_!f_ ralztuu,r:
to the proposition that Clinton is president, but since fl1!3 P:mpoblh.m.l |slrrtm
cousally relevant to Floyd's belief state, it f|:ilh.uws th,.ul if (3) is qule, .H dl: n-
in virtue of facts about Floyd and the proposition which are enu.n:: y indepe
dent of one another. And, of course, the fact a_hnut Ftl'nyri on ‘:‘l'h.lL!f_L (S}tsuger;
venes is going to be a purely physical fact; in pa!'tlr:u!.'fr, it's g}:mg ul :_
fact about his brain (or if externalism is true, ].'Il,&i I:r.:ur! n.m:[ ] e;v:m
ment'™). Thus, it seems to follow that (3) has a nominalistic content that cap-

¥ Strictly speaking, | should say: i (+) ir fruee, then e mixed fuct u;a;: ;::T;:?ui.:upi;
venes on more basic facts, For if (4) fsn'f true, then at least one of etz U P
here won't really exist. [ leave this proviso out I'u_r the sake nf_rlwlmc I
what follows, 1will do the sume thing on o few |..11I'Errcnt uc:n;:r:s.bu: T

I Qne might worry that the sentence “S holds up its end of the _ i} ‘qd%mt-r:; I8 bty
nominalistic on the grounds that when we |.||.'|.]}w.‘k the cxpm.;smn s f:ﬁun;ﬂm b

nequnter the platonistic lingo of (4), in particular, the term _fort_'f' - | el

:mlruuin that in talking about the “(4) bargnin™, we are really just :ullu?g abo a o, of
the sentence (4), and so the expressions in (4)—e.g.. ‘forty’——an being mentiones

n ;Tp:::l.'ism is the view that the contents of our_hnﬁnl‘sl are d:lzm;;d @t Jmhb;::l
internal stales but also by our physical and sl:_n:ou mrunnn;e:gl;g.. 599_%3] 1Ir_-,rmml 'rm;
“Meaning and Reference,” The Journal af Fhilosophy, 70 EH > %.j 4 |
Burge, “Individualism and the Mental,” Midwest Sradies, 4 (1979): T3=121.
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tures its complete picture of Floyd: that content Just says that Floyd holds up
his end of the “(3) bargain”. (That this really captures the complere picture
that (3) paints of Floyd follows from the fact that (3) doesn’t express any bor-
tom-level mixed facts; for it follows from this that all (3) tells-ns gbour
Floyd is that he holds up his end of the “(3) bargain" 1%}

(When I say that the fact about Floyd upon which (3) supervenes is a
purely physical fact, what [ mean is that it is a purely mominalistic fact,
Thus, even if Cartesian dualism were true, my argument would still hold
water. For in that case, (3) would still supervene upon two entirely indepen-
dent facts, one a purely nominalistic Fact about Floyd and the other a purely
platonistic fact about the proposition that Clinton is president. The only dif-
ference would be that the nominalistic fact would he (at least partially) men-
talistic. And this is also why my argument is consistent with externalism,
For even if the fact about Floyd upon which (3) supervenes is partially socio-
logical—concerning, say, the conventions prevailing in Floyd's linguistic
community—it is still nominalistic. The bottom line is this: even if mental-
istic or environmental factors partially determine what beliefs we have, it is
still true that causally inert propositions (if there are such things) do not
determine—even partially—what beliefs we have,)

It should be clear that considerations of the above sart will bring us to the
same conclusions with regard to all of empirical science. For since no
abstract objects are causally relevant to the physical world, it follows that
none of our mixed sentences express bottom-level mixed facts and, hence,
that empirical science has a nominalistic content that captures its complete
picture of the physical world—a nominalistic content that says that the phys-
ical world holds up its end of the “empirical-science bargain”, Thus, I con-
clude that (NC) is true. To recapitlate, the argument for this rests on three
premises, viz.,

(i}  Abstract objects—if there are such things—are not causally relevant
to the operation or state of the physical world;

{ii} If (i) is true, then the mixed facts expressed by empirical science
supervene on more basic facts that aren’t mixed, i.e., that are either
purely nominalistic (i.e., purely physical, or neurclogical, or
whatever) or else purely platonistic: and

I suppose that one might claim that (3) ells us something efre about Floyd, vie., that he
stands in the belief relation o the proposition that Clindon is president, But this is just nit-
picking: the point s that when we move from (3) to its nominalistic content, we do not
lose any important part of our picture of Floyd,
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(it} If the consequent of (ii} is true, then (NC) is true, i.e; emp:irica]
science has a nominalistic content that captures its complete picture
of the physical world.

And if what T have argued is correct, then it seems that (COH) is also true,
i.e., that it is coherent to believe the nominalistic content of empirical
science while maintaining that its platonistic content is purely fictional.

This is all I really need to argue in order to block the Frege-Bca!eraS-chf'[ﬁ.:r
argument for platonism. But it is worth pointing out that numinnllsfu:
scientific realism can be shown to be not just coherent but actually quite
plausible. Before [ do this, however, [ would like to address two different wor-
ries that people might have about the above argument.

First, one might be worried that a scientific anti-realist could use my
argument stralegy to mativate a view that endorsed the “macro-level cuntenf’.
of empirical science but rejected its “micro-level content”. The worry, of
course, is that this view is so implausible, that it undermines my argument
strategy. The fact of the matter, though, is that my argument strategy canmnot
be used to motivate this view. The reason is that micro-level entities are
causally related to macro-level entities. Indeed, if all the micro-level entities
in the world suddenly disappeared, all the macro-level entities would disappear
along with them. Moreover, empirical science predicts this, because part of
its picture of the macro-level of the world is that it is composed of micro-
level entities. Thus, empirical science simply doesn't have a purely macro-
level content that captures its complete picture of the macro-level of the
world. Thus, there is no viable view that endorses the macro-level content of
empirical science but not its micro-level content,

Second, one might be worried that the claim that empirical science has a
nominalistic content that captures its complete picture of the physical world
iz much more controversial than I have allowed, because it is essentially
equivalent to the claim that empirical science can be nominalized. But this
worry is just misguided: the claim that empirical science has a n{mﬁnnllistix:
content that captures its complete picture of the physical world is diﬂt:m?t
from (and much weaker than) the claim that empirical science can be nmfu-
nalized, The easiest way to appreciate this is to notice that empirical theories
wear their nominalistic contents on their sleeves. The nominalistic content of
a theory T is just that the physical world holds up its end of the T bargain”,
i.e., does its part in making T true. Thus, while the claim that empirical
science can be nominalized is highly controversial, the claim that it has a
nominalistic content that captures its complete picture of the physical world
is entirely trivial. Indeed, it is no more controversial than the claim that
abstract objects (if there are such things) are causally inert.

These remarks suggest that empirical science could have a nominalistic
content that captured its complete picture of the physical world even if it
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couldn’t be nominalized. But it doesn't yet tell us why this is so. The reason
is this: even if abstract-object talk were indispensable to empirical science,
abstract objects (if there are such things) would still be causally inert, and so
the truth of empirical science (assuming that it is true) would still supervens
upon two independent sets of facts, viz., a set of purely physical (or more
accurately, nominalistic) facts and a set of purely platonistic facts, What
indispensability would imply is that we could never describe all of these
purely physical facts in an altractive nominalistic theory. But there would
still be such facts, and it would still be true that such facts could obiain even
if there were no such things as abstract objects. Thus, empirical science
would still have a nominalistic content that captured its complete picture of
the physical world—a nominalistic content that says that the physical world
holds up its end of the “empirical science bargain—and it would still be
coherent and sensible to endorse this nominalistic content while maintaining
that the platonistic content of empirical science is fictional. In short, the
point here is that it doesn’t maiter whether our theories can be separated into
the purely nominalistic and the purely platonistic, because it already follows
from the causal ineriness of abstract objects that the bottom-level faces are
separated in this way.

{These considerations provide a strong reason for preferring my response
to the Quine-Putnam argument over Field's. On my view, even if empirical
science cannot be nominalized, it is still reasonable to believe only its nomi-
nalistic content and to treat its platonistic content as fictional, Thus,
fictionalists do not have to replace our current scientific theories. with nomi-
nalistic theories. Rather, they can accept the platonistic versions of our
empirical theories as they stand. The only thing they need to point oul is that
when they “accept” these theorics, they only commit to the truth of their
nominalistic contents.}

Let me turn now to the task of showing that nominalistic scientific real-
ism is not just coherent but actually very plausible. To understand why this
is 50, we need merely to understand the role that abstract-object talk plays in
empirical science. We have seen that our empirical theories do not take
abstract objects to be causally relevant to the operation or state of the physi-

cal world, Why, then, do they contain any platonistic talk at all? The answer
is this:

(TA) Empirical theories refer to abstract objects {most notably mathemati-
cal objects, but also other kinds of abstract objects, e.g.,
propositions) in order to construct theoretical apparatuses {or
descriptive frameweorks) in which to make assertions about the
physical world,
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In other words, empirical theories do not make claims of the form: *physical
{or biological, or psychological, or whatever) phenome nOn X OCCurs be:;alu.s'e
the platonic realm has nature y'. Rather, they make r:lmms_nt‘ the form: ‘the
behavior (or state) of physical (or biological, or psy:hulug_n:al, or whatever)
system S can be understood in terms of the platonistic struullm_: M as
follows:,.." Thus, abstract-object talk appears in our empirical theories as a
mere descriptive aid: by speaking in terms of the real numher_ HM‘. ar a
Hilbert space, or the network of propositions, we simply make it easier to
say what we want to say about the physical world. . &

{While it is true that abstract-object talk only appears in aur cn‘fpmc:a]
theories as a descriptive aid, it would be an oversimplification tcln claim that
this is the only role that it plays in empirical seience. The reason is that rhere
is more to science than the conjunction of its theories, and one of I'.'I:u: things
that scientists do, in addition to stating theories, is make cte:tain kinds of
inferences, and when they do this, they often use malhn:n?ancs. But we can
ignore this complication here, because the points that T will muks about tf::
deseriptive role of abstract-object talk apply equally well to its inferential
role.'¥) _

It seems Lo me that (TA) is so obvious that it hardly requires argument.
But to say just a few words here, let us consider the two examples we have
been discussing, i.e., (3) and (4). It seems very clear that the only reason :Ne
refer to the number 40 in (4) is that it provides a -.:nmlrenil.ﬂ.nt way of saying
what §'s temperature state is. More generally, the point is that the Celsius
scale correlates different temperature states with different numbers, so that the
numerals serve as names of the temperature states, or to use the more com-
mon lingo, the numbers represent the temperature states. (The reason it is
convenient to use numerals here, rather than ordinary names like ‘Bob’ and

1% In prder to take the some line on the inferential role of abs-h':rc:-ohj:c.t lquk :llmt I mh: on
its deseriptive role, T do not need it to be the cose that theee are nmmrlu]lslu:_ versions of
our platenistically formulated arguments, But [ do peed it o be the case that lf. Wi hnw:f a
{sound) argument for © that takes P1,....Pn as premises and that's formulated in platonis-
fic terms, so that at least one member of {P1,....Fn]—and Pe_:haps also C—refers to, or
quantifies ever, abstroct objects, then whenever the nominalistic content of [PI"".‘P.M is
true, the rominalistic content of C is also true. But T think it’s pretty ohvious 1]1_:.! ths ix |i|:l.l.‘-
case. For il the given argument is really sound, then whm_w':-er [Pl.....Fn} is true, C is
also tre. Thus, whenever [P, Pa} is tooe, the nominalistic curu:r.nll uE_E_Js also true,
singe it is included in C. But it follows from this that whm:wrlh; nmnm[:luju:_nmlem of
[FL.....Pn} s true, the nominalistie content of C is also true {which, again, is just what 1
need) because there is nothing in [PL,....Pn} I:uul_uu:_ in the nominalistic content of
{Pl,....Pn] that's at all relevant to whether the mmmalm:_c content of C is true, This is
simply because (a) whot's in (P1,....Fa] but not in 1h= nominalistic content of [I_’l.....?‘n:
is just the platonistic content of {P1,._. Pn}, and dns i3 s_ul:l:.r about uhs_tm:l objects, 1.e.,
nat about the physical wordd at all; and (&) the nomiralistic content of C i3 ?o]_ely about the
physical world and not about abstract objects at all. In Shﬂﬂ_, t_Eu: platonistic content of
|P1,...,Pn} is not relevant 1o the truth value of the rominalistic content of C, beconse
abstract objects (if there are such things) are cavsally inert.
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"Ted’, is that the various temperature states are related to one another in a Wiy
that is analogous to the way in which the real numbers are related to one
another.) Likewise, the reason we refer, in (3), to the proposition that Clin-
ton is president is that this provides an easy way of expressing a certain belief
state of Floyd's. And more generally, the point is that just as the empirical
structure of temperature states can be represented by the mathematical struc-
ture of the real number line, so too, the empirical structure of belief stales
can be represented by the logico-linguistic structure of propositions.
Assuming, then, that (TA) is true, nominalistic scientific realism
becomes very plausible. For if all the platonistic alk appearing in empirical
science is a mere descriptive aid—or an aid to our descriptions and our under-
standing of the physical world—then there doesn’t seem to be any good
reason to believe that it's frue, because fictions can aid our descriptions and
our understanding as easily as truths can. (As a case in point, consider thas
the novel Animal Farm could very easily serve as a descriptive aid in an his-
torical aceount of the years surrounding the Russian Revolution. We can say
something roughly true about Stalin by uttering the sentence, ‘Stalin was
like the pig Napoleon,' even though this sentence is, strictly speaking, fulse,
In other words, we can coherently believe the historical content of this sen-
tence without believing its Animal-Farm content.) And the same is true in
empirical science: we could use abstract-object talk to accurately charncterize
the operation or state of some part of the physical world even if there were oo
such things as abstract objects.® Therefore, the fact that we do use abstract-
object talk in this way does not provide any reason whatsoever to think that
this talk is true, And this is why I think that nominalistic scientific realism
is a plausible view, why I think it is just as plausible as ordinary scientfic
realism; because none of the reasons for endorsing the nominalistic content of
empirical science provides any good reason to endorse its plalonistic conteat,
To put the point as starkly as possible, the reason nominalistic scientific
realism is a sensible philosophy of science is that the nominalistic content of
empirical science is all empirical science is really “#rying to say” about the
world; its platonistic content is something it “says incidentally” in its effor
to say what it really “wanis to say”. Or to lapse completely into metaphor,
the nominalistic content of empirical science is its picture of the physical
world, whereas its platonistic content is the canvas {or part of the canvas) on
which this picture is painted; thus, in order to endorse empirical science”s pic-
ture of the physical world, we needn’t endorse its platonistic content.
Iend this section by considering an objection one might raise against the
position I've been developing here, an objection that might be put in

o Ope might worry that the presence of fictional material In our nmpiri’cal theories could
“infect” the nominalistic content of thoss theories. But so long a3 the fictitious eotities e
not faken o be cassally efficacious, this cannot happen.

ATTITUDES WITHOUT PROPOSITIONS B9



something like the following way. “If what you've argued is correct, then
whenever [ have a belief, i.e., whenever I hold up my end of some belief
ascription, it will be because my brain is in some particular state. This
means that part of my brain—presumably a neural sequence, or state, or
event, or some such thing—will have a physicalistic content-determining
property, Le., a physicalistic property which makes it the case that [ have the
particular belief in question, rather than some other belief. But to claim that
some neural state in my brain has a content-determining property is just to
claim that it has contenr, or meaning. Thus, fictionalists are committed to
the thesis that neural states are meaningful, and so they are going to have to
account for this, But you now face a dilemma. If, as platonists would have it,
we need to countenance propositions to account for meaningfulness—the idea
being that propositions just are sentence meanings—then believing that p
will involve being related in a certain way to a proposition after all, and so
fictionalism will be false. If, on the other hand, we can account for the mean-
ingfulness of neural states withouw! committing to propositions, then the
motivation for fictionalism will have evaporated, for we will have stumbled
onto an anti-platonist view that enables us to avoid making the wild
fictionalist claim that belief ascriptions like (3) are false. In particular, we
will be able to say thal content-bearing neural states are the referents of ‘that’-
clauses and the objects of belief. In other words, we will be able to say that
menial representations, or sentence tokens of the neural language of thought
(Mentalese), are the referents of ‘that’-"clauses "L
First of all, fictionalists are not committed to Mentalese sentences. They
are committed to the claim that whenever a person x holds up her end of an ‘x
believes that p' sentence, there is some purely nominalistic fact about her
brain {and perhaps her environment) that makes this the case. But they
needn’t maintain that in such cases there is a Mentalese token stored in x5
brain which (in platonistic terms) means that p. {And even if they allow that
in some cases, there is such a token stored in x's head, they might very well
deny that there is in all cases**) But in the next section, | will argue that
even if fictionalists grans the Mentalese-token view of the physical facts of
belief, they can still avoid both horns of the above dilemma. I will begin
with the first horn, explaining how fictionalists can respond to the platonist
worry that we need to countenance propositions to account for the meaning-
fulness of Mentalese tokens. Then, in response to the second horn, 1 will
point out that even if fictionalists can and should appeal to Mentalese tokens

¥ Por adefense of this view, see Jeery Fodor, The Language of Thought (Cambridge, Mas-
sachusetts: Horvard University Press, 19735

% actually, this some-but-not-all view is probably the strongest version of the Mentaless
view that could be cormect. For we surely don't want (o explain the foct that Madonna
believes that 434 = 17 by claiming that there is a Mentalese token in her heod that means

that 434 = 17,
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in explaining how humans have beliefs, there are still good reasons to doubi
that Mentalese tokens are the referents of ‘that'-clauses and the objects of
belief,

4. A FICTIONALIST ACCOUNT OF MEANINGFULNESS

I begin by explaining how fictionalists can respond to the Frege-Katz
argument that we need propositions to account for the meaningfulness of
public-language sentences, and then [ extend the story to Mentalese sentences,
We can see how fictionalists can respond to the Frege-Katz argument by
noticing that it is a special case of the Frege-Bealer-Schiffer argument. To
claim that we need propositions to account for the meaningfulness of public-
language sentences is just to claim that we need them to account for the truth
of certain “that’-clause-containing meaning ascriptions, e.g.,

(5) The sentence token that Floyd Jjust uttered meant that 0. J. is a
bachelor.

Now, it might seem that we could make the problem for fictionalists
worse by appealing not just to sentences like (3], but also to sentences like

(6) The sentence type ‘0. 1. is a bachelor’ means that O. 1. is a bach-
elor.

For it seems that in order to account for the truth of {6), we need to coun-
tenance fwo kinds of abstract objects, viz., propasitions and sentence types.
Platonists might try to buttress this point by arguing that any adequate mean-
ing theory for English would have to be about sentence types, rather than
tokens, because—in order to be adequate—it would have (o entail, for every
English sentence &, a theorem of the form ‘0 means that p'. But fetionalists
have a response to this. Let MTE be 2 meaning theory for English of the
above sort, i.e., one that makes claims about all English sentences and,
hence, must be taken as being about sentence types. Theories like MTE and
sentences like (6) are purely platonistic, rather than mixed; they are, thus,
more akin to the sentences and theories of mathematics than to those of
physics and belief psychology, and so fictionalists can take the same line
with them that they take with mathematics, In other words, fictionalists can
grant that sentences like (6) and theories like MTE are “about” propositions
and types but maintain that since there are no such things as propositions or
types, such sentences and theories are completely fictional. Mow, in order to
block this move, platonists would need to construct an argument for the
claim that sentences like (6) and theories like MTE are true. It seems to me
!:hal the only promising strategy here would be to construct an indispensabil-
1ty argument analogous to the one they use to argue that mathematical sen-
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tences and theories are true—i.e., an argument that shows that we need to
suppose that sentences like {6) and theories like MTE are true in order to
account for some class of facts about the physical world. But the only facts
that platonists might reasonably appeal to here are facts about actial physical
tokens—e.g., the fact {or alleged fact) expressed by (5). Thus, even if we
begin by talking about (6) and MTE, it seems clear that what fictionalists
really have to do is respond to the worry that we need propositions to account
for the truth of sentences like (5).

Let me turn, then, to this worry. My suggestion is that fictionalists can
say the same thing about the meaning ascription (5) that they suy about the
temperature ascription (4) and the belief ascription (3). Since the proposition
that O. J. is a bachelor is causally inert, it follows that the mixed fact
expressed by (5) supervenes on two (more basic) facts which aren't mixed and
which are entirely independent of one another—viz., a purely physical fact
about Floyd's token (and the surrounding community) and a purely platonis-
tic fact about the proposition that O. J. is a bachelor. But from this it fol-
lows that (5) has 2 nominalistic content that captures ils complete picture of
Floyd's token—a nominalistic content that says that Floyd's token holds up
its end of the “(5) bargain”—and that it is perfectly reasonable to believe this
nominalistic content while maintaining that the platonistic content of (5) is
fictional.

MNow, in order to make this view plausible, [ need to say what kind of
purely physical facts underlie sentences like (3). To do this, we need to dis-
tinguish two different facts that (5) might be taken to express, i.e., that (3)
conflates, If Floyd was speaking lirerally when he uttered his token, then
these two lacts are distinguished by

{5e) The token that Floyd just uttered meant in English that O, I, is a
bachelor

and

(Su) The token that Floyd just uttered meant fo us that O. J. is a bach-
elor.

The purely physical facts underlying these two sentences are different. The
physical fact behind (3e) is similar in spirit to the physical fact behind the
assertion that Floyd's utterance was a syntactically well-formed English sen-
tence token. That is, it is a fact about the shape of Floyd's token. In particu-
lar, it is the fact that Floyd's token is shaped in such a way that makes it
hold up its end of the “Floyd’s-token-is-a-token-of-a-type-that-means-in-
English-that-0, J.-is-a-bachelor bargain”. And the purely physical {or neuro-
logical, or psychological, or whatever) fact behind (5u) is the fact that each of
us associates Floyd's token with a “mental representation” of the proposition
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that O. I. is a bachelor, where a “mental representation” is a newral token of
some sort.®

The reason [ put scare quotes around ‘mental representation’ is 1o empha-
size that [ am using this term as I have been using *about’ throughout the
paper: on my usage, a neural token can be said to “represent” a proposition
even if, in point of actual fact, there are no such things as propositions. And,
again, the reason it is acceptable (and, indeed, helpful) to speak in this way is
that propositions (if there exist such things) are causally inert. For given
this, it follows that I could construct “mental representations” and assign
them to tokens even if there were no propositions for my so-called
“representations™ to be representations of, This, of course, is Jjust to reiterate
that the fact that I associate Floyd's token with a certain “mental representa-
tion” is a purely physical (or neurological, or psychological, or whatever)
fact. And it is this which, in turn, suggests that (5u) has a nominalistic con-
tent that captures its complete picture of us and Floyd's token—a nominalis-
tic content that says that (a) all of us, and (b) Floyd's token, hold up owr twa
ends of the three-way *(5u) bargain™,

Now, of course, this view of (5u) presupposes that we have some anti-pla-
tonistic story to tell about the meaningfulness of Mentaleye tokens. For to
say that a neural token “represents” the proposition that p is just to say that
it has this proposition as its content—i.e., that it means thar p. (After all, in
order to count as “representing” the proposition that p. rather than some other
proposition, a neural state is going to have to have a content-determining
property.) Thus, we are back where we were at the end of section 3, needing a
response (o the platonist claim that we need propositions o account for the
truth of sentences like

(3m) The particular neural token n meany in Mentalese that O, T. is a
bachelor,

¥ Two points, First, on some sense of *.._means o us...', there are (a) sentences which

mean things o us but which some of us don't understand (and 50 it would oot be the case
that each of us associntes the sentence with an approprizte mental representation) and
(1) sentences which mean things o us but which have never besn associated with any
“mental representotion”, because they have never been consciously considered. (Eg.,
4391 = 14.6" might be such a semlence—or, ol beast, it might have been before 1 just
considered it) But this notion of °., means o us.. " s equivalent to *._means in our lan-
guage...", and 5o it can be handled along the lines of {Se). The notion of *,..means to
us..." that I have in mind in connection with (Su) applies only when a token is actually
cogaized and undersiood to mean something by a particalar person or group of persons. :

S_cnmd.. mole that a token can mean to us something other than what it means i
English, For what “mental representadion” a person x assigng (o a tokes [ is a furction of
(a} what t means in English and (b) context, Le., factors such as whether x thinks t was
uttered metaphorically, whether x heard t coerectly, etc.
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But it ought to be very clear by now what fictionalists can say about (5m).
Since the proposition that O. I. is a bachelor is not causally related to n, it
follows that the mixed fact expressed by (5m) supervenes on two non-mixed
facts that are entirely independent of one ancther, viz., a purely physical fact
about n and a purely platonistic fact about the proposition that Q. J. is a
bachelor, And from this it follows that (5m) has a nominalistic content that
captures its complete picture of n—a nominalistic content that says that n
holds up its end of the “(5m) bargain"—and that it is perfectly coherent to
believe this nominalistic content while maintaining that the platonistic
content of (5m) is purely fictional.

Mow, one might wonder what kind of purely physical facts underlie sen-
tences like {(Sm), i.e., what the physicalistic content-determining properties of
neural tokens are like, Unfortunately, given our current ignorance of neuro-
physiology, it is impossible to say anything very informative here. But this
is not a problem for fictionalists gua fictionalists, because (a) platonists also
need to solve this problem, and (b) fictionalists can give any solution to it
that platonists can give. The reason platonists are on all fours with
fictionalists here—why they too owe an account of the physicalistic content-
determining properties of brain states, or neural tokens—is simply that they
too are committed to the claim that brain states do have such properties,
because they too are committed to the claim that we form “mental representa-
tions" of propositions. Now, I suppose that one might doubt that platonists
are committed here to the existence of physicalistic content-determining prop-
erties, but it is easy to see that they are. For since propositions (if there are
such things) are causally inert, our brains are going to have to form their
“representations” on rtheir own, so to speak, i.e., without receiving any
“help” from any abstract objects.

(It is important to keep in mind here that by ‘physicalistic’, I mean ani-
platonistic, rather than anti-mentalistic. Thus, platonists cannot help their
cause here by claiming that they can avoid having to believe in physicalistic
content-determining properties by adopting a mind-brain dualism and claim-
ing that while our Minds can construct representations of propositions, our
braing cannot—or at least do not. For, ignoring the fact that this sort of dual-
ism is implausible, fictionalists can make the same move. That is, if platon-
ists could somehow motivate dualism, fictionalists could accept the view
with them, because dualism is consistent with anti-platonism. One can main-
tain that it is our Minds that construct “mental representations” but still deny
that there are any such things as propositions. )

In any event, if what I've argued is correct, then fictionalists can avoid the
first horn of the dilemma presented at the end of section 3: it may well be
that platonism is the only view that can account for the (alleged) truth of
meaning ascriptions like (3) and (6), but there is no good argument against
the view which denies that such sentences are true, which takes (6) (and
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MTE) to be completely fictional and (5) (and (3e), (5u), and (5m)) to have
true nominalistic contents (that capture everything important that they entail
about the physical world, i.e., about tokens and speakers) but fictional pla-
tonistic contents, .

But what about the second horn of the dilemma? One mi ght think that the
above arguments simply show that platonism is, in fact, not the only view
that can account for meaningfulness, or more generally, for the truth of *that'-
sentences, One might think the above arguments show that anti-platonists
can account for the truth of ‘that’-sentences by taking “mental representa-
tions" to be the referents of “that’-clauses, i.e., the meanings of sentences, the
objects of belief, etc,

The fact of the matter, though, is that the above arguments show nothing
of the sort. All I've argued is that “mental representations” can be used to
explain certain sorts of facts, e.g., the fact that Floyd holds up his end of the
“(3) bargain” and the fact that we hold up our end of the *(3u) bargain”. But
there is a big difference between the claim that “mental representations™ can
be put to this minimal use and the claim that they are the referents of ‘thar'-
clauses. Indeed, while the former claim seems very plausible, there are
numerous well-known arguments for thinking that the latter claim is false—
namely, the arguments that have been offered by platonists like Bealer, Schif-
fer, and Katz. I alluded to these arguments in section 2 in discussing the sec-
ond premise of the Frege-Bealer-Schiffer argument, i e., the premise that the
only plausible suggestion about what ‘that’-clauses might refer to is the pla-
tonistic suggestion that they refer to propositions. Unfortunately, I haven't
the space to go into these arguments here,™ but it is worth noting that none
D.f them provides any reason whatsoever to doubt that “mental representa-
tions" can be used in the way that fictionalists want 1o use them, i.e., to
explain how it is that people can hold up their ends of ‘that’-sentences like
(3) and (5u).

This last point captures the real beauty of the fictionalist stance: it enables
anti-platonists to ignore the arguments of people like Bealer, Schiffer, and
Katz. We can admif that “that'-sentences are best interpreted as being “about”
propositions without admitting that there are propositions. More generally,
we can admit that our best theories are best interpreted platonistically—either
as purely platonistic theories or as mixed theories—and we can reap all the
benefits of interpreting them in this way without committing to the existence
.ﬂf abstract objects. Seen in this light, anti-platonists should not lament hav-
ing no option but to endorse fictionalism, because it seems to be the most
attractive version of anti-platonism we've got, because it enables us to have

N . =
Well, let me give one very .qu_.lt:t argument. Lock at (Sm). Iis “that-clouse couldn't pefer
oo nln:uml token, because if it did, the aeurl token in question would have ftreif as its
meaning.
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our cake and eat it too. On the one hand, fictionalists don’t have to “watch
what they eat” like other anti-platonists do; they can make full use of our
seemingly platonistic theories without worrying about whether every entail-
ment of these theories can be given anti-platonistic truth conditions. But on
the other hand, they don't have to pay any price for their “reckless eating”, as
platonists do with their ontological obesity.

% Here is an interesting aside. If everything ['ve said here is correct, then the standard
relationnl view of the metophysics of belief is wrong. To have a belief is nof to be related
in o certain way to the referent of a ‘that’-clause, because we can have beliefs even if
‘that’-clanses fail to refer—i.e., even if thers are no sech things as objects of belief. For
this reason, it se=ms to me that having a belief i3 a one-place property of bellevers
{although it may be that what beliefs a person has is detenmined not just by her neural
state but also by external factors), MNow, it might seem odd that 1 would sccept o one-
place metaphysics of belief, becouse [ hove already said thot [ endorse a two-place
semantics of ‘believes'. But there is really nothing odd about this; semantics and meta-
physics come apart all the time, because we very often use “metaphysically imelevant
entities" a5 descriptive aids to express facts. For instance, the best semantic analysis of
ordinury (Celsius) temperature ascriptions holds that such sentences are troe if amd oaly
il the: physical system in question is Celsins-related to the real number in question. But this
does not mean that o have a temperature just iz 10 be related in a certain way to o real
number. Likewiss, while ‘believes’ s a two-place predicate, having a belief is not a two-
place relation, And it scems to me that this is true sven i there de exist propositions,
because propositions are not metaphysically relevant to our belief states. But of courss,
much more would need to be said 1o defend this wedding of the standard two-place
semantics of ‘believes’ 1o a one-place metaphysics of belief.
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